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SW Burlingame, Capitol Highway to Chestnut, Alternative Traffic Calming Proposal - TI 1210170 
Review by Scott Batson 
 

Introduction 
PBOT received a request in June of 2017 from local residents for a self-funded traffic calming project on SW 
Burlingame Ave using temporary pinch points (two forms) and medians at two intersections.  The objects are 
proposed to be constructed of paint and vertical delineators. This proposal was part of a PSU student capstone 
project with estimated benefits of the proposal to be an 8-12 mph reduction in speed for a cost of just over 
$4,000, and included a resident petition in support of the PSU proposal. 
 

Review of Request 
The PSU report presented by the resident requestors provided an initial chicane concept graphic associated 
with the speed reduction data table that did not represent the site conditions.  The concept graphic first 
presented illustrated a street section of at least 24-feet wide, with parking on both sides and a lane for each 
direction of traffic.   

 
SW Burlingame Avenue has an approximate total width of 17 feet, with 
occasional wider segments near cross streets and in association with 
occasional privately paved shoulders.  The site-specific modified 
concept proposed for Burlingame in the submittal illustrates a single 
shared lane 12 feet wide resulting from temporary roadside islands 
(depicted to the left).  A single lane for two-way traffic necessitates a 
directional YIELD requirement for the closed half of the street.  Placed 
as sets of two, these installations would constitute alternating pinch 
points, and in the absence of significant opposing traffic, a series of 
chicanes, or slalom pathways.   
 

While six of the pinch points were composed of pairs of 
triangle-shaped islands placed on straight sections of 
Burlingame Avenue, a fourth proposed pinch point was a 
single, square-shaped island, placed on the inside of an 
approximate 75-degree horizontal curve (pictured at left 
and below).  This placement would present an unsafe 
condition where sight distance is of greatest importance, 
and is not a design PBOT would consider. 

 
 
The report proposes six triangle shaped pinch point 
islands and one square island, but only indicates three 
sign groups, including one for the square shaped island.  
Each pinch point island reduces the roadway to a single 
lane, closing a lane in one direction, so each roadside 
island installation would require a sign group for the 
direction that is closed (see Figure 1, next page).  
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Without the square pinch point, the remaining three sets of triangle pinch points will require a post and two 
signs for each island (six sign groups).  Traditionally, each approach to a road narrowing should also have 
advance warning (six more sign groups), however, it is recommended that a generic warning north and south 
of the test site (Traffic Pattern Change Ahead, Narrow Roadway, One Lane Road, etc.) be used, given the 
current low speed and volumes measured on SW Burlingame.  Additionally, it should be anticipated that 
parking removal opposite each pinch point island may eventually be needed, if it is not installed with the 
original test.  Each parking clearance will need two posts and two signs. 
 

Figure 1. Adapted Narrow Roadway Pinch Point - PBOT 

 
 

Fire Truck Access Geometric Review 
PBOT evaluated the layout of the proposed roadside pinch point islands based on the needs of a standard fire 
truck as if it should have to travel around the island as a typical vehicle might be expected to.  It was 
determined that 50-feet of separation between any two islands was not sufficient on such a narrow street, 
since it required the fire truck to cross the centerline of the street too far in advance of an island.  Seventy-five 
feet is the recommended minimum separation on a narrow street like SW Burlingame Avenue (see figures 
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below).  Additionally, the future need to restrict parking with signing should be anticipated (if it is not installed 
with the original test) so that fire truck access is not impeded.  In the worst-case scenario, the proposed 
vertical delineators could be driven over by emergency response vehicles.  At least 21 potential locations are 
available that meet this minimum spacing requirement. 
 

 
 

 
 
Intersection Islands and Sight Distance 

At two T-intersections the proposal additionally requests 
adding median pairs (shown as red teardrops at left) to 
introduce a deflected pathway for northbound travel.  This 
proposal places northbound traffic into the space needed for 
westbound entering traffic to pull forward and observe 
vehicle conflicts at the intersection of Burlingame Terrace and 
Burlingame Avenue.  Pulling forward is generally necessary for 
entering motorists as none of the properties fronting the 
streets along this corridor include sidewalks or planting strips 
that would otherwise provide clearances for sight distance, 
particularly looking south.  This alteration of the intersections 
is not recommended. 
 

Below are photos of the views at the intersections proposed 
for the medians.  The left viewpoint is from a normal stopping 
point and the right view is where a driver has pulled forward 
to the edge of Burlingame, into the space proposed for use by 
northbound motorists. 
 

Burlingame Terrace and Burlingame Avenue Looking South 
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Burlingame Terrace and Burlingame Avenue Looking North 

   
 
The south intersection of Burlingame Place at Burlingame Avenue has a lesser sight distance issue, if roadside 
parking were to be removed. 
 
South Intersection of Burlingame Place and Burlingame Avenue Looking South 

   
 
South Intersection of Burlingame Place and Burlingame Avenue Looking North 
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SW Burlingame Avenue Crash History 
For the most recent ten years of available crash data (2006-2015) one crash was reported south of the south 
intersection of Burlingame Place and Burlingame Avenue, and no other crashes were reported.  That crash 
occurred at 1 AM on a Saturday, when a driver struck a parked car, and involved no injuries. 
 

Speed Reduction 
In regards to estimated speed reduction, no supporting documentation or references were included with the 
request to PBOT.  The ITE website1 lists a speed reduction range of 4% (2-way) to 14% (one lane). The most 
recent peak 85th percentile speed measured was 27 mph.  Using the ITE standard, the one lane pinch point 
proposal is estimated to cause up to a 4-mph reduction in the average 85th percentile speed.  The speed-
reduction effectiveness of the pinch points will vary with the level of opposing traffic.  Such measures are most 
effective where there is balanced opposing traffic of a frequency sufficient to require one direction to 
regularly have to yield.  The most recent traffic data collected (Table 1, below) indicate 18 to 36 vehicles per 
hour during the peak travel times for each direction of travel. 30 vehicles per hour would average one vehicle 
every two minutes, though platooning is likely to cause some bunching of traffic, instead of a uniform 
distribution. During the busy times, added volume is likely to increase speed reduction, but during the slack 
times slowing is likely to be minimal, particularly over time as regular users become accustom to the changes.  
In the worst-case scenario, some people driving the street may view the slalom pathway as a challenge to be 
overcome, and drive faster. Such behavior has been reported for motorcycle operators on curved roadways in 
SW and NW Portland.  Finally, as the materials do not deter people driving from driving over the installation, 
this behavior could occur, particularly for larger vehicles. 
The most recent data was taken in August of 2014 (summer).  As SW Burlingame is adjacent to a High School, 
and near an Elementary School, August counts are unlikely to represent typical traffic conditions. This may 
cause follow-up counts taken during the school year to overstate the actual effectiveness due to seasonal 
traffic fluctuation bias.  Additional summer counts are recommended if this test is implemented to better gage 
effectiveness.  Past counts taken when school was in session are old and unlikely to represent current traffic 
when school is in session. 
 

Table 1. Historical Auto Data 

Location Date 

Toward Chestnut Toward Capitol Hwy 

Speed Volume 8 AM 5 PM Speed Volume 8 AM 5 PM 

6200 Block 8/25/14 24 305 27 19 25 372 19 39 

 6/14/05 27 367 15 39 28 317 22 18 

6500 Block 8/27/14 25 298 20 36 24 368 17 18 

 11/18/08 25 798 56 83 24 708 54 47 
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Project Cost Estimate 
The PSU report estimated project costs at just over $4,000. No supporting documentation was provided for 
how that estimate was arrived at.  PBOT estimates six pinch point islands to cost closer to $8,100, and a break-
down of the cost estimate is provided below in Table 2. 
 

Table 2.  Project Cost Elements2 

Item 
Units Unit Costs 

Triangle Island 
Quantities 

Triangle Island 
Subtotal 

4 Inch Yellow Line – (Foil Tape) LF $1.00 12 $12.00 

36 Inch Tubular Marker EA $87.00 6 $522.00 

12 Inch Yield Line LF $3.00 6 $18.88 

Sign Post EA $100.00 1 $100.00 

YIELD Sign EA $50.00 1 $50.00 

ONCOMING TRAFFIC DOES NOT 
STOP sign 

EA $50.00 1 $50.00 

 
Triangle Island Materials $742.00 

2 Hours Labor and Vehicle $218.00 

76.06% Labor Overhead $165.81 

Triangle Island Subtotal $1125.81 

Contingency 10% $112.58 

Engineering 5% $56.29 

 
Triangle Island, EA $1294.68 

Six Islands $7768.08 

2 Additional Warning Signs and Posts $300.00 

Total Project Estimate $8069.00 

 
 
 
 
Implementation Process 
The resident representatives provided a petition with the request to test pinch points and the PSU report.  The 
included petition contains 35 signatures representing 33 properties.  PBOT past practice identifies that 
participation for such projects shall include properties that are contiguous to the project street (even if their 
driveway is to another street), as well as any properties whose only access is the project street.  Therefore, 
any property along SW Burlingame Avenue (42 properties), as well as all properties along Burlingame Place (33 
properties), would be a required part of any advisory petition. The 33 properties represented in the petition 
represents 44% (33/75) of the properties in the standard petition area defined by PBOT past practice.  Such 
projects have traditionally required 2/3rds support (67%) from the petition area, with one signature per 
resident for single-family properties; one signature from the property manager for apartments; and one 
signature from an administrator for institutional properties (Portland Public Schools).  A sketch of the advisory 
area (next page) depicts properties from which a petition signature has been gathered in green.  Red and 
white numbering depicts properties associated with Burlingame Avenue, while blue and yellow numbering 
depicts properties associated with Burlingame Place. 
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Figure 2. Petition Area 

 
 
Maintenance 
While the proposal is novel, and may provide speed reduction benefits, the installation represents a potential 
maintenance burden should the test locations become part of PBOT inventory.  It is recommended that any 
test approval will be upon condition that the components, other than warning signs, are not maintained by 
PBOT without additional private funding of such maintenance.  In the interest of cooperation and research, it 
is recommended that PBOT agree to cover removal costs should the project not achieve its goals, or if 
unforeseen safety issues arise. 
 
Alternative Tools 
The traditional tool for slowing speed of traffic is a modern roadway speed bump.  Based on available space, 
five or six standard speed bumps would be recommended to traffic calm the entire length of SW Burlingame 
Avenue.  Speed bumps are currently estimated to cost $2,000 each.  However, PBOT is currently unable to 
offer such services due to staffing shortages. 
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State law was recently changed to permit Portland to post residential streets at 20 mph, though posted speed 
limits without random enforcement may not achieve significant slowing.  The Portland Police Bureau is 
currently short-staffed and this is expected to continue for at least another six months. 
 

Next Steps 
Given the current traffic conditions and initial public support PBOT is willing to initiate a test of a modified 
proposal as described in this review, provided the following conditions are met: 
 

1. A modified plan (concept attached) for the three sets of pinch points is prepared and available for 
circulation. 

2. A supplemental petition that achieves a cumulative 67% support of the defined participants is 
resubmitted and approved, and that past signatories are informed of the changes, cautions, and 
conditions of the testing. 

3. Deposits sufficient to cover the $8,100.00 estimated project costs is made to an escrow account under 
the control of the Neighborhood Association for use on such improvements (may require 
neighborhood association approval). 

 
If the local residents are amenable to these conditions, PBOT will create a project number for the 
installation by city forces and agree to maintain the warning signs, as well as cover removal costs of the 
test once complete, or in the case of unforeseen safety issues.  
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1. ITE website accessed 7/10/17: http://www.ite.org/traffic/choker.asp 
 

2. E-mail exchange regarding tubular marker installation costs: 
 

From: Buchanan, Justin  
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 5:55 AM 
To: Batson, Scott <Scott.Batson@portlandoregon.gov>; Byer, Kirstin <Kirstin.Byer@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: RE: 36 inch tubular markers 
 
Utility Worker II is 44.27 per hour (includes benefits) 
 
Traffic Crew Leader is 52.02 per hour (includes benefits) 
 
Traffic van is $12.96 per hour 
 
City Post is about $87 each 
 
Tuff Post is about $125 each 
 
Note:  signs can be mounted to Tuff Posts but not to City Posts.  Also, overhead is currently 79.41%, your group is 
exempt; however, if you are estimating for another group they might not be.  
 
From: Batson, Scott  
Sent: Monday, June 26, 2017 4:01 PM 
To: Buchanan, Justin <Justin.Buchanan@portlandoregon.gov>; Byer, Kirstin <Kirstin.Byer@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: 36 inch tubular markers 
 
What does one of the tubular markers cost these days, installed? 
 
Scott Batson  

  

mailto:Scott.Batson@portlandoregon.gov
mailto:Kirstin.Byer@portlandoregon.gov
mailto:Justin.Buchanan@portlandoregon.gov
mailto:Kirstin.Byer@portlandoregon.gov
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Traffic Data 
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PBOT Concept Six Pinch Point Map 
 
 

 


