
Marc h 24, 2014 
Detlef K. Curtis 

3943 Tempest Drive 

Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Planning Commission 

City of Lake Oswego 

380 "A" Avenue 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

R E: TSP Update Remaining/Unaddressed Comments 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

As a member of the Transportation Advisory Board for the past year, my tenure 

thus far has been dominated pretty much with the process of cobbling together a 

very important document, one which hopefully will serve the community well for 

its intended 20-year life. The process has not been a smooth one however; as 

anyone can probably appreciate, given the diverse backgrounds and perspectives 

of the people serving in various capacities supporting this process. 

I have found, along with fellow Board members, a number of areas of the 

document requiring corrections of one sort or other. Unfortunately, in my case, 

despite early-on questions about certain areas of the TSP, I have not been able to 

secure satisfactory answers to date. 

So, at this time I would like to respectfully request that additional provisions or 

other changes be considered, as follows: 

1. References to Green Streets and ADA:  Although "Green Street" line item 

was added at my request to the text of the document (Page 25), I have not 

found a similar insertion, however, addressing ADA compliance, one which 

directly affects City's transportation facilities. This particular mandate, 

imposed on the City from State and Federal sources, is often low on the 

awareness radar screens of the public. By increasing both these profiles by 

inclusion in this document, that awareness level is hopefully raised. 
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It is also important, due to ADA requirements, to recognize that otherwise 

perfectly sound roadway improvements (pavement, curbing and 

sidewalk/walkways) will eventually need to be replaced at substantial costs 

before useful life of these improvements is over. Furthermore, regarding 

ADA compliance, not only are these legal obligations but people who use 

ramps and other related facilities are, of course, road users just like other 

pedestrians, riders and drivers. 

Green Street features are a similar concern, not only with upfront costs but 

also follow-up maintenance responsibilities. 

2. Absence of Green Streets and ADA Implementation Costs: To put these 

financial obligations in perspective, an effort needs to be made to 

incorporate cost estimates to implement these items. Those estimates 

should be done to the same level of accuracy as the projects featured in 

Tables S and 12. 

3. Sections 2, 3, 5 & 9 Lack of Cost-Benefit Criteria: Implementation of cost 

benefit criteria will help identify projects of greatest benefit to the largest 

number of people. Because of the shortfall of funding (regardless of future 

funding supplements), it will not be possible to fund everything in any given 

year and it will be necessary to allocate these funds in a way allowing the 

greatest number of people to receive the benefits. 

When high priority projects are actually being considered from Tables 8 and 

12 for pending construction, this method should be used to break potential 

ties in rankings. It should be noted that real safety mitigation projects 

would be exempt from this rating criteria. 

4. Section 9 — Table 20 Shortfall, Not Surplus: This table, titled "Lake Oswego 

Baseline Transportation Funding Need Forecast", identifies a figure of $46.2 

million for Capital Outlay (which is defined as mostly street preservation 

and traffic signal operation costs). That figure, in my view, is too low 

(actually, it is even lower since traffic signal operation costs* need to be 

subtracted) for street preservation (pavement rehabilitation) over the same 

20-22 year period being covered by this Update. The City's Pavement 

Preservation Program of 2010 identifies an approximate ten-year cost of 
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Sincerely, 

Detlef 	urtis 

$30 million to maintain a PCI of 69. So that figure over a matching timeline 

will likely extrapolate to around $70 million, a far cry from the $46.2 million 

figure (or lower*) cited in this table. Allowing the PCI to diminish below 

the 69 value consistently would mean a further overall degradation of road 

pavement, eventually requiring more expensive pavement remedial repairs 

at a later date. 

This particular table and these figures have their origins in the FCS Group 

Memo of Dec 11, 2013 with background information not made available for 

further review. Either the subject memo is correct or the Pavement 

Preservation Program of 2010  is; but not both. These differences have 

never been explained, despite requests. 

5. Dedicated Road Improvement Fee Reference: Document text properly 

identifies the legal limitations placed on the State Highway Trust Fund 

expenditures. There are similar limitations placed on the City's Street 

Maintenance Fee (per Section 37.02.020 of LO City Code) which should be 

noted in the Update. 

6. Some Other, More Minor Observations:  

a. Street Sections—Tree placemen in very narrow landscape strips 

damages curb and sidewalk, necessitating replacement prematurely 

at additional costs. 

b. What exactly does the phrase "Social Equity" mean in the context of 

the TSP Update? 

It is my hope that these items can be addressed in some fashion in the body of 

this document prior to review by City Council. 
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