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Mayor Studebaker called the special City Council meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. on January 
11, 2014, at the Holy Names Heritage Center, 17425 Holy Names Drive. 

Present: Mayor Studebaker, Councilors Bowerman, Gudman, Gustafson, Hughes, 
Jordan, and O’Neill  

Staff Present: Scott Lazenby, City Manager; David Donaldson, Assistant City Manager; 
Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager; Catherine Schneider, City 
Recorder; David Powell, City Attorney; Brant Williams, Redevelopment 
Director; Ivan Anderholm, Parks and Recreation Director; Ursula Euler, 
Finance Director; Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Ed 
Wilson, Fire Chief; Bill Baars, Library Director; Guy Graham, Public Works 
Director/City Engineer; Chip Larouche, Chief Technology Officer; Megan 
Phelan, Human Resources Director; Don Johnson, Police Chief 
 

  

AGENDA REVIEW 

Mayor Studebaker provided a brief overview of the meeting format and introduced Mr. Lazenby.  

COUNCIL LEADERSHIP IN POLICY SETTING PRESENTATION 

Mr. Lazenby presented an overview of the Council role in policy setting, with accompanying slides.  
After providing background on the Carver Policy Governance Model and its effectiveness, he 
emphasized the importance of separating ends from means.  He illustrated the differences with 
several examples.  A key point was that if Council finds itself debating its position on a certain kind 
of request over and over, this signals the need for a policy.  He discussed examples of big and 
small policies, noting that the highest-level policy should be defined before addressing the “nitty 
gritty”.  Once policies are set, then goals should flow from them.  

The importance of making and communicating policies clearly was highlighted in terms of staff 
productivity.  Another consideration is to use meeting time for setting policy direction, as opposed 
to listening to lengthy report presentations.  Various Council members discussed these concepts in 
terms of the budget process.  Mr. Lazenby emphasized that the better Council can articulate its 
outcome-oriented policies, the more effectively Staff can carry out these policies. 

COUNCIL POLICY DISCUSSION 
 
Mr. Lazenby called for discussion on the need to identify clearly-stated Council policy in terms of 
direction to Staff.  In ensuing discussion, the Sensitive Lands program and a recent presentation 
on Master Fees and Charges were cited as examples of possible policy “disconnects” between 
Staff and Council.  Questions and answers followed about an appropriate process for policy 
discussions, including setting of new policy. 

Mayor Studebaker discussed his interest in setting a new policy on City debt.  After a short 
discussion, Councilor Gudman reminded the Council of the existing policy on debt.  Mr. Lazenby 
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acknowledged this and indicated that it would be the starting point for a new policy.  Councilor 
Jordan commented that a related policy need is to establish a long-term maintenance recovery 
program for existing assets.  

Councilor Bowerman inquired about the purpose of the current policy session.  Mr. Lazenby 
clarified that the session afforded Council the opportunity to develop policy statements.  He 
reiterated the importance of focusing on ends rather than means and suggested for an initial 
discussion, the Council discuss a potential policy of being “business friendly”. 

Council members engaged in discussion, beginning with financial incentives to attract businesses.  
Mayor Studebaker suggested that a goal be to review the Development Code to determine how it 
could be more business friendly.  Councilor O’Neill reviewed his experience getting his building 
rezoned to allow a new use and how beneficial it was to have that change made, but speculated 
that it probably wouldn’t have been possible without additional footwork on his part. Councilor 
Hughes suggested that it would be valuable to have a summit/outreach event with the businesses 
themselves to ask what is and is not working well for them. 

Mayor Studebaker expressed interest in seeing the Council tackle financial policies.  Mr. Lazenby 
requested that the Mayor clarify policies that he would like to see beyond those already adopted. 

Councilor Bowerman asked if the Mayor was interested in the idea of setting a policy to require a 
citizen vote any time a spending project in excess of $5 million is proposed.  

Councilor Jordan discussed the various bonds that the City might issue and the need to maintain 
flexibility to maintain and fund City assets. 

Mayor Studebaker reiterated that citizens are continually frustrated when new charges appear on 
their utility bills.  He asked about advisability of instituting a policy of not adding any fees/charges 
to utility bills that are not actually for utilities. 

Council members discussed the need to look ahead and plan for known future facility and capital 
needs, so as to avoid reactionary spending and projects.  It was pointed out that the water project 
should have been planned many more years in advance.  It could then have been funded with 
gradual rate increases, rather than calling for the rapid increases in reaction to the project over the 
last five years. 

Additional discussion followed about taking care of current assets and making sure the City can 
fund new facilities with existing resources. 

Mayor Studebaker introduced a discussion of ways to streamline meetings.  Ideas included 
asking questions in advance and considering different start times.  It was agreed that it is not 
productive to have meetings that end too late.  Also discussed was the idea of scheduling study 
sessions as separate meetings.  Councilor O’Neill requested that one night be devoted to 
controversial topics. 

The general direction was to schedule special study sessions on the second Tuesday of the 
month. 
 
CITY SERVICE RANKING SURVEY  
 
Staff distributed handouts with Police, Fire, Parks and Rec, Planning, Streets, Library and the ACC 
listed as a percentage of General Revenue. Each council member was asked to indicate by 
checking a box next to each program or service indicating whether or not they wanted to see each 
one continue, increase, or decrease. 
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GOALS POST-IT NOTE EXERCISE  
 
Staff distributed post-it notes and pens and each council member was asked to write down their 
goals.  

GOAL SETTING FOR 2014 AND BEYOND (with Department Directors) 

After a lunch break, Mayor Studebaker welcomed the directors and recapped the meeting up to 
this point, explaining that Council members had contributed their ideas for goal setting.  He asked 
Mr. Lazenby to review the groupings of goals that Council members had placed on the wall on 
Post-it notes. 
 
Mr. Lazenby described the logical groupings of goals that had been developed.  He listed some of 
those that he was expecting to see adopted, and indicated that language and timeline expectations 
would be included.  Council discussion was initiated on these topics. 
 

 Plan for Boones Ferry Road improvements financing. 

 Accommodating safer and more efficient operations for the Police, LOCOM and operations 

center. 

 General goals for preserving the City’s current assets. 

 A long-term plan for street maintenance, with a General Fund component in the 2015 

operating budget. 

 Review of the Tree Code, which was proposed by many Council members. 

 Mr. Lazenby mentioned that Council had received feedback from the community 

indicating that the Tree Code is too restrictive. He suggested that the Council have a 

community dialog to see if there is a way to achieve the goals of urban forestry with 

less onerous restrictions for residents. 

 Councilor O’Neill observed that the current Code needs revision because it does 

not promote planting of trees.  Citizens are fearful that if they plant a tree that 

becomes too big for the space, they will never be allowed to remove it and replant.  

Mayor Studebaker suggested that there is a need for more common sense and 

flexibility in the Code. 

 Councilor Hughes expressed concern about timing, given Council’s commitment to 

work on the Sensitive Lands program.  However, she indicated that a reasonable 

goal this year would be to address Tree Code concerns related to the larger lots. 

Councilor Jordan suggested that in considering Code revisions, there is a need for 

balance between urban forestry and future development. 

 Mr. Lazenby indicated that Staff would return to Council with language that calls for 

addressing the large-lot issue in the next year and the larger Tree Code review 

project sometime in the next two years.  

 Clarification of density concerns related to Downtown and the Foothills Plan. 

 Mr. Lazenby listed several possible issues (e.g., size of buildings, aesthetics, 

impact on services) and asked Council to define the problem they would be looking 

to solve.  A brief discussion followed. 

 Mr. Lazenby asked if Council specifically wanted Staff to work on a process for 

revisiting height limitations for Downtown.  Councilor Hughes described feedback 
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from citizens who were also concerned about density in terms of units per acre.  

Councilor Jordan reminded Council that reducing height allowances would affect 

development potential for owners who had purchased property under the existing 

Code allowances.  To redesign now may limit what happens in Lake Oswego 15 

years in the future and this would be a disservice to the city, she stated.  Councilor 

Gudman recognized the merits of revisiting height limitations, but did not consider 

this a priority for 2014. 

 After additional discussion, the consensus was that that the Council does not want 

to make revisiting density a goal for 2014.  It is potentially a goal to consider within 

the next couple of years. 

 Identifying the future of North Anchor. 

 Mr. Lazenby asked about Council’s interest in defining success for development of 

the area.  Councilor O’Neill expressed his opinion that this a huge asset that is 

currently sitting idle. 

 A discussion of the City’s role in development of the area ensued.  Councilor 

Gustafson pointed out that there is a policy question in terms of development on 

the site.  He reported that several people at the Open House had expressed a 

desire for more citizen involvement before project proposals involving Urban 

Renewal money are developed and presented to the Council for a decision.  

Councilor O’Neill asked what the City might give up to bring undesired density 

down; would Council would be willing to “buy density down”? 

 General discussion followed, with consensus that an engagement process with 

citizens would be helpful, making clear what the Council’s expectations are and 

identifying what is acceptable to the community for the project. 

 Councilor Gudman asked if Council members would like to revisit the Charter requirement 

regarding Section 40 or, potentially, undertake a full Charter review.  Councilor Hughes 

pointed out that another issue was to determine whether or not there is a need for a more 

defined process for filling a Council vacancy. 

 After brief discussion, it was determined that the Section 40 matter should go to the 

voters. 

 There was agreement that the Council vacancy process should be addressed by a 

Council policy. 

 Councilor Jordan suggested the idea of inventorying available community rooms in the 

city, especially in light of the potential loss of the West End Building space and related 

community concerns. 

 Councilor Jordan suggested that Council consider instituting a volunteer coordinator 

position for natural resource management areas.  This could help to make more effective 

use of Friends groups and other community organizations that may be interested in 

volunteer opportunities. 

 Mr. Lazenby suggested the Council consider reviewing the purpose, scope, and utility of 

the various Boards and Commissions. 

 Mayor Studebaker asked the Department Directors to weigh in:  are Boards and 

Commissions helpful, from their perspective?  Mr. Anderholm responded that the 

Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) is very helpful.  However, there are 

instances where there is a potential disconnect between the Board’s actual authority 
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and how they interact with the City departments.  He recommended looking at how 

other communities use their Boards and Commissions. 

Councilor O’Neill reported that in the recent Open House he had heard feedback 

conveying that City staff seemed to lead the citizen group(s), with Board or 

Commission heads not working to a plan and evaluating their progress.  They asked 

how they could do this more effectively and consistently. 

 Mr. Lazenby suggested that there may be opportunities for more use of ad hoc 

committees.  The Historic Resources Advisory Board, for example, might be more 

comfortable as an advocacy group, instead of having a quasi-judicial purview. He 

indicated that a review could consider whether or not the group would function 

better as advocates. 

 Councilor Hughes observed that she had proposed a full review of Boards and 

Commissions, with special focus on overlap and apparent duplication of goals. 

 Councilor Gustafson stated that he would support a review of the purpose and 

scope of Boards, but likely would not support eliminating any of them because they 

are a useful means of community engagement.  He described various benefits 

offered by the Boards and Commissions. 

 Mayor Studebaker reminded the Council that Board and Commission liaison 

appointments are coming up and urged Councilors to let him know if they want to 

request changes. 

 Councilor Jordan discussed the issue of providing additional recreational opportunities by 

working with the School District or with other communities and having a coherent inventory 

of available opportunities and facilities.  This is especially significant in light of the habitual 

citizen requests for funding during the Budget process, she noted. 

 Mr. Lazenby described the approach of the City of Tigard, which provides a searchable 

database that citizens can use to access over 400 activities.  Councilor Bowerman 

indicated interest in the concept. 

 Councilor Gudman raised the idea of exploring “bubbling” of School District tennis courts. 

 Mr. Lazenby recommended that Council include a goal of reviewing Master Fees and 

Charges.  He urged them to state their policy for the various fees and charges so as to 

make it clear where complete cost recovery is expected. 

 Councilor Gudman raised the topic of exploring the prospective bike/pedestrian path along 

the Willamette Shore Line right-of-way.  The consensus was that this should potentially be 

a future goal, not one for 2014. 

 Councilor Jordan asked that the Council align the Code with the soon-to-be-adopted 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 Councilor Gustafson discussed the importance of planning for the Southwest Employment 

District, expressing concern that so many of the goals being mentioned (notably Sensitive 

Lands review) involve work by the Planning Staff.  He asked about the strategy for setting 

goals in terms of allocating these staff resources.  Mr. Siegel explained that the Planning 

Department currently has a work plan and staff resources lined up for Sensitive Lands and 

for the Southwest Employment District plan.  He also provided an update on Staff efforts 

related to the Comprehensive Plan.  He assured Council that he would be returning to 

discuss Staff resources and would ask Council to direct their use. 
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 Mayor Studebaker suggested that some sort of library service could be sited in Lake 

Grove so that the west side of the city would be better served.  He asked Mr. Baars to come 

to Council with some options. 

 Mayor Studebaker addressed the subject of the Golf Course’s sustainability and called on 

Mr. Anderholm to discuss increasing its profitability.  Mr. Anderholm indicated that many of 

the barriers are being worked on and that, after some modest investments and niche-

marketing efforts, it should be possible to enhance profits. 

 Councilor Jordan raised the issue of the City’s use of contractors for services and 

community criticism that it is excessive.  She indicated that Council should help to direct 

Staff in understanding the City’s position on the use of outside consultants. 

 Mayor Studebaker discussed the challenges of having all necessary expertise 

available on staff. 

 Councilor Bowerman cited Parks and Recreation as an example of a department 

that has some potential for cost recovery.  She indicated that Council would benefit 

from reviewing a set of excellent reports that Parks has available as they allow Staff 

to monitor operational costs closely. 

 Mr. Lazenby discussed issues of managing contracted services, emphasizing that 

this must be considered on a case-by-case basis.  As an example of judicious use, 

he described how the City Attorney’s Office has contracted with outside legal 

counsel to address specific situations that demand special expertise or increased 

capacity. 

 In further discussion, Mr. Siegel commented on the benefits of having an objective 

outside person from the private sector to provide a different perspective. 

 Councilor Bowerman asked the Department Directors about goal areas that had possibly 

been overlooked. 

 Chief Wilson indicated that from a Fire perspective, Council has covered the 

issues: (1) apparatus replacement and (2) South Shore station replacement.  Fire 

Staff has been planning since 2006, and is now waiting for these goal items to rise 

to the level of Council priority necessary to earn funding. 

 Mr. Siegel asked about work related to the Tree Code, while recognizing that this 

will not be on the goal list for the coming year. In brief discussion, it was suggested 

that Staff could begin gathering data and doing other preparation as time permitted.  

Mr. Siegel warned that opening the Tree Code is potentially a Pandora’s box and 

that Council should be very specific about their goals. 

 Councilor Hughes asked about the possibility of repealing the Foothills Plan.  She 

expressed concern about the potential for a developer to build to the height/density 

specifications allowed in the Plan. 

 Mr. Powell indicated that it would be worth exploring more carefully.  He explained 

that it would be very difficult for a single person to aggregate the properties and pay 

for the required infrastructure improvements. 

 Further discussion ensued about the likelihood of development moving forward, with 

most comments indicating this was not on the horizon.  Councilor Hughes asked 

Council to consider whether they really want to leave the Foothills Plan in effect. 

Councilor Gudman suggested that Council consider the matter at such time as a 

development project came to fruition. 
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 Mr. Lazenby indicated that this would potentially be a subject for a future study 

session.  He suggested that there might be some small but significant limits 

imposed that would address the Council’s concerns.  Councilors have expressed to 

him individually that they are hoping for redevelopment in Foothills, he indicated, but 

that current allowances may be too great.  He recommended that Council ask about 

the City’s role in planning “out front” versus how much of this work should be 

expected from property owners.  Discussion continued, with support indicated for 

consideration of both limitations in allowances and for a study session. 

 Councilor O’Neill expressed his view that the Wizer block project would provide a 

lot of insight about effects of a big project, including neighborhood aesthetics and 

traffic.  He observed that this would probably guide how the City moves forward in 

Foothills and other areas.  Councilor Gudman distributed handouts showing traffic 

volumes on Highway 43 dating back 20 years. Varied discussion ensued.  

 Mayor Studebaker discussed a question from Mr. Lazenby about the amount of funds 

available for potential charitable contributions.  Mr. Lazenby indicated that in the case of 

small amounts, Council could simply tell Staff to find the funds.  However, he suggested 

that a policy would be appropriate here.  

 Mayor Studebaker agreed that a policy would be helpful in dealing with requests 

from the community. 

 Councilor Gudman pointed out the ongoing pressures of the budget.  He asked 

about the potential for having a financial policy that would specify that any amount of 

fund balance above the required reserve would be designated for one-time uses or 

capital investments.  In further discussion, a possible policy was framed:  that any 

dollars over the above the City’s reserve requirement be designated for spending or 

returned to the tax payers. 

 Ms. Euler discussed considerations related to the City’s AAA rating and brought up 

the idea of balancing the budget over five years, as the City of Portland does. 

 

Mr. Lazenby indicated that Staff would review and summarize the goals identified in this session.  

Councilor Jordan asked if these goals would be recirculated to the Boards and Commissions to 

ensure they are consistent with their work plans and goals.  Staff indicated that this would be done 

once Council has confirmed that the Council Goals reflect their position accurately.  The timing of 

the Boards and Commissions summit on February 11 will accommodate this. 

 

Councilor Gudman expressed concern about one of the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) 

goals:  to make funds from the street maintenance fee available for transportation projects other 

than streets.  He indicated that Council needed to be very clear up front about whether or not they 

want TAB to put effort into achieving that goal. 

Mr. Lazenby explained that Staff would prepare a draft reflecting the goals discussed, so that 
Council can decide on the number and priority of goals.  He indicated that the draft would be 
available for review at the next Council meeting. 

COUNCIL ORGANIZATIONAL ISSUES 

 Council Rules of Procedure 
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A short discussion was held about meeting start times and durations, methods of 
conducting votes, and agenda formats as specified in the Rules of Procedure.  Staff was 
directed to bring back an updated Rules of Procedure for Council consideration. 

 Committee and Liaison Assignments 

Mayor Studebaker asked Councilors to let him know about any requests.  Councilor 
O’Neill initiated a discussion about the regional water board, including related costs and 
value of participation. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Studebaker adjourned the meeting at 2:54 p.m. 

 

 

  Respectfully submitted, 

 

  _____________________________ 

  Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
 

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 
ON July 1, 2014    
 
______________________________ 
Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
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