
From: Birdshill CPO/NA
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Birdshill CPO / NA Co-Chair, Charles Ormsby (Skip)
provides testimony wrt Lake Oswego Transportation
System Plan (LO_TSP) (LU 14-0015) 
Testimony Part 05, 
Issue is Birdshill CPO / NA Endorsement of
LONAC Testimony to 
Lake Oswego Planning Commission Dated
2014 March 24 Monday
Cross referenced linkages with implications
Details with referenced attachments expanded below.

2014 Mar 24 Monday 16:50 U (4:50 PM PT)

Charles B. Ormsby (Skip)
Birdshill CPO / NA, Co-Chair 2013 – 2014
Phn: 503.636.4483 Residence
E-mail: birdshillcpona@gmail.com

William Gaar
Chair
Lake Oswego Planning Commission (LOPC) 
Care of Iris McCaleb, Administrative Aide for (LOPC)
Ph: 503.697.6591,  Fax: 503.635.0269
Em: imccaleb@ci.oswego.or.us,
Em: traffic@ci.oswego.or.us 
AND
Debra Andreades, 
Senior Planner
City of Lake Oswego
Ph: 503.635.0292, 
Ph: 503.635.0274 or 503.635.0270
Em: dandreades@ci.oswego.or.us
City Hall, 380 A Avenue Lev 3                4th St / “A” Avenue SE
PO Box 369                                   Thms_gde PDXC / 0656 / F6
Lake Oswego OR  97034-0369
Google Earth: 45°25'9.19"N, 122°40'3.87"W
Ph: 503.697.6591,  Fax: 503.635.0269
Wb: See LU 14 – 0015 below 

Copies: 
Birdshill CPO / NA Board 2013-2014 Board of directors
LONAC – Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition
Clackamas County
Kittleson and Associates (Traffic Engineers and consult on LO_TSP)

Subject: BHCN LO_TSP LU_14-0015 TSTM 05 LONAC
Where:
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Transportation System Plan, Planning Commission Public Hearing

24 March 2014

Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition, LONAC

Overview

In February, LONAC members received an update from Erica Rooney on the Transportation System Plan (TSP).  In March, LONAC formed a committee to review the draft TSP in greater detail and prepare recommendations for the City Council when the TSP comes before them in May.  The committee is comprised of LONAC members, Dianne Cassidy, Matt and Sherry Finnigan, Lisa Vopel, Cheryl Uchida, Dave Sengenberger, Carolynn Jones, Skip Ormsby and myself.  It is my pleasure and privilege to work together with a fine group of members who have spent many hours individually mining documents, attending TAB meetings, and researching issues related to transportation both recently, and in the case of Matt Finnigan in particular, with an eye to history that goes back decades to his days on City Council.  We have met collectively and in subcommittees.  I will present some of our findings of our work in progress.  You will also be hearing from members of our committee individually this evening.

Our overarching message to the Planning Commission is to 1) slow down the process, and 2) validate roadway, pedestrian and bike project priorities with neighborhood association priorities.  We are concerned that there is too much emphasis on regional wants and less on local needs and priorities.  Let’s be sure that we create a plan that reflects what citizens want. 

Since Lake Oswego citizens will bear the costs of the projects detailed in the plan, we need to be sure that the TSP realistically reflects what they are willing to fund.  Increase citizen involvement by collecting more feedback from Lake Oswego citizens and affected residents, especially those that are directly impacted such as residents on streets that are being upclassified or subject to projects that affect their property through required dedication of right of way, and increasing maintenance and liability costs.  

Provide more justification for prioritizing TSP projects


In our review, we see findings and wonder how they were derived.  To gain credibility for the plan, it would be appropriate and helpful to see published comments from the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB), the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Transportation System Plan Advisory Committee (TSPAC).  According to the draft TSP, the TSPAC included transportation professionals and partnering agencies- ODOT, Clackamas County, Trimet and Metro.  Without seeing the comments our committee wonders: How much of Lake Oswego’s TSP was directed by outside agencies, and how much of it has been vetted by Lake Oswego citizens?

On Page 3, the following statement appears: “The Lake Oswego TSP contains a list of programs and projects that the community has agreed should be pursued over the 20-year life of the plan.”  The projects were evaluated using criteria outlined in the plan and scored by city staff and TSPAC members.  How was this done?  For example, for Goal C Efficiency, which reads: “Optimize the performance of the transportation system for the efficient movement of people and goods,”  projects that reduced at least two efficiency measures, specifically single occupancy vehicle trip rates, the number and length of vehicle trips, and/or that reduce delays scored the highest 3 points.   Of those that scored against these criteria, how did they tally results amongst the different participants?  How were subjective criteria applied?  For example, for Goal G Sustainability, which reads “Provide a transportation system that maintains and improves economic vitality, environmental health, social equity and well-being for citizens today and in the future,” projects that improve the economy and environment for today and in the future received 3 points where projects that improve the economy and environment for today or in the future received 2 points.  To be complete, it seems that if a project improves the economy or the environment for today or in the future that project only received a score of 1.  These are subjective measures.  Applying and & or could make a difference in the priority of a project.  Where is the discussion of resolving differences of opinion on this subjective evaluation?

Table 8 shows “Roadway Projects.”  The highest priority project is a “plan” called the Highway 43 Refinement Plan.  The description says:  “Develop a refinement plan (estimated at $50K) to identify long term strategies and/or projects to address anticipated future vehicle demand along Highway 43 through the City of Lake Oswego.”  But, isn’t it true that Highway 43 is a state road, and Lake Oswego is not responsible for improving it or maintaining it?  Wouldn’t that include refining it as well?  The second highest priority project is the development of guidelines for City staff to use in the review and approval of development applications (estimated at $30K).  The plan doesn’t really explain why we need new guidelines or why this is a priority.  After this, there is $15.1 M in projects outlined in the Foothills area – upgrading Foothills Road and planning and implementing a Hwy 43 pathway driven by the Connecting Clackamas Plan ($4.6 M).  How do these priorities align with our current City Council who rejected an urban renewal plan that would pay infrastructure costs in the Foothills area in favor of asking land owners to bear those costs upon redevelopment?  If the City Council doesn’t get to establish priorities, we have to wonder if this plan truly is a local plan. 

Concerns related to changes in Functional Classifications:  


Section 3 of the TSP contains street classifications describing the various types of streets – local streets, neighborhood collectors, etc.  The draft TSP shows 9 roadways which will increase in classification.  This is surprising since in their July 10th report to TAB/TSPAC, Kittleson states: “The intensity of development has remained relatively stable throughout Lake Oswego, with no dramatic shifts that would otherwise suggest the need to change roadway classification.  Traffic volumes have remained relatively stable, having increased in line with population changes, but not so significantly as to cause a roadway to serve more traffic than the current designation would anticipate.  In light of this, at this time, only Carman Drive and Bryant Road are being further evaluated for a potential change in classification.”  What changed since so significantly in only 9 months?  The staff report says that the reclassifications (read upclassifications) are based on expected increases in traffic volumes and improvements needed to accommodate projected traffic.  Seems a contradiction that needs to be validated by data, discussed with the residents specifically impacted, regardless of whether they are limited in number, and made to be consistent the neighborhood plans.


For example, in the Lake Forest Neighborhood – my neighborhood - both Waluga Drive and Firwood Road are upclassified from Neighborhood Collectors to Major Collectors because they serve as a secondary north-south route connecting areas west of Bangy Road to Boones Ferry Road.  In fact, this is a major cut-through route in the neighborhood.  Upclassifying this roadway would be against the adopted Lake Forest Neighborhood Plan which specifically states: “Where appropriate, utilize traffic management devices to prevent speeding and discourage cut-through traffic on local residential streets and neighborhood collectors.  On all streets, traffic will be managed to preserve the existing Functional Street Classifications, rather than increase the designation to a higher classification”  In addition, even though Firwood doesn’t front a local park, the draft TSP says it does.  The draft TSP says that an increase in classification will elevate the growing need for complete bicycle and pedestrian facilities on both sides of the street, and provide greater eligibility for improvements using state and federal funding opportunities.  However, the neighborhood plan has a specific policy for bicycle facilities on these streets and the neighbors may not want to have bike and pedestrian facilities on both sides of the roadway.   Perhaps we should be clear how increased eligibility for outside funding really works.  Is it realistic to think that funding from outside sources will actually materialize for Lake Oswego?  Considering the reduced sources of state and federal funding for transportation, such hopes seem dubious at best.  Other neighborhoods need the opportunity to review this list of upclassifications for similar evaluation.  I would expect that other neighborhoods might have concerns similar to mine when they scrutinize the plan’s impacts for their neighborhoods.

Bike & Pedestrian Facilities


The Vision for Connected Community driving the TSP seems to be overemphasizing the aspiration to get people out of their cars and onto bikes and/or walking where they need to go.  Don’t most of Lake Oswego residents walk and bike for fitness rather than transportation needs.  A nice walk to lunch on a sunny weekend doesn’t mean that you can do it if you have 1 hour for a lunch break during the work week.  A nice bike ride to the store for a couple of items on a sunny day doesn’t mean that you will do it during the winter and stormy spring.  Let’s be real.  We have an aging population, right?  Yet, we expect greater biking and pedestrian trips to reduce car use.  Aren’t we dreaming?  As a person who chooses to walk instead of drive whenever I can, I can tell you that it can’t take the place of other responsible uses of my time.  Don’t most people need to balance their time when deciding transportation choices? Let’s be sure that before we plan to invest millions in greater bike and pedestrian facilities that this balance is taken into account.  Ask the citizens, ask the neighborhoods.  Now’s the time.

This is a work in progress for LONAC.  Thank you for considering our viewpoint as you deliberate on this important plan.
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   BHCN           = Birdshill CPO / NA 
   LO                = Lake Oswego
   LO_TSP       = Lake Oswego Transportation System Plan (Update)
   LO Project ID(s) 
       LU 14 – 0015 = LO Planning ID on LO TSP
         Web: https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_pc/lu-14-0015-comprehensive-plan-amendments-include-updated-
transportation-system-plan
          See LOPC Meeting : 2014 Mar 24 Monday 18:30 U (6:30 PM PT)
            Note: LOPC = Lake Oswego Planning Commission
          Web: https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_pc/planning-commission-50
        PP 11 – 0015 = LO Public Works ID on LO TSP
         Web: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/publicworks/transportation-system-plan-update
          See LOCC Meeting Special: 2012 Jan 10 Tuesday 18:00 U (6:00 PM PT)
            Note: LOCC = Lake Oswego City Council 
          Web: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/citycouncil/city-council-2
        LU 13- 0068 = LO Comp Plan Consolidated Package
          Web: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_pc/lu-13-0068-comprehensive-plan-amendments-related-periodic-review-
consolidated-package
   TSTM                = Testimony (for and on the record) 
   LONAC             = Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition
                                

Forward as you see fit

Good Afternoon:

1.0. City of Lake Oswego Proffered Document 

LO Planning Commission (LOPC) Issue:
Hearing Date: 2014 Mar 24 Mon 18:30 U (6:30 PM PT)
Agenda Item: 6.1

Transportation System Plan
- Periodic Review (LU 14-0015)

LO Planning Project ID: LU 14-0015
LO Planning Project

Title:
Comprehensive Plan Amendments to
Include Updated Transportation System
Plan

LO Planning Commission
(LOPC) Exhibit ID:

Exhibit F-1

Document Title: City of Lake Oswego 
Transportation System Plan

Version Date: 2014 March (supersedes 2014 Feb)
Document (Doc)

Filename:
exhibit_f-1_part_1_-_tsp_draft_03-
2014_reduced.pdf

Webpage: https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_pc/lu-14-
0015-comprehensive-plan-amendments-include-
updated-transportation-system-plan

Item Label: Exhibit F-1: Draft Transportation System Plan,
03/2014 (Part 1)

Multiple References Based upon LONAC Testimony
Document Title: Transportation System Plan, Planning

Commission Public Hearing
24 March 2014

Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action
Coalition, LONAC

Version Date: 2014 March 24 (Monday)
Document (Doc) Planning Commission Testimony.doc
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Filename: (MS Word 1997 – 2003)

 

2.0. Birdshill CPO / NA Response(s)
2.1. Resolution wrt Testimony on LU 14-0015 

Birdshill CPO / NA Response (RSLT = Resolution)
RSLT Title Endorse Co-Chair LOTSP Critique
RSLT ID 2014.09.08.29
RSLT Gist Endorse initial critique of LO TSP "Open House"

and Draft Plan by Birdshill CPO / NA Co-Chair
Charles Ormsby for documents released week
of 2014 Feb 17 Monday.

RSLT Meeting 2014-Feb-26 Wednesday19:00 U (7:00 PM PT)
RSLT Motion 2014.09.08.01
RSLT Draft 2014.09.08.1B

 

 

Birdshill CPO / NA Response (RSLT = Resolution)
RSLT Title Endorse LONAC LOTSP Critique
RSLT ID 2014.09.08.45
RSLT Gist Endorse critique by LONAC (Lake Oswego

Neighborhood Action Coalition) Testimony to
be delivered to LO Planning Commission on
2014 Mar 24 Monday 18:30 U (6:30 PM PT)
under agenda item 6.1 for LO TSP project ID
LU 14-0015. ES 2014.09.08.29.

RSLT Meeting 2014-Feb-26 Wednesday19:00 U (7:00 PM PT)
RSLT Motion 2014.09.08.01
RSLT Draft 2014.09.08.2D

 

 

 

3.0. Actions Requested
3.1. Birdshill CPO / NA endorses all attributes of testimony of LONAC 
       on LU 14-0015 without question or reservation.
       Note: ES in Resolution Gist Statement means Evolve / Split from.

4.0 – Notes:
4.1. This resolution supplements and augments all other Birdshill CPO / NA
       testimony prepared and delivered on LO TSP between
       TSTM 01: EMAL_2014_03Mar_15Sa_1421U_BHCH_Dstr_LOTSP_TSTM_01.pdf
       and 
       TSTM 03: EMAL_2014_03Mar_21Fr_1818U_BHCN_LOPC_TSP_LU_14-0015_TSTM_03_TM_LIFT.pdf
4.2. Other testimony to be developed and delivered to LOPC and LOCC in coming days
       TOO many LO TSP Draft plan defects to enumerate and cross relate in time allotted.

Thanks
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Skip
Charles B. Ormsby (Skip)
Birdshill CPO / NA, Co-Chair 2013 – 2014
A Joint Clackamas County Community Planning Organization
City of Lake Oswego Oregon Neighborhood Association (NA)
Google Earth GPS Coordinates: 45°25'46.48"N, 122°39'40.02"W
Clackamas County
170 SW Birdshill Road
Portland Oregon 97219-8502
Phn: 503.636.4483 Residence
E-mail: birdshillcpona@gmail.com
Web: http://birdshillcpona.shutterfly.com/ (Not Open Yet)

Attached Documents (ATnn) Two (2) total:
AT01

Title: Transportation System Plan, Planning Commission Public Hearing
          24 March 2014 (Monday)
          Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition, LONAC
Filename: Planning Commssion Testimony.doc, Size: 34 kb, Page(s): 6

 

AT02

Title: Award a Professional Services Contract for an update of the
          Transportation System Plan PP 11-0015
Webpage: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/citycouncil/city-council-2
Filename: CNRPXLOCC_LO_TSP_2012_01Jan_10Tu_1700U.pdf, Size: 406 kb, Page(s):26

 

 

 

Cross Referenced Documents (CRnn) Zero (0) total:
Note these documents are related to the subjects presented in the email but
too large to attach directly.

CR01

 

LO Planning
Project ID:

PP 11-0015

LO Planning
Project Title:

Comprehensive Plan Amendments to Include
Updated Transportation System Plan

LO Department of
Public Works

(LOPW)

Transportation System Plan Update

Document Title: City of Lake Oswego 
Transportation System Plan

Version Date: 2014 Feb
See LOCC: 2012 Jan 10 Tuesday (agenda 7.1)

Document (Doc) LO_TSP_Body_20140211s.pdf
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Filename: <Note: Item 26 on LOPW webpage>
Webpage: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/publicworks/transportation-

system-plan-update
Item Label: Draft TSP Document

 <Note: Zip File Compression Method Unknown>>
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Transportation System Plan, Planning Commission Public Hearing 

24 March 2014 

Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition, LONAC 

 

Overview 

 

In February, LONAC members received an update from Erica Rooney on 

the Transportation System Plan (TSP).  In March, LONAC formed a 

committee to review the draft TSP in greater detail and prepare 

recommendations for the City Council when the TSP comes before them in 

May.  The committee is comprised of LONAC members, Dianne Cassidy, 

Matt and Sherry Finnigan, Lisa Vopel, Cheryl Uchida, Dave Sengenberger, 

Carolynn Jones, Skip Ormsby and myself.  It is my pleasure and privilege to 

work together with a fine group of members who have spent many hours 

individually mining documents, attending TAB meetings, and researching 

issues related to transportation both recently, and in the case of Matt 

Finnigan in particular, with an eye to history that goes back decades to his 

days on City Council.  We have met collectively and in subcommittees.  I 

will present some of our findings of our work in progress.  You will also be 

hearing from members of our committee individually this evening. 

 

Our overarching message to the Planning Commission is to 1) slow down 

the process, and 2) validate roadway, pedestrian and bike project priorities 

with neighborhood association priorities.  We are concerned that there is too 

much emphasis on regional wants and less on local needs and priorities.  

Let’s be sure that we create a plan that reflects what citizens want.  
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Since Lake Oswego citizens will bear the costs of the projects detailed in the 

plan, we need to be sure that the TSP realistically reflects what they are 

willing to fund.  Increase citizen involvement by collecting more feedback 

from Lake Oswego citizens and affected residents, especially those that are 

directly impacted such as residents on streets that are being upclassified or 

subject to projects that affect their property through required dedication of 

right of way, and increasing maintenance and liability costs.   

 

Provide more justification for prioritizing TSP projects 

 

In our review, we see findings and wonder how they were derived.  To gain 

credibility for the plan, it would be appropriate and helpful to see published 

comments from the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB), the Technical 

Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Transportation System Plan Advisory 

Committee (TSPAC).  According to the draft TSP, the TSPAC included 

transportation professionals and partnering agencies- ODOT, Clackamas 

County, Trimet and Metro.  Without seeing the comments our committee 

wonders: How much of Lake Oswego’s TSP was directed by outside 

agencies, and how much of it has been vetted by Lake Oswego citizens? 

 

On Page 3, the following statement appears: “The Lake Oswego TSP 

contains a list of programs and projects that the community has agreed 

should be pursued over the 20-year life of the plan.”  The projects were 

evaluated using criteria outlined in the plan and scored by city staff and 

TSPAC members.  How was this done?  For example, for Goal C Efficiency, 

which reads: “Optimize the performance of the transportation system for the 

efficient movement of people and goods,”  projects that reduced at least two 
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efficiency measures, specifically single occupancy vehicle trip rates, the 

number and length of vehicle trips, and/or that reduce delays scored the 

highest 3 points.   Of those that scored against these criteria, how did they 

tally results amongst the different participants?  How were subjective criteria 

applied?  For example, for Goal G Sustainability, which reads “Provide a 

transportation system that maintains and improves economic vitality, 

environmental health, social equity and well-being for citizens today and in 

the future,” projects that improve the economy and environment for today 

and in the future received 3 points where projects that improve the economy 

and environment for today or in the future received 2 points.  To be 

complete, it seems that if a project improves the economy or the 

environment for today or in the future that project only received a score of 1.  

These are subjective measures.  Applying and & or could make a difference 

in the priority of a project.  Where is the discussion of resolving differences 

of opinion on this subjective evaluation? 

 

Table 8 shows “Roadway Projects.”  The highest priority project is a “plan” 

called the Highway 43 Refinement Plan.  The description says:  “Develop a 

refinement plan (estimated at $50K) to identify long term strategies and/or 

projects to address anticipated future vehicle demand along Highway 43 

through the City of Lake Oswego.”  But, isn’t it true that Highway 43 is a 

state road, and Lake Oswego is not responsible for improving it or 

maintaining it?  Wouldn’t that include refining it as well?  The second 

highest priority project is the development of guidelines for City staff to use 

in the review and approval of development applications (estimated at $30K).  

The plan doesn’t really explain why we need new guidelines or why this is a 

priority.  After this, there is $15.1 M in projects outlined in the Foothills area 
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– upgrading Foothills Road and planning and implementing a Hwy 43 

pathway driven by the Connecting Clackamas Plan ($4.6 M).  How do these 

priorities align with our current City Council who rejected an urban renewal 

plan that would pay infrastructure costs in the Foothills area in favor of 

asking land owners to bear those costs upon redevelopment?  If the City 

Council doesn’t get to establish priorities, we have to wonder if this plan 

truly is a local plan.  

 

Concerns related to changes in Functional Classifications:   

 

Section 3 of the TSP contains street classifications describing the various 

types of streets – local streets, neighborhood collectors, etc.  The draft TSP 

shows 9 roadways which will increase in classification.  This is surprising 

since in their July 10th report to TAB/TSPAC, Kittleson states: “The 

intensity of development has remained relatively stable throughout Lake 

Oswego, with no dramatic shifts that would otherwise suggest the need to 

change roadway classification.  Traffic volumes have remained relatively 

stable, having increased in line with population changes, but not so 

significantly as to cause a roadway to serve more traffic than the current 

designation would anticipate.  In light of this, at this time, only Carman 

Drive and Bryant Road are being further evaluated for a potential change in 

classification.”  What changed since so significantly in only 9 months?  

The staff report says that the reclassifications (read upclassifications) are 

based on expected increases in traffic volumes and improvements needed to 

accommodate projected traffic.  Seems a contradiction that needs to be 

validated by data, discussed with the residents specifically impacted, 
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regardless of whether they are limited in number, and made to be consistent 

the neighborhood plans. 

 

For example, in the Lake Forest Neighborhood – my neighborhood - both 

Waluga Drive and Firwood Road are upclassified from Neighborhood 

Collectors to Major Collectors because they serve as a secondary north-

south route connecting areas west of Bangy Road to Boones Ferry Road.  In 

fact, this is a major cut-through route in the neighborhood.  Upclassifying 

this roadway would be against the adopted Lake Forest Neighborhood Plan 

which specifically states: “Where appropriate, utilize traffic management 

devices to prevent speeding and discourage cut-through traffic on local 

residential streets and neighborhood collectors.  On all streets, traffic will be 

managed to preserve the existing Functional Street Classifications, rather 

than increase the designation to a higher classification”  In addition, even 

though Firwood doesn’t front a local park, the draft TSP says it does.  The 

draft TSP says that an increase in classification will elevate the growing 

need for complete bicycle and pedestrian facilities on both sides of the street, 

and provide greater eligibility for improvements using state and federal 

funding opportunities.  However, the neighborhood plan has a specific 

policy for bicycle facilities on these streets and the neighbors may not want 

to have bike and pedestrian facilities on both sides of the roadway.   Perhaps 

we should be clear how increased eligibility for outside funding really 

works.  Is it realistic to think that funding from outside sources will actually 

materialize for Lake Oswego?  Considering the reduced sources of state and 

federal funding for transportation, such hopes seem dubious at best.  Other 

neighborhoods need the opportunity to review this list of upclassifications 

for similar evaluation.  I would expect that other neighborhoods might have 

EXHIBIT G-11/PAGE 11



concerns similar to mine when they scrutinize the plan’s impacts for their 

neighborhoods. 

 

Bike & Pedestrian Facilities 

 

The Vision for Connected Community driving the TSP seems to be 

overemphasizing the aspiration to get people out of their cars and onto bikes 

and/or walking where they need to go.  Don’t most of Lake Oswego 

residents walk and bike for fitness rather than transportation needs.  A nice 

walk to lunch on a sunny weekend doesn’t mean that you can do it if you 

have 1 hour for a lunch break during the work week.  A nice bike ride to the 

store for a couple of items on a sunny day doesn’t mean that you will do it 

during the winter and stormy spring.  Let’s be real.  We have an aging 

population, right?  Yet, we expect greater biking and pedestrian trips to 

reduce car use.  Aren’t we dreaming?  As a person who chooses to walk 

instead of drive whenever I can, I can tell you that it can’t take the place of 

other responsible uses of my time.  Don’t most people need to balance their 

time when deciding transportation choices? Let’s be sure that before we plan 

to invest millions in greater bike and pedestrian facilities that this balance is 

taken into account.  Ask the citizens, ask the neighborhoods.  Now’s the 

time. 

 

This is a work in progress for LONAC.  Thank you for considering our 

viewpoint as you deliberate on this important plan. 
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