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CITY OF THE DALLES PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Thursday, October 3, 2013
City Hall Council Chambers
313 Court Street
The Dalles, OR 97058
Conducted in a handicap accessible room

6:00 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER:
Chair Lavier called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm.

ROLL CALL:

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Bruce Lavier, Rob Raschio, Dennis Whitehouse, Jeff Stiles

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Chris Zukin, Mark Poppoff, Mike Zingg

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:
City Attorney Gene Parker, Planning Director Richard Gassman, Administrative Secretary Carole Trautman

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:
It was moved by Raschio and seconded by Whitehouse to approve the agenda as submitted. The motion carried

unanimously; Zukin, Poppoff and Zingg were absent.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
It was moved by Whitehouse and seconded by Raschio to approve the August 22, 2013 minutes as submitted.

Whitehouse, Raschio, and Stiles approved, Lavier abstained. The motion carried; Zukin, Poppoff and Zingg
were absent.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Steve Kelsey, 3850 Nob Hill Road, The Dalles, Oregon, suggested opening up available City
commission/committee positions to residents outside City limits. City Attorney Parker stated there were some
ordinances that required commission/committee members to reside within City limits, and City Council would
need to make ordinance changes. Jim Wilcox, 416 West 7™ Street, The Dalles, Oregon, said that when he was
Mayor of The Dalles, there were some adhoc committees (such as the Burn Committee) that could be opened up
to residents outside City limits, and he would use those opportunities to bring others in to help.

LEGISLATIVE HEARING:

Application Number: ZOA 85-13; City of The Dalles; Request: Amendments to the Land Use and
Development Ordinance (LUDO) as they pertain to the provisions of House Bill 3479.

Director Gassman commented that City Council planned on having a full scale discussion on residential infill
policy after these proposed LUDO amendments were completed. Gassman explained that these amendments
were designed to free up the minor partition process as it pertained to House Bill 3479 (HB 3479), because
currently the LUDO was in conflict with the House Bill. He emphasized that this legislative hearing was not a
~ full review of the City’s residential infill policies. Gassman said the proposed amendments would go before

' City Council in a public hearing, then, if adopted, to the County Commissioners for review so amendments
could potentially be applied to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) areas. He pointed out that City Council
could only approve the amendments for areas inside City limits, and the County would need to approve the
Planning Commission Minutes
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amendments for the UGB areas. Gassman handed out a copy of HB 3479 (Attachment 1). He explained that the
proposed amendment language was intended to distinguish between residential and non-residential property, and
some language was added in Section 2 to differentiate. References to pre-payment of funds in lieu of Waivers
of Remonstrance and language regarding waivers of remonstrance as it pertained to minor partitions of

residential property were omitted.

Whitehouse asked what impact the proposed amendments would have for property owners in the minor partition
process, if adopted. Director Gassman said the minor partition process would remain the same, but as part of the
process there would be no requirements to pay into a development fund, sign a Waiver of Remonstrance, or
provide any improvements at the time of the minor partition application. Gassman explained that property
owners could sell partitioned lots with no improvement encumbrances.

Testimony:
Jim Wilcox, 416 West 7™ Street, The Dalles, Oregon, said that it was confusing to follow the references in the

proposed language, because some of the references were general ordinances rather than Land Use and
Development Ordinances. Mr. Wilcox stated that one of the ordinances he reviewed allowed property owners to
Bancroft improvement expenses at 10% interest. He said City Council changed the interest rate to 1% over cost,
and the current LUDO did not reflect that change. Mr. Wilcox said he felt residential, commercial and industrial
parcels should not be charged to “draw a line on a map.”

Steve Kelsey, 3850 Nob Hill Road, The Dalles, Oregon, said that in the County, the people would go to the
County and ask for a Local Improvements Distric (LID). The County would not require an LID. He said the
City should not go to the people and require an LID. Mr. Kelsey also stated that people were not going to pay
for developments, and the Planning Commission should tell the staff what to do.

Randy Hager, 2804 East 10™ Street, The Dalles, Oregon, read portions of past correspondence between he and
Director Gassman (Attachments 2-5) regarding minor partitioning.

Raschio asked Director Gassman if HB 3479 only applied within City limits and not to properties within the
Urban Growth Boundary. Gassman said he and City Attorney Parker both agreed that was the literal reading of

HB 3479.

Randy Hager, 2804 East 10" Street, The Dalles, Oregon, read HB 3479 and said that the City’s testimony at the
State House of Representatives hearing was that the UGB was not to be excluded from the HB 3479.

Raschio asked if the proposed LUDO amendments would apply to the UGB areas as well as properties within
City limits. City Attorney Parker said the LUDO amendments would only apply to the UGB properties if the
County chose to adopt them. City’s recommendation would be to adopt the amendments. Director Gassman

clarified that the City had jurisdiction for planning purposes in the UGB but no authority to adopt UGB rules.
Typically, Gassman advised, when the County adopts its rules, the City administers those rules.

John Dennee, 2651 East Tenth Street, The Dalles, Oregon, read Mr. Hunicutt’s interpretation (Attachment 6) of

the proposed LUDO amendments. In summary, Mr. Hunicutt’s opinion was that, due to the cross referencing in
the proposed changes, the amendments would require a property owner to enter into an agreement with the City

to install improvements prior to the City approving the final partition plat; and, therefore, the partition would not
occur due to costs that would exceed property values.

Jerry Johnson, 3102 East 13" Street, The Dalles, Oregon, stated he understood that HB 3479 included the UGB
areas because UGB residents were governed by the City. Director Gassman said the UGB areas were not
governed by the City; they were governed by the County, and up to this point the County had adopted what the
City had adopted. Johnson said there needed to be discussion on the definition of development at some point.
He believed some current development definitions, such as drilling, could be used to require UGB property
owners to install improvements.

Planning Commission Minutes
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Steve Kelsey, 3850 Nob Hill Road, The Dalles, Oregon, urged the Planning Commission to do the research and
make a strong recommendation to the County that HB 3479 intended to include the UGB areas.

Chair Lavier asked staff what the process would be for making changes on residential infill policy. Director
Gassman stated after these LUDO amendments were completed, the Planning Commission would have a series
of work sessions to address the larger issues. Language would be drafted, and the Planning Commission would
hold a public hearing to make a recommendation to City Council. City Council would then hold a public
hearing,

Mayor Lawrence stated he understood Director Gassman’s explanation of the process to be what City Council
had directed. Gassman listed other issues that needed to be addressed as follows: 1) who would be responsible
for the installation of public improvements; 2) who would pay for public improvements; 3) what to do with past
Waivers of Remonstrance; 4) what to do with LIDs; and 5) what to do with street standards.

Chair Lavier called for a recess at 7:25 pm and reconvened the meeting at 7:35 pm.

After reviewing Mr. Hunicutt’s written comments, Director Gassman stated there was some confusion on Mr.
Hunitcutt’s part regarding his reference to Section 9.040.060(H) regarding street improvement requirements.
Section 9.040 applied to subdivisions, not minor partitions; and Section 9.040.060 did not apply to minor
partitions except for a provision in Section 9.030.050. Gassman explained that Section 9.030 pertained to minor
partitions, and Section 9.040 pertained to subdivisions. Currently, LUDO had a cross reference from Section
9.030 to Section 9.040 that requires minor partitions to meet the same requirements as subdivisions. Gassman
said that is why, in the proposed amendments, page 2, the cross reference was deleted so that minor partition
applicants would not be required to comply with Section 9.040.060(H). In summary, Gassman advised that the
proposed amendments omitted street improvements for minor partitions, while street improvement requirements
would remain for non-residential properties and the construction of new dwellings.

Raschio clarified that these proposed amendments would shift the costs away from the minor partition applicant.
Director Gassman said that was correct.

Chair Lavier closed the public hearing at 7:44 p.m.

Deliberation

Whitehouse clarified that these LUDO amendments were the first step in the process. Director Gassman said
the amendments, if approved, would bring the City’s code into compliance with HB 3479. In doing so, they
would remove the street improvement requirements from the minor partition application on residentially-zoned
property. Whitehouse said he was concerned about setting up two different standards for an unrepresented
group. Gassman said the City did not want two different standards.

It was moved by Raschio and seconded by Stiles to recommend to City Council approval of the proposed LUDO
amendments of ZOA 85-13 as submitted in staff’s report. The motion carried unanimously; Zukin, Poppoff and

Zingg were absent.

It was moved by Stiles and seconded by Whitehouse to recommend to City Council and the County Commission
Board to adopt the proposed LUDO amendments and to include the Urban Growth Boundary areas. The motion
carried unanimously; Zukin, Poppoff and Zingg were absent.

Stiles stated, for the record, that timing was an issue, and this process needed to move as quickly as possible.

" Whitehouse said he hoped that, in the future, all Planning Commissioners would be in attendance for future
meetings as much as possible.

Planning Commission Minutes
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STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMENTS:

Director Gassman reported that the next regularly scheduled meeting of October 17, 2013 was cancelled.
Raschio asked if the Planning Commission should meet then to continue work on the residential infill policies.
Gassman said staff would not be ready by then and the Commission would meet the first Thursday in November

as scheduled.

Director Gassman introduced Nick Kraemer, Planning Department’s new Associate Planner.

Raschio asked if code enforcement could inspect a large growth of puncture vine on some city-owned property
at Case and Kelly Streets.

Director Gassman reported that the Google project was moving forward and would have a very positive impact
on the City. There was also some new development at West 6™ Street and Cherry Heights in front of the new
Goodwill structure, tenants to be determined.

Randy Hager, 2804 East Tenth Street, The Dalles, Oregon, summarized the challenges some UGB property
owners had faced with property values and sales.

ADJOURNMENT:
Chair Lavier adjourned the meeting at 8:00 pm.

Respectfully submitted by Carole J. Trautman, Administrative Secretary

Bruce Lavier, Chairman

Planning Commission Minutes
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Attachment 1
| Legislative Intormation System
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77th ORECON LEGISLATIVE ASSIEMBLY--2013 Regulor Sassion

Enrolled
House Bill 3479

Sponsored by Representative HUFFMAN

CHAPTER

AN ACT

Relating to city fees; and deelaring an emergency.

Be It Enacted by tha People of the State of Ovegon:

SECTION 1. When the owner of property that is located in & oity in Waseo County with
a populailfon gredter than 5,000 and thal is zoned for residential use files an application for
a partition, ns defined in ORS 92.010, or a subsequen( application for a permi( in furtherance
of the parlition, for the propertly, the cily may not, as a condffion of approval of the appli-

cation:

(1) Asgess:
(a) A charge in lleu of forming u local hmprovemont district; or

(b) A prepayment agalnsi an asgessment for a future local improvement district; or
(2) Require the owner of the property (o enter Inlc a nonremonstrance agreement with

respect to the future formation of a local improvement distriet,

SECTION 2. Scction 1 of this 2013 Act s ropealed on July 1, 2023.

SECTION 3. This 2013 Aot boing nocessary for the immediate preservation of tho publie
peace, heallth and safety, an emergency is declared Lo exist, and this 2013 Act takes effect

on lis passage.

!

Ewolled House Bill 3479 (HB 3479.B) Page 1
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Attachment 2
26 June 2013
2804B
E. 10" Street
The Dalles, OR 97058

Dick Gassman

Director of Planning & other public obtacles
City of The Dalles

313 Court Street, The Dalles, OR 97058

Regarding: Partition

Dear Dick,

Please consider this partition idea that I’ve worked on over the last few years. A reminder
Dick, that when I bought 2804 E. 10™in 2002, I was given paperwork signed by Daniel
Roberts (then director or acting director of public works) stating that I could divide

this .91 acre lot into 3 lots, that I confirmed with planning at which time planning was in
the basement of City Hall. You’ll remember that all of the sewer and water service and
connection fees were identified in that paperwork. Then a lot of water under the bridge,
and then the challenges of wording the ordinance with City Council and staff, leading to
the planning commission hearing and subsequently the Governor signing House Bill
3479 into law this June.

Now I’m living with rumors and newspaper articles and fears and angst from people all
over town; from the Mayor and past Mayors and neighbors, to comments from Nolan and
Gene Parker at City Council and their advertized comments in print.

Which leads me to locate ONE solution. And so once again I turn to you. The question
being; what is the law today specifying the complete answer to the quest for a lot
partition in the urban growth boundary of The Dalles Oregon; particularly for my own
home and property? I’m not after any postures or predictions. Just what can I do today
that is governed by law. Please recall that my primary home has its own well and septic
as is the case with the 2011/2012 constructed accessory dwelling. I clearly have been
held in limbo since 2007 awaiting a legal determination over this partition issue and the
development of clearly defined ordinance.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Randolph Hager



Attachment 3 Q/Z@/ {3
CITY of THE DALLES

313 COURT STREET
THE DALLES, OREGON 97058

(541) 296-5481 ext. 1125
FAX: (541) 298-5490
Planning Department

June 28, 2013

Randy Hager
2804 B East 10" Street
The Dalles, OR 97058

Re: Partition
Dear Randy,

You have inquired about the current status of the rules relating to minor partitions in The Dalles after
the passage of HB 3479. Ihave attached a copy of your letter and a copy of HB 3479 for reference.

First, a careful reading of HB 3479 reveals that it relates only to property in a city in Wasco County.
Your property on East 10% is not inside the city limits of The Dalles, therefore the provisions of that
bill do not apply to your property. As a result, the rules for minor partitions have not changed.

The final conditions for approval of a minor partition can only be determined by submitting an
application. However, in the past, for those properties that are situated on unimproved streets and
seek to partition, we have required full improvement. Full improvement usually means the
installation of sewer and water utilities and a street with sidewalks, curbs and half street pavement.
Again, the exact details depend on a variety of factors and can only be determined through a formal
process.

If you are required to put in improvements as a condition of approval, that condition can be met in
one of the methods provided for in the LUDO. In general you have the option of installing the
improvements, paying the estimated costs of the improvements, agreeing to put in the improvements
and providing financial guarantees for the estimated costs, or forming a local improvement district to
install the improvements.

The City Council has indicated an intent to change the minor partition rules but put that on hold until
the legislature finished with HB 3479. The Council’s interest in a change will be reviewed again,
beginning with a joint work session of the Council and Planning Commission on Julyl8. Whether
the public will be allowed to participate in that discussion is up to the Council and Planning
Commission. If that work session determines that changes in the LUDO are needed, there will be
public hearings held at a later date.

I hope this answers the issues you raise in your letter.

Sincerely,

S
Richard Gassman
Director



Attachment 4

September 26, 2013

Dick Gassman
Director of Planning
City of The Dalles, OR 97058

Re: Long delayed partition

Dear Dick,
In my last correspondence, June of 2013 | requested present law definition of my right to partition.

Your response letter to me of June 28" identified that it was the city’s position that as a result of the
wording of HB 3479 “within a city in Wasco county”, the old ordinance still demanded that | “pay into a
fund” due to the iocation of my lot in the urban growth boundary across the street from city limits.

This bearing on my ownership of .91 aces which when purchased in 2002 addressed the then requested
opportunity to partition into 3 lots with infrastructure and connection to city services projected to cost
me approximately $8900.00.

I have now proceeded to survey and describe a lot division of 1 lot into 2 lots as was allowed for the
neighboring Denee property, with no requirements for fees or infrastructure improvements. This is .
based on our discussion following your June 28" letter, in which you identified to me that the city would
not likely enforce any costs or implementation of improvements should | partition into a front lot with
street frontage and a rear lot with a described ingress/egress easement.

I have now agreed to rent the house on the front lot and was asked if | would consider selling that lot
once the partition was approved and recorded, which | would do probably spring of 2014. My present
question being; is it still valid as you have described, that because | am not altering the frontage or
requesting additional access points at the frontage, that this lot division can proceed without ordinance
encumbrance? | want to address this potential scenario with my renter early in the next week beginning
September 29", 2013.

Thank you for your regards.
Sincerely,

Randolph Hager



Attachment 5

October 04, 2013

To: Planning Commission

Regards: HB 3479 vs. City of The Dalles, Wasco County Intergovernmental Agreement and Partition

Jusrisdiction

Planning Commission, City staff, City Council, Community and Honorable Mayor Lawrence

Records will disclose that the intergovernmental agreement recognizes the jurisdiction the City of The
Dalles planning staff has over all planning actions and decisions governing my home and property at
2804 East 10™ street within the urban growth boundary.

This city planning jurisdiction was in place at the time of my 2002 purchase at which time I received and
verified signed paperwork on City of The Dalles public works letterhead identifying a requested 3-lot
partition and the costs pertaining to that partition all under the jurisdiction of the city planning office
with no mention of non-remonstrance, LIDs, or fees or funds for street improvements.

" | was required to purchase a building permit under city jurisdiction for the construction of my art studio
in approximately 2003 with no mention or demands for signing non-remonstrance or notice of any
payment into a fund or a planning action for streets or infrastructure improvements.

In 2011 after multiple visits over three years with Dick Gassman requesting a move toward partitioning
for further construction we had determined that | could, and did build a 600 square foot accessory
dwelling over a garage at 2804 E. 10" street, all under the jurisdiction of city planning with no mention
of fees or funds or infrastructure, or street improvements, as a consequence of the building permit.

Shortly following my move-in in September 2012, city council directed staff to provide for 3-lot
partitions to occur under city ordinance with the elimination of a demand for non-remonstrance or pre
payments or for demands for infrastructure improvements. There would be no need or request for city
services on my property as each dwelling was served by its own domestic well and septic system. |
understand that | was still postured to look to the future should a LID ever become formed. My
conversations with Dick indicated that the present rate of development may indicate that east 10™

street could get and LID in 50 to 100 years.

Staff failed to provide the requested ordinance change which met with disapproval by the planning
commission spring of 2013 with a directive to “go back and do it right”.



Presentations were then made to the Oregon Legislature and HB 3479 became LAW in June 2013 which
directed the city planning authority to ‘cease the demand’ for non-remonstrance, and the demands for
specific fee payments for infrastructure improvements, in the case of partitions up to 3 lots.

City planning staff then determined that due to the wording “within a city” that they, even though they
have jurisdiction over city/county planning authority, would disallow the authority of the new law to
govern their jurisdiction outside city limits within the urban growth boundary.

As a result of the new law | wrote Mr. Gassman of June 26, 2013 and requested clarity as to the present

implications regarding my partition request at 2804 east 10™.

His response was to specify that HB 3479 did not provide me any protection from city ordinance that the
city had jurisdiction over and that clarity could only be had by submitting an application for a minor

partition.

At this point the incomprehensible becomes apparent. The city planning staff handles jurisdiction of
authority. City council directs that authority to cease specific actions and provide an ordinance of
recognition. Staff refuses to take the directive of city council and refuses to apply the law to the extent
of their jurisdiction. The entirety of ordinance and jurisdiction becomes so thwarted that the planning
commission and again the city council and the entire community have to face the insult and
embarrassment of mis-guided actions and unfulfilled obligations.

My question right here is:

WILL YOU AS PLANNING COMMISIONERS, WITNESS TO THIS DISARRAY, IN THE PRESENCE OF THIS
COMMUNITY AND ON MY BEHALF, AND ON BEHALF OF SO MANY OTHERS WHO COULD PROCEED AND
PROSPER WITH THE WILL OF THEIR OWN LIVES, STAND AND CORRECT THESE INJUSTICES AND BREACH
OF DUTY WHILE IT IS APPAERENT WHAT FAILS TO BE CORRECTED.

I have worked to have the development of the law on partitions; | seek the protection of the law on
partitions; and do herein request your support in observation of the intent of the law.
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e Tacife CITY of THE DALLES

A
S&THE e, 313 COURT STREET
£ % THE DALLES, OREGON 97058

PHONE: 541-296-5481 EXT. 1125
FAX: 541-298-5490
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Memorandum

To:  Planning Commission
From: Richard Gassman, Director
Date: November 7,2013

Re:  Residential Development Discussion

Goal. Our goal is to review City policies relating to public improvements associated with residential
development and to forward a recommendation to the City Council. In addition to the actual
recommendation, the Council will also have available the minutes of the Commission sessions.

Introduction. The issues surrounding residential development are complicated and often
interrelated. As the first step in our review we will take a look at the various aspects of
development, what the current City policies are, and whether there are any exceptions to the current
policies. We will also briefly mention possible alternatives to the current policy. If we have time we
will then begin the discussion of possible changes to current City policies. If the Commission
decides to recommend a change to the current policy, we will discuss what that change might be.
What we don’t finish during this work session, we will take up at the next Commission session.
Most changes will require amendments to the City’s Land Use and Development Ordinance
(LUDO). The language for those amendments will be prepared and brought back to the Commission
after all the policies are fully discussed.

Scope of Discussion. Currently residential development contains a whole series of requirements
related to various aspects of development. This work session will focus on those improvements that
are not on private property. Generally these are referred to as public improvements, or off-site
improvements. In this staff report we will use the term “public improvements”. The public
improvements include sidewalks, curbs, streets, storm water, sanitary sewer, and water. Unless so
directed by the Commission, we will not look at such aspects of residential development as system
development charges, driveways, and other regulations that apply solely on private property.

Who is Responsible for Public Improvements? The City’s general policy is that property owners
are responsible for bringing their adjacent right of way up to City standards. Once that is done and
the City accepts the street, and underground utilities, the City then takes over the responsibility to
maintain them. The sidewalk and any unimproved area within the right of way remain the
responsibility of the adjacent property owner for maintenance purposes. Exceptions to this general



rule include a policy on multi-frontage lots and a gravel street policy. Multi-frontage relief is a
policy that provides the City will pay for part of the total frontage cost for surface improvements of
those lots that have frontage on more than one street. There is no multi-frontage relief for
underground utilities. The gravel street policy provides that in certain circumstances, the City will
provide the labor and equipment if the adjacent property owners pay for the materials and any
contracted services needed, such as concrete contractors. Any project using the gravel street policy
is subject to the City having budgeted sufficient funds to pay for the labor, equipment, and any multi-
frontage relief provided by the City.

What Public Improvements. An individual property owner is typically responsible for one half of a
fully improved residential street. That would include a 16 foot paving width, a 6 inch curb, and a
five foot sidewalk. If the paving width for the street is scheduled to be wider than a total of 32 feet,
the City would pay for the additional cost. The street would in most circumstances also have a

City water main, a sanitary sewer main, and a storm water pipe. If these utilities are not already in
the right of way, then the property owner is responsible for extending them to the far end of their

property.

When is the Requirement for Public Improvements Triggered? Until the passage of HB 3479 by
the State Legislature in 2013, the City considered either the creation of one or more new lots, or the
addition of a dwelling unit, as a trigger for public improvements. If the adjacent right of way was not
built to City standards then the property owner was required to either put in the required public
improvements or to meet one of the identified methods of deferring public improvements. In many
cases it was not feasible for the public improvements to be put in so the issue became which of the
identified deferral methods would be chosen. Those methods included a Waiver of Remonstrance
(WR), a Delayed Development Agreement (DDA), also sometimes called a deferred development
agreement, or the pay into the fund (PF) method. With the recent LUDO amendments to comply
with HB 3479, the City is in the process of removing minor partitions as a triggering event. Public
improvements will still be required with a subdivision, or with a building permit for a new

dwelling.

There are several reasons why it may not be feasible for the required public improvements to be put
in. These include one or more of the following: lack of a storm water system, lack of engineering,
or due to lack of adjoining public improvements where a single property width of improvements is
not a viable long range solution. As a way of allowing development to occur without the public
improvements, the City has adopted several exceptions, as stated above. These exceptions all defer
the installation of the public improvements to an indefinite time. The WR and the PF are now
prohibited for minor partitions. At the present time an applicant who submits a request for a single
family dwelling building permit will not be required to sign a WR for the formation of a LID.

City Standards. The requirement for public improvements all refer to installing the improvements
to “City Standards”. Prior to 2010 these standards were spelled out in LUDO Section 10.060 J. and
there was essentially a “one size fits all” approach, depending on the street category. After a
thorough review of the requirements and the existing conditions, the City adopted a more flexible
approach. For streets that are listed in the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) as local

and residential, the City has specific requirements for individual street segments, with additional
flexibility for difficult cases. These different standards are contained in Resolution 10-007, which
was made part of LUDO Section 10.060 J 5. The key element in this more flexible approach

is whether the street is listed in the TSP as a local residential street. The TSP has a list of all public
streets in the City, prior to recent annexations, and how they are categorized. One idea to discuss is



whether to expand the list of streets that are authorized to be less than fully improved. If the
Commission is interested in looking at this idea, the next category of streets is the residential
collector street. Many of the undeveloped streets on the east side are listed as collector streets. The
City may not be completely free to reduce standards on all streets due to federal ADA requirements.

Types of Deferral of Construction. Over the years the City has provided a variety of approved
methods that on one hand require the improvement but defer the installation. These deferral methods
have different consequences. The traditional method of deferral has been the WR. This is a
document where the property owner waives their right to object (remonstrate) to the creation of a
local improvement district (LID) to install one or more public improvements. The WR is recorded
and is tied to the property. The City started requiring these over 20 years ago and has over that time
accumulated a number of these WRs for a variety of improvements. Although the City has
eliminated the WR from residential development projects, one of the issues to be resolved is what to
do with these old WRs. There is no time limit on them so it is possible to simply keep them.
However, if the City does not intend to use them to initiate an LID then there may not be a reason to
keep them. On October 28, 2013 the City Council released two WRs on a residential property at the
request of the property owner, citing special circumstances. The Council did not discuss WRs in
general.

The DDA is another method of deferring public improvements. Like the WR it is a document signed
by the property owner and recorded. It also has no time limit. However the DDA is not tied to an
LID. It is a separate agreement between the owner and the City. The DDA typically describes the
events which will trigger notice from the City that the public improvements need to be constructed.

The PF is yet another way of deferring any required public improvements, but in this alternative the
owner pays the estimated costs and is then relieved of any future liability. However, the
improvement is not put in at that time.

HB 3479. This bill was passed by the 2013 Legislature. It prohibits the City from requiring either
the WR or the PF as part of a minor partition. However, the bill restricts these methods only when
tied to a minor partition. The WR or the PF may be required as part of the requirements for a
building permit for a new dwelling. One of the issues for discussion is whether the City should
completely discontinue the use of the PF method. The discussion could also include whether the
City should reestablish the use of WR for residential development.

Costs. The cost of improvements is always an issue. However, with the prohibition on the PF
method during a minor partition, the issue then becomes whether the City wishes to keep this option
for the building permit stage. One of the questions that has come up is over the prevailing wage
requirement for public contracts. The price of labor at the prevailing wage rate has been used to
calculate the estimated costs for public improvements for the PF option. This tends to increase the
cost to people wanting to use this option compared to what a property owner might pay a private
contractor for the same work. However, the estimates from private contractors do not usually
include the cost of engineering that is needed to make sure public improvements put in by a private
contractor are located properly and will fit into a finished system. Even with that caveat, some areas
are simply not ready for installation of public improvements as the necessary system engineering has
not been done.

LID. The LID is a standard municipal device for installing public improvements. An LID can
be formed when there are a sufficient number of property owners who have agreed to the LID. In



The Dalles the LID process is located in Ordinance 91-1127. In an LID the public improvement is
installed for a number of properties and the cost is split between the properties, usually on linear foot
frontage basis. All LIDs must go through a formal process by the City Council, including a public
hearing. There are basically two ways to form an LID. The City can initiate the LID using WRs as
all or part of the required owner approval. Owners can also initiate an LID through the City Council.
Currently the LID is a valid means of installing public improvements, but in recent history the LID
process has not been used for residential improvements. Some cities have chosen not to initiate an
LID unless the petition is brought to the Council by the property owners, with a sufficient number of
property owners requesting it, without the use of WRs. An item of discussion will be whether the
City should restrict its use of the LID process for residential development.

Maintenance. Currently the City maintains all streets that are built to City standards and have been
formally accepted by the City as City streets. Over the years the standards have changed and some
streets that are under City maintenance now would not be accepted for maintenance if built the same
way today. In addition, with the adoption in 2010 of lesser standards for some streets, it is possible
for a street to be up to "city standards", for LUDO purposes, but not be up to City standards for
maintenance purposes. Streets not accepted by the City as City Streets are generally not maintained
by the City. An item of discussion may also include whether the City should take over, or increase,
maintenance responsibility for streets that it has not accepted fully for maintenance.

Other Cities. Other cities are facing similar problems. Even larger cities do not have answers for
many of the same issues we are facing. I have attached a study from the City of Portland, dated
November 2012, with discussions of many of the issues we will be discussing. If you read the report
you will see that some of the issues could almost be verbatim restatements of the problems we are
facing.

Possible Discussion Points.

Here is list of possible discussion items. As we go through the review of residential development
issues, we can add, or subtract, from this list.

1. Should the adjacent property owners be responsible for public improvements? Current policy —
yes, with multi-frontage and gravel street exceptions. If the adjacent property owners are not
responsible for the public improvements, who should be, and where will the money come from.

2. Should the adjacent property owners be responsible for the full range of public improvements?
Current policy - yes.

3. When should the public improvements be triggered? Current policy — at time of a subdivision or
addition of a dwelling.

4. Should the City require any public improvements at time of subdivision? Current policy — full
improvement.

5. Should the City require any public improvements at time of building permit for a dwelling?
Current policy — full improvement.

6. Should the City allow new dwellings only on streets that are fully improved or which can be made
fully improved at time of construction? Not current policy.

7. What deferral options should the City use? PF, WR, DDA?



8. Should City change street standards for Residential Collector Streets? Does ADA law affect any
of these decisions?

9. Should the City review the standards for local residential streets in Resolution 10-007?

10. Should the City allow public improvements for any street without installation of a storm water
system?

11. Should the same requirements apply to all residential developments, including those associated
with both minor partitions and subdivisions, to address the potential for “serial minor partitions™ as
an avenue to avoid development requirements?

Summary

If the City determines that public improvements are not required, then the discussion goes down a
different path, and much of the material in this Memorandum is irrelevant.

If the City determines that public improvements are required, there are only two options — either put
the improvements in as part of a project, or delay them to a later date. The advantages of deferral are
obvious, but over time the disadvantages have also become obvious. The main disadvantage is that
the City has not found any method that guarantees the public improvements will be put in at a later
date. The PF method was devised as a way to allow the development without the construction of the
public improvements, and also without the necessity of trying to get the property owner to pay at a
later date or having to ensure that future property owners are aware of a potential future obligation.
With the passage of HB 3479, the City can no longer require either a WR or the PF with a minor
partition. However, the bill did not place similar restrictions on other development, such as the
building of a new dwelling.

Most of the lots we are currently dealing with are located on unimproved streets and the streets are
not currently ready for development. The main reason usually is the lack of a storm water system in
place, but often there is no engineering so that the exact location or the elevation of the
improvements has not yet been determined. If the improvements are not put in with development,
then arrangements must be made for installation at a later date. This starts the whole discussion all
over again.

It is clear from a history of the City’s attempts to get public improvements that no simple, cost
effective method has been found. The practical result of the allowance of development coupled with
the failure to get improved streets results in the City actually encouraging the type of development
that will make it more difficult in the future to get the public improvements. The City should
consider eliminating all deferment of public improvements. This would require property owners
who want to develop to figure out a way to install the public improvements at the time of
construction. If we continue to allow residential development but defer the installation of the public
improvements, the City must have better assurance that the deferment will result in the
improvements actually being constructed. Otherwise we are increasing density, reducing the number
of unimproved lots and making future public improvements that much harder to obtain.

Recommendation: Staff is not making any recommendation, other than the Commission consider
and discuss all the issues and options. The Planning Commission can give staff guidance on which,
if any, of these issues the Commission would like staff to further develop.
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1.  HB 3479.

Inventory of Streets from TSP.

City of Portland Unimproved Street Study. November 2012.
Resolution 10.007. Standards for Local Streets.
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Attachment 1
‘Legislative Intormation dystem

View: Ft 50% 100% 2009

71th ORECON LEGISLATIVE ASSIEMBLY-2019 Regulor Sassion

Enrolled
House Bill 3479

Sponsored by Representstive HUFFMAN

CHAPTER

AN ACT

Relating to eity feas; and deelnting an amorgency.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Ovegons

BECTION 1. When the owner of property that Is Toosted in o ofty in Wasea County with
a population greater than 5,000 and that is zoned for resldentinl use files an application for

a parfition, ns defined in ORS 92.010, or a subsequont application for a permif In furtheranoe
of the partition, for the pioperly, the cily may nof, as a condition of approval of the appli-

cationt

(1) Asgess:
(n) A charge in Yieu of forming a local improvement distriols or

(b) A prepayment against an azgessment for a fufure local Improvement district; or

(2) Require the owner of ithe properiy (o enter Inlo o nonremonsirance agreément wilh
vospect to the fualure formation of & local improvement disiviet.

SECTION 2. Seotion 1 of this 2018 Aot Is repoenled on July 1, 2028.

SECTION 8. This 2018 Aot hoing noocssary for the Immediato preservation of the publio
peace, health and eafety, an emergency 1 declared Lo exist, and this 2018 Acl tukos effect

on lis passage.

!
Enmwiled House Bill 3479 (HB 3479.B) Page 1
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Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles
. Number
Juris- Classic- ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction  fication Width Width  Lanes Direction Paddng Sidewalk Bike Lan _ Limit
1st St. .
River Rd. Port of The Dalles City Local 40 22 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Union St. Court St. City Arterial 80 29 1 One-way Yes 1 Side No 20
Court St. ‘Washington St. City Arterial 80 29 1 One-way Yes 1 Side No 20
Washingtoa St. Federal St. City Arterial 80 36 1 One-way Yes No No 20
Federal St. Lsughlin St. City ___Arterial 80 __.28 - One-way __ Yes No.. .. No 20
Laughlia St. Jefterson St. City Arterial 80 24 1 Onec-way Yes No No 20
Jefferson St. Madizon St. City Arterial 80 3 1 One-way Yes No No 20
2nd St.
-84 Hostetler St. County Collector 60 37 1 Two-way Yes No No 40
Hostetler St. City Limits County Collector 60 42 1 Two-way Yes No No 40
City Limits Split City  Collector 60 36 1 Two-way No No No 40
2n0d St. SEB
Split I-834 WB On Ramp City Collector NA 17 1 Onc-way No No No 40
184 WB On Ramp I-834 WB On Ramp City Collector NA 21 1 One-way No No No 40
J-84 WB On Ramp Webber St. City Collector NA 28 1 Onc-way No No No 40
2nd St. NWB
Split -84 WB On Ramp City Collector NA 26 2 One-way No No No 40
I-84 WB On Ramp Webber St. City  Collector NA 4 2. Oneway No No No 40
2ad St.
Webber St. Terminal Ave, State  Arterial NA 48 2 Two-way Intermittent No No s
. Terminal Ave. I-84 WB Off Ramp State  Arterial NA 62 2 Two-way Intermittent No No 35
- -84 WB Off Ramp ‘-84 EB Off Ramp -State--—Arterial --NA  -—34- -2 Two-way - No ~No == No -35
84 EB Off Ramp Mouat Hood St. State  Arterial NA 49 2 Two-way No No No 35
Mount Hood St. Pentland St. State  Arterial 80 52 2 Two-way Intermittent Intermittent  No 35
Pentland St. Lincoln St. State  Arterial 80 52735 2 Two-way Intermittent  Yes No 30
Lincoln St. Liberty St. State  Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Liberty St. Union St, State  Arterial 60 40 2 Onc-way | Yes Yes No 20
Union St. Court St. State Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Court St. ‘Washington St. State  Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
‘Washington St. Federal St. State Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Federal St. Laughlin St. State  Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Laughlin St. Jefferson St. State  Anrterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Jefferson St. Madison St. State Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Madison St. Monroe St. State Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Monroe St. Taylor St. State  Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Taylor St. 3nd St. State  Arterial 60 42 2 One-way No Yes No 20
20d St. - US 30 '
3nd St. Brewery Grade State  Arterial 100 46/72 2 Two-way Intermittent Intermittent  No 35
Brewery Grade US 30 WB Merge State  Arterial 100 87 3 Two-way No No No 40
US 30 WB Merge I-84 Access Rd. State  Arterial 100 50 3 Two-way No No No 40
-84 Access Rd, US 30 WB Split State Arterial 100 46 3 Two-way No No No 40
US 30 WB Split State Rd. to WB State Arterial 100 32 2 Two-way No No No 40
State Rd. to WB State Rd. to EB State Arterial 100 40 2 Two-way No No No 40
State Rd. to EB us 197 State Arterial 100 36/40 2 Two-way No No No 40
2ad St. - US 30 WB Through
US 30 Merge US 30 Split State  Arterial 100 25 1 One-way No No No 40
3rd PL
6th St. Trevitt St. City Arterial 60 48 2 Two-way Intermittent Yes No 30
. Trevitt St. 4¢h St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Intermittent Yes No 25
.7 dh St Pentland St. City Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Intermittent  Yes No 25
3cd St.
Pentland St. Lincoln St. State Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
Lincoln St. Liberty St, State Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20

TABLE A-1




TABLE A-1

Washington St.
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Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles
- Number t -
Juris- Classii ROW  Strect of Trave On-Street Speed
Roadway diction  ficstion Width _ Width _ Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk BikeLan Limi
Liberty St. Union St. State  Arterial 60 40 2 One-way  Yes Yes No 20
Union St. Court St. State Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20,
Court St. Washington St. State  Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20*
Washington St. Federal St. State  Arterial 60 42 2 Onc-way  Yes Yes No 20,
Fedenl St. Laughlin St. State Acterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20
Laughlia St. Jefferson St. State Arterial 60 39 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20¢ -
Jefferson St. Madison St. State  Arerial 60 40 2  Oncway Yes Yes No 20!
Madison St. Monroe St. State  Arterial 60 40 2 One-way Yes Yes No 20" -
Monroe St. Taylor St. Sute Arterial 60 40 2 Onc-way Yes Yes No 20
Taylor St.’ 2nd St. State  Arterial 60 53 2 One-way  Yes Yes No 20(
“h a- \
3ud Fl. Lincoin St, City Arterial 60 40 2 Two-way No Yes No 25
Lincoln St. Liberty St. City Arterial 60 40 2 Two-way No Yes No 25
Liberty St. Union St. City Arterial 60 39 2 Two-way No Yes No !
Unioa St. Court St. City  Arterial 60 40 2 Two-way No Yes No 25¢
Court St. Washington St. City  Aterial 60 40 2  Twoway No Yes No 25
Washington St. Pederal St. City Arterial 60 37 2 Two-way No Yes No 25
Federl St. Laughlin St. City  Areril 60 36 2 Twoway No Yes No 25
Laughlin St. Jefferson St. City Arterial 60 38 2 Two-way No Yes No 25
4ih St. Grade .
Jefferson St. Tth St. City Collector 60 34 2 Two-way No Intermittent  No 25:
7ih St. 8th St. City Collector 60 30 2  Twoway No Yes No 25;
8th St, 9th St. City  Collector 60 30 2 Two-way Intermittent Yes No 25
5th -
L aSt Court St. City Local 60 40 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No ( 25
Court St. Washington St. City Local 60 as Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
‘Washington St. End City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
6th St. - US 30 :
Chenowith Creek 1-84 EB Off Ramp State Arterial NA 24 2 Two-way No No No 40
I-84 EB Off Ramp Division St. State  Arterial NA 40 2 Two-way No No Yes 40
Division St. Irvine St. State Arterial NA 40 2 Two-way No No Yes 0,
Irvioe St. Lee St. State Arterial NA 40 2 Two-way No No Yes i
Leo St. Chenowith Loop State  Arterial  NA 42 ©2  Twoway No No Yes 40t .
Chenowith Loop Hosteler St. State  Arterial NA 40 2 Two-way No No "Yes 40
Hostetler St. Pomons St. State Arterial NA 39/70 2 Two-way Intermittent No Yes 40 °
Pomona St. Snipos St. State  Arterial NA  55/60 2 Two-way Intermittest  No Yes 40:
Snipes St. Myrtle St. State  Arterial NA 62/68 3 Two-way .Intermittent Intermittent  Yes 40" -
Myrtle St. Ash St. State Arterial NA 68 3 Two-way Intermittent Intermittent  Yes 40
Ash St. Walnut St. Staste  Arterial  NA 67 3  Twoway Intermittent Intermittent  Yes 35!
‘Walnut St. I-84 EB Off Ramp State  Arterial NA 68 3 Two-way Yes Yes Yes 30!
184 EB Off Ramp 1-84 EB On Ramp State  Arterial  NA 67 3  Twoway No Intermittent Yes 30
I-84 EB On Ramp Webber St. State Arterial NA 67 3 Two-way Yes Yes Yes 30, -
5th St.
Webber St. Cherry Heights Rd. City  Arerial 100 64 3  Twoway Yes Yes Yes 30!
Cherry Heights Rd. Chenowith St. City Arterial 100 64 3 Two-way Yes . Yes Yes 30
Chenowith St. Jordan St. City  Arterial 60-100 44 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 30)
Jordan St. 3rd P1. City Arterial 60 45 2 Two-way Intermittent Yes No 30;
3rd PL. Trevitt St. City Local 60 30  Unsiiped Two-way No  Intermittent No 25
Trevitt St. Garrison St. City Local 60 30  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25, .
Garrison St. Pentland St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25:
Pentland St. Lincoln St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No | 5
I a8t Libesty St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No \ 25
Ith}. ’
Court St. ‘Washington St. City Local 40 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Case St. City Local 40 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25"



TABLE A-1

Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles
Co Nuunber
. Juris-  Classic. ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
‘ . Roadway diction  fication _Width Width Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk Bike Lan  Limit
", TSt
: Irvine St. Chenowith Loop County Local 50 28 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
Hostetler St. Pleasant Ct. County Collector 50 24 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Pleasant Ct. Garden Ct. County Collector 50 24 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Garden Ct. Richland Ct. (N) County Collector 50 25 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Richisnd Ct. (N) Richland Ct. (S) County Collector 50 25 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Richiand Ct. (S) Floral Ct. (N) County Collector 50 25 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Floral Ct. () Floral Ct. (S) County Collector 50 25 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Flogal Ct. (S) Home Ct. (N) County Collector 50 25 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Home Ct. (N) Home Ct. (S) County Collector 50 25 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Home Ct. (S) Pomona St. County Collector 50 25 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
Pomona St. Snipes St. City  Collector 50-80 42 2 Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25
Snipes St. Mynrtle St. City  Collector 80 44/30 2 Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
Myrtle St. Ash St City  Collector 80 56 2 Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
Ash St, Walnut St. City Collector 80 56 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Trevitt St. Garrison St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Garrison St. Pentland St, City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Pentland St. Lincoln St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
. Lincoln St. E of Lincoln St. City. Local 60 30  Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
- Union St. Coust St. City- Local 60 36/42 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
! Washington St. Case St. City Arterial 70 41 2  Twoway Yes Intermittent No 25
< Case St, Federal St. City  Arterial 70 40 2 Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25
. Federal St. Laughlin St. City Arterial . 60 40 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
L aughlin St. Kelly Ave. City  Arterial 60 40 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
1 Kolly Ave. F st City Local 40 22 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent  No 25
! FSt. GSst. City  Local 30 17 Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 25
G St. 4th St. Grade City Local 40 33/12 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent  No No 25
' 8th Pi.
i Chenowith St. Dead End City  Local 60 44 Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
N Court St. Washington St. City  Local 30 20  Unstiped Two-way  No No No 25
: Washington St. Case St. City  Local 30 20  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Intermittent  No 25
8th St.
W of Chenowith Loop  Chenowith Loop County  Local 50 23 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Chenowith Loap Cascade St. (W) County  Local 50 24  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Cascade St. (W) Cascade St. (B) County  Local 50 25 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Cascade St. (B) Cascade Ct. County  Local 50 24 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Cascade Ct. Hoestetler St. County  Local 50 25 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
W of Snipes St. Shipes St. County  Local 40 20 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Snipes St. Verdant St. County  Local 50 22 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Verdant St. Myrtle St. County  Local 50 22 .Unstriped Two-way Intermitent  No No 25
Myrile St. Walnut St. County  Local 50 24 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Webber St. Cherry Heights Rd. City Local 60 44 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
W of Mount Hood St.  Mount Hood St. City Local 60 12 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Bridge St. Trevitt St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Trevitt St. Garrison St. City Local 60 " 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Garrison St. Pentland St. City Local 60 30  Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25
Peatland St. Lincoln St. City  Local 60 30  Unstriped Twoway Yes Intermittent No 25
Lincoln St. Liberty St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Liberty St. Union St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Union St. Court St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
lourt St. Washington St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Case St Federal St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Federal St. Laughlin St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Laughlin St. Kelly Ave. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Kelly Ave. F St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25



TABLE A-1
Street System Inventory

City of The Dalles

‘ Juris- Classic ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction  fication Width _Width _ Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk BikeLan Limil
FSt. Gst. City Loal 60 30  Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25"
G St 4th St. Grade City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25 .
4th St. Grade Harris St. City Local 60 30  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
9th P1. '
W of Kingsley St. Kingsley St. County  Local 40 22 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Kingsley St. Walnut St. County  Local 40 22 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
9th St. t
Irvine St. Chenowith Loop County  Local 60 34 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
W of Snipes St. Shipes St. County Local 40 20 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Myrtle St. Kingsley St. County  Local 40 22 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent  No No 25!
Kingsley St. Walnut St. County  Local 40 22  Unstriped Two-way Intermittent No No 25 .
Cherry Heights Rd. Wright St. City Local 60 4 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Wright St. Jordan St. City  Local 60 41/36 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 2,
Jordan St. Mount Hood St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Bridge St. Trevitt St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Trevit St. Garrison St. City Local 60 41 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 251 °
Garrison St. Pentland St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 2
Pentland St. Lincoln St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25"
Lincoln St. Liberty St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25 .
Liberty St. Union St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25 .
Union St. Court St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
Federal St. Laughlin St. City Local 50 26 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Laughlin St. Kelly Ave. City Local 50 26 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 5 f
Kelly Ave. F st City Local 40 24  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 5
FSt. G St () City  Local 40 24  Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 25
G St (S G St. (N) City Local 40 31  .Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
G St. (N) H St City Local 40 31 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
H st.. 4th St. Grade City Local 40 31 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No - 25 L_
4th St. Grade 1st. City Local 40 31 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
ISt I st City Local 40 31 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25, .
J st Harris St. City Local . 40 31 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Harris St. Clark St. City Local 40 + 31  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25t
Clark St. Lewis St. . City Local 40 31 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Lewis St. Brewery Grade City Local 40 43 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25¢
Brewery Grade Dry Hollow Rd. City Arterial 50 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
Dry Hollow Rd. Oregon Ave. City. Collector 60 36 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 25"
Oregon Ave. Quinton St. City  Collector 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
Quinton St. 10th St. City  Collector 60 35 2 Two-way Intermittent 1 Side No 25
NW of 10th St. 10th St. City Local 60 12  Unstriped Twoway No ' No No 25( .
10th St.
Chenowith Loop Hostetler County  Arterial 60 41 2 Two-way Yes No No 50 -
Hostetler . Lorenzen St. County  Arterial 60 41 2 Two-way Yes No No 35
Lorenzen St. Emerson St. County  Arterial 60 41 2 Two-way Yes No No 35t -
Emerson St. Chinook St. County  Arterial 60 41 2 Two-way  Yes No- No 35
Chinook St. Pomona St. County  Arterial 60 42 2 Twoway  Yes No No 35
Pomona St. Snipes St. County  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes No No 35¢
Snipes St. Stoffer Lane County  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes No No 35
Stoffer Lane Verdant St. County  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes No No 35,
Verdant St. Myrtle St. County  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes No No 35!
Myrtle St. Kingsley St. County  Arterial 60 43 2 Two-way Yes No No 5.
Kingsley St. Eric Ct. County  Asterial 60 43 2 Two-way Yes No No 5
Eric Ct. Sandy St. County *  Arterial 60 43 2 Two-way Yes No No 35°
Sandy St. Walnut St. (N) City Arterial 60 4 2 Two-way Yes No No 35 X
Walnut St. (N) ‘Walnut St. (S) City Arterial 60 44 2 Two-way Yes No No 35

Number

-

2




TABLE A-1

o Street System Inventory
L City of The Dalles
b Namber
L Juris-  Classi- ROW  Street  of Travel Or-Street Speed
", Roadway diction  ficetion _Width _Width __ Lsnes Direction Parkisg Sidewalk Bike Lan  Limit
v Walnut St. (S) Frost Ct. City  Aterial 60 44 2 Twoway Yes No No 35
Frost Ct. Perkins Ave. City Arterial 60 44 2 Two-way Yes No No 35
Perkine Ave. Blekeley Dr. City Arterial 60 44 2 Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 35
H Blakeley Dr. Webber St. City Arterial 60 44 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 35
Webber St. Blakeley Way City Arterial 60 4 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 35
{ Blakeley Way Cherry Heights Rd. City Arterial 60 45 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 35
Cherry Heights Rd. Wright St. City Arterial 60 44 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25120
¢ Wright St. Jordan St. City  Arterial 60 40 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Jordan St. Mount Hood St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
. Bridge St. Trevitt St. City Arterisl 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Trevitt St. Garrigon St. City Arterial 60 36/40 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
. Garrison St. Pentland St. City  Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Pentland St. Lincoln St. City Arterial 60 41 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
= Lincoln St. Liberty St. City Averal 60 36 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 25
!l : Liberty St. Union St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
P Union St. Court St City  Asterial 60 40 .2 Twoway Yes Yes No 25
b a Court St. Washington St. City Arterial 60 40 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
. Washington St. Federal St. City  Arterial 60 36 2 Twoway  Yes Yes . No 25
! : Fedenal St. Laughlin St. () City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
P Laughlin St. (S) Laughlin St. (N) City  Areral 60 36 2 Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
| Laughlin St. (Y) Jefferson St. City  Arterial 60 36 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 25
= Jefferson St. Kelly Ave. City  Aterial 60 36 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 25
Kelly Ave. FSt. City  Arerial 60 40 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
£8t. G st. City Arterial 60 26 2 Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25
G St. H St City Arterial 60 26 2 Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25
H st Ist. City Arterial 60 26/31 2 Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25
ISt Jst. City Arterial 60 26 2 Two-way ° 1Side Yes No 25
ISt Clark St. City Aneral 506 26 2 Twoway 1Side Yes No 25
Clark St Lewis St. City Arterial 50 26 2 Two-way 1 Side Yes .No 25
P Lewis St. Dry Hollow Rd. City Arterial 50 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
: Dry Hollow Rd Oregon Ave. City  Aterial 50 36 2 Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
. Oregon Ave. Quinton St. City  Axterial 60 36 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
: Quinton St 9th St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
¢ 9th St. Roberts St. City  Anerill 60 36 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 25
: Roberts St. Shearer St. City  Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way  Yes 1 Side No 25
Shearer St. Thompson St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
. Thompszon St. Morton St. (S) City Local 60 24 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
' Morton St. (S) Morton St. (N) City Locsl 60 23  Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
i Morton St. (N) Richmond St. City Local 60 23 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
| i 11th St :
L NW of Chinook St.  Chinook St. County  Local 60 20  Unstriped Twoway  Yes No No 25
Chinook St. SE of Chinook St. County  Local 60 24  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
) Blakeley Dr. Blakeley Way City Local 50 32  Unsriped Two-way  Yes No No 25
rf‘, Wright St Jordan St. City  Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Jordan St Mount Hood St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
i Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
.‘3‘ Bridge St. Trevitt St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
: Trevitt St. Garrison St. City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Garrison St. Pentland St, City Local 60 30 Unstriped ‘Two-way Yes Yes No 25
(. . Yentland St. Lincoln St. City Local 60 30  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
- §  Lincoln st Liberty St. City Local 60 30  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
o Liberty St. Union St. City Local 60 30  Unstiped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
o Washington St. Federal St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
Federal St. Laughlin St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
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Number { -
Juris- Classic- ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction _fication _Width _ Width _ Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk BikeLam  Limi{
Laughlin St, Jefferson St. City  Local 60 36  Unstiped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25~
Jefforson St. Madison St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
Madison St. Kelly Ave. City Local 60 40 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Kelly Ave. F St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25 .
R St, G St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
G st H st City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
H St. 1St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
I8t I st City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25"
I st Clark St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Clark St. Lewis St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Lewis St. Dry Hollow Rd. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Dry Hollow Rd. Oregon Ave. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
‘W of Thompson St. Thompson St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25,
Thompson St. E of Thompson St. City Local 40 24 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
12th St. ¢
NW of Chinook St. Chinook St. County  Local 60 20 Usnstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Chinook St. SB of Chinook St. County  Local 60 18 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent No No 25¢(
Blakeley Dr. Blakeley Way City Local 50 32 Unstrped Two-way Yes No No 25:
Jordan St. Mount Hood St. City Local 60 36  Unsiriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25"
Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City Local 60 36 Unsteiped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Bridge St. Trevitt St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25:
Trevitt St. Garrison St, Gity Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25(
Garrison St. Pentland St. City Local 60 36 Unsteiped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Pentland St. Lincoln St, City  Local 60 36  Unsiriped Two-way  Yes Yes No ( 'S¢
Lincoln St. Liberty St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yos Yes No 25
Liberty St. Union St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway Ycs Intermittent No 25t
Union St. Court St.. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Court St. Washington St. City  Local 6080 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25¢
Washington St. Federal St. City  Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Federal St. Laughlin St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Laughlin St. Jefferson St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
Jefferson St. Madison St. City Local 60 41 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25.
Madison St. Fork/Split City Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent  Yes No 25
Fork/Split Kelly Ave. (S) City Local 60 33 Unstriped Two-way No Yes No 25
Fork Split Kelly Ave. ) City Arterial 60 29 2 Two-way No Yes No 25¢
Kelly Ave. ) F St City Arterial 60 35 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25 (
F St. G St. City Arterial 60 35 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
G St. H St. City Arterial 60 35 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
H St Ist. City  Arterial 60 34 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25!
ISt ISt City  Arterial 50 37 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25(
I st. Harris St. City Arterial 50 37 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Harris St. Clark St. City Arterial 50 37 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25¢
Clark St. Lewis St. City  Anerial 50 37 2 Twoway  Yes Yes No 25,
Lewis St. View C1. City  Arterial 60 36 2 Twoway  Yes Yes No 25"
View Ct. Dry Hollow Rd. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way . Yes Yes No 25
Dry Hollow Rd. Oregon Ave. City, Arterial 60 40 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Oregon Ave. Quinton St. City Arterial 60 37 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
Quinton St. Roberts St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Roberts St, Shearer St. City Anterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
Shearer St. Thompson St. City  Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25!
Thompsoa St. Morton St. City  Collector 60 24 - 2 Two-way No No No ( 5t
Morton St. Richmond St. City Collector 60 24 2 Twoway  No No No \ 25
Richmond St. E of Richmond St. County Collector 60 ? ? ? ? ? ? ?’
13th P1,
Riverview St. Haris St. City  Local 50 14  Unstiped Two-way  No No No 25
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City of The Dalles

Number

Juris- Classii ROW  Street of Travel

Roadway
Harris St. Clark St, City
View Ct. Dry Hollow Rd. City
13th St.
Irvine St. Emerson St. County
Verdant St. Meek St. County
Meek St. Gordon Ct. County
Gordon Ct. Elberta St. County
Elberta St. Myrtle St. County
Miyrtle St. Kingsley St. County
Kingsley St. Walnut St. County
Walnut St. Perkins Ave. County
Perkins Ave. Webber St. County
Webber St. Cherry Heights Rd. County
Jordan St. Mount Hood St. " City
Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City
Bridge St. Trevitt St. City
Trevitt St. Garrison St. City
Garrison St. Pentland St, City
Pentland St. Lincoln St. City
Lincoln St. Liberty St. City
Liberty St. Union St. City
Unioa St. Court St. City
. Court St. Washington St. City
"Nashington St. Short St. City
Shost St. Fedenal St. City
Federal St. Lasughlin St. City
Laughlin St Jefferson St. City
Jefferson St. Madison St, City
Madison St. Kelly Ave. City”
Kelly Ave. F St. City
F st G St. City
G st H St City
ISt Riverview St. City
Riverview St. Harris St. City
Harris St. Clerk St. City
Clark St. Lewis St. City
View Ct. Dry Hollow Rd. City
Dry Hollow Rd. Nevada St. City
Nevada St. Oregon Ave. City
Quinton St. Shearer St. City
Shearer St. Thompson St. City
Richinoad St. " ~ Lambert St. - City —
14th P1.
Thompson St. B of Thompson St. City
14th St.
Elberta St. Miyrtle St. County
Myrtle St. Kingsley St. County
Kingsley St. SE of Kingsley St. County
Jordan St. Mount Hood St. City
Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City
‘ridge St. Trevitt St. City
Lrevitt St. Garrison St. City
Garrison St. Pentland St. City
Pontland St. Lincoln St. City
Lincoln St. Liberty St. City

diction _fication _ Width __ Width

Local
Local

Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector

Collectar_ __.

Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector

FEEEEEEE
‘;833883

Local
Local
Local
Locsl

Local

Local
Local
Local
Local
Local
Local
Local
Local
Local

50
50

60
50
50
50
50
50

60

60

50
50
50
50

60

50

883888383

14
36

24
32
32
32
33
33
30
20
15
19
42
42
39
42
42
42
42
42
42
42
42
30
30
30
30
30
45
42

42
26
26
26
26
36

36
36
36
36
2

24

34
34
?
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Yes
Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Yes
Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Yes
Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Yes
Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Yes

No
No

On-Street Speed
Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk Bike Lan  Limit

Unstriped Two-way No No
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way No No

2 Two-way Intermittent No

2 Two-way Intermittent No

2 Two-way Intermittent No

2 Two-way Intermittent No

2 Two-way Intermittent No

2 Two-way ‘No No

2 Two-way Yes No

1 Two-way Yes No

2 Two-way Yes No

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Intermittent

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Yes

2 Two-way Yes Intermittent
.2 __.Twoway .. Yes _ Intermittent

2 Two-way Yes Intermittent

2 Two-way Yes Intermittent

2 Two-way Yes Intermittent

2 Two-way Yes Intermittent
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes
Unstriped Two-way  Yes  Intermittent
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes
Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes
Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes
Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes
Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes

~~ Unstriped - Two-way No No -

Unstriped Two-way Yes No
Unstriped Two-way Yes No
Unstriped Two-way Yes No

? ? ? ?
Unstriped Two-way Yes . Yes
Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes
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Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles ‘
Number ' -
Juris-  Classi ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speeq
Liberty St. Union St. City Local 60 3 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Union St. Court St. Gty  Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25,
Court St. Washington St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
Washington St. Short St. City  Local 50 26  Unstiped Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25 -
Short St. Federal St. City Local 50 26 Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25
Fedenal St. Laughlin St. City Local 50 26  Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Intermittent No 25 ¢
Laughlin St. Jefferson St. City  Local 50 26  Unstriped Two-way 1Side Intermittent No 25
Yefferson St. Madison St. City  Local 50 2  Unstriped Twoway 1 Side Yes No 25
Madison St. Kelly Ave. City Local 50 26 Unstriped Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25
Kelly Ave. F st City Local 60 36 Unstriiped Two-way  'Yes Yes No 25
F st G St City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
G st HStL City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Riverview St. Clark St. City  Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25 -
Clark St Lewis St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Lewis St. View Ct. Ciy Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes  Intermittent No 2 ¢
View Ct. Dry Hollow Rd. City Local” 50 36 'Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Dry Hollow Rd. Nevada St. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Nevada St. Oregon Ave. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Orcgon Ave. Quinton St. City Local 50 37 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Quinton St. Shearer St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Shearer St. Thompson St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Thompson St. Morton St. City Local 60 24  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Morton St. B of Morton St. City Local 60 20 Unstriped Two-way No No No . 25
15th P1. ( ‘
W of Terrace Dr. Tereace Dr. Gy Lol 60 13 Unstriped Twoway  No No No 25
Tercace Dr. E of Terrace Dr. City  Local 60 26  Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 25"
G St. Eof G St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25 ,
15th St.
W of Mount Hood St. Mount Hood St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25;
Mount Hood St, Bridge St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Trevitt St. Garrison St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25«
Garrison St. Pentland St. City Local * 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Pentland St. Lincoln St. City Local 60 * 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
Lincoln St. Liberty St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Jeffecson St. Madison St. City Local S0 12 Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 25{
Madison St. Monroe St. City Local 50 26  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25;
Monroe St. Kelly Ave. City Local 50 26 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Kelly Ave. G St City Local 50 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
G St. H st City  Local 50 1736  Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Intermittent  No 25
ISt Riverview St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Riverview St. Dead End City Local 50 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
Montana St. Nevada St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Nevada St. Oregon Ave. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Oregon Ave. Quinton St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Quinton St. Robets St. City Local 30 1S  Unstriped Twoway . No No No 25,
Roberts St. E of Roberts St. City Local 30 15 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
16th St, Morton St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25t
16th Ct.
W of Nevada St. Nevada St. City Local 80 60  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Nevada St. B of Nevada St. City Locat 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
16th P1. ( -
Monroe St. Kelly Ave. City Local 60 29 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No b 25
Kelly Ave. G St City  Antorial 60 36 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25.
G St 17th St. City Arterial 60 37 2 Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25; .
17th St. Scenic Dr. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Intermittent ~ No 25
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City of The Dalles
Number
Juris-  Classii ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction  fication Width Width _ Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk BikeLan Limit
Scenic Dr. 18th St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
18th St. Dry Hollow Rd. City Arterial 60 35 2 Two-way No No No 25
16th St.
Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City Local 60 18 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Bridge St. Trevitt St. City Local 60 36 Uugstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Trevitt St. Garrison St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
W of Pentland St. Pentland St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Pentland St. Lincoln St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Lincoln St. Liberty Way City Local 60 34  Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25
Riverview St. Dead End City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Oregon Ave, Quinton St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Shearer St. Thompson St. City Local 60 20 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent No No 25
Thompson St. 15th St. City Local 60 22 Unstriped Two-way Intermiftent No No 25
15th St. E of 15th St. City Local 60 17 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Mortoa St. Richmond St. City Local 60 15 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
17th P1. .
Jefferson St. Fairview St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
17th St.
Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City Local 60 26 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Bridge St. Trevitt St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25
Trevitt St. E of Trevitt St. City Local 60 29 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermitten  No 25
- HSt I St City Local 50 30 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent  No 25
I st Riverview St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes - Yes No 25
Yontana St. Minnesota St. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
AMinneeats St, Nevads St, City Loca! 50 36/30  Uneteined Twoway Vae Ve No as
‘Thompson St. E of Thompson St. City 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
18th St.
Jordan St. Mount Hood St. City Local 60 31 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Mount Hood St. Bridge St. City Locsl 60 .36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25 -
Jefferson St. 20¢h St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
20th St. Fairview St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Fairview St. Dead End City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
16th P1. E of 16th P1. City Local 40 19 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Thompson St. Morton St. City Local 60 28 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
19th St.
W of Mount Hood St.  Mount Hood St. City Local 50 37 ? ? ? ? ? ?
Mount Hood St. E of Mount Hood St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
W of Garrison St. Garrisoa St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Fairview St. 20th St. City Local, 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
20th St. Dry Hollow Rd. Overlap County  Local 50 36/23 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
Dry Hollow Rd. Overdap 16th Pl. County  Local 60 30 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent No No 25
Lewis St. View Ct. City Arterial 80 44 2 . Two-way Yes Yes No 25
View Ct. Hospital Access City  Anterial 80 4 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Hospital Access Nevada St. City Arterial 80 4 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Nevada St. Oregon Ave. City Arterial 80 44 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Oregon Ave. Reservoir Access City Arterial 80 4 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Reservoir Access Dead End City Arterial 80 44 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
20th St.
Scenic Dr. Radio Way City Local 50 36 Uanstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
. adio Way Dead End City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
18th St. 21st P1. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
21st PL. Fairview St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Fairview St. 19th St. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
21st PL.
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Roadway diction _ficstion Width Width Lanes Direction Parking _ Sidewalk Bike Lan u_m;‘: ]
21st St. S of 218t St. City  Local 50 26  Unstriped Two-way Intermitteot Intormittent  No 2 "
20th St. Fairview St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No
21st St. :
Radio Way 21st Pl City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25+
21st Pl. Sorosis St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Dead End Lewis St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25¢
View Ct, Claudia Lane City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25.
Claudia Lane E of Claudia Lane City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
220d St.
W of Garrison St. Garrison St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
23rd St. .
Wright St. Jordan St. City . Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Jordan St. Mount Hood St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25¢
Radio Way Sorosis St. City Local 50 20  Unstiped Twoway No  Intermittent No 25.
Sorosis St. E of Sorosis St. City Local 50 14  Unstriped Twoway  No No No 25° -
25th St.
W of Wright Dr. Wright Dr. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent  No 25
Allen P1. ‘
Starlight St. Dead End County  Local 20  Unstriped Twoway No No No 25
Ash st - . .-
Tth St. 6th St. City Local 56 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25¢
Bargeway Rd. , {
River. Rd. SE of River Rd. City  Collector 40 24 2 Two-way No No No 25
Blakeley Dr. L ‘
12th st. 11th St. Ciy Local 50 31  Unstriped Twoway  Yes No No zsi
11th St. 10th St. City Local 50 31 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Blakeley Way
12th St. 11th St. City  Local 50 31  Unstriped Twoway  Yes No No 25’
11th St 10th St. City Local 50 31  Unstriped Twoway  Yes No No 25;
Brentwood Dr.
E of Summit Ridge Dr. Summit Ridge Dr. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25,
. Summit Ridge Dr. Royal Crest Dr. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
Royal Crest Dr. Columbia View Dr. City Local 60 34  Unstriped Twoway Yes Intermittent No 25t .
Brewery Grade
US 30 9th St. City  Arterial  60-70 44 2  Twoway Intermittent Intermittent  No 25F
Bridge 8. ) "
18th St. 17th St, City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
17th St. 16th St. City Local 60 36  Unariped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25, .
16th St 15th St. City Local 60 36  Unstiiped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
15th st 14ih St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-wsy  Yes Yes No 25t .
14th St. 13th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
13th St. 12th St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25[ :
12th St. 11th St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25:
11th St. 10th St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
10th St. Sth St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway | Yes Yes No 25
Sth St. 8th St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes  Intermittent No 25}
Cascade Ct. i
8th St. Dead End County Local 50 24 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent No No 25
Cascade St. .
W 8th St. E 8th St. County  Local 50 24 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25°
Case St. ( .
$th P1. 8th St, City Local 40 20  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Intermittent No 25§
8th St. 7t PL. City Local 40 26  Unstriped Twoway  No Yes No 25!t
Tth P1. Tth St. City Local 20 25 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25,
Chenowith Loop

PN




) TABLE A-1
« Street System Inventory
o : City of The Dalles
Lol Namber
- Juris- Classi ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
; Roadway diction fication Width _ Width _ Lanes Direction Parking  Sidewalk Bike Lam _ Limi¢
10th St. 9th St. County Collector 40 40 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
0 Sth St. 8th St. . County Collector 40 40730 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
: 8th St. 7th St. County Collector 40 24 2  Twoway Yes No No 25
¢ 7th St. Us 30 County Collector 40 24 2 Twoway Yes No No 25
5. Chenowith Rd.
f * UGB (0.1 mi.) Starlight St. County  Arterial 60 25 2 Two-way No No No 35
L Starlight St. Hiland Ct. County Arerial 60 24 2  Twoway No No No 3s
; Hiland Ct. Sunflower St. County  Acterial 60 24 2 Two-way No No No 35
.. SunflowerSt. Bine St. County Anerial 60 24 2  Twoway No No No 35
i Pine St. Oak St. County  Arterial 60 24 2 Two-way No No No 35
i Oek St. Maple St. County Asterial 60 24 2  Twoway No No No 35
x Maple St. Whitmaa St. County  Arterial 60 24 2 Two-way No No No 35
[ Whitman St. Seven Mile Rd.- County  Arterial 60 24 2 Two-way No No No 35
; Seven Mile Rd. Irvine St. on S side County Arterial 60 24 2  Twoway No No No 35
v Irvine St. on S side Irvine St. on N side County  Arterial 60 24/40 2 Two-way No No No* 35
& Irvine St. on N side Chenowith Loop County  Arterial 60 40 2 Two-way No No No 35
: Chenowith St. ’ ’
3 Cherry Heights Rd. 8ih P1. City Local 60 41, Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
. 8th P1. 6th St. City Local 60 41 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes " No 25
, [1 Cherry Heights Rd.
: § Hill Rd. Sandstone Way County Collector 60 24 2 Two-way No No No 35
t. Sandstons Way 13th St. County  Arterial 60 30 2 Two-way No No No 35
: 13th st 10th St. City Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Och St Ot St. City  Arterisl 80 4“4 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 25
9th St. 8th St. City Arterial 80 44 ) Two-way ..Yes .- Yes No.._ .25
’ 8th St 6th St. City Arterial 80 44 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Chinook St.
SW of 12th st. 12th St. County  Local 60 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent No No 25
12¢h St. 11th St. County  Local 60 21  Unstiped Two-way Intermittent  No No 25
11th St. 10¢h St. County  Local 60 21  Usstriped Twoway  No ‘No No 25
Clark St.
Dead End 14th St. City Local 50 36  Unsiped Two-way  Yes  Intermittent No 25
14th St. 13th Pi. City Local 50 14  Unstriped Two-way  No No No 25
13th PL. 13th St. City Local S0 - 22  Unstriped Two-way  No No No 25
12t St. 11th St. City Local 50 31  Unstriped Two-way  Yes  Intermittent No 25
11th St. 10th St. City Local 50 18  Unstriped Two-way 1 Side No No 25
i 10th St. 9th St. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
L B Oth St. N of 9th St. Gity Local 60 32  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
¥ Claudia Lane :
L. 21t St. Dead End City  Local 50 28 Unstriped Twoway Yes  Yes No 25
 §  Columbia View Dr.
o us iv7 E Knoll Dr. City  Coliector 90-i00 3 2 Twoway "No ~~ Ro ‘No 735
E Knoll Dr. Wasco Dr. City  Collector  80-90 42 2 Two-way Intermittent No No 35
o Wasco Dr. E Knoll Dr. City Collector 80 54 2 Twoway Intermittent Intermittent  No 25
: E Knoll Dr. Brentwood Dr. City Collector 80 45 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 25
: Brentwood Dr. Summit Ridge Dr. City Collector 80 45 2 Two-way  Yes  Intermittent No 25
i Summit Ridge Dr. City Limits (70.4 mi.) City  Collector 80 34 2 Two-way No No No 25
- g;l Court St.
- S of 14th St. 14th St. City Local 80 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
: 14th St. 13th St. City Local 80 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
¢ . 3thst. 12th St. City Local 80 37  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
{ ;{ 10th St. 9th St. City  Arterial 80 47 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
B Oth St. 8th PL City  Arterial 80 47 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 20
. 8th P1. 8th St. City  Arerial 80 47 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 20
~ i 8th St. 7t Pl City  Arterial 80 48 2 Twoway  Yes Yes No 20



TABLE A-1 ;
Street System Inventory |
City of The Dalles £
ca—t i - I
Juris-  Clasi- ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction _ fication Width _ Width _Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk BikeLas Lim{ _
7th P1. Tth St. City  Arerial 80 48 2 Twoway No Yes No 2
Tth St, 5th St, City Arterial 80 43 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20( .
Sth St. 4th st. City  Arterial 80 54 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
4th St. 3nd St City  Aserial 80 56 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 201 .
3¢d St. 2nd St. City Arterial 80 58 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
2ad St. 1st St. City Arterial 80 57 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20f -
Crest Ct. :
Royal Crest Dr. Dead End City Local 60 34  Unstiped Twoway  Yes No No 25t -
Dawson Dr./7th St. , '
NW of Hostetler St.  Hostetler St. County  Local 40 22 Unstriped Twoway  No No No 251
Division St. .
W of US 30 US 30 County  Local 20 30  Unstriped Twoway  Yes No No 25
Dry Hollow Rd. ‘-
19th St. Montana St. City Arterial  60-140 42 2 Two-way No Intermittent  No 40!
Montana St. 14th St. City  Adecal 80120 - 36 2 Twowsy No Intermiet No  4d0/2b -
14th St. 13th P1. City Arterial 80 52 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
13th P1. 13th St. City  Arterit . 80 52 2 Twoway - Yes Yes No 250 -
13th st. 12th St. City  Aderial 80 53 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 25
12th St. 11th St. City  Arterial 80 53 2  Twoway Yes Yes No~ 25 -
11th St. 10th St. City Arterial 80 52 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25 . l
10th St. 9th St. City Aneral 80 52 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 25|
EKnoll Ct. i
E Knoll Dr. Dead End City Local 50 36  Unstiiped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
B Knoll Dr. \/ e I
Columbia View Dr. E Knoll Ct. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent No ™ Li[

E Knoll Ct. Columbia View Dr. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25" -
Eiberta St. I
14th St. 13th St. County  Local 50 34  Unstiped Two-way  Yes No No 2sf ~

Emerson St. L
13th St. 10th St. County  Local 50 31  Unstriped Two-way Intermittent  No No 25
Edic Ct. . I
SW of 10th St. 10th St. County  Local 50 24  Unstriped Twoway  No No No 25[
Esther Way . .
Seenic Dr. Deed End City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25 l
ESt Fe
14th St. 13th St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes  Intermittent No 251
13th St. 12th St. City Local 60 36  Unstiped Two-way  Yes Intermitent No 25 -
12th St. 11th Se. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25 . I
11th St. 10th St. City Local 60 36  Unstiiped Two-way  Yes  Intermitent No 25i
10th St. N of 10th St. City Local 60 36  Unstiped Two-way  Yes  Intermittent No 2l
9th St. 8h St. City Local - 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
8th St. 7 St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 25¢ - l
Fairview St.
S of 21st P1. 21st PL. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 254"
21st P1. 20th St. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Fallon Ct. ! r l
Snipes St. Dead End City Local 30 15  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25t
Federal St,
14th St. 13th St City Local 60 38  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25, -
13th st 12th St City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25t I
12th st. 11th St. City Local 60 33  Unsiriped Two-way Yes Yes No { 5 -
11th St. 10th St. City ~ Local 60 35  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No \ 45
10th st. Oth St. City Local 60 32/36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25 l
9th st. 8th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25l
8th St. 7th St. City Local 60 18  Unsiped Two-way  Yes  Intermittent No 25



TABLE A-1
Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles
' Number
Juris-  Classic ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction  fication Width  Width = Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk Bike Lam _Limit
S of 4th St. 4th St. City  Collector 75 38 2 Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 20
4th St, 3rd St. . City  Collector 75 56 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
3nd St. 2nd St. City  Collector 75 57 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
2ad St. 1st St. City  Collector 75 59 2 Two-way Yee Yes No 20
Fire Rd.
‘Washington St. Madison St. City Local 60. 23 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Madison St. Clark St. City Local 60 18 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Clark St Access to [-84 Citv FLacal 60 mn [nstrined Two-wav No Nn Nn 29
Access to I-84 End City Local 60 25 Unstriped Two-way No No No A
Floral Ct. .
W of 7th St. 7th St. County Local 40 24 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
7th St. E of 7th St¢. County  Local 22 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Fremont St.
Old Dufur Rd. Us 197 City Arterial 60 22 2 Two-way No No No 35
Frost Ct.
Dead Bad 10¢h St. County  Local 20 20 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
G St.
16th Pi. 15th PL. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Intermittent  No 25
15th P1. 15th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
15th St. 14th st, City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
14th St. 13th S¢. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
13th St. 12th St City Local 60 34 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
. 12th St. 11th Se. City Local 60 35 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
‘{th St. 10th St. City Local 60 34  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Nul. ©o Nk ©s Lat” 0y LA, | £n 24 W afmn A Mo e ) ' o .. L\ N ne
"9th St. 8th St City Local 60 45  Unstiped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
8th St. 7th St. City Local 60 12 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Garden Ct. :
W of 7th St. 7th St. County  Local 40 25 Unstriped Two-way  .Yes No No - 25
" Garrison St.
S of 22nd St. 22ad St. - City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
220d St. 19th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
19th St. Scenic Dr. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
17th St. N of 17th St. City Local 60 29 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
16th St. 15th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
15th St. 14th St. City Local 60 36. Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
14th St. 13¢h St. ' City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
13th St. 12th St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
L 12th st 11th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
. 11th St. 10¢h St. City Local 60 36  Unsiped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
Lo 10th St. 9th St. City Local 60 40  Unsiiped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
I y 9th St. Shst. City  Local 60 41  Unsriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
g B DL fth St. City Local oV v Unstniped ‘I'wo-way Yes Yes No Al
| A Tth St. 6th St. City  Local 60 30  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
| i Gorencr.
! 13¢h St. NE of 13th St. County  Local 50 17 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
i . GrantCir. :
f Lincoln Way Dead End City Local 30 23 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent  No 25
s~ HSt. :
: 17th St. 15th St. City Local 60 42  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
‘th St. ‘14th St. City Local 60 42 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
¥ .4th St. 13¢h St. City  Local 60 42 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
. 13th St. 12th St. City Local 60 42 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
P 12th . 11th St. City Local 60 37  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
i’ 11th St. 10th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
[.




TABLE A-1

Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles '
Number -
Juris- Classic ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction _fication Width Width Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk BikeLsn Lim| _
10th St. 9th St. City Collector 60 36 2 Twowsy Yes Yes No 25
Harris St. .
13th P1. 13th St. City Local 40-60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 75{
13th St. 12th St. City Local 50 32 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 250 .
9th St. 8th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Hermits Way [
© W of Ledge St. Ledge St. County  Local 50 20 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25§
Ledge St. Dead End County  Local 50 20  Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Hiland Ct. ' )
Dead Bnd Chenowith Rd. County  Local 50 34  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25;
Home Ct. N
W of 7th St. 7th St County  Local 40 23 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
. TthSt, Bof 7th St. County  Local 40 15 Unstriped Two-way No No No Zir -
Hostetler St. . :
10th St. 8ih St. County Collector 40 35 2 Two-way No No No 30 -
8th St, Dawson Dr. County Collector 50 35 2 Two-way No No No 30
Dawson Dr. 7th St. County Collector 50 35 2 Two-way No No No G
Tth St. Us 30 County Collector 40 35/44 2 Two-way No No No 3(.'i
Us 30 2nd St. County Local 40 28 Unstriped Two-way No Intermittent  No 30
2nd St. N of 2nd St. County Local 40 40 Unsteiped Two-way No No No 15 .
Ist, :
17t St 15th St. City  Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 24
Ist. .
13th St. 12th St. City  Local 50 35  Unstiped Two-way  Yes Yes No ( -
12th St. 11¢h St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No ™~ g
11th St. 10th St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No .
10th St. th St. City Local’ 50 35  Unsiiped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Irvine St. b
Wof 13th St. 13th St. County  Local 40 20  Unstiped Two-way  No No No 2
13th St. Chenowith Rd, County  Local 40 24  Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Chenowith Rd. 9th St. County  Local 40 24 Unstriped Two-way No No No ﬁ .
%th St. E of 9th St. County  Local 40 24 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No ;
W of 7th St. Tth St. County  Local 40 15  Unstriped Twoway  No No No 25
7th St. Us 30 County  Local 40 33/20 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
ISt re
13th St. 12th St. City Local 50 14  Unstiped Two-way  No No No 24
12th St. 11th St. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
10th St. Sth St. City Local 50 22 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25 .
Jefferson St. . ‘
18th St. 17th St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 2 .
17th St. Scenic Dr. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
15th St. 141h St. City Local 60 24 Unstriped Two-way No No No 21? .
14th St. 13th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 5
13th St. 12th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No ’
12th St. 11th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way . Yes Yes No 7.5r _
11th St 10th St. City Local 60 3s Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 2¢
S of 4th St. 4th St. City Arterial 80 30 2 Two-way No No No 2 .
4th St. 3nrd St. City Arteriat 80 56 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
3rd St. 2nd St. City Arterial 80 60 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 2 -
2nd St. 1st St. City Local 80 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 26
Jordan St. [ :
S of 23cd St, 23rd St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No \ 25
18th St. 14th St. City Local 50 12 Unstiped Two-wsy  No No No 2¢
14th St. 13th St. "City  Local 60 36  Unstiped Twoway  Yes Yes No 2
13th St. 12th St. City Local 60 35 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25






TABLE A-1

Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles
Number -
Juris- Classic ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction _ fication _ Width _ Width _ Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk Bike Lan _Limil
4th St. 3nd SL. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 2"
3rd St. 2nd St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 20,
Liberty Way :
Sceaic Dr. Lincoln St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 20 .
Lincoln St.
16th St. 15th St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25r :
15th St. 14th St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway Yes -  Yes No 25}
14th St. 13th St. City  Local 60 36  Unstiped Two-way  Yes Intermittent  No 25" -
13t St. 12th St. City  Local 60 18  Unsiped Twoway No No No 25
12th St. 11th St. City  Local 60 23 Unstiped Twoway No  Intermitent No 25!
11th St. 10th St City  Local 60 36  Unsiiped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25,
10th St. 9th St. City  Local 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
8th St. N of 8th St. City Local 60 14 Unstriped Two-way No No No 23
Tth St. 6th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25;
4th St. 3nd St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20}
3rd SL. 2nd St. City Attedal 60 2 2  Twoway No Yes No 20
Lincoln Way !
Graut Cir. 164h St. City Local 50 32 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25;
Lockwood St. ‘ '
Starlight St. Sunflower St. County  Local -50 34  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No ?.5r X
Sunflower St. Pine St. County  Local 50 12 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Pine St. Oak St. County  Local 50 12 Unstiped Twoway  No No No 25}
Oak St. Maple St. County  Local 50 22  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Maple St. Murray Dr. County  Local 50 34  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No '5{ -
Lorenzen St. !
S of 10th St. 10th St. City Local 40 13 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25 -
Loring St.
NW of Myxtle St. Myrtle St. County  Local 40 10 ? ? ? ? ? 7!
Myrtle St. Kingsley St. County  Local 40 12 Unstriped Two-way  No No No 2]
Kingaley St. Webber St. County  Local 40 12 VUnstriped Two-way  No No No 25
Madisoa St. .
15th St. 14th St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
14th St. 13th St. City Loeal 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes  Intermittent No 25t
13th St. 12ih St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Intermitent No 25
12th St. 11th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25¢ °
S of 3sd St. 3nd St. City Arterial 80 59 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20{
3nd SL 2nd St. City  Aredal 80 61 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 20 -
2nd St. 1st St. City Arterial 80 61 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
13t St. Fire Rd. City  Arerial 80 54 2 Twowsy Yes Intermitent No 20f
Maple St. [
Lockwood St. - Chenowith Rd. County  Local 50 34  VUnstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Meek St. .
SW of 13th St. 13th st. Couaty  Local 50 16  Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Minnesota St. . b
Dezad End 17th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Monroe St. -r )
15th St. 16th P1. City  Local 80 14  Unstriped Two-way  No No No 2
3nd St. 2nd St. City Local 80 60 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 20
2nd St. N of 2nd St. City Local 80 61 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 20 -
Montana St.
Dry Hollow Rd. 17th St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No | 5 -
17th st. 15th St. City Local 60 35  Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Intermittent No 25
15th St. 14th St. City Local 60 27735 Unstriped Two-way No  Intermittent No 25
Morton St. .
18th St. 16th St. City Local 23 Unsiriped Two-way No No No 25




TABLE A-1

Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles
Number
Juris- Classic ROW  Street of Trave On-Street Speed
diction _ fication Width Width  Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk Bike Lam Limit
16th St. 15th st. City Local 60 23 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
15th st. 14th st, City Local 60 24 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
14th St. 12th St. City Local 60 24 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
12th St. 10th St. City Local 60 18 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
10th St. Old Dufur Rd. City Local 18 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Mount Hood St.
City Limits ("0.2 mi) Sunset Valley Rd. City Arterial 60 25 2 Two-way Yes No No 35
Sunset Valley Rd. 231d St. City Arterial 60 26 2 Two-way Yes No No 35
23rd St. Skyline Rd. 7 T City  Atterial” 60 26 T 2 ~“Twoway = Yés No - No 35
Skyline Rd. 21st St. City  Arterial 60 24 2 Two-way 1 Side No No 35
2]st St. 20th St. City Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 35
20th st. 19th St. City  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 35
19th st. 18th st. City  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 35
18th St. 17th St. City  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
17th St. 16th St. City  Arerial 60 42 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
16th St. 15th St. City  Arterisl 60 42 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
15th st. 14th St. City Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
- 14th St. 13th St. City  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yos Yes No 25
13th St. 12th St. City  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
12th St. 11th St. City Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
11th St. 10th St. City  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
10th St. 9th St. City  Arterial 60 42 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
9th St. 8th St. City Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
-of 20d St. 2nd St. City Local 60 50  Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 25
A . .«rray Dr.
Unpaved Surface Lockwood St. County  Local 50 20 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Lockwood St. Chenowith Rd. County  Local 50 34 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Myrtle St ’
S of Loring St. Loring St. County  Local 40 ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Loring St. 14th st. County  Local 40 ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
14th St. 13th St. County  Local 40 12 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
10¢h St. 9th St. County  Local 40 20 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
9th St. 8th St. County  Local 40 20 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
8th St. 7th St. City Local 60 23 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Tth st. . Us 30 City Local 80 44  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Nevada St. ’
19th St. 17th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
17th St. 16th Ct. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
16th Ct. 15th St, City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
14th St. 13th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Ozk St.
Murray Dr. Lockwood St, ~ County” = Local 50 15§ “Unstripéd Two-wdy "“~No~ -~ — No No 5
Lockwood St. Chenowith Rd. County  Local 50 34 Unsteiped Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25
Old Dufur Rd. ’
10th St. Morton St. City  Arerial 60 30 2 Two-way  Yes No No 35
Morton St. Richmond St. City Arterial 60 30 2 Two-way Yes No No 35
Richmond St. Fremont St. City  Arterisl 60 24 2 Two-way No No No 35
Fremont St. Lambert St. City Collector 60 23 2 Two-way No No No 35
Lambert St. City Limits ("0.1 mi.) City Collector 60 23 2 Two-way No No No 35
Oregon Ave.
of 16th St. 16th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
«6th St. 15th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
15th St. 14th St. (W) City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
14th St. (W) 14th St. (B) City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
14th st. (E) 13th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25



TABLE A-1

Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles
Number ! ™
Juris- Classic ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction fication Width Width _ Lames Direction Parking Sidewalk Bike Lan Lum! B
13th St. 12th St. Gty  Local 50 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Intermittent No 25"
12th St. 11th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25 (-
11th St. 10th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
10th St. th St. City Local 50 36  Unstiped Two-way  Yes Yes No 251
Pentland St.
16th St. 15th St. City Local 60 "40  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 251
15th st. 14th St. City Local 60 30  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
14th St. 13th St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25t
13th st. 12th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
12th St. 11th st. City Local 60 20  Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 25!
11th St. 10h St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25;
10th St. 9th St. City  Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
9th St. 8th St City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
8th St. 7ih St, Gty  Local 60 36  Unstiped Two-way  Yes  Intermitent No 25
Tth St. 6th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes  Intermittent No 25t
3rd St 2nd St. City Local 50 40 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 20
Perking Ave. {
13th St. 10th St. County  Local 30 20  Unstriped Two-way No No No {
Pine St. )
Unpaved Surface Lockwood St. County  Local 50 12 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Lockwood St. Chenowith Rd. County Lol 50 34  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Intermittent No 25!
Pleasant Ct. . :
Tth St. E of 7th St. County  Local 40 25 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25
Pomona St. 3 -
W of 10th St. 10th St. County  Local 60 22 Unstriped Two-way No No No L 1.5{
10th St. 7th St. County  Local 80-50 43  Unsiriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25' -
Tih st uUs 30 County  Local 44  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Quinton St. . ‘
Dead End Roberts St. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25,
Roberts St. 16th St¢. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
16th St. 15th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25 .
15th St. 14th St. (W) City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25[
14th St. (W) 14th St. (B) City  Local 60 . 36 Unstriped Twoway Yes Intermittent No 25t .
14th St. (B 13th St. City  Local 60 36  Unsiped Two-way  Yes ~ Intermittent  No 25
13th St. 12th St. City Local - 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25{ .
12th St. 10th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25(
10¢h St. 9th St. City  Collector 50 36 2 Two-way Yes 1 Side No 25
Radio Way .
20th St. 21st St City Local 50 36 Unstriped Twoway  Yes Intermittent No 25!
21st St. 23¢d St. City  Local 50 36 Unstiped Two-way  Yes Intermittent No 25|
Richland Ct.
W of 7th St. 7th St. County Local 40 23 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25¢ -
7th St. E of 7th St. County  Local 12 Unstriped Two-way  No No No 25!
Richmond St. ¢
16th St. 14th St. County  Local 40 ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
14th St. 13th St. County  Local 40 ? ? ? ? ? ? 7]
13th St. 12th St County  Local 40 22  Unstriped Two-way  No No No 25)
12th St. 10th St. County Local 40 19 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
10th St. Old Dufur Rd. City Local 40 18 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25, .
River Rd. )
NW End Port of The Dalles County Collector 40 25132 2 Two-way No No No / 10t -
Port of The Dalles Bargeway Rd. County Collector 40 25/32 2 Two-way No No No \ 40
. Riverview St. - o
17th St. 16th St. City  Local 50 32 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25;
16th St. 15th St. (W) City  Local 50 32 Unstriped Two-way  Yes  Intermittent  No 25
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TABLE A-1

Street System Imventory
City of The Dalles
Number
Juris- Classi- ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction __ fication Width Width __ Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk Bike Lan _ Limit
15th St. (W) 15th St. (B) City Local 50 32 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
15th St. 14th St. City Local 50 32 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
14th St. 13th Pi. City Local 50 32 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
13th P1. 13th St. City Local - 50 32 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
Roberts St.
S of Quinton St. Quinton St. City Local 50 ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
Quinton St. 15th St. City  Local 50 36  Unsriped Two-way  Yes No No 25
12th St. 10th St. City Locsl 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Royal Crest Dr. . o
Wasco Dr. Sherman Dr. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Sherman Dr, Brentwood Dr. City Local 60 34 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Breatwood Dr. Crest Ct. City Local 60 34 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No . 25
Crest Ct. Summit Ridge Dr.- City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Sandstone Way s
Cherry Heights Rd. Ledge St. County  Local 50-60 21 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Sandy St.
Walnut St. 10dh St. City Local 50 il Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Scenic Dr.
Trevitt St. Garrison St. City Collector 60 36 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 25
Garrison St. Grant Cir. City  Collector = 60-100 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Grant Cir. Liberty Way City  Collector 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
Liberty Way 20th St. City Collector 60 36 2 Two-way No Intermittent  No 25
0th St. Sorosis St. City  Collector 60 36 2 Two-way No Intermittent  No 25
 “rosis St. Pioneer Cometery City  Collector 60 36 2  Twoway No Intermittent No 25
cioneer Cemetery Terrace Dr. City  Collector 60 30/32 2 Two-way No Intermittent  No 25
Terrace Dr. Jefferson St. City Collector 60 36 2 Two-way Intermittent Intermittent  No 25
Jefferson St. Esther Way City Collector 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Esther Way 161h Pi. City Collector 60 36 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Scufert Pack Rd. (Lone Pine Dr.)
Us 197 Indian Rd. City Local 60 29  Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Indian Rd. Scufert Park County  Local 60 21 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Seven Mile Rd.
UGB (0.5 mi.) Chesowith Rd. County Collector 60 24 2 Two-way Intermittent No No 25
Shearer St.
16th St. N of 16th St. City Local 50 12 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
13th St. 12th St. City Local 50 35 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
12th St. 10¢h St. City  Local 40 16  Unstriped Two-way  No No No 25
Sherman Dr.
S of Royal Crest Dr. Royal Crest Dr. City Local 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Short St.
14th St, 13th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Skyline Rd.,
Mount Hood St. City Limits (70.2 mi.) City  Collector 60 18 2  Two-way No No No 35
Snipes St.
10th St. Fallon Ct, County Collector 60 22 2 Two-way No No No 35
Fallon Ct. 9th St. County Collector 60 32720 2 Two-way Intermittent No No 35
Sth St. 8th St. County Collector 60 44 2 Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 35
8th St. 7th St. City  Collector 60 44 2 Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 35
7th St. Us 30 City  Collector 60 54/44 2 Two-way Yes  Intermittent  No 35
- -ogis St.
. od St 21z St City Local 50 20/40 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent No No 15
~lst St. Scenic Dr. City Local 50 20 Unstriped Two-way No No No 15
Starlight St.
Unpaved Surface Lockwood St. County  Local 50 34 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
Lockwood St. Allen Pi. County  Local 50 34 Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25




TABLE A-1

Street System Inventory
City of The Dalles
Number ! o
Juris- Classi ROW  Street of Travel On-Street Speed
Roadway diction _fication Width _Width _ Lanmes Direction Parking  Sidewalk BikeLan Limif
Allen P1. Chenowith St. County  Local 50 34  Unstiped Two-way  Yes No No 25"’
State Rd. .
US30WB US 30 EB ~ Ciy Local 60 39 Unstriped Two-way No No No 40 .
US30EB Summit Ridge Dr. City Local 60 41/24 Unstriped Two-way Intermittent Intermittent  No 40
Summit Ridge Dr. Viewpoint Access Rd. City Local 60 24  Unstriped Two-way No No No 40
Viewpoint Access Rd.  City Limits (0.2 mi.) "City Local 60 24 Unstiped Twoway  No No No 407 <.
Stoffer Lane '
S of 10th St. 10th St. County  Local 50 16 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25" -
Summit Ridge Dr. . . i
SofBrentwood Dr.  Breatwood Dr. City Local 60 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 250"
Brentwood Dr. Royal Crest Dr. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
Royal Crest Dr. Columbia View Dr. City Local 60 36/34 Unstiped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Columbia View Dr. Dead End ) City Local 60 15 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25,
Dead End State Rd, City Local 60 15  Unstriped Twoway  No No No 25"
Sunflower St. i
Unpaved Surface Lockwood St. County  Local 50 33 Unstriped Two-way  Yes No No 25
Lockwood St. Chenowith Rd. County  Local 50 34  Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent No 25¢
Sugset Valley Rd. . :
Mount Hood St. City Limits (0.1 mi.) City Local 40 20  Unstiiped Two-way  Yes No No 35t
Taylor St. )
3rd St. 2nd St. City  Collector 80 53 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25:
2ad St N of 2nd St. City Local 80 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Terminal Ave. )
6th St. Dead Bnd City Local 80 44  Unstriped Twoway  Yes No No ( s
Terrace Dr. o
Scenic Dr. 15th P1. City  'Local 60 27  Unstriped Twoway  No No No 25t .
15th P1. 15th St. City Local 60 25  Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
‘Thompson St. . f
S of 18th St. 18th St. City Ancrat 60 26 2 Twoway Yes No No 25 ‘ )
18th St. 17th St. City  Astedal 60 27 2 Two-way  Yes No No 25
17th st, -16th St, City Arterial 60 26 "2 Two-way Yes No No 25
16th St. 14th P1. City  Arterial 60 26 2  Twoway No No No as|
14th P1. 14th St, City Arterial 60 26 2 Two-way No No No 251 .
14th St. 13¢th St. City Anterial 60 25 2 Two-way No No No 25
13th St, 12th St. City °  Arterial 60 26 2 Two-way No No No 25¢ -
12th St. 11th St. City  Aderial 60 28 2 Two-way  No No No 25’
11th St. 10th St City Arerial 60 25 2 Twoway Intermittent  No No 25" -
Trevitt St. .
17t St. 16th St. City Collector 60 36 2 Twoway Yes Yes No :
16t St, 15th St, City Collector 60 30 2 Two-way 1 Side Yes No 25¢
15th St. 14th St. City  Collector 60 30 2 Twoway Intermittent  Yes No 25
14th St. 13th St. City Collector 60 30 2 Twoway Intermittent’ Yes No 25;
13th St. 12th St. City  Collector 60 36 2 Two-way Intermittent  Yes No 25:
12th St. 11th St City Collector 60 36 2 Twoway Intermittent  Yes No 25t
11th St. 10th St. City  Collector 60 36 2 Two-way Intermittent Yes No 25
10th St. 9th St. City Collestor 60 36 2 Two-way Intermittent  Yes No 25¢
Sth St. 8th St. City Collector 60 33 2 Two-way Intermittent  Yes No 25;
8th St. Tth St. City Collector 60 31 2 Twoway No Yes No 25
Tth st. 6th St. City Collector 60 33 2 Two-way No Yes No 25.
6th St. 3rd PL. City Collector 60 30 2 Two-way No No No 25
Union St. ( t
14th St 13th St City Local 60 35  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No . 25§
13th St. 12th St. City Local 60 35  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25¢
12th St. 11th St. City Local 60 35 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
11th St. 10th St. City Local 60 No 25"

33 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes

,
B B . » .




TABLE A-1

Street System Inventory

‘ City of The Dalles

col Nusnber

.. Juriss  Clasis ROW  Street  of Travel On-Street Speed

i ': Rosdway diction _fication _ Width _ Width  Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk BikeLan _ Limit

L 10th St. 9th St. City Arterial . 60 40 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 25
" 9th St. $th St. City  Arterial 60 36 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
. 8th St. Tth St. City  Arerial 60 36 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 25
e 7th St. Sth St. City Aserial 60 36 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 20

A Sth St 4th St. City  Arterial 60 37 2 Two-way  Yes Yes No 20
= 4th St 3nd St. City  Arterial 60 40 2 Twowey  Yes Yes No 20

) 3ud St. 20d St. City Aredal 60 40 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 20

L 2ad St. 1st St. City Arteral 60 40 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 20

.- Istst Fire Rd. City Local 60 40  Unstriped Twoway No No No 20

: Us 197 i

' City Limits (0.1 mi)  Columbia View Dr. Sute  Aderial NA 45  Unstiped Twoway  No No No 45

. Columbia View Dr. Merge with US 30 State Arterial NA 55/47 Unstriped Two-way No No No 45
[e Merge with US 30 I-84 EB Ramps State  Arterial NA 39  Unstiped Twoway  No No No 45
1-84 EB Ramps I-84 WB Ramps State  Arterial NA 31 Unstriped Two-way No No No 45
I-84 WB Ramps Seufert Park Rd. State  Arterial NA 51  Unsiriped Twoway  No No No 45
Seufert Park Rd. Bridge State  Arterial  NA 45  Unstriped Two-way Intermittent No  No 45

! Verdant St.
: 13th St. 10th St. County  Local 60 34 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25
10th St. 8th St. County  Local 50 21 Unstriped Two-way No No No 25

View Ct.

21st St. 19th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Intermittent  No 25
X 14th St. 13th P1. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
13th PIL. 13th St. City Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25

[ 3th St. 12th St. City  Local 50 36 Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25

i —swpoint Access Rd.

t State Rd. City Limits (“0.2 mi.) City Local 40 Unstriped Two-way  No No No 25

, Walnut St.

| 13th St. Sandy St. County  Local 50 28  Unstriped Two-way No No No 25

{. Sandy St. 10th St. County  Local 50 30  Unstriped Two-way No No No 25

. 10th St. 9th PL. City  Collector 60 24 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
n Sth Pt. 9th St. City  Collector 60 33 2 Two-way Yes No No 25
» Oth St. 8th St. City Collector 60 25 2 Twoway  Yes No No 25
! 8th St. 7th St. City Collector 60 25146 2  Twoway Yes Intermittent No 25

: Tth St. 6th St. City Collector 60 47 2 Two-way Yes  Intermittent  No 25
{7 WascoDr.

S of Royal Crest Dr. Royal Crest Dr. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
‘ Royal Crest Dr. Columbiz View Dr. City Local 60 44 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
¢ . Washington St.

. S of 14th St. 14th St. City Local 80 29 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
L 14th St 13th St. City Local 80 39  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25
2, 13th St. 12¢h St. City Local 80 53  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
a 12th st 11th St. City Local 80 - 52  Unstriped Twoway  Yes Yes No 25

. 11th St. 10th St. City Local 80 54 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 20

) 8th P1. 8th St. City  Local 25 20 Unstriped Twoway No  Intermittent  No 25

‘ 8th St. Tth P1. City Local 25 14  Unstriped Twoway  No No No 25

; 7th St. - 5th St. City  Arterial 75 52 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
X 5th St. 4ih St, City Arterial 5 51 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20
e 4th st 3pd St. City  Arterial 75 53 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 20
o 3pd St. 2ud St. City Arterial 75 54 2  Twoway Yes Yes No 20
' 2nd St. 1st St, City Arterial 75 54 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 20

. . oSt Fire Rd. City Local 75 ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
B .oberSt.

' Loring St. 13th St. County  Local 50 20  Unstriped Twoway No No No 25

13th St. 12th St City Local 50 28  Unstriped Two-way  No "No No 25
3 10th St. 8th st. City Arterial 70 4 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 35

> S
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' 1)
On-Street ' speed

. Number
Juris- Classiic ROW  Street of Travel

Roadway diction  fication Width Width Lanes Direction Parking Sidewalk Bike Lan _ Limi{
8th St. 6th St. City Aferal 70 44 2 Twoway Yes Yes No 35’
6th St. 2nd St. State Arterial NA 44 2 Two-way No No No 35,
2nd St. 1st St. City  Collector 60 4 2 Two-way Yes Yes No 40
1st St. Bargeway Rd. City Collector 40 32 2 Two-way No No No 40 .

Whitman Ct. :

Dead End Chenowith Rd. County  Locat 50 34  Unstriped Two-way Yes No No 25 -

Wright Dr.

Wright St. S Int. 25th St. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25"
25th St. Wright St. N Int. Ciy Loat 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25

Wright St. ’ ' '
Wright Dr. S Int. Wright Dr. N Int. City Local 50 36  Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
Wright Dr. N Int, 23nd St. City Locat 50 36  Unstriped Two-way  Yes Yes No 25
11th St. 10th St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25,
10th St. Oth St. City Local 60 36 Unstriped Two-way Yes Yes No 25
91h St. N of 9th St. City Local 60 Intermittent  No 25

35 Unstriped Two-way Yes
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Street by Street Initiative

“Up Out of the Mud” Street by Street Initiative

Portland’s Dirt and Gravel Street Problem

Of the 2,070 centerline miles of City streets, approximately sixty (60) are
still dirt and gravel streets. Forty five (45) centerline (cl) miles of unpaved
streets are in single family residential areas, on “residential streets” and
167 cl miles of residential streets are paved without any curb or sidewalk.
The remaining residential streets have curb with sidewalk fragments, a
sidewalk on one side, or two complete sidewalks. Many of these dirt and
gravel streets are from more recently annexed areas of the city, such as
the Cully neighborhood and the outer eastside. Others are from areas
like southwest Portland, which have significant topography, drainage or
lack of infrastructure constraint, which limits the ability to implement the
existing, one-size fits all, design standard for residential streets - the
“traditional residential street standard”.

All streets in Portland:

For adjacent property owners, dirt and gravel streets can be a problem 2,070 centerline miles

for a variety of neighborhood livability issues, including the quality of Local “residential” streets:

local access, property values, and traffic management. At the 1,006 centerline miles

neighborhood level these streets are the weak links the City’s local street

transportation and stormwater mana; nent 1 works. For Local residential streets that are
unpaved:

transportation networks, this includes all modes of travel, particularly

. .. ) 45 centerline miles
pedestrians. Good street connectivity, one of the foundations of the

City’s Transportation policy, depends on public rights-of way that both Local residential streets that have no
exist and are improved, so that pedestrians do not have walk through the curb or sidewalk:
mud to get somewhere. 167 centerline miles




Street by Street Initiative

Since the founding of the city, improvement of all local streets has been
the responsibility of the adjacent property owners, either as a single
property owner through a public works permit or more commonly
through a Local Improvement District ‘LID’, which has multiple property
owners participating.

One size does not fit all

Currently, property owners who want to form an LID to improve their
streets, for the most part, have just one design standard to use- the
‘traditional residential street’ standard, regardless of what part of the
City the street is in. While the existing standard provides a high level of
quality for transportation purposes and stormwater management, it is
also very expensive to make work in many parts of the City. The average
cost estimate for this design is 51,500/ lineal feet, which works out to be
approximately $300/month/20 years through the Local Improvement
District Program {based on a typical 50 ft frontage).

Simply allowing dirt streets to be improved with gravel does not meet the
City’s needs for two key reasons. First, gravel streets deteriorate quickly,
thus they are a poor investment in terms of maintenance. Second, these
streets do not meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

Street by Street Initiative:
Create more flexible/affordable design standards

It has been and remains the policy of the City of
Portland that streets are constructed at the
expense of abutting property owners and are
maintained by abutting property owners until
street improvements are constructed to the
standards of, and accepted for maintenance by,

the City. [City Code Chapter 17.42, Property Owner

Responsibility for Streets, paragraph .010 A,,
Policy].
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Traditional Residential Street design standard

Approximate typical LID cost per
property owner:

$300/month/20 years

(based on 50 ft of street frontage)




Street by Street Initiative

The Street by Street Initiative was developed to create a more effective

process for improving unpaved (dirt and gravel) and streets paved but What is Out of the Mud doing’
without curb and sidewalk. This starts with developing new design '

standards that achieve two basic purposes. First is to6 provide more

design flexibility, because most local streets in Portland are unique, in * Expanding the City’s residential streets styles

terms of how they function within the surrounding street network, the * Expanding resident’s options for funding and

local topography, existing right-of-way widths and stormwater city backed financing

conditions. * Establishing a policy of an optional In Lieu of
improvements fee for infill development

Something is Better than Nothing * Promoting the hiring of private contracting to

Second, by allowing more basic design options that at least meet our build residential streets

minimum needs for local and emergency response access, the cost to
participate in an LID can be greatly reduced. By reducing the cost, we can
encourage greater participation in the formation of LIDs and more quickly

reduce the miles of dirt and gravel streets.

New Design Standards

Eligibility criteria
The two new design standards, in addition to the existing ‘Traditional
Residential Street’ will be available to residential streets that meet the
following criteria:



Street by Street Initiative

e Zoning: streets to be improved must be in areas where the

adjacent zoning is single family residential (R-5 etc.). 60 miles of unpaved street exist in the City

because:
e Street classification: streets to be improved must be classified in
the Transportation System Plan (TSP) as ‘Local Service Streets’ for e Streets may have been annexed into the City in this
all modes. Local Service Streets that are also within Pedestrian condition

Districts are not eligible. )
e People may prefer the restricted slower and lower

traffic
Brief History of Design Standards

e On July 31, 1991, City Council passed Resolution 34885 authorizing * High cost of pavement, curb, sidewalks, storm
the Bureau of Transportation to implement Performance systems to improve
Standards for neighborhood streets and adopted “skinny” street

standards and a transformation began how residential streets

o Neighbor agreement is necessary to collectively
fund a street improvement, even with some

were thought of - narrower streets with queuing travel lanes. “obligated” with a waiver of remonstrance
e OnJuly 31, 1991 City Council passed Resolution 34886 authorizing ¢ Infill development is not assigned the burden of fully
the Bureau of Transportation to implement a contract streets improving streets to standard ‘

program, allowing residents of an existing neighborhood to build
and maintain, where appropriate, a temporary “substandard”
street. This resolution resulted from Ordinance 162651, (passed
by City Council January 10, 1990), authorizing the Bureau to
proceed with development of a program to enable residents of
existing neighborhoods to construct non-city-maintained streets
under City permit.

e On January 20, 1995 City Council passed Resolution 35360
endorsing the Cheap and Skinny Streets Program and directed
implementation of a pilot project in Brentwood-Darlington. The



Street by Street Initiative

partnership with Bureaus of Transportation, Environmental
Services, and Community Development, provided full urban street
improvements including drainage, narrow streets, and sidewalks
on both sides and relied upon investment of Bureau of Housing
and Community Development (BHCD) funds for financing 70% of
the total costs.

In 1998 the Bureau of Transportation adopted the Pedestrian
Design Guidelines, an element of the Pedestrian Master Plan, and
established 11ft sidewalk corridors (0.5’curb, 4.0’ furnishings
zone, 6.0’ through pedestrian zone (paved sidewalk), and 0.5’
frontage zone) as the recommended width on the residential
street.

Portland’s Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM) was
adopted by the Bureau of Environmental Services on July 1, 1999,
and revised in 2004 and 2008. The SWMM outlines the City’s
stormwater management requirements for all development and
redevelopment projects on both private and public property and
emphasizes the use of vegetated surface facilities, often swales
for existing neighborhood redevelopment, fit within in the
sidewalk corridor zone.

In 2004 the Bureau of Transportation adopted Administrative Rule
TRN-1.09 - Design Standards for Public Streets and Creating Public
Streets and Pedestrian Connections through the Land Use and
Building Permit Process as the design standards for public streets
and established right of way and street widths for residential
streets at 26ft wide roadway and 11ft sidewalk corridors.

Infill and small land divisions dominate
single family development activity. In the
last three (3) years eighty percent (80%)
of the new lots formed through
subdivisions were created by small lot (<
10) subdivisions and none formed from
large lot (>50) subdivisions.
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On Aug 29 2012 Council passed Resolution 36952 adopting the
recommendations of the Cully Neighborhood Local Street Plan
and that the Cully Local Street Plan will serve as the strategy
guiding development of the transportation system in the Cully
Neighborhood by improving network connectivity and safety for
all travel modes, exploring more context-based options for
improving local streets, and focusing investments based on
community priorities. The Plan recommends, in concept, the
“separated” residential street, “shared” residential street or
walkway only, as approved options for improving substandard
streets in Cully.

Equity in the Portland Plan calls for public agencies to aim to
provide basic services to all Portlanders, which, due to the history
of annexations and development, public services are
notdistributed equally across the city.

Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability by State
and local government entities, and when public entities
build new or alter existing facilities, Title Il requires the
new construction/alterations be made accessible to
individuals with disabilities. The ADA does not require
public agencies to provide pedestrian facilities when none
currently exists; however, when a public agency provides a
pedestrian facility, it must be accessible to persons with
disabilities to the extent technically feasible.
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Separated Residential Street

The separated residential street provides the basic elements of an
improved local street. This design is estimated to reduce the typical
property owner cost for participating in a street improvement LIiD by as
much as 70% over the traditional design, where it meets the design
criteria, including drainage.

The paved roadway (4 inches of asphalt on 8 inches of compacted
rock) portion of the street is 16 ft in width, without curbs.

e On both sides of the paved roadway are gravel shoulders with a
minimum width of 7ft. The primary purpose of the shoulder area is
for on-street parking, street trees and stormwater management. The
intent is also to allow secondary uses, such as landscaping, basketball
hoops, and benches, subject to additional City approval.

e On one side of the street will be a 6 ft wide minimum concrete
sidewalk, separated from the paved roadway by the gravel shoulder
area.

o Stormwater management: All stormwater runoff is intended to be
managed with the gravel shoulder area through infiltration.
Additional stormwater management improvements to accommodate
drainage may be required as needed on a case by case basis, as
determined by a Bureau of Environmental Services review.
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Approximate typical LID cost per
property owner:

$85/month/20 years

(based on 50 ft of street frontage)

1_’-——



Street by Street Initiative

Mot Dotw; I/EVOR OB B o A\20mgn\ Soeni0-osng Ly So- Sri\IE mbw ke Searind R dn

RIGHT-ORWAY

GHT-OFWAY

oo

*

(‘ GRAVEL BHOVLDER - & THICK

BIDEWALK
ROW VARIES: 5 - 80" TYPIGAL
SEPARATED RESIDENTIAL BASE STREET DESIGN STANDARD
WITHOUT FLBLIC ATORWATER GYOTEM

NOTEE:
1. EiomoeEn INg| BHOULDER BUBIECT TOAPPROVAL
BES: NAL \TER [WPROVEMENTS MAY BE NEEOED IN AREAD
WITH POGH INFILTAR
1, CAAVEL BHOULDERA ACCOMODATE PAIIONG, STREET TREEA AND
WTORMAATER RUNOFF INFILTRATION.
BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION
‘Tha salsation and usa of thin CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON
Stundard Drawing, whil
designed In scoordance Gy Engrmer
with genarally saceied [
snginsedry principies and Draarig
priciicos, la the wla
responeibiity of e user.
N Efpctve DIM:_ QRILN2 Tanden Crodng e
R\ womerbern i G Parand | £Vl Bunk M. -
Easeling Repent Clgte: -




Street by Street Initiative

Shared Residential Street

The ‘Shared Residential’ street design is provided as another option to
help further reduce the cost by eliminating the sidewalk entirely.
Because this will require all modes of travel to potentially mix within the
paved roadway, there are additional criteria for eligibility and standard
for design:

e Additional eligibility criteria: The traffic volume is projected to
be 500 vehicles/day or less.

e Additional design standards:

o To ensure a low speed traffic environment, traffic calming
elements are also required. At a minimum this includes
speed bumps. These streets will also have a posted speed
limit of 15 mph. The cost of the speed bumps is
incorporated into the $65/month LID estimate.

o To ensure good visibility of pedestrians using the street, a
sight distance analysis will be performed.

e The community has recommended shared streets be
evaluated post construction and after a period of time after
they have been in use to inform recommended best practices
for maintenance such as in the edge treatment, landscaping,
and smoothness of surfacing.

10

ORS 811.111, requires a 15 mph speed limit
when driving on an alley or a narrow residential
roadway, 18ft wide or less at any point.
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Shared Residential Street

Approximate typical LID cost per
property owner:

$65/month/20 years

(based on 50 ft of street frontage)
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Traffic Calming

Separated Residential Street

Traffic calming is an optional upgrade for the Separated Residential
Street, based on the desires of the adjacent property owners and City
Traffic Engineer approval. A wide variety of potential traffic calming
tools, from speed bumps to ‘chicane’ alignments and pinch points that
allow only bike and pedestrian through traffic in the middie of the block,
will be available to slow traffic speeds. Any traffic calming added to the
street design would be an additional cost to the basic design.

Shared Residential Street

Because pedestrians will mix with bikes and cars within the 16 ft paved
roadway, traffic calming is a requirement for a Shared Residential Street
design. The design speed of these roadways is 15 mph, which the Oregon
Vehicle Code currently requires for narrow residential streets. This
design speed can be achieved with speed bumps, the minimum
requirement. Speed bumps have proven to be among our most cost
effective tools for speed reduction. Speed bumps are included in the
estimated $65/ month typical LID cost per property owner. The need for
additional traffic calming measures will be evaluated on a case by case
basis.

Stormwater Management

The intent of the two new design standards is to utilize the gravel
shoulder portion for stormwater management through infiltration. This
approach primarily depends on the local infiltration rate, which varies
across the City. The Residential Street Based Design Standards without

12

There are many design options for traffic, from
relatively inexpensive speed bump calming to
curvilinear designs that create more flexible
public spaces within the right-of-way. Paint and
landscaped edges should also be further
explored.
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public stormwater system as shown may be applicable to about one third
of the area of the city.

Given challenges of topography, landslide concerns and low infiltration

The City Engineer, based on findings that a standard
rates in some areas, such as SW Portland, the costs of stormwater

improvement is not feasible, may allow a temporary
management required for traditional street improvements may be street improvement, not maintained by the City,
prohibitively expensive for repaving of streets in established which requires present and future owners be
neighborhoods. In response to these constraints the Bureau of counted in favor of any proposed standard

) improvement of said street [City Code, 17.88.020, For
Environmental Services and the Portland Bureau of Transportation are Buildings and Planning Actions] by agreeing to a
collaborating on approaches to utilize the road shoulder to convey and waiver of remonstrance.

manage stormwater as technically feasible. These approaches depend

primarily on the local site conditions and infiltration rates and would be
reviewed by BES on a case by case basis. In all cases, the conveyance of a
10-year storm event must be considered in terms of downstream safety Residential Streets Maintained Today:
for both local residents and the right-of-way and must discharge to an

approvable disposal point. Depending on site circumstances, solutions

could range from simple, over-land flow, to road-side ditches, to Paved

conventional curb and gutter and underground piped systems paired
with other neighborhood scale stormwater management facilities.

Public Private

Without Curb ~ 78%  22%

With Curb 99% 1%
Maps showing stormwater management areas, infiltration rates, high
ground water elevations, and topography will help inform the drainage Unpaved 0 100%
design necessary. Unimproved 0 100%

Maintenance Responsibility
The City accepts maintenance responsibility for streets built to the design
standard where the city has formally accepted them This currently

13
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includes almost all streets paved with curb and the majority of streets
paved without curb. Maintenance of all unpaved local streets in Portland
is the responsibility of the adjacent property owners.

Streets built to either of the two new design standards will become City
maintained for the pavement portion of street. The gravel shoulders and
separated sidewalk will remain the responsibility of the adjacent property
owner.

Low-Income Deferral

Large percentages of dirt and gravel streets are in generally low-income
neighborhoods, such as Cully, Brentwood-Darlington and outer NE/ SE
Portland. Even with the significant cost reduction of the new design
standards, many property owners will still find the monthly LID
assessment too expensive.

The pros and cons of some financing options were explored. These are
included in Appendix C.

PBOT's experience with LIDs formed since the redesign of the LID
program in 2000 indicates that participation can be enhanced through
program’s that help with affordability, such as grants and/or low-income
deferrals.

14

Waivers of remonstrance, (waiver), a property’s obligation to not
plead in objection to formation of a local improvement district and
recorded against the property, exist on approximately seven percent
(7%) of City parcels. The city may require development to sign a
waiver of remonstrance for future street and

stormwater improvements as a condition of development if the
development will be benefited by the street and

stormwater improvements.

Issuance by the City reached a peak in 1994 — 1997, and the most
often sought developer request in public works appeals. Although it
obligates the parcel into formation of an LID a waiver does not
obligate Council to approve an LID; a waiver only obligates the
property to be counted in favor of an LID.

On November 4 1998, City Council passed Resolution 35738 directing
the Local Improvement Administrator reinvent the Local
Improvement District (LID) program.

Since the LID redesign, 34 local improvement districts (LIDs) have
been formed by City Council. Of the 23 with completed final
assessments, all but 4 were formed with majority petition support
{not relying upon waivers for formation). Two were council initiated,
and two were petition-initiated with less than majority petition
support, with waivers of remonstrances making up the difference.

LID Program modifications proved to be an important tool for
improving local streets however their effectiveness is limited by the
cost to individual property owners, LID’s in low income
neighborhoods have generally only been successful with a subsidy
from an outside funding source.
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The Street by Street Initiative recommends a new low income deferral
program be made available to the LID program in areas that are not
eligible for tax increment or Community Development Block Grant
financing. This financing option would be eligible to all property owners
participating in an LID in which a majority of households within the LID
earn less than 80% of the area’s median family income. The option
would allow deferral of payment for the first five years after final
assessment is imposed.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

Both the Separated Residential Street and the Shared Residential Street
designs meet the requirements of the ADA in terms of surface treatment
and cross slope.

Sidewalk(s) only

In some cases, simply adding a walkway may be appropriate on
unimproved rights-of-way that provide access to no or a limited number
of adjacent properties. This may allow for creation of a critical connection
to a school or other neighborhood destination that does not need a
strong accommodation for motorized vehicles. Construction through an
LID of a roadway in need of sidewalk only will be allowable. The
approximate typical LID cost per property owner is $20/ month/ 20years
(based on 50 ft of street frontage).

15
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Utilities
The new design standards are not intended to change existing design
standards or code requirements in relation of the placement of utilities.

Emergency Response Access

Portland Fire Bureau operations are regulated by Title 31 of the City Code
which specify minimum street design standards for emergency response
access. While a 20 ft local street width is preferred, the Fire Bureau has
acknowledged that, in the case of residential dirt and gravel streets, the
16 ft width proposed is a significant enhancement to access and response
time compared to the existing condition.

16
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Work in Progress

There are several additional elements to the Bureau of Transportation’s overall approach to
helping dirt and gravel streets and streets that may be paved without curb and sidewalk and do
not meet the design criteria of a shared street, to get improved more effectively that will
require additional refinement and public involvement. These include:

In-fill Development: In-Lieu of Fee

There is a good opportunity to introduce more flexibility in terms of how in-fill development
participates in the improvement of substandard and dirt and gravel streets. Under the current
standards, in-fill development on an unimproved street is required to either build frontage
improvements to the Traditional Residential Street standard or sign a waiver of remonstrance
(which waives the property owner’s right to object to the formation of an LID to improve the
street). The problem with frontage improvements is that often their functionality is limited if
they do not directly connect to other street improvements. It would be better if the funds used
for frontage improvements were available to help form an LID that gets the entire street
improved as an alternative.

The in-lieu-of fee proposal would allow the option of the City collecting a fee in-lieu of the
frontage improvements that could be set aside as leverage funds for forming an LID for the
entire unimproved street. Issues associated with the fee amount, how broadly it could be used
(for instance on adjacent unimproved street that is more ripe for an LID), and how the broader
neighborhood participates in design decision making are needed.

Information Access
To help encourage property owners interested in creating an LID to improve a dirt and gravel
streets, the Street by Street Initiative proposes development of a webpage on the Bureau of

17
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Transportation’s website that allows them to more quickly and easily assess whether their
street would be eligible for the new design standards. Readily available information would
include maps that identify streets that would be eligible for the new design standards, as well
as geographical information that would help identify potential issues such as stormwater
management design, street connectivity and key destinations (see Appendix A).

Design Enhancements

In 1990, the National Association of Home Builders, the Urban Land Institute, and the American
Society of Civil Engineers joined to publish a milestone in urban street design, Residential
Streets, which advocates: designing to minimize traffic volumes and speeds in residential areas;
properly scaled streets; streets planned to avoid excessive stormwater runoff; streets which can
serve as meeting places and centers of community activity.

The new design standards are intended to also allow for more creative use of the public right-
of-way. Based on the desires of the neighborhood, these street designs also provide
opportunities for additional design elements that can enhance the aesthetics and livability of

streets.

For several decades now, Europe has been developing street designs that build on the shared
street standard by encouraging additional non-transportation uses that enhance the overall
quality of life for the adjacent residents. Known as ‘home zones’, and woonerfs, these streets
not only are designed to minimize traffic speeds but to become safe spaces for a wide range of
activities. (see Appendix E)
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Design Approval Process & Public Involvement

A process for involving the residents of a street and the broader neighborhood in decision
making around the specific design of the shared streets, particularly in relation to the types of
traffic calming tools used and design enhancements, needs to be developed to ensure the
design functions well within the surrounding street network -

In 2004 the Bureau of Transportation adopted Administrative Rule TRN-1.09 - Design
Standards for Public Streets and Creating Public Streets and Pedestrian Connections
through the Land Use and Building Permit Process as the design standards for public
streets and established right of way and street widths for residential streets at 26ft wide
roadway and 11ft sidewalk corridors, a “Traditional Residential Street Standard”.

For Buildings and Planning Actions the City Engineer, based on findings that a standard
improvement is not feasible, [due to drainage, topography, lack of infrastructure, or
other conditions], may allow a temporary street improvement, not maintained by the
City[City Code, 17.88.020].

It may be in the City’s interest to consider also for buildings and planning actions, for the
City Engineer, based on findings that a_traditional residential standard improvement is
not feasible, to consider other types of residential street improvements that are
appropriate to their context and constructed to the standards of and accepted for
maintenance by the City. It also may be in the City’s interest to consider the same for
streets improved as LIDs, not just for building and planning action-relate d streets, which
are typically public works permits.

19
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Whereas the LID program includes provisions to consider public input of the residents of
a particular street proposed for improvements, as part of the residential street context
street improvements required by building and planning actions do not have a public
input opportunity.

Cost Estimates

The Bureau's level of confidence in the cost estimates for this project is low. Despite the best
efforts of developing efficient and effective cost estimates, each street is unique and must be
designed and constructed to address the context of issues and unique environment that
presents itself.
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RESOLUTION NO. 10-007

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING PUBLIC
[IMPROVEMENT GUIDELINES FOR CERTAIN
LOCAL STREETS NOT SUBJECT TO PROVISIONS
IN THE LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT
ORDINANCE

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that public improvements for certain local
streets can best be provided by flexible guidelines rather than fixed standards which are adopted
as part of the City’s Land Use and Development Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has viewed many of the streets proposed to be covered by
these guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the City has had the opportunity to review the proposed guidclines on
several accasions, and

WHEREAS, on March 15, 2010, the City Council adopted General Ordinance No. 10-
1303, which provided for the creation of new development standards for streets in residential
zones, which standards were intended to be flexible as to street trees, sidewalks, planting strips,

and widths; and

WHEREAS, General Ordinance No. 10-1303 provided that the new development
standards for streets in residential zones were (o be established by City Council resolution; and

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a discussion item for the proposed guidelincs
on March 29, 2010; and

WHEREAS, following the discussion item on March 29, 2010, the City Council
approved the guidelines and directed staff to prepare a Resolution adopting the guidelines; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the public for the City Council o adopt the
proposed public improvement guidelines;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCII, AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Public Improvement Guidelines Adopted. Public improvement gaidclines are
hereby adopted for those streets as listed in the document entitled “Streei Segment Lust,”
attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”

Page 1 of 2 - Resolution No. 10-007 {0413;¢ 10007 1c5)



Section 2. City Manager Authorized to Approve Exceptions. The City Manager is
authorized to make exceptions to these guidelines on a case by case basis.

Section 3. Effective Date. This resolution shall be effective as of April 26, 2010.
PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 26™ DAY OF APRIL, 2010.

Voting Yes, Councilor;
Voting No, Councilor:
Absent, Councilor:
Abstaining, Councilor:

AND APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS 26™ DAY OF APRIL., 2010.

James L. Wilcox, Mayor

Atlest:

Julie Krucger, MMC, City Clerk

Page 2 of 2 - Resolution No. 10-007 (041310 10007 res)



Street Segment List

This list of public improvement requirements for the specified street segments Is a supplement to the
street standards in the LUDO. In order to qualify for this list a street segment must be identified as a local
street in the Cily’s Transportation System Plan and be located in a residential zone.

The street segments are divided into categories based on a variety of on site factors including the level of
current public improvements, the extent of existing build out of the adjacent iots, the topography, the
length and location of the street segment, and the position of the sireet segment as part of an overall City

wide pedestrian network.

When determining public improvement requirements for these street sagments, Cily staff are encouraged
{o be flexible, using the following categories as guidelines. If on site conditions prevent using the
standards established for a category, City staff are authorized to require a lesser sel of public

improvements.

From time to time new streets are created that have not yet been identified in the TSP. If these streets
meet the general requirements for this list, City staff are authorized to determine the public improvement
requirements untll such time as the Councii has the opportunity to revise this list.

Private strasts are included at the end of the list for the sole purpose of identifying them as private
streets. The City does not maintain private streets. As private streets they generally do not come within

the requirements for pubilc improvements.

This List generally identifles what type of development would be required for each category. For those
with less than fuil public improvement, the actual public improvement requirements will be detalled as part
of the permit process. In addition to public improvements, right of way is also sometimes an lssue. This
list does not attempt to suggest what right of way width is appropriate, although a width of 40 feet is a
minimum preferred width. The right of way width is a separete issue that applies to only a few of these
streets as most of the right of way wiiths have already been set. Right of way width would alsc be
estadblished on a case by case basis where needed at the time of pennit application.

As properties develop, or redevelop, the owner would be required to develop the streetscape to the
minimum requirements of the relevant category. Additional improvements, if feasible, would be allowed

and encouraged, but not required.
STREET SEGMENT CATEGORIES

A-1 Full improvement. Properties adjacent to these street segments will be responsible for full
improvement, which is full pavement of the roadway, curbs, sidewalks on both sides of the street, and a
storm water system in place. Category A-1 includes street segments that can handle this level of public
improvement at this time, The improvements would be required to be instalied et the time of development.
This category includes street segments with one or more of the following charecteristics.

1. Located In a new subdivision with required full improvement.

2. Street segments that are aiready fully Improved or predominantly fully improved.

3. Strect sagments that will provide future access to significant areas of town.

6'" from 3™ Place to Liberty

7 Pi from Court to Case

7% from Trevitt to Court

7" from Hostetler to Chenoweth Lp
8" from Snipes to Wainut

g™ from Bridge to 4™ St Grade

8" Pl from Court to Case

Exhibit “A”



g™ from Cherry Heights to 10"

11" from Wright to E of Thompson
12" from Jordan to Kelly

13" from Kaelly to H St

13" from Riverview to Lewis

13" from View Ct to Oregon

13" from Quinton to Thompson
13" Pi from Riverview to Clerk

13" Pt from View Ct to Dry Hollow
14" from Jordan to Dry Hollow

14" from Riverview to Lewis

15™ from W of Mt. Hood to Bridge
15™ from Trevitt to Liberly

15" from Jefferson to H St

15" from Riverview to end

15" from Montana to Quinton

15" from 16" to Thompson

16" from Bridge to Liberty Way
16" from Riverview to end

16" from Oregon to Oakwood

16" Court E and W of Nevada

16" PI from Monroe to Kelly

17" from H to Riverview

17" from Montana to Nevada

17™ from Thompson to E of Thompson
17™ P| from Jefferson to Falrview
18" from Mt. Hood to Bridge

18" from Jefferson to 19"

16" from W of Garrison to Garrison
19" from Fairview to Dry Hollow
20" from 18" 10 19"

21* from end to Lewis

218t from View Ct to E of Claudia Lane E Knoll Ct
22" from W of Gastison to Garrison
23" from Wright Strest to Mt. Hood
Brentwood Dr from E of Summit Ridge to Columbla View
8ridge St from 18" 10 8"
Case St from 8" Pl to 7"
Chenowith St from Cherry Heights fo 8™ Pi
Clark St from end to N of 9™ St
Court St from S of 147 to 12"
Crest Court

Elberta

Esther Way

£ St from 14™to 7"

Falrview from S of 21" Pl to 20"
Federal from 14" o 7"

G from 16" Pito 7"

Garrison from S of 22™ to Scenic
Garrison from 16" to 6th

H from 17" to 10™

Harrls from 12 to 13" Pi

| Street from 13" to o™

| St from 17" to 158"

J St from 13%to0 8"

Jordan from 9" to 14"

Exhibit “A”



Jordan from S of 23™ to 23"

Knoll Ct

Knoll Dr

Laughlin from 14" to 7

Lewis from S of 21* to 16", from 14™ to 9"
Liberty from 15" to 6™

Lincoln from 16® to N of 8"

Lincoln Way from Grant Cir to 16"
Madison from 15" (o 1%

Minnesota

Montana from Dry Hollow to 14™
Nevada

Oregon

Pomona from 10" to commercially zoned property
Pentiand from 16™ to 6™

Quinton from end to 10"

Riverview

Roberts from 12" to 10'

Royal Crest

Shearer from 12™ to 13" Sherman Dr
Summit Ridge

Union from 14" to 10™

Verdant from 13" to 10"

View Ct

Wasco Dr

Washington from 14™" to 7" PI

Wright St from Wright Dr to 23"
Wright St from 11" to 9%

A-2, Deferred Full improvement. These street segments are appropriate for full improvement but do
not as yet have a storm water system, or other needed infrastructure in place. Segments placed in this
category may nof be required to put in all improvements at the time of development. For those
improvements not instailed, the developer would pay into the City's development fund. The criteria for A-
2 are generally the same as A-1 but also may include street segments that provide or are planned to
provide access to significant parts of the community that are as yet undeveloped.

10™ from Thompson to Richmond

12" from Dry Hollow to E of Richmond
14" East of Dry Hollow to Richmond
Lambert

Morton.

Richmond.
16™ from Morton to Richmond

B, Status Quo. This category recognizes that certain areas of the City, as wefl as isolated streets and
street segments, have been developed to a8 set of standards that are less than what we consider full
improvement, but are unlikely to provide opportunities for full improvement. For these streets we will
identify the area, the standard where possible, and accept the existing standard for that area. There wil
likely be several different sets of standards in this category. Key elements for placing street segments in
this category include:

1 Existing substantially full build out,

2. A set of identifiable and common improvements.

3. A short or deed end street.
New construction will be required to meet the existing area improvements, but not be required to buid to

a higher standard.
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Blakely Addltion. Full pavement and curbs, No sidewalks.
1 1“' from Blakely Dr to Blakely Way
12™ from Blekely Dr to Blakely Way
Blakely Dr
Blakely Way
Webber from 12" to 13"

Cascade Couﬂ Paved section, but no curbs or sidewalks.
8" between Hostetler and Chanowith Loop
Cascade St
Cascade Ct

Sorosis Park Area. Fully paved with curbs and sidewalks, except no sidewalks adjacent to areas outside
or frontlng areas outside the UGB, or next o the park.

20 from Scenic Way to Dead End

21* from Radio Wa x {o Sorosis

21% Placa off W 21

23" from Radio way to E of Sorosis

Radio Way

Sorosis

West 6™ Area
Division from W of US 30 to commercially zoned area.

Lee from 7* to commercially zoned area

Others
g® from lrvine to Chenowith

13" from Richmond to Lambert
13™ from Emerson to end

18" from 16" Place to end

18" from W of Mt. Hood to E of Mt, Hood

21 P! from 21* to Fairview

25™ from W of Wright Dr to Wright Dr

Emerson - has sndewa!ks an one side but not full pavement to sidewalk
Bridge street between 20 and 22™ and S of 19"

Chinook from SW of 12% to 10"

Claudia Lane at E 21

Grant Cir at Lincoln Way

Harris from 8™ to 9™

Monroe from 15" to 16" PI

Perkins
Short St - full pavement and curbs, no sidewalks.

Walnut from 13" to 10"
Wright Dr at 25"

C. Partial Improvement. Most of the lots adjacent to these strest segments wifl be required to Install
partial public Improvements. Full improvement is the goal, but may not alweys be feasible, either due to
existing development, topography, or lack of needed infrastructure. In particular, these street segments
are seen as being an integral part of the pedestrian netwark, If full improvement is not feasible, then we
will work to achieve adequate and uniform right of way with sidewatks on et least one side. Actual

requirements will be determined on a case by case basis.

7‘" from Keily to 4™ Street Grade
7" from Chenoweth to Irving
16"‘ from Mt. Hood to Bridge
16" from Golden Way to 15"
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17" from west of Mt. Hood to Garvison
18" from Thompson to Morton

18" from Jordan 1o Mt. Hood

Irvine from W of 13" to E of 9%, from W of 7 to commercially zoned area
Jefferson from 18™ to 10" (including Terrace Dr)

Kingsley from S of Loring (W 16™) to w 13"

Liberty Way

Meek

Mynrtle from 8™ to 10™

Roberts from Quinton to 15"

Shearer from 10” to 12

Shearer from 13" to 14"

Verdant from W 10" to W 8"

Webber from Loring (W 16™) to W 13th

D. Minimal improvement: For development or redevelopment in these areas we will focus on obtaining
unifarm right of way width and pavemnent for travel lanes. At least 40 feet of right of way is a goal.
Generally these areas will not have sidewalks, or storm water systems. Most of the lots on these streets
are already developed with few existing public improvements. Genereally these are streets with one or

more of the following characteristics:

. Streets that are of limited length.
Dead end streets. :
Streets with a low volume of traffic.
Few, if any, public improvernents.

Existing housing.
. Uneven right of way width,

NPOALN

8™ from W of Chenowith Loop to Chenowilh Loop
9™ from Myrtie to Walnut

9™ Pi from W of Kingsley to Walnut

11" from NW of Chinook to SE of Chinock
12" from NW of Chinook to SE of Chinook
14™ from Elberta to SE of Kingsley

14™ Pi from Thompson St to E of Thompson
15" Pi from W of Terrace Dr to E of Terrace Dr
15" Pifrom Gto Eof G

Eric Ct

Fallon Ct

Flora Ct

Frost Ct

Garden Ct

Gorden Ct

Home Ct

Jordan from 14% to 18"

Kingsley from 10" to 9™

Lorenzen Ct

Loring St (W 16%) from Meek to Webber
Pleasant Coust

Richland Ct

Stoffer Ln

Sandy Ln

Washington from S of 14™to 14"

Wright Street N of 8"

Streets that are not scheduled to be connected o other strests in the future.
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Other Streets
1. Streets not included in the TSP

For various reasons some sireets are nol listed in the TSP. In those situations, City staff will use the
guidelines listed above to determine the appropriate level of public improvement. An example of one
local street not in the TSP is E 9" Street east of Morton.

2. Private streetls

Privale streets are listed for identification purposes only. They are not subject to the LUDO requirements
for public improvements.

Denton
Jordan past about 24™
Bennett Wey

Streefs in the Lone Pine area except Lone Pine Bivd
Floral Street

Home Street

Russula Way

Amanita Dr

Morel Ct

Morel Dr

Chantrelle

Meadow Way

Sterling Drive

Exhibit “A”
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GENERAL ORDINANCE NO. 91-1127

AN ORDINANCE PRESCRIBING METHODS AND PROCEDURES FOR
MAKING LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS; FOR LEVYING AND COLLECTING
SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS; FOR CREATION AND ENFORCEMENT OF
ASSESSMENT LIENS; AND REPEALING GENERAL ORDINANCE

NOS. 658 AND 840, AS AMENDED, AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF THE DALLES DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Definitions. As used in this ordinance, the following definitions apply, except
where the context requires otherwise:

A. "Local improvement" means a capital construction project, or part thereof
undertaken by the City of The Dalles pursuant to this ordinance;

€))] Which provides a special benefit only to specific properties or rectifies a
problem caused by specific properties; and

2) The costs of which are assessed against those properties in a single
assessment upon the completion of the project; and

3) For which the property owner may elect to make payment of the
assessment plus appropriate interest over a period of at least ten (10) years.

For purposes of subsection (A), the status of a capital construction project as a
local improvement is not affected by the accrual of a general benefit to property
other than the property receiving the special benefit.

B. "Single assessment"” means the complete assessment process, including pre-
assessment, assessment, or reassessment, as provided for in this ordinance.

C. "Special benefit only to specific properties” shall have the same meaning as
"special and peculiar benefit", as that term is used in ORS 223.389.
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"Capital construction" means the construction, modification, replacement, repair,
remodeling or renovation of a structure, or addition to a structure, which is
expected to have a useful life of more than one year, and includes, but is not
limited to:

§)) Acquisition of land, or a legal interest in land, in conjunction with the
capital construction of a structure.

2) Acquisition, installation of machinery or equipment, furnishings or
materials which will become an integral part of a structure.

(3)  Activities related to the capital construction, such as planning, design,
acquisition of interim or permanent financing, research, land use and
environmental impact studies, acquisition of permits or licenses or other
services connected with the construction.

C)) Acquisition of existing structures, or legal interests in structures, in

conjunction with the capital construction.

"Structure" means any temporary or permanent building or improvement to real
property of any kind, which is constructed on or attached to real property, whether
above, on or beneath the surface.

"Capital improvements" means land, structures, facilities, as that term is defined
in ORS 288.805, machinery, equipment or furnishings having a useful life longer
than one year.

"City Engineer" means the duly appointed City Engineer, or any consulting
engineering firm who contracts with the City to provide engineering services.

Section 2. Combining improvements. Several proposed improvements may be combined
in one proceeding, and may be described in one notice of publication.

Section 3. Initiation of Projects for Local Improvements. For a proposed local
improvement district which includes only residential properties, such a project shall be initiated

by the Council only in accordance with the written implementation policy as adopted by City
Council resolution. The Council shall initiate a project for a local improvement by adopting a
motion to direct the City Engineer to proceed in the manner outlined in Section 3 (A).
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For a proposed local improvement district which consists of non-residential properties, whenever
the City Council considers it necessary that a local improvement be made and paid for in whole
or in part by special assessment, or whenever the owners of a majority of the property to be
included in the district which will benefit specially from the improvement file a written petition
with the Council to make a local improvement, the Council shall by motion direct the City
Engineer: [as amended by Ordinance 07-1277 adopted by City Council February 12, 2007.]

A To make a survey and written report of such project and file the report with the
City Clerk within 30 days from the date of the resolution, unless council grants an
extension of time. The report shall contain:

(1)

)

G)

(4)

)

(6)

(7

A plat or map showing the general nature, location, and extent of the
proposed improvement and the lands to be assessed to pay any part of the
costs thereof;,

A description of the type of the proposed improvement and an estimate as
to the length of its useful life;

A description of the location and land use of each lot, tract, or parcel of
land or portion thereof, which will be specially benefitted by the
improvement, together with the name of the owner thereof;

A description of the boundaries of the district benefitted by and to be
assessed for the improvement;

The percentage of the land within the district which is vacant and unused
for urban purposes;

The assessed valuation of each lot, tract or parcel of land within the district
according to the last county assessment roll, and the amount of the
delinquent taxes and assessments, and the amount of taxes and
assessments levied but not delinquent for each lot, tract and parcel of land
within the district; and

An estimate of the probable cost of the project, including legal,
administrative, engineering, and construction costs attributable thereto,
and any bond issuance costs, and a recommendation as to a fair
apportionment of the whole or any portion of the cost of the project to the
property specially benefitted, including any potential multi-frontage relief
which may be available for a property which has frontage adjacent to more
than one side of an unimproved street, in accordance with a formula for
calculating such multi-frontage relief as is established by the City. [as
amended by Ordinance 07-1277, adopted by Council February 12, 2007.]
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)

Section 4. Resolution declaring intent to form district; Notice to owners. After having
considered the City Engineer's report, if the council desires to undertake the project, it shall by

resolution declare its intention to form a local improvement district. The resolution shall:

A.

Direct the City Clerk to cause to be published once each week for two successive
weeks, in a newspaper of general circulation in The Dalles, a notice stating;

(1)

@)

&)

)
(5)

(©)

(7)

The council has declared its intention to form a local improvement district
and that the report of the City Engineer is on file in the City Clerk's office,
subject to examination; and

The estimated total cost of the improvement (less the amount thereof to be
borne by the City, if any); and

A description of the district to be specially benefitted by the improvement;
and

The date by which remonstrances may be filed with the City Clerk; and

The project will be suspended for six months if remonstrances are filed by
the owners of two-thirds (2/3) of the dollar amount to be assessed against
the property which is to be specifically benefitted; and [As amended by
Ordinance No. 95-1198, passed by City Council and approved by the
Mayor September 11, 1995.]

The date when the Engineer's report and any objections thereto will be
considered by the council and all interested persons; and

The Council intends to characterize the cost as an assessment for a local
improvement.

Direct the City Clerk to send a notice by mail to the last known address for each
owner for the various lots, tracts or parcels of property within the improvement
district, which notice shall state:

&)

@

€)

The estimated total cost of the improvement (less the amount thereof to be
borne by the City, if any),

A brief description of the property owned by the person to whom the
notice is sent,

The time within which remonstrances may be filed,
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4) The date when the report of the Engineer and any objections thereto will
be heard by the council and all interested persons;

(5)  An estimate of the proposed assessment;

(6) A brief description of the methods by which the owner may pay for the
assessment, if the assessment is actually imposed on the property;
and

7 The Council's intention to characterize the cost as an assessment for a
local improvement.

Under the charter and for the purpose of this ordinance, an "owner" entitled to
remonstrate against a proposed improvement shall be the record holder of the title
to the land, or a purchaser in possession of the land under a land sale contract.
Provided further, that such a contract must be recorded in Wasco County, Oregon,
or if not, the purchaser must attach to his remonstrance a duly certified or
photostatic copy of his land sale contract, or a verified statement from the record
holder of legal title that such a contract exists and that the purchaser is in
possession thereunder. For the purpose of the notice described in Section B
hereof the "owner" shall be the record holder of legal title unless a land sale
contract or memorandum thereof is of record showing the name of purchaser.

Section 5. Improvement Assessment Procedure.

A.

Resolution declaring intent to proceed. Remonstrances shall be in written form,
and must be received by the deadline set forth in the Notice of Intent to Form.
The Council shall consider any remonstrances filed and objections made to the
City Engineer's report. If the Council finds that the project has not been defeated
by remonstrances, and that the City Engineer's report is reasonable and just, the
Council may by resolution adopt the report and declare its intention to proceed
with the improvement. The Council may require a supplementary report from the
City Engineer, or it may amend the report prior to adoption.
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B. Contract Bidding Procedures. After the Council has declared its intention to
proceed with the local improvement, it may direct the City Engineer to prepare
plans and specifications, and call for bids to let out the work on contract. The
Council may provide that the work shall be done by City forces. Contracts issued
for work on the local improvement project shall comply with the rules and
regulations for competitive bidding adopted by the City Council, acting as the
local contract review board, and with the provisions of the Oregon Revised
Statutes concerning public contracts.

C. Review of Engineer's Final Report. When the cost of the local improvement
district has been determined, after the work is done, the council shall decide
whether the property benefitted shall bear all or a portion of the cost. The City
Engineer shall prepare the assessment to the respective lots within the assessment
district and file it in the City Clerk's office. Notice of such assessments shall be
mailed or personally delivered to the owner of each lot proposed to be assessed,
which notice shall state the amounts of assessment proposed on that property and
shall fix the deadline for filing objections with the Clerk. The grounds for
objection shall be stated in the objection filed with the Clerk. The council shall
consider such objections and may adopt, correct, modify or revise the assessments

* and shall determine the amount of the final assessment to charge against each lot
within the district, according to the special and peculiar benefits accruing thereto
from the improvement, and shall by ordinance spread the assessments.

Section 6. Special conditions requiring alternative financing procedures. When in the
opinion of the council, on account of topographical or physical conditions, unusual or excessive

public travel, or other character of the work involved, or when the council otherwise believes the
situation warrants it, it may contribute what it deems a fair proportion of the cost of such
improvement from funds of the City, and the amount to be assessed to the property benefitted
shall be proportionately reduced. Nothing herein contained shall preclude the council from using
other available means of financing improvements, including federal or state grants-in-aid, sewer
service or other types of service charges, revenue bonds, general obligation bonds, provided that
such means of financing comply with the provisions of Article X1, Section 11b of the Oregon
Constitution.

Section 7. Appeals. Any person who feels aggrieved by any assessment imposed under
the provisions of this ordinance, may within 20 days from the date of passage of the ordinance
levying the assessment, file an appeal with the circuit court of the State of Oregon for Wasco
County. Such appeal and the requirements and formalities thereof, shall be heard, governed and
determined and the judgment thereon rendered and enforced so far as is practical in the manner
provided for appeals from reassessments contained in the Oregon Revised Statutes.
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Section 8. Assessment records - Liens. The assessment ordinance shall direct the City
Clerk to enter in the docket of City liens a statement of the respective amounts assessed upon
each particular lot, tract or parcel of land within the improvement district, together with the name
and address of the record owner thereof. The docket of City liens is a public writing and the
original and certified copies of any matter authorized to be entered in the docket are entitled to
the force and effect of a public writing. From the date of entry of any assessment upon any lot,
tract or parcel of land or part thereof, the sum so entered shall be deemed to be an assessment
levied and a lien upon the property, which lien shall have priority over all other liens or
encumbrances on the property insofar as the laws of the State of Oregon allow.

Section 9. Assessment collection procedure. The sum of money assessed for any
improvement as provided in this ordinance shall not be collected until by order of the council not
less than ten (10) days' notice is given by the City Clerk by publication in a newspaper of general
circulation published in the City of The Dalles, Oregon, of the collection of the assessment.
Publication of said notice in one issue of said newspaper shall be sufficient, and such notice shall
identify the local improvement for which the assessment is to be made, each lot to be assessed,
and the final assessment for each lot. The notice shall also state that such assessment must be
paid within 20 days from the date of first publication of the notice, or bonded within 20 days
from the date of first publication of the notice, as provided in the Bancroft Bonding Act. At the
time of publication of the notice, the City Clerk shall cause to be mailed to the owner of each lot
or tract of land assessed, at his/her last known address, a notice setting forth the substance of the
notice of collection of assessment, and including specifically the particular lot or tract of land
owned by the person to whom notice is sent, and the amount of the assessment. Assessments
which are not paid or bonded within the time stated shall bear interest at ten percent (10%) per
annum beginning with the last day on which assessment is required to be paid. The owner to
whom the notice is mailed as required by this section shall be the "owner" as defined in Section 4
C of this ordinance.

Section 10. Assessment - Ascertainment of owner. For the purpose of ascertaining who
is the owner of any lot, tract, or parcel of land or part thereof assessed for the improvements
herein described, the City Clerk may take the certificate of any abstractor, abstract company or
person or persons engaged in the searching or examination of titles, who may be designated by
the council for said purpose, which certificate shall state who is the record owner or contract
purchaser of record for each such lot, parcel, or tract of land or part thereof subject to said
assessment on the date the council declared its intention to proceed with the improvement, as
shown by the records in the office of the County Clerk of Wasco County, Oregon.

Section 11. Assessment deficit - Notice - Collection. If the proposed assessment has
been made on the basis of estimated cost, and upon completion of the work the cost is found to
be greater than the estimated cost, the council may, by resolution, make a deficit assessment for
the additional cost. The City Clerk shall send notice thereof by mail to the last known address of
any affected property owner, at least ten (10) days prior to hearing, setting forth a hearing date
and place where objections may be made. The council shall make a just and equitable deficit
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assessment by ordinance, and such deficit assessment shall be consolidated with the initial
assessment in the lien docket. Such deficit assessment shall be collected in the same manner as
the original assessment.

Section 12. Assessment rebate credit - Method of payment. If, upon the completion of a
project, it is found that any sum, which has been assessed upon any property, is more than
sufficient to pay the cost of the improvement, the council must ascertain and declare the same by
ordinance. The excess sum must be entered in the docket of City liens as a credit upon the
appropriate assessment. If any such assessment has been paid, the person who paid the same, or
his Jegal representative, shall be entitled to the payment of the portion of the rebate credit which
exceeds the cost of the improvement.

Section 13. Bancroft Bonding provisions.

A. The provisions of the Bancroft Bonding Act set forth in Chapter 223 of the
Oregon Revised Statutes, except as modified by the provisions of this section,
shall apply to assessments for local improvements.

B. The provisions relating to rebonding procedures, as set forth in the Oregon
Revised Statutes, are hereby adopted by reference.

C. An owner may submit an application to pay the final assessment in installments
over a period of not less than ten (10) years. The application shall provide that the
applicant agrees to pay interest at the rate of ten percent (10%) per annum on all
unpaid assessments, together with an amount determined by the Council to be
sufficient to pay a proportionate part of the cost of administering the bond
assessment program including, but not limited to, legal, printing and consultant's
fees. The first payment shall be due and payable at the expiration of six months
from the date of assessment in the bond lien docket. The next payment shall be
due and payable within six (6) months of the due date of the first payment.
Payments shall be made on a semi-annual basis thereafter.

D. An owner shall have the option to file a written election with the Council to have
the final assessment payable over a period of less than ten (10) years. The written
election shall:

(1)  Bessigned by the owner or a duly authorized representative thereof;

(2)  Contain a description of the assessed property and the local improvement
for which such assessment is made; and



2-9.13 2-9.16
City of The Dalles Ordinances

(3)  Contain a statement that the owner acknowledges that the Oregon
Constitution provides that such assessments may be levied over a period of
not less than ten (10) years, and that the owner irrevocably waives such
right arising under the Oregon Constitution to have such assessment levied
over a period of not less than ten (10) years.

E. Upon receipt of a written election, the Council shall determine, by resolution, the
period of years over which the assessment may be paid. The election shall be
recorded in the bond lien docket for the local improvement to which such
assessment relates. From and after the time at which such election is recorded, it
shall be valid and binding upon all subsequent owners of the property or any part
thereof.

Section 14. Authority to abandon and rescind improvement proceedings - Refunds. The

council shall have full power and authority to abandon and rescind proceedings for
improvements hereunder at any time prior to the final consummation of such proceedings, and if
liens have been assessed upon any property under this procedure, they shall be canceled, and any
payments made thereon shall be refunded to the payor, his assigns or legal representative.

Section 15. Effect of procedural errors. No improvement assessment shall be invalid by
reason of a failure to give, in any report, in the proposed assessment, in the ordinance making the
assessment, in the lien docket or elsewhere in the proceedings, the name of the owner of any lot,
tract or parcel of land or part thereof, or by mistake in the name of any such person or the entry of
a name other than the name of such owner, or by reason of any error, mistake, delay, omission,
irregularity, or other act, jurisdictional or otherwise, in any of the proceedings or steps
hereinabove specified, unless it appears that the assessment as made, insofar as it affects the
person complaining, is unfair and unjust; and the council shall have the power and authority to
remedy and correct all such matters by suitable action and proceedings.

Section 16. Assessment foreclosure procedures. The City may proceed to foreclose as
delinquent any lien for assessments made hereunder or made under previous ordinances and
charter provisions of the City of The Dalles, in the manner and at the time provided in ORS
223.505 t0 223.595, as now or hereafter amended. In supplementation of this law, the City Clerk
is hereby designated as the person required to prepare the delinquent list as provided in ORS
223.515, and the City Treasurer is hereby designated as the officer responsible for collection of
the unpaid liens or assessments named in the list, and the Mayor and City Clerk are hereby
designated as the persons who shall execute to the purchaser a deed of conveyance, as described
in ORS 223.570.
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Section 17. Reassessments. Whenever all or part of any assessment for improvements
was or is declared void or set aside for any reason or its enforcement refused by any court by
reason of jurisdictional or other defects in procedure, whether directly or by virtue of any court
decision or when the council is in doubt as to the validity of all or part of any such assessment by
reason of such defects in procedure, the council may by ordinance make a new assessment or
reassessment with respect to all or part of the original assessment upon the lots which have been
benefitted by all or part of the improvement to the extent of their respective and proportionate
shares of the full value of such benefit. Such reassessment shall be made in accordance with the
provisions set forth in the Oregon Revised Statutes.

Section 17(A). Reapportionment of Assessments. Property held in single ownership at
the time of adoption of a resolution declaring the intent to form a local improvement district,
need not be divided by the City for the purpose of levying assessments except when the City
receives actual notice of the division of ownership of such property prior to the adoption of the
ordinance spreading the assessments. After an assessment has been levied upon a contiguous
parcel of property in single ownership as provided in this ordinance, there shall be no division or
reapportionment of the assessment lien except under the following procedure:

A. The owner of all or any portion of a parcel of contiguous land subject to a single
assessment may make application to the City Clerk for a division and
reapportionment of the assessment. The application shall contain a legal
description of each parcel of land into which the property is proposed to be
divided, together with the name and address of each of the owners and any other
party having an interest in such property.

B. After the receipt of the application, the City Clerk shall mail a notice to each
owner and party having an interest in the property. The notice shall set forth the
date and time of the meeting of the City Council when the matter shall be
considered, which meeting shall not be scheduled earlier than ten days from the
mailing of the written notice.

C. Prior to or during the meeting of the City Council at which the application will be
considered, the City Engineer shall make a report and recommendation to the
Council for the apportioning of the assessment lien between portions of the
property to be divided, and describing the effect of such a division upon the City's
security.

D. During the meeting, the applicant and any owner or party having an interest in the
property may be heard, and the Council may make a decision at such meeting, or
the Council may defer its decision to another meeting to be scheduled within 30
days.
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E. The City Council shall make no reapportionment of an assessment which will
impair the security of the City for the collection of the assessments upon the
property, and the Council may impose conditions upon such reapportionment for
the protection of the City.

F. A reapportionment of an assessment shall become effective only after the
adoption of an ordinance declaring such reapportionment and providing for the
amendment of the City lien docket to conform with the ordinance. [Section 17A
added by Ordinance 94-1192, passed by the Council and approved by the Mayor
August 22, 1994.]

Section 18. Cancellation of proceedings and rebate of liens. In the event any

improvement project is not defeated by remonstrance, and the council determines to proceed with
the work after the hearing, a contract for the doing of the work shall be let, or the work shall be
commenced within one (1) year from the date of the hearing except as provided in this section.
In the event the contract is not let or the work commenced within one (1) year from the date of
the hearing, the proceedings to establish the local improvement district shall be of no force and
effect, and any liens docketed or assessments collected shall be canceled and rebated. If any
litigation, including eminent domain proceedings, is initiated concerning the formation of a local
improvement district, the one (1) year period shall not commence until the litigation has been
finally resolved. Where the council determines, in its best judgment, that it would be advisable
to postpone commencement of a portion or portions of the work for a time past the 12 month
period herein provided, in order to achieve a more orderly development of the project, it may so
declare in 1ts resolution of intention to proceed with the improvement. The council shall review
the project on a periodic basis. Assessments for the portion or portions of the work to be done at
a later date may be held in abeyance by the council until the council determines to proceed with
the remaining portion or portions of the work. A record of the estimated proposed assessments
so held in abeyance shall be recorded in the Deed Records of Wasco County so as to provide
notice to all interested persons that the property to be benefitted by completion of the project is
subject to further assessment.

Section 19. Purchase of Non-Remonstrance Agreements. A property owner, or property
owners, who has or have previously signed a waiver of remonstrance agreement to participate in
a local improvement district to construct a public improvement which specifically benefits their
property, where a local improvement district has not yet been established, shall have the right to
purchase their interest in the waiver of remonstrance agreement by paying an amount to the City
for the value of the improvement(s) that would otherwise have been constructed under the local
improvement district. The amount to be paid shall be calculated by the City on a frontage foot
basis. The amount paid to the City to purchase the interest in the waiver of remonstrance
agreement shall be deposited into a fund which the City maintains for the construction of local
public improvements. Upon payment of such a sum, the waiver of remonstrance agreement shall
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be considered to be cancelled and null and void. For waivers of remonstrance agreements
recorded with the County Clerk, the City shall record an appropriate document indicating the
waiver of remonstrance agreement has been terminated and is no longer in full force and effect.
[Section added by Ordinance No. 07-1277, adopted by City Council February 12, 2007.]

Section 20. Repeal. Ordinance No. 658 passed October 5, 1949, and approved October
6, 1949, as amended, and Ordinance No. 840, as amended, are repealed. [Section renumbered by
Ordinance No. 07-1277, adopted by City Council February 12, 2007.]

Section 21. Emergency clause. Inasmuch as it is the duty of the council to provide by
ordinance the procedure for making local improvements and there is pending for immediate
consideration of the council several requests for local improvements, and it is the duty of the
council to maintain the public health and safety, now, therefore, an emergency is declared to exist
and this ordinance shall go into full force and effect immediately upon its passage and approval.
[Section renumbered by Ordinance No. 07-1277, adopted by City Council February 12, 2007.]

Passed by the Council and approved by the Mayor June 6, 1991.



TO: Planning Commission
FR:  Concerned East Side Local Citizens
RE: Residential Infill

DATE:November 6, 2013

A group of local concerned citizens would like to provide comments for consideration
during upcoming residential infill planning. For the past eight years, we have urged city
council and staff to develop a plan that would provide incentive for city infill rather
continuing to develop plans that tax citizens above their ability to pay or finance.

We are suggesting the planning commission consider proposing to the city council that
all existing remonstrance agreements be removed as they are nothing more than a lien on
private residential property. As with the Manning case reported in The Dalles Chronicle
last week, the two remonstrance agreements on their property were signed by a previous
owner nearly ten years ago. When Manning’s purchased their home, they did not know
about these remonstrances nor did they know their financial impact. Each time a property
with remonstrance sells, it devalues the property when the potential purchaser finds out
about the remonstrance and walks away or demands a lower price. This will continue to
become reality as more citizens in The Dalles realize the unreasonable financial burden a
remonstrance (most likely signed by previous owners) will bring.

Another city practice that we believe is slowing development is the change in city
ordinance that outlines a developer as someone seeking to build on one piece of property.
Previous city ordinance was in alignment with Oregon state practice of defining a
development as more than three homes. Dave Hunnicut stated at the Town Hall meeting
held in The Dalles, earlier this summer that legislature never intended a development to
compose of fewer than four homes. Residential infill development is not happening
because street costs, at an astounding figure of $351 foot, can easily comprise 40% or
more of the value of the home and property.

Potential solutions to assist funding for street improvements could be attained by:

e using funds that are currently being collected for new street improvements such
system development charges (SDCs)

gas tax

transportation fees

monthly storm drain fees

franchise fees

corrected, restructured for availability urban renewal funds

funds redirected from collected revenue for discontinued projects

future potential revenues resulting at the termination of tax-exempt business
enterprise zones



A citizen, whose property sits on a street deemed below city standards who wishes to add
an addition to their home, or even a garage, is currently required to sign a remonstrance
in order to attain a permit. We have spoken to many people who want to but will not
build due to a required remonstrance and the cost per foot for the improvements.

Former business owner of local restaurant, Big Jim’s and later a contractor, Ted Beckley
experienced first hand the frustrations and problems experienced trying to develop in The
Dalles. He left our city as another long term resident whose experiences and success
were tainted by the city’s unreasonable, inconsistent requirements. Mr. Beckley further
stated in his correspondence:

“There must be a better way to improve our city. Why has Henderson, NV grown
from 26,000 residents in 1968 to 460,000 today. Bend, OR has grown from
8,0000 people in 1968 to 79,000 today. The Dalles has more to offer than both of
these other cities put together. The Dalles had 11,000 people in 1968 and today
there are 13,000 people. What are we doing wrong? I miss my old town, but I
enjoy living in a vibrant city.”

Our legislature recently assisted residents of The Dalles by passing legislation that would
prevent The Dalles from requiring citizens during partitioning to pay into a fund for
future street developments/improvements. Legislators were appalled that citizens were
required to pay into a fund (at any time) without knowledge of if or when street
improvements would be made.

At least one of our current city councilors are under the impression that west side
residents have already paid for their streets in the past. We believe that some individual
citizens have paid for sidewalks and curbs along their property but have not been
responsible for the cost of the street or infrastructure under the street.

One size street does not fit all. In our dry climate, why not let more water filter through
the ground rather than collect and dump unfiltered water in the river. Many streets are
fine and in fact better for our environment without storm water systems.

As you discuss and consider ways to promote residential infill and street

development/improvements, please find ways to accomplish these without taxing citizens
beyond reason.

Attached: Manning letter to City Council



Dear City Council, Staff & Honorable Mayor, November 6, 2013

My name is Kindra Manning. My husband Sean and | and our two children reside at 2919 E. 9" Street
in The Dalles. Due to employment demands and availability of work for my husband, we accepted his
job transfer to Martinez, California in April of 2013.

We listed our home, situated on .8 acre connected to city water and equipped with its own septic; for
sale with Bonnie Long in May 2013. This listing brought to our attention a potential lien in the form of a
non-remonstrance signed in January 1994 by previous owner, David G. Kenworthy. Prior to this title
report we were not ever made aware that a city lien encroached on our homes’ title. As a matter of
fact Sean and | both attended a city council meeting December 5, 2005 at which time, having notice
from our city manager, Nolan Young that issues regarding facilities development and the continued
promotion of a Gravel Street policy would be on the agenda. A vote by city council concluded not to
proceed with any infrastructure or facilities development and with no other facilities development
pending we concluded that our obligation was complete. That may have been a bit naive but there was
nothing to tell us any different.

In June, shortly after listing our property, we received a near full price offer from a local family. After
speaking with Dick Gassman and being told that a $60-80k lien was on our title, this buyer terminated
their offer and wrote so in addendum on July 28, 2013.

Another buyer revoked their offer after speaking with a city staff member and was told that if they were
to purchase our home they would certainly be forced to pay for street improvements as soon as any
development occurred, on any properties adjoining east 9" street.

The costs that were being quoted to prospective buyers by the city is approximately 40% of the value
of our home. | cannot imagine how gifting up to 40% of our homes value for a street and a larger
waterline will greatly improve our lives.

The first lien was placed on our property in 1994 and since then costs associated with the cities LID’s
have grown disproportionately to our home’s real market value making this ordinance an obsolete tool
for the city’s future ideals for building roads in residential areas. We will not ever be able to create
future streets in The Dalles or improve infrastructure by clinging to these ordinances of the past. The
city of The Dalles should not continue to support ordinances that will likely assess homeowners out of
their homes and literally onto the streets we were forced to pay for.

I should have the right to sell my home without the encumbrance of these liens and ask that the city
remove all waivers of remonstrance associated with the property at 2919 E 9th so that buyers can
purchase our home without the threat of future costs holding them hostage as we have felt it has held
us for so many years now.

Nolan has said in the Agenda Staff Report that city council has the ability to change its policies and to
remove the waiver of remonstrance on our title allowing us to sell our home unencumbered. |
strongly urge the council to make these policy changes today so as to avoid a tidal wave of sales
forfeitures across the city of The Dalles.

Granting our request for removal of both waivers of remonstrance will not have any direct impact on
the City budget and will not likely interfere with future LID projects. It is time for growth and forward
progress in The Dalles and it is time to rid our city of ordinances and policies that hold back the
opportunities for growth and prosperity. | want to thank you in advance for being the voice of change
and allowing me to reconnect my family through the sale of our home.

Sincerely,
Kindra Manning



10/3113 Gmail - improvements

improvements

Ted Beckley <tedbeckley@gmail.com> Thu, Oct 31, 2013 at 4:28 PM
To: loyalg@gmail.com

Hi Linda,

Thanks for the note on your meeting.

The problems | had with planning and installing our subdivision was when we had the first stages of planning we
agreed on 2 different stages of building but it was drawn out for the final completion.  Dick Gassman and |
agreed on stage one to complete 10th street and 12th street improvements and after that was completed | could
start 11th street improvements. When | wanted to sell one of the houses | built and put in the street, curbs,
storm-drain and sidewalk,( on stage one ) Dick Gassman informed me that they would not allow subdividing one
lot until the whole project was completed , even 11th street which we agreed to finish after stage one was
completed. We finished both stages so we would be allowed to sell one house that was completed. Now | have a
lot of my retirement money tied up in a town that is DEAD.

There needs to be more competition in improving our streets and sidewalks, some of the estimate’s | have seen
are 4 times the dollar amount | had to pay.

There must be a better way to improve our city, Why has Henderson, NV. grown from 26,000 people in 1968 to
460,000 Today and Bend OR. has grown from 8000 people in 1968 to 79,000 today ? The Dalles has more to
offer than both of these other Cities put together. The Dalles had 11,000 people in 1968 and today there are
13,000 people , What are we doing wrong?

I miss my old Town, but | enjoy living in a Vibrant City,

Ted Beckley
Henderson, NV.

hitps:/imail.g cogle.com/mail u/0/ Pui=28ik=14238834628View=ptasearch=inboxBih=14210d8d6625f3cc
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