Albany Area Metropolitan Planning Organization

City of Albany • City of Jefferson • City of Millersburg • City of Tangent • Linn County •
Benton County • Oregon Department of Transportation

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting
Thursday, September 15, 2022
9:00 am to 10:30 am
HYBRID MEETING: IN-PERSON WITH TEAMS VIDEO/CALL-IN AVIALABLE
OCWCOG, Albany ABC Conference Room
1400 Queen Avenue SE, Albany
Via Teams by clicking HERE
Meeting ID: 213 291 970 940
Passcode: iaL3tA
Mobile One Click Number
+1 872 242 8088
Phone Conference ID: 739 111 819#
Contact: Billy McGregor, bmcgregor@ocwcog.org

AGENDA
1)

9:00

Call to Order, Agenda Review, and Roll Call

Chair, Janelle Booth

2)

9:10

Public Comments

Chair

3)

9:15

Approve minutes of August 18, 2022, Meeting
(Attachment A)

Chair

Action: Decision on minutes
4)

9:20

Bike/Ped Presentation (Attachment B)
Action: Information and Discussion

5)

9:35

AAMPO MTIP: Project Solicitation (Attachment C)
Staff are beginning to work on AAMPO’s 2024-2027
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP),
which lays out projects to be funded over a 4-year period.
AAMPO is requesting group discussion on project solicitation
methodology and time frame.

Staff,
Stephanie Nappa
Staff,
Nick Meltzer

Action: Discussion
6)

9:50

AAMPO RTP: Consultant Group
Based on previous discussion with TAC and Policy Board,
AAMPO is requesting group discussion and feedback
concerning the hiring of a consultant for the 2023 RTP update.

Staff,
Nick Meltzer

Action: Discussion and Recommendation
for Policy Board Review
7)

10:15

Jurisdictional Updates/Other Business
• OHAS Survey Memo (Attachment D) – Information
• October Meeting – In Person or Virtual?

8)

10:30

Adjournment
Next meeting: Thursday, October 20th, 2022

All

Chair

ATTENDENCE (FOR QUORUM PURPOSES)
TAC Members

Jurisdiction

Walt Perry

City of Jefferson

Janelle Booth (Chair)

City of Millersburg

Chris Cerklewski (Vice Chair)

City of Albany

Joe Samaniego

City of Tangent

Daineal Malone

Linn County

Gary Stockhoff

Benton County

James Feldmann

Oregon Department of Transportation

Attendance

Quorum Requirement: Official action may be taken by the committee when a quorum is
present. A quorum shall exist when the majority of voting members of the Committee are
present. If a member of the TAC is unable to participate in a TAC meeting, that member may
designate an alternate to participate in his/her place. The alternate shall declare their status at
the start of the meeting.
- AAMPO Technical Advisory Committee Bylaws, Section 6: Meetings, Subsection F: Quorum

Meeting facilities are accessible to persons with disabilities. If you will need any special accommodations,
please contact Emma Chavez at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Emma can be reached at 541-9248405. TTY/TTD 711.

Attachment A
Albany Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (AAMPO)
TAC REMOTE MEEETING
Thursday August 18th, 2022
9:00 am – 11:00 am

TAC Members

Jurisdiction

Attendance

Walt Perry

City of Jefferson

Yes

Janelle Booth (Chair)

City of Millersburg

Yes

Chris Cerklewski (Vice Chair)

City of Albany

Yes

Joe Samaniego

City of Tangent

Yes

Daineal Malone

Linn County

No

Gary Stockhoff

Benton County

Yes

James Feldmann

Oregon Department of Transportation

No

Ex Officio

Jurisdiction

Attendance

Mark Bernard

ODOT

No

Guests:

Jurisdiction

Staci Belcastro

City of Albany

Yes

Robb Romeo

City of Albany

Yes
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Attachment A
Staff: CED Supervisor Jenny Glass, Operations Supervisor Emma Chavez, AAMPO Assistant Planner Billy McGregor, CAMPO
Assistant Planner Steve Dobrinich and CED Administrative Assistant Ashlyn Muzechenko

TOPIC
1. Call to Order, Agenda
Review, and Roll Call

DISCUSSION
Staff Jenny Glass noted there was an added Agenda item sent in by Staff
Steve Dobrinich to talk about the pressing matter of the fund exchange. This
added item will be Agenda item number 8.

DECISION/CONCLUSION
Chair Janelle Booth
called meeting to order
at 9:00a.m
Changes to previous
Agenda included error in
previous minutes.
Chair Janelle Booth
conducted the roll call.
AAMPO Assistant
Planner Billy McGregor
and New Administrative
Assistant Ashlyn
Muzechenko introduced
themselves as new
members to AAMPO, as
they are new Staff to
OCWCOG

2. Public Comments

No public comments were made, as no members of the public were present.

No public comments

3. Approve Minutes of
May 19th, 2022,
Meeting (Attachment
A)

Chair Janelle Booth noted that on the last page of the minutes, it references
CAMPO instead of AAMPO for filling the previous position.

Minutes were approved
by consensus with
corrections.
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Action: Decision on
Minutes

4. STIP Adjustments:
Memorandums
(Attachment B)
Action: Information and
Discussion
5. STIP Full Amendment:
Memorandum
(Attachment C)
Action: Recommendation
for Approval by the AAMPO
Policy Board

6. AAMPO MTIP:
Evaluation Criteria
(Attachment D)
Action: Recommendation
for Approval by the AAMPO
Policy Board

Staff approved minor adjustments on the STIP by staff Billy McGregor and Staff
Jenny Glass and gave the updates to the meetings attendees.

No questions by
members

(Agenda item 8 discussed prior to agenda item 5, because Staff Steve
Dobrinich needed to leave, and he was the one presenting on this item.)

Walt Perry motioned,
Joe Samaniego
seconded, motion
passed unanimously.
(Pending Public
Approval)

Staff Billy McGregor noted that it is a full amendment which is creating a new
project. It has been posted in the Democratic Herald for public comment.
Whether it is approved or disapproved it will take affect after the public
comment period takes effect.
Chair Janelle Booth called for a motion.
Councilor Walt Perry made the motion to move forward on this action. Joe
Samaniego seconded the motion. Motion carried.
Staff Billy McGregor noted that the TAC made some changes with verbiage.
Chair Janelle Booth asked if everyone conformable with moving this forward,
then asked for a motion to recommend this to the Policy Board.

Consensus by the TAC
to recommend approval
of the MTIP Evaluation
Criteria to the Policy
Board for approval.

Gary Stockhoff moved to recommend the MTIP Evaluation Criteria for approval
to the Board. Chris Cerklewski seconded the motion. Motion carried.
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7. AAMPO RTP:
Regionally Significant
Corridors (Attachment
E)
Action: Information and
Discussion

Staff Billy McGregor informed the TAC that the map has been updated since
the last meeting.
Chair Janelle Booth Questioned if all corridors needed to be studied or just
intersections and asked if the Policy Board made any changes to the map since
the TAC had last seen it.

Consensus by the TAC
to recommend the
regionally significant
corridors as discussed
for approval by the
Policy Board.

Staff Billy McGregor and Staff Jenny Glass were not completely sure if there
were changes, but they both didn’t believe so.
Chair Janelle Booth noted that in the last meeting she had thought that they
had taken Spring Hill drive off the list, which was reflected in the map. But she
said they were still looking at the intersection that will be studied with Hwy 20.
Councilor Perry added that it was the inter section at the end of the bridge on
Hwy 20 and Springhill that they had wanted to study.
There was a lot of discussion Between Chair Janelle Booth, Councilor Perry,
and Chris Cerklewski, regarding the Timber Ridge area, Knox Butte, and
Scravel Hill, as well as Highway 20.
Chris Cerklewski requested to drop Scravel Hill Road but keep the intersections
at Highway 20 and Knox Butte corridors.
It was noted and discussed by Chris Cerklewski and Chair Janelle Booth that
Seven Mile Lane needed to be dropped as it was already covered under
Albany’s TSP and was being changed to a dead-end road, and then it will be
combined with another road once construction is complete.
Chair Janelle Booth also noted that there were a few corridors removed
because they were already studied on Albany’s TSP.
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Chair Janelle Booth made the final decision to drop Seven Mile Lane and
Scravel Hill Road.
Staff Billy McGregor stated that he will get that removed and highlight those
intersections.
Chair Janelle Booth asked if they need to take any actions to recommend to the
Policy Board, or do the changes need to be seen first.
Staff Jenny Glass advised that it sounds like the changes were ones we had
already seen.
Gary Stockhoff added that they were just fixing up minor items.

8. Fund Exchange
Conversation
(Attachment F)
Action: Information and
Discussion

Gary Stockhoff motioned to recommend the corridors for approval by the Policy
Board. Councilor Perry seconded. Motion carried.
Staff Billy McGregor alerted the members of the meeting that Funds will no
longer be available for the 2024 MTIP cycle from the funds exchange. He also
stated that small towns and counties will still be funded, however AAMPO will
need to qualify at the federal level.
Chris Cerklewski stated it was very abrupt that funding is just disappearing, it
was always just there in the past. No notice is strange. He also questioned if
there was any background as to why it is going away without notice?
Staff Steve Dobrinich filled in with the following information he had received
from his meeting yesterday. “We heard in the spring it was possibly going
away. However, when we re-connected with smaller MPO partners there was
skepticism as to if it would actually go away as it was such a popular and
helpful program. It has been an ongoing conversation with ODOT and league of
Oregon cities who are big advocates for this program and know how valuable
this program really is. Unfortunately, there is no direct region contact, but we
have been meeting with the bend MPO representative. When we met with the
state representative it went form this isn’t likely to go away to this is not going to
be available on the upcoming funding cycle. It will bring a lot of issues for the
MPOs. Talking to league of Oregon cities, association of counties, as well as
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sharing the news, collecting questions and comments, and then sending them
to certification positions to have them answered. “
Gary Stockhoff weighed in on the agenda item explaining that this is a bad
deal. No one in the state can be fully certified by ODOT. It is very expensive for
an agency to get certified. We have the city of Corvallis, and Linn County who
need to just take care of their money. There are only 12 agencies who are
certified in the whole state of Oregon. Not sure how AAMPO or CAMPO would
get certified as it is a heavy process. This really came out of left field the way it
happened. He then asked the TAC Members to please send in questions,
comments, and concerns, this is something that needs to be pursued. This is
just his two cents, he then asked everyone to please send on concerns to Billy
McGregor and Steve Dobrinich.
Staff Billy McGregor agreed stating ODOT mentioned staffing issues, and
possibly running out of money by the 26-27 period.
Walt Perry continued the discussion listing the following negative impacts: What
we are looking at is, it’s coming down to ODOT not being able to fulfill its
requirements of maintaining the state roads. What makes up the AAMPO, is the
small communities who are very dependent on these funds in order to make
maintenance through our cities available. They are saying we are on our own
for the next 5 years. I also go along with Gary, Kudos for saying someone is
dropping the ball. Staffing is becoming the catch all. We have got to get real.
The end.
Staff Billy McGregor agreed on a number of those points; Stating it is going to
be a very difficult thing to work through.
Chair Janelle Booth questioned if there is there any value in the group providing
feedback in a letter, or as a group. Or should they do it individually, or both?
Staff Steve Dobrinich explained to the group his two cents which would be
advised that AAMPO and CAMPO could request a letter to come from the
respective Policy Board’s. He then instructed the members to reach out to the
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representatives who are sitting in on the conversations more directly who are
good outlets for this conversation.
Staff Steve Dobrinich also noted that the Bend MPO TAC meeting with state
certification people talked about options with communities and counties getting
certified. This was a preference, or the other option would be working with
ODOT instead of locally transferred, (Linn County and city of Corvallis are
already certified, or you can work with ODOT). Capacity is an issue with STBG
and funding moving forward.
Staff Steve Dobrinich also mentioned: These are all hard options right now
because of timing, but there should be some flexibility, at least he hopes so, for
agencies who decide to become certified. So, they can still receive their STBG
funds while they are in the process of becoming certified.
Staff Steve Dobrinich also explained that Jeff Flowers who is the statewide
investments manger, and most involved with ODOT, was the bearer of the bad
news. Jeff brought this to us in meeting with small MPOs.
Staff Steve Dobrinich also pointed out that in the handout there are some of the
general implications of the changes. Funds need to stay federal from start to
finish. This will most likely impact costs, the projects will cost more. If someone
is delivering a program on your behalf there are more specifics needed in your
scope.
Staff Steve Dobrinich suggested that the next steps would be in the follow up
meeting with Jeff Flowers for AAMPO and CAMPO. From there we will be
getting more finalized information from ODOT in a defined memo when they are
able to provide a timeline. It is likely to be lobbied against to be reinstated in the
future.
Walt Perry stated one other highlight on this, it’s rather conspicuous now that
the ACTs were not involved, and it didn’t even come down through OMPOC.
Perry stated that they were all supposed to be in the loop throughout ACTs and
through OMPOC. He furthered the discussion stating everyone is getting cut
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out somehow. “The right hand doesn’t know what the left hand is doing, we are
all getting smacked.”
Chair Janelle Booth agreed with Councilor Perry. She then suggested that they
should ask the Policy Board to ask staff to write a letter to advocate for
continued fund exchange.
Chris Cerklewski suggested that maybe they just need more information on
why they are suddenly short of money, otherwise it seems it will be an ongoing
issue.
Staff Billy McGregor gave insight to ODOT’s reasoning saying that when ODOT
ran the numbers they were going to run out of money for the program by 2026
or 27.
Staff Steve Dobrinich also provided what they heard was stipulations tied to the
funding, but he isn’t well versed enough to say much more but they are
projecting their numbers out and are feeling like the infrastructure bill has
aspects to it that are channeling how the funds they do have need to be spend.
Chris Cerklewski suggested that with less money available, the public is going
to have a huge problem with their tax dollars not going as far.
Joe Samaniego questioned if it was just this one that ODOT is cutting, or are
there others? He stated that this is so out of the blue.
Staff Billy McGregor insisted that he has no word on ODOT cutting any other
programs.
Staff Steve Dobrinich noted that this is something Staff can follow up on.
Staff Billy McGregor stated they will get more information and email everyone
to keep everyone up to date.
Staff Steve Dobrinich reassured the members by saying feel free to send these
questions to both MPO Staff.
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Chair Janelle Booth: Stated she was having tech issues, and hadn’t received
the agenda packet for this meeting, or the packet that Staff Steve Dobrinich had
sent out yesterday regarding the topic on hand.
Staff Steve Dobrinich will send it out again so that everyone receives it. Janelle
is going to reach out to IT regarding emails and not receiving them from
OCWCOG staff.
Staff Steve Dobrinich wanted it noted that it goes without saying that our
regional partners at ODOT are not at fault for this and no one should hold
anything against them or blame for what is happening with ODOT state-wide.
Staff Billy McGregor also added that based on conversations James and
Savannah don’t seem so happy about this either.
Chair Janelle Booth thanked Steve for all of the information and wished him
Happy Birthday.

9. OHAS Update (inserted
during this meeting)

Staff Steve Dobrinich needed to leave the meeting early, as he was only here
to speak on this added agenda item. Today was his birthday. Dobrinich then left
the meeting.
Staff Billy McGregor explained that the document they were viewing went out
with CAMPO, and that is a matching document but filled with AAMPO’s
information.
Staff Jenny Glass stated that this is just info for everyone to say that staff have
a lot of the funds for the program, and it’s just an update. Also, that the effort
will be kicking off shortly and that staff are taking care of the admin work. They
also have the funds allocated.
Chair Janelle Booth asked if this document could be sent out since it was
added to the agenda this morning and Staff Billy McGregor informed the group
that he will be sending it out to everyone.
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10. Jurisdictional
Updates/Other Business

Other Business:
Chair Janelle Booth introduced the AAMPO and CAMPO letter of support and
asked who was going to talk about it.
Staff Jenny Glass stated that it was just a quick letter of support for ATS in
support of the transit operations facility, there wasn’t too much more to say if
anyone has any questions.
Chair Janelle Booth asked who this is going too.
Staff Jenny Glass answered that it was an application from the grant program
(5339), it usually is in the header.
Chair Janelle Booth inquired about a bike ped update.
Staff Billy McGregor gave the update saying it is the top 25% of projects that
has been updated. This project has been spearheaded by Stephanie Nappa,
from OCWCOG, she will be giving a full presentation in September. This is a
requirement for the tile 6 project report that is coming up soon, he will be
emailing everyone a short survey to fill out.
Chair Janelle Booth introduced the last item before jurisdictional updates which
was the September meeting in person or virtual?
Staff Jenny Glass advised that transportation planner Nick Meltzer will be back,
and maybe the group wants to get together in person and have snacks.
Chair Janelle Booth reminded everyone that they had talked about in person in
July, and she is fine with that.
Joe Samaniego is in support of that idea too, along with Chris Cerklewski
Walt Perry said he like that idea especially the cookies.
Staff Jenny Glass affirmed that it sounds like the group is leaning to in person
and asked if they want to do an optional hybrid, or in-person meeting.
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Chair Janelle Booth noted it has been nice to have the hybrid option, it can be
useful.
Chris Cerklewski stated he was okay with having it as an option.
Chair Janelle Booth decided to do in person with virtual options as needed for
the next TAC meeting.
Any staff updates:
Staff Billy McGregor stated that there were no staff updates that hadn’t already
been covered.
Jurisdictional Updates:
Gary Stockhoff gave the following update for Benton County: we are just trying
to take care of last bit of summer maintenance. The Gibson hill project is
moving alone. When that is done, we will do an official transfer and it will
become Albany. We appreciate their patience as it took us an extra year. Other
than that, we are all just hanging in there during the dog days of august, I am
ready for the rain. That’s it for Benton County.
Councilor Perry stated the only thing he is concerned with is our ODOT and
DCLD relationship, and how it is going to affect our effectiveness as MPO and
as a region. They are changing the rules to rapidly with very little conversation.
Councilor Perry Also stated that he knows that Albany and Corvallis have staff,
but then when you look at Tangent and Jefferson, they have 10 people who
work for the city of Jefferson. Walt also wondered about the Jefferson bridge
project, if ODOT was going to update it, and so on because it has been an on
again off again project for so long.
Joe Samaniego stated that he seconded what Councilor Perry says. Tangent’s
city council is trying to move a bus stop closer to town. They are excited about
that. Joe also mentioned that they are in the final stages of the ODOT quick
build pop up crosswalk. It looks cool, and they are trying to get it finished before
the first day of school. It is coming along really well; it looks good right in front
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of the Tangent Elementary School. Tangent wanted to see how it works out
with the challenges with homeowner’s association and others. Joe explained he
would be open to share how it went with everyone. Other than that, he said it is
just another day in Tangent.
Chris Cerklewski gave an update on the Queen Ave railroad crossing, Albany is
still waiting on ODOT, even though it is an emergency to fix the crossing, it was
supposed to be happening in March. They were working on the long-term
project to fix things which started in 2016, but ODOT wants to publicize it in
2024, but that will be 9 years. “This is what pops into our head when we talk
about the fund exchange”, states Chris Cerklewski.
Rob Romeo gave the following as an introduction: “Hi, I am Rob city of Albany
transportation manager, thanks for inviting me.”
Chair Janelle Booth gave the Update for Millersburg, saying there are some
things coming up, including an interchange at Millersburg closing a couple north
and south ways. What Millersburg has coming up, they want to find out what’s
going on with ODOT and are wanting to push these forward. James, Savannah,
and Millersburg city manager, recommend starting the conversation at the
AAMPO policy board meeting to determine what is the priority order for all
projects coming up on I5. Chair Booth states that everyone wants to see the
projects happen, non-one has the millions to make it happen.
Director Jenny Glass wanted to say thank you to Billy for jumping in and doing
a good job. She also mentioned that it was nice to see everyone.

11. Adjournment

Chair Janelle Booth ended the meeting saying it will be nice to see everyone in
person with cookies.
The next AAMPO TAC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, September 15th,
2022, from 9:00am to 11:00am. The next AAMPO Policy Board meeting is
scheduled for Wednesday, August 24th, 2022, from 2:30pm to 4:30pm.

Meeting was adjourned
at 10:1 5a.m.
Next Meeting will be in
person at the COG
building in Albany.
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DRAFT

Bicycle &
Pedestrian
Plan
For the greater Albany area
2022
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CH 1: INTRODUCTION
Purpose
The purpose of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
is to identify projects and suggests policies and
programs that will improve the walking and
biking experience for people in the Albany Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (AAMPO)
planning area.
Because of AAMPO’s position as a regional
transportation planning entity encompassing
five cities and portions of three counties,
AAMPO’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (BPP)
intends to address both local and regional
connectivity. By providing suggested facility
design guidelines, AAMPO’s BPP will further
align and set high standards for bicycle and
pedestrian projects carried out by AAMPO’s
member jurisdictions.

Background
Who is AAMPO?

The Albany Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization, or AAMPO, is the designated
metropolitan planning organization (MPO)
for the greater Albany area. The federal
government requires urbanized areas with
more than 50,000 residents to form MPOs.
AAMPO was formed in 2013 after the 2010
census revealed the area had surpassed
the 50,000 resident threshold. The AAMPO
planning area includes the cities of Jefferson,
Millersburg, Albany and Tangent, as well as
portions of Benton, Linn, and Marion counties.

Figure 1.1: Map of the AAMPO Planning Area

What is a MPO?

A metropolitan planning organization (MPO) is a federally required
planning body that performs regional planning studies and coordinates with member cities and
counties to improve all modes of
transportation.
1

Attachment B

What does AAMPO do?
As a metropolitan planning organization (MPO),
AAMPO performs regional planning studies and
coordinates with member cities and counties to
improve all modes of transportation, whether
that’s movement of cars, people on foot, trains,
or bicycles, it’s all transportation!
AAMPO is also responsible for administrating
federal funding for transportation projects
throughout its planning area.

What is this plan about?
This plan is all about ways to improve conditions for people biking,
walking, and rolling throughout
the AAMPO area. It includes infrastructure recommendation as well
as program and policy recommendations.

What is this plan about?
AAMPO’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is a plan
to improve conditions for people biking and
walking throughout the AAMPO area. The
plan includes a list of physical infrastructure
improvements, like adding sidewalks and
creating multi-use paths, as well as program
and policy recommendations that complement
infrastructure recommendations, such as
hosting bike riding lessons at local schools and
extending the time allotted to pedestrians to
walk across intersections.

Why is AAMPO making this plan?
AAMPO recognizes the importance of biking
and walking to the AAMPO area’s overall
transportation system, as well as the need
to make biking and walking safer and more
convenient.
As a regional planning organization, AAMPO
is uniquely positioned to address biking and
walking both across and within member
jurisdictions, creating a regionally connected
network. AAMPO’s decision to create a
regional bicycle and pedestrian plan is further
supported by the lack of bicycle and pedestrian
specific plans in member jurisdictions.
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Why should we invest in
biking and walking?
Biking and walking, as well as other forms
of active transportation are a crucial part of
AAMPO’s transportation system. Improving
and investing in active transportation has the
following benefits.
Improve Safety
Adding protected bike lanes, improving
roadway crossings, and providing education
opportunities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and
drivers can decrease the number of traffic
related deaths and injuries in the AAMPO
planning area.

Adding sidewalks can reduce
crashes involving pedestrians
walking along roadways by 6589%
Florida DOT, 2005 Update of Florida Crash Reduction Factors and
Countermeasures to Improve the Development of District Safety
Improvement Projects

Pedestrians and bicyclists are among the
most vulnerable roadway users, as such, we
should strive to provide them with the safest
infrastructure and supporting policies available.
Reduce Pollution
Improving biking and walking facilities increases
opportunities to travel without a vehicle.
Substituting a car trip with a walking or
biking trip reduces greenhouse gas emission,
improving local air quality.

Increase Transportation Options &
Opportunities
Not everyone has access to a personal
vehicle or the ability to drive. That often
leaves our younger, older, and lower-income
populations reliant on public transit and active
transportation to get around.
Creating better biking and walking conditions
can improve access to recreation, healthcare,
and shopping for those who can’t drive as well
as those who choose not to drive. Improving
access to these key destinations not only fulfills
basic needs, it also opens up education and
employment opportunities that individuals may
otherwise not be able to reach.
Approximately 5% of households in the AAMPO
area do not have a vehicle available while 32%
of households have 1 vehicle available, meaning
that all members of the household must share
a single vehicle or rely on other ways to get
around when that vehicle is in use.

6% of households in the greater
Albany do not have a vehicle
available, that’s over 2,500
households.
Source: 2019 5 year ACS, Table DP04

Active transportation improvements can also
increase the usefulness of public transit by
providing crucial links between transit stops
and initial and final destinations. Providing
access to public transit can further open up
education and employment opportunities for
those without personal vehicles
Active transportation infrastructure operates
24/7, serving individuals whose schedules do
not align with traditional transit operating
times.
3
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Improve Community Health

Benefits the Economy

A safe and connected biking and walking
network increases opportunities for exercise.
Community members can incorporate exercise
into their normal routine by using sidewalks,
bike ways, and trails to access destinations such
as the bank, a coffee shop, or a friend’s house.

Improving biking and walking facilities benefits
the local economy in numerous ways.

46% off all driving trips are 3
miles or LESS
2017 National Household Travel Survey

Improved biking and walking facilities
also provide more recreation and exercise
opportunities for individuals who are not
destination focused, such as recreational
walkers and bicyclists. Increasing physical
activity can help reduce the rate of diabetes
and obesity, and has positive mental health
impacts.
Personal Cost Savings
Accessing destinations using active
transportation can save households thousands
of dollars a year compared to car ownership.
The annual cost of maintaining a bicycle is
approximately $350 a year, compared to $9,561
a year for a car. The savings from reducing the
number of vehicles in a household can be
put towards education, home ownership, or
retirement.

• Trails and multi-use paths can increase
nearby property values
• Tourists enjoy visiting walkable and
bikable areas and are more likely to stay
and spend money in such places
• Businesses and families often consider
quality of life factors such as walkability
and bikability, when deciding where to
locate
• Biking and walking improvements are
much less expensive than vehicle roadway
improvements, allowing tax dollars to be
used in other ways
• Trails, walking, and biking projects employ
more people on a per cost basis than
other transportation projects

A study in Austin, Texas found
that neighborhoods with access
to and views of a greenbelt trail
command higher property values,
and that these higher property
values generate additional tax
revenue for municipal and county
governments.
Source: Crompton and Nicholls, An Assessment of Tax Revenues
Generated by Homes Proximate to a Greenway, 2005, and Crompton
and Nicholls, The Impact of Greenways on Property Values: Evidence
from Austin, Texas, 2006. Retrieved from Headwaters Economics.

Sources: AAA, Your Driving Costs, 2020, and Treehugger,
How Much Does it Cost to Commute by Bike, 2020.
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Vision Statement & Goals
The following vision statement and goals for
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan were crafted
by AAMPO staff with input from the Project
Advisory Committee and AAMPO’s Policy
Board. The vision reflects the AAMPO area’s
ideal bicycle and pedestrian system and helps
guide the development of this plan. The seven
goals listed on the right side of this page further
refine the vision and are intended to reflect
community values and priorities.

PLAN VISION
“The AAMPO Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan strives to
create and support a bicycle
and pedestrian network
that is regionally and locally
connected, safe, and functional
for people of all ages, abilities,
and backgrounds”

PLAN GOALS
Goal 1: Create a network that is
safe, comfortable, and intuitive for
all users
Goal 2: Create a network that
connects Jefferson, Millersburg,
Albany, and Tangent
Goal 3: Create a network that is
locally connected and provides
access to key destinations
Goal 4: Create a network that
prioritizes equity
Goal 5: Create a network that
builds on existing infrastructure
and is expandable in the future
Goal 6: Support economic
development by including
recommendations that encourage
walking and biking to businesses
Goal 7: Support plan adoption
and local implementation through
feasible infrastructure, policy, and
programing recommendations
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Planning Team & Process
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was developed by AAMPO staff with support from the University of
Oregon’s Institute of Policy Research and Engagement (IPRE). Plan guidance and input was provided by
the Project Advisory Committee. AAMPO’s Policy Board provided additional input and final approval on
specific items, such as the Plan vision and project prioritization criteria. Note that chapter 3 of this plan
provides additional information about public and stakeholder outreach and feedback.

Fall 2020: Kickoff & Existing Conditions
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan kicked off in September of 2020. The planning
process began with an existing conditions analysis, mapping existing bicycling
and walking conditions and reviewing current planning documents.

Winter 2020: Stakeholder Engagement
In winter 2020 AAAMPO and IPRE staff conducted with interviews with
Project Advisory Committee members as well as identified community
stakeholders. These interviews helped shape the plan’s vision and goals.

Spring 2021: Community Survey #1
In March of 2021, AAMPO and IPRE staff surveyed the community regarding
feelings towards bicycle and pedestrian improvements and transportation
habits. The written survey was complemented by a mapping survey where
community members were able to pinpoint barriers to walking and biking as
well as routes and destinations.

Summer 2021: Project Recommendations
In summer of 2021, AAMPO staff began developing project recommendations
using survey input and information from the existing conditions analysis. IPRE,
at this time, worked to develop project and program recommendations.

Fall & Winter 2021: Community Survey #2 & Plan Writing
In September 2021, AAMPO and IPRE staff developed a second survey asking
community members which of the identified projects are their favorite.
Throughout the rest of fall and winter of AAMPO staff worked to draft
the final plan document. A draft version of the plan was shared with the
community in January 2022 and a final version of the plan was adopted by the
AAMPO Policy Board in March 2022.
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CH 2: EXISTING CONDITIONS
Overview
This chapter describes and maps existing
conditions in the AAMPO planning area, it also
discusses how existing conditions relate to the
plan.
Existing conditions include present day
infrastructure, destinations, and demographic
characteristics of the area, among other topics.
Understanding existing conditions related to
walking and bicycling helps us better plan for
the future by providing us a baseline of what’s
there today!

Destinations & Transit
To encourage more walking and bicycling it’s
important that people are able to reach their
destinations by walking and bicycling - meaning
they have safe, comfortable sidewalks, bike
facilities, and crossings to get there.
Destinations include schools, grocery stores,
parks, and post offices, among others places
that people visit to satisfy normal, everyday
needs. Transit stops, like bus stops, are also

destinations, though they are unique because
they are not final destinations. The first step in
ensuring pedestrian and bicyclist have access
to destinations is to identifying where those
destinations are!

Destinations
Understanding where destinations are located
within the AAMPO planning area is important
because it allows us to target bicycle and
pedestrian improvement projects to areas
where they will be the most useful to people.
While having a protected bike lane or wide
sidewalk is nice anywhere, improvements
like these are most useful when they connect
people to the places they need and want to get
to, like grocery stores and parks.
Figure 2.1, on the following page, shows the
distribution and type of destinations within the
AAMPO planning area. Not unexpectedly, the
majority of destinations are within the Albany
area. Many of the destination within Albany
are located downtown, between 1st and 9th
Avenues, and in the area south of US20, east of
99E and north of 34th Avenue.
Albany parks and schools are more spread out
than other destinations in Albany, with the
new Oak Grove Elementary even lying slightly
outside of AAMPO planning area, just west of
North Albany.
Jefferson, physically the smallest sub-area
within AAMPO, contains more destinations
than either Tangent or Millersburg. However,
Jefferson is also the community within the
AAMPO planning area that is furthest away
from services and destinations in Albany.
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Transit Stops
Understanding where transit stops are located
is important because even small bicycle and
pedestrian improvements that help people
reach transit stops can majorly increase access
for populations that would use transit but
currently don’t have a safe way to reach stops.
In transportation planning, the problem of small
but often insurmountable physical distance
between a person and a transit stop is called
the “first mile, last mile problem”.
For example, there may be a bus stop two
blocks away and across the street from
someone’s home, but if the street is busy, has
no sidewalks, and has no crosswalk, it is unlikely
that the person will even use the bus stop,
even though it is physically very close to them.
Thus, small “first and last mile” improvements
provide an out sized increase in access relative
to their size.

Why does the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Care about
Transit?
Understanding where transit stops
are located is important because
even small bicycle and pedestrian
improvements that help people
reach transit stops can majorly
increase access for populations
that would use transit but currently don’t have a safe way to reach
stops.

All of the transit stops are located within
Albany, with the exception of one Linn-Benton
Loop stop in Tangent. Transit stops are served
by Albany Transit System (ATS), the Linn-Benton
Loop, and the Linn Shuttle.
Most of the ATS stops are located along more
highly trafficked roads, such as 34th Avenue,
Waverly Drive, and Queen Avenue. There is
a single Amtrak station within the AAMPO
planning area, located at the southern end of
SE Lyons Street.
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Equity Analysis
Goal four of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is
to, “create a network that prioritizes equity”.
To help achieve this goal, it’s important to first
understand where populations most likely to
experience disparities in transportation access
are located.
Three data sets associated with lower
transportation access are mapped to help
prioritize neighborhoods that could benefit
most from improved walking and biking
conditions. Data sets include low income
households, non-white populations, and seniors
and youth. The three mapped data sets are
then layered on top of one another to create a
single composite equity map. Each data set and
the composite equity map are expanded upon
below.
Low Income Population: Identifying areas with
high concentrations of low income households
is important within our equity analysis because
these populations often have less access to
private vehicles, less access to quality jobs
and education, and less access to services.
Improving bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
in these areas provides additional low-cost ways
for households to access their destinations.

Figure 2.2, on the following page, shows the
percent of households that are low income
in the AAMPO planning area by census block
group. Low income is defined as living at or
below 200% of the federal poverty line. In 2019
the federal poverty line for a family of four was
$25,750. To be considered low income a family
of four would have to make $51,500 or less
(200% of $25,750).
Two areas of Figure 2.2 stand out as having the
greatest percentage of low income households,
central Albany, where US20 and 99E run
parallel, and the western portion of Jefferson.
Between 40% and 63% of households in these
areas are considered low income.
The rest of the AAMPO planning area contains
more moderate, though still high, percentages
of low income households. The areas with the
lowest percentage of low income households
are Millersburg, north Albany, the portion of
Albany directly west of 99E and north of 53rd
Avenue, and a small neighborhood in Albany
directly west of I5 and south of Grand Prairie
Road.
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Low Income Population
Data from 2014-2019 American Community Survey,
5 year estimates.
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Figure 2.2: Map of Low Income Households
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Non-white Population: Identifying areas with high concentrations of non-white populations is
important within our equity analysis because these populations have historically been under-served or
repressed by the transportation system. As a consequence, these populations have less access to work,
education, recreation, and shopping opportunities as compared to white populations.
Figure 2.3 on the following page shows the percent of the population that is non-white in the AAMPO
planning area by census block group. A handful of areas stand out as having the highest percentage
of non-white populations: Albany directly east of I5, select portions of central Albany, and the eastern
portion of Jefferson.
Areas with the lowest percentage of non-white populations include Tangent, the portion of Albany
directly west of 99E and north of 53rd Avenue, northern north Albany, and select areas within central
and eastern Albany.

Why does the Bicycle and Pedestrian plan Care about non-white
Populations?
Non-white populations have historically been under-served or repressed
by the transportation system. As a consequence, these populations have
less access to work, education, recreation, and shopping opportunities as
compared to white populations. The two studies below highlight the connection between minority status and transportation investments.
In Pontiac, Michigan researchers from Rochester’s Oakland University
found that degraded sidewalk quality was associated with lower neighborhood socioeconomic status and a higher proportion of Black and
Latin-X residents. Researches noted that equity-centered pedestrian infrastructure improvement plans can address these disparities by increasing
accessible, safe active transport options that promote physical activity and
reduce health disparities.
In New Orleans, Louisiana researchers from University of Chicago Illinois
analyzed sidewalks around transit stations and found that minority populations and, to some extent, populations living in poverty are significantly associated with worse sidewalk connectivity.
Source: Rajaee, M., Echeverri, B., Zuchowicz, Z., Wiltfang, K., &amp; Lucarelli, J. F. (2021). Socioeconomic and racial disparities of
sidewalk quality in a traditional Rust Belt City. SSM - Population Health, 16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2021.100975
Source: Lowe, K. (2016). Environmental Justice and Pedestrianism: Sidewalk Continuity, Race, and Poverty in New Orleans,
Louisiana. Transportation Research Record, 2598(1), 119–123. https://doi.org/10.3141/2598-14
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Non-white Population
Jefferson

Data from 2014-2019 American Community Survey,
5 year estimates.
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Figure 2.3: Map of non-white Households
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Seniors & Youth
Identifying areas with high concentrations
of seniors and youth is important within our
equity analysis because these populations often
have limited transportation options associated
with their age. Much of the population 18 years
and under does not drive because they are
either under the legal age limit, cannot afford a
personal vehicle, or choose not to drive.
Driving among the over age 65 population
is limited by physical and mental ability,
and may be further restricted by small postretirement incomes. Limited access to cars
make these populations more reliant on public
transportation, walking, and bicycling to access
everyday needs.

Figure 2.4, on the following page shows the
percent of the population that is considered
a senior (over 65) or youth (under 18) in the
AAMPO planning area by census block group.
The areas with the highest percentage of
seniors and youth include the portion of Albany
directly west of 99E and north of 53rd Avenue,
northern North Albany, and select portions of
Albany abutting the west side of I5.
Tangent, North Albany, Millersburg and
Jefferson also contain a considerable
percentage of seniors and youth. The areas with
the lowest percentage of seniors and youth
include the area east of I5 in Albany, Albany’s
historic district (where US20 and 99E run
parallel and westward), and the area between
southern Albany and Tangent.

Think bicycling is only for kids? Think again!
Some people associate bicycling with children, but many older people bike too!
Bicycling helps seniors stay fit and mobile, especially those who can no longer
drive a car. Bicycling is easier on the joints than walking and there are now more
bike options than ever - meaning seniors can choose the bike that’s right for them,
whether that’s an electric bike that makes it easier to go across town, a recumbent
bike that’s easier on the back, or a three wheeled trike that’s easier to balance on.
This electric bike (e-bike) makes
hills and cross town trips a breeze.
It has a comfortable seat, upright
handlebars, step through frame,
integrated front and back bike lights,
and a basket!
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Senior and Youth Population
Jefferson

Data from 2014-2019 American Community Survey, 5 year estimates.
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Figure 2.4: Map of Senior and Youth Population
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Composite Equity Map
Figures 2.5 and 2.6 on the following pages
show a composite equity map that combines
information from all three data sets: low
income populations, non-white populations,
and senior and youth populations. Each of
the three data sets used in the composite
equity maps are equally weighted. The warmer
(yellow, orange, and red) colors on the map
indicate areas that have higher levels of
inequity in the population, that is, they have
higher percentages of low income, non-white,
and senior and youth populations.
Why are there two maps with the same data?
Figure 2.5 and 2.6 contain the same data,
they only differ in the number of divisions
they use to divide the data. Figure 2.5 uses
eight divisions, while Figure 2.6 uses four
divisions. Each of the four divisions in Figure
2.6 represents a quartile, meaning that
each division contains 25% of all the equity
data points. The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
divides data by quartiles to make the project
prioritization process (discussed in chapter 4)
more straightforward.

How was Figure 2.6 made? To create
the composite equity map in Figure 2.6,
information from each contributing data set
was divided into quartiles (four divisions, each
containing 25% of all the data points).
Block groups were assigned a number,
one through four, based on the quartile
they fall into. Block groups in the highest
quartile, number four, are those with highest
percentages of the data being examined
(either block groups with the highest
percentage of low income populations,
non-white populations, or senior and youth
populations).
Once all block groups were assigned a quartile
for each data set, a block group’s total
quartile score across all data sets is summed.
The lowest score possible for a single block
group is three (the block group being in
the first quartile for all three data sets), the
highest possible score for a block group is 12
(the block group being in the fourth quartile
for all three data sets). The higher a block
group’s score the greater inequity the block
group experiences.

Where is are the highest levels of inequities?
The composite equity map identify areas that
can most benefit from improved transportation
access. As seen in Figure 2.5, the areas within
the AAMPO planning area that experience
the highest inequities include the portions of
Albany south of US 20 and west of I5, as well as
one central Albany Neighborhood. Other areas
with higher levels of inequality include Jefferson
and the Albany area east of 99E and north of
34th Avenue.
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Composite Equity (high-low)
This map combines three data sets: low income populations,
senior and youth populations, and non-white populations. All data
is from the 2014-2019 American Community Survey, 5 year estimates.
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Figure 2.5 Map of Composite Equity (high-low)
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Composite Equity (quartiles)
This map combines three data sets: low income populations, senior
and youth populations, and non-white populations. All data is from
the 2014-2019 American Community Survey, 5 year estimates. Data
is divided into quartiles, each quartile contains approximately 25%
of the total data points.
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Figure 2.6 Map of Composite Equity (quartiles)
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Existing Bicycle Conditions
This section describes existing bicycle
conditions in the AAMPO planning area.
It provides an introduction to bicycle
infrastructure, talks about existing bicycle
infrastructure, explores types of bicycle riders
and bicycle level of stress, and concludes with a
discussion about barriers to biking.

Introduction to Bicycle Infrastructure
There are many different types of bicycle
infrastructure. AAMPO community members
are likely familiar with shared lanes and
bike lanes. Shared lanes are denoted with a
“sharrow” marking, indicating that cars and
bicyclist should share the lane space.

Shared lane with sharrow marking

Bike lanes are smaller, typically four to six foot
wide, lanes adjacent to vehicle travel lanes that
are only used by bicyclist. Bike lanes typically
have a painted bicyclist and arrow on the lane,
indicating its use and direction of bicycle travel.
While shared lanes and bike lanes may be the
most well know forms of bicycle infrastructure
many more exist, these include buffered bike
lanes, two way separated bike lanes, shoulder
bike lanes and multi-use paths. There are also
smaller examples of bicycle infrastructure,
such as bike racks and bicycle activated traffic
signals.

Bike lane

Existing Bicycle Infrastructure
Bicycle infrastructure in the AAMPO planning
area currently includes shared lanes, shoulders,
bike lanes, and multi-use paths, there are no
buffered bike lanes or two way separated bike
lanes. In general, bike lanes exist along many
of the more heavily trafficked and higher speed
roads, Albany and Tangent also have multi-use
paths that both bicyclists and pedestrian can
use.

Two way separated bike lane,
bicyclists and vehicles are
separated by a curbed median
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Types of Bicycle Riders
Understanding the different types of bicycle infrastructure available, from shared lanes with vehicles
to separated multi-use paths, is important because not all people are comfortable bicycling on all
infrastructure types. Roger Geller, Portland, Oregon’s former bicycle coordinator, created the bicyclist
classification framework, shown below, to categorize bicyclists based their disposition towards biking
and preferred bicycle infrastructure types.

Roger Geller’s Bicyclists
Classification Framework
1%
7%

Strong + Fearless

People willing to bicycle
with limited or no bicycle
specific infrastructure.

Enthused + Confident
People willing to bicycle
if some bicycle specific
infrastructure is in place.

60%
Interested but
Concerned
People willing to bicycling
on busy roads if high quality
bicycle infrastructure.

No Way No How
33%

People unwilling or unable
to bicycle even if high
quality bicycle infrastructure
in place

According to Geller, the majority of the
population, 60% of people, are “Interested but
Concerned” bicyclists, meaning they are willing
to bicycle on busy roads only if high quality
bicycle infrastructure, like separated bike lanes,
exists. Interested but concerned bicyclists are
generally comfortable bicycling on low traffic,
low speed neighborhood roads as well.
The second largest group of rider (33%) are the
“No Way No How” riders, these are people
who are completely unwilling or unable to
ride a bicycle. They will not bike under any
conditions.
Geller estimates about 7% of the population
are “Enthused and Confident” bicyclists. These
are people who are generally comfortable
bicycling along busier roads if there is some
kind of bicycle specific infrastructure, like a bike
lane, available.
“Strong and Fearless” bicyclists make up
the smallest portion of the population, an
estimated 1%. These are people who are willing
to bike in heavy and/or fast moving traffic
with no bike lanes or limited road shoulders. If
you ever see a group of bike riders in brightly
colored, tight spandex clothing traveling down
a major road, they likely fall into the “Strong
and Fearless” category of riders.
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When surveyed, AAMPO community members displayed a greater propensity for biking than that
proposed by Geller, as seen below. A full 45% of survey respondents identify as “Interested but
Concerned”, 35% identify as “Enthused and Confident”, and 8% identify as “Strong and Fearless”
bicyclists. Only 11% of survey respondents identify as “No Way No How” bicyclists.

AAMPO’s Bicyclists Classification
Framework
8%

35%

Strong + Fearless

People willing to bicycle
with limited or no bicycle
specific infrastructure.

Enthused + Confident

People willing to bicycle
if some bicycle specific
infrastructure is in place.

Interested but
Concerned
45%

People willing to bicycling
on busy roads if high quality
bicycle infrastructure.

Overall, survey respondents’ greater
propensity for biking and the high percentage
of “Interested but Concerned” respondents
is a good indicator that improving bicycle
infrastructure will result in more bicycle trips.
Providing bicycle infrastructure catered to
“Interested but Concerned” bicyclists, such
enhanced intersections and separated bike
lanes, has the added benefit of also increasing
safety and comfort for the ‘Enthused and
Confident” group and the “Strong and Fearless”
group. These two groups will likely bike without
high quality bike infrastructure, but it doesn’t
mean they won’t use and appreciate high
quality bike infrastructure when its made
available.
By catering to the “Interested but Concerned”
bicyclists, we are catering to lowest common
denominator of rider (since we know people
in the “Now Way No How” group will never
ride a bike). Friends and family members who
may have previously not ridden bikes together
because of their different infrastructure needs
may now be able to bike together to a park,
school, or other destination.

No Way No How

11%

People unwilling or
unable to bicycle even
if high quality bicycle
infrastructure in place

Total responses to survey question: 253. Total
does not add to 100% because of rounding.
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Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress
Another way to think about bicycle infrastructure is to use Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress. Bicycle Level
of Traffic Stress (BLTS) is a measure developed by Peter Furth that indicates how comfortable or
uncomfortable a bicyclists would feel when riding along a particular road segment.
Roads are assigned a BLTS level between one and four. A road’s BLTS is determined by the road’s
speed limit, number of vehicle lanes, number of vehicles that use the road, availability of bicycle
infrastructure, and position of bicycle lane relative to parking lanes. The lower a road’s BLTS level the
more comfortable it is for bicyclist to use.
As seen in Figure 2.8, below, BLTS decreases with increased separation from vehicles and reduced
vehicle traffic. Decreasing BLTS increases comfort, safety, and interest in bicycling for transportation.
BLTS levels are described in more detail on the following page .

Figure 2.8: Level of Traffic Stress diagram created by Alta Planning. Traffic stress for bicyclists
decreases with increased separation from vehicles and reduced vehicle traffic.
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BLTS 1

BLTS 1: Little traffic stress, suitable for almost all bicyclists, attractive
enough for a relaxing bike ride. OK for “Interested but Concerned”
bicyclists and above.

Suitable for almost all bicyclists, including
children trained to safely cross intersections
that are easy to approach and cross.
Bicyclists are either physically separated from
traffic, or are in an exclusive bicycling zone next
to a slow traffic with no more than one lane per
direction, or are on a shared road where they
interact with only occasional vehicles with a
low speed differential.
Waterford Street SE in Albany is an example of
a street with a BLTS of 1.

BLTS 2

Waterford Street SE in Albany
Photo from Google Maps Street View

BLTS 2: Little traffic stress, suitable for most adults but demanding
more attention than might be expected from children. Generally OK
for “Interested but Concerned” bicyclists and above.

Bicyclists are either physically separated from
traffic, or are in an exclusive bicycling zone
next to well-confined traffic, or are on a shared
road where they interact with only occasional
vehicles with a low speed differential.
Where a bike lane lies between a through lane
and a right-turn lane, it is configured to give
bicyclists priority where cars cross the bike lane
and to keep car speed in the right-turn lane
comparable to bicycling speeds. Crossings are
not difficult for most adults.
Marion Street SE in Albany is an example of a
street with a BLTS of 2.

Marion Street SE in Albany
Photo from Google Maps Street View
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BLTS 3

BLTS 3: More traffic stress than BLTS 2, yet markedly less than the
stress of integrating with multilane traffic. OK for “Enthused and
Confident” bicyclists and above.

Offering bicyclists either an exclusive riding
zone (lane) next to moderate-speed traffic or
shared lanes on streets that are not multi lane
and have moderately low speed. Crossings
may be longer or across higher-speed roads
than allowed by BLTS 2, but are still considered
acceptably safe to most adult pedestrians.
34th Avenue in Albany is an example of a street
with a BLTS of 3.
34th Avenue in Albany

Photo from Google Maps Street View

BLTS 4

BLTS 4: A level of stress beyond BLTS3. OK for “Strong and Fearless”
bicyclists.

Only acceptable to “strong and fearless”
bicyclists, who will tolerate riding on roadways
with higher motorized traffic volumes and
speeds.
Oregon 99E in Albany is an example of a street
with a BLTS of 4.

OR 99E in Albany

Photo from Google Maps Street View
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Multimodal Connectivity Study
In 2019 AAMPO conducted a Multimodal
Connectivity Study. The study included mapping
bicycle level of traffic stress (BLTS) throughout
the AAMPO planning area. Figure 2.7, on the
following page, is a map of BLTS from the
multimodal connectivity study.
Red and yellow lines represent roads with
higher levels of BLTS, areas where many people
would not feel comfortable enough to bike. Not
surprisingly many of the red and yellow roads
have lots of vehicle traffic and relively high
speed limits.
Green and blue lines represent roads
with lower levels of BLTS, where it’s more
comfortable to bike. Many of these roads
are local streets with fewer vehicles and
lower speed limits. Note that the Multimodal
Connectivity Study did not collect data for
neighborhood streets, the study assumed all
neighborhood streets to have a BLTS of 1 (blue).

While there are a considerable number of
green and blue low-stress roadways, they are
not very well connected. Getting cross town or
moving between communities often requires
using or crossing more high stress, yellow and
red, roads. This lack of connectivity limits the
useful less of the bike network, especially for
“Interested but Concerned” bicyclist.
Roads with a BLTS of 3 or 4 that connect
communities include OR 164, Old Salem Road,
Knox Butte Road, North Albany Road, Waverly
Drive, Queen Avenue, 34th Avenue, and 99E.
Many of the roads with BLTS of 3 or 4 are also
the roads that people use to access community
destinations, such as grocery stores and bus
stops.
Bicyclists use these roads to access destinations
just like cars do, so making bicyclist trips as safe
and comfortable as possible along these roads
is key, especially since these routes tend to have
heavier and faster car traffic as compared to
neighborhood streets.

Why is that person riding on the sidewalk?
Have you ever seen a bicyclists riding on
the sidewalk in your community – even
when there is a bike lane? This is often a
sign that the person doesn‘t feel safe or
comfortable enough to use the existing
bicycle facilities, the Bicycle Level of Traffic
Stress (BLTS) is too great for them.
This is a good indication that improved
bicycle facilities are needed. You wouldn’t
build a road that people don’t feel safe
enough to drive on, the same logic applies
to bicycle facilities too!

Photo of Highway 99E in Albany from Google Maps Street View
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Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress
Bicycle facilities were evaluated using Peter G. Furth’s criteria for
bicycle levels of traffic stress (LTS). Data to calculate bicycle level of
traffic stress (LTS) was compiled from local jurisdiction transportation
system plans. Neighborhood streets are assumed to have an LTS of 1.
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Figure 2.7: Map of Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress from Multimodal Connectivity Study
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Barriers to Biking
In addition to mapping bicycle level of traffic
stress, we also asked community members
about barriers to biking. Barriers to biking are
things that keeps people from biking or from
biking more often.
Barriers include a wide range of items, from
poor weather, worries about personal safety
while biking, long distances between origins
and final destinations, and not owning or
knowing how to ride a bicycle, to name just a
few.
Question 18 of the written survey about active
transportation asked the following question, “If

driving is your primary mode of transportation,
what keeps you from bicycling more often?”
Respondents were asked to choose from 12
possible barriers and had the option to write
in other barriers as well. Respondents were
asked to select as many of the barriers as they
felt applied to them. Figure 2.8, below, shows
responses to the question
The following two pages discuss the most
selected barriers in more detail and highlight
some of the open ended responses we heard
when we asked community members to provide
additional detail about what keeps them from
walking more often.

If driving is your primary mode of transportation, what keeps you from
bicycling more often? (select all that apply)
Lack of bicycle infrastructure on roads (e.g., bike lanes, offroad paths, etc.)

54%

Roads/intersections are dangerous (safety concerns)

49%

Lack of recreational paths

45%

Destination is too far/takes too long to bike

42%

Driving is more convenient/faster

34%

Weather-related concerns (too hot, cold, rainy, etc.)

31%

Need to transport people and/or stuff

26%

Not enough lighting on paths/roads (security concerns)

20%

Do not own a bicycle

15%

Lack of amenities at destination (bike lockers, showers, place
to store gear, etc.)

11%

Do not have time or desire
Other (please specify)

10%
4%

Figure 2.8: Survey responses to barriers to bicycling question. Total number of people who
answered barriers to biking question: 246. Total selected barriers: 840. Respondents were able to
select all barriers they feel apply to them.
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As seen in Figure 2.8 on the previous page, the
top four barriers to bicycling respondent chose
were;
1. Lack of bicycle infrastructure on roads
(54%)
2. Roads/intersections are dangerous
(49%)
3. Lack of recreational paths (45%),
4. Destination is too far/takes too long to
bike (42%)
Of the top four barriers, the top three are
related to the availability of infrastructure, both
on and off road. This is plan directly addresses
those barriers by suggesting locations for

new bicycle infrastructure and identifying the
recommended type of infrastructure for those
locations.
Other barriers, such as destinations being too
far away and driving being more convenient can
be addressed by increasing the allowed mix of
uses in neighborhoods – essentially bringing
destinations such as corner grocery stores,
coffee shops, and daycares closer to community
members!
Mixed use zoning and other policies and
programs that support more walking and
bicycling are expanded upon in Chapter 5,
Policy and Program Recommendations.

I am satisfied with the amount of bicycle infrastructure in the
greater Albany area

5% 12%

Strongly agree

19%

Agree

37%

Neither agree nor disagree

28%

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Figure 2.9: Survey responses to bicycle infrastructure satisfaction.
Total responses to survey question: 252
Responses to question 22 in the active transportation survey also reflect the
sentiment that bicycle infrastructure is lacking. Question 22 asked survey takers how
much they agree or disagree with the following statement, “I am satisfied with the
amount of bicycle infrastructure in the greater Albany area”. Nearly two thirds, 65%,
of survey takers disagree with the statement, as seen in Figure 2.9, above.
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What we heard about what keeps people from bicycling more

“ I am 80 years old but I still have my bike

and I am healthy. Would love to bike more
often but I do not feel safe out there on the
road (traffic and bad people).”

“ Concerns about
my safety.”

“ Driving is more
convenient for me.”

“ Similar reason as to not being able to walk
safely on the road. The road can feel like it’s
too busy even for biking.”

“ I would love to be able to secure my bike knowing that

someone will not walk away with my bike or a part from
my bike while shopping in a store or visiting a business.”

“ Albany has some good bike paths but you

still have to leave them and cross major and
dangerous intersections. I’d ride more if I could be
on a bikes only path the whole way.”

“ Albany’s drivers do not seem to pay attention to bikers. I

have had instances where I have almost been hit. And I have
seen too many bikers be hit by unaware drivers. Even with bike
lanes on the road, I often do not feel comfortable in Albany
riding my bike.”
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Existing Pedestrian Conditions
This section describes existing pedestrian conditions in the AAMPO planning area. It provides a brief
introduction to pedestrian infrastructure, talks about barriers to walking, and concludes with a map
and discussion of pedestrian facilities in the AAMPO planning area.

Introduction to Sidewalks and Pedestrian Infrastructure
There are many different types of pedestrian infrastructure within the AAMPO planning area.
Pedestrian infrastructure include sidewalks, trails, multiuse paths, crosswalks and any other kind of
infrastructure that helps people on foot get around. Curb ramps, walk signs at intersections, and rapid
flashing beacons are less obvious examples of pedestrian infrastructure. While called “pedestrian
infrastructure”, this kind of infrastructure also helps people who are not on foot, such as people
in wheelchairs and children being pushed in strollers. Below are photos of common pedestrian
infrastructure.

Pedestrian infrastructure include crosswalks and rapid flashing beacons, curb
ramps, walk signs at intersections, and sidewalks, among other items.
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Barriers to Walking
While there are plenty of examples of
pedestrian infrastructure through the AAMPO
planning area, many people still face barriers
when it comes to accessing destinations by
walking. Barriers to walking are things that
keeps people from walking or from walking
more often.
Barriers can include lack of sidewalks or large
curbs and no curb ramps, and uncomfortable
street crossings. Additional barriers may be
unique to an individual, such as limited mobility
due to injury or old age, and to weather
conditions, such as extreme hot or cold.

Question 10 of the active transportation survey
asked “If driving is your primary mode of
transportation, what keeps you from walking
more often?”
Respondents were asked to choose from 11
possible barriers and had the option to write
in other barriers as well. Respondents were
asked to select as many of the barriers as they
felt applied to them. Figure 2.10, below, shows
responses to the question.
The following two pages discuss the most
selected barriers in more detail and highlight
some of the open ended responses we heard
when we asked community members to
provide additional detail about what keeps
them from walking more often.

If driving is your primary mode of transportation, what keeps you from walking
more often? (select all that apply)
Destination is too far/takes too long to walk

63%

Lack of pedestrian infrastructure on roads (e.g., sidewalks, etc.)

42%

Driving is more convenient/faster

40%

Roads/intersections are dangerous (safety concerns)

36%

Lack of recreational paths

35%

Need to transport people and/or stuff

29%

Weather-related concerns (too hot, cold, rainy, etc.)

28%

Not enough lighting on paths/roads (security concerns)

27%

Do not have time or desire

8%

Other (please specify)
Lack of amenities at destination (lockers, showers, etc.)
Do not own appropriate gear (e.g., shoes, etc.)

7%
4%
1%

Figure 2.10: Survey responses to barriers to walking question. Total number of people who answered
barriers to walking question: 259. Total selected barriers: 826. Respondents were able to select all
barriers they feel apply to them.
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As seen in Figure 2.10, the top four barriers to
walking respondent chose were;
1. Destination is too far/takes too long to
walk (63%)
2. Lack of pedestrian infrastructure on
roads (e.g., sidewalks, etc.) (42%)
3. Driving is more convenient/fast (40%)
4. Roads/intersections are dangerous
(safety concerns) (36%)
While not all of the barriers listed in the
survey above can be removed (after all, we
can’t control the weather), we can implement
infrastructure and policies to reduce many
peoples’ top barriers to walking.
The most common barrier to walking selected
by respondents is destinations being too far
away/taking too long to walk to. This barrier
may at first seem insurmountable – after all,
building a sidewalk to a grocery store doesn’t
change the distance between your house and

the grocery store - but we can put policies in
place to encourage a greater mix of uses, such as
corner grocery stores, daycares and coffee shops,
in neighborhoods.
When we allow a mix of uses in neighborhoods
we are essentially bringing destinations closer
to community members! A greater mix of
uses should be complemented with safe
and comfortable walking routes, including
intersections, to ensure pedestrians can reach
their new destinations.
Increasing nearby destinations by allowing a mix
of uses and providing safe and comfortable ways
to walk to those destinations can make picking
up a cup a coffee on foot just as convenient as
getting in a car to drive to your coffee.
Improved street crossings, mixed-use zoning,
and other policies and programs that support
more walking and bicycling are expanded
upon in Chapter 5, Policy and Program
Recommendations.

I am satisfied with the amount of pedestrian infrastructure in the
greater Albany area

6%

Strongly agree

20%

18%

Agree

38%

Neither agree nor disagree

18%

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Figure 2.11: Survey responses to pedestrian infrastructure satisfaction.
Total responses to survey question: 251
Responses to question 20 in the active transportation survey also reflect the
sentiment that pedestrian infrastructure is lacking. Question 20 asked survey takers
how much they agree or disagree with the following statement, “I am satisfied with
the amount of pedestrian infrastructure in the greater Albany area”. Nearly half, 56%,
of survey takers disagree with the statement, as seen in Figure 2.11, above.
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What we heard about what keeps people from walking more

“Some of my destinations are too far (Salem) but many
I could walk if the sidewalks were better or there were
trails/paths that cut across areas. The other issue is
there is no grocery store that is close. I do walk to the
Darimart but it is not good enough for most stuff.”

“It is 1.5 miles to the nearest

shopping center. That’s a 3 mile
round trip and an hour of walking.
There is no businesses at all any
closer. That hour round trip puts a
big hole in my day.”

“Intersections that are
dangerous.”
“Absence of sidewalks on my
street, keeps me from feeling
comfortable taking my kids
out for walks or bike rides.”

“Sidewalks in my

neighborhood do not have
complete connectivity.”

“Where I live in Jefferson,

Main St lacks sidewalks and
so it’s sometimes dangerous
to walk on the road or sides
when traffic is really busy.”

“It isn’t safe, cars are

impatient. Fumes, no shade
trees, no easy way to cross
large intersections.”

“Cars drive super fast and there isn’t any walking paths for my son to

walk to and from the middle/high school area. If there was I would feel
better about letting him do that. Which he wants to do.”
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Sidewalk Infrastructure
In 2020 AAMPO conducted a multimodal
connectivity study. The study included mapping
and evaluating sidewalks throughout the
AAMPO planning area.
Sidewalks were evaluated using Oregon
Department of Transportation’s Multimodal
Analysis Methodology. The Multimodal Analysis
Methodology is based on the presence of a
sidewalk and the presence and type of buffer
zone between pedestrians and vehicles, such
as a bike lane, landscape/planter, and on-street
parking. Sidewalks are described as either
excellent, good, fair, or poor depending on their
characteristics.
• Excellent: substantial separation between
the sidewalk and roadway, or multi-use
path

Figure 2.12, on the next page, shows the final
sidewalk evaluation. As can be seen in Figure
2.12, downtown Albany has a fairly dense
network of good sidewalks. Neighborhoods just
west of I5 in Albany also have a sizable number
of good sidewalks, though they are not as
well connected as the sidewalks in downtown
Albany.
Remaining good sidewalks exist as small islands
(not connected to other good sidewalks) in
north Albany, southwest Albany and east
Albany.
Both Millersburg and Jefferson contain a few
good sidewalks, though they connect little
more than three or four streets. At the time this
map was assembled Tangent did not contain
any good sidewalks.

• Good: sidewalks on both sides of the
roadway
• Fair: sidewalk is curb tight which can be
uncomfortable for pedestrians
• Poor: no sidewalks
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Sidewalk Rating
Sidewalks were evaluated using Oregon
Department of Transportation’s Multimodal
Analysis Methodology. Data for evaluation
came from local jurisdiction transportation
system plans.
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Figure 2.12: Map of pedestrian infrastructure rating
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Select neighborhoods in Albany lack sidewalks
completely (have “poor sidewalks”), as do areas
of Jefferson, Millersburg, and Tangent. A lack
of sidewalks along slow neighborhood streets
may not impede peoples’ ability to walk within
their neighborhood, but lack of sidewalks along
busier roads that connect neighborhoods and
other destinations may seriously diminish
access.
Just as sidewalks may not be as critical along
neighborhood streets, sidewalks are not always
appropriate along other roads. Roads that
carry lots of fast moving traffic, such as I5,
or rural roads that have limited use and few
destinations are not always ideal for sidewalks.
All of the cities within the AAMPO planning
area contain sidewalks rated as “fair”. A fair
rating means that a sidewalk is present, but
that it’s “curb tight”. A curb tight sidewalk does
not have any kind of buffer, like a grassy strip
or bike lane, between the sidewalk and the
roadway.
On curb tight sidewalks pedestrians are walking
next to vehicle traffic, separated from drivers by
just a curb, this situation is often uncomfortable

A curb tight sidewalk along Waverly Drive in
Albany. Photo from Google Maps Street View.

and unpleasant for pedestrians walking along
roads with lots of fast moving vehicles.
Roads on which good sidewalks and other
pedestrian facilities are most important
are roads that connect neighborhoods to
community destinations, such as schools,
grocery stores, and retail areas. These roads
are often called “collectors” by transportation
professionals because they “collect” local
neighborhood traffic and direct it towards
community destinations outside of the
neighborhood.
Destinations are also often located along
“arterial” roads, which are larger than collectors
and commonly contain bus routes. Pedestrians
use these routes to access destinations just like
cars do, so making pedestrians’ trips as safe
and comfortable as possible along these routes
is key, especially since these routes tend to
have heavier and faster car traffic as compared
to neighborhood streets.
Collectors and arterials in the AAMPO planning
area include North Albany Road, Crocker Lane,
Knox Butte Road, Queen Avenue, 34th Avenue,
99E, and others.

Queen Avenue is an example of an arterial
street in Albany. Photo from Google Maps
Street View.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash
Conditions
Understanding where crashes involving people
walking or using mobility devices, such as bikes,
have occurred throughout the AAMPO planning
area is important because it provides insight
into locations and conditions that may need to
be addressed to improve safety and comfort.
Data for bicycle and pedestrian crashes in
the AAMPO planning area was collected
from ODOT’s Oregon Transportation Safety
Data Explorer program. The data includes
all reported bicycle and pedestrian involved
crashes that occurred between January 2014
and December 2018.
It is important to note that only reported
crashes are included, we do not know the
true number of bicycle and pedestrian crashes
or near misses that occurred in the AAMPO
planning area between 2014 and 2018.

Pedestrian Involved Crashes
Between January 2014 and December 2018
there were a total of 73 pedestrian crashes
within the AAMPO planning area, seven of
which were fatal. Figure 2.13, on the following
page, shows where each crash occurred.
All crashes occurred in Albany, with the
exception of one crash in Tangent. Within
Albany, most crashes are centered west of I5
and north 34th Avenue, only a single crash
occurred in North Albany. Streets with a notable
number of crashes include the following:
• Ellsworth Street

• Geary Street

• Queen Avenue

• 99E

• 34th Avenue

• US20

• Waverly Drive

•

Many of the streets with high numbers of
crashes have higher motor vehicle volumes
and speed limits than the surrounding street.
Many of the crash locations also coincide with
areas of higher inequity; where there are larger
percentages of people of color, lower-income
residents, and younger and older residents.

Safer Infrastructure
Infrastructure features such
as pedestrian refuge islands,
pictured to the left, can
make street crossings safer
for pedestrians by allowing
them to cross one direction
of traffic at a time.

Photo by Dan Burden / www.pedbikeimages.org
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Pedestrian Crashes: 2014-2018
Data from Oregon Department of Transportation's Oregon Transportation
Safety Data Explorer program. Data includes crashes reported between
January 2014 and December 2018.
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Figure 2.13: Map of pedestrian involved crashes
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Pedestrian Crash Conditions
Understanding more nuanced information
about pedestrian crashes, such as the lighting
and the type of roadway a crash occurred on,
can help us focus pedestrian improvements
to areas where they are most needed. For
example, if lots of pedestrian crashes occurred
at intersections, we could devote resources to
making crossings safer.
Figure 2.14 shows pedestrian crashes by
roadway type. A full 63% of all 73 pedestrian
involved crashes occurred at an intersection,
32% occurred on a straight roadway, and 5%
occurred elsewhere (such as in parking lots).
These numbers suggest that intersections,
where pedestrians are crossing in front of
motorists, are the most hazardous types of
roadways for people on foot.

Figure 2.15: Pedestrian crashes by light
condition
Figure 2.15, above, shows the light conditions
at the time of the crash. Of 73 total pedestrian
crashes, 56% occurred in daylight, 8% occurred
at dawn or dusk, 21% occurred in darkness with
street lights, and 15% occurred in darkness
without street lights.
The higher percentage of daylight crashes likely
indicates two things, 1) most pedestrians are
out walking when it is light out and 2) that
while pedestrians are visible in the daylight
motorists are not seeing them in time to
prevent a crash.
A fair percentage of pedestrian crashes, 36%,
also occur when it is dark out, indicating that
peoples’ need to reach destinations is not
limited to the daylight hours.

Figure 2.14: Pedestrian crashes by
road type
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Bicycle Involved Crashes
Between January 2014 and December 2018 there were a total of 91 bicycle crashes within the AAMPO
planning area, one of which was fatal. All crashed occurred in Albany, with the exception of three
crashes in Jefferson. Figure 2.16, on the following page shows were each crash occurred.
Within Albany, most crashes are centered west of I5 and north of 34th Avenue. Three crashes occurred
in North Albany. Streets with a notable number of crashes include the following:
• Ellsworth Street

• Geary Street

• Queen Avenue (especially from Waverly
Drive to Marion Street)

• 99E

• Waverly Drive

• US20

All of the street notable for high numbers of bicycle crashes are also noted as streets with lots of
pedestrian crashes. Again, these streets have higher motor vehicle volumes and speed limits than
surrounding streets, and also coincide with areas of higher inequity.

Safer Infrastructure
Infrastructure features such
as protected intersections
(also called Dutch Style Intersections), pictured to the left,
can make large intersections
safer for bicyclists by increasing separation between vehicles and bicyclists and minimizing the amount of area
where the two may mix.

Photo of Chicago, IL, from Maricopa Association of Governments
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Bike Crashes: 2014-2018

(
!

Data from Oregon Department of Transportation's
Oregon Transportation Safety Data Explorer program.
Data includes crashes reported between January 2014
and December 2018.
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Figure 2.16: Map of bicycle involved crashes
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Bicycle Crash Conditions
Understanding more nuanced information
about bicycle crashes, such as the lighting and
the type of roadway a crash occurred on, can
help us focus bicycle improvements to areas
where they are most needed. For example,
if lots of bicycle crashes occurred at night in
areas without street lights, we could devote
resources to installing more lighting.
Figure 2.17 shows bicycle crashes by roadway
type. A full 60% of all bicycle involved crashes
occurred at an intersection, 14% at a driveway
or alley, 22% on a straight roadway, and 3%
occurred elsewhere.
These numbers suggest that intersections,
where bikes and cars are turning and navigating
traffic coming from other directions, are
the most hazardous types of roadways for
bicyclists.

Figure 2.18: Bicycle crashes by light condition
Figure 2.18 , above, shows the light conditions
at the time of the crash. Of 91 total bicycle
crashes, 69% occurred in daylight, 11%
occurred at either dawn or dusk, 18% occurred
in darkness with street lights, and only 1%,
occurred in darkness without street lights.
The higher percentage of daylight crashes likely
indicates two things; 1) that most bicyclists are
riding when it is light out, and 2) that while
bicyclists are visible in the daylight motorists
are not seeing them in time to prevent a crash.

Figure 2.17: Bicycle crashes by
road type
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Existing Plans, Programs, and Polices
Each city and county that is part of the AAMPO planning area has their own planning documents and
policies that help to guide bicycle and pedestrian investments. This section summarizes the content
of these documents that is relevant to the development of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. A more
comprehensive review of these plans can be found in Appendix X.

Benton County Transportation System Plan (2019)
Benton County’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) was formally adopted in 2019 and is intended to
guide transportation investments in the county through 2040. Most of Benton County lies outside of
the AAMPO area, with the exception of North Albany, which is located in the county’s northeastern
corner. The TSP has seven overarching goals, each with their own objectives. The goals that are most
pertinent to the bicycle and pedestrian plan include safety, equity, and health.
The Benton County TSP identifies five active transportation projects in the North Albany, though only
four are within the AAMPO planning area. The TSP also identified a handful of modernization projects,
in which streets are brought up to more urban standards by adding gutters, curbs, sidewalks and bike
lanes. A selection of projects related to bicycles and pedestrians are listed below and classified by
priority.
High priority
• US 20 Bike lanes (North Albany) - project may convert
shoulders to bike lanes on US 20 in North Albany from
Willamette River (including the Lyon Street bridge which
has an existing shoulder)
• Crocker Lane Modernization - project may upgrade to
cross-section standard with standard side sidewalk and
bike lanes per Albany Development Code
Medium Priority
• Corvallis to Albany Shared-Use Path - project may
construct off highway shared-use path off of US 20 within
the City of Albany limits
• Albany to Corvallis Shared-Use Path River Crossing project may construct bike/pedestrian bridge over the
Willamette River and extending to Springhill Drive using
the existing US 20 (Lyon Street) bridge
• Gibson Hill Road Modernization - project may upgrade to cross-section standard with bike lanes
and additional sidewalk on the north side per Albany Development Code
• US 20 Widening (North Albany) - project may include widening US 20 to four lanes and adding
sidewalk, curb, and gutter from North Albany Road west to the Albany urban growth boundary.
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Albany to Corvallis Pedestrian and Bicycle Path Feasibility Study (2004) & Corvallis
Albany Path Project (ongoing)
The Corvallis to Albany Path Project, led by Benton County, is an ongoing effort to plan for a multi-use
path from Corvallis to Albany, largely following US20. The identified US20 route will go from Conifer
Boulevard and US20 in Corvallis to Scenic Drive and US20 in Albany, at which point it the path will
depart from US20 and instead follow the railroad tracks to Springhill Drive in Albany.
While largely located outside of the AAMPO planning area, an Albany to Corvallis path would provide
regional active transportation options for the AAMPO area. The path could be complemented by
additional bicycle and pedestrian projects in the AAMPO area to expand use. Figure 2.19 is a map of
the potential routes for Albany to Corvallis paths from the project.

Figure 2.19: Map of potential Albany to Corvallis paths
from Benton County’s Albany to Corvallis Path Project
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Linn County Transportation System Plan, Volumes 1 and 2 (2018)
The Linn County Transportation System Plan (TSP)
was adopted in 2018 and will guide transportation
investments in the county through 2038. Most of the
AAMPO planning area is in northwest Linn County,
including Millersburg, Albany east of the Willamette
River, and Tangent.
The Linn County TSP lays out eight goals, each with its
own list of objectives. The goals and objectives most
pertinent to the Bicycle and Pedestrian plan include
improving safety for all modes of transportation,
especially called out is the need to improved safety for
bicyclists and pedestrians at road crossings, increasing
the convenience and availability of pedestrian
and bicycle modes by improving connection and
identifying improvements, and providing an equitable,
balanced, multimodal system that provides access to
under served and vulnerable populations (e.g. those
who cannot obtain their own transportation due to a
disability, age, or income).
In total, the Linn County TSP identifies 65 pedestrian
and bicycle projects that, as originally proposed, would cost an estimated $196.8 million to complete.
Of those 65 projects, three are included in the fiscally constrained plan (Package 1).
All three projects in the fiscally constrained plan (Package 1) lie outside of the AAMPO planning area.
Packages 2, 3, and 4 include bicycle and pedestrian projects in the AAMPO area, though projects in
these packages are unlikely to be implemented without additional funding, particularly the many
projects in Package 4, the “Aspirational Plan”. Notable bicycle and pedestrian projects within the
AAMPO planning area in Packages 2 and 3 are listed below.
Package 2
• Widen and replace Clover Ridge Road Bridge over Traux Creek to include sidewalks and bike lanes
and storm water treatment
Package 3
• OR 99E / South Tangent Dr. - Improve Pedestrian Access (Tangent) on OR 99E
• Urban upgrade of US 20 East of I5, to be coordinated with the City of Albany
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Jefferson Transportation System Plan (expected early 2022)
Jefferson was in the process of updating their transportation system plan (TSP) during the time this
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was in development. A draft version of the TSP was available, it is unlikely
that there will be significant changes in the final TSP document. Once adopted, Jefferson’s new TSP will
guide transportation investments through 2041. Goals and objectives related to active transportation
described in the draft TSP include providing safe routes for all modes of transportation, encouraging
active transportation through policy and engineering, and making it more convenient for people to
walk, bicycle, use transit, and drive less to meet their daily needs.
High priority bicycle and pedestrian related projects in the draft TSP include the following.
• Modernizing OR 164 from
the southwest urban growth
boundary to North Avenue, will
include sidewalks and bicycle
infrastructure
• Modernizing Main Street/
Jefferson Scio Drive, will
include sidewalks and bicycle
infrastructure
• Install an enhanced pedestrian
crossing across OR 164 on either
Hazel Street or Union Street
• Construct a safe and accessible
pedestrian crossing over the
railroad at the intersection of 3rd
Street and Union Street. Add a
pedestrian path connecting Union
Street and 3rd Street southeast of
the railroad tracks
• Provide a safe route to school
by evaluating the two school
crossings on OR 164 across from
Jefferson Evangelical Church and
on University Street

Figure 2.20: Map of projects identified in
Jefferson’s draft Transportation System Plan
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Millersburg Transportation System Plan Volume 1 & Volume 2 (2016)
The Millersburg Transportation System Plan (TSP) was adopted in 2016 and details projects and policies
that address transportation facilities in the City of Millersburg over a 20 year planning horizon (until
2036). The TSP is driven by nine goals, each with their own policies and objectives.
All but one of these goals relates to pedestrian and bicycle transportation. Goals, policies, and
objectives most relevant to the AAMPO ATP include increasing safety and connectivity for all modes
of travel, developing a balanced, multimodal transportation system, supporting physical activity and
active transportation options, and providing transportation options for those who are transportationdisadvantaged.
The TSP contains two lists of projects, a
fiscally constrained list with nine projects,
and an aspirational list with 17 projects.
Six of the nine projects on the fiscally
constrained list are pedestrian and bicycle
facility improvements, the remaining three
projects are road modernization projects
which benefit pedestrians and bicyclists as
well as motorists by including sidewalks and
bike facilities.
Select projects from the fiscally constrained
list are listed below.
• Construct continuous bicycle access
on Old Salem Rd from north to south
city limits by widening shoulder at
locations where shoulder is less than
2 feet
• Construct shared-use path
between Millersburg Park and City
Hall, providing important interneighborhood connectivity
• Construct new sidewalks along west
side of Old Salem Rd, north of Nygren
Road

Figure 2.21: Map of pedestrian projects identified
in Millersburg’s Transportation System Plan
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Millersburg Parks Master Plan (2020)
The Millersburg Park Master Plan was published in 2020 as a strategic plan to enhance park and
recreation amenities for the next ten years. Though the plan is park-centric, there are elements of
the plan which directly relate to active transportation, specifically objective 5 – Trails & Connections:
Develop a network of shared-use trails for recreational, pedestrian and bicycle users, to connect parks,
neighborhoods, schools and public amenities. Figure 2.22 shows proposed and existing recreational
trails identified in the Parks Master Plan.
Specific actions cited in the plan to increase walking
and biking trails include improving Woods Road to
accommodate a shared-use trail and adding a bike
route along Conser Road and Old Salem Road. The
plan also identifies the future development of the
property adjacent to City Hall as an opportunity to
create trails and enhance connectivity to City Park.

Figure 2.22: Map of proposed and existing
recreational trails identified in Millersburg’s
Parks Master Plan
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Albany Transportation System Plan
(2010)
The Albany Transportation System Plan (TSP)
was adopted in 2010 and is intended to guide
transportation investments in Albany through
2030.
The TSP has four broad goals, two of which
contain objectives that are connected to
pedestrian and bicycle planning – Goal 2,
provide a safe transportation system and
Goal 3, provide a diversified transportation
system that ensures mobility for all members
of the community and provides alternatives to
automobile travel.
The Albany TSP recognizes that safe,
comfortable, and convenient pedestrian
facilities are needed to encourage walking
as a viable mode of transportation. The plan
identifies the need for increased frequency of
pedestrian crossings on high‐volume roadways
and crossing enhancements where multi‐use
paths cross high‐volume roadways.
The TSP also highlights the connection between
transit stops and pedestrian facilities, calling for
pedestrian crossing improvements at 28 transit
stop locations.
Like pedestrian facilities, the Albany TSP
focuses on providing bicycle facilities that are
safe, comfortable and convenient, noting also
that destinations in Albany are within an easy
biking distance to one another.
Specifically, the TSP states that future
investment in the bicycle network should focus
on improving the performance and safety of
existing bicycle routes, in addition to creating
new routes such as off‐street paths and/or
bicycle boulevards.

The Albany TSP includes many urban upgrades,
which will benefit all modes of transportation,
as well a bicycle and pedestrian specific
projects. Bicycle and pedestrian projects of note
are listed below and categorized as either short
term, medium term, or long term projects.
Short term (0-5 years)
• Gibson Hill Road - sidewalks
• Queen/Geary Periwinkle Path - crossing
improvement
Medium term (6-10 years)
• Springhill Drive - sidewalks
• West Timber-Linn Trail - multiuse path
• Albany-Corvallis Multiuse Path (Scenic
Drive to Springhill Drive) - multiuse path
Long term (11 to 20 years)
• Geary Street - sidewalk
• Waverly Drive - sidewalk
• US 20, North Albany - shoulder to bike
lanes
• Albany-Corvallis Multiuse Path (Springhill
Drive to South Albany) - multiuse path
• East Timber Linn Trail - multiuse path
• Periwinkle Trail Extension - multiuse path
• US 20/99E Undercrossing - crossing
improvement
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City of Albany Parks Master Plan (2021)
The City of Albany Parks Master Plan provides direction and recommendations for enhancing Albany’s
system of parks, recreation facilities, trails, and open space, focusing on actions to be taken in the short
term (next 5 years), medium term (5-10 years), and the long term (11+ years). The portions of the Parks
Master Plan most related to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan include the Plan’s recommended trail
projects. The Parks Master Plan makes recommendations for both enhanced sidewalk connections and
off street multiuse paths.
Notable bicycle and pedestrian projects in the Parks Master Plan Include the following.
• Montieth Riverpark to Takena Landing Bike/
Pedestrian Bridge
• Oak Creek Loop Trail
• Bowman Park to Kinder Park sidewalk
enhancement
• Waverly to Timber Linn to Timber Ridge
multiuse path
• Waverly to Timber Ridge sidewalk
enhancement
• Timber Linn to Grand Prairie sidewalk
enhancement
The Parks Master Plan also recognizes a broader
concept that Albany’s trails should enhance overall
pedestrian and bicycle connectivity and function
as part of a citywide non-motorized transportation
system.
Importantly, the Parks Master Plan notes that
implementation of trails will require coordination
with the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP),
especially for those trial projects that propose
different alignments of trials than are currently in
the TSP and for trails that fall outside of park properties.

From the Parks Plan: Walking/biking is the top activity people
would like to see more of. Building more trails and paths was ranked
as the second most important funding priority in both the online
questionnaire and pop-up activities.
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Albany Downtown Parking Study (2019/2021)
The Albany Downtown Parking Study worked to assess parking in the downtown area and develop
a long-term strategy to accommodate growth and new development. The Study found that both
on-street and off-street parking in downtown Albany is underutilized. On-street parking occupancy
peaked at 43%, while off-street parking occupancy peaked at 48%, both falling well below the industry
standard of an 85% occupancy rate.
The draft parking strategy, pulling from the study, makes recommendations regarding vehicle parking
as well as recommendations to improve access and integration with other modes of transportation.
Related to bicycles and pedestrians, the draft strategy suggests partnering with the business
community to expand incentives that encourage use of alternative modes, initiating a pilot program to
test feasibility/viability of an E-bikeshare or E-scooter program, and turning some of the underutilized
parking spaces into bike corrals (larger bicycle parking spaces).
While not explicitly called out in the draft strategy, underutilized on-street parking could also be used
to create urban planting areas, buffered bike lanes, parklets (small park areas), or café dining, all of
which can help improve the pedestrian and bicyclists experience.

Albany Waterfront Project (2021)
The Albany Waterfront Project seeks to improve the
connection between downtown Albany and its waterfront
by creating buildable plans focused on Water Avenue,
Monteith Riverpark, and the Dave Clark Trail.
The Albany Waterfront Project overlaps with the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan in its redesign of Water Avenue
to a pedestrian friendly street through more generous
sidewalks, addition of street trees, and traffic calming
features. Improvements to the Dave Clark Trail, including
improving safety and visibility, will also positively impact
pedestrians and bicyclists.
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Tangent Transportation System Plan (2010)
Tangent’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) was adopted in 2010 (before the creation of AAMPO in
2013) and is intended to guide transportation investments through 2030. Tangent’s TSP contains
numerous goals and polices related to pedestrian and bicycle transportation, including Goal 4 - To
encourage the use of alternatives to the private automobile.
Tangent’s TSP lists numerous policies to
help the city archive this goal, including
encouraging creation of separated bike
and pedestrian ways along Old Highways
34 and 99E, working collaboratively with
other stakeholders to identify and eliminate
hazards to pedestrians and non-motorized
traffic, and encouraging greater use of
bicycles by developing, designating and
posting bikeways throughout the city.
Tangent’s TSP recognizes that active
transportation is more viable in the southern
parts of Tangent, where community
destinations such as the Post Office, City Hall,
parks, schools, and some shopping are easily
accessible by walking or biking. Land uses in
the northern part of Tangent are more autooriented and are not as readily accessible by
walking or bicycling.
Most of the existing bicycle infrastructure in
Tangent consists of shared roadways, though
Highway 34 and most of Highway 99E have
paved shoulders bicyclist can use. Pedestrian
infrastructure in Tangent is similarly limited.
Eleven of the 13 projects proposed by the
TSP are related to bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.

Figure 2.23: Map of proposed sidewalks from
Tangent’s Transportation System Plan

The TSP recommends various projects to improve active transportation facilities in Tangent, including
creating bikeways parallel to Highway 99E and adding bicycle lanes to streets that serve the local
elementary school. Pedestrian recommendations include adding sidewalks along streets that lead
to major destinations and creating safe crossings across Highway 99 to connect residential and civic/
downtown areas.
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AAMPO Regional Transportation Plan (2018)
The AAMPO Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted in 2018 and is intended to guide
transportation investments in the AAMPO region until 2040. The RTP builds upon policy direction and
priorities identified in local planning documents to guide the development and management of the
regional transportation system. Hence, the AAMPO RTP includes many of the projects listed in member
city and county transportation system plans (TSPs), as well as projects of more regional significance.
Chapter 3 of the RTP lays out the goals, policies, potential actions, and objectives for the AAMPO area.
Chapter 3 stresses the need for a balanced and multimodal regional transportation system to increase
active transportation and transit mode share and increase transportation options to community
destinations. Also included are increasing safety for all modes of travel and providing greater
transportation options for those who are transportation disadvantaged.
The RTP evaluated sidewalks, multiuse paths, trails, bike lanes, and crosswalks along regionally
significant roadway corridors (arterials and collectors). The RTP did not evaluate local, neighborhood
level streets. Local streets are evaluated in city transportation system plan.
Related to pedestrian facilities, the RTP found that there are considerable pedestrian facility gaps along
regional roadways outside of central Albany, including those within and connecting to Millersburg,
Jefferson and Tangent. The RTP identified two locations, both in Albany, that are especially unsafe for
pedestrians - the Ellsworth and Lyons couplet (US 20) in downtown Albany and the Heritage Plaza
Shopping Center.
Similar to the pedestrian findings, the RPT found that bicycle facilities within central Albany have the
lowest levels of stress (are comfortable for most bicyclists), and those in outlying areas have higher
levels of stress (are comfortable for only experienced bicyclists). Regional corridors in Tangent, North
Albany and Millersburg are characterized by high levels of stress.
In Jefferson, there is little traffic stress within residential areas, but OR 164 demonstrates a high level
of traffic stress due to frequent driveways and higher speeds. Two of the three areas identified as high
vehicle-bicycle crash areas are the same as those identified as high vehicle pedestrian crash areas, the
Lyons-Ellsworth Couplet and the Heritage Plaza Shopping Center. The third high vehicle-bicycle crash
area is Queen Avenue.

53

Attachment B

The RTP contains two project lists, one fiscally constrained list and one aspirational list. The fiscally
constrained project list contains 119 projects. Of those projects, 47 are directly related to bicycle
and pedestrian facilities. Other listed project, such as road modernization projects, also provide
improvements for bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles. Bicycle and pedestrian projects of note include
the following.
• Corvallis to Albany Trial - Construct off highway multiuse path
• Queen/Geary Periwinkle Path - Construct multi-use path improvement by widening the sidewalk
to connect the Periwinkle Trail through the Queen Avenue/Geary Street intersection
• West Timber-Linn Trail - Construct multi-use path to connect Timber-Linn Park to South Shore
Drive
• US 20 Bike Lanes - Convert shoulders to bike lanes on US 20 in North Albany from Willamette
River (including the Lyon Street bridge which has an existing shoulder) to urban growth boundary
• Geary St Sidewalks - Eliminate the sidewalk gaps on Geary Street between Santiam Road and 34th
Avenue
• OR 164 Sidewalk - New sidewalks on east side, Santiam River Bridge to north of Union St
• Hwy 99E Sidewalks - Install sidewalks from Old Hwy 34 to south City Limits
• Old Salem Rd Sidewalk Improvements - Construct new sidewalks along west side of Old Salem
Road, north of Nygren Road

54

Attachment B

Albany Transit Development Plan (2018)
The Albany Transit Development Plan is a guide for regional investment in public transportation in the
AAMPO area. The Plan focuses on public transportation services operated by the City of Albany: Albany
Transit System, Albany Call-A-Ride, and the Linn-Benton Loop. The Plan provides short (1-5 years),
medium (5-10 years), and long term (10-25 years) recommendations that will guide future transit
investments. Recommendations include more frequent service, service at later times in the evenings,
weekend service, and better on-time performance.
Related to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, community input on the Albany Transit Development
Plan identifies pedestrian safety and access as important factors that need to be addressed to ensure
adequate access to transit and improve the overall transportation network. Specifically, stakeholders
indicate a need for improved crosswalks and sidewalk connectivity.

Linn-Benton Loop Development Plan (2019)
The Linn-Benton Loop, “The Loop”, is a bus transit service operated by Albany Transit System that
runs between Albany and Corvallis. The Loop largely caters to college students, serving Oregon
State University in Corvallis and Linn-Benton Community College in southern Albany, in addition
to other riders. The Loop’s 2019 development plan makes numerous service reconditions, priority
recommendations include increasing bus frequency and extending service later into the evening.
While the Development Plan does not mention active transportation, improvements in bicycle and
pedestrian facilities can complement and bolster investments in better bus service. Improving walking
and bicycling conditions around bus stops makes transit easier and more comfortable to access,
particularly for transit users who do not own a vehicle. Including bicycle and pedestrian amenities at
bus stops, such as bike racks and area maps, can further improve integration of services and encourage
both transit and active transportation.

Jefferson Safe Routes to School Action Plan (2018)
In 2018 Jefferson Elementary School, with assistance from AAMPO, created a Safe Routes to School
Action Plan. The plan identifies routes students take to school, difficult street crossings, and areas
where heavy traffic makes it hazardous for students to walk and bike. Specifically, the plan takes note
of the high traffic volume and speeds along the school’s frontage road, state highway 99, which are
impediments to walking and biking.
The action plan recommends four physical improvements to encourage more walking and biking to
school; repainting crosswalks, adding bicycle sharrows, upgrading bicycle racks, and positioning a speed
trailer along highway 99 in front of the school. Other, non-physical, recommendations include safety
presentations at the school, bike and walk events, and GIS mapping.
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CH 3: PUBLIC & STAKEHOLDER
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT
Overview
This chapter summarizes public and stakeholder outreach and engagement for the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan. Outreach and engagement efforts were supported by a team from the University of
Oregon’s Institute of Policy, Research, and Engagement (IPRE). Outreach and engagement were largely
structured into three phases, early, mid, and late planning, though some related activities, such as
updating the project website were continuous. All outreach and engagement was conducted virtually
due to COVID 19 health concerns.

Continuous Outreach & Engagement
The plan website was a key part of outreach and engagement for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The
project website served as an information hub, hosting information such as the plan vision and goals,
opportunities for engagement, and the plan schedule. Community members were able to access
surveys, watch recordings of the open house, and find contact information on the website. The website
was available in English and Spanish and updated at important junctures in the planning process.

Homepage of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan website
56

Attachment B

Early-plan Outreach & Engagement
The planning process kicked off in September 2020 with a brainstorm session with the project advisory
committee. The session helped form the vision for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan by asking committee
members what a “successful” Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan would accomplish. Later meetings expanded
on the initial brainstorming session and helped solidify the plan vision and goals.

Plan Vision
“The AAMPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan strives to create
and support a bicycle and pedestrian network that is
regionally and locally connected, safe, and functional for
people of all ages, abilities, and backgrounds”

Notes from a project advisory committee meeting about
draft plan goals
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Early plan outreach continued in October of
2020 with identification of and interviews with
community partners. Community partners
include organizations such libraries, schools,
nonprofits, and other organizations with close,
local ties to community members.
Understanding that the COVID 19 pandemic
shifted communication methods, community
partner were asked how they had been
communicated with their network of members
and if they would be willing to help us engage
their members in plan outreach efforts.
Community partners included the following
organizations, along others.
• Greater Albany
Public Schools
• Jefferson School
District 14J
• Albany YMCA
• Albany Library

• Linn-Benton
Hispanic Advisory
Committee
• Jefferson
Community
Center

IPRE and AAMPO launched the first plan survey
in March 2021. The survey was open from
March 18th to April 21st and asked community
members about their transportation habits,
feelings about active transportation, and their
level of satisfaction and desires related to active
transportation infrastructure.
The written survey was complemented with a
mapping survey asking respondents to pinpoint
community destinations, barriers to walking
and biking, routes they either would like to
walk, and routes they currently walk or bike.

286

Number of written
survey responses

186

Number of mapped
barriers to walking and
biking

Screen shot of online mapping survey showing barriers to walking and
biking (red circles) and destinations (yellow pins).
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The written and mapping surveys were
promoted through location targeted social
media posts, digital and physical flyers, and
AAMPO’s interested parties lists. Information
was also shared with a larger list of community
partners, many of whom were able to re-share
social media posts and include information
about the surveys in their existing newsletters
and other communications.
To further spread the word about the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan, AAMPO hosted two virtual
open houses that each included a half hour of
question and answer time.
Responses from the written and mapping
surveys were used to gauge level of support for
walking and bicycling improvements, identify
barriers related to bicycling and walking,
and identify bicycle and pedestrian projects.
Responses to the survey are discussed in more
detail in Chapter 2, Existing Conditions.

How was community input
used in this plan?
Responses from the written and
mapping surveys were used in the
following ways.
• Gauge level of interest in
walking and bicycling
• Gauge level of satisfaction
related to current walking and
bicycling infrastructure
• Gauge level of community
support for walking and
bicycling improvements
• Identify walking and biking
projects
• Identify barriers to walking
and bicycling. Barriers can be
infrastructure related, such as
lack of sidewalks, or program
and policy related, such as
needing to regularly pick up
debris in bike lanes

Social media post promoting the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan
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Mid-plan Outreach & Engagement
In September 2021 a second written survey was launched asking community members to identify
their favorite bicycle and pedestrian projects from a master list. The top 50% of projects identified
in the survey received an extra point under the public priority criterion in the project prioritization
framework. Like the earlier survey, the project survey was promoted through location targeted social
media posts, digital flyers, AAMPO’s interested parties lists, and community partners.
The survey was open from September 7th to September 29th, a total of 256 community members
responded to the survey. Trends from the survey include a focus on projects along larger roads and
multiuse path projects. Responses to the survey are discussed in more detail in the Chapter 4, Bicycle
and Pedestrian Network Infrastructure Recommendations.

Late-plan Outreach &
Engagement
The last phase of outreach and engagement
occurred in December 2021, when a draft plan
was posted to the project website for review
and comment by the public. Notification
about the opportunity to comment on the
draft plan was shared via social media, digital
flyers, AAMPO’s interested parties lists, and
community partners.
The comment period ran for approximately
three weeks in December 2021. The draft
plan was also discussed at regularly scheduled
AAMPO TAC and Policy Board meetings, which
are open to the public

Flyer promoting the second Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan survey
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CH 4: BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN
NETWORK INFRASTRUCTURE
RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview
This chapter describes how bicycle and
pedestrian projects were identified and
prioritized. Project identification involved
mapping of an ideal bicycle and pedestrian
network, input from community surveys,
and use of resources such as the Federal
Highway Administration’s Bikeway Selection
Guide to determine the appropriate type of
infrastructure for project need.

Planning the Bicycle Network
The first step in planning the bicycle network
involved looking at maps of existing roads and
trails to determine the ideal bicycle network.
The ideal bicycle network consists of key streets
and multiuse paths that allow bicyclist to access
all destinations in the AAMPO area, including
traveling between communities.

Once the ideal bicycle network was identified,
the Federal Highway Administration’s Bikeway
Selection Guide was used to determine the
type of bicycle infrastructure needed to make
a street or route comfortable enough for
most bicyclists to use. The Bikeway Selection
Guide uses a combination of vehicle speeds
and volumes to determine the appropriate
infrastructure type.
While the speed limits on streets in the AAMPO
planning area are known, vehicle volumes are
not as easily found. A combination of sources
was used to estimate current vehicle volume
along streets in the idea bicycle network,
including Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT) traffic counts from 2019, averages of
2012 traffic volumes with estimated 2030 traffic
volumes from Albany’s TSP, and conservative
estimates.

An ideal network minimizes out of direction
travel and circuitous, confusing routes.
Aggregated bicycle route data from Strava was
also used to determine where bicyclists already
prefer to bike – a sign that streets and routes
may already be bike friendly and need minimal
upgrades to bicycle infrastructure.
Input from the written and mapping surveys
identifying barrier to biking and routes that
community members take and wish to take
was then incorporated into the ideal bicycle
network map. Special attention was paid to
help ensure the ideal network minimized
barriers to biking by either providing alternative
routes or proposing projects to improve bicycle
infrastructure along the route.

Table from The Federal Highway
Administration’s Bikeway Selection Guide
relating vehicle speed and volume to
appropriate bicycle facility type.
61

Attachment B

Existing bicycle infrastructure for each street in
the ideal bicycle network was then compared to
the infrastructure type recommended for each
street by the Bikeway Selection Guide. If the
existing infrastructure matched or exceeded the
infrastructure recommended by the Bikeway
Selection Guide, the street was removed from
the project list. Those streets for which the
Bikeway Selection Guide recommended bicycle
infrastructure beyond what is currently in place
remained on the project list.

Planning the Pedestrian
Network
Much like planning the bicycle network, the
first step in planning the pedestrian network
involved looking at maps of the AAMPO
planning area and identifying a network of key
streets, often major roadways, and paths that
allow pedestrians to access destinations in
the AAMPO area, including traveling between
communities.

“Why only key streets?”
Focus was limited to key streets
and paths in recognition that while
it would be desirable to have sidewalks along every street in the
AAMPO planning area, the cost
of installing and maintaining that
many sidewalks is prohibitive.
Focusing on key streets helps ensure that as many people as possible benefit from sidewalk projects.
Additionally, the majority of residential streets are relatively safe
for pedestrians because they tend
to have lower traffic speeds and
volumes

The availability of sidewalks along key streets
and paths was then investigated using Google
Street View; areas that are lacking sidewalks
or pathways were included in the plan as
projects. Additional pedestrian projects were
identified through the written and mapping
survey, including difficult street crossings and
intersections.

99E through parts of Tangent is an
example of a key street that has limited
pedestrian facilities. Photo from Google
Maps Street View.
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Prioritization
This plan uses a combination of public input, technical data, and professional opinions to identify
projects that will make the AAMPO area safer and easier to walk and bike in. Because it is unlikely that
all projects will be funded, AAMPO developed a set of prioritization criteria to help jurisdictions select
the projects that best meet plan goals.
While project ranking can help decisions makers choose which projects to pursue first, it’s important to
note that a project’s score is not necessarily the only metric by which to judge a project. Some projects
may score poorly but have some other benefits not reflected in their score, such as having recreational
potential. Having a scoring method, however, is still a beneficial, quantifiable method by which to
compare projects to one another.
AAMPO created the first draft of the prioritization criteria in October 2020 by researching other active
transportation plans. AAMPO staff focused on criteria that served the AAMPO Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan goals. The prioritization criteria were then revised over multiple discussions with the project
advisory committee, revision included adding extra weight to the Safety, Connectedness, Schools, and
Transit criteria in recognition of their importance.
Specific focus was placed on making the criteria simple, easy to understand, and useful to the cities and
counties who will decide which projects to build. Ultimately, AAMPO choose the eight criteria listed in
the table on the next page.

A Project List for Every Jurisdiction
A prioritized project list for the entire AAMPO planning area as well as for each member
jurisdiction was created. Separate lists help the
region as well as individual cities identify the
bicycle and pedestrian projects that will most
help advance plan goals.
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Project Prioritization Table
#
1

2

3

Criteria
Safety – Is the project located along a segment or
intersection at which a crash was reported in the last
five years? OR Does the project provide a comparable,
alternative route that avoids a crash location?
Connectedness – Does the project fill an identified
gap in the existing pedestrian or bicycle network?
Can be accomplished by infilling the existing route or
by providing a comparable, alternative route. If the
project is part of an important route an additional
point is awarded.*
Key Destinations (community destinations) – Does the
project provide access to a community destination?**

Response

Points awarded for
“Yes” response

Goal
Alignment

Yes/No

2

1

Yes/No

1 or 2

2, 3, 5

Yes/No

1

2, 3

4

Key Destinations (schools) – Does the project provide
access to a school?

Yes/No

2

2, 3

5

Key Destinations (transit) – Does the project provide
access to a transit stop?

Yes/No

2

2, 3

6

Equity – Is the project located within or directly
adjacent to an under served census block group as
identified by the composite equity index map (4th
quartile)?
Adoption & Implementation – Is the project identified
in a local Transportation System Plan?

Yes/No

1

4

Yes/No

1

7

Yes/No

1

N/A

7

8

Public Priority – Has the project received significant
support from the public?***

* Important routes are those that connect large portions of a city or cities to one another. These routes are typically along
larger streets and form the “backbone” of the pedestrian and bicycle network, though they can also include off-street multiuse paths that provide similar connectivity.
** Community destinations include but are not limited to libraries, hospitals, grocery stores, parks and recreation centers,
government and community services, and points of interest. *
**The 50% of projects with the most public support will receive a point under this criterion.
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Criteria
The majority of the criteria from the Project Prioritization Table, such as Key Destinations and Equity,
are discussed and mapped in Chapter 2, Existing Conditions. Two criteria that are not in included in the
Existing Conditions chapter are Adoption & Implementation and Public Priority. Both of these criteria
are discussed in more detail below.
Adoption & Implementation Criteria
A project receives a point under the Adoption & Implementation criteria if the proposed bicycle or
pedestrian project, or a similar project, is identified in a city or county Transportation System Plan.
Transportation System Plans (TSPs) are long range transportation planning documents that include a list
of projects the jurisdiction plans to build, as well as an aspirational list of projects the jurisdiction would
like to build if new funds become available.
The idea behind the Adoption & Implementation criteria is that projects identified in a TSP have
already been vetted and agreed upon by the local jurisdiction. Highlighting these project again, via the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, can further inform and justify a jurisdiction’s choice to move forward with
a project, perhaps even moving it up the TSP priority list.
Project lists in each AAMPO member jurisdiction’s TSP were searched to see if any projects identified
in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan were also identified in the TSP. Projects identified by both the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan and the TSP receive a point under the Adoption & Implementation criteria.
In cases where goals of a project in a TSP align
with a project in the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan, a point was also awarded. For example,
Jefferson’s TSP has a project to widen the
roadway shoulders along South Main Street,
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan has a project to
create a multiuse path along South Main Street.
The two projects are not exactly the same, but
both aim to increase safety and accessibility for
pedestrians, thus the project receives a point
under the Adoption & Implementation criteria.

Improving pedestrian facilities along South
Main Street in Jefferson is an identified
project in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and
Jefferson’s Transportation System Plan. Photo
from Google Maps Street View.
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Public Priority Criteria
A project receives a point under the Public
Priority criteria if it receives a substantial
number of votes from community members.
Using an online survey, community members
were asked to choose their favorite projects
from a master list of 145 total projects. The top
50% of projects, both region wide and locally,
receive a point under this criteria.

256
Number of community member
who selected their favorite
projects

The survey included nine larger projects that
stretch across and between communities
(extended projects), as well as more local
project. Local projects were broken down by
location to make the survey easier to complete.
A total of 256 community members responded
to the survey. Community members could
provide input on projects across the entire
AAMPO planning area, as seen in Table 4.1.
Key takeaways and favorite projects from each
community are described in the following
pages.

327
Number of responses received
for favorite projects (community
members could provide input
across multiple cities)

Jurisdiction you would like to provide
input on (select as many as you wish)

Count

Percent

Albany

204

62%

Tangent

55

17%

Millersburg

38

12%

Jefferson

30

9%

Total

327

100%

Table 4.1: Breakdown of responses by jurisdiction
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Extended Projects
Extended projects are those that connect cities and projects that span larger portions of the City of
Albany. Community members were asked to rank extended projects before selecting specific cities,
containing local projects, they wanted to provide input on. Survey respondents ranked extended
projects in the order seen below.
1. Waverly Dr: Add separated bike lanes, 8 foot shoulders and buffered bike lanes to segments
(121 responses)
2. Old Salem Rd & Salem Ave: Add separated bike lanes (110 responses)
3. Jefferson and Millersburg: Multiuse path between Jefferson and Millersburg (103 responses)
4. Queen Ave: Add separated bike lanes (102 responses)
5. Geary St: Add separated bike lanes and buffered bike lanes to segments (100 responses)
6. South Albany and Tangent: Multiuse path
along McFarland Rd and Looney Ln (91
responses)
7. 34th Ave: Add separated bike lanes (64
responses)
8. Century Dr: Add 5 foot shoulders (60
responses)
9. Hill St: Add buffered bike lanes (49
responses)

Figure 4.1: Map from project survey showing
all nine extended projects. Survey respondents
were asked to choose their top five.
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Albany Projects
Due to the large number of projects in Albany, projects were broken down by project type (bicycle
projects, pedestrian projects, multiuse path projects, and intersection/spot fix projects), as well at by
location (North Albany, Southeast Albany, Southwest Albany, etc.).
More people wanted to provide input on multiuse paths
(69%) and bicycle facilities (58%) than sidewalks (43%)
and intersection/spot improvements (31%). The majority
of respondents provided input in North Albany (87) and
northwest Albany (80) than other areas of the city. Southeast
Albany was the area the least number of people wanted to
provide input on (50).
Many of the extended projects are located in Albany or
connect Albany to other communities, these include the
following highly rated projects.
1. Waverly Dr: Add separated bike lanes, 8 foot shoulders
and buffered bike lanes to segments (121)
2. Old Salem Rd & Salem Ave: Add separated bike lanes
(110)
3. Queen Ave: Add separated bike lanes (102)
4. Geary St: Add separated bike lanes and buffered bike lanes
to segments (100)

Figure 4.2: Map of Albany areas used
in the project survey

5. South Albany and Tangent: Multiuse path along McFarland Rd and Looney Ln (91)
6. 34th Ave: Add separated bike lanes (64)
7. Century Dr: Add 5 foot shoulders (60)
In addition to extended projects, respondents were also able to select from 92 local projects. The
highest rated local projects in Albany were all multiuse path projects, this mirrors both the high
percentage of people who wanted to provide input on multiuse paths as well as the finding from the
first survey that more trials and paths is the number one improvement that would lead community
members to walk or bike more often.
1. Multiuse path from entrance to Takena Landing Park at 23rd St & bicycle and pedestrian bridge
over the Willamette River to Monteith Park (85)
2. North Albany: Multiuse path along railroad from Scenic Dr to Springhill Dr (74)
3. West Albany: Multiuse path from 27th Ave to LBCC (55)
4. South Albany: Multiuse path from 34th Ave to LBCC along railroad (55)
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Millersburg Projects
Two of the nine extended projects go through or connect to Millersburg, these include the following.
1. Old Salem Rd & Salem Ave: Add separated bike lanes (110)
2. Jefferson and Millersburg: Multiuse path between Jefferson and Millersburg (103)
Outside of extended projects, Millersburg also has nine local projects, the most highly rated of which
are listed below. Generally, respondents were more interested in multiuse path projects which benefit
both pedestrian and bicyclists, this is reflected in one of the open ended comments from the survey,
“Concentrate on sidewalk projects. Most citizens don't ride bikes, especially in the winter.”
1. Multiuse path along Woods Road (28)
2. Multiuse path along Conser Road (22)
3. Multiuse path along greenway through central Millersburg (17)
4. Intersections upgrades at Old Salem Rd & Morningstar Rd (14)
Note that one project, sidewalk infill along Old Salem Road near Georgia Pacific, was accidentally left
off of the survey. Given the high number of responses related to the bicycle project along Old Salem
Road, the Old Salem road sidewalk infill project was also deemed a local priority project.

Figure 4.3: Map of bicycle and pedestrian projects in
Millersburg used in the project survey
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Tangent Projects
The most highly ranked project involving Tangent is one of the nine extended projects, the South
Albany and Tangent multiuse path along McFarland Rd and Looney Ln. The projects listed here are the
most highly ranked of the 13 local Tangent projects. Open ended comments like the one below provide
additional context to the most highly ranked local project.
1. Tangent Dr: Multiuse path (34)
2. 99E: Add separated bike lanes (25)
3. 99E: Fill in missing sidewalk (20)

“Tangent Dr just east of Hwy 99 is a dangerous place
to walk and bike. Cars have a difficult time seeing
pedestrians because of the raised railroad tracks and
there is no shoulder.”

Jefferson Projects
The most highly ranked project involving Jefferson is one of the nine extended projects, the multiuse
path between Jefferson and Millersburg. The projects listed below are the most highly ranked of the
19 local Jefferson projects. In general, respondents were more interested in projects along major
roadways, like OR164 and Jefferson Scio Drive, than they were in projects along neighborhood streets,
such as 3rd Street and Greenwood Drive. This is reflected in some of the open ended comments.
1. Main St and Jefferson Scio Dr: Multiuse path (22)
2. Jefferson Elementary and Talbot Rd: Multiuse path (21)
3. OR164 bridge into Jefferson: Add bicycle and pedestrian improvements (20)
4. OR164: Add separated bike lanes (15)
5. OR164: Fill in missing sidewalk (14)
6. OR164 at Jefferson Elementary School:
Upgrade existing crosswalk (13)

“Definitely need sidewalks though city
limits Jefferson/Scio Road”
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Prioritized Projects Maps
The eight project prioritization criteria
were applied to each project, the maps and
associated lists below show the 25% top
scoring projects.

Figure 4.4: Map of Priority Projects, Tangent and Jefferson
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Figure 4.5: Map of Priority Projects, Albany and Millersburg
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Prioritized Projects List
The table below describes the prioritized projects from Figure 4.5.

Project #

Location

01066

Albany

02028
01044

Albany
Albany

01047
01069
04007
04010
01005
01009
01068
01067
01028
01025
01046
04006
02047
01002
03005

Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Millersburg
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Jefferson
Tangent

03015
01052
01064
04019
01061
01027
04008
03002
03001

Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Jefferson
Jefferson

01030
01042
01045
01071
01070

Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany
Albany

Project Description

Queen Ave: Add separated bike lanes
34th Ave: Add separated bike lanes
Hill St: Add buffered bike lanes
99E between Queen Ave and Ellingson Rd: Add separated bike lanes
99E between Queen Ave and eastern edge of Pacific Blvd bridge: Add
separated bike lanes
US20 between Burkhart St and Goldfish Farm Rd: Add separated bike
lanes
Geary St: Fill in missing sidewalk
Waverly Dr: Add separated bike lanes, 8 ft shoulders, and buffered bike
lanes to segments
Geary St: Add separated bike lanes and buffered bike lanes to segments
99E between Burkhart St and Airport Rd: Add separated bike lanes
Queen Ave & Geary St: Intersection upgrades
34th Ave & Waverly Dr: Intersection upgrades
Old Salem Rd & Salem Ave: Add separated bike lanes
Century Dr: Add 5 ft shoulders
99E west bound through central Albany: Add separated bike lanes
99E east bound through central Albany: Add separated bike lanes
Springhill Dr: Add separated bike lanes
North Albany Rd: Add separated bike lanes
SE 24th Ave: Add bike lanes
Queen Ave & Waverly Dr: Intersection upgrades
24th Ave & Jackson St: Fill in missing sidewalk
OR164: Add separated bike lanes
South Albany and Tangent: Multiuse path along McFarland Rd & Looney
Ln
West Albany: Multiuse path from 27th Ave to LBCC
Grand Prairie Rd: Add separated bike lanes
Knox Butte Rd under I5, west bound portion: Add separated bike lanes
Ellsworth St & 5th Ave: Intersection upgrades
Knox Butte Rd east of I5: Add separated bike lanes
Quarry Rd: Add separated bike lanes
Geary St & 21st Ave: Intersection upgrades
Jefferson: Multiuse path along Main St and Jefferson Scio Dr
Jefferson: Multiuse path between Jefferson Elementary and Talbot Rd
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CH 5: POLICY & PROGRAM
RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview
This chapter provides policy and program recommendations for AAMPO member communities to
consider adopting and implementing. While adding new bicycle facilities and sidewalks go a long way
towards increasing walking and bicycling, good polices and programs that support and supplement
investments in infrastructure can make take a good project and make it great! Think about it - a
multiuse path isn’t any fun to walk or ride along if its overgrown with black berry bushes, and a new
safe route to school project may not feel very safe early in the morning if it’s not well lit.
Recommendations range from broad topics, like rezoning to allow a mix of land uses, to instituting
neighborhood walking school buses. Benefits of adoption, draft code language, potential partners and
links to more information are provided for each individual policy and program recommendation. It’s
not expected that every policy and program recommendation will be appropriate for each community
in the AAMPO planning area, instead communities can elect to adopt and try out the policy and
program recommendations that most resonate with them.
Policy recommendations include the following topics
• Bike parking
• Bicycle and pedestrian route signage
• Lighting
• Trees and vegetation
• Transit connections
• Updated bicycle facility design standards

• Maintenance of active transportation
investments
• Rezoning commercial and residential areas to
be mixed-use
• Sidewalk development requirements
• Adjusting traffic signal timing to
accommodate slower walking speeds

Program recommendations include the following topics
• Walk & Roll to School Day
• Bike/Walk to Work Day/Week

• Walk & Bike Tours for Elected Officials &
Community Engagement

• Walking School Buses & Bicycle Trains

• Bike Route Maps

• Safe Routes to School bike rodeos and
education curricula

• Bike-Friendly Businesses

• Annual school count of walking and biking

• Annual Slow/Open Streets Event(s)

• Vision Zero

• Walking Groups

• Bike Classes for Adults
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Topic

Benefits of Adoption

BPP Goals Supported

Bike Parking

Providing sufficient and welllocated bike parking indicates to
bicyclists and would-be bicyclists
that they are wanted and
welcome patrons. Bicyclists may
avoid traveling to locations with
poor or no bike parking for fear of
bike theft and personal harm.

Goal 1: Safe, comfortable,
intuitive

Opportunities for
Adoption
Transportation
System Plan updates

Goal 3: Access to key
destinations

Development code
updates

Goal 6: Encourage biking
to businesses

Draft Policy
Ensure adequate bicycle parking at all commercial and multifamily residential developments,
employment hubs, schools, transit facilities, and city and county properties.
Example Code Language (from Rogue Valley MPO Active Transportation Plan, for example only)
1. Standards. Bicycle parking spaces shall be provided with new development and where a
change of use occurs, at a minimum, based on the standards in [local jurisdiction’s code
section regarding number of spaces]. Where an application is subject to Conditional Use
Permit approval or the applicant has requested a reduction to a vehicle parking standard,
the [local jurisdiction] may require bicycle parking spaces in addition to those in [local
jurisdiction’s code section regarding number of spaces].
2. Design and Location
a. All bicycle parking shall be securely anchored to the ground or to a structure.
b. All bicycle parking shall be well-lighted [to specified lighting level per local jurisdiction
standards].
c. All bicycle parking shall be designed so that bicycles may be secured to them without
undue inconvenience, including being accessible without removing another bicycle.
Bicycle parking spaces shall be at least six (6) feet long and two-and-one-half (2 ½) feet
wide, and overhead clearance in covered spaces should be a minimum of seven (7) feet.
A three (3) foot aisle for bicycle maneuvering should be provided and maintained beside
or between each bicycle parking space.
d. Bicycle parking racks shall accommodate locking the frame and both wheels using either
a cable or U-shaped lock.
e. Direct access from the bicycle parking area to the public right-of-way shall be provided atgrade or by ramp access, and pedestrian access shall be provided from the bicycle parking
area to the building entrance.
f. All bicycle parking should be integrated with other elements in the planter strip when in
the public right-of-way (if allowed by agency).
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Bike Parking - Continued
Example Code Language - Continued (from Rogue Valley MPO Active Transportation Plan, for
example only)
2. Design and Location
g. Short-term bicycle parking.
i. Short-term bicycle parking shall consist of a stationary rack or other approved
structure to which the bicycle can be locked securely.
ii. Short-term bicycle parking shall be located within 50 feet of the main building
entrance or one of several main entrances, and no further from an entrance than the
closest automobile parking space.
h. Long-term bicycle parking. Long-term bicycle parking shall consist of a lockable enclosure,
a secure room in a building on-site, monitored parking, or another form of sheltered and
secure parking.
3. Exemptions. This Section does not apply to single-family and duplex housing, home
occupations, and agricultural uses. The [City decision-making body] may exempt other uses
upon finding that, due to the nature of the use or its location, it is unlikely to have any patrons
or employees arriving by bicycle.
4. Hazards. Bicycle parking shall not impede or create a hazard to pedestrians or vehicles and
shall be located so as to not conflict with the vision clearance standards of [local jurisdiction
code section on vision clearance].

Jurisdiction inventory of bike parking policy and code language (none, minimal, partial, significant)
Jefferson

Millersburg

Albany

Tangent

None

Partial/Significant

Significant

Partial/Significant

For More Information:
APBP’s Bicycle Parking Guidelines
Northwest Arkansas’ Bike Ped Plan Appendix (pg 273)
Rogue Valley MPO Active Transportation Plan
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Topic

Benefits of Adoption

Bicycle and
pedestrian
route
signage

Signage that is clear, comprehensive, and intuitive
facilitates safe and comfortable navigation for
bicyclists and pedestrians, increasing visibility of
these users and promoting active transportation.

BPP Goals
Supported
Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable,
intuitive

Bicycle wayfinding signs also visually cue motorists
that they are driving along a bicycle route and
should use caution. Pedestrian-friendly signage in
downtowns, business districts, mixed-use areas,
and other locations with high potential pedestrian
use can also attract visitors and increase economic
activity.

Opportunities
for Adoption
Transportation
System Plan
updates
Development
code updates

Draft Policy
Ensure adequate signage along all pedestrian and bicycle routes, paths, trails, and greenways to
facilitate safe and comfortable wayfinding and navigation.
Example Code Language (from Northwest Arkansas’ Bike Ped Plan Appendix, for example only)
Signs throughout the city should indicate to bicyclists:
• Direction of travel
• Location of destinations
• Travel time/distance to destinations
A community-wide bicycle wayfinding signage plan would identify:
• Sign locations
• Sign type – what information should be included and design features
• Destinations to be highlighted on each sign – key destinations for bicyclists
• Approximate distance and travel time to each destination
Signs should be placed at key locations leading to and along bicycle routes, including the intersection
of multiple routes. Too many road signs can clutter the right-of-way, so these signs should be posted
at a level most visible to bicyclists rather than per vehicle signage standards.
Jurisdiction inventory of bicycle route signage policy and code language (none, minimal, partial,
significant)
Jefferson

Millersburg

Albany

Tangent

None

Minimal

Minimal

None

For More Information:
See Northwest Arkansas’ Bike Ped Plan Appendix (A-79)
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Attachment B
Topic

Benefits of Adoption

BPP Goals Supported

Lighting

Consistent lighting along pedestrian
and bike paths creates a safe and
comfortable environment for those
using active transportation, expanding
hours of use and encouraging higher
utilization of those paths. Additionally,
lighting near businesses encourages
walking and biking to said businesses.

Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
Goal 6: Encourage
walking and biking to
businesses

Opportunities for
Adoption
Transportation
System Plan
updates
Development code
updates

Draft Policy
Ensure adequate lighting along all bike paths and major pedestrian routes, specifically near
commercial developments.
Example Code Language (from Northwest Arkansas’ Bike Ped Plan Appendix, Rogue Valley MPO’s
Active Transportation Plan and Portsmouth New Hampshire’s Active Transportation Plan, for example
only)
1. Standards:
a. The intent of required lighting is to improve safety and comfort for pedestrians and
bicyclists. Street and path lighting may be required on public rights-of-way within [City]
limits for facilities subject to the provisions of this section. Outside of [City] limits, lighting
may only be needed at select intersections or locations, as determined by [agency].
b. Lighting [should/shall] be provided for crossings, areas with high pedestrian volumes,
sidewalks or pathways not already illuminated by roadway lighting, sidewalks under
bridges or vegetation where lighting is not present, and transit stops.
c. Lighting levels and design should provide illumination no greater than necessary to
provide for pedestrian safety, property or business identification, and crime prevention
and should consider and minimize impacts on wildlife and adjacent neighborhoods.
2. Design:
a. Lighting design is subject to the standards of [local code section xxx].
b. Pedestrian-scale lighting:
i. Light fixtures closer to the ground and placed closer together than roadway lighting:
Typical Dimensions: 11-16 ft. pole height, 50- 80 ft. spacing.

Jurisdiction inventory of lighting policy and code language (none, minimal, partial, significant)
Jefferson

Millersburg

Albany

Tangent

Partial
For More Information:

Partial

Minimal

None

See Northwest Arkansas’ Bike Ped Plan Appendix (A-39)
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Attachment B
Topic

Benefits of Adoption

Trees and
vegetation

Trees, shrubs, and other landscape features
along sidewalks and paths can enhance the
visual environment, provide shade, and shelter
pedestrians and bicyclists from rain. Vegetation
can reduce the urban heat island effect, improve
stormwater drainage, offset greenhouse gas
emissions, and increase pedestrian and bicyclist
safety and comfort by slowing vehicles.

BPP Goals
Supported
Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable,
intuitive

Opportunities for
Adoption
Transportation
System Plan
updates
Development code
updates

Vegetative buffers can create a natural privacy
screen, provide wildlife habitat, and stabilize
erodible soils. Some landscaping material (e.g.
vegetation with thorns) can deter unwanted
access or exit points, entrapment areas, and
undesired off-path routes.
Draft Policy
Promote adequate vegetation along all bike paths and major pedestrian routes, especially near
commercial developments.
Example Code Language (from Greenville Area MPO’s Active Transportation Plan,for example only)
1. Standards:
a. Street and path vegetation may be required on public rights-of-way within city limits for
facilities subject to the provisions of this section.
b. When possible, landscaping is the first choice for creating separation between land uses.
c. Vegetation should be subject to [annual/seasonal] inspection for overgrowth and general
health and incorporated into maintenance plans.
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Attachment B
Trees and vegetation - Continued
Example Code Language - Continued (from Greenville Area MPO’s Active Transportation Plan,for
example only)
2. Design
a. Vegetation design is subject to the standards of [local code section xxx].
b. Use native plant species and plants appropriate to the region that are already adapted
to the local soil and climate and contribute positively to wildlife habitat, biodiversity, and
local ecology needs.
c. Keep vegetation maintained so that it does not impede views or interfere with desired
access.
d. Select and place vegetation to provide seasonal comfort: shade in warmer months and
sunlight in colder months.
e. Trees should be trimmed to provide a minimum of 8 feet of vertical clearance and to
avoid obstruction of pathway lighting. Trees should be pruned to maintain structural
integrity and reduce branch and trunk failure incidents.
f. The City should use all methods of communication to regularly remind property owners
of their responsibilities for maintaining City trees on their property and the process for
requesting City assistance with pruning services

Jurisdiction inventory of vegetation policy and code language (none, minimal, partial, significant)
Jefferson

Millersburg

Albany

Tangent

Partial

Significant

Significant

Partial/Significant

For More Information:
Greenville Area MPO Active Transportation Plan
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Attachment B
Topic

Benefits of Adoption

Transit
Connecting transit to active
connections transportation investments provides a
usable transportation system for people
who cannot or choose not to drive. All
transit riders start and end their trip as
pedestrians or bicyclists, so connecting
transit stops with sidewalks, paths, and
trails improves the accessibility of the
transit system.

BPP Goals Supported
Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
Goal 2: Locally
connected

Opportunities for
Adoption
Land-use and
zoning code
updates

Goal 3: Access to key
destinations
Goal 4: Prioritize equity

Draft Policy
Ensure adequate infrastructure and amenities for pedestrians and bicyclists at all transit facilities and
connections. Provide safe and direct pedestrian and bicycle crossings at transit stops, particularly on
collector or arterial streets with existing enhanced crossing spacing of greater than 1,000 feet.
Example Code Language (from Southeast [Missouri] MPO Regional Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan and
Rogue Valley MPO Active Transportation Plan, for example only)
Crossings
• Safe and Direct Crossings. Roadway crossings shall be considered at mid-block locations
consistent with [the local jurisdiction’s] bicycle and pedestrian access spacing standards and at
locations identified in the Albany Area MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan or local transportation
plans.
• Mid-block crossings should be placed along arterial roadways and collector streets in locations
where the distance between signalized intersections is greater than 1⁄2 mile. They should also
be provided on any roadway where demand for crossing is increased by pedestrian “desire
lines,” often found adjacent to schools, churches, parks, community centers, transit stops,
shopping areas, or any other land use that may increase pedestrian demand.
• Safe pedestrian crossings are particularly important in the vicinity of schools and other areas
with high concentrations of children.
• Mid-block crossings should provide some sort of pedestrian signal on roadways with a speed
limit greater than 30 mph. The use of new and enhanced crosswalk treatments are encouraged
and can be incorporated into branding for the trail and bike system in the region, including:
a. Raised crosswalks
b. Raised intersections
c. Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (HAWK Signals)
d. Pedestrian signals
e. Pedestrian refuges
f. High-visibility and textured crosswalks
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Attachment B
Transit connections - Continued
Example Code Language (from Southeast [Missouri] MPO Regional Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan and
Rogue Valley MPO Active Transportation Plan, for example only)
Bicycle parking
• Bicycle parking infrastructure should be prioritized at bus stops and other transit facilities.
Shelters, lighting, and other amenities:
• All bus and other transit stops should feature shelters with benches or other seating to create
safe, accessible, and functional pedestrian spaces. Shelters should be at least 5 feet wide to
allow pedestrians to pass each other. Trash receptacles should be within or adjacent to transit
shelters.
• All bus and other transit stops should be adequately lit. Direct glare or excessive illumination on
adjacent properties, streets, or sidewalks should be avoided.
• Public art should be encouraged at transit shelters.
Jurisdiction inventory of transit connection policy and code language (none, minimal, partial,
significant)
Jefferson
Millersburg
Albany
Tangent
None

None

Partial

None/Minimal

For More Information:
Southeast Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (SEMPO) Regional Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan
Rogue Valley MPO Active Transportation Plan
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Attachment B
Topic
Updated bicycle
facility design
standards

Benefits of Adoption

BPP Goals Supported

Opportunities for
Adoption
Updating bicycle facility
Goal 1: Safe, comfortable, Engineering Design
design standards such that
intuitive
Standards updates
the preferred bicycle facility
(often updated in
Goal
3:
Access
to
key
type is based on roadway
conjunction with
destinations
speed and number of vehicles
Transportation
can help create a safer and
Goal 6: Encourage walking System Plans)
more comfortable bicycling
and biking to businesses
environment.

Draft Policy
Help promote increased bicycle travel by providing bicycle facilities that reflect bicyclists’ safety
and comfort needs as dictated by roadway speeds and number of vehicles (i.e. increase physical
separation between bicyclist and vehicle as road speeds and vehicle counts increase). Reference
Federal Highway Administration’s 2019 Bikeway Selection Guide to determine ideal bicycle facilities
given local context that will appeal to a broad range of bicyclists.
Example Code Language
Limited example code language is available at this time. Code language development could take
multiple forms, such as codifying Federal Highway Administration’s 2019 Bikeway Selection Guide or a
more local bicycle plan, or updating design standards and development code to reflect more context
sensitive design. Any effort to update bicycle facility design standards would likely be a collaborative
effort between ODOT, local jurisdictions, and potentially federal partners and area experts.
Jurisdiction inventory of active transportation infrastructure maintenance policy and code (none,
minimal, partial, significant)
Note: Jurisdictions generally allow for shared roadways along low speed, low vehicle traffic
neighborhood streets. For busier and higher speed streets, jurisdictions generally require bike lanes.
While this is an example of jurisdictions being attentive to the increased need for physical separation
of bicyclist and vehicles road classification increases, it does not directly link recommended bicycle
facility type to road way speed and vehicle count and is not sufficiently context sensitive in its
approach to create a safer and more comfortable bicycling environment.
Jefferson
Millersburg
Albany
Tangent
Minimal
Minimal
For More Information:

Minimal

Minimal

Federal Highway Administration Bikeway Selection Guide (note that this is not a design guide, but
instead helps practitioners make informed decisions for selecting bikeway types)
NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide (second addition) contains detailed design guidance including
required features, recommended features, and options features for each bicycle facility type
Federal Highway Administration Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide
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Attachment B
Updated Bicycle Facility design Standards - Continued
Examples of plans and design manuals that incorporate context sensitive bicycle facility selection:
Seattle, WA’s Bicycle Master Plan 2021-2024 Implementation Plan
Austin, TX’s All Ages and Abilities Bicycle Network
Vancouver, Canada Engineering Design Manual and Design guidelines for All Ages and Abilities (AAA)
cycling routes
Cambridge, MA’s Cycling Safety Ordinance, codified in Chapter 12.22 of the Cambridge Municipal
Code. The Code requires that permanent separated bicycle lane with adequate directionality be
installed if improvements are made to a segment of the Separated Network as identified in the
Cambridge Bicycle Plan (or any superseding plan).

Attachment B
Topic

Benefits of Adoption

Maintenance
of active
transportation
investments

Maintaining existing and
new active transportation
infrastructure is essential
to ensure the continued
utility and safety of these
paths.

BPP Goals
Supported
Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable,
intuitive
Goal 5: Builds
on existing
infrastructure

Opportunities for Adoption
Transportation System Plan
updates
Inclusion of active transportation
repairs and inspections in current
transportation infrastructure
repairs and inspections

Draft Policy
Allocate adequate funding and resources to ensure the maintenance of existing and new active
transportation investments including but not limited to sweeping, maintaining a smooth roadway,
replacing pavement markings and signage, and tending to major damages.
Example Code Language (taken directly from Portsmouth, NH Active Transportation Plan, for example
only)
• Bicycle and pedestrian facilities and pavement markings should be added to inspection
schedules and maintenance budgets.
• Inspect bicycle and pedestrian facilities annually. Pavement markings generally require restriping
every 3-5 years to maintain visibility. Incorporate pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure data
points into regular maintenance assessments. Data collected in GIS compatible formats can be
cross-checked with the Active Transportation Plan.
• Restoration of all pedestrian and bicycle pavement markings is required after street utility
repairs. Supply pavement marking plans with street opening permits and include pavement
markings as part of inspection list for utility repairs.
• Include on- and off-road bicycle facilities in maintenance programs. Bike lanes and off-road
paths should be cleared of debris and snow, year-round. Bicycle facilities should be added to
street sweeping and snow clearance programs.
• Organize volunteer path maintenance events. The City or other organization should organize
volunteers to conduct seasonal maintenance on off-road paths. Maintenance may include trash
pickup, sweeping, and cleaning of vandalism.
• The City or other organization should provide a system or platform (e.g., webpage, phone
number) for residents to report areas in need of more serious maintenance or sites of frequent
problems.
Jurisdiction inventory of active transportation infrastructure maintenance policy and code (none,
minimal, partial, significant)
Jefferson

Millersburg

Minimal
Minimal
For More Information:

Albany

Tangent

Minimal

Minimal

See Northwest Arkansas’ Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan Appendix A (pg 88)
Federal Highway Administration Pedestrian and Bicycle Funding Opportunities
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Attachment B
Topic

Benefits of Adoption

BPP Goals
Supported
Rezoning
Mixed-used areas allow people who
Goal 1: Safe,
commercial and walk and bike to reach more destinations comfortable,
residential areas within a smaller distance. Residents find intuitive
to be mixed-use walking and biking more convenient and
Goal 2: Locally
enjoyable when key destinations are
connected
within 0-3 miles of each other, mixeduse zoning is one way to promote this
Goal 6: Encourage
development pattern. This pattern also
walking and biking
can increase economic development and to businesses
property values.

Opportunities
for Adoption
Land-use and
zoning code
updates

Draft Policy
Rezone most districts to allow for mixed-use developments. Work closely with developers of new
economic development to provide multimodal transportation access for residents and visitors.
Example Code Language (taken directly from Northwest Arkansas’ Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan, for example only)
• Mixed uses with residential [shall be] permitted and encouraged in [X, Y, Z zones], urban
thoroughfares, Downtown, and Main Street.
• In Downtown Core and [key neighborhood]; expand pedestrian-oriented character town square;
uses that promote retail and entertainment venues with upper-story residential uses permitted.
Mixed use is commercial and retail on the first floor and office and residential on the upper
floors. Buildings [should be] spaced closely or attached.
Jurisdiction inventory of mixed-use zoning policy and code language (none, minimal, partial,
significant)
Jefferson

Millersburg

Minimal
Minimal
For More Information:

Albany

Tangent

Partial

None/Minimal

Sustainable Development Code’s section on Mixed-Use Zoning (contains additional examples of code
from other cities)
University of Delaware Complete Communities Toolbox
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Attachment B
Topic

Benefits of Adoption

BPP Goals Supported

Sidewalk
Requiring new development or
development substantial redevelopment to install
requirements sidewalks or contribute to a sidewalk
development funds helps insure
consistent provision of pedestrian
facilities as communities grow and
redevelop. Note that this policy will
likely not apply to areas outside of
city limits, as it is often impractical to
provide pedestrian facilities in these
areas.
Draft Policy

Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive

Opportunities
for Adoption
Development
code updates

Goal 2: Locally connected
Goal 5: Builds on existing
infrastructure
Goal 6: Encourage
walking and biking to
businesses

All new development and substantial redevelopment is required to provide pedestrian facilities.
Developer will work with the city to provide facilities that meet or exceed the city’s pedestrian
facilities requirements. Developers may have the option to pay into a sidewalk development fund
instead of installing physical sidewalks.
Example Code Language (adapted from Albany Development Code, Article 12)
All development for which land use applications are required must include sidewalks adjacent to
public streets. This requirement also applies to new single-family houses and duplexes if they are
located on arterial or collector streets or on curbed local streets, if there is an existing sidewalk within
500 feet on the same side of the street.
Sidewalks shall be built when arterial and collector streets are constructed and significantly
reconstructed or improved. This provision shall also apply to local streets that serve commercial and
multi-family development. Sidewalks are required on both sides of all streets. If an interim street
standard is being constructed which does not include bike lanes or sidewalks, interim bikeways or
walkways for pedestrians shall be provided by paved roadway shoulders at least 8 feet wide on
arterials and 6 feet on other streets. Provision of sidewalks may be waived when the street serves
a use or combination of uses that generate fewer than 50 trips a day (based on ITE standards) and
cannot be continued or extended to other properties.
Jurisdiction inventory of sidewalk development requirements policy and code language (none,
minimal, partial, significant)
Jefferson

Millersburg

Albany

Tangent

Partial

Significant

Significant

Significant
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Attachment B
Sidewalk Development Requirements - Continued
For More Information:
All cities in the AAMPO area have sidewalk development requirements. Given this, the resources
below focus on interim, or temporary, options for pedestrian facilities – acknowledging that lack of
development or piecemeal development does not mean pedestrian facilities should not be provided.
Seattle’s Cost-Effective Walkways Fact Sheet provides information about alternatives to traditional
curb-and-gutter sidewalks. Such walkways can be good interim steps before full sidewalks are
installed.
Alta Planning’s Small Town and Rural Design Guide contains information on pedestrian lanes,
sidepaths, and other alternatives to traditional curb-and-gutter sidewalks.
Portland’s Draft Pedestrian Design Guide (2021) contains lots of information on sidewalks, corners,
and crossings, including a section on alternative pedestrian walkways. The city has piloted an
alternative walkway as well.

Attachment B
Topic

Benefits of Adoption

Adjusting traffic
signal timing to
accommodate
slower walking
speeds

Adjusting traffic signal timing to extend the
pedestrian walking interval increases safety
by reducing the chance that pedestrians are
caught mid-crossing when oncoming traffic
lights turn green. Traffic signals are generally
timed for a 3.5ft/sec walking speed, the
walking speed of a relatively fit man.
Many people, including the elderly, young,
disabled, and people carrying or pushing
items, do not walk at this speed.

BPP Goals
Supported
Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable,
intuitive

Opportunities
for Adoption
Transportation
System Plan
updates

Goal 4: Prioritize
equity

City Engineering
Standards
updates

Draft Policy
Inventory pedestrian walking speed for all traffic signals. Adjust traffic signals to a lower pedestrian
walking speed in areas with concentrated older populations (such as near senior centers), disabled
populations, and younger populations. Signals at locations where it is apparent the pedestrians have a
difficult time crossing should also be adjusted. Signals should be timed for a maximum walking speed
of 3.5ft/sec (2009 MUTCD recommended speed).
Example Code Language (adapted from Millersburg’s current City Engineering Standards)
A licensed traffic engineer registered in the State of Oregon shall design traffic signals. All
documentation of traffic studies, field data, and recommendations will be coordinated with the
City Engineer. All plans and specifications shall be in accordance with Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) and MUTCD requirements or as modified by the City Engineer.
Special consideration for pedestrians will be given in areas with known concentrations of older
populations (such as near senior centers), disabled populations, and younger populations. Signals
at locations where it is apparent the pedestrians have a difficult time crossing will also be given
special consideration. Special consideration may include extending the pedestrian walking interval to
accommodate slower walking speeds, leading pedestrian phases, and audible walk cues, among other
pedestrian safety best practices. The final design of the traffic signal must be approved and accepted
by the City Engineer.
Jurisdiction inventory of traffic signal timing policy and code language (none, minimal, partial,
significant)
Jefferson

Millersburg

Minimal
Minimal
For More Information:

Albany

Tangent

Minimal

None

NYSAMPO Timing Traffic Signals to Accommodate Pedestrians Fact Sheet
AAA’s Pedestrian Signal Safety for Older Persons Study
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Attachment B

Program Recommendations
Program
Walk & Roll to
School Day

Description
A global event that involves communities
from all 50 states and more than 40 countries
walking and rolling to school on the same day.
Partners promote the event and provide small
incentives (e.g. stickers, games) to encourage
students/families to walk or roll to school.

BPP Goals Supported
• Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
• Goal 3: Access to key
destinations
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity

Potential Partners
• OCWCOG
• Schools
• Bike shops
• Local businesses along routes
• Local government: Public health, transportation/public works, planning, environment, law
enforcement
• Safe Routes to School, other active transportation advocacy organizations
• Faith-based organizations
• ODOT
For More Information:
Oregon Safe Routes to School, Organize a Walk + Roll Day
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Attachment B
Program
Bike/Walk to Work
Day/Week

Description
Partners promote the active transportation
day/week event and provide incentives (e.g.
stickers, bingo game, free coffee/breakfast,
helmets, bike tune-ups) to encourage workers
to bike or walk to work.

BPP Goals Supported
• Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
• Goal 3: Access to key
destinations
• Goal 6: Encourage
biking to businesses

Potential Partners
• Large employers, local businesses, Chamber of Commerce
• Bike shops
• Local government: Public health, transportation/public works, planning, environment, law
enforcement
• Get There Oregon and other active transportation advocacy organizations
For More Information:
Summit County, Colorado example
League of American Bicyclists Bike Month
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Attachment B
Program
Description
Walking School Bus/ A walking school bus is a group of children
Bicycle Train
walking to school with one or more adults.
It can be as informal as two families taking
turns walking their children to school to as
structured as a route with meeting points, a
timetable and a regularly rotated schedule of
trained volunteers. A variation is the bicycle
train, in which adults supervise children riding
their bikes to school.

BPP Goals Supported
• Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
• Goal 3: Access to key
destinations
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity

Potential Partners
• AAMPO
• Bike shops
• Schools
• Local government: Public health, transportation, planning, environment
• Environmental advocacy nonprofits, bike advocacy organizations
• Faith-based organizations
For More Information:
Safe Routes to School Walking School Bus and Bicycle Trains
Step by Step: How to Start a Walking School Bus
Portland, Oregon Walking School Bus Guide
Eastern Oregon Commute Options Walking School Bus
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Attachment B
Program
Safe Routes to
School bike rodeos
and education
curricula

Description
Local children are offered bike rodeos and
education about walking and biking safety.
These activities can be incorporated into PE
and health classes. Classes can include how to
ride a bicycle, safe riding skills, bicycle safety
checks, basic bike maintenance, rules of the
road, and bicycle facilities and infrastructure.

BPP Goals Supported
• Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
• Goal 3: Access to key
destinations
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity

Potential Partners
• AAMPO/OCWCOG
• Schools
• School liaison (formalized volunteer position for a parent/guardian, retired neighbor, older
student, etc. for each school)
• Local government: Public health, transportation, planning, environment
• Environmental advocacy nonprofits, bike advocacy organizations
• Faith-based organizations
• Bike shops
• Bike-friendly businesses
For More Information:
OCWCOG Safe Routes to School
Oregon Safe Routes to School
ODOT Safe Routes to School
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Attachment B
Program
Annual school count
of walking and
biking

Description
BPP Goals Supported
Schools conduct a week long annual count to
• Goal 1: Safe,
measure walking and bicycling among students
comfortable, intuitive
and staff. Can be performed before, during,
• Goal 3: Access to key
and after events such as Walk & Roll to School
destinations
Day to gauge changes in active transportation
habits.
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity

Potential Partners
• AAMPO
• Schools
• Local government: Public health, transportation, planning, environment
For More Information:
Eugene 4J School District Annual Transportation Counts, contact Sarah Mazze for additional
information
Safe Route to School Student Travel Tally
Norte (northern Michigan bike advocacy group) Safe Route to School Student Travel Tally
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Attachment B
Program
Vision Zero

Description
BPP Goals Supported
Vision Zero is broad based, multidisciplinary
• Goal 1: Safe,
approach to traffic safety that works towards
comfortable, intuitive
eliminating all traffic related deaths and severe
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity
injuries. Vision Zero is distinct from more
traditional views on traffic safety in that it
recognizes traffic deaths are preventable and
human error is to be expected (and can be
planned for).

Potential Partners
• AAMPO
• Local government: Planning, transportation, public health
• Local hospitals and medical providers
• Non-profits and advocacy organizations (biking, environment, YMCA)
For More Information:
Vision Zero Network
Vision Zero Challenge
City of Eugene, Oregon’s Vision Zero webpage
Portland Bureau of Transportation’s Vision Zero webpage and Vision Zero Action Plan

Attachment B
Program
Walk & Bike Tours
for Elected Officials
& Community
Engagement

Description
BPP Goals Supported
Newly elected officials receive walking and/or
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity
biking tours of their community. Government
agencies use walking/biking tours to meet
people in the locations of proposed changes,
see different types of infrastructure, collect
community input, and engage with community
members.

Potential Partners
• AAMPO
• Local government: Planning, transportation, public health, environment, economic
development
• Advocacy groups: Citizen engagement, neighborhood associations, environmental advocacy,
bike advocacy, etc.
• Chamber of Commerce
• Developers
• Realtors, real estate companies
• Bike-friendly businesses
For More Information:
Strong Towns article describing public engagement walking/biking tours in South Omaha, Nebraska
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Attachment B
Program
Bike Route Maps

Description
Partners collaborate to provide online and
physical maps of the community’s bike
network including different kinds of routes
and infrastructure. Maps can include info
on bicycling (and/or pedestrian) rules and
responsibilities.

BPP Goals Supported
• Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
• Goal 3: Access to key
destinations
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity
• Goal 6: Encourage
biking to businesses

Potential Partners
• AAMPO
• Local government: Planning, transportation
• Bike shops
• Advocacy organizations (biking, environment)
For More Information:
Eugene-Springfield online bike maps in English and Spanish. Includes locations that provide physical
maps
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Attachment B
Program
Bike Classes for
Adults

Description
BPP Goals Supported
Local residents are offered bike classes. These
• Goal 1: Safe,
activities can be expanded from OCWCOG’s bus
comfortable, intuitive
rider education programs. Classes can include
• Goal 3: Access to key
how to ride a bicycle, safe riding skills, bicycle
destinations
safety checks, basic bike maintenance, and
rules of the road.
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity

Potential Partners
• AAMPO/OCWCOG
• Bike shops
• Schools
• Local government: Public health, planning, transportation, environment
• Environmental advocacy nonprofits, bike advocacy organizations
• Faith-based organizations
• Bike-friendly businesses
For More Information:
Walk Bike KC, out of Kansas City, is a non-profit advocacy and education organization offering adult
bicycling classes, including women-focused sessions.
Go Redmond, a transportation options organization in the Redmond, Washington area, offers three
levels of adult bicycle classes, beginning with Level 1: Start Cycling.
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, in partnership with San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s
Bicycle Safety Education Program, hosts both in person and webinar style bicycle education classes.
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Attachment B
Program
Bike-Friendly
Businesses

Description
Businesses and employers are recognized
for their efforts to encourage a more
welcoming atmosphere for bicycling
employees, customers, and the community
such as by providing employee and/or
customer incentives, installing bicycle racks,
incorporating walking/biking/transit directions
on their websites and informational materials,
etc.

BPP Goals Supported
• Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
• Goal 3: Access to key
destinations
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity
• Goal 6: Encourage
biking to businesses

Potential Partners
• AAMPO
• Local government: Planning, transportation
• Local businesses
• Advocacy organizations (biking, environment)
• Existing/new/potential bike-friendly businesses
For More Information:
League of American Bicyclists’ Bicycle Friendly Business Program
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Attachment B
Program
Annual Slow/Open
Streets Event(s)

Description
Specific streets are temporarily closed to
vehicles to promote pedestrian and bicycling
use for exercise, recreation, shopping,
community events, and general enjoyment.
These events are opportunities to include
walking and bicycling education and build
visibility for walking and bicycling programs.
Events may be organized by community
members and/or local jurisdictions with
OCWCOG and/or local planning departments
serving as liaison to other city departments.
Instead of eliminating vehicle access, vehicle
volume and/or speeds may be reduced.

BPP Goals Supported
• Goal 1: Safe,
comfortable, intuitive
• Goal 3: Access to key
destinations
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity
• Goal 6: Encourage
biking to businesses

Potential Partners
• AAMPO/OCWCOG
• Local government: Planning, transportation, environment, public health
• Local businesses
• Advocacy organizations (biking, environment)
• Existing/new/potential bike-friendly businesses
• Neighborhood Associations
For More Information:
National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Slow Streets
Eugene Sunday Streets
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Attachment B
Program
Walking Groups

Description
BPP Goals Supported
Walking groups are both formal and informal
• Goal 1: Safe,
groups of people who walk together for
comfortable, intuitive
fitness, socializing, and other benefits. Local
• Goal 3: Access to key
government and other organizations can
destinations
expand or promote walking groups for specific
demographics, geographic locations, or
• Goal 4: Prioritize equity
interests (e.g. seniors, mom & baby, worker
lunchtime walks, recreation area weekly walks,
seniors walk with kids to school).

Potential Partners
• AAMPO
• Local government: Planning, transportation, environment, public health, senior centers
• Local businesses
• Non-profits and advocacy organizations (biking, environment, YMCA)
• Albany Fitwalkers (existing walking group)
• Neighborhood Associations
For More Information:
Albany Fitwalkers, the Pacific Northwest Chapter of the American Volkssport Association
How to Start a Walking Club
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CH 6: PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION & MONITORING
Overview
Implementing the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
requires infrastructure projects, policies, and
programs. Policies and programs can help
support more bicycling and walking, while
improved infrastructure can make bicycling and
walking trips safer and more comfortable.
This chapter outlines strategies to leverage
limited dollars and identifies funding sources
and opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian
projects. This chapter closes with suggestions
for monitoring and evaluating progress towards
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan goals.

Implementation Strategies
Building out the projects identified in the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan will be costly,
in both staff time and energy as well as
monetarily. Three strategies to leverage limited
resources include project phasing, project
bundling, and demonstrating projects

Project Phasing
A number of projects identified in the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan span a considerable
distance. Such larger scale projects can be
implemented in phases by focusing on one
section of the path or corridor at a time as
funding becomes available.
The South Albany-Tangent multiuse path
is a good example of a project that can be
phased. One phase can include the area along
McFarland Road from Lake Creek Drive to
Highway 34 (the pink line in the photo on the
right) and another phase can include the area
along Looney Lane from Highway 34 to Allen
Lane (the green line in the photo on the right).

The South Albany-Tangent multiuse path is an
example of a project that could be phased, with
either the green or pink portion highlighted
above being completed first. Image from Google
Earth Pro.
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Project Bundling
Project bundling involves incorporating projects, or even portions of projects, from the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan into other planned transportation projects, such as street resurfacing, intersection
upgrades, urban upgrades, safety projects, and utility projects. Incorporating Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan projects into other transportation projects can help reduce project overhead costs.
A classic example includes striping bicycle lanes or buffered bicycle lanes anytime a street is repaved.
The repaved street will require restriping for vehicles, so striping bicycle lane at the same time can save
time and money. Intersection upgrades are another good example of a project bundling opportunity,
they provide a chance to consider signal timing for pedestrians crossing the street, ADA ramps, bike
boxes, and ensure loop detectors are sensitive enough to detect bicyclists waiting for green lights.
Project bundling can also be a good strategy when applying for grants. Bundling a handful of small
projects into a larger project can result in a more compelling story that makes the grant application
more competitive. Bundling for grants can be based around themes such as safe routes to school,
access to transit stops, or connecting divided neighborhoods.

Bike Box

Photo by Marc Caswell, San Francisco
Bicycle Coalition

A bike box is a designated area at the
head of a traffic lane at a signalized intersection that gives bicyclists a safe and
visible way to get ahead of queuing traffic
at a red light. Bike boxes can also help
prevent ‘right-hook’ conflicts at the start
of a green light - when a bicyclist wants
to go straight and a vehicle wants to turn
right.

Loop Detectors

Photo from official website of Longbeach,
California

Many traffic signals use loop detectors to
sense when a vehicle is waiting at a traffic
signal. Loop detectors are embedded in
the ground and tripped by the amount of
metal in the vehicle. Loop detectors can
be adjusted so that they can be tripped by
bicycles. A small pavement marking lets
bicyclists know where to stop to trip
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Demonstration Project
Demonstration projects, also called pilot projects, are temporary prototypes of future infrastructure.
Demonstration projects have a much lower budget than a full blown project and allow for tweaking of
the infrastructure design until an ideal final design is found. Demonstration projects commonly employ
material like temporary paint and delineators, traffic barrels, and straw bales. A city’s willingness to test
out a project in this way can also improve chances of grant funding – particularly if metrics from before
and during the demonstration point to latent community need.

Painted curb extension in Honolulu, Hawaii.
Image from Ulupono Initiative.

Temporary protected bike lane in Guelph,
Ontario. Image from Aman Khan.

Temporary protected bike lane. Image from
Alta Planning.

Painted curb extension. Image from Complete
Streets for Prince Rupert, British Columbia.
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Demonstration Project
Demonstration projects, also called pilot projects, are temporary prototypes of future infrastructure.
Demonstration projects have a much lower budget than a full blown project and allow for tweaking of
the infrastructure design until an ideal final design is found. Demonstration projects commonly employ
material like temporary paint and delineators, traffic barrels, and straw bales. A city’s willingness to test
out a project in this way can also improve chances of grant funding – particularly if metrics from before
and during the demonstration point to latent community need.

Painted curb extension in Honolulu, Hawaii.
Image from Ulupono Initiative.

Temporary protected bike lane in Guelph,
Ontario. Image from Aman Khan.

Temporary protected bike lane. Image from
Alta Planning.

Temporary crossing island. Image from
Seattle Right-of-Way Improvements Manual.
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Funding Sources & Opportunities
Funding sources and opportunities include traditional funding sources, such as state gas tax revenues
and system development charges, as well as competitive grants like those offered through the Oregon
Community Paths Program.

State Gas Tax Revenues
All communities within the AAMPO planning area receive state gas tax revenues. The state requires
that at least 1% of this revenue be used for bicycle and pedestrian projects. In FY19/20 Albany received
$3,672,501 in state gas tax revenue, 1% of which would be $36,725. In the same time period, Jefferson
received $230,597 in state gas tax revenue, 1% of which would be $2,306. While this is a consistent
source of funding, it is well below the amount needed to construct impactful infrastructure, particularly
for smaller communities.
Note that dedicating 1% of state gas tax revenues to bicycle and pedestrian projects is a minimum,
communities can elect to contribute more state gas tax revenue should they wish. Dedicating more
state gas tax revenues to bicycle and pedestrian projects would mean putting less funds towards road
maintenance, which is where most state gas tax revenues are used.

Systems Development Charges
System Development Charges (SDCs) are one time fees charged to new development to help pay for
the costs of expanding public facilities to meet demands of new developments. SDCs commonly fund
water, sewer, transportation, flood control, and park capital improvements. All of the cities in the
AAMPO planning area have established SDCs in their municipal codes. SDC funds can be used as local
match for grant programs and are especially appropriate for projects that are not good candidates for
other funding sources.

Transportation Utility Fees
Transportation Utility Fees (TUFs), also known as street utility, road user, or street maintenance fees,
are monthly fees collected from residences and businesses through their water/sewer bills. Fees are
generally assessed based on the expected number of trips for each land use. Funds are usually used
primarily for road maintenance and sidewalks, but can also cover capital improvements. At least
nineteen Oregon cities have TUFs. The Corvallis sidewalk maintenance fund is funded through fees on
utility account holders (80 cents/month for most residential users). These funds can add up; roughly
half of Medford’s Public Works operations budget comes from a street utility fee.
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Oregon Community Paths Program
The Oregon Community Paths (OCP) Program is a competitive grant program that funds the
development, construction, reconstruction, resurfacing, and other capital improvement projects
related to multiuse paths, bicycle paths, and footpaths. The OCP program aims to complement existing
active transportation programs in communities and improve access and safety for people walking and
biking. The first round of funds were disbursed in 2021, funding is expected to grow in the future.

Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School (SRST) is a federally funded program that promotes walking and bicycling to
school through infrastructure improvements, enforcement, safety education, and incentives. Federal
transportation bills designate money for SRTS programming, which is them disbursed to individual
state departments of transportation (DOTs). In Oregon, ODOT manages competitive funding for SRTS
infrastructure ($10 million/year) and non-infrastructure ($300,000/year). Infrastructure projects focus
on making sure safe walking and biking routes exist through investments in crossings, sidewalks and
bike lanes, flashing beacons, and similar items within one mile of a school on public right of ways. Noninfrastructure programs focus on education and outreach to assure awareness and safe use of walking
and biking routes.
ODOT divides SRTS funding into three different programs, each with their own eligibility requirements,
application guidelines, and timelines.
Competitive Construction Grant Program: The majority of the funds, 87.5% or greater, are used for a
competitive grant program to build street safety projects to reduce barriers and hazards for children
walking or bicycling to or from schools. The grant program operates on a biannual cycle (opens every
two years).
Rapid Response Construction Grant Program: Up to 10% of funds are used for urgent needs or systemic
safety issues in between competitive program grant cycles.
Project Identification Grant Program: Up to 2.5% of funds are used by ODOT to help communities
identify projects to reduce barriers and hazards for children walking or bicycling to and from school.
Project identification can lead to construction.

Safe Routes to School promotional material produced by ODOT.
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Sidewalk Improvement & Quick Fix Programs
ODOT’s Sidewalk Improvement Program (SWIP) and Quick Fix
Program help build bicycle and pedestrian improvements on
or along state highways. Both programs operate on a rolling
basis and are particularly good for filling in missing pieces of
sidewalk.

ODOT maintains a manual
with more details on eligibility for SWIP and Quick
Fix funds.

Other Grant Opportunities
The table below includes other grant opportunities
not discussed in detail above. It’s important
for staff to keep abreast of new and changing
grant opportunities. Staying current with grant
opportunities also allows staff to match projects
with the grant opportunities they will be most
competitive for, as different grants have different
eligibility requirements. It’s also important to note
that grants rarely cover the full cost of a project and
often require matching funds from a city, county
or state. Smaller communities may be eligible for
reduced match percentages under some scenarios.

Mid-Large Capital Projects

Grant/Program Name
State Transportation
Improvement Program
(STIP)

Community
Development Block
Grant (CDBG)

Other Funding Resources
• ODOT maintains a fairly
exhaustive list of funding
for bicycle and pedestrian
projects online
• Rouge Valley MPO has a good
list of funding sources in their
Active Transportation Plan
(Appendix G)

Grant/Program Information
• ODOT’s capital improvement program for
federal money

Focus
Road, pedestrian, and
bicycle projects

• Projects must be in a local adopted
Transportation System Plan
• Non-highway program funds bicycle and
pedestrian projects
• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development program

Varies

• Funds community development
activities directed toward neighborhood
revitalization, economic development,
and improved community facilities &
services
Continues on next page
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Non-Road Projects

Mid-Large Capital Projects

Grant/Program Name
Metropolitan
Transportation
Improvement Program
(MTIP)/ Regional
Flexible Funds

Grant/Program Information

Program Focus

• A MPO’s capital improvement program for Road, pedestrian, and
federal and state money
bicycle projects
• Funds active transportation projects that
make it easier and safer for people to
walk and bike

Rebuilding American
Infrastructure with
Sustainability and
Equity (RAISE)

• U.S. Department of Transportation
program

All Roads
Transportation Safety
Program (ARTS)

• ODOT program designed to address safety Safety projects on all
needs on all public roads in Oregon
public roads

Transportation Options
Program (TO)

• Federally funded ODOT program

People For Bikes
Community Grants

• Supports transportation projects that
promise to achieve national objectives
(previously called BUILD and TIGER grants)

Very large,
multimodal, multijurisdictional

• Funding is data-driven relative to safety
factors and based on cost benefit analysis

• Supports programs that increase walking,
biking, ride sharing, telecommuting, and
public transit use
• Private grant program that awards funds
to non-profits and local government
(up to $10,000). People For Bikes is an
industry coalition focused on promoting
the use of bikes for recreation, fitness and
transportation)

Active transportation
projects
Education and
encouragement
programs
Bicycling, active
transportation,
and community
development

Planning

• Supports bicycle infrastructure projects
and targeted advocacy initiatives that
make it easier and safer for people of all
ages and abilities to ride
Transportation Growth
Management (TGM)

• ODOT administered grant program

Planning projects

• Supports planning for transportation
and land use in a way that increases
opportunities for transit, walking, and
bicycling
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Monitoring & Evaluation
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan presents lots of projects, program, and policy recommendations to
make walking and bicycling in the greater Albany area easier and safer for everyone. Monitoring and
evaluating new projects, programs, and policies can help ensure we’re making progress on plan goals.
Examples of monitoring and evaluation criteria related to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan are listed
below. Note that jurisdictions will have differing abilities and appetites for monitoring and evaluation.
Jurisdictions should elect to monitor and evaluate those items that will be the most useful for them,
ensuring that data is available, meaningful, and can be collected repeatably.

Item/Objective

Potential Measurement/Indicator

Engender excitement and
encouragement around walking and
bicycling

Number of city wide walking and
bicycling events

Increase student knowledge about
safe walking and bicycling practices,
encourage walking and bicycling to
school

Percent of students receiving safe routes
to school curricula, percent of students
participating in Walk & Roll to School Day

Increase awareness of pedestrian and
bicyclist barriers and opportunities

Percent of elected representatives who
received walking and bicycling tours

Improve pedestrian and bicyclist
experience

Number of street trees planted along
sidewalks /bikeways

Increase cohesion with transit

Percent of transit stops with bicycle and
pedestrian amenities

Improve infrastructure maintenance

Number of complaints related to
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
maintenance (debris on paths,
vegetation overhangs, etc.)

Increase bicycle/pedestrian
infrastructure

Miles of bicycle facilities/pedestrian
facilities added or significantly improved

Infrastructure use

Number of people using infrastructure
(would require bicycle and pedestrian
counters, initial baseline count suggested
prior to new infrastructure)
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FFY 2024-2027 Albany and Corvallis
Area MPO Discretionary Funds
Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Program

Application Instructions

Staff Contact:
Billy McGregor, Transportation Planner
bmcgregor@ocwcog.org; 541-223-7040
Albany Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization
1400 SE Queen Ave, Suite 205
Albany OR, 97322
www.albanyareampo.org/

Steve Dobrinich, Transportation Planner
sdobrinich@ocwcog.org; 541-223-7040
Corvallis Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization
777 NW 9th Street, Suite 204C
Corvallis OR, 97330
www.corvallisareampo.org/
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Overview
The Albany and Corvallis Area Metropolitan Planning Organizations (AAMPO/CAMPO) are requesting project
proposals for use of Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) funds for federal fiscal years (FFY) 2024-2027.
Priorities for the use of STBG funds are outlined in this document.
Projects will be accepted until 5:00 PM (PST), October 14, 2022. Application materials should be submitted
electronically to bmcgregor@ocwcog.org or sdobrinich@ocwcog.org.

Project Eligibility
Projects must be located within the MPO boundary; be consistent with the most recent MPO Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) a local transportation plan or other long-range planning document; and meet general
eligibility requirements for use of federal aid dollars under Title 23 of the U.S. Code (see eligibility link in the
box below for more information).

Eligible Projects and Activities:
a. Location of Projects
(See 23 U.S.C. 133(c)): STBG projects may not be undertaken on a road functionally classified as a
local road or a rural minor collector unless the road was on a Federal-aid highway system on
January 1, 1991, except—
(1) For a bridge or tunnel project (other than the construction of a new bridge or tunnel at a
new location);
(2) For a project described in 23 U.S.C. 133(b)(5)-(15) and (b)(23), and described below
under “Eligible Activities” (b)(5) through (15) and (b)(23);
(3) For transportation alternatives projects described in 23 U.S.C. 101(a)(29) before
enactment of the FAST Act (these are described in 23 U.S.C. 133(h), see Section N of this
memorandum);
(4) For a bridge for the replacement of a low water crossing; and
(5) As approved by the Secretary.
The definition of low water crossing is contained in 23 CFR part 650, subpart D supplementary guidance at:
Additional Guidance on 23 CFR [part] 650 [subpart] D (See paragraph 3.b. of the supplementary
guidance).

For additional project eligibility information, see:
Section E --ELIGIBILITY (pages 12 through 16)
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/bil_stbg_implementation_guidance-05_25_22.pdf

AAMPO/CAMPO FFY2024-2027 STBG Application Instructions
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Eligible Sponsors
Eligible sponsors for projects requesting funds are limited to local governments, transit agencies, natural resource
or public land agencies, school districts, local educational agencies, schools, tribal governments, ODOT, other
local or regional governmental entity with responsibility for oversight of transportation or recreational trails.

Matching Funds
All projects require a local match paid by the applicant or by partner organizations. The minimum local match is
10.27 percent of eligible project costs.

Annual Update
Applicants awarded STBG funds may be asked to submit a brief update annually for review by the MPO Policy
Board. The update should include the status of the funded project and, if applicable, how it is performing relative
to the purpose/need originally described in the project application.

Scoping Studies
Up to 10% of STBG funds may be used to conduct scoping studies for long range, complex projects identified by
MPO members. Projects will be evaluated for funding on a case-by-case basis.

Program Changes
AAMPO and CAMPO have historically utilized ODOT’s STBG State Fund Exchange Program which provides
significant flexibility in how STBG dollars can be spent locally. Historically, all federal funds would be flexed to
state dollars, allowing much greater flexibility in project delivery and significantly fewer requirements.
The State Fund Exchange Program WILL NOT be available for 2024-2027 STBG Projects. This means all
projects will be delivered using federal dollars.
With federal funding comes more requirements. As such, the MPO strongly urges its members to submit projects
that are higher in dollar value and/or bundle smaller projects together. Federal funds can add 30-40% to the cost
of a project delivered using other monies. In addition, ODOT is requiring any agency that deliver a STBG project
be a certified local agency. Administering federal funds also adds to project costs and applicants should be aware
and include those in cost estimates.

AAMPO/CAMPO FFY2024-2027 STBG Application Instructions
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Project Evaluation Criteria & Schedule
Evaluation Criteria
The following criteria will be used for STBG project evaluation as part of the FFY2024-2027 Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) process. Projects will be sorted into Preservation and
Modernization, and then combined into one overall funding list. All applicants will be given the opportunity to
present projects to the TAC and Policy Board. Applicants for funding must demonstrate how well their
proposed project meets the evaluation criteria identified below.

Table 1: Evaluation Criteria for Preservation Projects
PRESERVATION
Fair (30 pts)
Poor (15 pts)
Good (5 pts)

Pavement Condition
(30 pts)
Bicycle/Pedestrian/Transit
Improvement
(30 pts)

Improves bicycle facilities (10 pts)
Improves pedestrian facilities (10 pts)
Project along public transit route (10 pts)

Safety Improvement
(20 pts)

Addresses documented safety issue and/or identified high crash
location (20 pts) 1

Project Leverage
(20 pts)

Funding this project will leverage other larger opportunities to
increase overall project impact (10 pts)
Improves freight operations (10 pts)
Total 100 pts

Table 2: Evaluation Criteria for Modernization Projects
MODERNIZATION
A scoping study is completed (8 pts)

Project Readiness
(30 points total)

Project is in within existing ROW (8 pts)
No extensive environmental permits required (7 pts)
Match funding is already identified (7 pts)

Bicycle/Pedestrian/Transit
(30 points total)

Safety
(25 points total)

Improves bicycle facilities (8 pts)
Improves pedestrian facilities (8 pts)
Improves bus stop (7 pts)
Project along public transit stop (7 pts)
Addresses documented safety issue and/or identified high crash
location (18 pts)1
Upgrades signal system to improve efficiency (7 pts)

Intercommunity Impact
(15 pts)

Project identifies benefits to multiple communities (10 pts)
Improves freight operations (5 pts)

Total 100 pts
2020 reports from ODOT’s Safety Priority Index System (SPIS) could be used as an information resource:
https://www.oregon.gov/odot/Engineering/Pages/SPIS-Reports-Off-State.aspx

1
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The evaluation criteria is used as a tool to assess project proposals, however, other factors are also
considered as part of the selection process (e.g. funding available/requested, timeframe, benefits not
captured in criteria, feasibility of project scope).
Projects will first be evaluated and ranked by MPO staff and the Technical Advisory Committee. Project lists
will be made public for comment before final approval by the MPO Policy Board. While the MPO Policy
Board is responsible for selecting projects for these funds, final eligibility may be determined in consultation
with FHWA, FTA, and ODOT.

Schedule
Planned schedule and summary of actions is listed below.
AAMPO

CAMPO

Summary Actions

12-Sep-2022

12-Sep-2022

Start project solicitation process.

14-Oct-2022

14-Oct-2022

Application period closes; Staff begins application evaluation.

20-Oct-2022

27-Oct-2022

Workshop: Applicant presentations to TAC (Optional). Public
comment period begins.

17-Nov-2022

Nov-TBD

Dec 22/Jan 23

Dec 22/Jan 23

TAC to review applications, evaluate projects, and make
funding recommendation to the Policy Board.
Applicant presentations to Policy Board. Policy Board approves
STBG projects.

Opportunities for Public Comment
Details on Policy Board and TAC meetings can be found at the MPO website: www.albanyareampo.org or
www.corvallisareampo.org. Any questions or additional information can be requested through staff at the
contact information listed above.
The public process will consist of a virtual open house that contains a map and description of each project. The
virtual open house will be available in both English and Spanish languages. The virtual open house will also
be noticed in the newspaper. All handouts and announcements regarding the virtual open house will be bilingual.
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Instructions to Apply
Prospective applicants should refer to the “Project Eligibility” section of this document (pages 2 and 3) and
use the link provided to determine if their project is an eligible activity. If unclear, please contact MPO staff for
additional information.
The Albany and Corvallis Area MPO’s do not use a prescribed form for STBG project applications. The
information below outlines a list of suggested topics to cover in your application.

Contact Information
Provide contact information for project applicant. Contact should be someone from the sponsor agency that
will be able to answer questions regarding the submitted application.

Project Name and Description
Provide a short project description. Suggested topics to cover include project need, problem to be addressed,
expected outcomes and other relevant information that describes the project. Include information about work
to be funded, such as what will be built, services provided, equipment to be purchased, or planning efforts that
will be paid for with requested funds. Maps, photos, and other graphics are not required but will be accepted as
part of the application.

Presence in RTP, TSP, or other Planning Document
Make a note on whether your project is identified in an existing plan or program; include plan name and page
number (or other identifying information). Note that this is generally for information only, as not all projects
will need to be in an existing plan/program. However, projects need to align with goals and policies contained
in the most recent MPO Regional Transportation Plan.

Project Scoring Criteria & Other Project Benefits
Applicants for funding must demonstrate how their proposed project meets the evaluation criteria identified on
page 4. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate how well the project supports each criterion, and including
measurable objectives is encouraged, if applicable (e.g.: linear feet of new ped/bike facility, crash data, transit
ridership, etc.).

Statement on Project Feasibility
Provide a short statement on project feasibility including info on how the project will be delivered. Please
indicate whether your agency is currently certified to deliver federally funded projects, has plans to become
certified or will request a third party agency to deliver the project on its behalf.

Cost Estimate & Funding Requested
Provide an estimate for total project cost and amount of STBG funds being requested. Information about other
committed funds, including match, may be useful to include as well. Match must come from non-federal
sources. If a soft match is to be used, please note and consult with MPO staff for eligibility. If you are
requesting any 2024-2027 funds, a completed Cost Estimate Sheet must be attached to your application. Cost
overages are not the responsibility of the MPO. Federal fiscal year begins October 1 and ends September 30.

Submit Application
Email your completed application to:
AAMPO
bmcgregor@ocwcog.org

CAMPO
sdobrinich@ocwcog.org
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MEMORANDUM
Albany Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
1400 Queen Ave SE, Suite
Albany, OR 97322
Date:
To:
From:
Re:

June 6th, 2022; Updated August 2nd, 2022
AAMPO Technical Advisory Committee
Billy McGregor, AAMPO Staff
Funding for Oregon Household Activity Survey (OHAS)

Background
The Oregon Modeling Steering Committee (OMSC) is preparing for the implementation phase of the
Oregon Household Activity Survey (OHAS). The OHAS is a voluntary survey administered every ten
years to assess household travel behavior across the state. The OHAS provides real-world travel data
not available through other sources and serves as an essential building block for regional travel models
including the Corvallis-Albany-Lebanon Model (CALM).
Both the Albany Area MPO (AAMPO) and Corvallis Area MPO (CAMPO) have committed to supporting
the upcoming OHAS financially. The sections below provide additional details.

AAMPO/CAMPO Contribution
Initially AAMPO and CAMPO were scheduled to pay
a larger share of the survey cost. Subsequent
discussions between the OCWCOG Transportation
Programs Manager and ODOT resulted in ODOT
taking on a greater share of costs for rural areas
inside the CALM area.
During the February 2020 Policy Board meeting,
CAMPO approved a contribution of up to $82,635:
• $24,000 PL funds
• $58,635 STBG funds
The AAMPO Policy Board approved a $75,000
contribution.

Action Approved
On July 28, staff approved de-obligation of a portion
of programmed PL funds and reapportionment
towards a new OHAS Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) key number. These
actions were approved so that funding from ODOT
and MPO partners could be combined in the STIP as
a single project key number.

OHAS Funding: Sept 1, 2022-June 30, 2024
From Key #
To Key #

AAMPO
#21841
#22413

MPO/STIP Title

Albany Area MPO planning SFY23
Funding Responsibility
Local
STBG Funds Federal
$0
STBG Local Match
$0
PL Funds Federal
$67,298
PL State Match
$7,702
Other Than State OR*
$0
Local Match or
$0
State Match
$0
Totals
$75,000
*If CRRSAA funds are used, MPO must send ODOT a check
for the amount
Albany MPO's contribution to
Description of Change OHAS. Funds to be moved
& Why
(deobligated) into the Statewide
Travel Survey STIP project #22413
(reobligated). ACP0
Yes, received request to deWritten approval of
obligate email from Steve
transaction? Y/N
Dobrinich 07/28/2022

Cities of Albany, Millersburg, Jefferson, Tangent, Linn County and Oregon Department of Transportation
Staff Contact: Billy McGregor, bmcgregor@ocwcog.org 541-924-4548
1
www.AlbanyAreaMPO.org

