
  

City of Lake Oswego 
Transportation Advisory Board Minutes 

 
January 13, 2010 

 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chair Terry Keyes called the Transportation Advisory Board meeting of January 13, 2010 
to order at 7:05 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, 
Oregon. 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 
Members present:  Chair Terry Keyes, Vice Chair Lisa Klacking, Brent Ahrend, Thomas 
Fahey, David Jorling and Gregg Mindt.  Staff Present: Massoud Saberian, Principal 
Traffic Engineer; Nancy Flye, Traffic Engineering Technician; Julia Warren, LOPD; and 
Linda Dickhouse, Administrative Support.  City Councilor Mary Olson joined the meeting 
at 7:52 p.m. 
 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Jorling moved to accept the Minutes of December 9, 2009.  Klacking seconded the 
motion and it passed by unanimous vote.   
 

IV. CITIZEN COMMENT (None) 
 

V. STAFF REPORTS 
 
Traffic Engineer’s Report 
 
Saberian reported the staff was preparing to recommend which currently unfunded 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects should be funded next year.  He confirmed 
Clackamas County had given the City $900,000 in stimulus funds.  The City had 
contributed $100,000 to the City of Portland/Tri-Met/Lake Oswego trestle repair project 
and use the remaining funds to pave Royce Way and McNary Parkway.  The Royce Way 
project included ADA sidewalk improvements.    
 
Saberian reported the staff was hearing mixed reports about how well the 5th Street/A 
Avenue crosswalk was working.  Some mistakenly believed that when they pushed the 
button all drivers had to stop.  But the button activated a flashing yellow warning to 
drivers to pay more attention to the crosswalk.  State law did not currently allow a part-
time stop signal, but it was likely the state would approve the use of a new “HAWK” 
signal in the near future that had a red component.  The Board watched an Internet video 
that showed how that type of signal worked.  If the City decided to use one at 5th/A 
Avenue the existing infrastructure there could accommodate the new heads.  The staff 
clarified that even though the crosswalk was on one leg of the intersection the other legs 
were still considered legal crossings.   
 
Traffic Engineering Technician Report 
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o Year-End report 
 
Flye reported traffic counts at stations all over the City showed traffic volume was down 
about 10%.  National traffic volume was down that much too.   There had been 201 car 
accidents last year compared with 262 the year before.  All four pedestrian hits had been 
in marked crosswalks.  Four bikers had been hit(down from eight).  The Traffic 
Engineering section had accomplished 1,280 case studies.    
 
o New member report 
 
Flye reported the City had not received any applications for open TAB positions.   
 
 
[END OF AUDIO PART 1 – FOLLOWED BY GAP IN AUDIO RECORDING] 
 
Lake Oswego Police Report 
 
Julia Warren reported  
 
 
 
 

VI. BOARD DISCUSSION / ANNOUNCEMENTS / REPORTS 
 
Work session for changing Transportation Advisory Board roles, rules and policies. 
 
[8:00 p.m. START OF AUDIO PART 2] 
 
The Board discussed Section 32.14, Neighborhood Traffic Management Program.  They 
examined a highlighted and notated copy of the code Saberian had provided for 
discussion purposes.  It called attention to language and processes that were outdated, 
conflicting and unclear.  The board agreed there was a need to make a clearer distinction 
between traffic control devices (such as stop signs) and neighborhood traffic 
management (“traffic calming”) devices (like speed bumps).  The Board observed there 
should be two separate processes:  One to decide a request for a traffic control device 
and another to decide a request for traffic calming.  Laws and the Oregon Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) dictated placement of traffic control devices.  
That was an objective decision that should be made by a professional Traffic Engineer.  
A party who appealed that decision would have to successfully argue that it had not been 
based on the applicable laws and guidelines.   The Board suggested there should be an 
appeal process in both the traffic control device and neighborhood traffic management 
decision processes.    If the City Council did not want to decide those kinds of issues the 
appeal of a staff decision could end with TAB.  Flye suggested the approach of creating 
a flow chart to show how each process should unfold and then using the chart as a guide 
to fashion related code language.   
 
One of the problems with the current code was that it established a process that started 
with a City Manager (staff) decision and was appealable to TAB and thereafter to the City 
Council.  But later the code introduced a different set of procedures and eventually it 
allowed the City Manager to override any process.  The group observed that was 
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confusing and raised questions of fairness and the process could drag on and on.  There 
should be a clear process and the code should be more consistent.   
 
In Section 32.014.033, Application, “and/or” language raised the question of what 
combination of ten citizens and/or business license holders could file an application for 
an NTMP project.  The code allowed ten residents who lived in only three or four houses 
to apply for a very expensive project or road closure.  The code allowed one person to 
use the hearings process to hold up a project even if a significant majority of the 
neighborhood supported it.   The Board suggested that an opponent(s) should have to 
pay a fee and submit a written argument and supporting information that the staff could 
respond to.  They would have to have participated in the lower level hearing process in 
order to be eligible to take their appeal to the City Council.   
 
Flye had received two thousand of telephone calls and 3,300 emails and quickly resolved 
a lot of them.  But 1,280 requests for traffic related changes took more staff time.  A 
traffic calming decision could become a more discretionary decision if the staff found that 
the crash history or traffic volume did not necessitate it, but the requestor still pushed for 
it.  Then they were obliged to follow through with an investigation and formal response.  
Sometimes they found the issue stemmed from disagreement between neighbors.  Once 
denied, the code did not allow the request to be re-submitted for three years unless 
conditions changed.  Board members observed the staff was practicing due diligence.  
Their procedure involved accepting the request, educating the public, investigating and 
responding.  It had worked well last year because of all the requests that had been 
submitted, TAB only had to decide one.     
 
The Board considered Section 32.14.039 Advice and Consent of Impact Area.  The staff 
suggested the “impact area” should be better defined.  Sometimes they had to respond 
to comments from people who did not live in the area, or even the state.  In a Glenmorrie 
access case there had been many different opinions regarding what the impact area 
was.  The Board suggested the City rely on a notice procedure that invited interested 
parties to become involved in the process and eliminate a provision that called for a 
certain percentage of eligible voters in the area to return ballots. 
 
The Board examined Section 32.14.038 Installation of Test Device.  The City was not 
allowed to test traffic control devices, but it could test traffic calming mechanisms.  The 
Board suggested scheduling a follow-up hearing at the end of a test period for traffic 
calming.  The staff would offer their report and recommendation and the neighbors could 
weigh in.  Flye cautioned there were no “test” speed bumps.     
 
The Board summarized that a citizen with a request should contact the staff and explain 
what they wanted.  The staff would offer them information and advice.  It the requestor 
wanted to proceed with the process they would have to submit a formal written request.  
It would be processed according to what type of device it was.  A TE would decide a 
request for a traffic control device.  The staff would review a request for a traffic-calming 
device and make a recommendation to TAB, which would hear and decide the matter.  
There should be an opportunity to appeal both types of decisions.  The members agreed 
that having these processes in place would help the City.  The City Manager could not be 
pressured into directing Public Works staff to put up a stop sign when that was not 
warranted.  The City would not be subject to lawsuits that contended it did not follow 
MUTCD guidelines.  Drivers tended to run unwarranted stop signs and that meant the 
policy had to use staffing resources to monitor the intersection.  .   
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The Board wanted to know how much staff time the 1,200 requests Flye had handled 
had taken.  Flye explained they had all required a full study, but they all required some 
level of data research and she had to go out and investigate at least 80% of them.  The 
Board wanted to know if the vote called for in the Advice and Consent of Impact Area 
section had ever been conducted.  Flye confirmed it had been and the City had removed 
speed bumps after such a vote.  Saberian added that citizens who came in to request a 
speed bump often hesitated after they found out residents would be required to pay half 
the cost.  The Board observed that Section 32.14.041, City Council Action, required the 
City Council to implement the approved project based on available funding.  But then 
Section 32.14.042 Emergency Corrective Action, allowed the City Manager to disregard 
the entire process and do what he thought was necessary and advisable in the interests 
of public safety.   
 
Flye advised the provision that after three years a requestor had to reapply affected the 
pathway ranking system.  TAB had picked the top ten of 38 projects in 2002, but if only 
three of them were funded over three years the other projects would have to start the 
process again.  The Board suggested that affected residents be allowed to pay for an 
unfunded, but approved, project if the City had not yet budgeted funds for it.  Councilor 
Olson confirmed the City was now on an annual budget cycle.   
 
[END OF AUDIO PART 2] 
 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
At their February meeting the Board planned to discuss TAB’s role and select topics to 
focus on during the year.  At their March meeting they planned to review the code-related 
material Saberian would present.  There being no further business Chair Keyes 
adjourned the meeting at 9:13 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Linda Dickhous 
Administrative Support 
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