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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This Transportation Discipline Report (TDR) for the Industrial Way/Oregon Way Intersection Project
presents the traffic analysis and findings to support the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This
intersection is the junction of Industrial Way (SR 432), Oregon Way, and SR 433, which is the state
highway that traverses the Lewis and Clark Bridge over the Columbia River and provides an interstate
connection between the states of Washington and Oregon. The need for intersection improvements is
based on future projections of peak period congestion at the Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection
and at neighboring intersections due to background growth in traffic demand. Additionally, the future
increase in rail (freight) service across Industrial Way, SR 433, and Oregon Way is expected to further
exacerbate traffic congestion at this intersection. Both Industrial Way and SR 433 are considered
Highways of Statewide Significance and are part of the larger National Highway System (NHS). The
purpose of the Industrial Way/Oregon Way Intersection Project is to develop an affordable long-term
transportation solution that:

¶ Maintains or improves mobility and access for emergency responders
¶ Improves travel reliability for all vehicles and modes
¶ Accommodates current and future freight truck and passenger vehicle movement through the

intersection and across the region and states.

The goal of this discipline report is to support the evaluation of potential intersection solutions through
detailed data review, traffic analysis, and design refinement to provide a technical comparison of project
alternatives. The traffic analysis considered Existing Conditions (2015), Future No Build (2040) conditions
along with two build alternatives: Grade-Separated Option A (GSA) Alternative and Partial Grade-
Separated Option B (PGSB) Alternative. No preferred alternative has been identified at this stage of the
project. Detailed descriptions of the No Build Alternative assumptions and the GSA and PGSB
Alternatives are provided in Section 2 of this report.

The detailed findings of the evaluation and conclusions for this work are presented in Section 5.

Key Findings
Existing Conditions

The traffic analysis results for existing (2015) conditions show that congestion levels and peak hour
delays are currently moderate (delays less than 55 seconds/vehicle) and are deemed manageable, per
standard-practice delay thresholds, during typical steady-state or no-train conditions. Delay conditions
with “industry”1 trains blocking Industrial Way or Oregon Way are also manageable with the exception
of the PM peak hour where delays approach capacity thresholds.

Future No Build Alternative

Traffic projections used for future year traffic analysis were taken from the Cowlitz-Wahkiakum Council
of Governments (CWCOG) travel demand model. The model shows traffic levels in the study area
increasing at a moderate pace by the targeted 2020 and 2040 horizon years. Forecasted peak period
traffic volume growth of 1-2 percent (annually) is anticipated translating to overall growth in traffic

1 An industry train, or manifest train, comprises rail cars that haul various commodities that have different origins and destinations. For
this project, typical industry trains are assumed to be 2,000 feet or less in length.
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demand (for most major arterials) of approximately 40-50 percent by 2040 compared to existing
conditions. Such increases would occur because of expanded cross-state travel on the Lewis and Clark
Bridge, greater land use intensity within the City of Longview and surrounding areas, and changes in
regional population and employment.

During the PM peak hour, all intersections would operate with low to moderate intersection delays
(delays less than 20-50 seconds/vehicle) in the 2020 No Build Alternative when there are no trains
present. During a train occurrence, one out of the six study intersections would operate with significant
delays (delay greater than 2 minutes/vehicle) in the 2020 No Build PM peak hour conditions. For the
2040 No Build Alternative, the traffic analysis results show moderate to high (delays less than 80
seconds/vehicle) intersection delays when no trains are present during the AM and Midday peak hours.
However, three out of the six study intersections would experience significant delays during the PM
peak hour under the 2040 No Build Alternative even with no trains present. With anticipated unit
train(s)2 traveling through the area and blocking the Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection
approaches, significant roadway delays would occur, thereby affecting auto and truck travel times,
impeding pedestrian and bicycle mobility, and constraining emergency responders that rely on the
intersection. Future year analysis results for the GSA and PGSB Alternatives would demonstrate
noticeable delay reduction benefits for all vehicles and modes compared to No Build conditions. These
reductions would lead to improvements in travel times and reliability for all vehicular travel modes
including emergency responders and truck (freight) traffic.

GSA Alternative

Benefits

¶ 2020 PM peak hour delays for the primary Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection would be reduced
by up to 67 percent (135 seconds/vehicle (LOS F) in the No Build Alternative to 45 seconds/vehicle
(LOS D) in the GSA Alternative) with unit train(s) blockages.

¶ As shown in Table 1, 2040 AM and Midday delays would decrease by approximately 15 percent and
30 percent, respectively, without train blockage and decrease by approximately 60 percent and 70
percent, respectively, with unit train(s) blockages.

¶ 2040 PM peak hour delays for Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection would decrease by
approximately 25 percent without train blockages and 40 percent with unit train(s) blockages.

¶ Delay reductions for other study intersections compared to the No Build Alternative would be modest
for 2020. By the 2040 horizon, the reduction in delays would be even more significant compared to
the No Build Alternative.

¶ Travel reliability for emergency responders and trucks would be improved compared to the No Build
Alternative due to separation of rail from the roadway network.

¶ Potential reduction in intersection crashes due to improvements in traffic operations and reduction in
delays and travel times compared to the No Build Alternative.

¶ South/north connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists on the surface non-motorized safety would be
improved compared to the No Build Alternative, especially when train movements and blockages
occur.

2 A unit train comprises rail cars that haul the same commodity and have a single origin and destination. For this project, typical unit
trains are assumed to be 6,800-8,000 feet in length.
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Table 1. Delay per Vehicle under the GSA Alternative
Existing Conditions (2015) No Build Alternative (2040) GSA Alternative (2040)

No Train With Train No Train With Train No Train With Train
AM Peak Hour 38 sec 47 sec 49 sec 99 sec 42 sec

15 % less than
No Build

42 sec
60 % less than

No Build
Midday Peak
Hour

42 sec 54 sec 61 sec 146 sec 42 sec
30 % less than

No Build

42 sec
70 % less than

No Build
PM Peak Hour 49 sec 71 sec 194 sec 247 sec 148 sec

25 % less than
No Build

148 sec
40% less than No

Build

Challenges

¶ Some out-of-direction travel3 would be required for specific origin destination pairs4. The primary
out-of-direction travel would apply to trips to/from the Port of Longview area located southwest of
the intersection as well as parcels along Industrial Way east of Oregon Way.

¶ Pedestrians and bicyclists, though not subject to steep grades, would be exposed to periodic train
movements and blockages creating potential safety conflicts.

¶ Construction phasing and implementation would be difficult in terms of avoiding major disruptions to
Industrial Way and Oregon Way. Oregon Way could be unavoidably closed for up to 1.5 years under
this alternative thereby requiring detour routing for extended periods of time.

PGSB Alternative

Benefits

¶ 2020 PM peak hour delays for Industrial Way/Oregon Way would be reduced by up to 80 percent
(135 seconds/vehicle (LOS F) in the No Build Alternative to 27 seconds/vehicle (LOS C) in the PGSB
Alternative) with unit train(s) blockages.

¶ As shown in Table 2 below, delays would decrease significantly in the AM and Midday peak hours by
approximately 50-55 percent without train blockage. Delays would decrease by approximately 75-
80 percent with unit train(s) blockages.

¶ As shown in Table 2 below, 2040 PM peak hour delays for Industrial Way/Oregon Way would be
reduced by up to 50 percent without train blockages and 60 percent with unit train(s) blockages.

¶ Delay reductions for other study intersections compared to the No Build Alternative would be modest
for 2020. By the 2040 horizon, the reduction in delays would be even more significant compared to
the No Build Alternative.

¶ Travel reliability for emergency responders and trucks would be improved compared to the No Build
Alternative due to separation of rail from the roadway network.

3 Out-of-direction travel occurs when vehicles would have to travel longer route to reach a destination than what they would typically
take.
4 Origin and destination pairs -are defined as a route from where a vehicle starts (origin) to where the vehicle’s travel ends (destination).
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¶ Potential reduction in intersection crashes due to improvements in traffic operations and lower delays
and travel times compared to No Build Alternative.

¶ South/north connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists on the surface (via new roundabout under
elevated intersection) would be improved.

Table 2. Delay per Vehicle under the PGSB Alternative
Existing Conditions (2015) No Build Alternative (2040) PGSB Alternative (2040)
No Train With Train No Train With Train No Train With Train

AM Peak Hour 38 sec 47 sec 49 sec 99 sec 25 sec
50% less than No
Build

25 sec
75% less than No
Build

Midday Peak
Hour

42 sec 54 sec 61 sec 146 sec 27 sec
55% less than No
Build

27 sec
80% less than No
Build

PM Peak Hour  49 sec 71 sec 194 sec 247 sec 99 sec
50% less than No
Build

100 sec
60% less than No
Build

Challenges

¶ Train blockages may affect the surface roundabout serving eastbound and westbound through
movements for 2020 and 2040 PM peak period reflecting roundabout exposure to unit train(s)
crossing Industrial Way or Oregon Way.

¶ Train blockages could affect upstream traffic movements at the diverging intersection on Industrial
Way (west of Columbia Boulevard) thereby constraining access to the elevated intersection from
Industrial Way.

¶ Some out-of-direction travel, though less than the GSA Alternative, would be required for certain
origin destination pairs. Primarily applies to trips to/from areas southwest and southeast of the
elevated intersection.

¶ Pedestrians and bicyclists, though not subject to steep grades, would be exposed to periodic train
movements and blockages creating potential safety conflicts.

¶ Construction phasing and implementation would be difficult, though less so than the GSA Alternative,
in terms of avoiding major disruptions to either Industrial Way or Oregon Way.

Lewis and Clark Bridge
Currently, the Lewis and Clark Bridge is a bottleneck that restricts traffic flow into and out of the study
area. Due to its proximity to the Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection, the Lewis and Clark Bridge, as
currently constrained or if improved in the future, has the potential to influence operations of the
intersection. The bridge bottleneck affects traffic flow to the Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection by
effectively metering northbound traffic coming from Oregon. This metering effect shifts delays and
congestion to the south (upstream) end of the bridge, which in turn benefits operations at the Industrial
Way/Oregon Way intersection.

Conversely, southbound traffic that must merge from two lanes to one lane on the bridge approach may
spill back through the intersection and onto Oregon Way. Even though Washington and Oregon do not
have plans to address the Lewis & Clark Bridge capacity issue, an additional traffic analysis scenario
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(“bridge capacity unconstrained”) was considered to assess the operational impacts at the Industrial
Way/Oregon Way intersection if the Lewis and Clark Bridge is improved in future years.

The operational analysis for the 2040 PM peak hour indicates that if the bridge capacity is sufficient to
accommodate future volume growth projections (up to 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane), then the
overall delay at the Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection would be reduced by up to 79 percent in
the GSA Alternative. Similarly, overall delay at this intersection would be reduced by up to 87 percent in
the PGSB Alternative with unit train(s) blockages. Overall delay at this intersection would be reduced by
up to 84 percent in the PGSB Alternative without train blockages. Table 3 below shows the delay per
vehicle comparison between the three alternatives.

Table 3. Delay per Vehicle Comparison (Unconstrained Bridge Capacity)

No Build Alternative
(2040) - Constrained

No Build Alternative (2040) -
Unconstrained

GSA Alternative (2040) PGSB Alternative (2040)

No Train With Train No Train With Train No Train With Train No Train With Train
PM
Peak
Hour

194 sec 247 sec 106 sec
45% less
than No
Build
(Constrained)

210 sec
15% less
than No
Build
(Constrained)

52 sec
73% less
than No
Build
(Constrained)

52 sec
79% less
than No
Build
(Constrained)

31 sec
84% less
than No
Build
(Constrained)

31 sec
87% less
than No
Build
(Constrained)

The findings of the traffic analysis process show that prioritizing improvements at the intersection of
Industrial Way and Oregon Way over widening of the Lewis and Clark Bridge is important. This is based
on the projected delay and level of service results that indicate the intersection itself is not capable of
accommodating future traffic demands to/from the bridge. Hence, a reverse sequence of pursuing
bridge widening first would likely lead to severe congestion levels for the intersection and significant
impacts to the local arterial system, especially in the context of future expansion of rail activity on the
BNSF corridor.



Transportation Discipline Report

Page VI FEBRUARY 2018

This page intentionally left blank.



Transportation Discipline Report

FEBRUARY 2018 Page 1

1 INTRODUCTION
The Industrial Way/Oregon Way Intersection Project is located in the industrial area of Longview,
Washington at the intersection of Industrial Way (State Route (SR) 432), Oregon Way, and SR 433. This
intersection provides a critical connection of two Highways of Statewide Significance that support
significant passenger and freight movement. The purpose of the project is to develop an affordable
long-term solution that:

¶ Maintains or improves emergency response

¶ Improves travel reliability for all vehicles

¶ Accommodates current and future freight truck and passenger vehicle movement through the
intersection and across the region and states.

The purpose of this document is to describe the existing transportation resources, discuss effects and
benefits the project would have on those resources, and recommend mitigation measures to address
adverse effects. The information contained in this discipline report supports the project’s Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

2 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
Three alternatives are being evaluated to address the project’s purpose and need. Each alternative is
described briefly below.

2.1 No Build Alternative
Under the No Build Alternative, no major changes would be made to the roadway network with the
exception of signal timing revisions implemented at the intersection of Industrial Way and Oregon Way.
The No Build Alternative also assumes that other nearby transportation-related improvements and
developments identified in the City of Longview’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code, Cowlitz-
Wahkiakum Council of Government’s travel demand model, the Port of Longview’s Barlow Point Master
Plan, and the Millennium Bulk Terminals – Longview Project Environmental Impact Statement would be
constructed. Thus, future (2040) conditions associated with the No Build Alternative would include:

¶ Vehicular traffic growth: Vehicle traffic (passenger and freight truck) is anticipated to increase
approximately one to two percent annually due to regional growth based on projected
population and land use changes. This increase translates to an overall growth in traffic demand
(volume on most major arterials in the area) of approximately 40 to 50 percent by 2040
compared to existing conditions (2015).

¶ Increased rail service on the Reynolds Lead: The Reynolds Lead crosses Industrial Way west of
the intersection and Oregon Way north of the intersection (Crossings A and B in Figure 1). Both
crossings are at-grade. Rail service on the Reynolds Lead is expected to increase from up to four
trains per day (two inbound, two outbound) under existing conditions to up to 20 trains per day
(10 inbound, 10 outbound) prior to 2040 based on other private and public development
proposals (Table 4). The types of trains operating on the Reynolds Lead are also anticipated to
change over time. Currently, industry trains operate on the Reynolds Lead (4 trains per day),
whereas by 2040 rail service would include 4 industry trains per day and 16 unit trains per day.
An industry train, or manifest train, comprises rail cars that haul various commodities and have
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different origins and destinations. For this project, typical industry trains are assumed to be
2,000 feet or less in length. A unit train comprises rail cars that haul the same commodity and
have a single origin and destination. For this project, typical unit trains are assumed to be 6,800
to 8,000 feet in length.

¶ No change to rail service on the Port Lead: The Port Lead crosses Industrial Way at-grade and
east of the intersection (Crossing C in Figure 1). Rail traffic on the Port Lead is anticipated to
remain at current levels with up to six industry trains per week (three inbound, three outbound)
through 2040 (Table 4).

¶ Extension of the Industrial Rail Corridor (IRC) and new rail service: The Port of Longview plans
to extend the IRC to provide rail service west of the existing IRC terminus to the Port’s Barlow
Point property. This extension would create a new at-grade roadway/railroad crossing on State
Route (SR) 433 south of Industrial Way although the exact location of the crossing has not been
determined (Table 4; Crossing D in Figure 1). The IRC extension is assumed to connect to the
Reynolds Lead west of the intersection. Rail service is anticipated to involve up to eight unit
trains per day (four inbound, four outbound) by 2040.

Table 4. Existing and Future Frequency of Rail Service

Rail Facility

Expected Frequency of Trains

Existing Conditions (2015) Year of Project Opening
(2020) Future Conditions (2040)

Reynolds Lead 4 industry trains per day
8 trains per day
(4 industry and 4 unit trains)

20 trains per day
(4 industry and 16 unit
trains)

Port Lead 6 industry trains per week 6 industry trains per week 6 industry trains per week

IRC Extension Not in service Not in service 8 unit trains per day

Note: The future increases in rail service are based on other private and public development proposals that are independent of
the Industrial Way/Oregon Way Intersection Project.
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Figure 1. Rail Crossings at the Industrial Way/Oregon Way Intersection

2.2 Grade-Separated Option A (GSA) Alternative
The GSA Alternative would include all changes in the future conditions as described for the No Build
Alternative. In addition, a fully elevated signalized intersection would be constructed southwest of the
existing intersection as shown in Figure 2. Under the GSA Alternative, the Reynolds Lead rail line would
be realigned to pass under the new elevated intersection. All turning and through movements for the
Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection would be accommodated on the elevated intersection that
would cross over the Reynolds Lead (Figure 2, Detail 1). A new surface roundabout at the Oregon
Way/Alabama Street intersection (Figure 2, Detail 2) would allow through and turning movements in all
directions. In addition, a new one-way surface road for houses facing onto the west side of Oregon Way
and properties on the east side of Oregon Way south of Alabama Street would be constructed and
provide local access. This surface road would loop under the elevated structure and connect back to
Oregon Way on the east side of the new roundabout. On-street parking along the west side of Oregon
Way would be eliminated south of Alabama Street; on the east side of Oregon Way on-street parking
would be eliminated approximately 90 feet south of Alaska Street to Industrial Way. Existing driveways
within 130 feet of the new roundabout would be closed or relocated.
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A new local surface road would provide a northbound to eastbound connection from East Port Way to
Columbia Boulevard. This surface road would serve businesses located on the north side of Industrial
Way and would pass under the east leg of the elevated intersection to provide access to the properties
on the south side of Industrial Way west of Columbia Boulevard (Figure 2, Detail 3). Driveways along
Industrial Way between Columbia Boulevard and Oregon Way would be changed to right-in/right-out
only.

West Port Way and East Port Way would be reconstructed to provide a one-way loop road with access
to the Port of Longview and businesses south of the Industrial Way/Oregon Way intersection. Access to
the Weyerhaeuser industrial complex would be consolidated and reconfigured: the existing access on
West Port Way (Gate 3) would be converted to an emergency-only access gate; the existing access on
Industrial Way just west of Oregon Way (Gate 4) would be permanently closed; and, a new gate would
provide access from the north end of West Port Way, which would consolidate all traffic that currently
uses Gate 3 and Gate 4. On-street parking along East Port Way would be eliminated to accommodate
the shared-use path.

One at-grade roadway/railroad crossing of the Port Lead rail line would exist for the new surface
roadway that connects East Port Way to Columbia Boulevard. The GSA Alternative would accommodate
the planned extension of the Port of Longview’s IRC under a bridge structure for SR 433, but this
extension would likely result in a second at-grade roadway/railroad crossing with East Port Way.

The GSA Alternative would include the following bicycle and pedestrian network improvements, all of
which would be compliant with the standards of the United States Access Board Revised Draft
Guidelines Accessible Public Rights-of-Way (2005) to meet the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA):

¶ A new shared-use path along East Port Way that runs north-south, crosses under the east leg of
the elevated intersection, runs east-west and crosses under the north leg of the elevated
intersection, and connects to the Highlands Trail on the west side of Oregon Way

¶ Reuse or reconstruction of the existing Oregon Way sidewalk (west side) on the one-way surface
roadway that runs along the west side of Oregon Way from Highlands Trail to the Oregon
Way/Alabama Way roundabout

¶ New sidewalk on the new surface roadway that runs along the east side of Oregon Way from
the new shared-use path to the Oregon Way/Alabama Way roundabout

¶ Reuse or reconstruction of the existing Industrial Way sidewalk (north side) on the north side of
the new surface road along Industrial Way from the shared-use path to Columbia Boulevard

¶ New sidewalk on south side of Industrial Way from the point where Industrial Way touches
down on the surface to Columbia Boulevard.
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Figure 2. GSA Alternative
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