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Evaluation Methodology

ix B— Identify Intended Outcomes and
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ndix C — Methodology Memorandum
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lix D — Initial Alternative Development
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Refinement Memorandum
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Appendix F — Evaluation Criteria
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March 29, 2024

Aune Street Extension Study Report - DRAFT

Table F.1 Evaluation Criteria — 3" Street/ Burnside Avenue

Intended
Outcome

Evaluation Criteria

A.1 Crossing on South Side

Alternatives

A.2 Crossing on North Side

A.3 Modal Filters

System
Connectivity and
Operations

Near-Term
Feasibility

Long-Term
Compatibility

Safety for All
Users

Does the alternative improve traffic operations within
the study area in future year 2045?

Does the alternative increase transportation choices for
users within the study area by adding/ improving
pedestrian and bicycle routes, crossings, and
connections to transit?

Does the alternative promote a low-stress network for
key walking and biking routes?

What are the right-of-way impacts of the alternative?

Does the alternative address transportation system
needs of near-term developments in the Korpine area?

Does the alternative align with plans, policies, and laws
adopted by the City, ODOT, and BNSF?

Does the alternative support the City's adopted plans,
development opportunities, and infrastructure
investment?

Does the alternative reduce the level of stress
experienced by pedestrians and/ or cyclists?

Does the alternative reduce the potential for crash
trends at identified high-crash locations?
(Fatal pedestrian crash at 3™ St/ Burnside Ave in 2017)

Does the alternative maintain or improve potential safety

conflicts between railway operations and drivers,
pedestrians, and cyclists?

Q Requires rerouted traffic for single
movement.
. Yes, provides improved crossing on

Key Route 7 and the LSN.

O Yes, provides improved crossing on
Key Route 7 and the LSN.

. Possible minor ROW required for
illumination.
O Outside of Korpine area.

Aligns with TSP.

. Supports transportation system.

O Yes, provides improved crossing on
Key Route 7 and the LSN.

Provides median refuge and
O marked/signed crossing location.
Reduces conflicts by restricting left
turns in on direction.

O Not at at-grade rail crossing

=)

Requires rerouted traffic for single
movement.

Yes, provides improved crossing on
Key Route 7 and the LSN.

Yes, provides improved crossing on
Key Route 7 and the LSN.

Possible minor ROW required for
illumination.

Outside of Korpine area.

Aligns with TSP.

Supports transportation system.

Yes, provides improved crossing on
Key Route 7 and the LSN.

Provides median refuge and
marked/signed crossing location.
Reduces conflicts by restricting left
turns in on direction.

Not at at-grade rail crossing

O

Requires rerouted traffic to and from side
streets.

Yes, provides improved crossing on Key
Route 7 and the LSN.

Yes, provides improved crossing on Key
Route 7 and the LSN. Restricting the
intersection to RI/ RO reduces the most
conflicts compared to A.1 and A.2.

Possible minor ROW required for
illumination.

Outside of Korpine area.

Aligns with TSP.

Supports transportation system.

Yes, provides improved crossing on Key
Route 7 and the LSN. Reduces conflict points
creates staging area for cyclists to actuate
the RRFB and cross.

Provides median refuge and marked/signed
crossing on both sides of the intersection.
Reduces conflicts by restricting left turns in
all directions and the east-west through
movement.

Not at at-grade rail crossing

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Aune Street Extension Study Report - DRAFT

Equity

Cost

Does the alternative improve pedestrian and/ or bicycle
access to key destinations within the study area?

Does the alternative serve transportation disadvantaged
populations?

Is the alternative feasible within the allocated budget?

Improves east-west connectivity.

Enhances east-west multimodal
connections.

Meets TSP estimate.

Improves east-west connectivity.

Enhances east-west multimodal
connections.

Meets TSP estimate.

=)

Improves east-west connectivity.

Enhances east-west multimodal connections.

Higher cost than TSP estimate. Require
constructing more median and RRFB
infrastructure.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Table F.2 Evaluation Criteria — Sub-Area B: 3" Street/ Miller Avenue

Alternative

B.2: Single Northbound Through Lane

B.1 : Restrict Southbound Left

Intended Outcome Evaluation Criteria

System Connectivity and
Operations

Near-Term Feasibility

Long-Term Compatibility

Safety for All Users

Equity

Does the alternative improve traffic operations within the study area in future year
20457

Does the alternative increase transportation choices for users within the study area by
adding/ improving pedestrian and bicycle routes, crossings, and connections to
transit?

Does the alternative promote a low-stress network for key walking and biking routes?

What are the right-of-way impacts of the alternative?

Does the alternative address transportation system needs of near-term developments
in the Korpine area?

Does the alternative align with plans, policies, and laws adopted by the City, ODOT,
and BNSF?

Does the alternative support the City’s adopted plans, development opportunities, and
infrastructure investment?

Does the alternative reduce the level of stress experienced by pedestrians and/ or
cyclists?

Does the alternative reduce the potential for crash trends at identified high-crash
locations?

Does the alternative maintain or improve potential safety conflicts between railway
operations and drivers, pedestrians, and cyclists?

Does the alternative improve pedestrian and/ or bicycle access to key destinations
within the study area?

Does the alternative serve transportation disadvantaged populations?

L))

Meets City standards. Drivers must use
surrounding network (south of Miller
Avenue) to make left turns.

Signalized crossing at Miller Avenue
with crossings and a ped refuge.

Signalized crossing at Miller Avenue;
ped refuge on the north side.

Signal installation. Minor ROW impact.

Meets City standards; provides
signalized EBL movement.

Aligns with TSP and TSAP.

Restricts business access north of Miller

Avenue; restricts southbound left turns
at Miller Avenue.

Enhanced crossing at Miller Avenue;
reduces conflict points at Miller Ave by
removing SBL

Will likely decrease angle crashes (the
highest number of crashes shown in
crash data) but increase rear end
crashes

N/A

Signalized crossing at Miller Avenue;
ped refuge on the north side.

Signalized crossing at Miller Avenue;
ped refuge on the north side. Restricts

=)

L))

Meets City standards. Longer
northbound and eastbound queues.
Maintains turning movements.

Signalized crossing at Miller Avenue
with crossings and curb extensions on
the east and south legs.

Signalized crossing at Miller Avenue;
curb extensions reduce crossing
distance on the west and south legs.

Signal installation. Minor ROW impact.

Meets City standards; provides
signalized EBL movement.

Aligns with TSP and TSAP.

Restricts business access north of
Miller Avenue. Possible access control
necessary on eastside of 3™ Street
south of Miller Avenue.

Enhanced crossing at Miller Avenue;
reduces crossing distance on the east
and south legs.

Will likely decrease angle crashes (the
highest number of crashes shown in
crash data) but increase rear end
crashes

N/A

Signalized crossing at Miller Avenue;
curb extensions on the east and south
legs.

Signalized crossing at Miller Avenue;
curb extensions on the east and south

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Cost

Is the alternative feasible within the allocated budget?

business access north of Miller Avenue.
Traffic may be circulated to surrounding
neighborhoods to access businesses.

More than TSP estimate to include
medians

=)

sides. Restricts business access north of
Miller Avenue. Traffic may be circulated
to surrounding neighborhoods to
access businesses.

More than TSP estimate to include
medians

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Table F.3 Evaluation Criteria — Sub-Area C: Aune Street/ 2" Street/ Scott Street Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossings

Intended Outcome

Evaluation Criteria

C.1a Bicycle J-Turn

Alternatives

C.1b Shared Use Crossing

C.1c Raised Intersection

System
Connectivity and
Operations

Near-Term
Feasibility

Long-Term

Compatibility

Safety for All Users

Equity

Does the alternative improve traffic operations within the
study area in future year 2045?

Does the alternative increase transportation choices for
users within the study area by adding/ improving
pedestrian and bicycle routes, crossings, and connections
to transit?

Does the alternative promote a low-stress network for key
walking and biking routes?

What are the right-of-way impacts of the alternative?

Does the alternative address transportation system needs
of near-term developments in the Korpine area?

Does the alternative align with plans, policies, and laws
adopted by the City, ODOT, and BNSF?

Does the alternative support the City's adopted plans,
development opportunities, and infrastructure
investment?

Does the alternative reduce the level of stress experienced
by pedestrians and/ or cyclists?

Does the alternative reduce the potential for crash trends
at identified high-crash locations?

Does the alternative maintain or improve potential safety
conflicts between railway operations and drivers,
pedestrians, and cyclists?

Does the alternative improve pedestrian and/ or bicycle
access to key destinations within the study area?

O

Exceeds standards in 2036.

Adds marked crossings for pedestrians and
bicyclists. Pedestrians have a median
refuge. Bicyclists must make angled

crossing.

Marked crossings for pedestrians and
bicyclists. Bicycle refuge area to improve
sight distance.

ROW required from northwest property.
Impacts to parking at nearby businesses.

Meets mobility standards until 2036.
Improves ped/bike connections.

Distance to BNSF at grade crossing may
require additional coordination effort with
BNSF.

Meets city standards until 2036. Restricts
business access on the east side of the
intersection.

Adds marked pedestrian crossing with
median refuge. Adds bicycle refuge to
facilitate left turn.

Pedestrian refuge provided for crossing.
Northbound left bicyclists reoriented to
cross intersection.

Maintains existing

Adds marked pedestrian crossing with
median refuge. Adds bicycle refuge to
facilitate left turn.

O

Exceeds standards in 2036.

Adds marked crossing for all users with a
refuge area. Northbound bicyclists must
merge with traffic or use shared use path.

Marked crossing for all users.

ROW required from northwest property.
Impacts to parking at nearby businesses.

Meets mobility standards until 2036.
Improves ped/bike connections.

Distance to BNSF at grade crossing may
require additional coordination effort with
BNSF.

Meets city standards until 2036. Restricts
business access on the east side of the
intersection.

Adds marked crossing with refuge area for
pedestrians and bicyclists.

Refuge island provided for crossing
pedestrians and bicyclists.

Maintains existing

Adds marked crossing with refuge area for
pedestrians and bicyclists.

O

Exceeds standards in 2036.

Adds marked crossing for pedestrians.
Bicyclists share the roadway.

Marked crossing for pedestrians.

ROW required from northwest
property. Impacts to parking at nearby
businesses.

Meets mobility standards until 20236.
Improves ped/bike connections.

Distance to BNSF at grade crossing
may require additional coordination
effort with BNSF.

Meets city standards until 2036.
Restricts business access on the east
side of the intersection.

Adds marked crossings and traffic
calming infrastructure. Bicyclists share
the roadway with motor vehicles.

Raised intersection reduces vehicle
speeds. Marked crossings. Bicyclists
share the roadway

Maintains existing

Adds marked crossings and traffic
calming infrastructure. Bicyclists share
the roadway with motor vehicles.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Does the alternative serve transportation disadvantaged O Improved crossing at Aune/Scott; sidewalk O Improved crossing at Aune/Scott; sidewalk O Improved crossing at Aune/Scott;

populations? infill on Aune and 2nd infill on Aune and 2nd sidewalk infill on Aune and 2nd

Cost Is the alternative feasible within the allocated budget? O More than TSP estimate O More than TSP estimate O More than TSP estimate

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.



Appendix G — Cost Opinions
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mAppendix H — Constructability Review
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Operational Analysis

| — Alternative B.1 Existing and Future
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Operational Analysis

— Alternative B.2 Existing and Future
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