
Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes Page 1 of 10 
June 18, 2012 
 
 

 

Chair Hoffman called the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency meeting to order at 5:30 
p.m. on June 18, 2012 in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  
Present: Chair Hoffman, Members Moncrieff, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, and Jordan 
Excused: Mr. Tierney 
Staff Present: David Donaldson, Executive Director; Evan Boone, Deputy LORA Counsel; 

Catherine Schneider, Recording Secretary; Brant Williams, Assistant City 
Manager; Jane Blackstone, Economic Development Manager; Denny Egner, 
Assistant Planning Director; Anthony Hooper, Management Analyst; Shawn 
Cross, Assistant Finance Director; Sidaro Sin, Development Project 
Manager 

Consultants Present: Elaine Howard, Elaine Howard Consulting; Nick Popenuk, 
ECONorthwest 

  
 
3. EXECUTIVE SESSION – CANCELLED 
4. RESOLUTIONS 
4.1 Resolution 12-04, forwarding the Lake Grove Village Center Urban Renewal Plan and 
Report to the Lake Oswego Planning Commission for its recommendations and to the Lake 
Oswego City Council for approval  
Ms. Blackstone indicated LORA was meeting this evening for the formal kickoff of the Lake Grove 
Village Center Urban Renewal Plan adoption. By state statute, the redevelopment agency of a 
jurisdiction is required to forward a plan to both Planning Commission and City Council for their 
actions. LORA is asked to adopt Resolution 12-04. On June 25, the Planning Commission will be 
asked to deliver its recommendation on conformity of the urban renewal plan with the existing 
comprehensive plan. It is free to make other recommendations. The Council will formally adopt it 
on July 17.   
LORA and Council have had many discussions about Lake Grove for years. With the adoption of 
the Lake Grove Village Center Plan in April 2008, there was a vision for the revitalization of Lake 
Grove and a specific set of projects needed to implement the plan. The Boones Ferry Road 
improvement study quantified needs and costs. ECONorthwest and Elaine Howard Consulting 
joined the project in 2011 to assist. That work has been before the City Council most recently on 
April 24 and May 15. LORA received direction to take the recommendation of the financing plan 
and continue preparation of an urban renewal plan as a key financing tool for the Lake Grove 
Village Center Plan, specifically Boones Ferry Road and parking. Much public input has been 
received, at many stages. One significant recommendation was that an advisory group be formed 
after plan adoption to continue to provide citizen input during implementation of the urban renewal 
plan. Other important steps are to inform all the taxing jurisdictions of the impact on them. That has 
already happened with the Lake Oswego School Board on June 4; they are not required to take 
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action. The Clackamas County Board will also be informed, and does not need to take action. The 
Planning Commission will present recommendations to LORA on the comprehensive plan 
conformity. Notice will be provided to every citizen in Lake Oswego via Hello LO in July. City 
Council action will be by a public hearing on July 17 and adoption by ordinance. 

Ms. Howard noted that the urban renewal plan is prescribed by statute. A boundary is created; 
goals and objectives are identified. The goals and objectives of this plan came almost verbatim 
from the Lake Grove Village Center Plan. Projects are identified; maximum indebtedness is 
established; major and minor amendments are defined. Major amendments require the most public 
involvement and include an increase in maximum indebtedness and any increase over 1% of the 
original acreage of the plan. Everything else is a minor amendment done by the urban renewal 
agency. The report that accompanies an urban renewal plan is also guided by statute, to discuss 
economic and social conditions in the area. The goals of the report are to establish that blight 
exists within an urban renewal area, and the second is to talk about the financing plan. It talks 
about the impacts on taxing jurisdictions. The ordinance establishing the urban renewal plan also 
establishes the blight and relies on the information in the report. 

Ms. Howard identified the boundaries of the urban renewal area. She noted that the West End 
Building (WEB) was excluded primarily for political reasons. The area needs to be adopted 
relatively soon to be able to capture increment which is being built right now within the area. In 
every public meeting, there has been a lot of comment and controversy around the WEB. The idea 
was to minimize controversy for the urban renewal plan. Mr. Gudman indicated that an effort was 
made to keep the urban renewal plan as narrow and focused as possible.   
Chair Hoffman inquired about the ability to amend the boundaries if they later wanted to include 
the WEB in the urban renewal area. Ms. Howard indicated the boundaries could be amended. She 
indicated that the WEB is more than 1% of the acreage of the urban renewal area, so it would have 
to be done through a substantial amendment to the urban renewal plan, with public process and 
notification.  

Ms. Howard indicated that the blight finding for this area would be centered on the infrastructure 
needs, including the road system; utility storm water issues; and economic value within the area. 
The area could have a higher improvement value to land value ratio than it presently does, 
comparing it to other commercial districts in the metro area. The projects are Boones Ferry Road 
Phase One, which is Madrona to Oakridge-Reese, and would include the Lanewood pedestrian 
crossing. The total estimated cost of that project is $23 million with an estimated $15.7 million that 
would come from tax increment revenues (TIF). After Phase One of Boones Ferry Road would be 
parking. It is estimated at $2 million of tax increment revenues. Boones Ferry Road Phase Two 
would be Oakridge-Reese up to Kruse Way. That is estimated at a $9 million project and 
approximately $4.5 million would come from tax increment revenues.  

Mr. Popenuk reviewed the financial analysis. Maximum indebtedness is derived from a series of 
calculations and assumptions including direction from the Council. Looking at the amount of TIF 
raised in this area over a 26-year timeline that was estimated, staff and consultants determined the 
City would be able to fund $36 million worth of projects. That is the financial feasibility number that 
staff and consultants believe the urban renewal area would be able to pay for in its lifetime. 
Projected tax increment finance revenues will be generated from the current assessed value, the 
growth in revenues that would be going to the urban renewal area, and revenue sharing. In this 
particular urban renewal area, given the relatively slow growth rates that have been assumed, a lot 
of revenue sharing has not been forecasted going to the other taxing districts. The growth rate is 
estimated at 4.1%. On p. 90 of the packet, Table 18 shows the first couple of years almost 7% 
growth, but most of that is from known projects that are already in the works that have not been 
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added to the tax rolls yet. After that, growth is forecast at less than 3% for the next couple of years 
due to the state of the economy and the fact that new development is not anticipated. After that it 
slowly builds up to about 4.4% each year, which is lower than the statewide trends. Later it levels 
off at about 4%.The difference between $150 million and $161 million is the Lake Grove Shopping 
Center and Trillium Woods. Compared to many of the other urban renewal areas ECONorthwest 
has looked at across the region and the state, this forecast is for relatively humble growth rates. 
Comparing the TIF revenues coming in with the projected debt service for the Phase One part of 
the project, it can be seen that if the debt service portion of the project was delayed until there was 
sufficient TIF revenue, the project would be delayed for a decade or more. Given that Council 
thinks this project is important and needs to happen sooner, the plan is to issue bonds in the first 
couple of years using other City funds to pay part of the debt service in those early years, and then 
using TIF revenues in later years to reimburse City funds. Once that has been taken care of, 
excess TIF revenues will be used to fund other projects, the Phase Two and the parking. 

Mr. Gudman asked if the projections include the potential passage of the bond measure in 
November, and Mr. Popenuk indicated they do. The assumption is that the bond measure will 
pass and it is reflected in the numbers. Page 86 in the packet shows that the TIF coming in is one 
of the main funding sources, with the other source being the transfers from other funds, which will 
be needed in the early years to pay for debt service. 

Mr. Williams indicated that the Council meeting later this evening would focus on Boones Ferry 
Road Phase One funding. 

Mr. Popenuk indicated that the impacts to taxing districts (City, County, and School District) will be 
real; revenues will be going to the urban renewal area instead of the taxing districts. This is shown 
on p. 94, Table 21. Lake Oswego School District and the Education Service District are not directly 
impacted as their funding is allocated through the state funding formula. Ms. Howard indicated that 
Park Lake Grove is a special levy that goes to the School District to fund the Lake Grove Swim 
Park.  

Mr. Popenuk indicated that general obligation (GO) bonds that were approved after 2001 are not 
affected, and all local option levies are not affected. The November 2013 school local option levy 
will not be affected, nor will the current local option levy. He indicated that the School District is not 
affected in that every year, the amount of funding the School District receives is based on the 
number of students they have, and it’s a statewide funding formula on a per pupil basis. Local 
property tax revenues are part of the funds that a school district receives. If those property tax 
revenues are less than they need, then the state school fund kicks in the rest. So when these 
revenues are shown going to the urban renewal area instead of to the local school district, that 
means that it puts a greater burden on the state school fund to contribute the rest. In that way, 
there is no direct impact. It is a matter of philosophical and political debate how urban renewal 
areas statewide have affected the funding formulas for schools, but that is beyond the scope of this 
analysis.  

Ms. Blackstone indicated that being in an urban renewal area does not affect the amount of a tax 
bill, just how it is allocated. 

Mr. Kehoe noted that this plan is dependent on getting the bond passed in November, or 
depending on other sources of money. He wondered if ECONorthwest and Ms. Howard had 
modeled what would happen if Council waited until the election happens to approve the plan. Ms. 
Howard indicated that they had, and it made a significant difference. Mr. Popenuk said that as he 
recalled, something like $10 million of value would come on line in the next year, and if the project 
was delayed, that amount of increment wouldn’t be part of the urban renewal area. That would 
mean less TIF revenue for the rest of the life of the urban renewal area. That will trickle down and 
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translate into fewer and/or smaller projects. Ms. Howard indicated ECONorthwest could have 
those numbers to Council before the meeting to vote on it.  

Mr. Kehoe asked what the City’s cost would be, and what it is risking by pushing the project 
forward if the bond isn’t approved in November. Mr. Williams indicated he would meet with Ms. 
Howard, Mr. Powell, and others to determine that information and get it to Council before a vote. 
Ms. Howard indicated the City would not be able to ask for its first tax increment until July 1, 2013. 

Mr. Kehoe indicated this urban renewal administration cost is about $2.7 million and wanted to 
verify that if the City does all this via a GO bond, there is no administration cost, just interest cost. 
Mr. Williams indicated that this was Mr. Cross’ area of expertise, but that a lot of the district’s 
administrative costs would be financing costs and other administrative costs within the City. The 
$2.7 million is an estimate based on experience with the East End district. There would be some 
costs associated with a GO bond, but probably not similar to what is being looked at in the urban 
renewal plan. The entire redevelopment agency and staff needs to be administered, and costs 
would need to be shared between the two districts. If the City is just doing a GO bond and not an 
urban renewal district, then the East End district is responsible for all costs associated with staffing 
the redevelopment agency.  

Mr. Gudman said he thought the administration costs for this district would be substantially less 
than they have been for the LORA district. First, it’s a smaller size, and secondly, it’s very focused. 
The LORA district had more projects than dollars. The advantage to this district is the focus it has. 
Mr. Williams indicated that the majority of the funds would be spreading out the basic 
infrastructure that is needed to keep the redevelopment agency funded and going forward, very 
basic administrative costs. 

Mr. Gudman verified that on Table 18, Projections on Assessed Value were moderate estimates of 
increased construction. He asked what the assumptions were regarding the amount of new 
construction that would come without the district, and the amount that would come because of the 
district. Mr. Popenuk indicated that they used a conservative approach that assumed that the road 
project would not generate more development, although they hope that it will. They have no 
numbers that indicate what difference the development might be responsible for. 

Mr. Gudman asked if it was reasonable to say that the percent growth between now and 2039 
would be 1-1.5%, on top of what could be expected from appreciation, and Mr. Popenuk indicated 
it was.  

Ms. Jordan referenced Mr. Kehoe’s concern about the timing and the bond measure. She asked if 
it would be possible to form the redevelopment district, have it in place, and then if the bond 
measure fails, choose not to sell bonds right away but at least have the district where the City 
would collect increment, as opposed to dissolving the district. Mr. Williams indicated that the first 
bond sale would not happen until 2014-2015, so there would be time to address that issue. That 
would be selling full faith in credit bonds. Ms. Howard indicated that if the City relied on TIF alone, 
it would be a long ways out.  

Ms. Jordan indicated there was perhaps an area that should have been included, but may be 
County property; she wondered if that was why, where Madrona and Waluga come together, it is 
not included. Ms. Howard indicated they did not include any property that was not incorporated for 
the reason of simplicity. If it was included, County approval would be needed. She believes that the 
new legislation that was passed regarding urban renewal areas in the County would have to come 
into effect. Ms. Jordan indicated that those property owners could have applied to the City to be 
annexed and not go through the County process. Ms. Howard indicated that if they were annexed, 
the properties could be in. She doesn’t believe that at this point it really matters, because the plan 



Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes Page 5 of 10 
June 18, 2012 
 
 

doesn’t offer developer benefits or anything like that. It’s just building the road and parking. Ms. 
Jordan indicated that it is an area that could generate more tax increment because it is a low 
development or undeveloped area. Ms. Howard indicated that if at some point the properties 
annex to the City and are under one acre, they could be added to the urban renewal area via a 
minor amendment by the urban renewal agency.  

Chair Hoffman referenced Table 18 and the increased assessed value. He inquired if there wasn’t 
some industry standard that figured a certain number of private dollars of investment would be 
generated by each public dollar. Mr. Popenuk indicated that in this instance, there is one road 
being built that will not add capacity but improve existing infrastructure. There isn’t a reliable 
number to use in this kind of a situation. The return on investment (ROI) of this project has not 
been calculated. It is a project the community has asked for and is called for in existing plan 
documents the City has. It is a project that realistically can only be funded with urban renewal. This 
urban renewal area is about responding to the community’s requests for infrastructure.  

Mr. Gudman asked if full faith in credit impacts limitations on GO bonds. Mr. Cross indicated it did 
not. 

Chair Hoffman indicated that further discussion of this project and possible ramifications if the 
bond is not approved in November would be discussed before July 17.  

Ms. Moncrieff indicated she was concerned about this project and its potential impact on the 
General Fund as well as the issue of ROI and the fact that the community has requested this 
project. The report was very helpful in understanding the issue of blight and the issue of 
underperformance/underdevelopment of the area, in addition to the infrastructure problems. She 
has been convinced that there is a lot of opportunity for economic improvement in this district. The 
benefits of forming the district now are significant, and the risks can be mitigated. She is 
comfortable moving ahead with the district. 

Ms. Olson indicated she is concerned about the timing of the project, what Plan B would be, the 
lack of funds in the early part, and the need for gap financing. 

Mr. Kehoe asked if it was typical to do major street projects like this through urban renewal, or if 
this is unusual. Mr. Popenuk indicated he thought a lot more projects like this would be seen as he 
is working with other jurisdictions doing similar projects. Beaverton has a maximum indebtedness 
of about $100 million, so they are robust. One of their major issues is transportation infrastructure. 
They are reworking that to make it a more functional street network. 

Ms. Jordan moved approval of Resolution 12-04, a resolution of the Lake Oswego 
Redevelopment Agency, forwarding the Lake Grove Village Center Urban Renewal Plan and 
Report to the Lake Oswego Planning Commission for its recommendations and to the Lake 
Oswego City Council for approval. Ms. Moncrieff seconded the motion.  
Ms. Olson noted that when this comes back to Council, Council would have a report that shows 
what the district would look like if Council waited until after the bond measure. Mr. Williams 
indicated that some of the recent development (Zupans, Trillium Woods, and so on) was 
generating about $62,000 in taxes per year with an overall tax bill of about $180,000. Mr. Popenuk 
indicated this figure would be inflated 3% per year for 26 years. Chair Hoffman asked if the 
material they were looking at broke out the amounts of specific properties, such as Zupans. Ms. 
Howard said that Table 18 reflected the numbers but didn’t break them out by specific projects. 
Chair Hoffman indicated the question had two parts: what the City is forgoing from the general 
fund by acting now, and what does it get by acting now instead of waiting six months. A graph 
would be useful to help understand this. 
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A roll call vote was held and the motion passed with Chair Hoffman and Members Jordan, 
Moncrieff, Kehoe, and Gudman voting ‘aye’ and Ms. Olson voting ‘no.’ (5-1) 
5. STAFF REPORT 
5.1 North Anchor Project Update 

Ms. Blackstone indicated that site assembly is a key focus of staff activity right now. The City is 
working to close a transaction at 41 B Avenue and proceed with a contract purchase, which would 
assemble a site running from State Street to the northwest corner of First and B, an adequate site 
to develop a North Anchor Library-based mixed use project. On May 15, there was direction to 
move the November 2012 ballot title for a $14 million issue for the Library. Staff are projecting 
coming to the Council on July 10 and July 17 to discuss that ballot language. Staff is also working 
with the Library staff and citizen committees to provide the information that’s needed about the 
project out into the community as this question is put in front of the voters. The third focus of 
activity is around issuance of a request for proposals for project management and owners’ 
representation services. That RFP has been out and received 13 responses. Staff is evaluating 
those responses now. The selected contractor will be of great assistance in a phased approach to 
work with LORA to provide such services as pro forma development, budget development, project 
planning, and in latter phases of the project, construction management and owners’ representation 
services around delivery of a project. One of the key issues staff would be working with the 
contractor to resolve is the delivery approach: how the City would select a developer, contractor, 
and means of contracting for the actual construction. It could be a design/build arrangement; a 
contractor might be on board during design; there are many options. Getting some professional 
advice is very important. Staff expects to come back to the LORA Board when the tentative 
selection has been made. It may be a large contract over many years, so that would come to 
Council. 

Ms. Olson asked if that had been done before in LORA, with Lakeview Village. Ms. Blackstone 
indicated that the developer did the construction and the City managed it internally. Ms. Olson 
wondered why the City would not manage this project internally, given that staff was one person at 
the time of Lakeview Village and is currently four people. Mr. Williams indicated that the significant 
size of the project, $60-$70 million in a public/private partnership, required a lot of expertise and 
oversight that the City is not able to provide. With Millennium Plaza, the City had an outside 
construction manager who oversaw all the construction. The City had a redevelopment director 
who was providing oversight over the construction manager. At this point, Ms. Blackstone would be 
doing it for this project. Ms. Blackstone indicated that there is also a lot of stakeholder 
involvement through the process, which staff would be closely involved in. Mr. Williams indicated 
that the phases of Millennium Plaza were in the $3-$5 million range. In this project, it is a 
public/private partnership where the major piece is public. Services that would be provided with the 
contractor include helping the City figure out how it wants to deliver the project after a bond 
measure succeeds. What that looks like could change, depending on the role of this consultant or 
contractor. The City needs to make it very clear to the public what the benefits are of having a 
public/private partnership. 

Ms. Olson asked what kind of firms do this sort of work. Ms. Blackstone indicated there are 
project management and construction management firms that do this kind of work. Many of the 
firms who responded to the City’s RFP have managed very big public or public/private projects.  

Mr. Gudman asked when it was decided that it was a public/private project; he doesn’t recall this 
decision. Ms. Blackstone indicated that staff’s direction going back to March 2011 was to work on 
a plan that was a mixed use plan and to acquire the properties toward that mixed use 
development, with public parking, 60,000 square foot library, and taxable uses as a component, 
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most likely housing and retail uses on the ground floor. With that direction, staff moved forward 
with site assembly. It has been direction, not formal adoption. Mr. Williams indicated staff could 
come back to obtain formal adoption of the public/private, mixed use plan. Ms. Jordan indicated 
that the direction continued to be that Library alone was not going to be redevelopment, so the 
project needed to have some other part of the project be private investment. Mr. Williams 
indicated that the land assembled so far would work for either Library and parking, or Library, 
parking, and residential. There is a question about how much additional private development can 
be done.  

Ms. Olson indicated that the concern that was discussed early on about the design, what would be 
included in the project, the timing, and getting a private partner was that the Library not be 
unreasonably delayed. 

Ms. Jordan indicated that one of her concerns was that Council did have concept designs for the 
project, and most of them focused only on the property that the City is now acquiring, and not 
talking about the property the City already owned across the street, the public parking lot. If 
Council is talking about hiring someone to look at that, she would like them to be considering all 
the property that the City has acquired there, not just those two other blocks. In doing that, it might 
give the City a better idea of what’s possible. She thinks that having a construction or project 
manager is a critical component. The project managers are to keep projects on track and within 
budget.  

Ms. Olson noted that the plan says LORA will convene a North Anchor citizen task force in July 
and August. She asked if LORA would choose those people or if staff would choose them. Ms. 
Blackstone indicated the task force would be to advise staff rather than be a formal advisory 
committee, unless Council feels otherwise. LORA staff would choose the task force. The task force 
will help with information flow prior to the election and be ready to hit the ground running when the 
project becomes a reality after a vote. 

6 AGENCY BUSINESS 
6.1 Approval of Minutes 
6.1.1 September 26, 2011  LORA Special Meeting Minutes 
6.1.2 October 11, 2011  LORA Special Meeting Minutes 
6.1.3 January 10, 2012  LORA Special Meeting Minutes 
6.1.4 February 7, 2012  LORA Special Meeting Minutes 
6.1.5 March 6, 2012  LORA Special Meeting Minutes 
6.1.6 April 10, 2012  LORA Special Meeting Minutes 
Mr. Gudman moved to approve the minutes as submitted. Mr. Kehoe seconded the motion. 
The motion passed, with Chair Hoffman and Members Gudman, Kehoe, Jordan, Moncrieff, 
and Olson voting ‘aye’ (Tierney excused). (6-0)  
6.2 Project Priorities and Five-Year Project Funding Plan 
Mr. Williams indicated that Members had a couple of planning documents in front of them that 
they have seen previously. Staff has updated these and brought them back for approval. The two 
documents are the East End District Plan Project Priorities, and the other is the Five Year Project 
and Tax Increment Funding Schedule. The streetcar has been moved to a lower priority. Updated 
cost estimates have been provided for the Second Street project that is in progress. That is a high 
priority project. Public improvements and beautification (turn lane off A for Third Street access) has 



Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes Page 8 of 10 
June 18, 2012 
 
 

been updated. That has $150,000 budgeted but preliminary numbers indicate it may be 
substantially less.  

Under medium priority projects, Project V has been moved up from lower priority projects. LORA 
ends up funding a lot of smaller scale transportation projects out of Project V, Public Improvements 
and Beautification. The last significant change is the change to the remaining maximum 
indebtedness. The sheet in the packet showed $59 million, and the actual maximum indebtedness 
that is remaining is $53.29 million. All of the numbers have been updated. Some have been 
updated based on 3% annual escalation costs. That is consistent with what has been done with the 
CIP. Other projects have a set amount, so they were not escalated, especially when looking at the 
nominal dollars.  

Mr. Gudman received verification from Mr. Williams that based on the updated schedule, 
assuming no change in the order of the projects, the City could do everything in the high priority 
area and the first four items in the medium priority area, based on available funding.   
Ms. Olson asked what the Willamette Steps project in the list was. Mr. Williams indicated that the 
Willamette Steps project is still in the East End district until there is potentially a Foothills Urban 
Renewal District. If there is a Foothills District, it is anticipated that the Willamette Steps would 
move into the Foothills District.  

Ms. Olson asked what “east of State Street between A and B Avenue” was.  Mr. Williams 
indicated that was the redevelopment of those properties between State Street and the railroad 
tracks. Phase Two of Sundeleaf is the Lakeshore Hotel.  

Mr. Kehoe asked why the streetcar was still on the list and why it was not dropped off completely. 
Mr. Williams indicated there were two pieces to that project, the transit center and the streetcar. 
To drop it off, staff would have to go back and change the plan. It is currently adopted in the plan, 
so staff can’t just take it off. The transit center component of that project is still there. If the Board 
wants to change the plan, that can be done.  

Mr. Kehoe noted the Block 137 Wizer and hotel project on the list. He thought he had understood 
that project was now more all-encompassing, and was now Wizer or Safeway or something else. 
Mr. Williams said that was now on the Five Year Plan, which would be discussed next. Staff put in 
other redevelopment projects and dollar amounts. The Plan is based on the City’s capacity to do 
projects. It shows money available in certain years, so that if one of the blocks such as the 
Safeway or the Wizer block or any other private block needs redevelopment money that the City is 
interested in investing in, then it would be available during those years. Attachment Two is the next 
page. Mr. Kehoe indicated he did not believe the Wizer block should be in the list any more, 
because he did not believe Mr. Wizer would go forward with the development. Mr. Williams 
indicated that at the Board’s direction, staff could move it to the medium priority projects. The 
Safeway block is a medium priority project. 

Chair Hoffman indicated that that the documents under review are for information. He thinks that if 
LORA is going to have a more in-depth conversation about projects, they can either do it now or 
later. Mr. Kehoe said he would like to have that conversation. He believes that this is something 
that should be eventually shut down, and that should be more of a focus. He realizes that LORA 
has a big project in front of them that takes a big piece of it. But he would like to see LORA shut 
the whole thing down and move the tax dollars back into the general fund since the City is going to 
need them in the future.  

Mr. Williams indicated that an argument for keeping something in the high priority list would be so 
the Board could try to encourage something to happen in one of the blocks. The difference 
between the redevelopment blocks and the other projects is that the City is responsible for initiating 
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the other projects. It would be nice to help some of the private property owners to get to the point 
where they would participate in redevelopment. Mr. Kehoe suggested that knowing the window 
was closing might help. 

Ms. Moncrieff said she was cautious about moving projects off the list, because she sees it as a 
living document. It has been amended something like 15 times, and the projects change depending 
on the community’s priorities and the opportunities that arise. She thinks there should be a 
separate meeting if LORA wants to make major changes to the project list. 

Ms. Olson noted that the action this evening in the report says the Board is requested to review, 
modify, and approve the Project Priorities and the Five-Year Project Funding schedule. If Council 
wants to modify priorities, they should not approve the list as it is. 

Ms. Olson noted that the transit center/streetcar has been dropped to lower priority. She 
suggested it might make sense to split them and make the transit center improvements by Safeway 
a higher priority. Mr. Williams said that would mean revising the plan. The Board’s direction in 
March was to take the projects that are in the plan, prioritize them, see what the overall costs of the 
projects are, and compare the costs to maximum indebtedness.  

Ms. Jordan noted that Attachment 2 listed other redevelopment projects. She noted that it could 
be any one of the big projects. Getting one more big project is the way to get things moving and to 
eventually close the district down. Saying that the Board is going to take it off the list doesn’t mean 
anybody’s going to move, it just means the City has lost that opportunity. She doesn’t really want to 
take any projects off the list. She wonders if there’s a way that the information in Attachment 2 can 
be reflected in the priority list rather than talking about the Wizer site specifically as a high priority, 
which might discourage investors in other sites. Mr. Williams noted that staff would take proposals 
about other high-value sites very seriously and bring them to Council, even if they were not 
currently listed as high priority. He did not believe the owners of the other sites are discouraged by 
a lesser ranking. 

Mr. Gudman said he was delighted with both schedules. He asked if there were any specific 
changes Members wanted to make this evening to the order of the projects listed. Mr. Williams 
noted that each category (high, medium, and low) listed projects alphabetically, not in a ranked 
order.  

Mr. Kehoe indicated he would drop the Willamette Steps down to low priority. He would also drop 
down Oswego Lakefront Sundeleaf Plaza to low priority, since he is not sure there’s much appetite 
for more parks. Ms. Olson concurred.  

Ms. Jordan indicated that if those two projects were dropped down, she thought that west of State 
Street, between B and C, could be moved up to medium priority. 

Chair Hoffman indicated that he is concerned with moving the projects around without 
understanding the whole again. Things are interrelated. It would be helpful to have a map and the 
plan again to ensure there are no unexpected consequences. Ms. Moncrieff concurred. Chair 
Hoffman indicated that to some extent it was arbitrary, since a phone call from Safeway or Mr. 
Wizer could change the priorities considerably. Ms. Jordan noted that it demonstrated how dollars 
were spread out. Ms. Olson noted that the projects generate tax increment. When the City does 
lakefront parks and Willamette steps, they do not generate tax increment.  

Mr. Williams noted that was one of the reasons for focusing on the North Anchor project as 
public/private partnership. The Wizer block was put in as a high priority because it is in the First 
Street corridor, which has been key to the plan. The Safeway site is a great redevelopment site, 
but he wouldn’t put it at the level of the Wizer block, which is why it was shown as a medium 
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priority. The Willamette Steps and the east of State Street projects would likely not happen given 
the amount of maximum indebtedness that is left in this district, but since both of those projects are 
part of the Foothills district, and the Foothills district has received quite a bit of attention, staff left 
them as medium priority projects.  

Ms. Moncrieff noted that this project priority list seems very logical. She concurs with Board 
Member Jordan that Attachment 2 is well laid out. 

The Board determined that N and P, Willamette Steps and Oswego Lakefront Sundeleaf Plaza 
would be moved to from medium to low priority. The Board determined that S, east of State Street 
between A and B, would be moved from medium to low priority. The Board determined that R, west 
of State Street between B and C Avenues, would be moved from low to medium priority. 

Mr. Gudman made a motion to adopt the list as modified, getting attachment 1 and 
Attachment 2 aligned. Mr. Kehoe seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously, 
with Chair Hoffman, Mr. Gudman, Mr. Kehoe, Ms. Jordan, Ms. Moncrieff, and Ms. Olson 
voting ‘aye.’ (6-0) 

4. Chair Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 7:10 p.m. 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Catherine Schneider     
 Catherine Schneider, Recording Secretary 
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