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INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum describes and evaluates investment alternatives to address the purpose, need, and goals of 
the US 101: Gearhart Facility Plan (Facility Plan).  

Alternatives began as concepts from the Gearhart Transportation System Plan (TSP) and stakeholder discussions. 
Concepts were documented in Tech Memo #8: Corridor Concepts and Screening (TM8), and have since been 
reviewed by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC), and 
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The project team made an initial screening evaluation based on criteria 
defined in the Performance-Based Decision Framework (May 20, 2021) to determine which concepts were worth 
advancing for further study.  

Alternatives in this memo were based on concepts carried forward from the initial screening in TM8. They have 
been shaped by feedback from ODOT, the City of Gearhart, the SAC, and the TAC. They have been developed to 
comply with the Highway Design Manual (HDM) and to fit the urban context as defined in the Blueprint for Urban 
Design (BUD).1 For this memo, land use along the corridor was closely considered to find appropriate 
improvements that serve existing and anticipated future needs.  

Alternatives aim to realize the vision established for the corridor and documented in Tech Memo #3: Project 
Definition and Corridor Vision and Goals (TM3): 

US 101 will be safe for all highway users, including people driving, walking, cycling, or waiting 
for the bus. The corridor’s critical role serving regional traffic is balanced with changes that 
will calm traffic, increase highway safety, reduce flooding, and add visual appeal. As 
Gearhart’s second “Main Street,” people will feel both safe and comfortable accessing local 
businesses on foot or by bike.   

To bring this vision to reality, improvements are designed to balance improving conditions for people using all 
modes, but with a particular focus on safety for people biking or walking (including people using a mobility device 
such as a cane, wheelchair, or walker). 

Evaluation of alternatives was based on the criteria defined in the Performance-Based Decision Framework. The 
project team used this evaluation to make initial recommendations for which alternatives to advance as part of 
the Preferred Alternatives in the Facility Plan. Final recommendations will be made after the project team has 
shared the alternatives with stakeholders and the public, and has processed their feedback. 

The study area for the Facility Plan includes US 101 within the city limits of Gearhart, from Airport Road in the 
south to Ocean Home Farm Lane in the north. The corridor is approximately 2.3 miles long. The study area limits 
are approximate; recognizing that the logical start and end points for future improvements may shift for a variety 
of reasons, including making logical connections to other existing facilities, such as existing or planning projects in 
Seaside. For example, Alternatives A and B in this memo continue south beyond Airport Road by approximately 
1,000 feet. Their intent is to connect walking and biking facilities with residences at Mill Creek Lane.  

 

1 At the time of writing this memo, the HDM and BUD are separate documents. However, ODOT is in the process of incorporating the BUD into the HDM. In 
future deliverables, BUD guidelines will be referred to as “ODOT urban design criteria.” 
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ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 

Table 1 provides an overview of the alternatives considered in this memo and the recommendations for inclusion 
in the Facility Plan. Justifications for recommendations are described in the Recommended Alternatives section on 
page 56.  

Alternatives are grouped in four categories:  

• Cross sections (A and B): Lane striping, biking facilities, and walking facilities. 
• Crossings (X): Pedestrian crossings. 
• Streetscape (S): Gateway treatments, landscaping, and illumination. 
• Intersections (R): Improvements to the intersections with Gearhart Lane and Pacific Way. 

Alternatives that end with a letter “a” or “b”, including cross section Alternatives A and B, are mutually exclusive. 
Only one alternative from each of these pairings will be recommended for the Facility Plan. 

Table 1. Alternatives Summary 

   

Recommend for 
Inclusion in Facility 
Plan? 

ID Description Features and Considerations Initial Final 

  Cross Sections 
A Full length multi-use 

path 
• Multi-use path on east side. 
• West-side sidewalk in urban areas.  
• Bike lanes both directions.  
• Reconfigure US 101 to have one travel lane in each 

direction plus a center two-way turn lane. 

Yes No 

B Walking lane and 
sidewalk combo 

• Walking lane in less developed areas. 
• Sidewalk(s) in urban areas.  
• Bike lanes in both directions.  
• Reconfigure corridor to one travel lane in each 

direction and a center two-way left-turn lane. 

No Yes 

  Proposed Crossings 
X-1 Near Ocean Home Farm 

Lane: mile point 17.15 
(proposed) 

• Proposed enhanced crossing with median pedestrian 
refuge island. 

• North end of the corridor. 
• Would provide access from the east-side walking and 

biking facilities to neighborhoods on the west side. 
• Opportunity to pair with Alternative S-1, Gateway 

treatment: north end. 

Yes Yes 

X-2 Near Dooley Lane: mile 
point 17.80 (proposed) 

• Proposed enhanced crossing with median pedestrian 
refuge island and rectangular rapid flashing beacon. 

• Would be near Bud’s RV, a popular destination and 
place to cross. 

Yes Yes 
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Recommend for 
Inclusion in Facility 
Plan? 

ID Description Features and Considerations Initial Final 
X-3 Near Lamont Lane: mile 

point 18.06 (proposed) 
• Proposed enhanced crossing with median pedestrian 

refuge island. 
• Would provide access between residential area on east 

side and south end of the commercial area on the west 
side. 

No Yes 

X-4 Near 5th Street: mile 
point 18.57 (proposed) 

• Proposed enhanced crossing with median pedestrian 
refuge island. 

• Would connect neighborhoods on west side to walking 
and biking facilities on east side. 

Yes Yes 

X-5 Near bowling alley: mile 
point 18.70 (proposed) 

• Proposed enhanced crossing with median pedestrian 
refuge island. 

• Would be near popular destinations and the 
northbound bus stop at the Dollar General. 

Yes Yes 

X-6 South of Pacific Way: 
mile point 18.92 
(proposed) 

• Proposed enhanced crossing with median pedestrian 
refuge island. 

• Would provide access between residential area on east 
side and south end of the commercial area on the west 
side. 

Yes Yes 

X-7 Near Sons of Norway 
Road: mile point 19.28 
(proposed) 

• Proposed enhanced crossing with median pedestrian 
refuge island. 

• Would improve access to Sons of Norway sports field 
and North Gateway Park. 

• Opportunity to pair with Alternative S-2, Gateway 
treatment: south end. 

Yes Yes 

  Streetscape 

S-1 Gateway treatment: 
north end 

• Creates a gateway treatment using signs, art, 
landscaping, etc. to indicate to drivers that they are 
entering a community. 

• Opportunity to pair with Alternative X-1, enhanced 
crossing near Ocean Home Farm Lane. 

Yes Yes 

S-2 Gateway treatment: 
south end 

• Creates a gateway treatment using signs, art, 
landscaping, etc. to indicate to drivers that they are 
entering a community. 

• Opportunity to pair with Alternative X-6, enhanced 
crossing near Sons of Norway Road. 

Yes Yes 

S-3 Corridorwide 
landscaping 

• Adds landscaping, including trees, native grasses, 
shrubs, and other vegetation, throughout the corridor. 

• Can be combined with updated drainage facilities and 
culvert replacement.  

• Landscaping would require defined role(s) for ongoing 
maintenance. 

• Landscaping requires right-of-way space, which may 
require trade-offs with other roadway elements when 
space is limited. 

Yes Yes 



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (CONTINUED) 

 

 
REVISED Tech Memo #9: Corridor Alternatives and Evaluation 5 December 10, 2021  

   

Recommend for 
Inclusion in Facility 
Plan? 

ID Description Features and Considerations Initial Final 
S-4a Improved illumination at 

intersections (ODOT 
standard) 

• ODOT would furnish at locations where policy suggests 
(e.g. signalized intersections or areas with high night-
time crashes). 

No Yes 

S-4b Improved illumination at 
intersections and 
pedestrian-scale 
illumination along 
corridor 

• Installs lighting through the urban segment of the 
corridor, in addition to intersections where there are 
most likely to be interactions between people on the 
road. 

• Would likely require local funding. 

Yes Partial (at 
urban areas) 

  Intersections 
R-2a Gearhart Lane and US 

101, maintain existing 
stop control 

• Maintains existing stop sign. 
• Expected to operate at a level of service F in the 2040 

horizon year. 
• US 101 approaches modified to include only one travel 

lane in each direction. 

No Yes 

R-2b Gearhart Lane and US 
101, roundabout 

• Installs a roundabout at the intersection. 
• US 101 approaches modified to include only one travel 

lane in each direction. 
• Helps to calm traffic and improve safety. 
• Improves operations for drivers approaching US 101 

from Gearhart Lane. 
• Careful consideration should be given to the 

roundabout location and design to evaluate 
constructability and impacts to adjacent properties. 

Yes Yes 
(aspirational) 

R-3a Pacific Way and US 101, 
maintain existing 
intersection layout 

• Maintains existing layout and skewed north leg 
crosswalk. 

• Updates to three-lane configuration and for ADA 
accessibility. 

No No 

R-3b Pacific Way and US 101, 
redesign intersection 
layout 

• Adjusts the northwest corner of the intersection to 
straighten the north leg crosswalk. 

• Straightened sidewalk reduces pedestrian crossing 
distance and is more intuitive, important for people 
with visual impairments. 

• Update intersection as needed if road reconfiguration 
and ADA changes occur. 

Yes Yes 
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EXISTING AND FUTURE NO-BUILD CONDITIONS 

Future no-build conditions are reviewed below to provide a basis of comparison for the Facility Plan alternatives 
discussed in subsequent sections. The future “no-build” conditions assume that no improvements beyond any 
already programmed would be implemented in the corridor. 

Existing Conditions 

Below is a summary of existing conditions that were assessed in Technical Memo #5: Land Use and Transportation 
System Inventory (TM5). 

US 101 in the study area typically has a four-lane cross section, i.e. two through lanes in each direction (Figure 1). 
The cross section grows to five lanes with an additional left-turn lane at the north and south approaches to Pacific 
Way. The cross section transitions to three lanes (one through lane in each direction plus a center turn lane) at 
the north and south ends of the corridor. The posted speed on US 101 is 40 miles per hour (mph) at the south end 
of the study corridor, 55 mph at the north end, and 45 mph for a portion in between. 

 

Figure 1. Typical Existing US 101 Cross Section 

Motor Vehicle Operations 

All intersections under state jurisdiction must comply with the volume to capacity (v/c) ratios in the Oregon 
Highway Plan (OHP) (ODOT 1999). OHP v/c targets are typically based on highway classification and posted speeds 
during the 30th highest hour traffic conditions; however, the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) has 
adopted alternative mobility targets for the US 101 corridor through Gearhart based on average weekday 
conditions. These standards require that a v/c ratio of 0.85 be maintained during an average weekday, with a 
peak-hour factor of 1.0. 

Historical traffic counts were obtained and adjusted to a common count year (2020) and to represent average 
weekday traffic conditions.2 Motor vehicle conditions were evaluated during the PM peak hour at the study 
intersections using the Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition (HCM) (TRB 2016) methodologies. As shown in 
Table 2, all study corridor intersections meet the mobility targets. Details of the traffic analysis methodology, 

 
2 Gearhart Transportation System Plan, August 2017, DKS Associates.  
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including seasonal factors and volume development, are provided in Appendix A, Technical Memo #4: Analysis 
Methodology. 

Table 2. Existing 2020 Study Intersection Operations (Average Weekday PM Peak Hour) 

# Study 
Intersection Traffic Control Mobility Target v/c Delay 

(seconds) LOS 

1 US 101/G Street-
Oster Road 

Stop control on 
side streets 

0.85 v/c; average 
weekday; peak 
hour factor of 1.0 

0.46 (NB TR)/ 
0.23 (EB L) 

9.4/39.6 A/E 

2 US 101/Pacific 
Way 

Traffic signal 0.36 6.9 A 

3 US 101/5th 
Street 

Stop control on 
side street 

0.23 (NB LT)/ 
0.04 (EB L) 

9.0/14.8 A/B 

4 US 101/Hillila 
Road 

Stop control on 
side street 

0.23 (NB TR)/ 
0.03 (WB L) 

9.3/17.2 A/C 

5 US 101/Gearhart 
Lane 

Stop control on 
side street 

0.22 (NB TR)/ 
0.16 (EB L) 

9.2/26.9 A/D 

Note: Intersection operations are reported for the entire intersection at traffic signals, and for the worst major street turn 
movement/worst minor street turn movement at two-way stop control intersections. LOS = “level of service,” a measure of vehicle delay 
and driver experience, is ranked from “A” to “F”, where “A” represents free-flow conditions and “F” represents gridlock or very congested 
conditions.  

Safety 

Safety is a concern in the corridor. The Gearhart Police Department has noted speeding as a major issue. 
Aggressive driving has also been anecdotally reported. The four lane cross section allows faster driving, while 
making it difficult to access driveways and adjacent businesses. Residents have reported concern for making left 
turns because they have to negotiate finding a break in two lanes of oncoming traffic. If they are turning from US 
101, they are also concerned about being rear ended as they wait in the left through lane for a break in traffic.  

ODOT crash data3 from January 2014 through December 2018 for US 101 in the study area indicates a total of 70 
crashes, an average of about 14 crashes a year. Two of these crashes caused serious injuries (type A). One was at 
Gearhart Loop from entering at an angle. The other struck a fixed object near Pacific Way. Crash rates for the 
intersections in the corridor were calculated and compared to statewide 90th percentile crash rates published by 
ODOT. Of these, the intersection of US 101 and Gearhart Lane was found to exceed the 90th percentile crash 
rate. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Conditions 

Bicycle and pedestrian travel along US 101 is limited due to the absence of dedicated bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, including sidewalks, marked crossings, bicycle lanes, and multi-use paths. There are currently no 
dedicated bicycle facilities along the Gearhart US 101 corridor. People must bike in narrow, unprotected 
shoulders with no pavement markings or signs indicating the presence of bicycles. The corridor also lacks 

 
3 ODOT crash data includes crashes with pedestrians and bicyclists, but only if a motor vehicle was involved. Crash reports are the 
responsibility of individual drivers and are only required in the event of death, bodily injury, or damage exceeding $1,500. As such, 
property damage only crashes are generally underreported. 
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sidewalks or other dedicated pedestrian facilities. People must generally walk along narrow shoulders, paved or 
gravel strips between roadway shoulders and adjacent land uses, or along segments of paved parking lots where 
available. These shoulders are visible at the commercial area north of Pacific Way, seen in Photograph 1. 

 

 
Photograph 1. US 101 commercial area north of Pacific Way. 

Future 2040 No-Build Operating Conditions 

Below is a summary of future traffic conditions were assessed in Technical Memorandum #6: Future No-Build 
Conditions (TM6) for a 2040 horizon year. 

Travel demand is anticipated to grow between now and 2040. Traffic volumes on US 101 are forecasted to 
increase from current levels by about 250 vehicles in each direction during the PM peak hour of an average 
weekday. This results in approximately 1,000 northbound vehicles and 900 southbound vehicles during the PM 
peak hour of an average weekday. Demand for walking and biking is expected to increase as the local population 
increases and as planned trail and path projects are implemented.  

Traffic conditions were evaluated at five study intersections in the corridor based on forecasted traffic demand 
for 2040 (Table 3). Alternative mobility standards adopted by the OTC require that a v/c ratio of 0.85 be 
maintained during an average weekday, with a peak-hour factor of 1.0, as described in the Existing Conditions 
section above. All facilities along the US 101 corridor are assumed to remain consistent with current conditions 
(i.e., no improvements made between now and 2040).  

The future 2040 no-build operational conditions are expected to continue to meet existing mobility targets, with 
all intersections operating with a v/c of 0.60 or lower during the future PM peak hour of an average weekday, as 
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summarized in Table 1. However, side street delay at a few unsignalized intersections is expected to be high, with 
the G Street-Oster Road and Gearhart Lane approaches to US 101 expected to operate with a LOS F. Methods and 
assumptions used for this performance review are summarized in Appendix A, Technical Memorandum #4. 

Table 3. Future 2040 No-Build Intersection Operations (Average Weekday PM Peak) 

Study Intersection Control Mobility 
Target 

v/c 
Meets 

Mobility 
Target 

Delay 
(seconds) LOS 

US 101/ G Street-
Oster Road 

Stop Control 
on side streets 

0.85 v/c; 
average 

weekday; peak 
hour factor of 

1.0 

0.60 (NB TR) 
/0.46 (EB L)  10.4/103.8 B/F 

US 101/ Pacific Way Signal 0.48  8.3 A 

US 101/ 5th Street Stop Control 
on side street 

0.32 (NB LT) 
/0.07 (EB L)  9.9/18.3 A/C 

US 101/ Hillila Road Stop Control 
on side street 

0.30 (NB TR) 
/0.05 (WB L)  10.3/24.9 B/C 

US 101/ Gearhart 
Lane 

Stop Control 
on side street 

0.29 (NB TR) 
/0.36 (EB L)  10.2/55.3 B/F 

  Meets target  Does not meet target 

Note: Intersection operations are reported for the entire intersection at traffic signals, and for the worst major street turn 
movement/worst minor street turn movement at two-way stop control intersections. LOS = “level of service,” a measure of vehicle 
delay and driver experience, is ranked from “A” to “F”, where “A” represents free-flow conditions and “F” represents gridlock or very 
congested conditions. 

 
  

✔ 

✔ 

✔ 

✔ 

✔ 

✔ ✖ 
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Alignment with BUD 

The future no-build conditions of the US 101 corridor were compared to guidance from the BUD. The US 101 
corridor through Gearhart includes two distinct segment types, namely: 

• The Rural Community urban context type from Ocean Home Farm Lane to 5th Street.  
• The Commercial Corridor urban context type from 5th Street to Mill Creek Lane.  
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Table 4 and Table 5 highlight differences between how the BUD envisions the corridor versus the future no-build 
case for both urban contexts. As shown, many of the vehicle design elements meet or exceed the BUD guidance 
for minimum widths throughout the corridor. However, many of the future no-build conditions fail to meet 
guidance that would improve conditions for walking and biking in the corridor. Notably, the no-build target speed 
is higher than the BUD recommends for both urban contexts. The corridor also lacks sufficient bike facilities, 
sidewalks, and pedestrian crossings. 
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Table 4. No-Build Future Conditions comparison to BUD Rural Community Urban Context 
Ocean Home Farm Lane to 5th Street 

Element BUD Guidance (Rural Community) Future No Build Conditions Meets 
Guidance 

Target Speed  
(miles per hour) 

25-35 40-45-55 
✖ 

Travel Lanes Start with minimum widths, wider by Roadway 
characteristics: 
Minimum widths: 11-12 ft. 

2 or 4 travel lanes,  
12 ft. lane width ✔ 

Turn Lanes Balance crossing width and operations depending 
on desired use.  
Minimum widths: 
Two-way left-turn lane: 11-12 ft 
Left-turn lane: 11-12 ft. 
Right-turn lane: 11-12 ft. 

14 ft. Center turn lane from 
Shamrock Rd to Ocean Home Farm 
Ln.; 14 ft. Left-turn lanes at 
Gearhart Lane and Shamrock Rd 
intersection 

✔ 

Shy Distance Consider roadway characteristics, desired speeds. 
Minimum width above 35 mph: 1 ft. 

1-4 ft. paved shoulders 
✔ 

Median Optional, use as pedestrian crossing refuge.  
Minimum widths: 
Raised median (no turn lane): 8-11 ft. 
Raised median (with left-turn lane): 12-14 ft. 

No median 

Optional 

Bicycle Facility Start with separated bicycle facility, consider 
roadway characteristics 

No dedicated bicycle facility 
✖ 

Sidewalk Continuous and buffered sidewalks, sized for 
desired use 

No sidewalks 
✖ 

Target 
Pedestrian 
Crossing 
Spacing Range 

250-750 ft. One marked crossing in the project 
area. The next closest marked 
crossing is in Seaside, 1.4 miles 
south. 

✖ 

On-Street 
Parking 

Consider on-street parking if space allows No on-street parking 
✔ 

  

✔ ✖ 
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Table 5. No-Build Future Conditions comparison to BUD Commercial Corridor Urban Context 
5th Street to Mill Creek Lane 

Element BUD Guidance (Commercial Corridor) Future No Build Conditions Meets 
Guidance 

Target Speed  
(miles per hour) 

30-35 40 
✖ 

Travel Lanes Start with minimum widths, wider by Roadway 
characteristics:  
Minimum widths: 11-12 ft. 

2 or 4 travel lanes,  
12 ft. lane width ✔ 

Turn Lanes Balance crossing width and operations depending 
on desired use.  
Minimum widths: 
Two-way left-turn lane: 12-14 ft. 
Left-turn lane: 12-14 ft. 
Right-turn lane: 12-13 ft. 

14 ft. Center turn lane from Airport 
Rd. to Pacific Wy. 
14 ft. Left-turn lanes at Pacific Wy. 
intersection ✔ 

Shy Distance Consider roadway characteristics, desired speeds. 
Minimum width above 35 mph: 1 ft. 

1-4 ft. paved shoulders 
✔ 

Median Typically used for safety/operational 
management. 
Minimum widths: 
Raised median (no turn lane): 8-11 ft. 
Raised median (with left-turn lane): 14-16 ft. 

No median 

✖ 

Bicycle Facility Start with separated bicycle facility, consider 
roadway characteristics 

No dedicated bicycle facility 
✖ 

Sidewalk Continuous and buffered sidewalks, with space 
for transit stations 

No sidewalks 
✖ 

Target 
Pedestrian 
Crossing 
Spacing Range 

500-1,000 ft. One marked crossing in the project 
area. Next closest crossing is in 
Seaside, 1.4 miles south. ✖ 

On-Street 
Parking 

Not Applicable No on-street parking 
✔ 

 

✔ ✖ 
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CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives for the US 101 Gearhart corridor began as concepts described in TM8. Concepts were evaluated in 
TM8 with the screening criteria described in the Performance-Based Decision Framework. Concepts that advanced 
through the screening analysis were refined based on technical analysis and feedback from ODOT, the SAC, and 
the TAC. Alternatives are grouped in four categories: 

• Cross sections (A and B): Lane striping, biking facilities, and walking facilities. 
• Crossings (X): Pedestrian crossings. 
• Streetscape (S): Gateway treatments, landscaping, and illumination. 
• Intersections (R): Improvements to the intersections with Gearhart Lane and Pacific Way. 

Mutually Exclusive Alternatives 

Four pairs of alternatives are mutually exclusive, where only one alternative in the pair would be implemented, 
and therefore, only one would be included in the Facility Plan. The project team has prepared initial 
recommendations for which alternatives should be included based on analysis completed for this memo. Final 
recommendations, however, will be based on feedback from stakeholders and the public. Mutually exclusive 
alternatives have an ID that ends with an “a” or “b”, and are listed here: 

Cross Sections 

• A: Multi-use path on east side, bike lanes, west-side sidewalk in urban areas 
• B: Walking lane in less developed areas, bikes lanes, sidewalks in urban areas 

Streetscape 

• S-4a: Improved illumination at intersections (ODOT standard) 
• S-4b: Improved illumination at intersections and pedestrian-scale illumination along corridor 

Intersections 

• R-2a: Gearhart Lane and US 101, maintain existing stop control 
• R-2b: Gearhart Lane and US 101, roundabout 

• R-3a: Pacific Way and US 101, maintain existing intersection layout 
• R-3b: Pacific Way and US 101, redesign intersection layout 
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Cross Sections 

Two cross section alternatives are proposed for the US 101 Gearhart corridor. Both alternatives include new 
configuration to a three-lane cross section: one driving lane in each direction, plus a two-way left-turn lane 
throughout. Both alternatives also improve facilities for walking and biking. They include bike lanes in both 
directions through the corridor. Additional facilities, such as sidewalks or a multi-use path, are considered on a 
segment-by-segment basis in the Cross Sections section (beginning page 15) to appropriately match the context. 

General Assumptions 

Several assumptions were made to simplify alternative concept development and refinement. These will need 
further investigation in future planning and design phases. 

• 80-foot-wide minimum right-of-way through the corridor. 
• 56-foot minimum paved width through the corridor. 
• New cross sections reuse existing pavement wherever possible. 
• New striping requires pavement resurfacing to eliminate potential for ghost lines. 
• Travel lanes are between 11 and 12 feet wide, meeting BUD guidance and Highway Design Manual 

Standards. 
• The two-way left-turn lane is either between 11 and 12 feet wide (in the Rural Community segment), or 

between 12 and 14 feet wide (in the Commercial Corridor segment), meeting BUD guidance and Highway 
Design Manual Standards. 

• Bike lanes are a minimum of 6 feet wide and have a buffer that is 2 feet wide. 
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Alternative A: Full Length Multi-Use Path 

Alternative A carries a consistent multi-use path through the corridor on the east side of US 101. At commercial 
areas, a sidewalk on the west side makes it easier for people to walk to businesses and workplaces. See Figure 2 
for a rendering at the commercial area north of Pacific Way, where Alternative A would have a 12-foot multi-use 
path on the west side and a 6-foot sidewalk on the east side. This alternative is consistent with the desired 
improvements in the Gearhart TSP. 

The consistent path provides dedicated space for people to walk, bike, or use a mobility device through the length 
of the corridor, from the north city limit to Seaside. It would be curbed and separated from automobile traffic 
with a landscaped buffer. This makes the path more comfortable and can help with stormwater management by 
collecting runoff from the path and reducing treatment requirements. The landscaping would be designed to 
absorb some stormwater runoff, and the new curb would include inlets for drainage. Installing a curbed multi-use 
path or a curbed sidewalk would require definition and consolidation of driveways/accesses in the corridor. 
Elimination of open accesses would reduce ingress/egress speeds and reduce potential conflict points between 
people driving, walking, and biking. See the Corridorwide Safety and Operations Improvements section for more 
details.  

Bike lanes in both directions allow for convenient travel through the corridor for people that are comfortable 
biking in traffic. By providing space for faster bikes, electric scooters, or other micro mobility vehicles, bike lanes 
help keep the multi-use path comfortable for people who prefer to travel at slower speeds or walk.  

Alternative A would restripe the corridor to have two through lanes (one in each direction), one center TWLTL, 
and two buffered bike lanes (one in each direction).  
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Alternative B: Walking Lane and Sidewalk Combo 

Alternative B is a lighter build option that would be less expensive to implement. Alternative B is estimated to be 
roughly 50 percent of the cost of Alternative A. Instead of a multi-use path, Alternative B adds facilities for walking 
through the corridor as a combination of sidewalks (in urban areas) and walking lanes on the roadway asphalt 
surface (in less developed areas). See Figure 3 for a rendering at the commercial area north of Pacific Way, where 
Alternative B has 6-foot sidewalks on both sides. There would be space to walk on the east side of US 101 for the 
entire length of the corridor, though the facility would be an at-grade asphalt lane in some segments and a curb-
separated sidewalk in others. To add comfort and improve safety, the asphalt walking lane could have jersey 
barriers (or other physical protection) in the buffer between where people walk and where people drive (this 
would require one foot shy distance). Physical barriers may be difficult to implement. Each opening in the barrier 
would require proper end terminals, and there are a large number of driveways in the corridor. 

Cyclists would use bike lanes with this alternative. Bike lanes are not as comfortable and have a higher level of 
traffic stress compared to a separated multi-use path, making them less likely to be used by vulnerable 
populations such as kids and older adults. To help mitigate this concern, enhanced visual delineation provided by 
plastic candlesticks or other barriers could be installed to help make the bike lane more comfortable. 

Sidewalks installed in urban areas would include landscaping designed to collect stormwater runoff from the 
sidewalk and reduce treatment requirements. The new curb would include inlets for drainage. Installing a curbed 
sidewalk would require definition and consolidation of driveways/accesses in the corridor. Elimination of open 
accesses would reduce ingress/egress speeds and reduce potential conflict points between people driving, 
walking, and biking. See the Corridorwide Safety and Operations Improvements section for more details. 

As with Alternative A, Alternative B would restripe the corridor to have two through lanes (one in each direction), 
one center TWLTL, and two buffered bike lanes (one in each direction). 

 

Figure 3. Rendering of Alternative B looking north at the commercial area near Pacific Way 
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Considerations by Segment 

The US 101 corridor through Gearhart is approximately 2.3 miles long (see Figure 4). Adjacent land uses vary 
substantially from a mostly wooded rural area at the north end to a commercial node with a Dollar General, Dairy 
Queen, and bowling alley near the intersection with Pacific Way (near mile point 18.7). To better fit each 
alternative to the varying contexts, the corridor was divided into five segments based on adjacent land use and 
development patterns. The cross sections for each alternative vary from segment to segment to match the 
context. The segment boundaries are at proposed crossing locations to facilitate crossing when a walking facility 
begins or changes sides of the corridor. Segments are described from north to south. 
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Figure 4. US 101 Gearhart Corridor Overview  
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Segment #1: Ocean Home Farm Lane to Dooley Lane (at Bud’s RV)  

The northern-most segment begins near the intersection with Ocean Home Farm Lane, where an existing taper 
on the west side of the road provides a buffer for people walking or biking north toward Highlands Lane. An 
enhanced crossing (X-1) at the north end allows people to walk or bike across the highway to make the transition 
between the east-side facility and west side. The enhanced crossing would also be a visual indicator to people 
driving south that they are entering a community with people walking and biking, and it could be combined with a 
north end gateway treatment (Alternative S-1).  

Segment #1 extends south to Bud’s RV Park (mile point 17.8) near Dooley Lane (Figure 5). The enhanced crossing 
with a rectangular rapid flashing beacon (RRFB) at the south end of the segment (X-2), approximately 100 feet 
north of Dooley Lane, would help people cross more safely at this popular location.  

This segment has residential use on the east side, with residential streets connecting directly to US 101, and 
wetlands on the west side. Active transportation alternatives for this segment prioritize walking and biking 
facilities on the east side to better connect the residences there. Additionally, building on the east instead of the 
west side avoids potential impacts to the west-side wetlands.  

A single road on the west side of US 101, Shamrock Road, connects to a neighborhood to the west of the 
segment. The southbound approach to Shamrock Road has a right-turn lane. Proposed Alternatives A and B would 
carry a bike lane across the right-turn lane. This is shown in Figure 6 with Alternative A improvements (Alternative 
B would be similar). 

Alternative A 

See Figure 5 for cross section. 

• Maintains the existing west edge of pavement to minimize environmental impacts and potential wetland 
encroachment.  

• Adds an east-side multi-use path with landscape buffer.  

• The east side would have a new curb and stormwater management.  

Alternative B 

See Figure 5 for cross section. 

• Maintains the existing edge of pavement on both sides to minimize environmental impacts and 
stormwater requirements.  

• Restripes to create a walking and biking lane on the east side that would be protected with jersey barriers 
or other physical barriers. (Physical barriers may be difficult to implement because of the large number of 
driveways in the corridor.) 

Crossings 

Segment #1 includes two proposed pedestrian crossing alternatives: X-1 at the north end and X-2 at the south 
end. Both would be enhanced crossings. 

• X-1 would be a mid-block, enhanced crossing where the existing shoulders taper, near Ocean Home Farm 
Lane (mile point 17.15). This location allows people coming from the west, such as from the 
neighborhoods on Highlands Lane, to access the walking and biking facilities on the east side of the road. 
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• X-2 would be a mid-block, enhanced crossing with RRFB approximately 100 feet north of Dooley Lane 
(near Bud’s RV, mile point 17.80). This is a popular place to cross and is a transition to a more urban 
context with a different cross section treatment (Segment #2). It would include an RRFB. A diagram of this 
crossing is shown in Figure 7 with Alternative A improvements (Alternative B would be similar. This 
crossing layout is typical for the crossing treatments, except no other crossings include an RRFB.  
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Figure 5. Segment #1 Alternatives 
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Figure 6. Bike lane treatment at Shamrock Lane (with Alternative A), see ODOT HDM Figure 8-8 



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (CONTINUED) 

 

 
REVISED Tech Memo #9: Corridor Alternatives and Evaluation 24 December 10, 2021  

 

Figure 7. Enhanced Crossing Alternative X-2 (with Alternative A) 
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Segment #2: Dooley Lane (at Bud’s RV) to Lamont Lane 

Segment #2 is an urban area with development on both sides of the highway. It includes residences on the east 
side. Bud’s RV Park, U-Haul, and Gearhart Liquor Store are on the west side (mile points 17.8 – 18.05). The 
segment extends from the crossing near Dooley Lane (X-2) to approximately 100 feet south of Lamont Lane, 
where it transitions to Segment #3 (Figure 8). The segment is currently striped with four through lanes and, at 
Gearhart Lane, an additional left-turn lane. Both alternatives would restripe this segment to three driving lanes 
plus bike lanes. 

Two alternatives are proposed for improving the intersection with Gearhart Lane. One maintains the existing stop 
control but updates it to match the proposed three-lane configuration and with improved walking and biking 
facilities. The other alternative replaces the stop control with a roundabout. See the Intersection Alternatives 
section for more details. 

Alternative A 

See Figure 8 for cross section. 

• Adds a sidewalk on the west side and a multi-use path with landscape buffer on the east side.  

• Adds curbs and stormwater management on both sides.  

Alternative B 

See Figure 8 for cross section. 

• Adds a sidewalk with landscaped buffer on the west side to improve access to businesses.  

• Maintains the existing edge of pavement on the east side to minimize stormwater requirements.  

• Restripes to create a walking and biking lane on the east side that would be protected with jersey barriers 
or other physical barriers. (Physical barriers may be difficult to implement because of the large number of 
driveways in the corridor.) 

Crossings 

Segment #2 includes two proposed alternatives for pedestrian crossing alternative: X-3 at the south end near 
Lamont Lane or crossings included with a roundabout intersection improvement at Gearhart Lane (R-2b). 

• X-3 would be a mid-block, enhanced crossing with a median refuge island approximately 100 feet south of 
Lamont Lane (mile point 18.06). This crossing would not be needed if R-2b is implemented. 

• R-2b would implement pedestrian crossings with a roundabout at Gearhart Lane. R-2b’s crossing would 
be approximately 150 feet north of the proposed location for X-3. Therefore X-3 would not be needed if 
the roundabout is implemented. (See Intersection Alternatives section.) 
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Figure 8. Segment #2 Alternatives 
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Segment #3: Lamont Lane (liquor store driveway) to 5th Street 

Segment #3 extends from the crossing near Lamont Lane to approximately 100 feet south of 5th Street (Figure 9). 
The context is similar to Segment #1, with wetlands on the west side and residences on the east side. 
Improvements would maintain the existing west edge of pavement so to not disturb the wetlands there and to 
maintain stormwater drainage. Two crossings are proposed in Segment #3, near 5th Street (X-4). 

Alternative A 

See Figure 9 for cross section. 

• Maintains the existing west edge of pavement to minimize environmental impacts and potential wetland 
encroachment.  

• Adds an east-side multi-use path with landscape buffer.  

• Add curb and stormwater management on east side.  

Alternative B 

See Figure 9 for cross section.  

• Maintains the existing edge of pavement on both sides to minimize environmental impacts and 
stormwater requirements.  

• Restripes to create a walking and biking lane on the east side that would be protected with jersey barriers 
or other physical barriers. (Physical barriers may be difficult to implement because of the large number of 
driveways in the corridor.) 

Crossings 

Segment #3 includes one proposed pedestrian crossing alternative: X-4 at the south end. It would be an enhanced 
crossing. 

• X-4 would be a mid-block, enhanced crossing approximately 100 feet south of 5th Street (mile point 
18.57). 
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Figure 9. Segment #3 Alternatives 
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Segment #4: 5th Street to Pacific Way (continues south through commercial developments) 

Segment #4 is the most-developed segment in the corridor. It begins at the proposed crossing near 5th Street and 
continues south past Pacific Way approximately 525 feet to the south edge of the commercial parking lot on the 
west side (Figure 10). Segment #4 is urban with commercial uses on both sides of the street. Notable destinations 
include Fultano’s Pizza, Gearhart Bowl (the bowling alley), Dollar General, El Trio Loco, and Dairy Queen, as well as 
other businesses and offices.  

Both alternatives in this segment include separated facilities for walking on both sides of US 101, though the 
separated facility is not continuous on the west side. Alternatives would include stormwater management to 
improve drainage. Segment #4 would benefit from access management to consolidate locations where accesses 
intersect sidewalks and paths. See the Corridor-wide Safety and Operations Improvements section for more 
details. 

Wetlands are anticipated in the undeveloped, forested area on the west side of US 101 north of the bowling alley, 
between approximate mile points 18.6 and 18.7. To reduce potential environmental and stormwater 
requirements, the project team does not recommend installing a sidewalk at this undeveloped area. Instead, the 
sidewalk will transition to a roadway shoulder. Cost estimates do not include a sidewalk at this forested area. 
People who want to walk south from 5th Street can use the west shoulder or cross at the proposed crossing near 
5th Street and use the east sidewalk.  

Two alternatives are proposed for improving the intersection with Pacific Way. One maintains the intersection 
design but includes updates for ADA accessibility and to match the proposed three-lane configuration. The other 
alternative redesigns the intersection to straighten the north leg crosswalk and delineate left turns on to Pacific 
Way. See the Intersection Alternatives section for a visualization of the intersection and more details. 

Alternative A 

See Figure 10 for cross section. 

• Adds a sidewalk on the west side (except at wetland area) and a multi-use path with landscape buffer on 
the east side.  

• Adds curbs and stormwater management on both sides.  

Alternative B 

See Figure 10 for cross section. 

• Adds sidewalks with landscaped buffers on both sides (except at wetland area on west side).  
• Adds curbs and stormwater management on both sides.  

Crossings 

Segment #4 includes two proposed pedestrian crossing alternatives: X-5 near the bowling alley and X-6 at the 
south end of commercial development. The intersection with Pacific Way also has pedestrian crossings and is 
considered separately in the Intersection Alternatives section. 

• X-5 would be a mid-block, enhanced crossing approximately 100 feet north of the Dollar General 
driveway, near the bowling alley (mile point 18.70). 

• X-6 would be a mid-block enhanced crossing at the south end of commercial development approximately 
525 feet south of Pacific Way (mile point 18.92).  
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Figure 10. Segment #4 Alternatives 
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Segment #5: Pacific Way (south commercial developments) to Mill Creek Lane 

Segment #5 begins at the south end of the commercial area south of Pacific Way and continues to Mill Creek Lane 
(Figure 11). This segment has a mix of commercial and residential land uses. Some businesses, such as the 
landscape supply and storage facilities, occupy large areas of the corridor. A few strip malls and office plazas, such 
as Gearhart Plaza (mile point 19.08), are also in this segment. Though there are commercial uses here, 
developments along Segment #5 are less likely to be attractive for people walking than in Segment #4. 

The intersection at G Street and Oster Road is important for accessing neighborhoods and the beach to the west. 
An enhanced crossing at G Street and Oster Road is not considered because pedestrian refuge islands would 
conflict with drivers’ ability to use the center turn lane. 

The south end of Segment #5 continues to Mill Creek Road, stopping just north of Neawanna Creek. This is 
approximately 1,000 feet south of Airport Road, the de facto southern boundary for the study area. These 
alternatives extend to Mill Creek Road to connect with two sizeable residential areas. One, a 55 and older 
community, connects at Seaside Airport Lane. The other connects at Mill Creek Lane. The proposed 
improvements would transition here to improvements planned by Seaside, including a multi-use path on the east 
side of US 101.  

Alternative A 

See Figure 11 for cross section. 

• Maintains the existing west edge of pavement to minimize environmental impacts and potential wetland 
encroachment.  

• The west-side bike lane is proposed to be 8 feet wide, 2 feet wider than elsewhere in the corridor, to 
better accommodate people walking and biking to North Gateway Park and Sons of Norway Field. 

•  Adds an east-side multi-use path with landscape buffer.  

• Adds curbs and stormwater management on east side.  

Alternative B 

See Figure 11 for cross section. 

• Maintains the existing west edge of pavement to minimize environmental impacts and potential wetland 
encroachment.  

• The west-side bike lane is proposed to be 8 feet wide, 2 feet wider than elsewhere in the corridor, to 
better accommodate people walking and biking to North Gateway Park and Sons of Norway Field.  

• Adds an east-side sidewalk with landscape buffer.  

• Adds curbs and stormwater management on east side.  

Crossings 

Segment #5 proposes one pedestrian crossing alternative: X-7 at the south end.  

• X-7 would be a mid-block, enhanced crossing approximately 100 feet north of Sons of Norway Road (mile 
point 19.28). Improves access to Sons of Norway sports field and North Gateway Park. The crossing would 
also be a visual indicator to people driving north that they are entering a community where people walk 
and bike, and could be combined with the south-end gateway treatment (S-2). 
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Figure 11. Segment #5 Alternatives 
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Crossing Alternatives 

Table 6 summarizes crossing alternatives through the corridor. All crossings are enhanced with median pedestrian 
refuge islands. One crossing, X-2 near Dooley Lane, also includes an RRFB. Proposed crossing locations allow 
median pedestrian refuge islands without conflicting with left-turn access to adjacent businesses. 

Note that these crossing alternatives are only proposed. The facility plan can not give the exact location and 
features of a crossing. Instead, this will require formal approval from the State Traffic-Roadway Engineer (STRE). 

Table 6. Proposed Crossing Alternatives 

ID Description RRFB Considerations 

X-1 Near Ocean Home Farm Lane: 
mile point 17.15 (proposed) 

No • North end of the corridor. 
• Would provide access from the east-side walking and biking 

facilities to neighborhoods on the west side. 
• Opportunity to pair with Alternative S-1, north end gateway 

treatment. 
• Existing roadway has a three lane cross-section, so crossing could 

be implemented without restriping. 
• Mid-block. 

X-2 Near Dooley Lane: mile point 
17.80 (proposed) 

Yes • Would be near Bud’s RV, a popular destination and place to cross.  
• Mid-block. 

X-3 Near Lamont Lane: mile point 
18.06 (proposed)  

No • Would provide access between residential area on east side and 
south end of the commercial area on the west side.  

• Would not be needed if the roundabout at Gearhart Lane (R-2b) is 
implemented. 

• Mid-block. 

X-4 Near 5th Street: mile point 18.57 
(proposed) 

No • Would connect neighborhoods on west side to walking and biking 
facilities on east side.  

• Mid-block. 

X-5 Near bowling alley: mile point 
18.70 (proposed) 

No • Would be near popular destinations and the northbound bus stop 
at the Dollar General.  

• Mid-block. 

X-6 South of Pacific Way (south end 
of commercial area): mile point 
18.92 (proposed) 

No • Would provide access between residential area on east side and 
south end of the commercial area on the west side.  

• Mid-block. 

X-7 Near Sons of Norway Road 
(south end of corridor): mile 
point 19.28 (proposed) 

No • Would improve access to Sons of Norway sports field and North 
Gateway Park. 

• Opportunity to pair with Alternative S-2, south end gateway 
treatment.  

• Existing roadway has a three lane cross-section, so crossing could 
be implemented without restriping. 

• Mid-block. 



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (CONTINUED) 

 

 
REVISED Tech Memo #9: Corridor Alternatives and Evaluation 34 December 10, 2021  

Intersection Alternatives  

Gearhart Lane and US 101 Intersection 

As currently designed, the eastbound approach to US 101 from Gearhart Lane is expected to operate with a level 
of service (LOS) F in the 2040 horizon year. Two alternatives are considered at the US 101 intersection with 
Gearhart Lane: maintaining stop control on the side street and installing a roundabout (see Table 7). For each of 
the intersection alternatives, the northbound and southbound US 101 approaches to the Gearhart Lane 
intersection would be modified to include only one travel lane in each direction.  

The single-lane roundabout option would serve the existing and future traffic demand and provide additional 
safety benefits at the intersection. This alternative is shown in Figure 13 with improvements included in 
Alternative A. The proposed roundabout concept includes a 165-foot inscribed diameter and would safely 
accommodate bikes and pedestrians through the intersection via multi-use paths and enhanced pedestrian 
crossings. Careful consideration should be given to the roundabout location to evaluate impacts to adjacent 
properties and constructability. The proposed roundabout is shown slightly west of the existing US 101 centerline 
to allow for two-stage construction and maintain US 101 traffic during construction. See Figure 12 for a rendering 
of the roundabout. 

 

Figure 12. Rendering of roundabout at Gearhart Lane (R-2b), looking north from near Lamont Lane 
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Table 7. Gearhart Lane and US 101 Intersection Alternatives 

ID Description Considerations 

R-2a Gearhart Lane and US 101 Intersection: 
maintain existing stop control 

• Maintains existing stop sign. 
• Expected to operate at a LOS F in the 2040 horizon year. 
• US 101 approaches modified to include only one travel lane in each 

direction. 

R-2b Gearhart Lane and US 101 Intersection: 
roundabout 

• Installs a roundabout at the intersection. 
• US 101 approaches modified to include only one travel lane in each 

direction. 
• Roundabout helps to calm traffic and provide substantial safety 

benefits. 
• Improves operations for drivers approaching US 101 from Gearhart 

Lane. 
• Careful consideration should be given to the roundabout location 

and design to evaluate constructability and impacts to adjacent 
properties. 

• Includes pedestrian crossings, so proposed alternative X-3 would 
not be needed. 
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Figure 13. Preliminary Roundabout Design at Gearhart Lane (Alternative R-2b) HDM Section 8.6 
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Pacific Way and US 101 Intersection 

The intersection of US 101 and Pacific Way would require improvements to accommodate the new three-lane 
configuration proposed in Alternatives A and B. Two alternatives are proposed at this intersection (see Table 8). 
They both would modify the northbound and southbound US 101 approaches to include only one shared through 
/ right-turn lane and a left-turn lane for each approach. The Pacific Way west approach includes lane 
configuration and the addition of bike lanes; the east approach remains the same. 

The proposed alternatives differ in that one maintains the existing shape and the other modifies the northwest 
corner to straighten the crosswalk on the north leg and provide space for a bus stop. 

Alternative R-3a maintains the existing layout but updates the sidewalks for ADA accessibility and updates the 
lane configuration for the three-lane cross section.  

Alternative R-3b extends the northwest corner further south, so the north leg crosswalk becomes perpendicular 
with the direction of traffic (Figure 14). This would shorten the crossing distance. This also provides additional 
space that could be used for a relocated southbound bus stop. As with Alternative R-3a, sidewalks would be 
updated for ADA accessibility and the lane configuration would be updated to accommodate the three-lane cross 
section. Both alternatives would require signal modifications to accommodate the new lane configurations. 

Table 8. Pacific Way and US 101 Intersection Alternatives 

ID Description Considerations 

R-3a Pacific Way and US 101 Intersection: 
maintain existing layout 

• Maintains existing layout and skewed north leg crosswalk. 
• Updates to three-lane configuration and for ADA accessibility. 

R-3b Pacific Way and US 101 Intersection: 
straighten north crosswalk 

• Adjusts the northwest corner of the intersection to straighten the 
north leg crosswalk. 

• Straightened sidewalk reduces pedestrian crossing distance and is 
more intuitive, important for people with visual impairments. 

• Updates to three-lane configuration and for ADA accessibility. 
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Figure 14. Preliminary Intersection Design at Pacific Way (Alternative R-3b)  
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Corridorwide Safety and Operations Improvements 

Speeding has been noted by the Gearhart Police Department as a top safety concern in the corridor. Current 
posted speeds are 40, 45 and 55 mph, which exceeds BUD guidance for posted speeds (BUD suggests speeds 
between 25 and 35 mph). Reducing the speed limit alone generally does not result in lower speeds. Several 
engineering countermeasures have been identified that can be used to influence driver speeds, including traffic 
control devices and street design. 

Traffic Control Devices 

Installing speed-activated signs can be a cost-effective way to reduce speeding. A speed-activated sign is an 
electronic sign that is connected to a device that measures the speed of approaching vehicles. If the vehicle is 
exceeding the legal speed limit, then the electronic sign is activated to display the legal speed limit. This may also 
be accompanied by the word “SLOW” or other appropriate message. A similar device is a speed feedback sign. 
When connected to a speed-measuring device, a speed feedback sign displays the speed at which a vehicle is 
traveling (Photograph 2). These can be incorporated into gateway treatments, Alternatives S-1 and S-2 (described 
in the Streetscape Alternatives section). 

 
 Photograph 2. Speed Feedback Sign 

Roundabouts can be extremely effective at improving safety by managing speeds. The yielding required to enter 
and travel through a roundabout slows travel speeds. However, a roundabout works better with balanced traffic 
flow between all legs. An unbalanced intersection with most of the volume on the major street may not see the 
same benefits as other more balanced locations as drivers will yield less frequently. A roundabout is proposed for 
Gearhart Lane in intersection Alternative R-2b (described in the Intersection Alternatives section). 
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Street Design 

There are several modifications to the design of the corridor that can induce speed reductions and have other 
safety and operational benefits for all users. These include reducing the number of travel lanes, adding a center 
island or median, or improving access management.  

Alternatives A and B reduce the existing four- and five-lane segments of US 101 in Gearhart to a consistent three 
lanes. This would reduce opportunities for speeding by effectively eliminating those passing opportunities, and 
the narrowed corridor may help slow travel speeds. The same road width remains, but the number of travel lanes 
for motor vehicles is reduced by providing space for a left-turn lane and bicycle facilities.  

A center island or raised median can also be used to narrow the perceived width of the roadway, which would 
make the roadway appear narrower, thereby reducing speeds. Medians can also improve that pedestrian safety 
and comfort by providing a safe place to stop at the midpoint of a street before crossing the remaining distance. 
They can help enhance visibility of crosswalks, particularly at unsignalized locations. All crossing alternatives 
include median pedestrian refuge islands. 

A raised median can also be an effective way to regulate access to adjacent properties. This and other access 
management techniques along the corridor can also reduce congestion and provide better overall traffic flow, 
reduce collisions, and make pedestrian and bicycle travel safer. This could include consolidating or combining 
existing driveways or taking access from frontage roadways or side streets.4 

Access management helps to reduce conflict points for people driving by decreasing the locations where they can 
make turns. The potential for crashes is reduced as there are fewer places where a car crosses paths with other 
travelers, including people walking or biking. Access management should be considered as projects are planned 
and implemented, especially projects that create walking or biking facilities that cross driveway accesses. Access 
management must include outreach and collaboration with adjacent businesses and property owners. 

Streetscape Alternatives 

Streetscape improvements, such as gateway treatments, landscaping, and illumination, can make the corridor 
safer and more comfortable.  

Gateway Treatments 

A gateway treatment is an aesthetic installation at the entry to a town, city, or neighborhood (Photograph 3). It 
can reinforce civic pride and help remind drivers that they are entering a community. Gateway treatments are 
often a combination of signs (such as “Welcome to Gearhart”), landscaping, art, and traffic control (such as a 
pedestrian crossing).  

Gateway treatments, especially when paired with traffic calming elements such as speed activated signs, can be 
effective in alerting people coming from the north or south that they are entering a community and encouraging 
slower driving speeds. To be seen by travelers in both directions, two alternatives are proposed: one at the north 
end of the corridor and one at the south end (Table 9).  

 

4 In most cases, ODOT cannot force access to a side street. These decisions should be made collaboratively with land/business owners and local jurisdictions. 
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Treatments would need to be outside of ODOT right-of-way and could not hang over the roadway. Landscaping 
would require defined role(s) for ongoing maintenance. Generally, these gateway treatments would be the 
responsibility of the City to purchase and maintain. 

 
Photograph 3. Gateway treatment for people entering Seaside. Includes illumination. 

Table 9. Gateway Alternatives 

ID Description Considerations 

S-1 Gateway: north end of the corridor • Opportunity to pair with Alternative X-1, enhanced crossing near 
Ocean Home Farm Lane. 

S-2 Gateway: south end of the corridor • Opportunity to pair with Alternative X-6, enhanced crossing near 
Sons of Norway Road. 

Landscaping 

This alternative is a long-term strategy to incorporate landscaping along the corridor. Landscaping, including 
trees, native grasses, shrubs, and other vegetation, can bring substantial benefits. Landscaping can improve visual 
aesthetics and, trees especially, can help dampen road noise. The presence of trees can create visual “friction” 
that encourages drivers to go slower. Landscaping also helps with drainage and can reduce flooding by absorbing 
stormwater runoff.  

Landscaping would require ongoing maintenance to manage growth, water as needed, and dispose of fallen 
foliage. At times, ODOT will maintain landscaping that is in their right-of-way.5 However, ODOT does not 
encourage landscaping that has to be maintained, so maintenance often falls to the local jurisdiction. Landscaping 
could also require additional right-of-way space, which could require trade-offs with other roadway elements 
when space is limited. 

 
5 Landscaping would typically be designed, furnished, and installed as part of the project along with a one year establishment period, 
and then maintained by ODOT if in ODOT right-of-way. Sometimes the local agency will have maintenance responsibility through a 
maintenance agreement or an IGA with ODOT. It would be the same with stormwater planters, though ODOT usually requires designers 
to provide Operations and Maintenance Manuals and would be less likely to transfer maintenance responsibilities. 
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Alternative S-3 adds landscaping throughout the corridor (Table 10). This could be implemented opportunistically 
as other improvements are made. 

Table 10. Landscaping Alternatives 

ID Description Considerations 

S-3 Corridorwide landscaping • Can be combined with updated drainage facilities and culvert 
replacement.  

• Landscaping would require ongoing maintenance. 
• Landscaping requires right-of-way space, which may require trade-

offs with other roadway elements when space is limited. 

Illumination 

Illumination increases visibility, making the corridor safer for all road users. Two alternatives are proposed for 
improving illumination with additional lighting (Table 11). Alternative S-4a would implement ODOT’s standard 
lighting at intersections. Alternative S-4b would implement additional lighting through the urban areas of the 
corridor, including pedestrian-scale lighting to increase comfort and visibility for people walking after dark. 
Pedestrian scale lighting would help make the corridor more attractive and support placemaking. Any lighting 
beyond the major intersections would likely be City responsibility. Though S-4a and S-4b are considered mutually-
exclusive in this evaluation, it would be possible to implement S-4a and later install more lighting in the future. 

Table 11. Illumination Alternatives 

ID Description Considerations 

S-4a Improved illumination at intersections 
(ODOT standard) 

• Installs lighting at intersections where there are most likely to be 
interactions between people on the road. 

• ODOT would furnish at locations where policy suggests (e.g. 
signalized intersections or areas with high night-time crashes). 

S-4b Pedestrian-scale illumination along 
corridor 

• Installs lighting through the urban segment of the corridor, in 
addition to intersections where there are most likely to be 
interactions between people on the road. 

• Would likely require local funding. 
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ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 

Concepts were evaluated based on the performance screening measures described in the Performance-Based 
Decision Framework Technical Memorandum. Measures are listed in Table 12. Evaluation of each alternative 
is documented in Table 13. Recommendations and justifications are discussed in the Recommended 
Alternatives section below. 

The evaluation used a three-point scale as follows: 

● Concept meets or fully addresses the criterion 

◑ Concept partially meets or addresses the criterion, or is neutral with respect to the criterion 

○ Concept does not meet or negatively impacts the criterion 

— Criterion does not apply to the concept 

Table 12. Performance-Based Decision Framework 

Performance Area Measures Notes 

Alignment with TSP • Reflects desired cross section and features in the 
local TSP 

Qualitative assessment of whether 
alternatives meet the intent of the 
preferred TSP cross section.  

Level of traffic 
stress 

• Improves level of traffic stress for pedestrians and 
cyclists to PLTS/BLTS level “2” or better 

 

Pedestrian 
environment 

• Alternative improves pedestrian facilities in line with 
the urban context recommendations of the Blueprint 
for Urban Design (BUD) 

Qualitative assessment based on 
the recommendations in the BUD. 
BUD recommends continuous 
buffered sidewalks.  

Bicycle environment • Alternative improves cycling facilities in line with the 
urban context recommendations of the Blueprint for 
Urban Design (BUD) 

• Increases percent of roadway served by an exclusive 
bicycle facility 

Qualitative assessment based on 
the recommendations in the BUD. 

Transit • Reduces distance between marked street crossings 
and transit stop locations 

It may be easier to move the transit 
stop than to mark a crossing near 
an existing transit stop location. 

Crossing 
enhancement 

• Enhanced pedestrian crossings at key locations in the 
corridor 

• Crossing spacing matches BUD spacing guidance 

 

Motor vehicle and 
freight mobility  

• Maintains acceptable v/c ratios at key intersections 
• Reduces length of vehicle queues during peak hour 

 

Impacts to 
environmental 
resources 

• Avoids or minimizes impacts to the natural and built 
environment, as well as historic, cultural, and 
archeological resources. 

Qualitative assessment of impacts 
based on proximity to resources.  

Safety criteria • Addresses known safety issues in the corridor 
• Estimated potential reduction in crashes using crash 

reduction factors 
• Considers crash risk factors for active transportation 

modes 
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Performance Area Measures Notes 
Speeding and 
aggressive driving 
behavior 

• Implements traffic calming measures, reduces lane 
widths, or would otherwise reduce speeding in the 
corridor 

 

Flooding reduction • Reduces flooding and/or facilitates improved 
stormwater conveyance 

 

Cost • Provides greatest benefit for lowest cost.  
• Benefit to cost ratio (qualitative or quantitative) 

 

Phasing • Ability to be phased to achieve incremental 
improvements in the corridor 

Qualitative assessment of phasing 
potential. Many improvement ideas 
could be implemented 
incrementally.  

Oregon Coast Bike 
Route (OCBR) and 
Oregon Coast Trail 
(OCT) support 

• Supports preferred alignments, treatments, and users 
of the OCBR and OCT  

Qualitative assessment of 
alignment with the OCBR Plan and 
future OCT Action Plan. 

Cost Estimates 

Cost estimates were developed for most of the proposed solutions. Cost estimates are planning-level costs based 
on average costs per unit for similar facilities. Estimates were developed without preliminary design or 
engineering for the facilities, although basic measurements were taken and geometric analysis was conducted to 
obtain reasonably accurate unit-level costs. Lane reconfiguration costs for alternatives A and B include the cost of 
resurfacing to avoid possibility of ghost lines. Each cost includes a 40 percent contingency.  

Cost estimates do not include right-of-way acquisition, escalation to year of expenditure, or utility impacts. For 
Alternatives A and B, cost estimates assume reusing existing pavement wherever possible to reduce cost and 
other impacts. Cost estimates are included in Table 13. The complete cost estimates can be found in Appendix A, 
Cost Estimates. 
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 Cross Sections 
A Full length multi-use path. 

Multi-use path on east side. West-side sidewalk in urban areas. Bike 
lanes both directions. Reconfigure travel lanes to one lane in each 
direction plus a center two-way left-turn lane. 

All Yes No ● ● ● ● ● ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ● ● $16,001,000 ◑ ● ● 

B Walking lane and sidewalk combo. 
Walking lane in less developed areas. Sidewalk(s) in urban areas. Bike 
lanes in both directions. Reconfigure travel lanes to one lane in each 
direction plus a center two-way left-turn lane. 

All No Yes ◑ ◑ ◑ ● ◑ ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ● ● $7,843,000 ◑ ◑ ● 

 Proposed Crossings 

X-1 Near Ocean Home Farm Lane (north end of corridor): mile point 17.15 #1 Yes Yes ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ○ ○ ◑ ● ● ● ● — $52,000 ● ◑ ● 
X-2 Near Dooley Lane: mile point 17.80 #1 Yes Yes ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ○ ○ ◑ ● ● ● ● — $204,000 ◑ ◑ ● 
X-3 Near Lamont Lane: mile point 18.06  #2 No Yes ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ○ ○ ◑ ● ● ● ● — $52,000 ◑ ◑ ● 
X-4 Near 5th Street: mile point 18.57 #3 Yes Yes ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ○ ○ ◑ ● ● ● ● — $52,000 ◑ ◑ ● 
X-5 Near bowling alley: mile point 18.70 #4 Yes Yes ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ○ ○ ◑ ● ● ● ● — $52,000 ◑ ◑ ● 
X-6 South of Pacific Way (south end of commercial area): mile point 18.92  #4 Yes Yes ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ○ ○ ◑ ● ● ● ● — $52,000 ◑ ◑ ● 
X-7 Near Sons of Norway Road (south end of corridor): mile point 19.28 #5 Yes Yes ◑ ● ● ◑ ◑ ● ● ● ○ ○ ◑ ● ● ● ● — $52,000 ● ◑ ● 

 Streetscape 

S-1 Gateway treatment: north end of the corridor #1 Yes Yes ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ 
— — ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ● — [not calculated] ◑ ◑ ● 

S-2 Gateway treatment: south end of the corridor #5 Yes Yes ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ 
— — ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ● — [not calculated] ◑ ◑ ● 

S-3 Corridorwide landscaping All Yes Yes ◑ ◑ ● ◑ ◑ ◑ ○ 
— ○ ◑ ● ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ● 

[not calculated] ● ◑ ● 
S-4a Improved illumination at intersections (ODOT standard) All No Yes ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ● 

— — ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ● ● — [not calculated] ● ◑ ◑ 
S-4b Improved illumination at intersections and pedestrian-scale illumination 

along corridor 
All Yes Partial (at 

urban areas) 
◑ ◑ ● ● ● ● 

— — ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ● ● — [not calculated] ● ● ● 

 Intersections 

R-2a Gearhart Lane and US 101, maintain existing stop control #2 No Yes ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ○ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ — [not calculated] ◑ ◑ ◑ 
R-2b Gearhart Lane and US 101, roundabout #2 Yes Yes 

(aspirational) 
● ● ● ◑ ○ ◑ ● ● ● ● ◑ ● ● ● ● — $4,395,000 ◑ ◑ ● 

R-3a Pacific Way and US 101, maintain existing intersection layout #4 No No ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ○ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ ◑ — [not calculated] ◑ ◑ ◑ 
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R-3b Pacific Way and US 101, redesign intersection layout #4 Yes Yes ● ● ● ◑ ◑ ◑ ● ◑ ● ● ◑ ● ● ● ◑ — $2,111,000 ◑ ◑ ● 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Considerations 

The project team has considered many factors that would affect the quality of walking and biking in the corridor, 
including factors for bicycle level of traffic stress (BLTS) and pedestrian level of traffic stress (PLTS), both described 
in Chapter 14 of ODOT’s Analysis Procedures Manual (2020).6  

BLTS is largely determined by traffic speeds, the number of traffic lanes, and the width and type of biking facility 
present. Physically separated bike lanes or paths are lower stress, while facilities that require people to bike in 
traffic are typically higher stress. Wider bike lanes are lower stress because they provide more separation from 
traffic. The analysis also looks at intersections and potential conflict points as the bike facility moves through it.   

PLTS uses similar criteria to BLTS, i.e. traffic speeds, number of lanes, separation from traffic, and width and type 
of walking facility. But it also includes additional criteria, such as adjacent land use and the presence of lighting.  

The Analysis Procedures Manual categorizes four levels of traffic stress, summarized here as: 

• LTS 1- Represents little to no traffic stress and requires little attention to the traffic situation. Suitable for 
all users including children 10 years or younger. 

• LTS 2- Represents little traffic stress, but requires more attention than young children would be expected 
to deal with. This would be suitable for children over 10, teens and adults. 

• LTS 3- Represents moderate stress and is suitable for most observant adults. An experienced adult would 
feel uncomfortable but safe. 

• LTS 4- Represents high traffic stress. Biking facilities are suitable only for experienced and skilled cyclists. 
Pedestrian facilities would be used only by able-bodied adults with limited route choices. 

The target level of traffic stress from the Performance-Based Decision Framework is LTS 2. 

Alternatives A and B would each bring major improvements to the corridor by providing space to bike or walk, and 
by reducing the number of traffic lanes. The buffered bike lanes in both alternatives would be an improvement. 
They are rated BLTS 3 with current speed limits, suitable for most adults. 

However, the improvements in Alternative A would bring more benefits for walking and biking. The multi-use path 
in Alternative A provides a low stress biking facility that is separated from travel lanes with a curb and landscape 
buffer for the entire corridor. This facility would be a BLTS of 1 or 2, depending on how the access points are 
focused. 

Alternative B is limited by lacking a continuous low stress bike facility through the corridor. It does have a walking 
and biking lane in its more rural segments. The lane would be on the asphalt roadway surface, which may not be 
as comfortable as the curbed multi-use path in Alternative A. However, it could be physically separated from 
traffic with jersey barriers or other protection, which would have the same BLTS as the path in Alternative A. This 
protected lane does not continue through the more urban areas, though. Also, physical barriers may be difficult 
to implement because of the large number of driveways in the corridor. People biking would transition to the bike 

 

6 https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Planning/Documents/APMv2_Ch14.pdf 

https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Planning/Documents/APMv2_Ch14.pdf
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lanes, which are relatively stressful and not appropriate for younger adults or less experienced cyclists. Driving 
speeds would need to be brought in line with BUD guidance for these bike lanes to reach a BLTS 2. 

Pedestrian crossing improvements are especially important in this corridor because US 101 has high speeds and 
only one existing marked crossing in the study area at Pacific Way. For example, if residents on the east side of US 
101 want to get to the beach or golf course, they would have to walk up to 1.5 miles just to reach the crossing. 
And the beach and the golf course are less than a mile from US 101. Enhanced crossings could allow people the 
freedom to comfortably walk to more nearby destinations. Proposed crossing alternatives would add crossings at 
seven locations. 

Additional lighting in the corridor from Alternatives S-4a and S-4b would help improve comfort and safety, 
especially for vulnerable road users. Lighting is especially important in commercial areas that attract a lot of 
visitors. Both alternatives would provide lighting at busier areas and larger intersections. However, people live 
along the full length of the corridor, so lighting throughout would be valuable for residents and visitors who want 
to walk or bike when it is dark. 

Intersection alternatives proposed for Gearhart Lane and Pacific Way aim to improve conditions for walking and 
biking. The roundabout proposed at Gearhart Lane (S-2b) would be designed to keep stress low for people 
walking and biking. The new sidewalk and crossing layout for Pacific Way (S-3b) shortens the crossing distance for 
the north leg and makes the crossing direction more intuitive, which is especially helpful for people with vision 
impairments. 

Implementing the proposed alternatives throughout the corridor would substantially improve conditions for 
people walking and biking by calming vehicle traffic, creating dedicated space for walking and biking, making 
crossing US 101 easier, and improving lighting. 
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Traffic Analysis 

The future 2040 operational conditions are compared with the future no-build operational conditions in Table 14. 
Under Alternative A and B, US 101 is reconfigured to three lanes, which means one through travel lane in each 
direction and a center turn lane.  

Alternative mobility targets adopted by the OTC require that a v/c ratio of 0.85 be maintained during an average 
weekday, with a peak-hour factor of 1.0. As shown, all intersections are expected to continue to meet existing 
mobility targets, operating with a volume to capacity ratio (v/c) lower than the 0.85 stated mobility target during 
the future PM peak hour of an average weekday.  

However, side street delay at a few unsignalized intersections is expected to be high, with the G Street-Oster 
Road and Gearhart Lane approaches to US 101 expected to operate with a LOS F with stop control remaining on 
the side street. Side street turn lanes were considered to reduce delay at these intersections, but they were not 
carried forward because: 

• Left turn volumes onto US 101 at all unsignalized intersections are very low during the peak and all meet 
peak hour mobility targets during the average weekday. 

• Right-of-way is constrained and would pose serious property or environmental impacts. 
• The proposed center TWLTL on US 101 would help by allowing two-stage turns from the side street. 
• Many of the side streets, including G Street and Oster Road, are connected off US 101 to allow drivers to 

circulate to the signal at Pacific Way. 

At Gearhart Lane, potential traffic control types were investigated to better serve that location, including a traffic 
signal and roundabout. In all cases, the resulting v/c measure was adequate. A separate evaluation is required to 
determine if the potential traffic control complies with ODOT warrants. (The traffic signal is not reported here 
because it is highly unlikely to comply with ODOT warrants.)  

The methods and assumptions used for this performance review are summarized in Technical Memorandum #4: 
Analysis Methodology.
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Table 14. Future 2040 Intersection Operations with Recommended Improvements  
(Average Weekday PM Peak Hour) 

 Future No-Build Operations Future Operations with Alternatives Implemented 

Study Intersection Intersection 
Control 

Maintain Existing Lane Configuration Intersection 
Control 

Reconfigure US 101 to Three Driving Lanes 
V/C Delay (seconds) LOS V/C Delay (seconds) LOS 

US 101/ G Street-
Oster Road 

Stop Control on 
side streets 

0.60 (NB TR) 
/0.46 (EB L) 

10.4 (NB L) 
/103.8 (WB L) 

B (NB L) 
/F (WB L) 

Stop Control on 
side street 

0.60 (NB TR) 
/0.46 (EB L) 

10.5 (NB L) 
/103.8 (WB L) 

B (NB L) 
/F (WB L) 

US 101/ Pacific Way Traffic Signal 0.48 8.3 A Traffic Signal 0.77 13.7 B 

US 101/ 5th Street Stop Control on 
side street 

0.32 (NB LT) 
/0.07 (EB L) 

9.9 (NB L)  
/18.3 (EB L) 

A (NB L) 
/C (EB L) 

Stop Control on 
side street 

0.59 (NB T) 
/0.07 (EB L) 

9.9 (NB L) 
/18.4 (EB L) 

A (NB L) 
/C (EB L) 

US 101/ Hillila Road Stop Control on 
side street 

0.30 (NB TR) 
/0.05 (WB L) 

10.3 (SB L) 
/24.9 (WB L) 

B (SB L) 
/C (WB L) 

Stop Control on 
side street 

0.59 (NB TR) 
/0.04 (WB L) 

10.3 (SB L) 
/20.7 (WB L) 

B (SB L) 
/C (WB L) 

US 101/ Gearhart 
Lane 

Stop Control on 
side street 

0.29 (NB TR) 
/0.36 (EB L) 

10.2 (SB L) 
/55.3 (EB L) 

B (NB L) / 
F (EB L) 

Stop Control on 
side street (R-2a) 

0.57 (NB T) / 
0.61 (EB L) 

10.1 (SB L) 
/ 121.7 (EB L) 

B (NB L) / 
F (EB L) 

    Roundabout  
(R-2b) 0.80 14.8 B 

Note: Mobility Target = 0.85 v/c; average weekday; peak hour factor of 1.0. 
Intersection operations are reported for the entire intersection at traffic signals and roundabouts, and for the worst major street turn movement/worst minor street turn movement at 
two-way stop control intersections. 
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Environmental Considerations 

Technical Memo #5: Land Use and Transportation System Inventory (TM5) identified environmental resources 
along the corridor. TM5 found that environmental resources along the US 101 Gearhart corridor are primarily 
located outside of ODOT right-of-way, though some resources, such as wetlands, are located nearby. Nearly all 
proposed alternatives are intended to stay within existing ODOT right-of-way, limiting potential impacts to 
resources. After the preferred Facility Plan alternatives are developed, the project team will conduct a more 
thorough assessment of environmental impacts in support of future NEPA classification.  

One alternative, R-2b (roundabout at Gearhart Lane), would require acquiring additional right-of-way. Impacts are 
expected to be limited if the roundabout only impacts already developed land. However, further investigation is 
recommended if the alternative progresses beyond the Facility Plan. 

The following summarizes potentially relevant environmental considerations. 

Flooding 

Almost the entire southern half of the study area and a narrow part along the west boundary are located below 
the 100-year floodplain elevation. Anecdotally, water is known to pond on the roadway surface during high 
precipitation events. No regulated floodway is mapped within the study area. Proposed alternatives would either 
maintain existing conditions or improve drainage to reduce the potential for flooding. This is captured in the 
evaluation framework with the “flooding reduction” measure. 

Wetlands 

There are no National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) features mapped within the US 101 right-of-way. However, there 
are NWI features mapped immediately adjacent to the west of the US 101 right-of-way for most of the length of 
the study area. As most alternatives are expected to stay within the existing road prism, major impacts are 
unlikely. Temporary impacts due to construction would need to be evaluated during project construction. The one 
alternative that extends beyond the road prism, the roundabout at Gearhart Lane (R-2b), is not expected to 
impact wetlands, but a more detailed environmental review would be needed in a future phase if the alternative 
progresses. 

Biological and Threatened and Endangered Species 

Protected fish, bird, butterfly, and plant species are known to occur near the corridor. However, proposed 
alternatives are expected to stay within ODOT right-of-way and not impact waterways or habitat.  

Cultural Resources 

Archaeological resources have been documented near the US 101 corridor. However, they have not been 
mapped, so precise extents are unknown. For alternatives that would disturb the ground outside the road prism, 
such as Alternative R-2b, further investigation is needed. 
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Over 200 parcels along the US 101 Gearhart corridor appear to have structures that may be eligible for listing in 
the National Register for Historic Places (NRHP) within 5 years. For this reason, all parcels that would be touched 
by a project and contain architectural resources 45 years of age or older are recommended to be surveyed at a 
compliance level for potential eligibility to the NRHP.  

Section 4(f) 

Three features within the corridor may be considered Section 4(f) resources: North Gateway Park, the Oregon 
Coast Trail, and the Oregon Coast Bike Route. Proposed alternatives are not expected to impact North Gateway 
Park. Alternatives are intended to improve conditions for the Oregon Coast Trail and Oregon Coast Bike Route, 
which is captured in the evaluation framework with the “Oregon Coast Bike Route (OCBR) and Oregon Coast Trail 
(OCT) support” measure. 

Implementation and Phasing 

When and how alternatives are implemented will depend on available funding and opportunities to tie in with 
other projects. They may be implemented as a complete package through the Statewide Transportation 
Improvements Program (STIP) or other state funding. Or alternatives may be implemented as a collection of 
smaller projects with state or local funding. Elements may also be implemented with new private development, 
e.g., adding a sidewalk as part of frontage improvements required of new development. To help provide a 
framework for how alternatives may be implemented and phased, the project team has documented 
considerations in Table 15. 

Table 15 considers whether the alternative (or element of the alternative) may be implemented in the near, mid, 
or long-term. For the purposes of this memo, these are defined as: 

• Near: less than two years 
• Mid: two to 5 years 
• Long: more than five years 

Timeline estimates take into account the project benefits, the amount of resources and planning required to 
implement, and whether other projects must be implemented first (dependencies). 

Some alternatives may be divided into smaller projects and implemented piecemeal using logical project termini. 
For example, the sidewalks and multi-use path in Alternatives A and B would require more resources and planning 
than the reconfiguration in those alternatives. They could be implemented later, after restriping the roadway to 
the three-lane cross section, and could be built in sections as opportunities come up.  

Some easier-to-implement alternatives may be constructed sooner than others as interim improvements. For 
example, the pavement walking path in Alternative B may be implemented until funding for the curbed multi-use 
path in Alternative A becomes available. These are noted in the considerations in Table 15. 

Recommendations and justifications are discussed in the Recommended Alternatives section below.  
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Table 15. Implementation and Phasing Considerations 
ID Description Implementation and Phasing Considerations Term Dependencies 

  Cross Sections 
A Full length multi-use 

path 
• Reconfiguration could be implemented 

independently and relatively quickly. Would 
provide immediate safety benefits. Should be 
implemented at the same time through the entire 
corridor to maintain coherent traffic pattern.  

• Sidewalks and multi-use paths would require 
more investment and could be implemented later. 
Depending on the final cross section, they may 
require restriping to fit in the right-of-way. They 
could be phased by segment with a focus on 
higher need areas. 

Near 
(restriping) 
Near-Long 
(sidewalks 
and multi-
use path) 

Sidewalks and 
multi-use path 
may require 
restriping 

B Walking lane and 
sidewalk  

• Reconfiguration could be implemented 
independently and relatively quickly. Would 
provide immediate safety benefits. Should be 
implemented at the same time through the entire 
corridor to maintain coherent traffic pattern. 

• Sidewalks and multi-use paths would require 
more investment and could be implemented later. 
Depending on the final cross section, they may 
require restriping to fit in the right-of-way. They 
could be phased by segment with a focus on 
higher need areas. 

• Could be an interim solution until funding is 
secured to implement Alternative A. 

Near 
(restriping) 
Near-Long 
(sidewalks) 

Sidewalks may 
require 
restriping 

  Proposed Crossings 
X-1 Near Ocean Home 

Farm Lane: mile point 
17.15 (proposed) 

• Median pedestrian refuge island would be located 
in the center turn lane. Could be implemented 
with existing three lane cross-section at this 
location. 

• Consider implementing with gateway S-1. 

Mid A or B 

X-2 Near Dooley Lane: 
mile point 17.80 
(proposed) 

• High priority location. 
• Median pedestrian refuge island would be located 

in the center turn lane, and therefore requires 
reconfiguration from Alternative A or B. Also, 
implementing a crossing with the existing four 
lane cross section poses serious safety concerns. 

Near A or B 

X-3 Near Lamont Lane: 
mile point 18.06 
(proposed) 

• Median pedestrian refuge island would be located 
in the center turn lane, and therefore requires 
reconfiguration from Alternative A or B. Also, 
implementing a crossing with the existing four 
lane cross section poses serious safety concerns. 

• Not needed if the roundabout at Gearhart Lane is 
implemented (R-2b). 

Mid A or B 
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ID Description Implementation and Phasing Considerations Term Dependencies 
X-4 Near 5th Street: mile 

point 18.57 
(proposed) 

• Median pedestrian refuge island would be located 
in the center turn lane, and therefore requires 
reconfiguration from Alternative A or B. Also, 
implementing a crossing with the existing four 
lane cross section poses serious safety concerns. 

Mid A or B 

X-5 Near bowling alley: 
mile point 18.70 
(proposed) 

• High priority location. 
• Median pedestrian refuge island would be located 

in the center turn lane, and therefore requires 
reconfiguration from Alternative A or B. Also, 
implementing a crossing with the existing four 
lane cross section poses serious safety concerns. 

Near A or B 

X-6 South of Pacific Way: 
mile point 18.92 
(proposed) 

• Median pedestrian refuge island would be located 
in the center turn lane, and therefore requires 
reconfiguration from Alternative A or B. Also, 
implementing a crossing with the existing four 
lane cross section poses serious safety concerns. 

Mid A or B 

X-7 Near Sons of Norway 
Road: mile point 
19.28 (proposed) 

• Median pedestrian refuge island would be located 
in the center turn lane. Could be implemented 
with existing three lane cross-section at this 
location. 

• Consider implementing with gateway S-2. 

Mid A or B 

  Streetscape 

S-1 Gateway treatment: 
north end 

• Could be implemented independently and 
relatively quickly. 

• Consider implementing with crossing X-1. 

Near [none] 

S-2 Gateway treatment: 
south end 

• Could be implemented independently and 
relatively quickly. 

• Consider implementing with crossing X-7. 

Near [none] 

S-3 Corridorwide 
landscaping 

• Most landscaping would be added as sidewalk and 
multi-use path improvements are made.  

• Some improvements could be added 
opportunistically with new development or other 
streetscape projects. 

Near-
Long 

A or B 

S-4a Improved 
illumination at 
intersections (ODOT 
standard) 

• Could be implemented independently. 
• Consider implementing with other intersection 

improvement projects, such as R-2 and R-3. 

Near-Mid [none] 

S-4b Improved 
illumination at 
intersections and 
pedestrian-scale 
illumination along 
corridor 

• Pedestrian-scale lighting would be most beneficial 
after pedestrian facilities from Alternatives A or B 
are implemented.  

Mid-Long A or B 

  Intersections 
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ID Description Implementation and Phasing Considerations Term Dependencies 
R-2a Gearhart Lane and US 

101, maintain existing 
stop control 

• Intersection improvements would need to tie in 
with new configuration from Alternatives A and B. 

• Could be an interim solution until funding is 
secured to implement Alternative R-2b. 

Near A or B 

R-2b Gearhart Lane and US 
101, roundabout 

• Intersection improvements would need to tie in 
with new configuration from Alternatives A and B. 

Long A or B 

R-3a Pacific Way and US 
101, maintain existing 
intersection layout 

• Intersection improvements would need to tie in 
with new configuration from Alternatives A and B. 

Near A or B 

R-3b Pacific Way and US 
101, redesign 
intersection layout 

• Intersection improvements would need to tie in 
with new configuration from Alternatives A and B. 

Near-Mid A or B 
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RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES  

The consultant team-recommended package of preferred alternatives and initial justifications are described in 
Table 16. Recommendations are based on how well each alternative contributes to the vision for the corridor and 
its performance in the Performance-Based Decision Framework.  

In this draft, the consultant team recommended an initial set of preferred alternatives to include in the Facility 
Plan. Initial recommendations are intended to be a starting point for conversation and to inspire feedback from 
stakeholders and the public. Final recommendations will be adjusted based on this feedback. Final 
recommendations will be carried forward and further developed in the upcoming Tech Memo #10: Preferred 
Alternative.  

Table 16. Recommended Preferred Alternatives 

   

Recommend for 
Inclusion in Facility Plan? 

ID Description Justification Initial Final 

  Cross Sections 
A Full length multi-use 

path 
Alternative A would improve safety and comfort through 
the corridor for all modes.  
• The three lane cross section improves safety for people 

driving, biking, and walking. 
• Continuous bike lanes are convenient for strong and 

confident bikers, and they encourage slower driving by 
narrowing the perceived road width. 

• The continuous multi-use path provides a safe and 
comfortable place for residents and visitors to walk and 
bike, and establishes a bikes facility with a BLTS 2. 

• Aligns with 2017 Gearhart TSP projects S1, S2, S4 – S7, 
which plan to “Reconfigure US 101 to three lanes and 
buffered bike lanes, and widen for a shared-use path.” 

Yes No 

B Walking lane and 
sidewalk combo 

While Alternative B would provide similar improvements 
as Alternative A at half the cost, the alternative 
compromises on improvements for the pedestrian and 
bicycle environment — important performance areas for 
the Facility Plan. 
• Consider implementing Alternative B as an interim 

solution until funding is available for constructing 
Alternative A. 

• Does not quite realize the vision from 2017 Gearhart 
TSP projects S1, S2, S4 – S7, which plan to “Reconfigure 
US 101 to three lanes and buffered bike lanes, and 
widen for a shared-use path.” 

No Yes 

  Proposed Crossings 
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Recommend for 
Inclusion in Facility Plan? 

ID Description Justification Initial Final 
X-1 Near Ocean Home 

Farm Lane: mile point 
17.15 (proposed) 

• Provides access from the east-side walking and biking 
facilities to neighborhoods on the west side. 

• Helps indicate to southbound drivers that they are 
entering a community that may have people walking 
along the roadway. 

Yes Yes 

X-2 Near Dooley Lane: 
mile point 17.80 
(proposed) 

• Provides a safer, more comfortable crossing facility 
near Bud’s RV, a popular destination and place to cross. 

• The RRFB increases driver awareness, important for the 
high driver speeds at this location. 

Yes Yes 

X-3 Near Lamont Lane: 
mile point 18.06 
(proposed) 

• Crossings provided with the roundabout at Gearhart 
Lane would be approximately 150 feet north of this 
proposed crossing. 

No Yes 

X-4 Near 5th Street: mile 
point 18.57 
(proposed) 

• Provides a connection between neighborhoods on west 
side to multi-use path and commercial area on east 
side. 

Yes Yes 

X-5 Near bowling alley: 
mile point 18.70 
(proposed) 

• Crossing is near popular destinations and the 
northbound bus stop at the Dollar General. 

• Connects the northern end of the west-side sidewalk to 
the multi-use path on the east side. 

Yes Yes 

X-6 South of Pacific Way: 
mile point 18.92 
(proposed) 

• Provides connection between residential area on east 
side and south end of the commercial area on the west 
side. 

• Connects the southern end of the west-side sidewalk to 
the multi-use path on the east side. 

Yes Yes 

X-7 Near Sons of Norway 
Road: mile point 
19.28 (proposed) 

• Connects the multi-use path to Sons of Norway sports 
field and North Gateway Park. 

• Helps indicate to northbound drivers that they are 
entering a community that may have people walking 
along the roadway. 

Yes Yes 

  Streetscape 

S-1 Gateway treatment: 
north end 

• Relatively low cost investment to encourage safe 
driving by reminding drivers that they are entering a 
community and reinforcing civic pride. 

Yes Yes 

S-2 Gateway treatment: 
south end 

• Relatively low cost investment to encourage safe 
driving by reminding drivers that they are entering a 
community and reinforcing civic pride. 

Yes Yes 

S-3 Corridorwide 
landscaping 

• Improves the pedestrian environment, can encourage 
safer driving with visual friction, and helps with 
stormwater management. 

Yes Yes 

S-4a Improved 
illumination at 
intersections (ODOT 
standard) 

• Provides illumination at locations where policy suggests 
(e.g. signalized intersections or areas with high night-
time crashes). 

Yes Yes 
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Recommend for 
Inclusion in Facility Plan? 

ID Description Justification Initial Final 
S-4b Improved 

illumination at 
intersections and 
pedestrian-scale 
illumination along 
corridor 

• Provides pedestrian-scale illumination to enhance the 
pedestrian and bicycle environment through the urban 
segment of the corridor, important for safety and 
comfort. 

• Implementing only at urban areas would be more cost 
effective and emit less light pollution than 
implementing corridor-wide. 

Yes Partial (at urban 
areas) 

  Intersections 
R-2a Gearhart Lane and US 

101, maintain existing 
stop control 

• Does not meet future mobility goals. Delay for 
eastbound approach expected to operate at a level of 
service F with 122 seconds of delay in the 2040 horizon 
year. 

No Yes 

R-2b Gearhart Lane and US 
101, roundabout 

• Improves operations for drivers approaching US 101 
from Gearhart Lane.  

• Helps to calm traffic. 
• However, this option would have higher impacts and 

higher costs. 

Yes Yes 
(aspirational) 

R-3a Pacific Way and US 
101, maintain existing 
intersection layout 

• Maintaining the existing skewed crossing is unintuitive 
and awkward for people walking or using mobility 
devices. 

No No 

R-3b Pacific Way and US 
101, redesign 
intersection layout 

• Realigning the crosswalk reduces pedestrian crossing 
distance and is more intuitive, important for people 
with visual impairments. 

• The extended sidewalk provides more space for 
pedestrians and potentially for a southbound bus stop. 

Yes Yes 

 

Alignment with BUD 

Future conditions of the US 101 corridor with the recommended preferred alternatives were compared to 
guidance from the ODOT BUD for preferred treatments. Table 17Error! Reference source not found. shows the 
comparison for the “Rural Community” urban context type along US 101 between Ocean Home Farm Lane and 
5th Street. The segment meets most of the BUD recommendations for minimum widths, including bike facilities, 
sidewalks, travel lanes, and turn lanes. Although the targeted distance between pedestrian crossings is not met in 
all cases, additional pedestrian crossings are recommended in areas expected to have crossing demand. Table 18 
shows the comparison for the “Commercial Corridor” urban context type for the segment of US 101 between 5th 
Street and Mill Creek Lane. As shown, many of the design elements meet the recommended BUD guidance for 
most of the minimum widths, including bike facilities, sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, travel lanes, and turn lanes. 
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Table 17. Preferred Alternative comparison to BUD Rural Community Urban Context 
Ocean Home Farm Lane to 5th Street 

Element BUD Guidance 
With Recommended 
Improvements from Preferred 
Alternative 

Meets 
Guidance 

Target Speed 
(miles per hour) 25-35 40-45-55 (existing posted speed) ✖ 

Travel Lanes 
Start with minimum widths, wider by Roadway 
characteristics: 
Minimum widths: 11-12 ft. 

One travel lane in each direction, 
11-12 ft. lane width ✔ 

Turn Lanes 

Balance crossing width and operations 
depending on desired use. 
Minimum widths: 
Two-way left-turn lane: 11-12 ft 
Left-turn lane: 11-12 ft. 
Right-turn lane: 11-12 ft. 

11-12 ft. center turn lane ✔ 

Shy Distance 
Consider roadway characteristics, desired 
speeds. 
Minimum width above 35 mph: 1 ft. 

2 ft. buffer between bike lanes ✔ 

Median 

Optional, use as pedestrian crossing refuge. 
Minimum widths: 
Raised median (no turn lane): 8-11 ft. 
Raised median (with left-turn lane): 12-14 ft. 

Center turn lane divides traffic 
with pedestrian refuge medians 
at crossings 

Optional 

Bicycle Facility Start with separated bicycle facility, consider 
roadway characteristics 

All alternatives include a 
separated (curbed) multi-use 
path and/or buffered bike lanes 

✔ 

Sidewalk Continuous and buffered sidewalks, sized for 
desired use 

All alternatives include a 
separated (curbed) multi-use 
path, sidewalk, and/or protected 
walking lane 

✔ 

Target 
Pedestrian 
Crossing Spacing 
Range 

250-750 ft. 

Three new pedestrian crossings 
are proposed, with approximate 
spacings between 1,300 ft. and 
3,400 ft. 

✖ 

On-Street 
Parking Consider on-street parking if space allows No on-street parking ✔ 

 Meets guidance  Does not meet guidance 

 

 

✔ ✖ 
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Table 18. Preferred Alternative comparison to BUD Commercial Corridor Urban Context 
5th Street to Mill Creek Lane 

Element BUD Guidance With Recommended 
Improvements 

Meets 
Guidance 

Target Speed 
(miles per hour) 30-35  40 (existing posted speed) ✖ 

Travel Lanes 
Start with minimum widths, wider by Roadway 
characteristics: 
Minimum widths: 11-12 ft. 

One travel lane in each 
direction, 
11-12 ft. lane width 

✔ 

Turn Lanes 

Balance crossing width and operations 
depending on desired use. 
Minimum widths: 
Two-way left-turn lane: 12-14 ft. 
Left-turn lane: 12-14 ft. 
Right-turn lane: 12-13 ft. 

12-14 ft. center turn lane 
 ✔ 

Shy Distance 
Consider roadway characteristics, desired 
speeds. 
Minimum width above 35 mph: 1 ft. 

2 ft. buffer between bike lanes ✔ 

Median 

Typically used for safety/operational 
management. 
Minimum widths: 
Raised median (no turn lane): 8-11 ft. 
Raised median (with left-turn lane): 14-16 ft. 

Center turn lane divides traffic 
with pedestrian refuge medians 
at crossings 

✖ 

Bicycle Facility Start with separated bicycle facility, consider 
roadway characteristics 

All alternatives include a 
separated (curbed) multi-use 
path and/or buffered bike lanes  

✔ 

Sidewalk Continuous and buffered sidewalks, with space 
for transit stations 

All alternatives include a 
separated (curbed) multi-use 
path, sidewalk, and/or 
protected walking lane 

✔ 

Target 
Pedestrian 
Crossing Spacing 
Range 

500-1,000 ft. Four new pedestrian crossings 
proposed, for a total of five in 
the segment spaced an average 
of 1,000 ft. apart. 

✔ 

On-Street 
Parking Not Applicable No on-street parking ✔ 

  Meets guidance  Does not meet guidance 

 

✔ ✖ 
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