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Mayor Hoffman called the regular City Council meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. on November 
20, 2012, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  
Present: Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Gudman, Jordan, Kehoe, Moncrieff, Olson, and 

Tierney.   
Staff Present: David Donaldson, City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; Catherine 

Schneider, City Recorder; Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager; 
Don Johnson, Police Chief; Sue Scobert, Records Coordinator; Dale 
Jorgenson, Police Captain; Guy Graham, Public Works Director; Ivan 
Anderholm, Assistant Director, Parks and Recreation; Sarah Selden, 
Neighborhood Planner; Christine Kirk, Public Affairs Manager; Brant 
Williams, Assistant City Manager; Denny Egner, Assistant Planning Director; 
Ursula Euler, Finance Director; Anthony Hooper, Management Analyst; Scott 
Symer, Library Assistant 

Others Present:  Jim Johnson, Planning Commission member; Liz Hartman, Comprehensive 
Plan Update Citizen Advisory Committee Member; and Tom Brennan, 50+ 
Advisory Board Member 

  
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mayor Hoffman led the Council in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
4. CITIZEN COMMENT 
There were no citizens wishing to speak. 
5.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 
5.1  Ordinance 2604 

An Ordinance of the Lake Oswego City Council Amending Article 20.08 of the Lake 
Oswego Code to Add New Provisions Relating to Alarm Systems and Related 
Permits, Fees and Fines. 

STAFF REPORT 
Chief Johnson indicated that the report before Council sought to modify the ordinance that 
regulates alarm system permits, fines, and fees. The ordinance was first adopted in 1984 and was 
last revised in 2000. Fines were adjusted in 2008. Each year the Police Department responds to 
about 1100 alarms in the City. Out of those, 99.3% tend to be false alarms. Only about 3 alarms 
actually report a burglary in any given year. They are the highest frequency call type the 
Department has, followed by traffic complaints, then by animal complaints. The current ordinance 
has a registration provision, but it is voluntary. The Department has no idea how many alarms are 
inside the City. There are about 13,000 households and 5,000 business permits. The purpose of 
the ordinance is to help manage the alarm response. If the Police Department responds to 1100 
alarms per year and 99.3% of those are false, it is a significant drain on Police resources.  
The Police Department is requesting Council make registration of alarm systems mandatory so the 
Department can better manage corrective measures related to false alarms. The Department is 
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asking that Council impose provisions that put the Department in partnership with the alarm 
companies that manage the alarms for citizens. The proposed modifications were passed by the 
Oregon Alarm Association. The proposed fee of $25 for the alarm permit as an annual fee is at the 
lower end of the spectrum. In nearby cities, the fee ranges from $17-$125. The fine structure 
currently starts fines at the third false alarm within the calendar year, and then increases with 
subsequent alarms by $25 per false alarm. 
QUESTIONS OF STAFF 
Mayor Hoffman asked why it was important to know who has alarms. Chief Johnson indicated 
that from his perspective it was critically important to know who has the alarms so that the City has 
a viable source they can trace responsibility to. It helps the Department to correct any chronic 
problems they have. 
Mayor Hoffman asked how long dog licenses were effective for. Councilor Jordan indicated dog 
licenses could be obtained for one year or three years.   
Councilor Kehoe asked if there were statistics on how many people have multiple violations. 
Chief Johnson indicated that last year, there were 30 people that were fined through the system. 
Out of that, one place of business had five false alarms, and it fell off dramatically after that. 
Councilor Kehoe asked if any nearby city did not charge a fee for false alarms. Ms. Scobert 
indicated that West Linn, Tualatin, Tigard, Beaverton, Milwaukie, and Portland all charge fees. 
Chief Johnson indicated Lake Oswego was one of the last cities not to charge a fee.  
Councilor Tierney asked for clarification on the part of the report addressing the response to 
excessive alarms. Chief Johnson indicated he has experience with violators that did not correct 
the alarm and figured it was easier to pay the fee than to figure out what the problem was. A non-
response to alarms is the last ditch effort to make people comply. In his experience, he has never 
cut anyone off from police response for failure to fix an alarm problem. 
Councilor Tierney asked for clarification on 20.08.626. Chief Johnson indicated that some 
alarms will autodial into a Police Department if they are set up that way. The Police Department 
doesn’t want that to happen. 
Councilor Tierney noted there was a senior discount; no fee was required. Chief Johnson 
indicated that staff had looked at that, and it was based upon seniors having a fixed income. 
Councilor Tierney indicated he thought a means test would be more targeted to those who 
needed it. 
Mayor Hoffman inquired what other cities do. Ms. Scobert indicated other cities use age-based 
discounts, 60-65 depending on the city. 
Councilor Olson noted that the estimated cost to administer the program was $2,500, and the 
revenue would presumably exceed costs. She asked if there were plans for the additional revenue. 
Chief Johnson indicated that it will take the City years to get all the alarms permitted. This is 
based on people voluntarily complying or the Police Department discovering an alarm as an alarm 
violation. He would expect to get 600-800 alarms registered the first year.  
Councilor Olson noted that under this proposal, the alarm companies are supposed to submit a 
list of customers to the Police Department every month, and asked whether the Police Department 
would be comparing these lists to permits. Chief Johnson indicated the Department would do its 
best, but many alarms do not ring into an alarm company; they are just audible alarms. 
Councilor Olson asked if other cities had a requirement that the alarm companies submit a list of 
their customers every month. Chief Johnson confirmed they did. 
Councilor Jordan asked if the Department knew whether false alarms come more from 
businesses or from residences with multiple family members or whether they come from seniors. 
Chief Johnson indicated that the chronic offenders tended to come from businesses. It is a 
function of how many people are in and out of the business. 
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Councilor Kehoe asked if a permit would still be required if an alarm owner was not hooked up to 
an alarm company. Chief Johnson indicated it would still be required. 
Councilor Kehoe noted that he has had alarm systems put in in the past and the alarm company 
managed them. He wondered whether it might make more sense to do that on a going forward 
basis. Chief Johnson indicated the Department had considered that, but they believe they have 
files on 5,000 alarms that have been in the City over the last 12-14 years. He thinks trying to get a 
handle on the number of alarms that actually exist is a better way to go. 
Councilor Kehoe indicated he was concerned over the person who put an alarm in but doesn’t 
use it. He is not sure why they should be required to pay a fee. 
Councilor Olson asked if any thought had been given to having the fee be levied only on 
businesses. Chief Johnson indicated it had been under discussion, but it is unknown how many 
alarms are businesses and how many are residential.  
Councilor Olson noted that moving the fee for false alarms to the third alarm instead of the fourth 
might generate as much revenue, and she wonders whether the registration is necessary. Chief 
Johnson indicated the administrative portion of the permit is built in. An alarm takes about 35-40 
minutes of officer time per alarm, which is multiplied by one, two, or three officers depending on the 
type of alarm and the time of day. Dispatch time is added to that. 
Councilor Olson indicated the theory was that the more alarms there were, the lower the crime 
rate in Lake Oswego, because they are a crime deterrent. She believes the lower crime rate would 
more than offset officer response time for false alarms. 
Councilor Moncrieff noted that last year, with 1100 false alarms, would have cost the Police 
Department at least 550 hours of Police time. 
Councilor Gudman asked if it might not be easier administratively to have the fee passed from the 
customer to the alarm company and back to the City, rather than the City trying to be in the 
business of tracking down who has an alarm system. Chief Johnson noted that at the beginning 
of the program, he thought it would be difficult to catch up with the alarm companies. There are 
probably 35-40 companies that service alarms, with three having the lion’s share. He would rather 
deal directly with the user than with the middle person, the alarm company, because he can get a 
better response from the user. The idea is to reduce the number of responses the Department 
needs to make. He would rather not deal with a company that may not be based in the Portland 
Metro area. 
Councilor Gudman asked if the City wasn’t then shifting the burden to the resident to work with 
the alarm company. Chief Johnson indicated it was not typical for the fees to be billed by the 
alarm company and passed back to the City. 
Councilor Jordan indicated she thought the City was forgetting about the people who installed 
alarms and then didn’t have them monitored any more. If the alarms are monitored, when the 
alarm goes off, the service usually calls the homeowner, checks what’s going on, and then calls 
the Police if they need to. She asked if the City was going to send notices to everyone in the City, 
put it in Hello LO, or what to let people know about this permit system. Chief Johnson indicated it 
would come through a lot of contact with the public via several avenues, with a grace period of time 
allowed. 
Councilor Jordan asked for confirmation that the Chief did not see this going into effect 
immediately. Chief Johnson confirmed that he did not; he would rather have at least 90 days to 
deal with it in a lot of different venues. 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
Mr. Powell reviewed the process for a public hearing as outlined in the agenda. 
Mayor Hoffman opened the hearing to public testimony.  As there was no one wishing to testify, 
he closed the hearing to public testimony. 
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Councilor Jordan moved to approve Ordinance 2604 revising Article 20.08 of the Lake 
Oswego Code relating to alarm systems and related permits, fees, and fines. Councilor 
Moncrieff seconded the motion. 
DISCUSSION 
Councilor Kehoe indicated he would not support the motion this evening, primarily because of the 
$25 fee. He thinks there are a lot of people who have a system installed but who have decided not 
to use it. He doesn’t understand why they would need to register. He is in favor of charging 
penalties when there is a recurring need to come out for false alarms. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she supported the ordinance and was surprised that there was 
such a high number of false alarms. This is a significant drain on the Department’s resources; it is 
the equivalent of one full-time officer for three and a half months, just responding to false alarm 
calls. Neighboring cities have adopted this policy and it seems to be a good approach. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated he would also support the ordinance. He found the Chief’s testimony 
compelling; also the Oregon Alarm Association supports it, and nearby cities have this kind of a 
policy. 
Councilor Olson indicated that there have been no prior conversations about this matter, and 
there was not a lot of data. She would have appreciated receiving the list of cities and their 
registration and false alarm fees. She thinks the timing of this public hearing during the week of 
Thanksgiving may be partly responsible for the lack of public testimony. She would be curious to 
know the response time and the number of break-ins that alarms might deter. She believes the City 
benefits from having more alarms by having less crime. If the chronic false alarms are coming 
chiefly from businesses, she has a problem with putting this on every resident; the little fees here 
and there add up. She would prefer to see if a higher and sooner false alarm fee would reduce 
officer response times.   
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Jordan, Moncrieff, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ Councilors Gudman, Kehoe, Olson voted ‘no.’ 
(4-3) 
5.2  Resolution 12-63 ‒ Asset Management and Disposition Policy for Parks and 

Recreation Land 
A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego Establishing an Asset 
Management and Disposition Policy for Park and Recreation Land 

STAFF REPORT 
Mr. Anderholm indicated there had been a work session on this resolution on September 8. Three 
things have been added as a result of that work session: involvement of the Historic Resources 
Advisory Board (HRAB); notification to Council when a report goes to the city manager; and a 
report from the city manager to Council when there is a recommendation for disposal. To review 
the policy, the policy would require an evaluation of the Parks properties based on the services that 
are delivered, the physical condition of the property, financial considerations, historic 
considerations, and alternative uses for the property. The process is fairly simple. Every three 
years, all Parks properties that are managed by the Parks and Recreation Department would be 
inventoried and evaluated. A recommendation would be made; if the property is surplus, it would 
be flagged for the city manager. From there it would go to a committee hearing, and from that a 
recommendation would be made to Council. Council would have a public hearing, and a 
determination as to whether the property would be disposed of or retained. 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
Mr. Powell reviewed the process for a public hearing as outlined in the agenda. 
Mayor Hoffman opened the hearing to public testimony.  As there was no one wishing to testify, 
he closed the hearing to public testimony. 
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Councilor Jordan moved to approve Resolution 12-63 ‒ Asset Management and Disposition 
Policy for Parks and Recreation Land. Councilor Gudman seconded the motion. 
DISCUSSION 
Councilor Tierney indicated he supported the resolution and believes it makes a policy that will 
help the Council as it makes decisions. 
Councilor Olson noted that Council had discussed this issue at length. 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Gudman, Jordan, Kehoe, Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ (7-0) 
5.3 Resolution 12-52 

A Resolution of the Lake Oswego City Council Giving Preliminary Approval of the 
Complete Neighborhoods and Housing Goals and Policies in the Updated 
Comprehensive Plan (LU 12-0018) 

STAFF REPORT 
Ms. Selden noted this was a preliminary hearing for the complete neighborhoods and housing 
goals and policies. This chapter and action area of the Comprehensive Plan updates the existing 
housing chapter, or Goal 10 of the Plan. The updated goals and policies are divided into four 
different topic areas: housing location and quality, housing choice, housing affordability, and 
complete neighborhoods. The Council held a study session on this action area on September 11. 
Tonight staff will review the purpose for the updates; some of the key revisions; Policy A-1, which 
addresses the location of residential zones; and the revised recommendation for Policy A-1. This is 
the third action area that the Council is holding a public hearing on. The Economic Vitality action 
area will be up next, with a public hearing on December 4. Once all of the seven action areas have 
been updated, there will be a final adoption hearing, and at that time, any additional refinements 
will be brought forward for review in response to Council direction. 
Mr. Johnson indicated he has been impressed by the working of the citizens advisory committee 
(CAC).  
Ms. Selden noted that the idea was to focus future development in key areas that are identified on 
the maps. Focusing future housing development in strategic locations where people have access 
to amenities such as transit, transportation, goods, and services; it includes providing more 
opportunities for mixed use development in existing commercial areas. The intent is to relieve the 
pressure on the single family detached neighborhoods and to help preserve neighborhood 
character.  
The second purpose for updating the housing chapter of the Comprehensive Plan is to respond to 
the City’s housing needs. That is also required by the State. One of the key conditions is that Lake 
Oswego’s population is aging. There are key trends in evolving preferences for residents, which 
include a desire for smaller and low-maintenance homes; this supports aging in place. There is 
also more of a preference for opportunities to live in places where it is possible to walk, bike, or 
take transit to amenities.  
Mr. Johnson indicated that the Planning Commission and the CAC looked at the statewide 
planning requirements. The State requires consideration of conditions and trends that have 
occurred and which may occur based on an analysis of what’s been going on. The City also looked 
at whether it has adequate land to serve the population projections that were coordinated with 
other jurisdictions. If it doesn’t, it is charged with looking at new zoning types and other options. 
The City also looks at ranges of opportunities for housing prices and type. 
Ms. Selden noted that the housing needs analysis attached to the staff report provides factual 
information. The last item in terms of the purpose for the updates is a global purpose for the 
Comprehensive Plan, which is to make the Plan more user-friendly for decision makers and the 
community. There was an attempt to clarify and simplify the existing Plan by reducing 
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redundancies and making sure that policies are in the right action area. There have been 
clarifications and updates.  
Mr. Johnson noted the emphasis in the Plan on preserving the character of existing 
neighborhoods. The CAC and the Planning Commission discussed locating new housing 
developments near strategic locations that are near commercial amenities with access to transit. It 
is important to note that goals don’t stand by themselves but work with all the other goals and 
policies to form a whole. Site conditions, energy efficiency, transition between densities, and 
mitigation of adverse impacts are all considerations. The first policy provides guidance for the 
location of residential and mixed use zones. It is an update of Policy 1 in the existing Plan and is 
applicable to any zoning change. It works in conjunction with the Goal 2 criteria. The compatibility 
criteria still apply; these policies don’t stand alone.  
Ms. Selden noted that staff and the Planning Commission had heard a lot of concerns about the 
initial draft of Policy A-1. Staff is recommending the revised policy for the Council’s adoption in 
place of the July 9 version. The July 9 version focused opportunities for medium density housing 
on sections of higher traffic roadways that were within half a mile of the commercial areas on the 
Vision Map. The revised version abandons the half mile concept and takes away the requirement 
to be located along certain roadways. It replaces it with the concept that a zone change should be 
adjacent to a zone that is of similar or higher density, trying to get at areas where it would be most 
compatible. The CAC and Planning Commission looked at it. 
Ms. Hartman indicated the CAC Subcommittee was made up of three members of the group who 
work relatively well together. The neighborhoods wanted this part of the recommendation 
narrowed. The new approach allows neighborhoods to expand less quickly than they otherwise 
might.  
Ms. Selden noted that the revision takes existing policy and makes it more restrictive in terms of 
the location piece of the Plan. 
Mr. Johnson noted that during the development of the policy, some of the parties to the 
discussions thought no more high density zone changes should be allowed in areas of lower 
density. The Planning Commission noted that it wasn’t possible to preclude potential zone change 
to a higher density, because there might be instances where it was appropriate. 
Ms. Selden noted that changes were focused on medium and high density. The Planning 
Commission looked at the revised policy on October 22 and supports it. The CAC reviewed it at 
their last meeting and concurred with the Planning Commission. She recommended not comparing 
this version to the July 9 version, but looking at it on its own and thinking about how it may have 
changed from the existing policy.  
Mr. Brennan noted that the housing choice policies and the affordability build on the existing Plan 
and support the goal stated in the Plan, which is to provide opportunity for a wide variety of 
housing types, locations, and environments to meet the needs and preferences of current and 
future households. The specific housing options in this section are called out in the policies, which 
include incentives for secondary dwelling units (SDUs) and homes that are centered around 
shared courtyards. Both alternatives provide lower cost housing options and opportunities for 
seniors and young families. The reason SDUs and shared courtyards individually got called out 
was a direct result of the feedback received from the summits. Those two options were highest on 
the list of the type of options that people would like to see created.  
He noted that the five policies that provide direction to create opportunities for a wide range of 
housing types specifically note that housing will accommodate diverse household compositions 
and special needs populations. There will be an expanded range of housing types and appropriate 
locations including detached and attached homes centered around shared courtyards, incentives 
for secondary dwelling units, and housing that can be adapted to accommodate evolving housing 
needs.  
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He indicated the existing Comprehensive Plan provided scant direction about affordable housing 
options. The 2005 Affordable Housing Task Force identified the deficiencies and recommended 
remedies; that was followed by the 50+ dialogues and led to the creation of the 50+ Advisory 
Board. The Board has promoted housing alternatives designed to serve both the aging population 
and a range of incomes. With the updating, it was important the CAC took into account the County 
households who either directly qualify or are on the margins of qualifying and suited to benefit from 
affordable housing policies. This included the aging demographic and the identified community 
desire to attract young families. Proposed affordability changes recognize both the need for more 
affordable and alternative housing opportunities, as well as the past City history in affordable 
housing development. There are about 16,500 housing units in Lake Oswego and fewer than 1% 
of them are subsidized income restricted guaranteed affordable. In 1980, Lake Oswego had 50 
units of affordable housing; 30 years later, with the addition of Oakridge Estates and Hollyfield 
Village, and including 50 federal housing vouchers, Lake Oswego now has 150. The City has 
responded to the deficit by setting 10 and 20 year goals in attainability with 5 year increments. 
It was recognized that additional affordable housing opportunities were needed, with other design 
elements of complete neighborhoods and housing providing incentives near transit and commercial 
development. 
The most likely places for these types of housing opportunities to occur are in urban renewal 
districts. They were considered to be the best place to target affordable housing. The plan is to 
work with LORA to establish target percentages of affordable housing. A no net loss feature was 
included, so the City wouldn’t lose what it has. The new policies created opportunities for the 
creation and maintenance of affordable housing opportunities to serve the City’s aging 
demographic. About 25% of the City’s population will be over 65 by 2030. 
Ms. Hartman indicated that walking, pathways, safety, walkability, and transportation are 
established concerns of the public. Part of the Complete Neighborhoods section being addressed 
is talking about the mixed use districts and how residents can have access to it, improving the 
sense of neighborhood and community through the walking distance to the amenities of the area.  
Ms. Selden indicated that Complete Neighborhoods is largely a new section of the Plan. One 
policy is being carried forward from the existing Plan, which is adopted as part of the infill 
ordinance that talks about using neighborhood plans. It talks about implementing them using the 
possibility of regulatory tools for implementing neighborhood plans. The new policies address 
incentives for focusing housing in mixed use areas, creating neighborhood gathering places, 
partnering with neighborhood organizations, and supporting the neighborhoods’ unique identities. 
The recommendation would be first to amend the Goals and Policies that are listed in Attachment 
A to the resolution by adopting the staff recommendation for Policy A-1 that is included in the staff 
report, then to adopt Resolution 12-52 giving preliminary approval of the Goals and Policies. 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
Mr. Powell reviewed the procedures for a public hearing as outlined in the agenda.  
In Support of 
► Tom Cusack ‒ 4055 Jefferson Parkway, Lake Oswego 
Mr. Cusack submitted written testimony for the meeting but wanted to thank different groups: the 
CAC, the Planning Commission, the City Council, and City staff. There has been an extensive 
public process involving the Comprehensive Plan outreach. He has attended seven or eight 
meetings and he is sure that there have been at least ten. The effort has been impressive. He 
supports the Plan. 
In Opposition to 
► Jim Bolland ‒ 804 Fifth Street, Lake Oswego ‒ representing Lake Oswego Neighborhood 
Action Coalition (LONAC) and Ms. Sherry Finnigan, LONAC board member 



City Council Regular Meeting Minutes Page 8 of 17 
November 20, 2012 

Mr. Bolland indicated that LONAC was concerned about the high and medium density residential 
zoning criteria, which has been changed so that the zone is intended for areas adjacent to mixed 
use town centers, employment centers, neighborhood villages, etc. and near arterials, major 
collectors, or transit centers. This is inadequate in LONAC’s opinion. They are concerned about the 
Lake Grove area. For the Boones Ferry Plan, specific zoning was tied down and zoning choices 
were made. This wording would allow something across the street or properties bordering on those 
commercial properties to request upzoning. When the neighborhood reps worked on the Boones 
Ferry Plan, they carried the message from their boards to protect the neighborhoods from this kind 
of zoning. This would allow step by step rezoning and upzoning. Property by property changes do 
not represent good planning. LONAC has been told by the Planning Commission and CAC not to 
worry about it and to wait for the action measures which will come later. LONAC asks Council to 
change the language back to the original language found in the 1994 Comprehensive Plan, which 
talks about maintaining the existing residential zones according to the criteria listed. He read a 
letter from Ms. Sherry Finnigan, a LONAC board member, who expressed concern about staff’s 
misinterpretation of the original 1994 Comprehensive Plan regarding zone changes and asked 
Council to return to the original language of the 1994 Comprehensive Plan.  
Mayor Hoffman closed the public hearing as there were no other people wishing to testify. 
QUESTIONS OF STAFF 
Councilor Gudman referred to Item C-4 on Housing Affordability, and noted that the language in it 
talks about having target percentages as part of Lake Oswego urban renewal plans. The Council 
has just adopted an urban renewal plan for Boones Ferry that was 12 years in its development, but 
it was very narrowly targeted for an urban renewal plan: just for the road, sidewalks, pathways, and 
parking. He asked how that fit within what was being recommended in Item C-4. 
Ms. Selden indicated staff had discussed this instance. A previous iteration of the policy said “as 
part of all Lake Oswego urban renewal plans.” The “all” was removed to acknowledge that it might 
not work out in every urban renewal plan because housing might not be a component of each of 
those plans, as it was not for Boones Ferry.  
Councilor Gudman asked if the language as written is meant to apply to only those urban renewal 
plans that as part of the plan have affordable housing targets. Ms. Selden confirmed that it applied 
to plans that would provide for some sort of housing. 
Councilor Gudman asked what would happen if a plan is adopted that doesn’t have the housing 
targets in it, and five years from now, a future Council says that the City’s overall Comprehensive 
Plan talks about urban renewal plans having housing targets. He wondered whether the Council 
would need to go back and amend the Comprehensive Plan, even though that was not the intent of 
the group at the time.  
Ms. Selden noted that one option would be to clarify the policy to state that as part of urban 
renewal plans that include a housing component. Also, a clarifying note could be included in the 
record that an urban renewal plan that just addressed infrastructure wouldn’t be required to have 
target percentages of affordable housing. 
Councilor Gudman noted that he thought it would be beneficial to have that kind of clarification in 
the Comprehensive Plan; otherwise there is a risk of mission creep. 
Mayor Hoffman noted that mission creep depends on the Council and the Redevelopment Agency 
in place at the time. Urban renewals change over time. The East End Urban Renewal District in 
1986 was very different from the one in 2012.  
He referred to Item A-6, which says “provide incentives for energy efficient site and building design 
and use of renewable building materials.” He asked if there had been discussion about the 
interplay between energy efficiency site and building design and the tree code, and that conflict. 
Ms. Selden indicated the conflict had come up, but there had been no detailed discussion. With 
regard to the housing policies, the City is getting into a discussion of the public facilities and 
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services, community health, and public safety, which includes an energy component. The question 
will continue to be raised as the City looks at the community health and public safety goals and 
policies. 
Mr. Johnson indicated he thought there would be more discussion of that issue when that part of 
the Comprehensive Plan comes up. This wasn’t discussed as much as a housing issue as it was 
an energy issue.  
Mayor Hoffman referenced the Vision Statement and indicated that the words “preserve the 
character of our existing neighborhoods.” He asked what character was being preserved, because 
existing neighborhoods are changing. 
Mr. Johnson indicated he thought that was a good point, and that the Comprehensive Plan should 
not get too definite. It is Plan policy that is being worked on, not zone criteria. The more definite the 
Plan is, the more the City is tied to less interpretation. He believes that the proposed language 
gives the City greater ability to interpret. 
Mayor Hoffman asked if compatibility was the driving issue in the Palisades upzoning application 
that was denied eight or nine years ago. 
Mr. Johnson indicated it was; he could think of another situation on 65th. As a result of the 
compatibility criteria, the applicant came back with a different proposal, scaled down to make it 
more compatible.  
Councilor Kehoe indicated that the last time this came before Council, he expressed concerns 
about the required no net loss of government assisted affordable housing. He wondered if there 
have been further discussions of that issue. 
Ms. Selden indicated that there had been further discussion of the issue and referenced p. 27 of 
the packet in the staff report, which addresses that question. The intent of no net loss of 
government assisted housing is intended to apply to income restricted housing that is made 
affordable through government assistance. In the discussion of affordable housing, there has been 
discussion of housing choice vouchers (Section 8). This would not apply to any restriction on use 
of vouchers, or to homes with government backed mortgages. It would apply to Oakridge Park and 
Hollyfield Village. Oakridge and Hollyfield are senior housing developments that have income 
restrictions; residents may only make 50% or less of median family income. The way these projects 
have been financed ensures they will be affordable for 30-60 years. The City could have a role in 
working with nonprofits and developers to help them renew affordable housing.  
Councilor Kehoe asked if the wording should be more specific to say something like “require no 
net loss of government subsidized projects or buildings.” He believes it is too broad. 
Ms. Selden indicated that the wording could be further narrowed to state something like that. The 
policy originally came forward from the Affordable Housing Task Force; it was looking at all housing 
in the community that is affordable. When the CAC and the Planning Commission talked about 
how to implement something like that, it got very complicated. As a result, this got narrowed to look 
just at the buildings that are income restricted. It could be narrowed further. 
Mayor Hoffman noted that some people think all housing with a mortgage is government assisted, 
because there is a federal mortgage deduction. He does not believe this is the intent.  
Ms. Selden indicated it would be possible to add “income restricted,” which is what defines 
Oakridge Park and Hollyfield Village, and to require no net loss of income restricted government 
assisted or subsidized housing. 
Councilor Jordan noted that since the building was constructed with government assistance, 
unless there is a reference to the building itself, there will be room for interpretation. She noted that 
since this comes back to Council again, a notation could be made that C-5 language needs to be 
clarified so that it is specific to the properties that have been constructed as government affordable 
housing or with income restriction. 
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Mayor Hoffman indicated that Ms. Selden and anyone who wished to join her would work on new 
language while Council took a 10 minute break. 
The Council recessed from 7:35 until 7:47 p.m. 
Ms. Selden indicated new proposed language for Policy C-5 would state “require no net loss of 
housing developed or redeveloped as government subsidized housing.” In the Definitions section 
of the Comprehensive Plan, a definition for government subsidized housing will be included. It has 
been defined by the State.  
Councilor Moncrieff moved to adopt Resolution 12-52 amended to substitute Policy A-1 with 
the language included on p. 5 of the staff report and to amend Policy C-5 as read into the 
record by Ms. Selden. Councilor Jordan seconded the motion. 
DISCUSSION 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she was very pleased the reader was directed to the Land Use 
Planning Action Area. In the existing Comprehensive Plan, the Housing Goal 10 has no link to the 
Land Use Planning Goal 2, and so the criteria are not combined. That has caused a lot of 
confusion. She thinks this is a great improvement. She believes it focuses any new zoning in the 
areas that citizens have said they wanted.  
Councilor Jordan noted that in Lake Grove, what the neighborhood was attempting to do with 
their decisions about how to move from the active commercial area of Boones Ferry Road back 
into the neighborhoods dealt as much with height and setbacks as it did with the types of housing. 
She believes there are areas that would benefit from a cottage cluster style on larger lots that are 
currently underbuilt for the lot value. If it is done a block from Boones Ferry on a property by 
property basis, pretty soon there will be a change in the neighborhood.  
Mr. Johnson indicated that he thought the situation of replanning a neighborhood property by 
property is unlikely to happen in Lake Oswego. In his experience, properties have individual 
circumstances and the question is not one of yes or no, but of how, with setbacks and heights, for 
example. Often there is a question of having the right criteria, which he believes is addressed in 
Goal 2. He believes the issue is one of compatibility. He considers issues such as edges and 
protrusions. On the other hand, if there is no ability to take property on a case by case basis, the 
zoning map is static and cannot react to changing economic or social circumstances or when a 
property needs renewal. It is not just a residential problem. On Boones Ferry Road, some of the 
industrial properties could use redevelopment. 
Councilor Gudman noted that as he compares the current Comprehensive Plan to this proposed 
section, in a number of areas, A-6, B-3, C-3, and D-1, language is being included that provides 
incentives. He believes this is new for the City, and wonders if his understanding can be confirmed.     
Ms. Selden noted that the CAC tried to get more specific with the language. Instead of saying 
“encourage,” they looked at providing incentives, so that the Plan is more meaningful and it directs 
the City toward a specific action. In this case, the Action Planning team of staff and citizens will 
work on developing action measures and bringing them forward to the Council for review and 
approval.  
Councilor Gudman indicated that when he saw “provide incentives,” he thought of money, as 
opposed to “encourage,” which leaves it open for a broad spectrum of options, for example, 
changing the zoning. Providing incentives is a different direction for the City, and he wanted to 
make sure that was the intent of the group. 
Mr. Johnson indicated both the CAC and the Planning Commission had this discussion. They did 
not want to focus on one incentive versus another. An incentive for energy could be to have 
differing setbacks or to have a transfer of certain types of rights from one thing to another, or to 
have a bonus for a design standard in exchange for doing something. There was an effort to give 
the City the ability to look at all kinds of incentives, whether financial, easing of regulation, or 
something else. 
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Councilor Gudman asked if that was precluded from what the City could do before under 
“encourage.” This seems like a higher level of City involvement than just doing the zoning or 
providing rebates on toilets and things like that. 
Mr. Johnson indicated it wasn’t precluded or stated. What the CAC and the Planning Commission 
are trying to do is give more direction that would allow the City to work on the next level of action. 
He believes that the old Plan was in some ways silent in terms of direction, so some people would 
argue that people weren’t able to do anything. Code changes can’t be done without being enabled 
by the Plan. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated that any incentives would be a policy decision that would be made 
by a future Council. 
Councilor Olson referred to providing incentives for the development of SDUs. She wondered 
what the discussion had been and whether it would permit construction of SDUs to be rented out. 
Councilor Moncrieff noted that incentives is really another word for encourage. The type of 
incentive would be determined by a future Council, which could eliminate barriers to development. 
Mr. Brennan indicated he had built an SDU. They had an existing small studio apartment they 
expanded through the City. It was quite a learning experience, and there were a lot of obstacles. 
The City has obstacles in front of providing these types of housing units for individuals. In terms of 
incentives, he’s not sure what those are. He thinks the object of the CAC’s discussion on this was 
to recognize that there would be a need for alternative housing, and there are many properties 
which are underused. It was considered to be a way to provide for senior citizens. 
Councilor Olson indicated her question was more around why it was thought the City needed 
incentives to have SDUs. She concurred there were obstacles, for example the same SDCs for an 
SDU as there would be for a 5000 square foot house. She believes that removing obstacles is 
different from providing incentives. 
Ms. Selden indicated that in terms of incentives, it is a way to provide some of these housing units 
for seniors who need to age in place to accommodate lower maintenance, smaller and more 
affordable housing types in the community. Other cities which have had some success in building 
SDUs have had incentives such as partnering with local tradespeople and architects for them to 
offer design assistance for preliminary phases and working with local banks to get the banks to 
offer special loan programs. They have done special guidebooks that outline the variety of options 
and help encourage good design; they have offered additional staff assistance and training. 
Mr. Brennan indicated that the previous owner of his home had the studio apartment there. That 
owner had three daughters. Each of the three daughters used the apartment as their starter 
apartment. It was used for younger people for 35 years before he put someone older in it.  
Councilor Jordan indicated she thought that a lot of the Lake Grove Village Plan talks about 
incentivizing for people to do things. A lot of that had to do with landscape options and different 
kinds of setback and loosening up the kind of things that are required in encouraging people to do 
what was in the Plan instead of doing a single level building. It does not necessarily cost the City 
money; but it will mean money to the property owner. 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Gudman, Jordan, Kehoe, Moncrieff, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ Councilor Olson voted  
‘no.’ (6-1). 
6. ORDINANCES 
6.1 Ordinance 2601 ‒ An Ordinance of the Lake Oswego City Council Making 

Amendments to Portions of the Lake Oswego Code Chapter 50 (Community 
Development Code) with Policy Implications, for the Purpose of Clarifying Correcting 
and Updating Various Provisions; and Adopting Findings (LU 08-0054) 
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This item was postponed to the December 4, 2012 Council Meeting. 
6.2 Ordinance 2526 ‒ An Ordinance of the Lake Oswego City Council Making 

Amendments to Portions of the Lake Oswego Code Chapter 50 (Community 
Development Code) with Policy Implications, for the Purpose of Clarifying Correcting 
and Updating Various Provisions; and Adopting Findings. (LU 08-0054) 

Councilor Gudman moved to continue Ordinance 2526 to the November 27, 2012 Council 
Meeting. Councilor Jordan seconded the motion. 
A voice vote was held, and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Gudman, 
Jordan, Kehoe, Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ (7-0) 
7. STUDY SESSION 
7.1 2013 Master Fees & Charges 
Mr. Donaldson indicated that each year in early December the Council is asked to update a 
schedule of master fees and charges. Most of these fees go into effect in January. It is a 59 page 
booklet with about 1000 different fees, ranging from $0.10 for a copy at the library to the cost of a 
round of balls at the golf course. The main one of interest is often the utility rates, which are at the 
front of the booklet. It includes fees for Planning, Building, Library, Fire, Police, Parks & Rec. Many 
of the fees are not adjusted but remain the same, based on input from the managers. There is a 
suggested increase for water, waste water, street maintenance, and storm water. The Council may 
wish to consider taking one or two of those utilities separately from the others even though they 
have effective dates that are later. The water rate increase is tied to the LO-Tigard Water Project, 
which is still outstanding. 
Ms. Euler noted that the master fees and charges are scheduled for adoption on December 4. 
Staff hopes to get direction from Council of what final master fees and charges might look like. She 
noted that the utilities have always been an exception to the charges that go into effect on January 
1; they go into effect on July 1, except for water, which was recently changed to an effective date 
of March 1. There are options tonight to talk about what to bring forth in two weeks. If one of the 
utilities such as water is treated a little differently, perhaps subject to some changes, she would 
suggest that those possible decisions and changes be delayed for implementation until July 1. 
March 1 is coming up too quickly for staff to administer the change then. Many of the fees have a 
built in acceleration, although Council is not bound by that year by year. The street maintenance 
fee was tied to a construction index. Council doesn’t need to retain that tie. For code enforcement 
and planning fees, staff took an average consumer price index (CPI) that was geared toward 
Portland, so there is a 2.85% price increase in parts of Section 9 and most of Section 11. The 
Police alarm permit fee has been incorporated pending approval. Finance staff has also proposed 
a change to business license fees and dog license fees. They have not been increased in a 
number of years. 
Councilor Olson asked why dog license fees were increased. 
Ms. Euler indicated they were increased partly because the City was trying to recoup its costs; 
costs have increased over the years. Business licenses are really a judgment call. Comparison 
with other cities shows that some cities are higher and some are lower, but the City has increased 
costs. 
Councilor Olson asked how much the City makes per year from dog license fees.  
Mr. Donaldson indicated it was $29,000. (p. 308 at top) 
Councilor Kehoe noted that Parks SDCs appeared to be double most of the neighboring cities’ 
SDCs and asked why they were so high. 
Ms. Euler indicated staff would need to get back to Council about that on December 4. SDC fees 
are developed through a formula and were developed several years ago. She is not familiar with 
the logic of the building of those fees. 
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Mayor Hoffman indicated that the City has more parks, and therefore they have more money to 
charge to the new development. There have been park bonds, artificial fields, and so on. People 
who build new houses need to buy into these things. It is part of the reimbursement fee and the 
improvement fee. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated that some of the other cities have a parks district, which might be 
separate. 
Mr. Powell indicated that the Parks SDC is only an improvement fee, so that money should go 
toward the capital improvement list that is designed to create capacity, increasing future 
improvements to serve future population. He does not think there is a reimbursement fee on parks. 
Councilor Tierney noted that Attachment E, p. 321 is the methodology. 
Councilor Kehoe noted that a citizen told him that an impediment to new commercial construction 
was that the City was charging a $35,000 traffic study fee. He asked if that was in the list and if it 
was accurate.  
Ms. Euler indicated she would look into that and provide the answer via email prior to December 4. 
Mr. Powell indicated that p. 324 shows the reimbursement fee was eliminated on parks, so only 
the improvement fee remains.    
Ms. Euler indicated that utilities are the biggest part of master fees and charges since they impact 
almost everyone living in or doing business in the City. The City has had large capital projects over 
the last few years that have prompted the City to raise fees. The proposed fee percentage changes 
are shown on p. 251 of the packet. It provides insight into what that means in terms of dollars. A 
typical usage fee average increase for the year is $16.39 per bimonthly period; roughly $8.20 per 
month. She acknowledged that rate shock is difficult. There are differences between the seasons. 
In the water utility, the median use (100 cubic feet) has increased from 11 to 22 per billing cycle. 
The City is computing rates on p. 251 (p. 5 in the booklet). It computes a typical use at 20 ccfs. 
Some people have moved into Tier 2 or Tier 3. A typical summer billing cycle had 411 people who 
moved into Tier 3. The City has gone from 208 residential customers to almost 4,100 that were at 
least with one unit into Tier 3. Between summer and winter, the City has had people who use 100 
ccfs. and more; in the winter there were 13, and in the summer there were 411. Usage is going up, 
and it costs more to water. 
Councilor Olson asked if Ms. Euler could put that information in an email to Council.  
Ms. Euler indicated she would also put it into the next Council report for December 4.  
Mayor Hoffman asked for an indication of whether Councilors wanted to tackle water and waste 
water rates this evening or whether they wanted to let the next Council tackle the issue.  
Councilor Moncrieff verified that if Council lets the next Council decide the utility rates in January, 
it would be prudent to put off the implementation of the rate increase to July 1. The rate increase is 
currently set to become effective in March. She asked if all of the utility rates were scheduled to go 
up at the same time. 
Ms. Euler indicated that they would; that is also what has been done in the past. Water was moved 
to March 1. If a decision on that is delayed until early next year, any rate change would need to be 
pushed to July 1. Rate changes for all of the other utilities are already July 1. 
Mr. Donaldson indicated that would correspond with the fiscal year and allow the time for the 
programming and the utility billing system to get into place. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated that the option offered by the city manager is that the next Council be 
allowed to address rate changes for water, waste water, surface water, and street maintenance 
fees next year, and removing them from the current discussion, or whether Council would like to 
address those rates in December.  
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Councilor Gudman indicated he thought Council should tackle the rates in December, as has 
been done for the last several years. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she was happy to tackle them in December.  
Councilor Olson indicated she liked the idea of getting all the rate increases back on July 1; she 
thought putting them on March first made for an odd budgeting cycle. She doesn’t feel very 
strongly either way about when the decision on rates should be made. She thinks the water 
increase should be put off since the City has not received land use approvals from West Linn for 
the Water Project.  
Councilor Gudman indicated he would concur with all rate changes being effective on July 1.  
Councilor Kehoe indicated he also agreed. 
Councilor Tierney indicated he was a proponent of taking all the utility fees and moving them to 
the next Council. He believed utility rates were a very high interest point in the recent campaign. 
He thinks people have suggested they have ways of reducing the fees, and he thinks that is an 
opportunity that should be made available to the future Council, particularly on water. What is 
proposed for waste water is a 3% increase. There was a recent presentation on waste water and 
the need for repairs and improvements to the system that totaled $70 million. The 3% increase 
here may or may not be consistent with that. Direction was asked for as to what Council wanted to 
do over multiple years to get to a particular number; the option of 3% per year did not achieve the 
full $70 million. A multi-year program should go to people who are going to be on Council for 
several years. On surface water, he thinks the question should be asked about the 7% being in the  
Clean Streams Plan; it would be nice to go back to the Clean Streams Plan and see what is in 
there that is being done or was proposed. A number of things are in there including improvements 
to some of the City’s streams and the maintenance of some of the improvements; that is the 
reason for the increase; those things are not all being done, and he thinks there should be some 
conversation about that. He has no comment on the street maintenance fee. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she concurred with Councilor Gudman and thinks that the next 
Council will get four years to weigh in on the topic. Changes can be made to the utility rates, 
especially if they don’t go into effect until July, so she would like to proceed with setting the master 
fees and charges including the utility rates in December, and allow the new Council to decide what 
they want to do with it next year. 
Councilor Olson referred to surface water fees and noted that Councilor Tierney had mentioned 
the 2009 Clean Streams Plan. The staff report called for an annual increase of 7% until 2018. 
Council has never received information as to what has been done with that money. Whether this 
Council increases it in a couple of weeks or the next Council increases it, she believes it would be 
good to have a justification for that large an increase. She realizes it is a small dollar amount but it 
is a larger percentage amount. 
Councilor Tierney indicated that the capital budget lists expenditures, and there is also the 
operating budget. 
Mr. Donaldson indicated there was about $500,000 in the capital budget this year. The total for 
the fund is about $2 million. 
Ms. Euler indicated that the Clean Streams Plan was a long term plan that was trying to build the 
utility up to where it can implement the Plan. In the last couple of years, the utility had used fund 
balance; that needed to be balanced with a small capital project list and start strengthening it for 
the new permitting requirements and for the capital projects that are in the 5-year Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP). A new Council should be able to get a report on that. Capital projects had 
been delayed in order to accumulate enough funds to do several at one time rather than 
piecemeal.  
Councilor Gudman referred to p. 268 under Telephone, and asked whether the City has the 
authority to impose a franchise fee on cell phone users in the City. 
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Mr. Powell indicated the City currently did not. The City imposes franchise fees for use of the 
public right of way. Cities have attempted to tax or franchise cell phones and have succeeded, but 
it is quite a big deal. He would need to look into this. He noted that Portland typically charges 5%-
7%, and the incumbents have been franchised at a lower rate. He thinks Portland was proposing to 
bring them all up to the same rate, which would be an increase for Frontier and CenturyLink. 
Councilor Gudman asked if the City has reached a stage in the size of their bi-monthly billings 
that they would be better served by going to monthly billings. He realizes this requires a different 
pricing structure, and there are fixed elements versus the variable elements. 
Ms. Euler indicated that was a good question and the City may have reached that point for the 
summer bills. She doesn’t think the City has reached that level for the rest of the year. Staff would 
be happy to evaluate that. Past studies have shown that more frequent billing requires more 
personnel; for one thing, meters have to be read twice as often. She recently discussed the issue 
with her staff. They are working with Public Works on an automated meter read option which would 
take a couple of years, but a radio read on meters is a possibility. That might be a good time to 
introduce monthly billing. 
Councilor Gudman indicated he thought Council should consider the four utilities together, and 
not separate them. Citizens look at the bill as one.  
Mayor Hoffman asked for feedback as to whether Councilors wanted to consider utility rates in 
December. Councilors Gudman, Jordan, and Moncrieff indicated yes; Mayor Hoffman and 
Councilors Kehoe, Olson, and Tierney indicated no.  
Mayor Hoffman asked if there were any further questions about any other fees. 
Councilor Jordan noted that all of the utility rate changes will take place July 1.  
Ms. Euler indicated that she understood that all four utility rate changes will be discussed at a later 
time, not in December. Staff will not bring any utility rate increases in December until there has 
been further discussion. The booklet will state that there is no current rate increase, but 
discussions will be held at a later time.  
Councilor Tierney noted that utility rates are structured to fund the utilities. The water rate 
increase was moved to March because of the need to fund what was happening in the water utility. 
It’s not just a percentage increase; revenue is being generated to fill the need of operating a utility. 
Ms. Euler noted that the timing was changed to accommodate debt service payments which were 
scheduled to be issued at $80 million last September. The City didn’t do that, so it bought some 
time. 
Councilor Tierney noted that the utility must be funded; only in that context can good discussions 
about what is happening be held. 
Councilor Olson wondered whether there should be two books, one for the utilities for July 1, and 
the other one for other rates and fees. She referred to p. 253, and asked if the graph included the 
proposed rate increases for the utilities. Ms. Euler indicated it did. It included all items listed on p. 
5.  
Councilor Olson referred to p. 298 under Appeals. She has received several complaints about the 
cost of appealing something to City Council, and she wonders what the fee is based on. The City 
has a few fees that she would characterize as being high in order to discourage an event from 
happening. She hates to see that in Lake Oswego. The appeals fee is one; on p. 301, the filing fee 
for a Measure 49 claim; some other Comprehensive Plan things on p. 298; the $10,000 fees for 
Comprehensive Plan and map amendments. There are others that she doesn’t recall right now. 
She wonders if these could be looked at. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated that the appeals fee could be looked at by the Planning director. The 
discussion has been had before. 
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Mr. Powell noted that the City tried to achieve a balance between making it accessible and not 
encouraging frivolous appeals. He thinks the Planning Department could talk about the amount of 
work required for each of these and see if Council agrees that the fees are in balance with that 
objective.  
Councilor Olson noted that there had been a couple of instances that she was aware of that 
someone didn’t appeal because of the cost, but the appeals were not frivolous. She would like 
Council to think long and hard about this. She asked if the City had had any Measure 49 claims 
filed. 
Mr. Powell indicated there had been none for a very long time. The City had about a dozen claims 
pending shortly after the measure was passed, but all of them were either settled or dismissed. 
Measure 49 is still on the books, but it doesn’t pop up very often. It was a fairly complex process 
that involved appraisals, comparisons, and hearings. The actual amount of staff and Council time 
involved was significant.  
8. INFORMATION FROM COUNCIL 
8.1 Councilor Information 
Councilor Jordan noted that there was an opportunity to help the less fortunate. There is an 
opportunity to fill a stocking with basic items that are requested. There are age-appropriate 
suggestions. These are available at City Hall, the West End Building, and the Chamber of 
Commerce. This opportunity occurs every year. 
8.2 Reports of Council Committees, Organizational Committees, and Intergovernmental 

Committees 
There were none. 
9. REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
9.1 City Manager 
There was no report. 
9.2 Review of Council Schedule 
Councilor Olson asked if there had been any changes to Council’s schedule in December. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated there had, and it was being worked on. He, Mr. Donaldson, and Ms. 
Schneider were trying to get the schedule up to date. 
Mr. Donaldson indicated that Tigard and Lake Oswego have put the Joint Council meeting 
December 11 on hold.  
9.3 Review of Council Digest 
There was no review of the Council Digest. 
9.4 City Attorney 
There was no report by the City Attorney. 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 8:44 p.m. 

 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Catherine Schneider  /s/   
 Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
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APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 
ON February 5, 2013    
 
Mike Kehoe /s/    
Mike Kehoe, Council President 
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