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1  INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) performed for the Port of Clarkston 
Industrial Park property proposed in Asotin County, Washington.  The analysis identifies the 
transportation impacts of the proposed development on roadways and arterials located within 
reasonable proximity of the project, including State Route 12 and State Route 129. 
 
The scope and work program for this study was developed in coordination with technical staff from 
the Port of Clarkston, Asotin County, and Washington State Department of Transportation 
(WSDOT).  The analysis was performed in accordance with the standard industry practices outlined 
in Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development (ITE, 2005), the guidelines provided within the 
Regional Road Planning and Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (Palouse RTPO, 2008), and the 
standards provided within the State Design Manual (WSDOT, 2010). 
 
 The TIA was performed to support a master planning process, the development and building 
permitting processes, and to help address State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) application and 
certification process enforced by the Port and Asotin County.   

1.1   PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Port of Clarkston Commissioners and staff have proposed to develop 25 acres of undeveloped rural 
property in Asotin County.  The subject property is located approximately 1.5 miles south of State 
Route 12 (SR 12) along the west side of Evans Road, fronting about 0.75 miles of the roadway.  
Access to the industrial park would be provided by two collector roadways intersecting with Evans 
Road about 0.1 and 0.7 miles south of Ben Johnson Road.  The north intersection would allow full 
turning movements to occur between the site and Evans Road by designated turn bays, to 
accommodate heavy truck traffic.  Turn bays may be added at the second (south) intersection if it is 
determined that a high number of trucks are also expected to turn at this location. 
 
The project would be comprised primary of Industrial Park land uses, such as light industry, 
warehousing, and manufacturing businesses.  However, some office and commercial business is 
expected, which is reflective of typical Business Park land uses.  Therefore the property was assumed 
to include an 80 percent mix of Industrial Park and 20 percent mix of Business Park land uses, for 
the purpose of this TIA.  This assumption was confirmed with Port, State, and County agency staff.   
 
This study was developed during the initial stages of the master planning and site approval 
processes.  As such, no specific businesses or land uses have yet been identified; thus, the reasoning 
behind the 20 percent Business Park and 80 percent Industrial Park land use assumption.  This land 
use assumption is adequate to address a broad range of specific development/business and 
transportation impact scenarios for the site.  Only intense retail development could potentially pose 
a condition where the conclusions of this study may need to be reevaluated.   
 
It should be noted that over 100 acres was actually purchased by the Port.  However, market 
analyses indicate that only 25 acres could be developed within the next 10 to 20 years.   As such, this 
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study addresses the development of 25 acres.  Additional traffic analyses may be required when Port 
authorities seek to develop additional areas of the property.  
 
Figure 1 highlights the location of the site.  Figure 2 provides the current property master plan. 

1.2   ANALYSIS SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of a TIA is to review the traffic and transportation impacts of the project on Asotin 
County and WSDOT roadways and recommend possible improvements, as needed, to mitigate the 
impact generated by the development (i.e. assure adequate traffic capacity) and non-development 
related traffic growth.  This section describes the primary scope and methods used to evaluate traffic 
conditions and determine potential improvements in the project vicinity. 

1.2.1   Project Scope  

A TIA evaluates roadway capacity through an examination of intersection operations.  Congestion 
and increased vehicle delays are experienced more rapidly at intersections versus roadway segments 
(between intersections) due to the number and frequency of conflicts (i.e. turning vehicles and 
stopping or slowing movements). 
 
The scope and study area for this analysis was developed in coordination with planning and 
engineering staff from the Port of Clarkston, Asotin County, and WSDOT.  Per direction, the 
technical analysis focuses on existing and forecast traffic conditions for new projects intersections 
and the following seven off-site intersections: 

1. SR 12/Evans Road, 

2. Ben Johnson Road/Evans Road, 

3. 6th Avenue/Evans Road, 

4. Ben Johnson Road/Valley View Drive, 

5. Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard, 

6. 6th Avenue/Critchfield Road, 

7. Critchfield Road /SR 129. 

 
Per the direction of staff, the operational analysis was performed for the AM and PM peak hours of 
the typical weekday.  These represent the highest hours of traffic activity in the City and Port areas 
(they are also known as the morning and afternoon rush hours).  An analysis of these times ensures 
that capacity issues are evaluated when congestion is at a peak during the typical weekday.   
 
The TIA was performed reviews year 2016 and year 2030 traffic conditions.  The short-term review 
was performed to determine whether any improvements may be required with initial project 
development and community growth; and therefore must be programmed within the Asotin County 
Six Year Transportation Improvement Program, per State requirements.  Approximately 12 acres are 
expected for development by year 2016.  The long-term analysis was performed to evaluate the full 
impact of the development within the community within the twenty year planning horizon used by 
local agencies such as Asotin County and the Lewis-Clark Valley Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (LCVMPO).  The full 25 acres are expected for development prior to year 2030.   

1.2.2   Methodology - Intersection Operations 

Intersection capacity was evaluated using the level-of-service (LOS) methodologies of the Highway 
Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000).  The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) is a 
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nationally recognized and locally accepted method of measuring traffic flow and congestion for 
intersections.  Criteria range from LOS A, indicating free-flow conditions with minimal vehicle 
delays, to LOS F, indicating congestion with significant vehicle delays (and operational failures). 
LOS for a signalized intersection is defined in terms of the average delay experienced by all vehicles 
at the intersection, typically over a specified time period such as a peak hour.  LOS at a four-way 
stop-controlled intersection is also defined by the average delays experienced by all vehicles at the 
intersection within a specific time period.  LOS for a two-way stop controlled intersection or site 
driveway, however, is the function of the average vehicle delay experienced by a particular approach 
or approach movement over a specified interval such as a peak hour.  Typically, the stopped 
approach or movement experiencing the worst LOS is reported for the intersection or driveway.   
 
Table 1 outlines the LOS criteria for signalized and unsignalized intersections from the Highway 
Capacity Manual.  As shown, LOS thresholds, as a function of delay, vary between signalized and 
unsignalized intersections.  This is because driver tolerances for delay have been documented to be 
much higher at signalized intersections than at unsignalized intersections. 
 

Table 1.  Intersection Level of Service Criteria 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized: 
Control Delay (sec/veh) 

Unsignalized: 
Control Delay (sec/veh) General Description 

A 10 10 Free flow 

B >10 – 20 10 - 15 Stable flow (slight delays) 

C >20 – 35 15 - 25 Stable flow (acceptable delays) 

D >35 – 55 25 - 35 
Approaching unstable flow (tolerable 
delay, occasionally wait through more 
than one signal cycle before proceeding) 

E >55 – 80 35 - 50 Unstable flow (intolerable delay) 

F > 80 50 Forced flow (jammed) 

 Source: Highway Capacity Manual (TRB, 2000) 

 
LOS was determined for this study using Highway Capacity Software Version 5.4, (McTrans, 2008).  
This software tool utilizes the methodologies of HCM 2000 and is a standard industry analytical 
tool.  LOS D is the typical threshold for intersections within the area.  LOS E can be allowed 
conditionally at unsignalized driveways and intersections if deferring improvements makes more 
sense from a funding or cost-benefit perspective, pending acceptance by local and/or State agencies 
to defer improvements. 

1.2.3   Methodology – Turn Bay Analyses 

An analysis was performed to determine the need for left-and right turn bays/lanes, given the 
majority of study intersections do not have such lanes.  The analysis was performed using the 
graphical warrants outlined within Section 1310 (Intersections at Grade) of the State Design Manual.  
Specifically, Exhibits 1310-12a and 1310-15 define left and right-turn lane/bay warrants for 



IITTSS  

CClliieenntt::  PPoorrtt  ooff  CCllaarrkkssttoonn   PPaaggee  44 

PPoorrtt  ooff  CCllaarrkkssttoonn  IInndduussttrriiaall  PPaarrkk  TTrraaffffiicc  IImmppaacctt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  

highways and roadways.  Volumes are plotted and compared against recommended minimum 
thresholds represented as lines that define the warrant for various conditions.  If the plotted 
volumes fall above the line, then the turn bay is recommended.    
  
State warrants are provided within Section A of the Technical Appendix.   

1.2.4   Methodology – Sight Distance 

Entering sight distance refers to the line of sight needed for drivers at a stopped approach to view 
intersecting roadway activity and decide when to enter/turn onto or cross the intersecting roadway.  
Sight distance evaluations were performed for unsignalized study intersections based on the 
methods outlined in A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO, 2004).  This 
manual provides sight distance guidelines based on speed and vehicle maneuvers.  Table 2 provides 
a summary of sight distance thresholds.  Note stopping sight distance criteria is also shown below, 
but was not reviewed in this TIA because the primary review is for intersection sight distances. 
 

Table 2.  Sight Distance Criteria 

Speed 
Left-Turn 
From Stop 

Right-Turn 
From Stop 

Stopping 
Distance 

20 mph 225 ft 195 ft 115 ft 

25 mph 280 ft 240 ft 155 ft 

30 mph 335 ft 290 ft 200 ft 

35 mph 390 ft 335 ft 250 ft 

40 mph 445 ft 385 ft 305 ft 

45 mph 500 ft 430 ft 360 ft 

50 mph 555 ft 480 ft 425 ft 

55 mph 610 ft 530 ft 495 ft 

60 mph 665 ft 575 ft 570 ft 

65 mph 720 ft 625 ft 645 ft 

70 mph 775 ft 670 ft 730 ft 

75 mph 830 ft 720 ft 820 ft 

 Source: A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO, 2004) 

 
Turning sight distance is measured from an assumed driver position located 14.5 feet back from the 
edge of the travel way within the center of the stopped approach.  With stopping sight distance, a 
driver must be able to see a 1.0 foot high object at the distances specified from a driver height of 3.5 
feet.  
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A summary of intersection turn lane locations and traffic control conditions (signal, one-way, or two 
way stops) is provided on Table 3.  The “X” denotes what condition exists at the intersection. 
 

Table 3.  Intersection Geometrics and Traffic Controls 

Intersection 
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SR 12/Evans Rd  X          

Ben Johnson Rd/Evans Rd  X          

6th Ave/Evans Rd  X          

Ben Johnson Rd/Valley View Dr  X          

Valley View Dr/Appleside Blvd   X X  X      

6th Ave/Critchfield Rd   X         

Critchfield Rd/SR 129  X  X   X     

 

2.2   TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Intersection traffic counts were provided by Asotin County for Ben Johnson Road/Valley View 
Drive and Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard.  These counts were performed in year 2006 and 
were deemed appropriate by Asotin County staff for use in this TIA. New intersection counts were 
performed for the remaining study intersections in January 2010 to support this TIA.   
 
All intersection traffic counts were performed between 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM to identify the morning 
peak/rush hour, and between 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM to identify the evening peak/rush hour for study 
intersections.  The peak hour varied between intersections during the morning and afternoon 
commutes.  However, to ensure a conservative analysis of capacity demands, the peak hour of each 
intersection was used in technical evaluations during the morning and afternoon timeframes. 

Figure 3 and Figure 4 provide a summary of existing AM and PM peak hour counts for study 
intersections.  Count summary worksheets are provided in Section B of the Technical Appendix. 

2.3   TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

Existing traffic operations were quantified as a means for measuring and comparing future traffic 
operations.  These evaluations were performed based on the roadway and traffic volume conditions 
summarized in Section 2.1 and 2.2. Table 4 provides a summary of existing LOS for peak hours.  
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Table 4.  Existing LOS -  AM and PM Peak Hours 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 WA3 LOS1 Delay2 WA3 

SR 12/Evans Rd A 9.3 NBA A 9.1 NBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Evans Rd A 8.7 WBA A 8.9 WBA 

6th Ave/Evans Rd A 8.8 SBA A 8.7 SBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Valley View Dr A 9.1 EBA A 9.2 EBA 

Valley View Dr/Appleside Blvd C 17.2 EBA E 38.1 EBA 

6th Ave/Critchfield Rd A 9.1 NBA A 9.1 NBA 

Critchfield Rd/SR 129 C 19.9 EBA B 13.5 EBA 

1. LOS = Levels of Service 
2. Delay = Average Intersection Delay (signalized intersection) or approach/movement delay for unsignalized intersection. 
3. Worse approach/movement for unsignalized intersection (NBA = northbound approach, SBA = southbound approach, 

WBA = westbound approach, EBA = eastbound approach, NBL = northbound left-turn). 

 
As shown, the Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard intersection currently functions at LOS E 
during the PM peak hour, which is below desirable thresholds.  The remaining intersections operate 
within acceptable LOS ranges during the AM and PM peak hours.  LOS summary worksheets are 
provided in Section C of the Technical Appendix.   

2.4   COLLISION HISTORIES 

WSDOT requested that collision histories be examined for the SR 12/Evans Road and Critchfield 
Road/SR 129 intersections.  State staff provided histories extending back to 1999; although only 
histories between January 1, 2005 and December 31, 2009 were reviewed for this TIA, as this 
represents a timeframe in which traffic density was generally consistent and unchanging at the 
intersection (prior to this volumes declined at the intersection).  The purpose of compiling accident 
and reviewing accident data is to help determine whether safety problems occur as a result of 
potential design issues.  Collision history data is provided in Section D of the Technical Appendix. 
 
The accident information provided includes date of occurrence, location, severity, and accident type.  
A summary of annual collision severity and accident type information is provided in Table 5. 
 

Table 5.  Collision Severity and Type Summaries 

Intersection 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total 

PDO INJ PDO INJ PDO INJ PDO INJ PDO INJ PDO INJ

SR 12/Evans Rd 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 

Critchfield Rd/SR 129 2 3 1 0 2 1 3 0 3 0 11 4 
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As shown, a total of 3 accidents occurred at the SR 12/Evans Road intersection over five years, 
averaging less than an accident per year.  One accident involved a head-on collision of vehicles 
traveling in the opposite direction.  The other two were “angled” accidents as a turning vehicle was 
struck while turning from Evans Road to SR 12. 
 
A total of 15 accidents occurred at the Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersection over a five-year period, 
which averages to three accidents per year.  45 percent of these were “angled” accidents as a turning 
vehicle was struck while turning from Critchfield Road to SR 129. 27 percent involved rear-end 
collisions between two vehicles on SR 129.  The remaining 28 percent of accidents varied.   
 
A severity rate was used to determine whether the number of accidents is elevated when compared 
on a density basis.  The intersection collision rate is evaluated based on the number of average 
accidents per year compared with average daily traffic, per the following equation: 

Intersection Collision Rate (ICR)         =        Average Accidents per Year * 1,000,000 
           (collisions per million entering vehicles)    365 * Total Entering Intersection ADT  
 
A comparison of daily and peak hourly volumes was performed for SR 12 and SR 129, respectively.  
These volumes were then used to estimate total entering volumes for each State intersection during 
the typical weekday.  It is estimated that the SR 12/Evans Road intersection supports approximately 
3,100 vehicles per day.  Based on this, the ICR for this intersection is calculated as follows: 

SR 12/Evans Rd ICR  =  0.6 * 1,000,000  =  0.53 collisions per million entering vehicles 
   365 * 3,100  

 
As shown, the SR 12/Evans Road intersection has an ICR of 0.53 collisions per million entering 
vehicles.  The Metropolitan Area Long Range Transportation Plan (LCVMPO, 2006) summarizes a 
substantial review of intersection collisions for the Lewiston and Clarkson urban areas.  Thirty-five 
intersections were reviewed by the Plan, indicating an ICR range of between 0.08 and 1.38, with an 
average of about 0.6 collisions per million entering vehicles.  SR 12/Evans Road has an ICR that is 
below the average, comparatively indicating that no unusual safety problems exist at the intersection. 
 
It is estimated that the Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersection supports approximately 5,700 vehicles 
per day.  Based on this, the ICR for this intersection is calculated as follows: 

     Critchfield Road/SR 129   =  3.0 * 1,000,000  =  1.44 collisions per million entering vehicles 
   365 * 5,700  

 
As shown, Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersection has an ICR of 1.44 collisions per million entering 
vehicles.  This exceeds the range and average, which indicates that the intersection may be a high 
accident location (HAL) in need of safety further study.  In addition, standard industry practice is to 
recommend further review of intersections that have an ICR of greater than 1.0. 
 
The Asotin County Engineer has particular concern regarding pedestrian safety at the Critchfield 
Road/SR 129 intersection.  Within an email provided on July 12, 2010, the engineer describes that 
“there are currently no designated crossing locations across SR 129 to access the Snake River trail system for several 
miles between Asotin and Clarkston; however, many users cross it daily.  SR 129/Critchfield is a location where peds 
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and bicyclists congregate and cross.  There is actually a break in the guardrail on the east side of SR 129 at 
Critchfield to allow access to the trail but no crossing or other facilities to get to it.” 
 
No pedestrian incidents were noted for this intersection during the study timeframe, but it is the 
accretion of the County Engineer that it is a matter of time before such an incident occurs.  A field 
inspection of the intersection and limited crossing opportunities upstream and downstream of the 
intersection would suggest that this supposition could be correct. 

2.5   SIGHT DISTANCE 

Available sight distances were reviewed for the SR 12/Evans Road and Critchfield Road/SR 129 
intersections.  Sight distances were reviewed in the field and then were compared against AASHTO 
standards to help determine whether adequate distance exist for vehicles to turn from the minor to 
the major roadway, which in this case were the State highways. 
 
Field evaluations indicate that both turning and stopping sight distances in excess of 750 feet is 
available when departing and approaching the SR 12/Evans Road intersection.  The posted speed 
limit is 60 mph; however, it is typical to review 5 mph above the posted speed to assume a factor of 
safety.  As shown on Table 2 (previously), the minimum left-turn departing sight distance if 720 feet, 
right-turn departing sight distance is 625 feet, and stopping sight distance 645 feet.  As such, sight 
distance is sufficient for departing and approaching vehicles (turning and stopping) as available sight 
distance exceeds guidelines at this intersection.  
 
In excess of 675 feet is available when departing and approaching the Critchfield Road/SR 129 
intersection.  The minimum left-turn departing sight distance is 665 feet, right-turn departing sight 
distance is 575 feet, and stopping sight distance 570 feet when performing evaluations for a 60 mph 
roadway (5 mph above speed limit).  As such, sight distance is sufficient for departing and 
approaching vehicles (turning and stopping) as at this intersection.  
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3  YEAR 2016 FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Approximately 12 acres are expected for development by year 2016.  This section describes year 
2016 traffic conditions assuming both no build and build conditions.  This section is organized to 
describe roadway network assumptions, future traffic volumes, and future traffic operations.   

3.1   ROADWAY NETWORK 

There are four improvement projects planned within this area of Asotin County.  The first 
improvement includes the reconstruction and improvement of the Fleshman Way/SR 129 
interchange to include off/on ramps feeding into dual roundabouts for better access and circulation 
between SR 129 and Fleshman Way.  The improvement will measurably improve the 
function/operation of the interchange, but is not expected to alter travel patterns within the region.  
The project should be complete within the next six years, as it is designed and funded  
 
As indicated, the Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard intersection currently functions below 
desired LOS thresholds.  This was identified through previous traffics studies, specifically the 
Westridge Estates TIA (USKH, 2006) and Jerry Cox Subdivision TIA (Weaver & Associates, 2006).   
These studies both recommended the construction of a center acceleration or two-way left-turn lane 
section for vehicles turning left from eastbound Valley View Drive onto northbound Appleside 
Boulevard, therefore improving operation.  The center lane will be designed to accommodate two 
delayed vehicles prior to accelerating onto Appleside Boulevard.  The improvement is not expected 
to alter travel patterns within the area, but will improve intersection capacity and was included in this 
study as it will be constructed within the next few years.  This improvement is funded by the 
developers, as a SEPA (State Environmental Policy Act) condition imposed by Asotin County.   
 
The third improvement includes the development of a westbound left-turn lane at the Evans 
Road/SR 12 intersection.  WSDOT has indicates they intend to repave SR 12 in the region within 
the next six years.  With this improvement, staff indicates they could add the turn lane, so long as 
turn lane warrants are met.  They have requested that lane warrants be reviewed as a part of this TIA 
based on forecast traffic volumes.  Note, this analysis assumes no lane addition in the base analysis 
conditions to assure a conservative analysis, but again understanding it would be provided, if needed.   
 
Finally, a grant has been provided by WSDOT administrators to improve the 13th Street/Peaslee 
Avenue intersection with a traffic signal.  The “spot” improvement is intended to correct safety 
issues at the intersection.  The signal will improve traffic operations and address safety issues, but is 
not expected to significantly alter travel patterns within the area. 
 
No other improvements are programmed that would change capacity or travel patterns in the City. 

3.2   TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

A consultant working with the Lewis-Clark Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (LCVMPO) 
has recently generated a forecast travel demand model for Clarkston and Lewiston.  This model 
includes roadways and intersections identified and evaluated by this TIA.  The growth in traffic was 
evaluated throughout the study area.  The LCVMPO model already predicted traffic growth for Port 
properties off Evans Road, based on prior site information.  To gain an accurate assessment of 
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background, non-project related traffic growth, these volumes were reduced from the study area 
prior to estimating the annual growth rate.  As described later, project trips were then added back 
into the roadway system to reflect the current project development plan. 
 
It was determined that traffic is expected to increase substantially, as several properties have yet to 
be developed within the study area.  A 3.4 percent annual growth rate was consistently identified 
from the growth analysis, and was therefore used as the background growth rate for this study.  This 
rate should conservatively estimate forecast traffic conditions, as a 2 percent annual growth rate was 
used previously in traffic studies based on former growth evaluations within the region.        
 
In addition to background growth, the trips generated by in-process, or “pipeline”, development 
projects were also included in the study.  Specifically, the Westridge Estates and Jerry Cox 
Subdivision housing developments have been approved by Asotin County staff, yet they have to be 
developed.  As such, trip/growth assignments were assumed from these developments to address 
the vested/documented capacity requirements of these projects.  The inclusion of pipeline trips 
further assures the development of conservative traffic forecasts.    
 
Trip assignments for these developments was based on figures provided in the Westridge Estates TIA 
(USKH, 2006) and the Jerry Cox Subdivision TIA (Weaver & Associates, 2006), respectively.  Trip 
assignments were used directly where identified within these studies.  Assumptions that mimic 
current travel patterns were used to develop assignments where information was not available.  Also, 
no AM peak hour assignments were available for the Jerry Cox subdivision, so the volumes were 
simply reversed to address the adjustment in morning versus afternoon commute travel.  
 
The location of these projects and a summary of pipeline trip assignments are provided on Figure 5 
and Figure 6 for the AM and PM peak hours.  Pipeline trips and baseline traffic growth forecasts 
were then combined to generate year 2016 future without-project traffic volumes.  These volumes 
are summarized on Figure 7 and Figure 8 for the AM and PM peak hours.  Pipeline assignment 
worksheets from other traffic studies are provided in Section E of the Technical Appendix. 

3.2.1   Project Trip Generation 

Trip generation for Port properties was determined based on the methodologies outlined within the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition, 2009).  The ITE 
Trip Generation Manual describes the travel patterns of various development and land use types; 
including residential, commercial, retail, and institutional lane uses.  The information was developed 
based on the analysis of various land uses throughout the United States. 
 
Trip Generation was based on ITE land use code 130, which describes travel for an Industrial Park, 
and land use code 770, which describes travel characteristics for a business park.  As indicated, Port 
properties will be comprised of 80 percent industrial park and 20 percent business park land uses.  
As such, calculations were performed assuming an 80-20 division between these uses.  Trips were 
estimated using rates that calculate trips based on the number of acres.   
 
Table 6 provides a summary trip generation assuming the development of 12 acres, as this is what is 
expected for occupancy within six years (assuming 3.0 acres of development per year starting by year 
2012).  Trip generation was provided for the weekday, AM Peak hour, and PM peak hour.   
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Table 6.  Phase I Trip Generation 

 Land Use 
ITE 
Code Acres  

Weekday 
Trips 

AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips 

Total In Out Total In Out 

 Business Park 770 2.4 360 45 38 7 40 8 32 

 Industrial Park 130 9.6 605 105 87 18 105 22 83 

  Phase I Total 12.0 965 150 125 25 145 30 115 

 Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition) 

 
As shown, Phase I of Port development is expected to generate 965 trips during the typical weekday.  
About 150 of these trips will be generated during the AM peak hour with 145 trips generated during 
the PM peak hour.  Peak hourly trips comprise 30.6 percent total weekday traffic. 
 
The ITE Trip Generation Manual indicates that, for industrial parks, “The average composition of truck 
traffic was 8 percent of sites surveyed.”  As the industrial park composes the majority of future 
development, it is expected that approximately 8 percent of project trips will be comprised of 
heavy vehicles.  This results in a total of 75 truck trips occurring during the typical weekday, with 
12 trucks expected during the AM peak hour and 12 trucks expected during the PM peak hour.  

3.2.2   Trip Generation and Distribution 

Project distribution was based on data provided from the LCVMPO forecast travel demand model.  
Year 2030 forecasts, which included some development of Port property, were reviewed at study 
intersections.  The approaching and departing pattern of trips approaching and departing was 
reviewed for these intersections, to gain a sense of the likely travel and turning movement of project 
trips.  This review was performed consecutively for study intersections along project 
approach/depart routes until trips were distributed fully outside of the study area.  To assure a 
conservative analysis, no trip origins or destinations was assumed within study boundaries.  Based 
on this approach, the overall distribution of project trips is as follows:  

 About 11 percent of project trips are expected to/from the west and 32 percent to/from the 
east of Evans Road on State Route 12.    

 About 3 percent of project trips are expected to/from the north and 2 percent to/from the 
south of Critchfield Road on State Route 129.    

 About 15 percent of project trips are expected to/from the north and 11 percent to/from 
the south of Valley View Drive on Appleside Boulevard.    

 About 7 percent of project trips are expected to/from the west of Evans Road and 19 
percent to/from the east of Critchfield Road on 6th Avenue.    

 
Project trips were then assigned to the study area based on the distribution assumptions outlined 
above.  Detailed trip distribution and assignments is shown on Figure 9 and Figure 10 for the AM 
and PM peak hours.  These trip assignments were then combined with the 2016 without-project 
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traffic volumes to develop the future 2016 with-project traffic volumes shown on Figure 11 and 
Figure 12 for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.     

3.3   TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

An analysis was performed to quantify forecast traffic operations following Phase I development of 
the Port, as based on the volume data outlined within Section 3.2.  The analysis was performed 
primarily based on the geometric data outlined within Section 2.1.  However, a center acceleration 
lane was assumed for the Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard intersection, as specified in 
Section 3.1.  This lane allows for two-stage left-turn vehicle maneuvers, with capacity sufficient to 
accommodate 2 vehicles prior to the acceleration lane.  Table 7 provides a summary of future year 
2016 without and with project LOS for the for the AM and PM peak hours of the typical weekday.     
 

Table 7.  Year 2016 Future Without Project LOS (No Build) 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 V/C-WA3 LOS1 Delay2 V/C-WA3

SR 12/Evans Rd A 9.7 NBA A 9.4 NBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Evans Rd A 8.8 WBA A 9.0 WBA 

6th Ave/Evans Rd A 8.8 SBA A 8.7 SBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Valley View Dr A 9.6 EBA A 9.4 EBA 

Valley View Dr/Appleside Blvd C 17.3 EBA D 28.1 EBA 

6th Ave/Critchfield Rd A 9.3 NBA A 9.3 NBA 

Critchfield Rd/SR 129 E 36.4 EBA C 16.4 EBA 

Year 2016 Future With Project LOS (Build) 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 V/C-WA3 LOS1 Delay2 V/C-WA3

SR 12/Evans Rd B 10.3 NBA A 9.8 NBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Evans Rd A 9.4 WBA B 9.8 WBA 

6th Ave/Evans Rd A 9.1 SBA A 9.0 SBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Valley View Dr A 9.7 EBA A 9.5 EBA 

Valley View Dr/Appleside Blvd C 18.6 EBA D 33.9 EBA 

6th Ave/Critchfield Rd A 9.5 NBA A 9.6 NBA 

Critchfield Rd/SR 129 E 38.1 EBA C 16.6 EBA 

1. LOS = Levels of Service 
2. Delay = Average Intersection Delay (signalized intersection) or approach/movement delay for unsignalized intersection. 
3. Worse approach/movement for unsignalized intersection (NBA = northbound approach, SBA = southbound approach, 

WBA = westbound approach, EBA = eastbound approach, NBL = northbound left-turn). 
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As shown, a LOS E condition is projected at the Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersection during the 
AM peak hour.  This is just below desired LOS thresholds for these intersections.  No other 
intersection is expected to function below thresholds during the year 2016 AM or PM peak hours.   

3.3.1   Turn Lane Analysis 

Turn lane warrants were reviewed based on forecast year 2016 traffic volumes for the AM and PM 
peak hours based on the methodologies outlined in Section 1.2.3.  Table 8 provides a summary of 
the analysis.  Volumes shown are the left and right turning volumes.  “Through” volumes denote the 
comparative volume that is needed for plotting forecasts against volume thresholds.  For right-turn 
warrants, the shared approach volume is shown.  For left turn warrants, what is shown is the total 
directional volume on the left-turn leg of the intersection.  Note that turn lanes already exist at 
Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard and Critchfield Road/SR 129, and these intersections were 
not shown on the table.   
 

Table 8.  Year 2016 Turn Warrant Analysis 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Turning1 Through2 Met Turning1 Through2 Met 

SR 12/Evans Rd 
- Westbound Left-Turn 
- Eastbound Right-Turn 

 
55 
19 

 
202 
129 

 
No 
No 

 
35 
23 

 
266 
128 

 
No 
No 

Ben Johnson Rd/Evans Rd 
- Northbound Right-Turn 
- Southbound Left-Turn 

 
17 
5 

 
58 
170 

 
No 
No 

 
40 
20 

 
99 
155 

 
No 
No 

6th Ave/Evans Rd 
- Westbound Right-Turn 
- Eastbound Left-Turn 

 
40 
34 

 
45 
71 

 
No 
No 

 
17 
12 

 
32 
90 

 
No 
No 

Ben Johnson Rd/Valley View Dr 
- Northbound Left-Turn 
- Southbound Right-Turn 

 
53 
5 

 
225 
150 

 
No 
No 

 
68 
5 

 
280 
105 

 
No 
No 

6th Ave/Critchfield Rd 
- Westbound Left-Turn 
- Eastbound Right-Turn 

 
16 
6 

 
198 
127 

 
No 
No 

 
28 
12 

 
245 
122 

 
No 
No 

1. Left or Right Turning Volume from Major Roadway 
2. Through Volumes = Approach Volume – Right Turn Warrant, Both Directions WSDOT – Left-Turn Warrant 

 
As shown, no turn lanes are yet warranted at study intersections as forecasts do not meet volume 
warrants.  

3.4   PROJECT ACCESS 

Two primary roadways are proposed to extend into Port properties from Evans Road, resulting in 
two access intersections.  Only one intersection will likely be constructed by year 2016.  A LOS 
analysis was performed for the project access intersection.  The intersection was assumed to have 
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designated turn lanes for inbound traffic (northbound left-turn lane and southbound right turn lane) 
and outbound traffic (eastbound right and left turn lanes).  It should be clear the turn bay additions 
are not necessitated through the LOS analysis (LOS are adequate according to the next paragraph).  
Rather, the turn bays are assumed and recommended to accommodate the turn movements of larger 
trucks (WB 50 through WB 67 trucks) given that Evans Road is only 30 feet wide at the proposed 
access location.   
 
With this assumption, the analysis indicates that the access intersection would function within the 
LOS A/B range during both peak hours, which is an acceptable expectation for an access 
intersection. 
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4  YEAR 2030 FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

The full development of 25 acres is expected by year 2030.  This section describes year 2030 traffic 
conditions assuming both no build and build conditions.  This section is organized to describe 
roadway network assumptions, future traffic volumes, and future traffic operations by year 2030. 

4.1   ROADWAY NETWORK 

No further improvements have been included beyond those described in Section 3.1.   

4.2   TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Year 2030 traffic volumes were forecast according to the methods discussed previously.  A 3.4 
percent annual growth rate was used to forecast baseline traffic, as based on the LCVMPO travel 
demand model.  These trips were combined with the trip assignments generated by approved 
development/pipeline projects, as shown on Figure 5 and Figure 6, to develop year 2030 future 
without project traffic volumes.  Figure 13 and Figure 14 summarizes year 2030 without-project 
traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. 
 
Project trips were then combined with forecast traffic.  The full development of 25 acres was 
assumed for the Port property by year 2030.  Again, trip generation was determined using the 
methods of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, assuming a 20 percent business park and 80 percent 
industrial park mix of land uses.  Table 9 provides a summary trip generation assuming the full 
development of 70-acres for the typical weekday, AM Peak hour, and PM peak hour.   
 

Table 9.  Full Development Trip Generation 

 Land Use 
ITE 
Code Acres  

Weekday 
Trips 

AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips 

Total In Out Total In Out 

 Business Park 770 5 750 95 81 14 85 17 68 

 Industrial Park 130 20 1,260 215 178 37 220 46 174 

  Phase I Total 70.0 2,010 310 259 51 305 63 242 

 Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual (8th Edition) 

 
As shown, the 25 acre Port development is expected to generate a total of 2,010 weekday trips.  
About 310 of these trips will be generated during the AM peak hour with 305 trips generated during 
the PM peak hour.  Peak hourly trips comprise 30.6 percent total weekday traffic.  Of these, 
approximately 160 trucks would be generated by the Port, with 25 trucks expected during the AM 
peak hour and 24 trucks expected during the PM peak hour.  
 
Project trips were assigned to the study area based on distribution assumptions outlined in Section 
3.2.2.  The resulting assignments are shown on Figure 15 and Figure 16.  Project trip assignments 
were combined with the 2030 without-project traffic volumes to develop the future 2030 with-
project traffic volumes shown on Figure 17 and Figure 18 for the AM and PM peak hours. 
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4.3   TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

The capacity analysis was performed based on year 2030 traffic volumes and the geometric and 
traffic control assumptions established for the year 2016 condition, as no new improvements were 
identified.  Table 10 provides a summary of future LOS for the AM and PM peak hours.   
   

Table 10.  Year 2030 Future Without Project LOS (No Build) 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 V/C-WA3 LOS1 Delay2 V/C-WA3

SR 12/Evans Rd A 10.7 NBA B 10.1 NBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Evans Rd A 9.0 WBA B 10.4 WBA 

6th Ave/Evans Rd A 9.1 SBA A 9.0 SBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Valley View Dr B 10.4 EBA B 10.4 EBA 

Valley View Dr/Appleside Blvd F 64.4 EBA F 286.4 EBA 

6th Ave/Critchfield Rd B 10.1 NBA B 10.1 NBA 

Critchfield Rd/SR 129 F >500 EBA E 49.1 EBA 

Year 2030 Future With Project LOS (Build) 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

LOS1 Delay2 V/C-WA3 LOS1 Delay2 V/C-WA3

SR 12/Evans Rd B 12.5 NBA B 11.5 NBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Evans Rd B 10.6 WBA B 11.5 WBA 

6th Ave/Evans Rd A 9.8 SBA A 9.6 SBA 

Ben Johnson Rd/Valley View Dr B 10.6 EBA B 10.5 EBA 

Valley View Dr/Appleside Blvd F 102.9 EBA F >500 EBA 

6th Ave/Critchfield Rd B 10.5 NBA B 10.7 NBA 

Critchfield Rd/SR 129 F >500 EBA F 54.2 EBA 

1. LOS = Levels of Service 
2. Delay = Average Intersection Delay (signalized intersection) or approach/movement delay for unsignalized intersection. 
3. Worse approach/movement for unsignalized intersection (NBA = northbound approach, SBA = southbound approach, 

WBA = westbound approach, EBA = eastbound approach, NBL = northbound left-turn). 

 
As shown, the intersections of Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard and Critchfield Road/SR 
129 are projected to function within the LOS E/F ranges during the AM and PM peak hours by 
year 2030.  This is below tolerable thresholds and indicates a need for capacity corrections or 
improvement.  All remaining intersections are expected to function within acceptable LOS ranges. 
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4.3.1   Turn Lane Analysis 

Turn lane warrants were reviewed based on forecast year 2030 traffic volumes for the AM and PM 
peak hours.  The analysis was performed based on the methodologies previously discussed.  Table 
11 provides a summary of the analysis.   
 

Table 11.  Year 2030 Turn Warrant Analysis 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Turning1 Through2 Met Turning1 Through2 Met 

SR 12/Evans Rd 
- Westbound Left-Turn 
- Eastbound Right-Turn 

 
108 
38 

 
319 
208 

 
No 
No 

 
65 
42 

 
424 
207 

 
Yes 
No 

Ben Johnson Rd/Evans Rd 
- Northbound Right-Turn 
- Southbound Left-Turn 

 
28 
10 

 
95 
308 

 
No 
No 

 
73 
30 

 
192 
295 

 
No 
No 

6th Ave/Evans Rd 
- Westbound Right-Turn 
- Eastbound Left-Turn 

 
77 
58 

 
87 
134 

 
Yes 
No 

 
35 
19 

 
55 
168 

 
No 
No 

Ben Johnson Rd/Valley View Dr 
- Northbound Left-Turn 
- Southbound Right-Turn 

 
92 
5 

 
350 
230 

 
Yes 
No 

 
86 
10 

 
445 
170 

 
Yes 
No 

6th Ave/Critchfield Rd 
- Westbound Left-Turn 
- Eastbound Right-Turn 

 
22 
6 

 
334 
202 

 
No 
No 

 
47 
20 

 
408 
208 

 
No 
No 

1. Left or Right Turning Volume from Major Roadway 
2. Through Volumes = Approach Volume – Right Turn Warrant, Both Directions WSDOT – Left-Turn Warrant 

 
As shown, the right turn bay warrant is met for the 6th Avenue/Evans Road intersection during the 
AM peak hour.  However, the need for the lane is not as evident because through traffic is very 
minimal.  Through lanes can be used by turning traffic with nominal delay/hindrance of east-west 
traffic.  Therefore, although warranted by a straight comparison of volumes, there is no practical 
need apparent for this turn bay.  Also, the analysis does indicate the potential need for a northbound 
right turn taper at the Ben Johnson Road/Evans Road intersection.  But again, through volumes are 
minimal making the need for such a taper impractical as only minor impedances would be caused by 
northbound turning traffic.  
 
Left-turn bay warrants are met for the SR 12/Evans Road intersection during the PM peak hour, 
and for the Ben Johnson Road/Valley View Drive intersection during both peak hours.  

4.4   PROJECT ACCESS 

Both access intersections will be developed by year 2030.  The north intersection was assumed to 
have designated turn bays, while the south intersection was assumed to have no turn bays.  The 
analysis indicates that intersections would function in the LOS B/C range during both peak hours, 
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which is an acceptable.  Again, the need for turn bays would be determined through the analysis of 
heavy vehicle turning pathways, as LOS would not alter significantly without or with the 
development of turn lanes at both intersections. 
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5  RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The 25 acre Port of Clarkston Industrial Park development will impact roadway and intersection 
capacity conditions in Asotin County.  However, the impacts of the project will not initially be 
significant, as only a small area of the Port will develop.  Over time, the trips generated by the Port 
will elevate with further development, and contribute to traffic congestion and capacity issues 
projected by this TIA within the County by year 2030.  The following Sections recommend 
improvements to address future capacity limitations; provides an estimate of when such 
improvements may be needed; and suggests equitable participation measures of the Port in future 
roadway improvements.    

5.1   YEAR 2016, PHASE I PORT 

The 12 acre Phase I development of the Port is expected to generate 965 weekday trips with 150 
trips generated during the AM peak hour and 145 trips generated during the PM peak hour.  Port 
trips were combined with baseline (non-Port related) forecasts that were developed using a 
conservative (higher) annual growth rate plus the specific trip assignments generated by other 
vested, but yet to be constructed, development projects. 
 
This TIA has determined that sufficient roadway capacity largely exists to accommodate Phase I 
Port development through year 2016.  This statement is based on the determination that the 
majority of the seven intersections evaluated by this study function within the LOS A through LOS 
C range during the AM and PM peak hours, and this is well within agency LOS tolerances.  In 
addition, no turn lane additions are yet needed to promote intersection capacity, as based on State 
warrant analyses.   
 
There is one marginal LOS deficiency coupled with a potential safety issue identified for the 
Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersection through the existing and year 2016 analysis conditions.  
Specifically, the intersection will function at LOS E during the AM peak hour (but not both peak 
hours).  Also, the intersection was identified as a potential high accident location as the ICR 
(intersection collision rate) is higher than average ICR rates compared with other intersections 
within the County.   
 
Regardless, no improvements are recommended by this TIA for year 2016 on the basis of traffic 
conditions.  LOS deficiencies are marginal and the full benefit of improvement would not be 
realized until sometime after year 2016.  Thus, the finances of stakeholders would be best utilized 
elsewhere until such time that improvements are more supportable and provide a higher cost-
benefit.   
 
The only caveat to this is that further safety review/observation is recommended by WSDOT and 
Asotin County at the Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersection.  As indicated, the intersections 
experiences three accidents per year with a higher ICR.  Thus far, the majority of accidents have 
involved mostly property-damage only with limited injuries.  However, as traffic begins to increase 
the frequency and severity of accidents may increase, more promptly necessitating the long-range 
improvements recommended for the intersection within the next Section. 
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In addition, local agency officials have indicated some concern over pedestrian safety, as pedestrian 
crossings have been noted to cross with some frequency at the intersection (to access the Snake 
River trail).  Unprotected crossings at the intersection pose a safety issue, and this further supports 
the need to review traffic and pedestrian safety conditions at the intersection.  Such as study would  
determine whether some form of traffic and/or pedestrian crossing improvement should be 
considered at the intersection in the near or far future.   

5.2   YEAR 2030, FULL DEVELOPMENT 

The full 25 acre Port development is expected to generate a total of 2,010 weekday trips.  About 310 
of these trips will be generated during the AM peak hour with 305 trips generated during the PM 
peak hour. Again, Port trips were combined baseline forecasts that were developed using a 
conservative annual growth rate plus the specific trip assignments generated by of other vested, but 
yet to be constructed, development projects. 
 
There are two high LOS deficiencies identified through the year 2030 analysis conditions.  The 
intersection of Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard and Critchfield Road/SR 129 will function 
in the high LOS F ranging during both the AM and PM peak hours.  Improvements will be needed 
to address capacity and safety issues.  In addition, left-turn warrants were met for SR 12/Evans 
Road and Ben Johnson Road/Valley View Drive intersections.  Improvement recommendations are 
provided in the following sub-Sections. 

5.2.1   Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard 

As indicated, a center acceleration lane is a condition of private developers within the region for the 
Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard intersection.  While this helps maintain reasonable LOS 
through year 2016, the intersection will fail following the Phase I development of Port properties.  
An analysis indicates that, assuming a steady growth of background traffic and the Port at a rate of 
3.0 acres per year, the intersection will degrade to LOS F by year 2018. 
 
This intersection has been examined previously by other traffic studies.  It is has been established 
that few options are available to improve operations and capacity at the intersection due topography.  
For instance, a traffic signal could not be developed at the intersection because of sight distance 
issues due to horizontal curvature and because stopped traffic would back onto a steep grade.  A 
roundabout could not be developed because topography would not allow for a full footprint to be 
constructed prior to steep declines.  This is the reason why the center acceleration lane concept was 
developed to improve operations.  As such, there are few remaining options to improve conditions 
at the Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard intersection. 
 
Therefore, it is recommended that an alternative route or connection be promoted to convey traffic 
from either Ben Johnson Road or Evans Road to Appleside Boulevard.  This route would take 
traffic from Valley View and introduce the trips further south on Appleside Boulevard, thus 
alleviating congestions at the Valley View Drive/Appleside Boulevard intersection.  It is expected, 
with the reduction of most Port trips and some non-Port related traffic, traffic operations could 
improve back into the LOS D/E range. 
 
Topography does again present a challenge.  However, upon cursory examination, it appears that 
there are three options to provide this connection or mitigate the LOS issue.  All conception 
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alternatives/options have been discussed with Asotin County staff.  A description of these 
connection options is as follows: 

1. Extend 2nd Avenue almost due west to intersection with Ben Johnson Road nearly 0.5 miles 
east of Evans Road; generally running parallel to an existing streambed.  The benefit of this 
improvement is that it presents the shortest travel route between Ben Johnson and north 
Appleside Boulevard (and Scenic Way), which is the dominant travel movement for both 
Port and non-Port related traffic.  The drawbacks are that this is not an established 
alignment (some topography challenges), and that it also requires some improvement of 2nd 
Avenue and the 2nd Avenue/Appleside Boulevard intersection to prepare for higher traffic 
volumes.  Also there would be impacts to several residences already fronting 2nd Avenue. 

2. Improve 4th Avenue to accommodate higher levels of traffic.  Presently, 4th Avenue extends 
nearly 0.6 miles west of Appleside Boulevard as a 28 foot paved roadway.  At the 26th 
Street/4th Avenue intersection, the roadway extends north an additional half mile as a 20 
foot gravel roadway.  The 4th Avenue roadway alignment could be improved to support 
increased traffic between Appleside Boulevard and Ben Johnson Road.  The benefit of this 
option is that the right-of-way and alignments exist to accommodate the roadway option and 
other developments have planned/programmed to support this roadway option as well.  The 
drawbacks are the increased costs of improving the roadway and this is a less direct route to 
the Port from Appleside Road versus the 2nd Avenue option. 

3. Ben Johnson Realignment.  Ben Johnson Road and Appleside Boulevard are collector 
streets intended to support traffic levels commiserate of the designation.  Valley View is a 
residential road, however, and is not intended to support high traffic volumes.  Ben Johnson 
Road could be extended as a collector road east to intersect with Appleside Boulevard at 
Andreason Drive, approximately 250 feet south of the existing intersection with Valley View 
Drive.  The drawback to this alternative is this just serves to “shift” the LOS issues south of 
the present location, and will still require signalization or a roundabout to address the 
operational deficiency. Also, that some structures may have to be relocated to allow for the 
alternative.  The benefit of this option is that there would be sufficient space then to provide 
for a signal or roundabout, and it also provides the most direct route to Evans Road, Port 
properties, and other developments from urban and suburban areas.   

 
This improvement is extensive and, given the conservative forecasting measures used in this report, 
the need and timing of the project should be confirmed based upon a review of prevailing traffic 
conditions in the future.  Therefore, it is recommended that Port authorities and staff from Asotin 
County coordinate following year 2016 and Phase I development of the Port to examine these 
alternatives further (or Port would generate a minimum of 965 trips to trigger associated with Phase 
I, as based on projections).  Upon coordination with Asotin County, it was determined that an 
alternatives feasibility should be developed by year 2016 to review alternatives.  This study would 1) 
perform follow-up analyses to address the growth of community, development, and Port traffic; 2) 
assess the construction and cost feasibilities of each alternative; 3) identify funding mechanisms; and 
4) coordinate construction schedules for such an improvement.   
 
The participation of the Port project in funding the feasibility study and construction would be 
coordinated between Port and Asotin County authorities (through some combination of public and 
private investment, as this improvement would benefit more than just the Port).  The connecting 
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roadway agreements would then be conditioned of the Port as they move forward into further 
phases of development. 

5.2.2   Critchfield/SR 129 

Given the rate of development and increase of community traffic, improvements would also be 
warranted at the Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersection shortly after the forecast 2016 analysis year.  
In this situation, typically a traffic signal or a roundabout provides the capacity needed to address the 
LOS and safety issues identified by this study.  However, a roundabout would not be feasible due to 
topography challenges to the west and the Snake River to the east.  Therefore, a traffic signal would 
provide the best fit for the intersection. 
 
No significant geometric changes should have to occur on SR 129 with the development of the 
signal, as northbound and southbound designated turn lanes exist at the intersection.  The 
separation of eastbound left and right-turn lanes is recommended.  Assuming the provision of 
protected northbound left-turn movement with permissive movements on the remaining 
approaches, the signal would improve operations back into the LOS B/C range by year 2030.  In 
addition, pedestrian actuated phases would provide for the safe crossing of SR 129 (as pedestrian 
access the Snake River Trail). 
 
Therefore, it is recommended that Port authorities and staff from Asotin County and WSDOT again 
coordinate following year 2016 to review the need and timing for a roadway connection.  The 
recommended procedure would again be: 1) perform follow-up analyses to the growth of 
community traffic; 2) perform driveway counts to confirm that the Port is generated a minimum of 
965 trips during the typical weekday; 3) perform a warrant investigation for a traffic signal (confirm 
need and timing); 4) perform a Port origin-destination survey to help purveyors decide what level of 
funding should be required of the Port to construct the traffic signal.  The signal development 
agreements would then be conditioned of the Port as the move forward into further phases of 
development.  Project trips are expected to comprise a weighted average 3.2 percent of total traffic 
within the west leg of this intersection (both directions) between the AM and PM peak hours, if year 
traffic projections occur at the rate predicted by year 2016.   

5.3   TURN-LANE ADDITIONS 

The analysis indicates that two left-turn lanes will be needed to accommodate turning traffic in the 
future.  The following discusses what turn lanes will be needed, an estimated implementation 
schedule, and recommends project responsibilities towards these improvements: 

 SR 12/Evans Road – Westbound Left-Turn Lane.  A WSDOT warrant analysis indicates 
that a westbound left-turn lane will be needed to provide capacity at the intersection.  
Assuming consistent baseline and development growth, a timeline analysis indicates the turn 
lane will be warranted by year 2022.  WSDOT has indicated they plan to develop this lane 
with the repaving and striping project programmed within the next six years, so lane 
development is already assured prior to this future year. It is projected that project traffic 
would comprise 65.0 percent of turning traffic in this lane, as taken as a weighted average 
between the AM and PM peak hours, by year 2022.  



IITTSS  

CClliieenntt::  PPoorrtt  ooff  CCllaarrkkssttoonn   PPaaggee  4422 

PPoorrtt  ooff  CCllaarrkkssttoonn  IInndduussttrriiaall  PPaarrkk  TTrraaffffiicc  IImmppaacctt  AAnnaallyyssiiss  

 Ben Johnson Road/Valley View Drive – Northbound Left-Turn Lane.  A WSDOT 
warrant analysis indicates that a northbound left-turn lane will be needed to provide capacity 
at the intersection by year 2022, assuming that community traffic increases as expected and 
the project generates 2,010 (full site development should be compete by year 2022).  It is 
projected that project traffic would comprise 49.0 percent of turning traffic in this lane, as 
taken as a weighted average between the AM and PM peak hours, by year 2022.  

5.4   HEAVY VEHICLE ROUTES AND SIGNAGE 

As indicated, the Port has the potential to generate 160 heavy vehicles during the typical weekday.  It 
is predicted that the majority of trucks will approach and depart the site via Evans Road and State 
Route 12.  Secondary approaches could include Evans Road to the south, possibly for trucks coming 
up from SR 129, and Ben Johnson Road to the east, possibly capturing trucks from Fleshman Way.  
However, neither of these roads or any of the other study roadways mentioned in this report have 
the geometric or structural capacity needed to accommodate truck loads. 
 
As such, it is recommended that truck traffic be limited to approaching the site to/from the north 
via Evans Road and SR 12, even if it means that trucks from SR 129 and Fleshman Way must route 
north through Clarkston on approved truck routes to approach and depart the site.  To enforce this 
recommendation, it is recommended that the Port build into lease and/or sale agreements 
stipulations that ensure this route; even going so far as to build in penalties to share with the County 
for road maintenance if tenants neglect the agreement. 
 
In addition, it is recommended that the Port install signage to direct normal commuter traffic and 
trucks to and from the development via Evans Road to the north and SR 12.  It is likely that a fair 
share of commute traffic will still take the shortest travel route between work and home designations 
and origins.  However, this should successfully guide some commuters, most visitors, and most 
truck traffic.  These guidance signs would be provided in accordance with Asotin County standards 
at the expense of the project with initial development of the site. 
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6  CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY 

The Port of Clarkston Industrial Park will be comprised of 25 acres, and will generate 2,010 weekday 
trips.  About 310 of these trips will be generated during the AM peak hour with 305 trips generated 
during the PM peak hour. 

6.1   SUMMARY IMPROVEMENTS/MITIGATION 

The project will help contribute to traffic deficiencies (i.e. congestion and delay issues) that are 
expected within the next twenty years of project development.  The Valley View Drive/Appleside 
Boulevard and Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersections are projected to experience LOS issues 
through the ultimate 2030 analysis year.  Additionally, turn lane warrants are met at two 
intersections.  As such, improvements and project participation is recommended for the 
development is as follows:  

 Ben Johnson-Appleside Connection.  Following year 2016 or the generation of 965 
weekday trips for the Port, coordinate with Asotin County staff to perform an alternatives 
feasibility study and construction plan to develop an additional route connection between 
Ben Johnson Road and Appleside Boulevard via 2nd Avenue, 4th Avenue, or an Ben Johnson 
Road extension.  The port project would be conditioned to participate in funding the study 
and any construction based on agreements established in coordination with the County staff. 

 Critchfield Road/SR 129 Traffic Signal.  Following year 2016 or the generation of 965 
weekday trips for the Port, participate in studies to confirm the need and participate in 
funding a traffic signal for the Critchfield Road/SR 129 intersection.  The participation in 
the signal would be based on origin-destination studies or some other comparable 
methodology.  A pedestrian crossing should be promoted with signal development.  Some 
earlier study of safety conditions (and the need for improvement) should be considered by 
WSDOT and local agencies prior to this recommendation due to traffic and pedestrian 
safety issues identified for the intersection. 

 SR 12/Evans Road – Westbound Left-Turn Lane.  Per the request of WSDOT, this 
study confirms the need for a westbound left-turn lane for the SR 12/Evans Road 
intersection.  Traffic analysis indicates the lane would be warranted by year 2022.  Project 
trips would comprise a weighted average 65.0 percent of traffic using this lane between the 
AM and PM peak hours. 

 Ben Johnson Road/Valley View Drive – Northbound Left-Turn Lane.  A northbound 
left-turn lane is needed at the Ben Johnson Road/Valley View Drive intersection by year 
2022 or approaching the generation of 2,010 weekday trips.  Project trips would comprise a 
weighted average 49.0 percent of traffic using this lane between the AM and PM peak hours. 

 Truck Route Destination. It is recommended that the Port build into lease and/or sale 
agreements stipulations that ensure that Evans Road north to SR 12 is the only truck route 
available to Port tenants. 

 Signage.  Provide guide signs to direct general and truck traffic along the designated route 
between SR 12 and the Port via Evans Road north.  Guide signs would be provided as direct 
of Port development. 
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Note this report identifies the range of improvements needed to address future capacity deficiencies 
in the future.  In addition, some guidance is provided regarding the share of the Port in project 
mitigations.  However, it is ultimately up to the project proponent and agencies to coordinate the 
actual conditions that will be posted in the mitigated determination of non-significances under 
SEPA (State Environmental Policy Act).   

6.2   SUMMARY 

The project will impact traffic conditions within the study area.  However, the improvements 
described in Section 6.1 will correct project-related deficiencies noted throughout the TIA.  And, the 
recommended mitigation measures will offset project impacts under SEPA, and allow the project to 
move forward in the development process.  Thus, the project can be developed without significantly 
impacting County streets and State Highways, so long as the aforementioned recommendations are 
addressed.   
 
No further recommendations are provided by this TIA. 
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