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Mayor Jack Hoffman called the regular City Council meeting to order at 6:34 p.m. on 
February 07, 2012, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  
Present: Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, Tierney, and 

Moncrieff. 
Staff Present: Alex McIntyre, City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; Catherine 

Schneider, Interim City Recorder; Brant Williams, Director, Economic & 
Capital Development; David Donaldson, Assistant City Manager; Jordan 
Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager; Scott Symer, Library Assistant; Joel 
Komarek, Director, LO-Tigard Water Project; Ed Wilson, Fire Chief; Megan 
Phelan, Director, Human Resources; Anthony Hooper, Management Analyst; 
Christine Kirk, Public Affairs Manager; Ivan Anderholm, Asst Parks Director;   

  
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mayor Hoffman led the Council and the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

4. PRESENTATIONS 
4.1 Distinguished Service Award, Russell Jones, Planning Commission 
Mayor Hoffman presented a Distinguished Service Award to Russell Jones and thanked him for his 
service on the Planning Commission.  He mentioned his appreciation for Mr. Jones’ honesty and 
directness during the 2008 campaign.  He noted Mr. Jones’ strengths on the Planning Commission 
and his ability to disagree agreeably.  He read the Athenian Oath inscribed on the plaque.   

5. CONSENT AGENDA 
Councilor Jordan moved to adopt the Consent Agenda.  Councilor Kehoe seconded the 
motion.  A voice vote was taken, and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman, Councilors 
Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, Tierney, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye.’  [7-0] 
5.1 REPORTS 
5.1.1 Resignation of Russell Jones from the Planning Commission  
 Action: Accept resignation. 
5.2 RESOLUTIONS 
5.2.1 Resolution 12-04, a Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 

Appointing Representative and Liaisons to Various Boards, Commissions and 
Committees for 2012. 

 Action: Adopt Resolution 12-04.   
5.3 APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
5.3.1 October 11, 2011, Special Meeting 
5.3.2 October 25, 2011, Special Meeting 

CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING 
MINUTES 

February 07, 2012 
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5.3.3 November 1, 2011, Regular Meeting 
5.3.4 November 8, 2011, Special Meeting 
5.3.5 November 22, 2011, Special Meeting 
 Action: Approve minutes as presented 
END CONSENT AGENDA 

6. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 

7. CITIZEN COMMENT 
• Kathe Worsley, 1877 Woodland Terrace 
Ms. Worsley stated her opposition to the City’s possible application to Metro to bring Luscher 
Farm and the surrounding properties inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  She contended 
that there was no true justification for the action.  She described the conditional use excuse as a 
red herring and wholesale prevarication.  She noted that the County had no issue with community 
supported agriculture (CSA) and the community gardens; the only permit the County required was 
for using the farm as an event center. 
She indicated that 77% of Lake Oswego residents wanted Luscher Farm and CSA left alone.  She 
argued that Metro would not look favorably on this subterfuge, given that the City swapped the 
Rassekh property in order to build Hazelia Field.  She alleged that this action would negate Policy 
1 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, Goal 14.  She mentioned her observation at the summit last 
week that the majority of participants did not want Luscher Farm changed.  She contended that the 
City Charter required a vote of the people on issues like this.  She asked if the Council planned to 
change the Charter or let the people vote. 

• R A Fontes, 310 Second Street 
Mr. Fontes thanked Councilors Tierney and Moncrieff for sidetracking the streetcar, for their 
candor in their continuing project support, and for the strategic nature of their decisions.  He briefed 
the Council on the three comments that he intended to e-mail after TriMet released its budget 
addressing the transportation system between Lake Oswego and Portland.  He mentioned Metro’s 
assumption that the Willamette Shoreline right-of-way would not be available for exclusive trail use 
and a possible trail alternative with Portland’s purchase of Riverview.  He pointed out that if TriMet 
eliminated some of Lake Oswego bus lines, including Line 37, then the West End Building could 
lose the transit service that Chief Johnson stated was needed for the new police/LOCOM/court 
facility.  He contended that there was one corridor bus upgrade possible this year that would save 
money. 
He explained that his main reason for speaking was to ask why the unanimous repeal of 
Resolution 11-19 included a rider supporting Portland’s efforts to extend the streetcar based on the 
MOS when the issue was still unsettled in Portland.  He questioned Lake Oswego picking sides in 
Portland’s controversy when Lake Oswego has not yet reached consensus.  He commented that, 
except for Councilor Olson’s inquiry about specifics, not one Council member asked how the 
provision would impact Lake Oswego. 
He contended that the MOS was the worst option as it forced every rider to transfer at John’s 
Landing.  He mentioned other disadvantages, such as no Willamette Shoreline right-of-way 
advantage, much longer streetcar trip times, longer walking distances in Portland, and higher 
streetcar operating costs (thus reducing funding available for the more traveled routes, such as 
those serving the West End Building).  He argued that not one transit user would benefit from the 
MOS, with some riders losing over an hour each round trip, thus driving people back to their cars. 
He commented that an acceptable compromise could be the Council objecting to the MOS, 
Portland paying all local costs, the citizens not being forced to use it, and the City joining 
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Clackamas County and West Linn in making the continuation and improvement of bus service to 
Portland a requirement for the community supporting any streetcar extension, including the MOS.  
He remarked that it took the Council less than half an hour to introduce and pass a resolution 
supporting one Portland factions’ quest for the MOS.  He asked for a resolution in support of the 
Lake Oswegans who actually used transit. 

• Ann Christiansen, 45 Eagle Crest Drive 
Ms. Christiansen expressed her concerns regarding the UGB.  She mentioned that she has lived 
in Lake Oswego for 20 years.  She described how working as a gentlewoman farmer for the past 
eight years has changed her life.  She spoke of the provision of clean, affordable, local food to the 
Lake Oswego community.  She mentioned Oregon Tilth, headquartered at the farm, with its 
international influence on the certification of organic food and its education classes. 
She described Luscher Farm as a gem of beauty and refuge, citing the connection with nature to 
be found there.  She pled with the Council to join the majority of citizens who wanted to leave 
Luscher Farm the way it was. 

• Charles “Skip” Ormsby, 170 SW Birdshill Road, Portland, Clackamas County, Birdshill 
Neighborhood Association 

Mr. Ormsby indicated that the series of maps that he requested several weeks ago were 
becoming more imperative in light of the Council’s proposed changes to the UGB.  He explained 
that he was looking for maps tied to documents that delineated the existing boundaries and 
identified the proposed changes for clarity in evaluating the impact of the changes. 
He informed the Council that next week the Birdshill Neighborhood Association would pass a 
resolution asking for a series of maps related to the Transportation System Plan (TSP) update in 
both Clackamas County and Lake Oswego.  He expressed his concern that Lake Oswego would 
be handling the TSP for Clackamas County roadways within the Lake Oswego UGMA.  He 
mentioned that he intended to apply to serve on the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB), which 
he understood would serve as the CAC for the TSP update. 
He urged the City to create an e-sized map and to identify the roadways in Clackamas County 
proposed for transfer to Lake Oswego as shown in the County’s road atlas on pp.22-23 in order to 
establish both the proposed and the existing conditions.  He spoke in support of the Council not 
accepting any roadways that were not in A-1 prime condition.  He mentioned that Birdshill would 
also pass a resolution speaking to the transfers issue raised by Mr. Fontes. 

• Donald Mattersdorff, 930 Bullock Street 
Mr. Mattersdorff indicated that he supported Ms. Christiansen’s plea to keep Luscher Farm the 
way it was.  He said that he and his neighbor Hadi Yamin were here to speak on behalf of the 
Hallinan Neighborhood Association regarding the safety issue at the intersection of Laurel Street 
and Highway 43. 
He explained that Hallinan neighbors caught the bus into Portland at the bus stop on Highway 43 
just across from Laurel Street.  He noted the lack of a sidewalk on Laurel Street and the speed of 
the traffic on that hill, which made it dangerous for pedestrians.  He described the dangerous 
walking conditions for pedestrians on both sides of Hwy 43 walking up to the crosswalk and then 
back down to the bus stop, and the dangers of ignoring the crosswalk and crossing the highway at 
Laurel Street. 
He acknowledged that Hwy 43 was a State highway.  He asked the Council for its support of the 
Hallinan Neighborhood Association in helping the neighbors to contact the appropriate State staff 
regarding this safety issue. 
Mayor Hoffman directed Mr. Mattersdorff to give his contact information to the City Manager. 
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8. REPORTS 
8.1 Adoption of Council Goals 
Mr. Wheeler recalled that the emergent theme from the Council’s 2012 goal setting session was 
“Focus, Focus, Focus.”  He gave a PowerPoint presentation reviewing the Council’s six main goals 
(pp.95-96):  comprehensive strategy for funding major capital facilities projects, Lake Grove 
redevelopment, Foothills redevelopment, Natural Resources Protection Program, indoor tennis 
facility, and City Manager recruitment.  He noted that a seventh goal was recognition of the City’s 
2012 Work Plan. 

 Council Questions 
Mr. Wheeler clarified to Councilor Kehoe that October 2 was the drop-dead date to fund and 
initiate engineering work for Boones Ferry Road. 
Mr. McIntyre indicated to Councilor Kehoe that there were additional costs associated with 
Williams Dame & White developing a Plan B for the Foothills redevelopment.  He mentioned that 
there was some capacity left over in the initial budget amount for work not done by Williams Dame 
& White.  He confirmed that staff could provide the cost amounts to Council. 
Councilor Kehoe mentioned that he did not recall the Council agreeing to commence planning for 
an urban renewal district in Foothills.  He commented that he found a goal missing from this list, 
the goal of resolving the West End Building (WEB) issue.  He observed that the WEB was still a 
significant issue for the community. 
Mr. Wheeler indicated to Councilor Tierney that the dates in the goals document were reasonable 
and doable at the staff level.  He said that they had been vetted with the department directors and 
program managers and aligned with actual Council meeting dates. 
Councilor Tierney asked if the comprehensive strategy for funding major capital facility projects 
goal captured Councilor Kehoe’s concern about the WEB.  Mr. Wheeler commented that he had 
interpreted the Council’s discussion as indicating that the WEB would be a critical part of the 
decision making process on the funding strategy. 
Councilor Olson asked for Council discussion of and participation in formulating the 
comprehensive funding strategy before the April 24 approval date.  Mr. Wheeler indicated that 
staff would set up a study session. 
Councilor Olson suggested reversing the second and third bullets under Lake Grove 
redevelopment and outlining the action steps for implementing the plan before adopting a 
comprehensive financing plan.  She argued that they needed to know the project steps and their 
sequencing before adopting the financing plan. 
Councilor Tierney indicated that, while he tended to agree, he saw taking up the financing 
strategy on April 24 as the point where they unified this project with everything else and made 
decisions within the context of the total package. 
Councilor Gudman concurred with switching the bullets’ order for the reasons Councilor Olson 
stated.  He suggested an additional way of addressing the concern as including the Boones Ferry 
project in the list of projects identified under the comprehensive capital facilities funding strategy 
(Goal 1).  He acknowledged Mayor Hoffman’s point that a road was not a capital facility, but 
argued that the project involved such significant dollars that they needed to include it in the 
discussion. 
Mayor Hoffman stated that he was comfortable with the original order of the bullets under Lake 
Grove redevelopment.  He agreed with Councilor Olson that the Council needed to discuss the 
comprehensive funding strategy before April 24. 
Councilor Olson spoke of her dissatisfaction with the wording of the bullets under the Foothills 
redevelopment goal.  She agreed that they did not discuss forming an urban renewal district.  She 
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questioned whether they knew what the community’s vision was for the area.  She suggested 
changing the March 26 date in the first bullet to March 20 because of Spring Break.  She 
commented that she saw no time allowed for a public process for the last three bullets.  Mayor 
Hoffman contended that planning by its very nature involved a public process. 
Councilor Olson stated that the goal she wrote down from the goal setting discussion was an 
agreement to invest in Foothills, which she saw as a broader statement than the goal as stated.  
She contended that the discussion did not go beyond the first two bullets.  Councilor Kehoe 
concurred. 
Councilor Olson spoke to reversing the order of the first two bullets under the tennis center facility 
goal and receiving a pro forma first in order to determine whether the project was financially 
feasible or not.  She contended that they did not need to proceed with an UGB amendment until 
they had that information.  Mayor Hoffman pointed out that if they did not submit their application 
by March 15, they would have to wait until next year to make application. 
Councilor Jordan spoke of the need to make it very clear to the citizens that whatever happened, 
nothing would change at Luscher Farm.  She recalled that the Council did make a decision about 
the location of the tennis center, yet the third bullet about completing design refinements with the 
facility did not specify a location.  She commented that she wanted to make sure that the other 
things happening that were not part of the goals would inform the goal actions.  She mentioned her 
expectation of receiving a Parks Plan before December. 
Ms. Gilmer reviewed the Council’s process last year in choosing the Rassekh property as the best 
site for a tennis center.  She discussed the next step of the design refinements to investigate sewer 
options further and to do some conceptual design development.  She mentioned refining 
construction costs, working with the neighborhood, and working with the Planning Department to 
insure that the design fit the landscape of the Rassekh property.  She indicated that this would also 
help staff know whether the costs would be higher than projected by the siting study. 
Councilor Jordan indicated that she thought that the order of the bullets in the Lake Grove 
redevelopment goal was fine.  She argued that they could not plan to act until they knew how they 
intended to finance the project.  She referenced Councilor Kehoe’s concern regarding the WEB.  
She noted that they had a funding strategy in place for the WEB already to pay the principle, 
although she did not object to adding a bullet to continue to explore a resolution to the WEB.  She 
commented that the Council would entertain selling the property if it received an acceptable offer. 
Mr. McIntyre indicated that the City used most of the top floor for programming purposes but the 
bottom floor was mostly vacant except for records and the Teen Center. 
Councilor Moncrieff stated that she supported the goals as written.  She indicated that they 
reflected her memory and notes from the goal-setting meeting.  She held that Councilor Kehoe’s 
concern about the WEB was covered under the comprehensive strategy for funding major capital 
projects goal.  She concurred with Councilor Jordan that the City was financing the WEB, and 
therefore, it did not fall into the same category as a new public facility.  She agreed that they 
needed to discuss the financing plan in advance of outlining action steps, as ordered in the Lake 
Grove redevelopment goal. 
She contended that the scheduling of the Lake Grove project on the same date as the Council’s 
discussion of the major capital projects implied that it would be part of that discussion.  She 
recalled discussing during goal setting moving on to the necessary code amendments for Foothills 
and approving a development agreement.  She commented that she thought it was important to 
apply to Metro by the March 15 deadline for the UGB amendment.  She concurred that the Council 
did accept PRAB’s and the Park Department’s recommendation of the Rassekh property as the 
most suitable location for a new tennis facility. 
Councilor Moncrieff moved to adopt the goals for 2012 as presented (pp.95-96), as well as 
the City’s 2012 work plan.  Councilor Jordan seconded the motion. 
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Councilor Kehoe commented that, while as a business owner he preferred to figure out the plan 
and its costs first and then figure out how to fund it, he would not belabor his preference to reverse 
the two items in the Lake Grove Redevelopment goal.  He indicated that, while addressing the 
WEB in the capital projects was okay, he did not think that the Council has addressed the WEB at 
all.  He disagreed that simply paying the principle on a mortgage for a City-owned property 
constituted a plan.  He asked whether the Council intended to pay the principle for five years, keep 
the property and revisit its use, or, to actively market the property rather than sitting here 
wondering if someone would make an offer, or, to redevelop the property.   
He contended that, by not making the WEB a priority, the Council was effectively making a 
decision to hang on to it.  He spoke to making a proactive decision on what to do with it in 2012:  
sell it, redevelop it, or use it.   
He indicated to Mayor Hoffman that the 9-1-1 center/police station was a separate issue from the 
WEB.  He spoke of his discomfort with moving forward on the UGB issue before they knew from a 
pro forma whether the tennis center was financially feasible.  He contended that the tennis center 
had to first make sense, even if it pushed the project out another year.  He cited an earlier 
discussion about not wasting a smaller amount of dollars.  He described this as a significant 
amount of money to waste without a good feasibility study and understanding of the project 
financials. 
Councilor Gudman concurred with Councilor Kehoe about the need to understand the project 
financials and feasibility.   
Councilor Gudman moved to amend the motion to add the words “and major transportation 
projects” to Goal 1, and “Boones Ferry Road” to the list of projects.  Councilor Tierney 
seconded the motion. 
Councilor Gudman pointed out that the Boones Ferry project was larger than any other project in 
the CIP by a factor of 7, and therefore his recommended addition of ‘major’ would only add the 
Boones Ferry project to the Goal 1 list.  He confirmed to Mr. Wheeler that he wanted to include the 
Boones Ferry project in the bigger picture of the comprehensive major facility projects listed in Goal 
1, given the citizen group’s citation of the Boones Ferry Road project as more important than all the 
ancillary projects. 
Mayor Hoffman contended that the place to discuss the Boones Ferry Road project was in the 
context of Lake Grove Redevelopment and economic development.  Councilor Gudman 
reiterated that the size of the project meant that the Council needed to look at it with respect to all 
the other projects, and not in isolation.  Mayor Hoffman held that scheduling the Boones Ferry 
Road project and the comprehensive financing strategy for discussion on the same day meant that 
they would not look at one isolated from another.  Councilor Gudman commented that he would 
like to see that intent in writing. 
Councilor Jordan spoke in support of leaving the projects as listed, since both Lake Grove and 
Foothills had opportunities for major facilities projects that would have to be looked at in priority 
order.   
Councilor Gudman confirmed to Councilor Tierney that his motion changed the first goal but did 
not change the second goal.  Councilor Tierney observed that the motion created some 
redundancy. 
A voice vote was taken, and the amendment to the main motion passed with Mayor 
Hoffman, Councilors Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, Tierney, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye.’  
[7-0] 
Councilor Gudman indicated that he opposed the action item to form an urban renewal district in 
Foothills because of the re-tasking of the dollars.  He observed that the Council made a 
fundamental change in what it was going to do with the streetcar/Foothills.  He spoke to beginning 
the orderly wind down of that project.  He held that if Williams Dame & White wished to redevelop 
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the area, they could do so at their own expense, just as any other developer would in Foothills.  He 
stated that he could not support moving forward with an urban renewal development before the 
Council has decided whether it wanted to treat Foothills development differently than any other 
development in the city. 
Councilor Gudman moved to remove the third bullet point (forming an urban renewal 
district) under Foothills Redevelopment.  Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion. 
Councilor Tierney offered a friendly amendment to strike the July 1, August 7, and 
September 4 bullets from the Foothills Redevelopment goal and substitute the following:  
by September 4, commence implementing actions associated with the Framework Plan, if 
adopted by the City Council. 
Councilor Tierney pointed out that everything flowed from the Framework Plan.  However, they 
were going to amend the Framework Plan, and therefore, these bullets should be removed. 
Councilor Gudman accepted the friendly amendment. 
A voice vote was taken, and the amendment to the main motion passed with Mayor 
Hoffman, Councilors Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, Tierney, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye.’  
[7-0] 
Councilor Olson suggested changing the March 26 date to March 20, since March 26 fell during 
spring break. 
Councilor Kehoe moved to reverse the second and third bullets under the Indoor Tennis 
Facility goal and deliver the pro forma first.  Councilor Gudman seconded the motion. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated that she would not support the motion because she wanted to 
make the March 15 Metro deadline and bring the property under City governance, which would 
ultimately save the City money.  She commented that they spent an additional $40,000 on external 
permits for the Rassekh property, which was more than the application cost to modify the UGB. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated that he too supported making the March 15 date.  He pointed out that 
bringing the property inside the UGB only brought the property in and gave the City control over 
what it owned; it did not build a tennis facility on the property. 
Councilor Kehoe asked if there was any reason to rush the application other than making the 
March 15 date.  Councilor Moncrieff commented that she saw no reason to delay this application, 
citing the Council majority approval of this as a draft 2012 goal.  She mentioned that it appeared to 
be revenue neutral, had PRAB support, and was consistent with both the Parks and Luscher 
master plans.  She noted the many citizens who were ready for the Council to move forward on 
this matter. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated to Councilor Kehoe that she was not stating a personal opinion but 
rather arguing for an action that was responsive to a three-year extensive public process with 
multiple public hearings.  
Mayor Hoffman noted that the motion on the table effectively pushed the UGB application out to 
2013. 
Councilor Olson asked whether the fact that there has not been a final ruling on the urban 
classification of Stafford was a factor in this issue.  Mayor Hoffman indicated no.  Mr. Powell 
explained that, to the extent that the final ruling made this amendment not possible, it would not 
happen. 
Councilor Olson asked whether the anticipated West Linn and Tualatin appeal of the Metro ruling 
created any complications.  Mr. Powell indicated that he would have to look into whether Metro 
failing to designate Stafford as urban reserve meant that these properties could not be brought in 
as urban parkland.  He commented that he did not think so because, even if Metro did not 
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designate Stafford as urban reserve, it would not designate it as rural reserve, and Metro could 
then do this as a major amendment as opposed to a legislative process. 
Councilor Olson said that she had not agreed to this as a Council goal because the City has not 
finished the Parks Master Plan or the Luscher Farm Master Plan.  She mentioned that she had not 
seen the Davis Hibbetts Midgal survey results on the citizens’ parks priorities.  She commented 
that the Mayor and the staff have repeatedly told the Council that this action would require a 
change to the Comprehensive Plan.  She recalled that when Council members have tried to 
change other things, such as the Sensitive Lands code, they were told that it was a time-
consuming and expensive effort.  She asked why the staff report implied that this Comprehensive 
Plan change would be so easy when every other Comprehensive Plan change was so difficult. 
Mr. Powell informed the Council that, in 2006, when the Council brought in Hazelia Field, it made 
an adjustment to the Comprehensive Plan policy that affected more than Hazelia Field.  
Unfortunately, the print and on line versions of the Comprehensive Plan did not reflect this 
adjustment.  He apologized for not bringing it to the Council’s attention before.  He indicated that 
the text change read, “The City will not expand the USB and will resist efforts to require expansion, 
except in a) those areas designated as Tier 1 urban reserves as of February 1998, b) those areas 
needed for development of public parks and recreation facilities, and c) properties of less than two 
acres that adjoin the USB on at least two sides.” 
He explained that this language meant that, as long as the City brought this land in for parks and 
recreation purposes, it would not violate the Comprehensive Plan’s prohibition on moving the USB.  
He noted that it would still take a Comprehensive Plan map amendment to move the USB and the 
later annexation vote, but that could occur after the UGB change. 
Councilor Moncrieff clarified that bringing this area inside the UGB would allow community 
gardening, Oregon Tilth, education classes, and investment in the programs beloved by the 
citizens.  She noted that the draft Luscher Farm Master Plan proposed adding more community 
gardens while continuing the existing programs.   
A voice vote was taken, and the motion failed with Councilors Kehoe, Gudman, and Olson 
voting ‘aye.’  Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Jordan, Tierney, and Moncrieff voted ‘no.’ [3-4] 
Councilor Olson observed that Mr. Powell did not answer her question about why it has been 
represented to the Council in the past that the Comprehensive Plan amendment and map change 
processes were arduous, long, expensive, and complicated but this staff report presented it as an 
easy action.  Mr. Powell explained that the difficulty level of the process depended on what one 
was talking about.  He commented that the controversial issues requiring an extensive public 
engagement process and policy debate could take a long time.   
A voice vote was taken, and the main motion passed with Mayor Hoffman, Councilors 
Jordan, Gudman, Tierney, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye.’  Councilors Kehoe and Olson voted 
‘no.’  [5-2] 

8.2 Appointment of City Manager 
Mr. McIntyre referenced the Council goal to appoint an Interim City Manager as of February 23.  
He explained that the position would be for one year with a rolling month-by-month extension for 
up to six months.  He mentioned Council’s initial agreement to appoint David Donaldson, Assistant 
City Manager, to the Interim City Manager position.  He directed the Council to the employment 
agreement (pp.99-103) for the details of the pay package.  He noted that there was a net savings 
in Mr. Donaldson’s taking the position.   
Councilor Tierney moved to authorize the Mayor to sign the proposed employment 
agreement to engage Lake Oswego Assistant City Manager David Donaldson as the Lake 
Oswego Interim City Manager per Attachment 1 in the Council packet.  Councilor Moncrieff 
seconded the motion. 
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Councilor Jordan expressed her appreciation for Mr. Donaldson stepping in to take over this 
important leadership role.  She mentioned his skills, professionalism, and experience in working 
with the community.  Mayor Hoffman and Councilor Moncrieff concurred. 
A voice vote was taken, and the amendment to the main motion passed with Mayor 
Hoffman, Councilors Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, Tierney, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye.’  
[7-0] 

8.3 Resolution 12‐07, a Resolution of the Lake Oswego City Council Authorizing 
Adjustments to Water Rates for Wholesale Water Customers. 

Mr. Komarek gave a PowerPoint presentation on the resolution.  He reviewed a map showing the 
locations of Lake Oswego’s wholesale water customers listed on pp.105-106.  He mentioned that 
the City adjusted the wholesale rates in 1994 and 1998, following significant land purchases and 
water system improvements.  He discussed the rate components included in the rate analysis to 
set the rate base:  depreciated replacement costs, contributed assets, operating and maintenance 
expenses, pumping and storage, customer demand, and rate of return (6%).   
He directed the Council to the chart on p. 111 detailing the rates and usage statistics for each 
wholesale customer.  He pointed out that, with the exception of Tigard and the Lake Grove Water 
District, the City’s revenue stream from its wholesale customers was very small relative to the 
City’s retail base. 
He indicated to Councilor Kehoe that the Lake Grove Water District purchased half their annual 
supply from Lake Oswego and the other half from Portland.  He confirmed that Lake Grove would 
pass on the rest of the increase to its customers, as the District already raised its rates when Lake 
Oswego informed it in 2010 of the anticipated rate increase.  He described to Councilor Kehoe 
the elements that Lake Grove would likely consider in determining how much to pass on to its 
customers.  He commented that he thought Lake Grove passing on the entire rate increase to its 
customers was a good assumption. 
Councilor Kehoe asked if the City would start doing annual rate increases.  Mr. Komarek 
explained that the appropriate time for another wholesale rate increase would be after the 
completion of the LO-Tigard water project when the City knew what the final costs of adding those 
assets to the system would be.   
Councilor Jordan remarked that Portland was also increasing its rates.  She wondered whether 
Lake Oswego had the capacity to meet 100% of Lake Grove’s needs, should Portland water 
become more expensive than Lake Oswego water.  Mr. Komarek indicated that staff assumed in 
water supply planning that eventually Lake Oswego would supply all the water needed by these 
service districts.  Councilor Gudman concurred that Lake Oswego had the capacity to meet all 
Lake Grove’s water needs, should Portland cut them off. 
Councilor Gudman encouraged staff to revisit the wholesale rates annually, rather than waiting 
until completing the LO-Tigard water project, so that both the residential rates and the wholesale 
rates increased at the same time.  Mr. Komarek pointed out that if the City did not change the 
wholesale customer rate base, then there was no basis for an annual adjustment review.  He 
clarified that the annual residential rate increases were based on the requirements of future debt 
issues and their repayment, and not on existing facilities.  He commented that, unless the City 
added capital facilities used to supply water to the wholesale customers, he did not see justification 
for the cost of an annual rate analysis. 
Mr. Komarek clarified to Councilor Gudman that staff justified the increased water rates to 
residential customers as creating a sufficient revenue stream to begin repaying future debt not yet 
issued for facilities not yet constructed.  Councilor Gudman recalled that the City raised its water 
rates significantly in the late 1990s before the LO-Tigard water project was on the horizon.  He 
suggested that, since the City has increased residential rates in the past without major capital 
projects, it should review the rate base annually.  He contended that if the City raised rates inside 
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Lake Oswego, then it should also raise rates outside Lake Oswego, since it was all the same 
water. 
Mr. Komarek conceded that the City has raised rates in the past.  He recalled that the City did not 
raise rates from 2000 to 2007, despite continuing to construct facilities.  He framed the question as 
whether the City wanted to take the time, effort, and expense of conducting an analysis for an 
insubstantial increase.  He reiterated that capital facilities were the major driver behind rate 
increases.  He contended that the significant capital facilities added since the last rate increase 
justified this rate increase, but an annual exercise on rate increases without adding any capital 
expenditures would generate only pennies on the dollar. 
Mr. Komarek confirmed to Councilor Tierney that the map showed water districts that were not 
wholesale customers of Lake Oswego.  He explained that the map showed the water districts that 
existed within Lake Oswego’s USB. 
Councilor Tierney thanked staff for recommending wholesale rate increases.  He commented 
that, even though this increase was nickels compared to what the City needed, the nickels did add 
up and were important.  He suggested that, in light of the significant capital costs of the water 
project in the next five years, the water districts might prefer implementing gradual annual rate 
increases and would appreciate advance notice. 
Councilor Olson concurred with Councilor Tierney.  She commented that, while an annual rate 
analysis for wholesale customers might not be justified, she thought something more frequent than 
14 years would give them options other than this horrendous increase all at once. 
Mr. Komarek indicated to Mayor Hoffman that he did not have rate information with him comparing 
Lake Oswego’s residential rates to these other districts’ rates.  He recalled that the last time he 
checked Lake Grove’s rate was $1.25/100 CF and the City’s rate for First Tier customers in March 
would be $2.11/100 CF. 
He pointed out that many of the customers of these districts were citizens of Lake Oswego with the 
districts operating within Lake Oswego’s USB by intergovernmental agreement.  He indicated that 
typically they took water from Lake Oswego during the peak summer season.  He speculated that 
increased rates might make them think about their own conservation programs and how to manage 
their demand better in order to put less pressure on the system during the peak season. 
Mr. Komarek indicated to Mayor Hoffman that over the years there have been overtures by some 
of the districts about consolidating with Lake Oswego.  He recalled that the voters of one district 
soundly rejected the notion.  He mentioned that when Lake Oswego asked these districts what 
they saw their future being, they all saw their future just as it was today. 
Councilor Moncrieff moved to adopt Resolution 12-07.  Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion.  A voice vote was taken, and the amendment to the main motion passed with Mayor 
Hoffman, Councilors Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, Tierney, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye.’  
[7-0] 

8.4 Natural Resource Invasive Species Removal  
Mr. McIntyre reminded the Council of its conversation two weeks ago about dedicating some of 
the FY2010/2011 operating surplus and the question raised about invasive species management 
on public properties.  He indicated that Ms. Gilmer was here to present the choices available to the 
Council for moving forward. 
Ms. Gilmer reviewed the background of the City’s current work on invasive species removal 
(p.113).  She mentioned staff’s conversations with Ash Creek, the vendor doing the removal, about 
doing more work and the vendor’s recommendation that spring was not a good time to do 
additional work (p.114).  She addressed the question of mechanical removal versus chemical 
spraying.  She reported that, over a five-year period, the cost of their current invasive species 
removal approach was $4200 to $4300 per acre, while a mechanical removal only approach would 
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cost $56,000 per acre, due to the increased labor needed.  She recommended that the Council not 
allocate funds this spring but rather consider increasing the budget next year. 
Councilor Jordan reported that NRAB was very concerned that the program include additional 
methods other than chemical spraying.  Ms. Gilmer described the City’s approach to invasive 
species removal, which involved a combination of chemical spraying in the winter and later 
mechanical removal, which was similar to Metro’s approach on its natural areas.  She explained 
that the contractor would check back in late spring to see how effective the spraying was these 76 
acres and do spot spraying or mechanical removal as necessary. 
She noted that the City had over 400 acres of natural area that needed varying levels of invasive 
species removal treatment.  She spoke of preventing the good sites from getting any worse as their 
first priority.  She reviewed the locations of the 76 acres (pp.113-114). 
She indicated to Councilor Jordan that the treatments were for more invasive species than just ivy.  
She explained that the challenge was not knowing what would grow in the place of the removed 
invasive species:  native plants or other invasive species.  She said that the Parks Maintenance 
philosophy was to use as little chemical application as possible and to use horticultural methods 
whenever possible.  However, invasive species required a different approach and represented too 
big an effort right now for the Parks Maintenance staff to take on.  She mentioned that Metro has 
been able to deal with some invasive species in the least invasive way possible. 
Councilor Jordan recalled NRAB’s hope that the Council would spend money and time to create a 
program that used more mechanical removal.  Ms. Gilmer confirmed to Councilor Jordan that 
mechanical removal did cost $56,000 an acre and described the time and labor involved.  She 
mentioned her concern as Parks Director about the need to make a strong effort to control invasive 
species quickly.  She pointed out that if, due to limited resources, they only did 10 acres a year, 
then they would lose the battle as invasive species continued to grow on other City properties.   
Ms. Gilmer clarified to Mayor Hoffman that the 75 acres were in addition to the other acreage that 
staff was already working on for over 100 acres with focused invasive species removal.  She 
explained that, while staff would continue to concentrate on that acreage, they did hope to take on 
more acreage as staff brought the good areas within the 100 acres under control.  She cited staff’s 
plan to address the thistle problem at Luscher Farm in May as an example of new acreage. 
Mayor Hoffman asked if there was any finish line to this work.  Ms. Gilmer commented that she 
hoped that there was a finish line but it was not cut and dried.  She explained that, while there 
would be a finish line once they removed the invasive species, natural areas required constant 
monitoring for invasive species because people and animals brought in seeds as they moved 
through the areas.  She said that they would make headway if they had a concerted effort and 
planned in resources to continue the monitoring effort and to address any problems that popped 
up. 
Ms. Gilmer confirmed to Mayor Hoffman that this did need a budget line item.  She spoke of staff’s 
goal in the 20 year plan to budget $28,000 annually (in today’s dollars) to maintain the over 400 
acres in natural area.  She observed that, while it was a small amount for maintenance, it took a 
big investment up front to bring all the properties under control. 
Mayor Hoffman mentioned his understanding that the Council agreed with staff to wait to do 
additional acreage until the fall/winter of 2012/2013. 

9. INFORMATION FROM THE COUNCIL 
9.1 Councilor Information 

9.2 Reports of Council Committees, Organizational Committees, and Intergovernmental 
Committees 

9.2.1 Boards and Commissions 
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Councilor Moncrieff reported that the 50 Plus Advisory Board would meet next month at Mary’s 
Woods to discuss transportation, including an intra-city shuttle.  Councilor Jordan indicated to 
Councilor Olson that the intra-city shuttle referred to a study initiated three years ago by the 50 
Plus Advisory Board in conjunction with Parks & Rec that found that a shuttle would be 
prohibitively expensive and not necessarily helpful in terms of trip scheduling.  She commented 
that if it would make money, then probably someone would already be offering the service.  The 
City would have to underwrite a shuttle system extensively if offered as a public service. 
Mr. McIntyre indicated to Councilor Jordan that staff has tentatively scheduled five Budget 
Committee meetings for April and May on Thursday evenings (to be published in the Digest).  He 
asked the Council to let staff know of any scheduling conflicts.  Councilor Jordan suggested 
checking with the citizen members as well.  Mr. McIntyre indicated to Councilor Gudman that they 
could broadcast the Budget Committee meetings but there was a cost involved. 

9.2.2 Regional Water Providers Consortium 
Mayor Hoffman reported that the Consortium worked on their budget and vision.  He mentioned 
seeing a diagram that explained how the districts, including Lake Oswego, provided water to 
Oregon City and West Linn.  He remarked that it would likely be a topic at a joint Lake Oswego-
West Linn meeting. 

9.2.3 Stafford Basin Forum on Transportation 
Mayor Hoffman reported that ODOT and the Clackamas County Transportation manager each 
made a presentation, while the Tualatin, West Linn, and Lake Oswego representatives each 
shared their perspectives on a panel.  He recalled that both ODOT and Clackamas County 
indicated that they were financially challenged and did not have money for off site improvements in 
Stafford.  He indicated that the three city representatives each stressed the off site impacts of a 
potential Stafford Basin/Borland development would have on his/her city, especially the 
transportation and traffic impacts.   
Mayor Hoffman referenced his memo to the Council reporting what he said.  He mentioned cut 
through traffic, neighborhood traffic concerns, the challenge with Lake Oswego asserting 
jurisdiction because of voter annexation, and the current focus of the City on improving the quality 
of life within its city limits.   

10. REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
10.1 City Manager 
10.1.1 Review of Council Schedule 

10.1.2 Review of Council Digest 

10.2 City Attorney 
Mayor Hoffman recessed the meeting for a break.  He reconvened the meeting. 

11. STUDY SESSION 
11.1 Proposed Application to Metro to Adjust the Urban Growth Boundary 
Ms. Gilmer noted that the staff report provided an outline of the time frame of necessary steps 
(pp.122-123) to make this application and discussed the USB amendment as well (p.123).  She 
indicated that the City could either bring in all the park property or it could bring in a smaller 
number of properties. 
She reviewed the properties proposed for inclusion in the UGB modification (p.125).  She 
explained that staff did not propose including Stevens Meadow because it was deed-restricted and 
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not contiguous with the other park properties.  She indicated that staff chose not to include the 
Brock property in order to avoid urban level development on the six-acre property between it and 
the other park properties.  She noted that the majority of the 89 acres was zoned EFU with the 
13.8 acres of the Rassekh and Farr properties zoned as Rural Residential. 
She reviewed the requirements and general process to make application for a major modification 
of the UGB (p.122).  She mentioned her expectation that County staff would need to go to the 
County Commission for a written statement.  She said that Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue was the 
only service provider that the City would need to work with in developing the narrative and maps.   
She recalled that Mr. Powell had told her that urban services would not be provided to these park 
properties without modifying the urban services text amendment in the Comprehensive Plan 
(p.123).  Mr. Powell confirmed that the City would need to move its USB in order to provide 
services to these properties once they came inside the UGB.  He explained that the City could 
move the boundary after the UGB amendment, or simultaneously, contingent upon the UGB 
moving. 
Ms. Gilmer noted that the staff report recommended moving forward with a USB map change 
concurrently with the Metro application, which process would take less time than the Metro 
process.  She mentioned that Denny Egner, Long-range Planning Manager, indicated to her that 
the Comprehensive Plan amendment process would potentially take to June or July, which was 
before the anticipated Metro decision.  She pointed out that the timing gave the Council the option 
of withdrawing the Metro application if it did not want to pursue the USB amendment. 
She explained that staff moved quickly on this matter because the Council had the tennis center 
down on the work plan, and missing this March 15 Metro deadline delayed the application until 
next March.  She noted that it would be another four years before Metro did its periodic review 
again with no guarantee that they would do a periodic review if they saw no need to expand the 
UGB.  
Mr. Powell clarified to Councilor Kehoe that, while annexations of non-Tier 1 land in the Stafford 
area required a vote of the people, moving the UGB and USB did not.  He noted that the Rassekh 
property would not require a vote because it was a Tier 1 property.  Ms. Gilmer explained that she 
did not include the annexation step in the process steps because the Council discussion focused 
on the UGB piece.  She noted that the annexation timing was up to the Council. 
Mr. Powell indicated to Councilor Gudman that the other properties shown on the map were not 
designated as Tier 1 properties as of February 1998.   
Councilor Tierney asked what effect moving the UGB and the USB and potentially annexing the 
area had on the uses of the property.  Ms. Gilmer indicated that bringing these properties inside 
the City limits would not change the current uses but it would make it easier to manage the current 
programs at Luscher Farm.  She mentioned that the County’s review of the City’s existing 
programs found that some of the programs were not allowed under EFU zoning. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated to Councilor Tierney that the proposed process was related to continuing 
Luscher Farm as they knew it today because there were indications at the County that the City 
should be complying with the current EFU zoning.  She mentioned that, if that were the case, then 
the City would need to discontinue the majority of its programming at Luscher Farm. 
Mr. Powell clarified that there were some uses at Luscher Farm that Frank Lou, County Planning 
Director, indicated in an informal opinion did fit within the EFU zoning, such as organic farm plots, 
community supported agriculture, and the Clematis Collection.  The educational classes and 
seminars were more questionable uses within the zone, although the City could apply for County 
park approval and argue that those were park-related uses.  He indicated that the campouts, 
historical walking tours, and events renting the farm would not be allowed. 
He recalled that the City earlier did apply for a park use under the old rules and was denied, 
possibly due to the breadth of uses included in that application.  He mentioned that the City also 
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withdrew an application for a community center under County rules, as such a center would have 
to serve the rural population primarily.   
Ms. Gilmer confirmed to Councilor Tierney that this action did not mean that the Council was 
removing the agricultural aspect of Luscher Farm.  She commented that the City could expand the 
agricultural-related uses at the farm if this went through. 
Councilor Kehoe noted that the letter spoke of not allowing educational classes unless approved 
through the Planning Director Review process.  Mr. Powell indicated that, while he would have to 
look into it, he believed that the Planning Director Review process referred to a staff level decision 
based on stated criteria. 
Councilor Jordan observed that parks and recreation programs in most places did not involve 
farming or community gardens.  She acknowledged the concerns of NRAB and the citizens, but 
commented that many tended to lose sight of the fact that the City purchased all the Luscher area 
properties with parks bond money with the intent of buying parks and recreation space.  She 
pointed out that that particular area offered recreation in a completely different context than typical 
recreational programs did. 
She recalled Ms. Gilmer informing the Council that the City’s efforts to extend a trail in the area 
cost $75,000 more than anticipated plus delays because the City had to redo the trail in order to fit 
the County’s plan.  She contended that if the properties had been under City control, the City could 
have done the trail well and still made its own decisions about its own property. 
She spoke to the City getting information out to the concerned citizens and Boards that bringing 
the properties under City control would not change the kind of activities that made Luscher Farm a 
special place.  She commented that any changes that might happen in the future would require an 
extensive public hearing process.  She emphasized that this was simply a first step in making sure 
that the City controlled the property it owned. 
Mr. Powell indicated to Councilor Olson that he did not believe that a possible appeal of the 
Stafford area designation would affect this proposal because even a denial of the appeal would not 
result in a Rural Reserve designation and make the area ineligible for this kind of major change.  
He reiterated that he would have to research the question more. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated to Councilor Olson that she could provide her with the Metro Code criteria for 
a major UGB amendment.  Councilor Jordan asked that Ms. Gilmer provide that information to 
NRAB, SAB, and HRAB as well. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated that, if the Council was comfortable in going forward, he would convene 
a task force consisting of himself, Jim Johnson, and staff to develop a resolution framework for 
Council and Board and Commission chair review.  He mentioned that they would carefully craft the 
resolution to address the Board, Commission, and Council concerns and to make a statement to 
the region that this boundary amendment was not urbanizing Stafford but rather it was for parks 
and maintaining Luscher Farm as a special place with its current uses.   
He spoke of sending the message to a Stafford and Borland that this proposal should not be 
considered as Lake Oswego gaining a toehold but rather as an action focusing on Lake Oswego 
and its citizens.  He explained that he was trying to set up a compressed but inclusive and 
extensive process that created a framework resolution for Board and Commission vetting before 
Council review. 
Councilor Olson commented that many of the uses listed under Item 2 in the letter could be 
applied for through the Planning Director Review process, while the uses listed in Item 5 (renting 
the farm for events) were not uses that most people wanted to do at the farm.  She stated that she 
saw little benefit to the City to move forward with this process, especially during the 
Comprehensive Plan update, the Luscher Farm Master Plan process, and the Parks Master Plan 
process.  She contended that the timing was not good, especially given the lack of a pro forma on 
the tennis center.  She recalled that when staff brought this to the Council recently, the Council 
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said no and felt that it was a compressed time line at that time.  She asked whether any 
consideration has been given to bringing this area in with some kind of preservation easement to 
insure that future City Councils did not change the uses. 
Councilor Tierney commented that he did not like to preclude what a future City Council could do.  
He indicated that the benefit to him was that the City would be able to proceed with a tennis center, 
if it made sense.  He mentioned that the first pro forma on the tennis center did make sense and 
the second one due in July would refine the proposal in the context of today’s environment.  He 
contended that now was the time to move forward.  He said that he saw no detriment to the current 
uses, which were controlled by many factors, including the City Council, policy decisions, and the 
master plans.   
He observed that because the community wanted Luscher Farm to stay the way it was, he, as an 
elected official in a representative democracy, was not inclined to develop the property.  He 
mentioned that the community also wanted a tennis center in the area.  He contended that, if it 
made financial sense, then the Council should try to make it happen. 
Councilor Olson asked why they could not consider a preservation easement if the community 
wanted Luscher Farm to stay the same.  Councilor Tierney reiterated that would preclude what a 
future Council could do.  He indicated that he was not opposed to an easement if it made sense.   
Ms. Gilmer reminded the Council that there was a County historic overlay on the property, which 
limited development.  She noted that majority of the farming and the community gardens lay within 
that overlay.  She acknowledged to Mayor Hoffman that bringing the property inside the city would 
eliminate the County historic overlay. 
Mayor Hoffman suggested including in the resolution an historic overlay of the buildings and the 
immediate area.  He contended that they could work with Boards and Commissions to bring back a 
product on which some number of the Council members could agree. 
Councilor Kehoe stated that he did not support the proposal because it seemed like the City was 
doing things backwards:  the City had elected to hold prohibited activities on the site and it was 
now trying to figure out a way to permit them.  He commented that another reason was his concern 
about the “Lake Oswego creep” affecting this special place for the community, which he would like 
to see stay rural.  He remarked that he was even more concerned when most of the things done at 
the farm were already allowed and there was an avenue for approving the rest that the City has not 
yet explored – the Planning Director Review process.  He advocated for going through that process 
as a first step before making this major change. 
Councilor Gudman mentioned his understanding of the memo from Mike McAllister (the former 
County Planning Director) that, if the City asked for just the things that it was currently doing at 
Luscher Farm (including the classes), the City would likely obtain approval.  He contended that 
doing this would accomplish the Council’s goal regarding farm use activities using a less expensive 
route.  He observed that if it did not work, then the City always had the option of the UGB 
amendment proposal. 
He indicated that another issue for him was the tennis facility and the lack of updated numbers on 
it.  Ms. Gilmer clarified that the tennis center feasibility study assumed that the Zupanic tennis 
facility would be up and running.  Councilor Gudman commented that he still wanted to review 
those numbers. 
Councilor Gudman indicated to Councilor Tierney that the lower cost, more effective alternate he 
saw possible was not pursuing this route of diverting planning resources and hiring outside 
consultants but instead contacting the County Commission and asking if there was any problem in 
the County Code with continuing the activities listed under Items 2 and 3 in the County letter of 
October 2, 2011. 
Ms. Gilmer confirmed to Councilor Tierney that Metro informed her that the Rassekh property 
alone was too small a proposal; the City needed to bring in the rest of the properties along with the 
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Rassekh property.  She also confirmed that the City could not build a tennis center unless the 
Rassekh property was inside the UGB. 
Mayor Hoffman observed that one way to express concern about building a tennis facility on the 
Rassekh property was to vote no and thus delay the process for at least a year.  He asked whether 
Metro staff had any comments or concerns about whether the existing uses fit within the EFU zone 
or not.  Ms. Gilmer mentioned that Metro staff was clear that the community gardens would not be 
an allowed use in an EFU zone because leasing small plots to people was not considered farming 
under EFU. 
Councilor Jordan commented that this proposal had a $33,000 cost, while the City already spent 
$75,000 on re-engineering a trail because the property was not under its control.  She argued that 
the City would be better off bringing the area under its control and making the decisions about the 
uses.  She contended that it was a simple question of gaining control and had nothing to do with 
building a tennis center or changing the historic farm use to something else.   
She cited staff’s comment that they did not include the Brock property in order to bring a private 
developable parcel inside the UGB as evidence of the City’s intent.  She held that they were 
respecting the EFU by saying that they would only take the park property already in use.  She 
acknowledged that they could go through the Planning Director process as the County but pointed 
out that they already had two different opinions from two different Planning Directors.  She 
emphasized that the issue was gaining control of the property. 
Mayor Hoffman commented that it struck him as odd that they would own parkland that they did 
not want to be in the city.  Councilor Olson recalled that former Mayor Hammerstad had said that 
the intent of purchasing the property was to use it as a buffer between Lake Oswego and Stafford, 
not to bring it inside the city. 
Councilor Moncrieff concurred with Councilor Jordan.  She contended that the land was 
purchased as a park for the benefit of all the people.  She commented that it would be nice to have 
certainty about the existing programs that currently required a permit by having governance over 
their own property.  She observed that this was the first of many steps, including a public vote on 
annexation.  She remarked that she did not know why people would not want ultimate control of 
their own City parkland. 
Councilor Jordan moved to direct staff to bring this matter back to the Council for 
consideration at its February 28 meeting together with a proposed resolution for adoption.  
Councilor Moncrieff seconded the motion. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated that the driving themes in the upcoming work on starting a framework on 
a resolution would be the issues important to the community and how to keep Luscher Farm a 
special place while bringing it inside the UGB.  He reiterated that the Board and Commission chairs 
would vet the drafts while keeping the Council in the loop. 
Councilor Olson reiterated that she would like to know how the application addressed the Metro 
Code criteria for a major UGB expansion.  She asked for a timeline and cost for all the steps 
beyond this, as the cost would be more than $33,000.  She asked for research into a 
farm/preservation easement. 
A roll call vote was taken, and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Jordan, 
Tierney, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye.’  Councilors Kehoe, Gudman, and Olson voted ‘no.’  [4-3] 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 9:05 p.m. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
  Catherine Schneider  /s/ 
  Catherine Schneider 
  City Recorder 

 
APPROVED BY THE City Council  
ON April 3, 2012   
 
Jack D. Hoffman      /s/  
Jack D. Hoffman, Mayor 
 


