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MEMORANDUM

January 8, 1975

TO DOUG WRIGHT -

{‘t .;
FROM: STEVE DOTTERRER *
RE : BUREAU OF PLANNING PRIORITIES FOR STREETS AND STRUCTURES

FAU PROJECTS, FY 76-77

In developing FAU project prlorltles, planning staff divided the projects
into three groups:

1. Those ready for final design/construction: Columbia Blvd.,- - Halsey
Street, Grand Avenue and Front Avenue.

2. Those projects $till under study: Basin/Going Streets; Greeley to
I-5 ramps; Fremont Bridge ramps; 12/Sandy/Burnside; Terwilliger
Bridge and Holgate Bridge.

3. Projects required for safety or structural soundness reasons: Holgate
and Terwilliger Bridge.

Each of these projects was then studied in relation to the draft Arterial
Streets Program Policies. The two bridge pIOJects, listed in groups 2)
and 3) were ranked assuming safety was not at issue. If safety 1is an
issue (as it apparently will be with the H Holgate Bridge) the the follow-
lng priorities w1ll change.

Bureau of Plannlng Priority:

l. Columbia Blvd. - this project is in complete agreement with the ASP,
is ready for final deSLgn, continues an existing project and will
provide access to a major industrial area, while relieving traffic
growth on neighborhood collector streets.

7/2,3. Basin/Going and Greeley to I-5 ramps - these two projects are
"~ grouped together as théy provide a solution to Swan Island access
problems.

4. Fremont Bridge ramps - most of the alternatives so far considered
do not fit with the draft ASP, but we think this issue should be
resolved as soon as possible. We foresee less construction spending
on this project than does the Streets and Structures Bureau.

5. 12th/Sandy/Burnside - We would like to have a de01S1on on alternatives
as soon as possible.

.Because traffic volumes here have declined in the recent past and are
projected by OSHD to continue that decline, we do not foresee large
. construction expenditures at this intersection.

6. Grand - This project is in conflict with the draft ASP, which proposes

that Grand Avenue be a Major Transit Street. 1Increasing auto capa-
city by narrowing sidewalks is not an appropriate action for such a
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street.

7. Halsey - This project, which proposes to make Halsey a 4-~lane street
from 70th te 80th, is also in conflict with draft ASP proposals that
Halsey be classified as a minor transit/neighborhood collector

street. Additionally, this project would likely encourage traffic
and require the future widening of Halsey west of 70th, where it
runs through an established residential area.

8. Front Avenue - This project does not conflict with the draft ASP,
but problems in dealing with adjacent landowners make immediate
execution unlikely.

9, 10. Terwilliger & Holgate Bridges - Any widening of these two
bridges would be in conflict with the draft ASP proposals to classi-
fy both streets as neighborhood collectors. These widening. projects,
if undertaken, would likely require major street widening in the
future.

On top of this priority array, bureau staff has suggested establishing
a small projects and project development fund equal to 10-20% of F.A.U.
funding. Projects for this fiscal year are described on the attached
sheet "Integration of Neighborhood Requests into the C.I.P. Process."
These projects were selected based onthe neighborhood's own priorities
The first three, larger, projects were ranked priority 1 or 2 by their
neighborhood groups. The pedestrian improvements groups contains all
priority 1, 2, and 3 requests from the neighborhoods.

SD:ce

Attachments
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FROM:

TO:

OREGON STATE HIGHWAY DIVISION FIEE: 75
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

. December .30, 1975 .

20
ROBERT N. BOTHMAN SUBJECT : Greeley/I1-5 ramps
Ass't. State Highway Engineer

MEMO TO THE FILE

Klaboe advised that the subject proposal, prepared by Versteeg,

has been submitted to the feds as a project for approval.

ebg

ce: BililEbirker JAYIN




From
To
Addressed to

Subject

CITY OF PORTLAND
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

(NOT FOR MAILING)

December 18, 1975

John M. Lang
Program Management
Glen Piefce

Greeley to I-5 Ramp FAU Project

On Tuesday, December 16, 1975, Commissioner McCready, Bill Dirker,
Transportation Coordinator, and myself went to Salem for the

purpose of requesting from Governor Straub his support in requesting
the Oregon State Highway Department to rescind their rejection

of our application for FAU funds on the subject project. During

our meeting with the Governor the Highway Department again
reiterated their objections to the proposed design of the City
connecting the proposed on-ramp to that existing stub of a ramp
between the Fremont Bridge on-ramp and the Broadway Street off-ramp
on the southbound I-5 lanes.

However, they proposed three other alternative designs, one of
which looked good, and on concurrence from the City and Teamster
officials who were in attendance, Governor Straub requested the
Highway Department to pursue that alternative in order to complete
its preliminary planning and submit to the Federai Highway Ad-
ministration the plan for approval.

The alternate plan to be worked on in essence has a 360° yamp
for an approach to I-5 from Greeley by connecting the ramp to
the Fremont Bridge off-ramp to the I-5 freeway. The connection
at this point, together with its circular design, allows both
adequate truck entry speed on the Fremont Bridge off-ramp going
to I-5 and eliminates the merging conflicts that the other ramp
was involved with. . The off-ramp design for the northbound I-5
lane again involves a circular, almost 3609, ramp leading down
from the freeway to the Greeley-Interstate intersection.

State Highway officials indicated at this point their estimated
cost of the two ramp project was $3.7 million as compared to our
estimated $3-3.5 million project.



Memo to Glen Pierce
Page Two '
December 18, 1975

At this point it appears that approximately in two weeks the OSHD
will submit their proposal to the Federal Highway Administration
people in this region for their approval and its subsequent review
by the Federal Highway Administration authorities in Washington, D.C.
In conversation with OSHD people after the meeting, it is their
opinion that the Federal people will continue to have difficulty
approving the plan because of potential capacity problems on the
freeway itself.

It is suggested that you contact Bob Bothman late next week to
follow the progress of the project.

JML:1r

cc: Commissioner McCready
Cowles Mallory
Jennifer Wilcox
Bill Lind
Bi11 Dirker
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measure of the sluggishness of vehicle operation. Because weight is a rough indicator

of resistance to motion, the higher the weight/horsepower ratio, the more sluggish the

action of the vehicle. A low weight/horsepower ratio means high performance because
it reflects a high ratio of power capability to travel resistance. Weight/horsepower
ratios may be expressed in metric units as kilograms per metric ton.

It would be inappropriate to present in a handbook specific values of truck weight/
horsepower ratios by vehicle class. Vehicle weight depends on the weight of the carried
load which, for the larger trucks and truck combinations, can vary from zero to an
amount equal to twice the vehicle’s weight. Furthermore, the horsepower available
for propulsion depends on engine condition and size, transmission arrangement, and
engine speed. Additional information on the weight/horsepower ratio as a factor in
highway design and vehicle operation can be found in the report of the 1948 study of
truck operation on grades,* in a 1955 report on climbing lane design,’ and in the
Policy on Geometric Design on Rural Highways.s

ACCELERATION PERFORMANCE

Information on vehicle acceleration capabilities is needed for evaluation of mini-
mum sight distance requirements for passing and for determination of minimum
lengths of acceleration lanes at stop and yield signs and in interchanges. Normal road-
way acceleration rates are a factor in designing cycle lengths of traffic signals, in com-
puting fuel economy and travel time values, and in estimating how normal traffic
movement is resumed after a breakdown in traffic flow patterns.

MAXIMUM ACCELERATION RATES

Typical maximum level road acceleration rates for several groupings of passenger
cars and for typical weight ranges of pickup trucks, of two-axle, single-unit trucks,
and of tractor semitrailer combination trucks are shown in Table 2.4 for standing starts
to 15 mph (24 kph) and 30 mph (48 kph) speeds. Maximum level road acceleration
rates for representative small, compact, intermediate, and large passenger cars, for
pickup and two-axle, single-unit trucks, and for tractor semitrailer combinations at
normal weights for 10 mph (16 kph) increases in speed at running speeds of 30, 40, 50,
and 60 mph (48, 64, 80, and 97 kph) are given in. Table 2.5. The values in Tables 2.4
and 2.5 are for typical vehicles manufactured since 1965.

Maximum acceleration rates for operation on a series of plus gradients are pre-
sented in Table 2.6. These data were developed from the values of Tables 2.4 and 2.5
by computation as noted in the footnotes to Table 2.6.

The relationships between distance traveled and speed achieved for automobiles
accelerating at their maximum rate from standing stop are given in Figure 2.1 for
operation on level road and on 6 percent and 10 percent grades. Data are for the
composite car described in Tables 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6.

4 Time and Gasoline Consumption in Motor Truck Operation, Research Report 9-A (Washington, D.C.:
Highway Research Board, 1950).

5 T. S. Hurr and F. H. Scriver, “Simplified Climbing Lane Design Theory and Road-Test Results,”
Vehicle Climbing Lanes, Bulletin 104 (Washington, D.C.: Highway Research Board, 1955).

6 A Policy on Geometric Design of Rural Highways, 1965 (Washington, D.C.: American Association of
State Highway Officials, 1965).
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TABLE 2.4
Typical Maximum Motor Vehicle Acceleration Rates from Standing Starts for
Various Vehicle Types*

Net Engine Propulsion Typical Maximum Acceleration

Capability Rate on Level Roadst |
Given by
Typical Manu- At 15mpht To 15 mph To 30 mph
Vehicle Type GVW facturer (24 kph) (24 kph) (48 kph)
Ib kg hp  rpm , hp  rpm |mphps kphps | mphps kphps
Large car 4,800 2,177 | 350 4,400 60 1,420 |10.0 16.1 7.0 11.3
P Intermediate car 4,000 1,814 1 195 4800 | 40 1,180 8.0 12.9 5.0 8.0
. Compact car 3,000 1,361 | 120 4,400 32 1,490 8.0 12.9 5.0 8.0
Small car 2,100 952 | 42 3,900 17 1,900 6.0 9.72) | 4.0 6.4(3)
Composite car§ 4,000 1,814 —_ — - — 8.0 12.9 5.0 8.0
Pickup truck 5,000 2,268 | 125 3,800 30 1,300 8.0 12.9(3) | 5.0 8.0
Two-axle, single-
unit truck 12,000 5,443 | 142 3,800 | 43 1,500 2.0 3.2(3) 1.0 1.6
- Tractor semi-
trailer truck 45,000 20,411 | 175 3,200 | 140 2,660 | 2.0 3.23)| 1.0 1.6(4)
*If transmission is other than highest gear (or is automatic), gear position is shown in parentheses for 0 to
15 mph in the To 15 mph column and for 15 to 30 mph in the To 30 mph column.
tThese data were observed for vehicles used in the operating cost research study conducted for NCHRP
Project 2-5A. They were not included in the report of that project (Running Costs of Motor Vehicles as
Affected by Road Design and Traffic, NCHRP Report 11 1) since they were developed principally as part of

the information needed for planning project activities.
IComputed using typical graphs of engine speed vs. horsepower and known transmission and rear-axle
ratios. The transmission and rear-axle ratios of the vehicles are given on pp. 7-8 of Running Costs of Motor

Vehicles as Affected by Road Design and Traffic, NCHRP Report 111 (Washington, D.C.: Highway Research
Board, 1971).

§The composite car represents the typical passenger car in traffic on American highways.

e B TABLE 2.5
Typical Maximum Motor Vehicle Acceleration Rates for 10 mph (16 kph) Speed Increases
at Various Running Speeds on Level Roads*

|
Running Speedst ji
Typical 30 mph 40 mph 50 pmh 60 mph il
Vehicles GVW (48 kph) (64 kph) (80 kph) (97 kph) qv {
i
b kg mphps  kphps |mphps kphps mphps kphps | mphps kphps |
Large car 4,800 2077 5.0 8.0 4.0 6.4 3.0 4.8 2.5 4.0 i
Intermediate car | 4,000 1,814 5.0 8.0 4.0 6.4 3.0 4.8 2.0 3.2 f
Compact car 3,000 1,361 4.0 6.4 3.0 4.8 22 3.5 1.1 1.8 I
Small car 2,100 952 | 2.0 3.2 1.2 1.9 0.7 Iad — —- J
Composite carf 4,000 1,814 4.7 7.5 3.8 6.1 2.8 4.5 1.9 3.1 ‘
Pickup truck 5,000 2,268 2.0 3.2 1.8 2.9 1.5 2.4 0.7 1.1 |
Two-axle, single- 1
unit truck 12,000 5,443 1.0 1.6 0.6 0.9 0.2 0:3 — — 8
Tractor semi- i
trailer truck 45,000 20,411 0.8 1.3 0.4 0.6 — — — — i

*Determined, given the maximum running speeds on particular grades developed in connection with the
research for NCHRP Project 2-5A and reported in Running Costs of Motor Vehicles as Affected by Road
Design and Traffic, NCHRP Report 111 (Washington, D.C.: Highway Research Board, 1971). This was
done by computing the accelerations that can be achieved on level roads if the forces needed to overcome
the resistances of the grades of the NCHRP study are used to produce acceleration.

tTransmission is in highest gear (or in automatic) except for the small car which is in second gear at 30 mph i
and in third gear at 40 and 50 mph, for the two axle, single-unit truck which is in third gear at 30 and 40 |
mph, and for the tractor semitrailer truck which is in third gear at 30 mph and in fourth gear at 40 mph.

1The composite car represents the typical passenger car in traffic on American highways.
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Figure 2.1. Speed-distance relationships observed during maximum rate accelera-
tions. (Source: Tables 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6.)

Passing sight distances. Minimum passing sight distances on two-lane, two-way
roadways are a function of maximum acceleration rates because the more quickly
vehicles can accelerate while passing, the shorter the road length traversed during
passing and the shorter the passing sight distance required. The minimum passing
sight distances used for design are those recommended by the American Association
of State Highway Officials shown in Table 14.5 (p. 612). The acceleration rates on
which they are based are 1.40 mphps for an average passing speed of 34.9 mph, 1.43
mphps for 43.8 mph, 1.47 mphps for 52.6 mph, and 1.50 mphps for 62.0 mph.” At
locations where maximum acceleration rates differ from those on which the AASHO
policy passing sight distances are based (i.e., on parkways limited to passenger cars
only) minimum passing distances may be computed by using the formulas from the
policy manual and the maximum acceleration rates given in Table 2.5.

7 Ibid., p. 144.
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TABLE 2.6 |
Typical Maximum Acceleration Rates of Representative Vehicles Opcerating | £ A
Upgrade on Various Grades* |

Vehicle Typet :g :
Composite Pickup Two-axle, Six-tire Tractor '
Passenger Carf Truck Truck Semitrailer
Gradient ~ 4,0001b  1,814kg 50001b  2,268kg 12,0001b 5443 kg 45,0001b 20,411 kg [
(%) (mphps)  (kphps)  (mphps)  (kphps) (mphps) (kphps) (mphps)  (kphps) :
Speed Change = 0-15 mph (0-24 kph)
2 7.8 12.6 7.8 12.6 1.6 2.6 1.6 2.6 i
6 6.7 10.7 6.7 10.7 0.7 1.1 0.7 1.1 . !
10 5.8 9.3 5.8 9.3 (14) 23) 4) (6)
Speed Change = 15-30 mph (24-48 kph)
y) 4.6 7.4 4.6 7.4 0.6 1.0 0.6 1.0
6 3.7 6.0 3.7 6.0 0.0 0.0 (23) (37) |
10 2.8 4.5 2.8 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 i
it
Speed Change = 30-40 mph (48-64 kph) ‘:
2 4.2 6.8 1.6 2.6 0.6 1.0 0.3 0.5 i ;
6 3.4 5.5 0.7 1.1 (30) (48) 0.0 0.0 e
10 2.5 4.0 30) (48) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 it
i Speed Change = 40-50 mph (64-80 kph) i ]
2 3.4 5.5 1.4 2.3 0.2 0.3 (45) 72) i
6 2.5 4.0 0.5 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 it
10 1.6 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Speed Change = 50-60 mph (80-96 kph) E If
IS
jiit I
2 2.4 3.8 1.0 1.6 (50) (80) 0.0 0.0 5 i
6 1.5 2.4 0.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 !;; ¥
10 0.6 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 fit !

*Computed, given the acceleration rates for level roads of Tables 2.4 and 2.5, by reducing the acceleration i
forces available on level roads by amounts equal to the corresponding grade resistances. E
tValues given in parentheses in this table are typical maximum possible speeds in miles per hour (and kilo- it
meters per hour) for the given gradients. i
1The composite car represents the typical passenger car in traffic on American highways.

Normal acceleration rates. Observed normal roadway acceleration rates for pas-
senger cars from standing stop to 15 mph (24 kph) and for 10 mph (16 kph) increases
in speed at running speeds of 20, 30, 40, 50, and 60 mph (32, 48, 64, 80, and 96 kph)
are given in Table 2.7. These acceleration rates were observed when drivers were not )
influenced to accelerate rapidly. They are typical of passenger cars starting up after .
a traffic signal turns green and those passing on four-lane divided highways. Observed i1
normal deceleration rates of passenger cars are also given in Table 2.7. i




BOB STRAUB

GOVERNOR

GEORGE M. BALDWIN
Administrator of Highways

/

OREGON STATE
HIGHWAY DIVISION

December 4, 1975 Telephone 238-8226

METROPOLITAN SECTION ® 5821 N.E. GLISAN ® PORTLAND, OREGON 97213

BILL DIRKER

Transportation Coordinator
City of Portland

1220 Southwest Fifth Avenue
Room 414

Portland, OR 97204

Attached is the information you requested through the
Mayor and Commissioner McCready, in reference to the
N. Greely connections.

I will be happy to review this data with you further
and discuss my proposal that the city's presentation
be made to the Transportation Commission at their mid-
January meeting. The date for that meeting will be
set at their December 18 meeting.

R. N. BOTHMAN
Ass't. State Highway Engineer

ebg
attachment
cec: F. B. Klaboe

R. L. Schroeder
J. H. Versteeg



BOB STRAUB /

GOVERNOR

GEORGE M. BALDWIN
Administrator of Highways

OREGON STATE
HIGHWAY DIVISION

December 4, 1975 Telephone 238-8226
METROPOLITAN SECTION © 5821 N.E. GLISAN ® PORTLAND, OREGON 97213

CONNIE MC CREADY, Commissioner
Department of Public Works
City of Portland

1220 Southwest Main Street
Portland, OR 97204

In response to your letter of November 20, regarding the
N. Greeley Avenue to I-5 ramp project, I will provide

all the technical data and other pertinent information to
Bill Dirker this week for his use.

I have referred to your letter to F. B. Klaboe, Administra-
tor, advising that I will provide data to you. I also

told him that I will suggest that the city respond at the
Transportation Commission meeting scheduled for mid-January
and present your request for that project to the full
cormission.

In the meantime, I will attempt to work out the details
for that presentation with Bill Dirker and advise him of
the date for that meeting which should be set at the
Transportation Commission meeting on December 18. My
discussions with Dirker indicate he is not prepared to
make the presentation at the December meeting.

N
R. N. BOTHMAN
Ass't. State Highway Engineer

ebg

cec: F. B. Klaboe
Neil Goldschmidt
Bill Dirker
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FROM:
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OREGON STATE HIGHWAY DIVISION FILE: 74-5
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
........ December..2,:1975. ...

R. N. BOTHMAN SUBJECT: I-5 Greeley ramps
Ass't. State Highway Engineer

F. B. KLABOE
Administrator

Attached is a letter from Mayor Goldschmidt and Commissioner
McCready requesting an opportunity to make a presentation
regarding the subject project to the Transportation Commission.

Versteeg will provide me with available data used to determine
our disapproval, for transmittal to the city.

Schroeder is preparing a report to the commission. I will
send Metro data to him.

I will advise the city of the above and suggest the Commission °

[
°

meeting in January for the city's presentation.

ebg
attachment

cc: R. L. Schroeder
J. H. Versteeg
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CITY OF PORTLAND ME PE PR1 PR2 DE
OREGON 0.5.H.D.: METRO
November 20, 1975

. ~, NOV2 5 HY
Mr. Robert Bothman K%@ @ T/A

Assistant State Highway Engineer
Oregon State Highway Division
5821 NE Glisan Street '
Portland, OR 97213

Dear Mr. Bothman:

Your notice of disapproval of the project to connect North Greeley Avenue
to I-5 is extremely disappointing to the City and simply cannot be left
to stand unchallenged. The staff report of September 16th bases this
rejection on very narrow grounds, principally the conflict of trucks
entering the freeway at this point. '

The issues involved in this project are much broader than the operational
characteristics of the freeway and deserve consideration at the highest
policy level. This project came to the City Council as a recommendation
of the Swan Island Task Force as a part of a package of recommendations
with the purpose of permitting the full development of the Swan Island
Industrial Park and at the same time mitigating the environmental impact,
mainly truck noise, of this development. This project does not stand
alone but makes feasible other elements of that package. Thus the issues
in reality are the economic vitality of the central city, preservation of
the residential neighborhood, a step away from urban sprawl toward a much
more energy efficient urban organization and also to a much better use of
sunk investments in streets, utilities and other parts of the capital
framework that we simply cannot afford to duplicate in the suburbs. The
Oregon Transportation Commission has recognized this as evidenced by its
commitment of substantial state funds in the current improvement of

North Going Street. ‘

The Transportation Commission and the Federal Highway Administration have
already been willing to modify their traffic standards for broader public
goals as illustrated by recent modifications to the Marquam Bridge and the
Banfield Freeway. In fact the issue might be phrased--"Shall the freeway
be degraded for the benefit of the City or shall the City be degraded for
the benefit of the freeway?" The full answer to their problems lies in
the aggressive completion of a balanced transportation system including

a substantial transit element.



Mr. Robert Bothman -2- November 20, 1975

The City requests the opportunity to make a presentation of this project
request to the full Transportation Commission at a mutually agreeable
time. In preparation for this we ask that copies be made available to us
of all of the technical data referred to in the staff report and also any
other pertinent data.

Very truly yours,

%’0‘ Z
: n ready W

Chairman, Swan Island Task Force

bg
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OREGON STATE HIGHWAY DIVISION FILE:
INTER-OFFICE . CORRESPONDENCE

FROM: H. Versteeg SUBJECT: North Greeley Connections

Road Design Engineer Pacific Highway
Multnomah County

[Fie 74*5"“[

Fii .o 0. N

e e et e B R

To: . R. N. Bothman
Metropolitan Engineer

Attached are two copies each of a synopsis of background data along with
traffic counts with and without the subject ramps.

DNS:jh ME PE PR1 PR2 DE
cc: R. L. Schroeder (w/attachment) O.5.H.D. - METRO

A. D. Olson (w/attachment) DEC § 1915
b



SYNOPSIS OF NORTH GREELEY CONNECTIONS
Pacific Highway
Multnomah County
December 1, 1975

July 29, 1974 - Versteeg to Bothman

First lTearned of proposal and recommended against it.

February 24, 1975 - Bothman to File

Plan still included for Portland projects.

February 28, 1975 - George to Versteeg

Plan not desirable from traffic and safety standnoint.

April 4, 1975 - Hanks to Versteeg

Greeley ramp will reduce level of service and slow trucks will create
hazard during off peaks.

April 14, 1975 - Versteeg to Hunter

Restates view of highway sections that plan should not be constructed.
Explains need for federal approval.

June 18, 1975 - O0Olson to Files

Discusses level of service now and future.

August 15, 1975 -~ Versteeg to Hunter

Restates level of service, etc., and asks for approval of preliminary
layout sheet if desired.

July 30, 1975 - Mallory to Bothman

City requests Greeley ramps as FAU project.

September 16, 1975 - Versteeg to Hunter

Discusses level of service and safety problems.
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September 23, 1975 - Olson to Hunter

Discusses truck noise and states that Greeley ramps are not an
acceptable solution to the problem.

November 4, 1975 - Rulien to Bothman

States plan is not acceptable due to capacity, Safety. signing
and weaving. , :

Hovember, 1975 -

Memo covering basic problems if ramps are constructed.

November 7, 1975 - Bothman to Mallory

Adverse effects of Greeley ramps are unacceptable.

-
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Salen, Orecnon

July 29, 1974

R. N. Bothman, Metropolitan Fngincer
J. H. Versteeg, Road Desipn Cngincer

Connection to freel ey at Interstate Avenue
East TVrenmont Tntu’chanwe

Pacific Ui~huav

Multnomah County -

A copy of your Jdes ign for connection to the Las st Fremont

Interchange from Gree 2ley at Interstate Avenue was sent to
us at onr request vien a mattor of surplus property in the
arca was bheing processed. o have the follovine comments.

Lven though ve have provided local, strect connections at
frecway to freceay intercianees in the Past such desipgns
are not reconreaded.,

The weave sltuntion betveen the Fast Fremont Toterchange
and the next Intere! nanpe . south 15 none too good now without
adding other TN,

Wesdo not nced the business on the freewvay that such moves

would generate /

The successive off —ramps would create a poor signing con-
dition. ‘

All things beling consldered we could not seriously recomumcud

such an addiclon.

DNS :we y oot
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OREGON STATE HIGHWAY DIVISION FILEs
INTER-OFFICK.CORRESFONDENCE
February .24, 1975

Portland, OR 97213

R. N. BOTHMAJiil}g) Hcban suBJEcT: HMetropolitan Portland projects

Metropolitan Engineer under accelerated construc-
tion program.
MEMO TO THE FILE

I discussed the following projects with Doug Wright, City of Portland, which
he is preparing for consideration by the City, as projects which could be
expedited: ' - '

1. Banfie]d high-occupancy vehicle lane - $1,500,000.
2. Purchase 25 used buses with FAU funds.

3. Develop a témporary park and ride lot in the 1-205 right-of-way with
a temporary connection to the Banfield. ‘

4. Expedite the Barbur bus lanes at $350,000, and put as a secondary con-
sideration, extending the bus lane on Barbur from Slavin Road south to
the West Portland Park and Ride station at a cost of $3,250,000. Major
cost in this expeénditure is three structures which have to be replaced.
This would also provide for a cleanup of Barbur Boulevard, providing
curbs, ete. : :

5. Construction of sound barriers, including earth berms, concrete and/or
wood walls, etc., on I-5 in Portland. No determination of extent of
___vork or estimate of cost.

)

f. Greeley Street éonnection to I-5, cost $3,200,000.

N —/

/. N. Columbia Boulevard between Burr and Oswego Avenues, involving
reconstruction of the existing four lane section which has failed to
handle the Toading. The project should be 1-5 to Rivergate, however
the City has picked this particular section to expedite. This is FAU.

8. The Tri-Met want Vist, including turn-outs, park and ride lots {temporary)
intersection revisions, etc.

9. Terwilliger-Barbur intersection.
10. Lombard, 60th to 82nd Avenues.

Doug Hright will proceed to develop a list for consideration by the City
and presentation to CRAG and the 0SID. | * '
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DATE r'February,ZS, 1975
= J« H. Yersteeg

Road Design Engineer /
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FREM L. L. Georgf , | ity
Traffic Enginecer O T A S o

SUBJECT ~ Ireceway ramps to Greeley Avenue

Fast Fremont Interchange
Interstate 5

The proposal to construct a northbound exit and southbound
entrance at Greeley Avenue in the Fast Fremont. Interchange
has been analyzed from the standpoint of signing.

The proposal would result in a new exit from the freeway
approximately 700 feet from an existing exit. Although it
would be possible to sign for the new exit, it would be
difficult and is not recommended. The substandard distance
between the two exits would not allow for proper advance
signing of the second exit and would not allow any supple-
mental guide signs (such as SWAN ISLAND NEXT RIGHT) .

There are also several other problems involved in this
proposal:

1. The northbound exit to the Fremont Bridge will be reduced

from two lanes to one lane.

2. The proposed ramps will increase traffic on the freeway
and result in additional weaving movements on a section
of the freeway where there 'is alteady a problem with
weaving . ‘ ’

3. The proposed southbound entrance, which will be used
as. a truck routc, involves an upgrade approach to the
freeway. This will result in trucks entering the free-
way at very low speeds.

4. The proposal includes an at-grade intersection of Miss-
i1ssippi Avenue with the proposed freeway ramps, which
1s potential safety hazard. o ’

In summary, it appears that this proposal is not desirable
from a traffic operations and safety standpoint.

TL:cr
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/! H. Versteeg (OATE:  April 4, 1975

T &qign i’,ngin(' i : ‘
“/FROM: A -n ‘[\ 0/(\//'&10—« File No.: -Hwy. 1
_ Hanks :
Project Analysis Supervisor { ;
SUBJECT: i . ‘

Grecley Avenue Ramp Connections
Pacific Highway I-5 _
Fremont Bridge-Broadway Section

A analysis was performed to evaluate the operational and level of service impacts
of adding a southbound entrance ramp from Greeley Avenué to I-5 between the Fre-
mont Bridge entrance ramp and the Broadway exit ramp. This ramp conncction has
been proposed by the City of Portland to relieve the undesirable impact of trucks cur=~
rently routing via Going Street, '

The 1975 PM peak~hour volumes were analyzed to determine whether immediate adverse
effects can be expected. Two significant impacts became apparent.

1.~ A substantial increase in weaving conflicts.

2. An undesirable speed differential between slow moving trucks and
higher speed vehicles in the auxiliary frecway lane.

Weave Analysis

The weaving conflicts are scl10111atiéa11y illustrated by Figure 1. The existing
condition shows 1, 060 vehicles in a weave conflict.  With the addition of the Grecley
Avenue On-Ramp, a multiple weave section is created (two on-ramps followed by an
off-ramp). The number of vehicles involved in weaving conflicts increases to 1, 590,
a 50 percent increase. " ‘

Operationally, the Greeley Avenue On-Ramp can be expé‘ctcd to create unstable
traffic flow, (level of service "IE'). Through traffic will jam the median lane attempting
to avoid the weaving mancuvers taking place in the right lane. Opcrating speeds will

reduce and a potential bottleneck section will result.

It should he emphasized that current PM peak~-hour volumes were analyzed. Future
increases in peak-hour traffic is likely on both the Fremont Bridge and the Grecley Avenue
ramps. The completion of [-505 is expected to increase Fremont Bridge ramp traffic,
while any expansion of Swan Island development will increase the Greeley Avenue ramp.

If these anticipated peak-hour increases occur, periods of forced flow (stop~and-go con=~
ditions) are expected on the freeway,
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An analysis was also completed for northbound traffic during the AM peak hours.
Similar increascs in weaving conflicts were revealed when a Greeley Avenue Off-Ramp

was assumed.  Unstable flow conditions are predicted during the AM peak-hour for
northbound traffic as well,

Spced Differential Analysis

The grade profile of the proposed on-ramp indicates 900 feet at a two pbercent grade
followed by 700 feet of five percent grade before leveling at the merge with the [-5 Free-
way. Average truck speeds entering the freeway auxiliary lane are calculated at approxi-
mately 25 MPH, Merging conflicts in the auxiliary lane between the slow moving trucks
(25 MPH) and higher speced traffic from the Fremont Bridge can he auticipated. During
off-peak periods, an undesirable speed variance of over 25 MPH can be cxpected at the
merge point.  Erratic maneuvers are likely to take place creating a hazardous accident
potential,

Based on truck volume counts, it is estimated that approximately 700 trucks per

day will enter I-5 via the broposed on-ramp. This estimate assumes all southbound

trucks from Swan Island to I-5 will be routed via the proposed on-ramp,

Summary
-y

The addition of the proposed Greeley Avenue Ramps is expected to reduce the level
of service to "E'" (unstahle flow) due to the increased number of weaving mancuvers,
Any future increase in peak~hour volume on the Greeley Avenue or Fremont Bridge ramps
is likely to result in a bottleneck_section creating PM periods of stop-and-go traffic.

The slower specd of trucks merging in the auxiliary freeway lane with high Speed
traffic creates a hazardous accident potential during off-peak periods.

IH:ap

Attachments

cc: 5. S, Hunter
R. N. Bothman



FIGURE 1

EASTBANK FREEWAY I-5
FREMONT BRIDGE - BROADWAY

Weave Analysis Comparison

SECTION

1975 PM Peak-Hour Volumes

I=5

‘EXISTING CONDITION

3,100 &= 2,570 I-5
' 530
From
Fremont 760 530 Broadway
Bridge ' 230 Off-Ramp
‘Weave Volume = 1, 060
WITH GREELEY AVENUE ON-RAMP ADDED
(MULTIPLE WEAVE)
I-5 © 2,700 -t 2,220 I-5
530
350
From
Fremont 760
Bridge
Greeley _ 480
Avenue 400 230 Broadway
On-Ramp 50 Off-Ramp

Weavé Volume = 1, 590

O = Weave Maneuvers
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Salemn, Oregon
April 14, 1975
J.o UL Versteeq Connection to Greeley at
Road Design Enginecr : Interstate Avenue
. Last ‘Fremont Interchange
L. S. iluinter ~Pacific Highway
Assistant State lighway Cngineer Multnomah County

The attached information indicates that the Highway Division proposes to
spend $240,000 1in engineering to develop plans for the Greeley Connection
to I-5. Tic present construction estimate for these connections is in
excess of $3,200,000. ‘ ' . .

The Planning, Traffic and Design Sections have analyzed this project and
strongly recommend against developient of this proposal. John Hanks in his
letter of April 4, 1975, states that, "The addition of the proposed Greeley
Avenue Ramps is expected to reduce the tevel of service to "E" (unstable

flow) due to tie increased number of weaving mancuvers. Any future increase

in peak-hour volume on the Greeley Avenue or Fremont Bridge ramps is likely

to result in a bottleneck section creating Pil perjods of stop-and-go traffic.
The slower speed of trucks merging in the auxiliary freewav lane with high
speed traffic creates a hazardous accident potential during off-peak periods."
L. E. Georae in his letter of February 28, 1975, suimarizes "that this proposal
is not desirable from a traffic operations and safety standpoint.” The Design
Section in a letter of July 29, 1974, recommended that "though we have provided
Tocal street connections at freeway to freeway interchanges in tiie past such '
designs are not recommended. The successive off-ranps would create a poor
signing condition. A1l things considered we could not seriously recommend

- such an addition."

The Greeley connections to I-5 would crecate additional congestion and weaving
problems, reduce capacity of the freeway, Tower the level of service and

will significantly increase vehicle accidents in this section of I-5. To
exchange a reduction in noise along Going Street for a severe capacity, service
and accident problem along I-5 at a cost of 3.5 million dollars does not seem
to be in our interest and is not recommended.

If the Highway Division decides to go ahead with the proposed connections to
I-5, an early submittal should be made to the FIWA for their consideration.is
suggested. We need to determine if they would approve the construction of
these ramps and, secondly, would this work be eligible for federal funding.
Additional state funds should not be expended on this ramp concept until FHWA
concurrence is obtained.
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OREGON STATE FiGHWAY DiVISION FILE:
INTER-0OFFICE CORRESFONDENCE
...Salem, Oregon

.................................................................

oy
CI:T\’( ,(’_(/J_/(v\

FROM: A. D. Olson SUBJECT: Greeley Ramps
Preliminary Design Engineer East Fremont Interchange
' Pacific Highway
TO: ~ MEMO TO THE FILES _ Multnomah County

An-effort has been made to analyze the existing situation in the vicinity

: of the proposed Greeley Ramps and the situation which presumably would

3 exist if these ramps are constructed. Attached is a sketch showing the
approximate location of the proposed ramps and a sheet showing the existing
and anticipated traffic and weave maneuvers.

Currently the peak hour traffic is 3,860 and the capacity (Level of Service E)
is 3,800 considering that the third lane's capacity is limited to Fremont
Bridge ramp traffic. lleave length southbound is 2,130 feet and 900 feet

is the length theoretically required. Weave length northbound is 1,050

feet and 1,000 feet is the Tength theoretically required.

Currently the section is operating at Level of Service E (unstable flow,
momentary stoppages) due to lane capacity. In four years (at 5% yearly
increase) this will be at Level of Service F (forced flow, many stoppages)
due to Tane capacity or, in the northbound direction, due to weave problems
i1f there is any increase in weaving volumes.

If the Greeley Ramps are constructed it is assumed that the total traffic
would remain the same, with traffic removed from -the through Tanes and
added on the new ramp. The new weave length southbound would be 1580 feet
with 1450 feet theoretically required. The new weave length northbound
would be 1,050 feet with 1,200 feet theoretically required.

Currently the section would operate at Level of Service E southbound due
to lane capacity and low Level of Service E northbound due to the weave.
An increase of 150 weaving vehicles southbound would drop to Level F. A
slight -increase in weaving vehicles northbound would drop to Level F. In
under four years (at 5% yearly increase) the section will be at Level F
due to lane capacity if not due to weave problems. .

The above weave predictions are made on the basis of standard formula
which assume that the weaving vehicles are near the same speed--10 MPHt.
In this instance the differential in speed due to trucks climbing the
ramp may be 25 MPH or more. The effect of this on the weave can not be
calculated, however, increased vehicular conflicts can be expected.

Counts of existing traffic at the intersection of Greeley and Interstate
have been taken. Analysis of potential traffic conditions with the
rerouted truck route will be made by the Planning Section when time permits.

ADO :we
. Enclosures
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FIGURL 1

EASTBANK FREEWAY -5
FREMONT BRIDGE - BROADWAY SECTION

Weave Analysis Comparison
1975 PM Peak-Hour Volumes

EXISTING CONDITION

= 2,570

15 3,100 1=5
‘ 530
From
Fremont 700 530 Broadway
Bridge 230 Off-Ramp
Weave Volume = 1, 0060
WITH GREELEY AVENUE ON-RAMP ADDED
(MULTIPLE WEAVE)
I=b 2,700 e= 2,220 I-5
530
350
F'rom
Fremont 760
Bridge
Greeley 480
Avenue 400 230 Broadway
On-Ramp 50 Off-Ramp

Weave Volume = 1, 590

O = Wcave Mancuvers
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Form B81.734.3030

OREGON STATE HIGHWAY DIVISION ~ FILE:

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
FROM: . H. Vg::;;;?LLEI

.............................................................

SUBJECT: N. Greeley Ave. Connections

Road Design Engineer f Last Fremont Interchange
, , Pacific Highway '
TO: E. S. Hunter : Multnomah County

Ueputy State Highway Engineer

The Planning, Traffic and Design Sections have analyzed the subject proposal
and do not recommend it. It will reduce the level of service on I1-5 to "F"
in four years. Also the reduction in truck traffic on Going Street, even
through it is 75%, will not appreciably reduce the noise level. Me will be
spending some 53,000,000 for a project that does little or nothing to
alleviate the noise problem on Going Street and at the same tine reduces
the efficiency of our interstate freeway. Background data is in the Desian
files if you wish to discuss it. .

[f the decision is made to go ahead with the proposed connections, an
early submittal should be made to the FIIMA for their consideration. We
need to know if they will approve the ramps and if the work will be
eligible for federal funding.

The preliminary layout sheet is attached and if you wish to approve it, we
will forward it to the FHWA for their comments. '

AUO:jh
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July 30, 1975

Robert N. Bothman ’ ‘ '
Metropolitan Enginee ‘

Oregon State Highway Division

5821 NE Glisan Streot

Portland, OR ~ 97213

Dear Mr. Bothman:

by this letter we are requesting the initiation of the Greeley
Street [xlension Lo 1-5 project. In this regard, we have en-
closed a Project Request form and a Project Environmental As-
sessment. ‘

This project has the prior approval of the City Council and
is-included in the FY 76 Annual Element of the Regional Trans-
portation Improvement Program.

e would appreciate your consideration of this project request
at your earliest convenience. Please contact Glen Pierce, phone
248-4643, if we may provide additional information or assistance.

Sincerely,

COMLES HALLORY /7
City Engineer

GRP:kp

tncl.

cc: Commissioner.McCready
Bill Divker
Gary Stout
Don Berygstrom
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Salem, Oregon

CeadNy,
A. D. Olson :
Preliminary Design Engineer

E. S. Hunter
Deputy State Highway Engineer

———__R. Olson
September 23, 1978 - Fiows
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Proposed FAUS Project
Greeley Extension to -5
(East Fremont Interchange)
N. Greeley Avenue

City of Portland

A project request has been submitted by the City of Portland pfoposing
connections to the East Fremont Interchange from North Greeley Street.
This would be a Federal Aid Urban System project. The estimated cost is

Indicated as $3,240,000,

A review of the preliminary environmental assessment indicates that the
stated purpose of the project 1s to reduce truck traffic on Going Street
(1n order to reduce noise), and to increase roadway capacity to the Swan

Island Industrial Park.

The original reason for the requested ramps was to reduce the noise on

Going Street.

available for daytime hours.

Hoise measurements on Going Street indicate 76-80 dBA (LIO)
at 35 feet from traffic between 8 PM and 6 AM. No measurements were

Noise would calculate at 84-85 dpA (L1o).

Assuming 70 percent of the trucks would be diverted from Going Street to
the new ramps the noise Jevel would be reduced 5-6 dBA or there would be

traffic.

- 70-74 dBA (L1n) at night and 79-80 dnA (L10) 1in the daytime with todays
If the 70 dBA (Lyp) guideline suggested by FHWA is considered
appropriate, then the project does not meet these goals.
- Measurements in perspective a 3 dBA change 1n noise is classed as hardly

To put the

perceptable and a 5 dBA change 1s readily noticeable, however, a 10 to

. 15 dBA reduction {is necessary to meet minimum Federal quidelines. This
.would require that practically all of the trucks would need to be removed

from Going Street or some extensive noise attenuation would need to be
provided 1f Going Street is to meet minimum Federal quidelines.

The second reason glven for the ramps is to increase roadway capacity to

Swan Island Industrial Park.

A review of traffic projections and dis-

cussions with Planning personnel indicate that I-5 does not have the cap-
acity to accommodate the projected increased traffic from Swan Island and
it is doubtful that implementation of 1-205 and an I-5 busway project will

provide sufficient relief to change this.

Currently the freeway is

operating at Level of Service E in this area with "F" expected within

four years.

If the proposed ramps are constructed a substantial weave conflict will
occur between slow moving trucks on the on-ramp with higher speed vehicles

on the freeway.

This has a very real accident potential, {is contrary to

the current national emphasis on traffic safety and has met resistance

from all those involved in technical design review,

It is extromely

doubtful 1f FHWA approval can be obtained through normal channels or other

methods because of the safety aspects.

This will need approval at the

Washington, D.C. level since this is a completed section of the Interstate.
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E. S. Hunter

~Page 2
~ September 23, 1975

It would appear that the existing Going Street access could provide all
of the roadway capacity that the freeway can handle without the potential
conflicts posau by the requested ramps.

Winile there are no plans for ultimate construction of a facility to the
east of tie Easl Fremont Interchange which would use tne stubbed ramps

and the right of way purchased for the full interchange it should be

noted that construction of the requested ramps will preclude future
directional connections to the cast. The proposed Mini Park project

should be revised accordingly and excess right of way should be sold or
disposed of in an appropriate manner 1f the requested ramps are constructed.

The cost of the project would divide out to approximately $30,000 for each
of the 31 single family dwellings and 71 apartment units which abut or are
in direct line of Going Street, would provide Tittle reductfon in noise
and would have questionable value to the road user.

The requested project will not reduce noise on Going Street to an accep-
table level, the ability of I-5 to accommodate the increased capacity is
questionable, the potentially slow moving on-ramp traffic would constitute

a hazard and the option of future connections to the east would be cancelled.

From the data available this project would not be an acceptable solution:
to the problem. “ :

ADO;we



j‘ B L N BV T PR o)

| ‘ ‘ OREGON STATE HIGHwWAY DivisioN

FILE:
| | INTER-OFFICE, CORRESPONDENCE
! RSN Salem, Oregon .
. SCPYember, 16, 1975

! ‘ FROM: ™) 7 Y. Versteeq SUBJECT: Hort) Greeley

| Road Uesign Engineer - Pacifichighway I-5
i : - Teervio | FAUS Project

j : . nEe .
¥ We - E. 5. Hunter STATE HWY ENCH
T} Ueputy State Highway Engineer |- , .

|

|

SEP 2 3"7h

l REFER TO

I have reviewed the City of Portland's requést to initiate the Greeley
Street extension to I-5 in the East Fremont Interchange and have the
following comments.

The design for the section of I-5 through the Fast Fremont Interchange
Was approved in July 196]. Projected traffic for the 1975 design year
-wWas 50,000 ADT. This traffic projection was made based on having the
1-205 Freeway constructed along the 39th Avenue route in east Portland.

Currently the section s carrying 86,000 vehicles a day, projected traffic
1990 is 94,000 with [-205 completed and 102,000 ADT without an I-205
Freeway. This section of I-5 s ‘operating at level of service "E" (unstable
flow, momentary“stoppages) due to lane Capacity. In four years (at 59 yearly
increase) this will be at level of service "F" (forced flow, many stoppages)
cue to lane Capacity or, in the northbound direction, due to weave problems
if there is any increase in weaving volumes.

The design for the Last Fremont Interchange Section was approved in HMay of
1967. Uesign criteria for weave lengths, ramp locations, etc., was based
on limited experience with pre-1960 freeway operations.

Keaving lengths used in 1975 for given -volumes of traffic are three times
the values used in the 1960-1965 era. Operational experience has shown
that the design criteria weave length and ramp placements used in the 1965
design are unsatisfactory causing congestion and reduced capacity.



£. S, Huntep
September 16, 1975
Page 2

Mr. John Hanks of the Planning Section in his Tetter of April 4, 1975,
had the following comments. "The addition of the Proposed Greeley Avenue
Ranps §s Expected to reduce the level of service to " (unstable flow)
due to the increased nunber of weaving'maneuvers. Any future increase in
peak-hour volume on the.Gree]ey Avenue or Fremont Bridge ramps is likely

traffic. The sTower speed of trucks mergfng in the auxiliary freeway lane

WIth high speed traffic creates g hazardous accident potential during off-
peak perijods," - :

La E, George, Traffic Engineer, in his letter of February 23, ]975,‘states,
"The pProposal would result in a new exit from the freeway approximately
700 feet from an existing exjt. AMthough it would be possiple to sign for

the new exit, it would be difficylt and is not recommended. The substandard
distance between the two exits would not allow for proper advance signing of -

the second exit and would not allow any supplemental guide signs (such as
SWAN ISLAND NEXT RIGHT), .

"2, . Tha proposed ramps wil] increase traffic on the freeway ang result
in additiona] Weaving movements O a section of the freeway where
there js already a problem with wWeaving,

"3, The Proposed southboung entrance, which Will be used as a truck route,
involves an upgrade approach to the freeway. This will result in
trucks entering the freeway at very low speeds.

4. The proposal includes an at-grade'intersection of Mississippi Avenue
with the proposed freeway ramps, which js potential safety hazard.

"In sunmary, it aphears that this Proposal is pot desirable from 3 traffic
Operations ang safety standpoint."

A letter from the Road Design Section dated April 14, 1975, contains the
following Statement.

Weaving problems, yeduce Capacity of the freeway, Jower the level of
service and wil] significant]y increase vehicle accidents in this sectijon



! S;lhmter
September 16, 1975
Page 3

Informal discussions with the FHWA indicate their attitude toward the 7
Greeley ramp connections to I-5 is as follows:

1. The approval of the 1967 design for the East Fremont Interchange
having connections for service to the east is cons1dered a completed
design for the Etast Fremont Interchange. '

2. The Greeley connections to 1-5 are considered new accesses to the
Interstate freeway. The local office would recommend against
permitting connections if formally presented to them. They feel
sure the Washington office would do likewise based on the recommendation
of the local FHWA office. :

3. Highway safety and increased capacity on the freeway systems are two
very important areas of concern to the FHWA. The connection of the
proposed Greeley ramp to I-5 would adversely affect the highway safety
and capacity of the sect1on/freeway

It has been suggested that when I-205 is complete in 1982 that the traffic
volume demands will decrease on this section of I-5. A more realistic
appraisal, because of the location of 1-205 and the question of when it may
ultimately be completed, is that traffic demands on this section of I-5 for
the foreseeable future will exceed those .of 1975.

As I-5 (with I-405) is the only north/south transportation corridor crossing
the Columbia River within a reasonable distance of Portland, its capacity

to provide service must be carefully protected. The regional and inter- v/
regional importance of this facility nust be recognized and it should not

be conpromised to resolve a local traffic problem.

Based on our review of the proposed Greeley ramp connections to I-5 we would
have to recommend against this proposal. Operationally there is just no way
that the truck traffic from the proposed Greeley ramps can be safely added
to the existing traffic on I-5 - congestion and increased accident rates
would be inevitable.-

JHV:jh
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TO:

A
' 5§TRO

OREGON STATE HIGHWAY DIVISION FILE:
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

SUBJECT :

L. M,/ - _ Urban System Project Request
Projecd Manadement Engineer Greeley to Interstate 5

‘ g ’ at tast Fremont Intchga,
R. M. Bothuan City of Portland

ssistant State Highway‘Engineer

By letter of July 30, 1975 the City of Portland sutmitted to you a

'-project request form and cnvironmental assessrient form for an urban

system project which would connect Greeley Streat to [-5 at the East
Fremont Interchange, _

The Highvay Division has concluded a review of - the proposal with
particular regard to impacts on the Interstate Freeway comnlex in

this area. There 1s no question but that the adequacy of the Interstate
Frecways are hasic to a qood transportation system and the operational
characteristics of the Interstate System are of prime concern to the
State. These freevay facilities are important not only to local and
regional Ltranspertation but also statewide, and in the case of 1-5,
vital to transportation on the West Coast. Our review of the proposal
leads to the conclusion that the addition of romp connnctions at I-5 {n
the vicinity of the Cast Fremont Interchange as contafnad in the proposal
will have detrimental operational inpacts on the freeway fnvolving
capacity, safety, sfgning, and weaving.

Tha adverse effects of the proposad prafect on I-5 are unacceptable. Wi11
you plesse advise the City that their application for Lhis profect will
not ha appreved. Atlached for your Information ars roports from our
Design staff thot have been prepared after discussion with our Planning
people and our Traffic Engineer, ' )

LWR:1Jt R '
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. " ; o Ve
cc: F. B. Klaboe o T
"By 5. Mumbtor S ‘“33""'”"|,,:.;
J. H. Versteed ' o e

Be b Hardt, Region 1 hjf « frm
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Trucks entefinq the frecway from the ramp will have climbed from
the intersection at Interstate Avenue with the last 1,000 feet on over
a 5% arade. These slow-moving vehicles attempting to merge into the
niagn speed traffic'on the freeway and tien veave into the next lane
brior to Lhe off-ramp to Droadﬁay will be a very real traffic-hazard.
The existing Craffic situation, without this proposed ramp, is not good.
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The frecuay islbperéting at near capacity at this time and is expected
to be at capacity within four years. Providing a rampvdoes,not mean that
traffic will be avle to qet on the freaway. (Traffic reductions due to 1-205
are expected to be neqliqible and traffic demands on I1-5 will continue to
exceed the current situap{on.)
[-5 in qgeneral does not héve the'cabacity'to accept an increase in

traffic. Other facilities or other modes must be utilized in lieu of

further Toadina of this facility.

loise reduction on Goina Street by providing these ramps for soutibound

truck traffic will only reduce noisc by 5 to 6 decibals. lnile this is a

noticable reduction it comes no where near the current suggested goals.
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