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Mayor Jack Hoffman called the regular City Council meeting to order at 6:04 p.m. on 
April 17, 2012 in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  
Present: Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Tierney, Moncrieff, Gudman, Olson, and Jordan; 

Councilor Kehoe was excused.  
Staff Present: David Donaldson, City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; Catherine 

Schneider, City Recorder; Brant Williams, Assistant City Manager; Erica 
Rooney, Assistant City Engineer; Guy Graham, Public Works Director; 
Crystal Shum, Associate Engineer; Josh Day, Police Officer; Don Johnson, 
Chief of Police; Ed Wilson, Fire Chief; Scott Symer, Library Assistant; 
Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager; Ivan Anderholm, Assistant 
Parks Director; Anthony Hooper, Management Analyst; Paul Espe, 
Associate Planner; Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant Planning Director; Andrea 
Christenson, Natural Resources Planner; Megan Phelan, Human Resources 
Director 

  

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

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
The Council recessed for executive session at 6:05 p.m. under authority of ORS 192.660 (2) (d) 
conduct deliberations with persons designated to carry on labor negotiations; and, (e) conduct 
deliberations with persons designated to negotiate real property transactions. 

5. RETURN TO OPEN SESSION 
The Council reconvened in open session at 7:10 p.m. 

6. PRESENTATIONS 

6.1 A Avenue Pavement Rehabilitation Project Update 
Mr. Graham introduced Crystal Shum, who manages the City’s pavement preservation program in 
Public Works, and Adrian Esteban, Design Engineer and Project Manager, and KC Cooper, 
Communication Specialist, both with David Evans & Associates. 
Mr. Esteban presented an update on the project.  The project runs from State to 10th Street, and 
will also be coordinated with the A Avenue waterline project from 4th to 10th Street and the 2nd 
Street Improvements between A and B Avenues.  Other projects include upgrading existing catch 
basins, replacing or repairing manholes, reconnecting the stormwater system on 3rd Street, 
replacing water valve cans on A Avenue from State to 4th, improving ADA accessibility, adding a 
left-turn lane on A Avenue and pavement rehabilitation through the area.  During the project, one 
lane in each direction will remain open on A Avenue, but temporary closures will be necessary 
when making pavement connections to side streets, and sidewalks will remain open for business 
access.  Work on 1st Street will be avoided on Saturdays to avoid interfering with the Farmers’ 
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Market.  Street parking on A Avenue will be prohibited at times and some nighttime closures on A 
between State and 4th will be required, so that paving can occur during lighter traffic hours.  A 
project open house was held on March 15, presentations have been made for area business 
people and at Chamber of Commerce events, and articles included in the Chamber Newsletter and 
Hello LO.  Emails will be sent to businesses to provide updates and a booth provided at the 
Farmers’ Market.  They will be coordinating with TriMet to coordinate bus routes through the work 
area. 
After final Plan Specifications and Engineering are completed, the project will be advertised for bid 
in mid-May, with bid opening on June 8 and bid award on June 19.  The plans are for construction 
to begin after July 4, and project construction completed prior to Labor Day Weekend. 
Councilor Jordan asked for clarification of the number of trees to be removed for the left-turn 
lane.  Mr. Esteban responded that he will check to determine whether removal of two or three 
trees will be required. 
Councilor Jordan, referring to years of complaints about access for individuals with disabilities 
due to insufficient width of the sidewalk on 4th Street at A Avenue, asked if this should have been 
considered in terms of the Pavement Rehabilitation Project, while acknowledging that it was 
outside the scope of this specific project. 
Ms. Shum responded that she had discussed this issue with the staff of the Lake Oswego 
Redevelopment Agency (LORA) at various times since 2004.  Based on her latest discussion with 
LORA, she understands that they would like to do a streetscaping project through this area, as 
identified in the adopted plan.  However, she advised that they do not feel they will have funding for 
a couple of years. She noted this area is within the “transit center”, which is defined as the area on 
5th Street between A and B Avenues, B Avenue between 4th and 5th Streets, and 4th Street between 
A and B Avenues.  She pointed out that because this is the bus traffic area and therefore sustains 
the most damage to the pavement, it has been identified as a project in the newest Capital 
Improvement Plan, though not until the fifth year out.  In response to concerns expressed by 
Councilor Jordan about not having to redo this corner again in the future, Ms. Shum stated that 
this should not be necessary because the corner will have been brought up to current ADA 
standard.  She also observed that if the streetscape design entailed installation of certain facilities, 
modification to the corner might be required. 
Councilor Tierney asked if the time from bid opening to project start (June 8 to July 9) was 
sufficient for generating competitive bids from qualified bidders.   
Ms. Shum characterized the timeline as reasonable and within the norm for such a project.  She 
explained that various processes move forward after the Notice of Award is published, concurrent 
with the 10-day response period.  Mr. Graham affirmed that the timeline to be achievable. 
Councilor Olson asked if the work will be completed by the Friday before Labor Day Weekend, 
and what would happen if the date was not met.  Mr. Graham stated that the August 31 date was a 
goal, and work would continue if necessary.  Ms. Shum added that August 31 would reflect in the 
contracts as the date for substantial completion. 
Councilor Olson asked how much of the existing median would be removed in the new left turn 
lane onto 3rd Street.  Mr. Esteban responded that 80 feet would be removed, or approximately 
one-third of the median, comparable to the other medians incorporating a left-turn lane.  Councilor 
Olson observed that was a positive factor as it would have less impact on the median than 
expected.  She inquired about any consideration that was given to use of signage prohibiting a left 
turn during heavy traffic periods rather than physical changes to create a left-turn lane.  She 
pointed out that a left turn was permitted on other parts of A Avenue where there was no left-turn 
lane.  Mr. Graham acknowledged that most traffic “stacking” problems in these locations were 
limited to peak traffic times, but that the left-turn lane from A Avenue onto northbound 3rd Street 
was based on a request from the business community, through LORA.  He also noted that the new 
left-turn lane would provide better capacity through this intersection. 
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Mayor Hoffman asked for confirmation of the $1.5 million project cost.  Ms. Shum stated that was 
approximately the correct amount for construction.   
Mayor Hoffman asked what was the strategy for keeping businesses informed about the project 
during the two- to three-month construction process.  Ms. Shum explained that members of the 
Chamber of Commerce had requested updates using an email blast to business people to keep 
them informed of project construction updates.  She hoped email addresses would be kept up to 
date.  Mayor Hoffman recommended using the weekly project manager updates similar to that 
employed for the Sellwood Bridge project from Mike Pullen, Communications Officer with 
Multnomah County.  He mentioned that David Evans & Associates is involved with the Sellwood 
Bridge project and would be familiar with these construction updates.  He recommended that email 
updates also be sent to the chairs or contacts of the Evergreen Neighborhood Association and to 
the North Shore-Country Club District Neighborhood Association, with a request they forward 
information to the residents of their Neighborhood Association.  He suggested that these updates 
contain a day-by-day notification of planned activities.  His experience with the Sellwood Bridge 
project was that the email communications were being read by the residents and business owners 
in the area.   
Ms. Shum added that other communication efforts will include distribution of cards containing 
contact information, including the Construction Hotline phone number, to businesses, as well as 
making them available in all public areas of City buildings and at the weekly Farmers’ Market. 
Councilor Jordan mentioned past Council discussions of placing a flashing yellow light at 
intersections where traffic was not ordinarily heavy.  She asked whether the left turn from A 
Avenue onto 3rd Street would be regulated by such a light or if it would be a standard red/green 
light as is currently at this location.  Mr. Graham replied that there would be no exclusive left-turn 
light placed there. 
7. CONSENT AGENDA 
Councilor Jordan moved approval of the Consent Agenda.  Councilor Moncrieff seconded 
the motion.  A voice vote was taken, and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman, 
Councilors Tierney, Jordan, Gudman, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye’ and Councilor Olson voting 
‘no’.  (5-1) 
Councilor Jordan explained that the reason for her ‘no’ vote was her objection to the process 
used for the appointment of the members to the Transportation Advisory Board. 

7.1 REPORTS 
7.1.1 Resignation of Denise Dailey from the Natural Resources Advisory Board effective 

May 10, 2012 
 Action:  Accept resignation. 
7.2 RESOLUTIONS 
7.2.1 Resolution 12-16, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 

Appointing Members to the Natural Resources Advisory Board 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution 12-16 
7.2.2 Resolution 12-17, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 

Appointing Members to the Development Review Commission 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution 12-17 
7.2.3 Resolution 12-18, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 

Appointing Members to the Historic Resources Advisory Board 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution 12-18 
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7.2.4 Resolution 12-19, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 
Appointing Members to the Transportation Advisory Board 

 Action:  Adopt Resolution 12-19 

END CONSENT AGENDA 

8. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA - None. 

9. CITIZEN COMMENT 
• R.A. Fontes, 310 2nd Street 
Mr. Fontes urged that consideration be given to one aspect of the framework plan in Council’s 
scheduled discussion next week of the Foothills District redevelopment. He believes traffic 
congestion resulting from Foothills over-development will present serious challenges for future 
Councils and that proposed re-routing of north-south traffic from State Street onto Foothills Road 
offers a real opportunity, particularly with options on State Street exhausted.  Based on his 
understanding of DKS Associates numbers in the Framework Plan, he observed that almost two-
thirds of all North State Street traffic moves north-south and slightly over one-third is to or from the 
west.  He stated that a bypass would therefore leave less than half of the current traffic on State 
Street, making four lanes unnecessary.  He suggested benefits of the additional 24 feet of space 
could include on-street parking for businesses, especially needed by those between A and B 
Avenues; protected bike lanes; and significantly more plantings.  Given the anticipated reduction to 
almost no north-south traffic on State Street, he observed that between A and B Avenues, it might 
well not be needed as a public street, and could be converted to a transit center.  He described this 
as the most efficient site from TriMet’s perspective and more convenient for most riders than a 
Foothills location.  An additional benefit would be its potential use for light rail, with lower capital 
cost than a Foothills transit center because there would be no need to deal with the railroad and it 
would have direct access to an extension on A Avenue.  He offered the possibility that the street 
could even become a pedestrian plaza or park, with the Willamette Steps linked to a traffic-free 
segue between Downtown and Foothills.   He projected that this scenario would also offer 
improved traffic flow from A and B Avenue to State Street. 
He further described the primary physical constraint as the capacity of B Avenue and its cross 
streets, especially 1st Street, for increased traffic since vehicle counts would nearly double.  He 
anticipated that some combination of bike lane elimination, parking removal and street widening 
would be necessary. Alternatively, a roundabout could be viable at 1st Street and B Avenue since 
the City owns three-quarters of that intersection and rebuilding is planned there.  He concluded by 
stating that Council does not need to make a large expenditure or major commitment at this point, 
but needs to ensure that it does not make the work of future Councils more difficult. 
• Jan Castle, 16181 Parelius Circle  
Ms. Castle thanked the Council for the integrity with which they conducted the two study sessions 
on the Comprehensive Facilities Strategy.  She highlighted qualities of the experience that 
promoted her belief that Council sincerely desires a community-supported plan to address facilities 
needs.  In addition to setting an example of collaborative effort for the common good, she noted 
that this creates a safe environment that allows citizens to help Council with passage of bond 
measures that may be developed, which will be crucial.  She endorsed Council’s commitment to 
unanimity, pointing out that a unanimous vote will be the most powerful statement than can be 
made in advancing implementation of the plan. She stressed communication as key to the success 
of any campaign, and suggested two specific steps that should be taken immediately after a vote:  
The first is submission of an op-ed piece for the community news sections of the Lake Oswego 
Review and The Oregonian from the entire Council, outlining Council’s decision process and the 
basis for their recommendation; and the second is preparation of a more detailed insert for Hello 
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LO, similar to those for water issues, that can be retained as a defining source of information for 
interested citizens. 
Ms. Castle identified three facilities issues she would like Council to address and include in 
communications to citizens.  She suggested that City Hall needs an assessment of deterioration 
since it was last evaluated four years ago.  This should identify needed work, when it should be 
done and costs involved.  She is concerned that citizens be aware of the condition of this building 
because the City is liable for any health or safety issues related to the deterioration.  Secondly, she 
endorsed Council’s “bundling” of the Public Safety facilities concerns and noted that this was her 
highest priority. She pointed out the importance of communicating critical issues related to the 
maintenance facility, characterizing it as the physical counterpart to the 911 center.  She also 
recommended that Council explain why the South Shore Fire Station needs to be replaced.  
Finally, she suggested clear and detailed communications be issued about inclusion of the North 
Anchor library complex in the list of capital projects considered critical to addressing City facility 
needs.  She advised Council to explain clearly how they came to start acquiring land for this 
project, as well as the source of money for it. She feels most citizens do not have an understanding 
of LORA funding, and this can’t be explained too many times.  Her belief is that bringing the library 
into the North Anchor project and necessitating a public bond puts it into competition with a Public 
Safety Facility.  She outlined specific aspects of the decision process that are being questioned in 
the community, and recommended that clear and detailed explanations of the rationale for this 
project be communicated to citizens. 

• Erin O’Rourke-Meadors, 5261 Coventry Court  
Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors, representing the Lake Oswego Preservation Society (LOPS), presented 
information about the release of Lake Oswego Vignettes:  Illiterate Cows to College-Educated 
Cabbage, written by Society President Marylou Colver.  She described contents of envelopes 
provided to each Council member, which included a newly-created LOPS retro postcard and a 
membership application.  She encouraged the community to purchase the book through the LOPS 
website at www.lakeoswegopreservationsociety.org, noting that all proceeds benefit the Society’s 
work to support Lake Oswego’s historic fabric through advocacy and education.  She expressed 
special thanks for the generous support received for the book project from the Bank of Oswego 
and its President and Chief Executive Officer, Dan Heine. 

10. REPORTS 

10.1 Award a Public Improvement Contract for Construction of the 2012 Water 
Rehabilitation Project 

Mr. Graham made a PowerPoint presentation providing background information on the water line 
renewal program and related details.  This included discussion of elements that informed the 
decision-making process:  2001 Water Master Plan recommendations; documented asset failures 
as tracked by the City’s Hansen Information Management System; the history of complaints 
regarding low pressure, reliability and water quality issues; and assets not able to meet the 
required level of service.  In response to Mayor Hoffman’s question, Mr. Graham clarified that an 
asset for purposes of this project is a water line resource such as a pump station or pipe.  He also 
noted that the staff was in the process of updating the Hansen System, which will provide a 
valuable management tool for tracking effectiveness of these assets. 
A map showing where pipeline replacements will be occurring across the city was displayed, 
followed by a slide detailing the improvements to be achieved through the replacement of 
approximately two miles of pipeline, ranging from four to eight inches in diameter.  He highlighted 
anticipated improvements in system performance, customer service and operational benefits for 
water distribution personnel.  He touched on challenges of the project, which include summer 
water consumption/demand that is higher than in the winter; coordination of temporary service 
shutdowns; multiple sites around town; and traffic control impacts.  He expressed confidence that 
Staff, working with the contractor, will minimize adverse effects to the community. 

http://www.lakeoswegopreservationsociety.org/
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If Council approves the contract award at this meeting, it is anticipated that construction would 
begin by mid-May with the first section of the pipeline, on A Avenue between 4th and 10th Streets.  
He projected that this section would be completed by mid-June, getting ahead of the A Avenue 
Pavement Rehabilitation Project.  The project would continue through the summer into fall, with 
completion expected by the end of November or early December. 
The final slide Illustrated future Water Rehabilitation program activities.  He pointed out that the 
Water Master Plan was last updated in 2001 and an update needs to be scheduled as this is 
customarily done every 10 to 15 years.  In May, the City will conduct a leak detection survey of 
about 43.5 miles, a follow-up item from the Water Audit Report.  He reminded Council of his past 
reports emphasizing the importance of tracking performance of assets in order to replace those 
assets before they fail.  Again mentioning the new Hansen System Implementation System as a 
key element, he underscored the focus on optimizing operational strategies to manage the system 
and spending money in the right places to maximize the investment rate payers make in their 
systems.  Staff’s recommendation is that Council award the project to Kerr Contractors, Inc.   

• Council Questions 
Councilor Tierney asked if the project was planned for main water lines or if it was for secondary 
or lateral lines.  Mr. Graham advised that it would involve replacing main water lines and also 
service lines, going from the main to the meter.  He stated that approximately 15 fire hydrants 
would also be replaced because they have a four-inch service line to them, and a minimum eight-
inch line is required to meet new fire flow requirements. 
Councilor Moncrieff observed that she understands the community was aware of the Lake 
Oswego-Tigard Water Project, but wondered about awareness of unknown miles of main water 
lines under the streets.  With clarification from Mr. Graham, she noted that there are about 200 
miles of main lines that require rehabilitation and repair and expressed gratification that there is a 
system for inspecting the smaller lines that connect to fire hydrants, allowing the City to anticipate 
and make repairs before there is a failure.  She indicated she was certain citizens could 
understand the importance of having adequate water pressure to fire hydrants.  Mr. Graham 
responded with appreciation, observing that these pipelines are “buried assets”, which do not have 
the visibility of pavements that are deteriorating, for example.  Councilor Moncrieff further 
commended the coordination effort with the A Avenue Rehabilitation Project so that the street 
would not be torn up twice. 
Mayor Hoffman asked for clarification of Mr. Graham’s response to Councilor Tierney’s question 
about the pipes being replaced.  Mr. Graham explained that these are either worn-out or 
undersized main line lines that run under the streets, and also the service lines leading from those 
mains to customers’ meters on the edge of the right-of-way. 
Based on his calculation that two miles of line entails $1.5 million in costs, Mayor Hoffman asked if 
rehabilitation of the 200 miles could ultimately cost $150 million.  Mr. Graham stated that this was 
probably a fair number.  In response to Mayor Hoffman’s question about the period of time over 
which this expenditure would be needed, he explained that the system includes older cast iron and 
galvanized steel pipe, as well as the much tougher duct line pipe that has been installed over the 
last 20 to 25 years.  He reported that much of the pipeline being replaced in this project is old cast 
iron pipe that has failed because of soil conditions and other factors.  He anticipated that the new 
duct line pipe, depending on how it is installed and on soil conditions, should last at least 50 years. 
Mayor Hoffman asked if the City could expect to replace every main line currently in Lake Oswego 
within the next 50 years.  Mr. Graham stated that it wasn’t possible to answer this question, but 
that he expected many would need replacement.  He observed that pipes made of ductile iron that 
are in good condition could last 50 or 100 years, citing examples of old cast iron pipes in Europe 
that have been operating for over 300 years.  Mayor Hoffman asked what kind of pipes were 
presently in Mountain Park, a project of the 1970s, which is now 40 years old.  Mr. Graham replied 
he was not certain, but believed pipes were being replaced in Mountain Park in this project, of 
which he believed much was cast iron.  Mayor Hoffman then asked if the City should anticipate 
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doing such a project yearly, every three or four years or at other intervals.  Mr. Graham observed 
that there is an ongoing program, with the big project scheduled this year for about $1.2 million.  
For the next several years out the expenditure will be about $200,000 annually because of the 
large investment in the Lake Oswego-Tigard Water Partnership.  He reiterated that as more is 
learned about the condition of assets, Staff will better anticipate risks and the need for investment 
before those assets fail.   
Councilor Gudman inquired about a best estimate of the number of miles of pipe that is currently 
at the desired standard.  Noting that the Hansen system will provide that information in the future, 
Mr. Graham replied that the current standard is ductile iron pipe.  He advised that he would need 
to determine how many miles of ductile iron pipe in the system meets the current standard and 
then report back. 
Councilor Tierney moved to award a public improvement contract to Kerr Contractors 
Oregon, Inc. in the amount of $1,267,585.00 to complete the 2012 Water Rehabilitation 
Project.  Councilor Olson seconded the motion. 
Councilor Jordan declared a potential conflict of interest with regard to her husband’s former 
employment as an attorney with the law firm of Jordan Ramis.  Some of the contractors have either 
been clients of the law firm in the past, or are current clients with another attorney in the firm.  
Because there is always a potential for unanticipated related legal work requested of a member of 
her husband’s law firm, she declared a potential conflict of interest regarding this contract.  
However, based on Oregon law, it would not prevent her from participating in the discussion.   
Mayor Hoffman also declared the same potential conflict of interest as disclosed by Councilor 
Jordan, except that three present or former clients of his law firm, Dunn Carney, are actually the 
three highest bidders (3 Kings Environmental, Inc., Moore Excavation, Inc., and Pacific Excavation, 
Inc.) on this project:  He believed that possibly only one of these three is a current client of the firm, 
although this could not be determined with certainty.   
A voice vote was taken, and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Tierney, Jordan, Gudman, Olson, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye’.  (6-0) 

11. PUBLIC HEARING 
11.1.1 Ordinance 2582, an ordinance annexing to the City of Lake Oswego one .061 acre 

parcel (located at 14081 Goodall Road) declaring City of Lake Oswego Zoning and RP 
Overlay Districts Pursuant to LOC 50.05.025; and Removing the Territory from 
Certain Districts (AN 11-0005) 

11.1.2 Ordinance 2585, an ordinance annexing to the City of Lake Oswego one 2.37 acre 
parcel (located at 13600 Goodall Road) declaring City of Lake Oswego Zoning and RP 
and RC Overlay Districts Pursuant to LOC 50.05.025; and Removing the Parcels from 
Certain Districts (AN12-0002) 

11.1.3 Ordinance 2584, an ordinance annexing to the City of Lake Oswego one 1.2 acre 
parcel (located east of 13080 Thoma Road, Tax Lot 4300, Map 21EO4BB) declaring 
City of Lake Oswego Zoning and RP and RC Overlay Districts Pursuant to LOC 
50.05.025; and Removing the Territory from Certain Districts (AN 12-0001) 

Mayor Hoffman explained this is an annexation of three parcels put together by Mr. Espe, as 
voluntary annexations instituted by the property owners.  
Mayor Hoffman then declared a potential conflict of interest because he believed the property 
owners of the parcel listed in Ordinance 2585, located at 13600 Goodall Road, Debby and Joseph 
Radakovich, were present clients of his law firm, although not his own clients.   
Mr. Powell read the ordinance titles.  He then reviewed the hearing criteria and standards.  Mr. 
Powell asked if any Council member needed to declare any ex parte contacts, any issues with 
relation to bias or any conflicts of interest other than what was already discussed. 
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Mayor Hoffman stated that he had driven by the location on the way to the evening’s Council 
meeting and had seen the signs showing notification of the public hearing. 
Mr. Powell noted that this represented a site visit.  However, he opined that, given the size of Lake 
Oswego, Councilors would be generally familiar with the site from having driven by, but not from 
having performed other inspections.  He asked if any audience member wished to challenge any 
City Council member’s right to consider this application.  Hearing none, he advised that Council 
was ready to hear the Staff Report. 
STAFF REPORT 
Mr. Espe described the ordinances as a combined request to annex three parcels of approximately 
4.1 acres.  The annexations would not impact the ability of the City to provide public services to 
other properties in the City, and the small incremental increase in the cost of providing City 
services to these properties would be balanced by the revenues received from the property taxes.  
The City zoning designation to be R-7.5 would be applied to the parcels immediately upon the 
effective date of annexation.  In addition, Resource Conservation (RC) and Resource Protection 
(RP) resource overlays will be applied to 13600 Goodall Road and to the property on Thoma Road, 
and the RP resource overlay only to the 14081 Goodall property, as shown in the revision of 
Ordinance 2582.  He reported that notice to the applicants for resource designation, also required 
by Code, was sent to the property owners on March 28, 2012, and there have been no objections. 
He noted a letter had been received earlier in the day from the Forest Highlands Neighborhood 
Association, a copy of which has been provided to Council members.  The Neighborhood 
Association stressed the importance of greater control and closer review of annexation 
applications, discussed a survey that was taken in 2009, and the recent increase in development 
and its impact on the neighborhoods.  The letter further suggested that the City utilize an 
ombudsman to represent the uniqueness of each neighborhood, perhaps mitigating some of the 
effects of development.  It concludes with the request that these modifications be developed and 
implemented through the periodic review process that’s currently underway. 
There are existing sanitary sewer and water lines available to serve all the properties.  Because 
the parts of the property at 13066 Thoma Road are higher than surrounding properties, the 
property owner of that property will be required to sign a waiver of remonstrance, with the 
understanding this would be a temporary situation until such time as gravity-fed sewer is available 
to the property, that they would be then required to connect to.   
The zoning on the properties would be as follows:  Ordinance 2582 - 14081 Goodall Road would 
go from County R-20 to R-7.5 with an RP resource overlay; Ordinance 2585 - 13600 Goodall Road 
would go from County R-20 to R-7.5 with an RP and RC resource overlay; and Ordinance 2584 - 
Property on in the back of 13080 Thoma Road would go from County R-20 to R-7.5 with an RP 
and RC resource overlay. 
All of the parcels would become part of the Forest Highlands Neighborhood Association. 
Mr. Espe concluded by indicating that the annexation complies with the applicable state statutes 
and Metro Code requirements, promotes the timely, orderly and economical extension of public 
facilities and services, and Staff recommends approval of the three annexation applications. 
QUESTIONS OF STAFF 
Councilor Gudman pointed out that in Ordinance 2582, no development potential appeared to 
exist for the 14081 Goodall Road property.  He asked if the septic system had failed, triggering the 
request for annexation.  Mr. Espe confirmed that the applicant had asked for connection to City 
sewer service but has not proposed any kind of development.  He confirmed Councilor Gudman’s 
understanding that the other two applicants either have gone through the City’s pre-application 
process or have development applications pending. 
Councilor Olson requested clarification of the revision made to Ordinance 2582 regarding the RP 
and RC overlays.  Mr. Espe explained that the text of the ordinance, which pertains to 14081 



City Council Regular Meeting Minutes Page 9 of 18 
April 17, 2012 

Goodall Road, had previously reflected both an RP and RC overlay.  However, he advised it now 
reflects only the RC, and the staff report is correct. 
Referring to the Thoma Road property (Ordinance 2584), Councilor Olson acknowledged that this 
was not a development request but asked about road access to that property.  Mr. Espe confirmed 
that there was no access to the road from this parcel, and that the applicant also owned the 
incorporated property (i.e., property that is in the city) at 13080 Thoma Road, immediately adjacent 
and to the west to the subject property.  Councilor Olson asked about the owner’s plan for 
developing the parcel proposed for annexation.  Mr. Espe stated that the current proposal is for a 
two-lot partition.  Councilor Olson asked if Council could assume that the owner might be 
contemplating building an access road through his own property to reach the rear lots.  Mr. Espe 
replied that this was correct.  To Councilor Olson’s inquiry about other instances of this type of flag 
configuration in the neighborhood, Mr. Espe replied that flag partitions have been approved and 
there are Code allowances for flag lot partitions.  Councilor Olson asked if Mr. Espe was familiar 
with the position taken on flag lots in that neighborhood’s plan, and he stated that he was not. 
Councilor Olson asked about RP and RC encumbrances pertaining to both the Thoma Road 
property and the property at 13600 Goodall Road (Ordinance 2585) in terms of development that 
could actually take place.  She observed that it appeared the 13600 Goodall Road property 
showed more than 50% tree grove and also water, and asked Mr. Espe if development was 
actually planned. Mr. Espe stated this was correct and the proposal was for a three-lot partition.  
He also confirmed the two-lot partition proposal for the Thoma Road property (Ordinance 2584). 
Mr. Powell noted that he believed these to be undelineated tree grove overlays, and this was 
confirmed by Mr. Espe.  Mr. Powell reminded Council that under the RC standards, the protection 
area is only 50% of the tree grove as is designated.  He explained that first the delineation is made, 
and then 50% can be protected.  This means there will be substantially more development area on 
the lots than is shown on the overlay maps, though he could not speculate as to the exact 
dimensions. 
Councilor Jordan pointed out the delineated tree grove adjacent to the 13600 Goodall Road 
property (Ordinance 2585), and asked if an effort would be made to maintain a contiguous grove of 
trees through the development process.  Mr. Espe explained that the tree grove delineation 
process includes a requirement that the applicant evaluate all of the trees according to a set of 
about 10 criteria.  These prescribe assessment of a blow-down hazard and consideration of the 
most significant trees, among other factors.  He observed that the process requires the applicant to 
statistically analyze the property and the viability of all of the trees, thus determining a building 
envelope that is based on the value and viability of the resource. 
Councilor Jordan described a proposal for development along Country Club Road many years 
earlier, where a length of the tree grove would have been cut down, resulting in a “hole” where the 
house was to be constructed.  She cited this as the type of proposal which inspired efforts to save 
trees and create corridors.  She expressed concern specifically about preserving the trees on the 
easterly portion of the 13600 Goodall Road property that line up with the tree grove that is already 
delineated.  Mr. Espe stated that there is enough Code authority for staff to require preservation of 
contiguous tree resources or significant trees in the event an applicant did not make the effort to do 
so.  He noted that, although the criteria can at times be in conflict and require some balancing, 
Staff would make the effort to ensure the best contiguous resource possible for the site.    
Mr. Powell added that one of the eight criteria to be balanced specifies “the protection area shall 
be designed to protect a contiguous canopy and a clustered configuration that does not fragment 
lands within an RC district.”  He acknowledged that this consideration must be balanced with the 
other criteria, as Mr. Espe had stated.  However, he stated that it was a part of staff’s approval 
process for the Resource Conservation Protection Area (RCPA). 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY  
• Christopher Robinson, 14000 Goodall Road, Forest Highlands Neighborhood 

Association Chair 
Mr. Robinson referred Council members to copies of his letter delivered earlier in the day.  He 
drew attention to the Association’s concern that development activity is picking up again in the 
neighborhood, and Council will be presented with a number of annexation requests, followed by 
applications for development.  First, addressing general concerns, he discussed a Lake Oswego 
Neighborhood Action Coalition (LONAC) meeting held several years ago, which had been attended 
by then Community Development Director Stephan Lashbrook and Assistant Planning Director 
Hamid Pishvaie.  He recalled Mr. Pishvaie’s statement that the Comprehensive Plan should reflect 
neighborhood values.  He expressed his endorsement of this position and his belief that for his 
Neighborhood, the plan does not do so because of the R-7.5 zoning designation upon annexation.  
He observed that this is the last area around Lake Oswego that is close to the City and is 
dominated by larger parcels, therefore reflecting an essentially rural feel.  The R-7.5 designation 
poses a challenge for the neighborhood anytime an annexation or development application comes 
before the City, he reported, and therefore requires constant vigilance.  Mr. Robinson cited his 
question to Mr. Lashbrook at the time of the LONAC meeting:  “What if the Comprehensive Plan 
does not reflect neighborhood values?”  He had raised the issue of the Forest Highlands 
neighborhood.  He acknowledged that it was a problem, and he said that (not his exact words), but 
basically the development lobby was very much an influence when that came about.  
He further stressed his Association’s ongoing interest in preserving the neighborhood’s character.  
He acknowledged that the current R-7.5 designation could not be changed with the periodic review 
now in process but expressed his hope that a zoning designation that made more sense for the 
neighborhood could be established in the future.  He stated his belief that density should go where 
density is, rather than chopping up an area like Forest Highlands. 
He noted his Association was not anti-development.  Rather, they believe that development can be 
accommodated around the periphery of the neighborhood. Noting that he was aware of the 
distinction between the annexation process and the development process, he communicated the 
specific concern about whether City Planning Staff is bearing in mind and communicating 
effectively to applicants the interests of the Neighborhood Association.  He observed that outreach 
communicating the Association’s position to applicants, whether they are owners, developers or 
builders, needs to happen in the early stages of the annexation application process. He believes 
this better serves the applicants because they could anticipate pushback from the Association 
before spending time and other resources on planning a higher-density or small-lot development.  
Referring to his previous discussions with the City over the past six years, he stated his conviction 
that early communication is better for everyone concerned.  He asked that as applications for 
annexation and preliminary discussions about development come to the City Planning Staff, they 
be sensitive to the neighborhood’s position and communicate their concerns to the applicants.  
After receiving clarification from Mr. Espe about the house located at 14081 Goodall Road 
(Ordinance 2582), Mr. Robinson asked for confirmation that this application only contemplated 
access to the City sewer and no further development.  Based on Mr. Espe’s response that this was 
correct, Mr. Robinson stated that the Neighborhood Association had no issue with this property. 
With regard to the 13600 Goodall Road property (Ordinance 2585), Mr. Robinson related his 
conversation with Keith Campbell, who lives next to this property.  Mr. Campbell reported that 
previously there had been a significant tree grove on the 13600 property, that it had been clear cut 
awhile ago, and that numerous truckloads of fill had been introduced to the property.  Mr. 
Robinson reported that he had subsequently spoken with Compass Engineering, though the 
proposed three-lot partition for the property was more consistent with the character of the 
neighborhood. He further expressed concern about the process when resources are removed prior 
to annexation, perhaps destroying wetlands or a tree grove that would have been protected.  He 
referred to a City ordinance that would allow annexation to be denied when such a removal occurs.  
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He described Mr. Campbell’s concern about privacy, an important value in the neighborhood.  He 
asked that the developer work with Mr. Campbell to ensure that there is a buffer between his 
property and the development. 
Related to the 13600 Goodall Road property application, he asked that as a condition of 
annexation approval, if there is an exaction for a dedication of a 10-foot strip, an additional 10 feet 
of the private property for a pathway.  He stated the Association is not in favor of that kind of 
exaction.  He observed that there is no master plan pathway adopted neither for their 
neighborhood nor for the City.  Although he indicated he is aware that the City would favor a 
pathway coming up Goodall Road, he feels it should be within the existing right-of-way.  He does 
not believe additional private property should be requested to accommodate a pathway that he 
described as “a pathway to nowhere”, with no connectivity, and mentioned “stops and starts” on 
Knaus Road and Goodall Road. He asked that the condition for this exaction be eliminated. 
Concerning the Thoma Road property (Ordinance 2584), Mr. Robinson reported on concerns 
heard at the neighborhood meeting, which was well attended by neighbors on Thoma Road.  They 
expressed considerable concern about traffic impact, particularly as this is a narrow street.  They 
were also concerned about the lot size of the two new parcels. Mr. Robinson commented that he 
had felt the proposal looked good in concept, with only three houses, including the existing house, 
in relation to the overall size of the parcel.  However, since it appears they are all in close 
proximity, this again would not be consistent with the larger parcels on Thoma Road.  He also 
described this as a “kid-friendly” street, mentioning a pathway easement for students walking to 
Lake Oswego High School that he understands is at the end of the street.  He pointed out that 10 
additional car trips per day on this road for each new house is a further concern raised by the 
neighborhood.  Mr. Robinson concluded by recognizing that the area is presently zoned R-7.5.  He 
reiterated that this is not the appropriate designation, so he asked that Council give close scrutiny 
to these applications and not just rubber stamp them. 
After calling for anyone else wishing to testify, with no response, Mayor Hoffman closed the public 
hearing. 
QUESTIONS BY COUNCIL 
Councilor Olson inquired about zoning in Glenmorrie.  Mr. Espe responded that it was largely R-
15, with some R-10.  In relation to Mr. Robinson’s comment about the pathway exaction, she 
asked if the annexation report included information about this exaction.  Mr. Espe explained that 
the annexation report contains no conditions to exact a pathway.  Councilor Olson responded 
that, much as she agrees with Mr. Robinson and disagrees with exacting pathway easements from 
citizens, it was her understanding that this would be a condition of development, not annexation.  
Mr. Espe confirmed that she was correct, and then referred to engineering comments for Thoma 
Road, as pointed out by Mr. Robinson. He directed Council’s attention to Exhibit A-1, Page 4 in the 
packets.  The City’s street improvement guidelines are mentioned under “Transportation – Streets 
and Mass Transit”, with the second bullet point under the Thoma Road section referring to the 
need for additional right-of-way for a six-foot-wide asphalt pathway.  He pointed out that this is a 
comment that foreshadows the development requirements but would not be a part of the 
annexation at this point. 
Mr. Robinson stated he needed to add a comment he had forgotten to make earlier in his 
presentation.  As described in the sewer remonstrance noted in the staff report, he recalled a 
previous application from a developer of a property on Atwater Road where there were engineering 
issues about the sewer and the line being above grade in relation to the actual development.  
Based on this, he felt the concerns would be twofold.  First, in the case of a power outage and 
resulting power failure to the system, what would happen?  Secondly, his understanding from 
reading the staff report was that as the sewer line is extended, all neighbors on the street would be 
required to connect to the sewer.  He was uncertain about the amount of these access charges, 
but believed they would be significant, particularly for people who were on fixed incomes or retired. 
He pointed out the financial impact to them, over which they would have no say.  
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Mayor Hoffman stated he had a question of Mr. Powell relative to a zoning issue discussed at City 
Hall for a number of years.  As the area under discussion was being zoned R-7.5, he asked if there 
would be a Measure 49 implication if there was a Comprehensive Plan change from R-7.5 to R-15 
next year or the year after.  Mr. Powell replied that was correct, but advised that he would need to 
look into this for more information.  He reported that typically with Measure 49, changes in zoning 
that diminish the value of property or the development opportunity cause such an implication to 
arise.  He said this might need consideration if the City were to “upzone” the area as opposed to 
“downzoning”. Mayor Hoffman related that this was his impression from past conversations, and 
that the City was essentially locked in to the R-7.5 designation unless it wanted to start 
compensating individual land owners.  Mr. Powell noted that there have been many modifications 
over the years in these real property compensation statutes and again stated that he would want to 
research the matter further before making a categorical statement to Council. 
As follow-up to the comment that Planning Staff should communicate the Neighborhood 
Association’s interest to the developer or owner, Mayor Hoffman commented that he believes that 
is happening and that this is the purpose of the pre-application conferences.  Noting that he was 
addressing Mr. Robinson in terms of being sensitive to the City’s position, he reported that he had 
received mixed messages from the Forest Highlands Neighborhood over the three-and-a-half 
years he had been Mayor.  He stated that there were neighborhood people who wanted the R-7.5 
zoning in place and others who did not, and that this placed him in a difficult position personally, at 
least. 
With regard to the pathway, Mayor Hoffman commented that he had heard many times that the 
neighborhood wanted pathways on Knaus and Goodall Roads.  He indicated that he was therefore 
comfortable with requiring as a condition of development that the owner in front of a property as 
consistent with the Dolan Decision and the proportionality test to provide pathways for children 
going to school. 
Mayor Hoffman inquired about the amount of System Development Charges (SDCs) on a house.  
He questioned the quality of financial analysis because he felt this could not be limited to only 
$2,000 a year.  Mr. Espe confirmed that the latest SDCs would be $2,403, assuming a three-
quarter-inch water meter.  Mayor Hoffman observed that his actual question was about the 
charges for building a house in Lake Oswego, as compared to the $48,000 he was told applied to 
West Linn.  Mr. Espe responded that for a single-family dwelling it would be approximately 
$24,500, which encompassed water, sewer, surface water, parks and recreation and transportation 
SDCs.  Mayor Hoffman then asked about the cost of building permits.  Mr. Pishvaie responded 
that this amount is a function of the value of construction and is percentage based rather than a 
fixed amount. 
Mayor Hoffman advised that he believes a financial analysis should be part of the annexation 
report because $2,000 does not represent the full amount of the costs.  He suggested that people 
are coming to the City, if not just to connect to the sewer system because they have a failed septic 
tank, then for economic reasons.  He speculated that the typical Lake Oswego home has a fair 
market value of $1 million.  He asked what amount could be expected for building permits for the 
six probable lots.  Mr. Pishvaie estimated that he would expect this to be less than $5,000 per 
house, although he understands that it varies significantly based on valuation of the house.  Based 
on this response, Mayor Hoffman projected about $30,000 would be the total cost to receive 
occupancy permits for the three annexations.  Mr. Pishvaie added that this depended on density.  
Mayor Hoffman then applied 60% to his projection of $1 million fair market value per house and 
determined property taxes to the City should be approximately $4,000 a year, or about $25,000 for 
the six houses.  He conjectured that this, together with the $25,000 each for SDCs, or $150,000 
total, comprised a ballpark estimate of the economic impact of the three annexations. He observed 
that this kind of economic analysis would be useful for Council to have available. 
Councilor Olson pointed out, in response to Mayor Hoffman’s observation about the 
neighborhood’s wishes regarding pathways for children, she was a strong supporter of the City 
building such pathways.  She clarified that her objection is to exacting private property and making 
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the giving of that property for a pathway a condition of annexation approval for someone with 
development plans.  She expressed her belief that if the City is going to do that, it should pay for 
that property.  Mayor Hoffman replied that he understood the philosophical difference. 
Councilor Moncrieff expressed her assurance to Mr. Robinson that she does not believe anyone 
on the Council rubber stamps annexations.  She described any annexation coming before Council 
as difficult, especially the owner-initiated requests. She cited Goal 14 Urbanization Policy 10, which 
states that the City’s urban services boundary is Lake Oswego’s ultimate growth area within which 
it shall be the eventual provider of the full range of urban services.  She noted that the City of Lake 
Oswego will eventually be required to provide these services to all areas within its urban services 
boundaries.  She also mentioned the policy of City-initiated island annexation.  Councilor Olson 
pointed out the City does not practice City-initiated island annexations.  Councilor Moncrieff 
observed that owner-initiated annexation was nicer to deal with.  In the present case, she noted 
that the proposal meets all City and County criteria, the area is zoned R-7.5 and is surrounded by 
R-7.5 zoning.  Mayor Hoffman noted that the surrounding area included both R-7.5 and R-5 
properties and Councilor Olson pointed out an R-10 designation, as well.  Councilor Moncrieff 
made the point that the surrounding area has higher density, and summarized by describing the 
annexation as owner initiated and in compliance with all City and County criteria.  
Councilor Moncrieff moved to enact Ordinances 2582, 2585, and 2584.  Councilor Jordan 
seconded the motion.   
Councilor Gudman commented that he shares the concern about pathways.  He acknowledged 
that Council understands the condition of pathways is not a part of the annexation process, but is a 
foreshadowing of requirements for development.  He referred to P 42 of the staff report, and said at 
such time as a person might request approval for development and challenge the right-of-way 
condition.  Councilor Gudman proposed to amend the approval motion for annexation by 
removing from the staff report the references to the pathways requirements.  He observed that the 
issue would be decided on a case-by-case basis in the development process, and that it should not 
be a part of the annexation discussion. 
Councilor Tierney asked to clarify whether or not the language was in the Staff Report.  
Councilor Gudman responded that it was, and that he was looking at P 44, under the second 
bullet point under the Thoma Road section, referring to the pathway.  Mayor Hoffman quoted from 
this section of the Report, “The City has developed street improvement guidelines appropriate for 
urban/rural transition areas such as the primary streets in the Forest Highlands area.”  Referring to 
the second bullet point concerning the pathway, Councilor Jordan pointed out language stating 
that additional right-of-way would be required to accomplish this purpose.  She noted that this did 
not say the City would not compensate for it. 
Mr. Pishvaie commented that he believes the purpose of the analysis is simply to identify any 
deficiencies that may exist in the area of annexation and is not intended to state exactly what will 
happen.  He indicated that Council members’ concern about exaction is addressed at the time of 
development review of an application for partition or any other type of development.  It would have 
to be determined that (1) there is a need for that improvement, and that there is nexus (which he 
described briefly as a relationship between the amount of exaction in such a pathway and perhaps 
the amount of right-of-way necessary to accommodate the pathway and level of development 
being proposed); and (2) the cost of the improvement is roughly proportional to that impact.  He 
referred to the case of a Forest Highlands Neighborhood situation about five or six years earlier 
involving a three-parcel partition.  In that case, Staff recommended a pathway.  The applicant 
appealed to the Development Review Commission (DRC), which found that, even though there 
was a nexus, meaning a link between the development and the improvement, the cost of the 
improvement was not proportional to the scope of development.  So, he reported, even though the 
pathway was necessary, it was too expensive for a three-parcel partition to pay for, and that 
condition was rejected.  While he would not speculate about outcomes, he indicated the same 
possibility exists in the current situation.  He reiterated that once a decision or an evaluation is 
made as to the scope of development, what its impact will be, what level of improvement will be 
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necessary, and whether or not that rough proportionality test is met, and then there could be 
conditions that would require, for example, dedication of additional right-of-way and improvement.  
He emphasized again that the Staff Report provides just a rough assessment of the deficiencies 
currently existing in the neighborhood. 
Expressing appreciation to Mr. Pishvaie for this information, Councilor Gudman observed that his 
understanding, then, is that if the property owner comes to the City requesting development 
approval, the annexation Staff Report will not be cited in reference to a pathway condition.  He 
asked if instead, criteria for the pathway at that time would overrule the reference to it in the 
annexation Staff Report.  Mr. Pishvaie explained that this did not reflect the actual process as it 
has occurred in his experience.  He noted that he was not familiar with any case where the City 
has looked back at what was said or at findings that were made at the time of annexation.  He 
pointed out that each development is reviewed on its own merit under the standards in effect at the 
time of application; therefore, if deficiencies are determined at that time, they will be addressed 
against those standards.  He confirmed that if there is justification for exaction and the cost of 
improvement is found to be proportional, as explained earlier, then those improvements will be 
conditioned.  He noted that a look back at the annexation Staff Report is a possibility, and the staff 
person who will comment on the development application is likely to be the same one who wrote 
this analysis.  However, he reiterated the point that the development project would be reviewed 
under its own standards, which are not reviewed here. 
Mr. Espe commented that, as a matter of format, if Staff wanted to add conditions of approval to 
the annexation, they would document their findings in the Staff Report and then add those specific 
conditions to be followed in order for the applicant to receive approval for the annexation.  He 
noted that this is done only rarely and conditions of approval are never discussed within the 
findings, but would have to be placed at the end of the report. 
Mr. Powell observed that he felt the discussion was slightly off track, although Councilor Gudman’s 
question was not off track.  He pointed out that the text under discussion in the Staff Report was a 
part of the findings supporting the annexation.  He referred Council to Page 42, B.  Metro Code, 
where the City is supposed to make findings that show how it complies with Metro Code.  He 
explained that Section 2 of Metro Code requires the findings to address the extent to which urban 
services are presently available to serve the territory, with the section under discussion being 
“Transportation – Streets and Mass Transit”.  He observed that this portion of the Report served to 
document how the City would provide those services if it must, and that it would meet the Metro 
Code.  The findings are not to state what will be imposed on the property.  Although he noted that it 
correctly points out what can be required, this is an entirely separate issue.  Rather than expecting 
someone to refer to the annexation findings when a development occurs to inform what should be 
done, it is instead the other way around:  the annexation findings anticipate what may likely happen 
at a later time. 
Mr. Powell further advised that in the matter of pathway exactions he would defer to Public Works. 
He noted that there are two kinds of pathways, one being those that go through properties in the 
City Pathway Plan.   The pathway under discussion is essentially the equivalent of a sidewalk on 
both sides of Goodall Road.  He suggested that the term “pathway” used in the discussion 
recognized the semi-rural character of the area, but the issue was whether or not there was a 
Public Works policy prescribing sidewalks on Goodall Road.  He observed that, as outlined by Mr. 
Pishvaie, the Dolan analysis requires that there be a policy, which he stated that the City does 
have.  The question then is whether or not the City can require the property owner to pay for the 
pathway.  He observed that very typically the owner of a new house would pay for the sidewalk in 
front and that is how it balances the Dolan analysis.  Mr. Powell advised that if Council does not 
want that to happen, the way to address that is to address the policy.  The determination would be 
whether this would be a sidewalked neighborhood or whether it would have a road without 
sidewalks.  This decision would drive what is exacted or not exacted of the developer, he said.  He 
assured Council that the statement in the annexation Staff Report pertaining to the pathway 
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findings does not drive this, but instead it is the policy and the extent of the development.  This 
portion of the Staff Report simply meets Metro’s findings requirements. 
Councilor Gudman responded that, given Mr. Powell’s answers, he withdrew his motion. 
Councilor Olson, referring to the earlier comment about a “rubber stamp” approach, pointed out 
that in her nearly three-and-a-half years on Council, she did not believe they had ever voted ‘no’ on 
an annexation. 
Referring to the Zoning Map shown in Exhibit D-1, Councilor Olson pointed out some R-10 and R-
15 designations, along with R-7.5, in the area surrounding the three properties proposed for 
annexation.  She asked Mr. Pishvaie to confirm that, if annexed, the properties must be 
designated R-7.5.  He responded that this was correct because the zoning designation must 
comply with the Comprehensive Plan Map designation, which identifies these particular lots as 
being within an R-7.5 zone.  Councilor Olson asked if all of the lots presently in the County have 
the R-7.5 designation, and Mr. Pishvaie advised that most of the unincorporated part of Forest 
Highlands currently has R-7.5 Comprehensive Plan Map designation.  Councilor Olson asked if 
Mr. Pishvaie knew why the R-7.5 zoning was designated, in view of the large lots in the 
neighborhood and the number of R-10 and R-15 lots currently found there.   Mr. Pishvaie replied 
that it was his recollection that this was driven not by the development community, but that it was 
done in response to the housing need and housing policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The City 
had to show that on vacant land there was an opportunity for basically 10 lots per acre, or 10 units 
per acre, and this area had large tracts of land.  He recalled that this was a controversial decision, 
and he felt that the neighborhood was not happy about the designation at the time.  However, in 
order to meet the State and Metro requirements and in preparation for the Comprehensive Plan, 
the R-7.5 zone was designated for the majority of this neighborhood. 
Councilor Jordan made the point that, while the area is designated R-7.5, there is nothing that 
requires an owner to develop to the R-7.5 level; so, an owner can choose to build only one house 
on the property if he wishes.  It was her observation that, while the zoning is R-7.5, people are 
generally making the economic decision to partition with lots that are larger than R-7.5 would 
realistically show.  In order to conform to the ambience of the neighborhood, and recognizing that 
this adds value in terms of marketing the product, Councilor Olson suggested that continuity is 
being preserved even with the R-7.5 standard in place.  She projected that this will be sustained, 
and that the area would not end up with groups of houses.  At this point, with two houses on 1.2 
acres contemplated, she does not feel this will look like R-7.5 zoning. 
Councilor Jordan emphasized the importance of safety and walkability for citizens, as discussed 
often in the past.  She expressed her belief that unless the City policy with regard to creating safe 
pathways stays in place as new development occurs, the pathways will never be built.  She 
described the difficulty of going back later to address the issue, citing her own neighborhood as an 
example.  Only after a hard-fought effort, she reported, was a pathway on one side of the street 
finally completed.  She is convinced of the need to address this issue at the outset and, therefore, 
stated that she favors maintaining the policy that is in place, including the existing development 
policy review process. 
Councilor Tierney indicated his support for the annexation report, but offered a comment about 
the zoning designation shown in the Comprehensive Plan.  He reported that he had discussed with 
Councilor Moncrieff his belief that R-10 zoning for this part of the community should be considered 
seriously.  He observed that if this would encourage people to incorporate into the City, all parties 
would be better served.  The hodgepodge annexation of parcels, he felt, does not support planning 
and integration within the community.  He suggested that with a zoning designation that is 
accepted by the community, there would be greater willingness to come into the community, 
whether development is planned or not.  He expressed interest in Mr. Powell’s soon-to-be 
introduced report on the possibility of this change in zoning.   
Councilor Tierney noted that on the exaction of a pathway here, it has been made very clear we 
are not talking about street development, which was referenced in the Staff report.  This has 
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occurred in this neighborhood.  He was on the Development Review Commission when it did 
occur, when it was made clear at the DRC level.  He felt Council was reinforcing that message.  He 
felt staff’s implication that requiring a pathway as a development condition was inappropriate.  
There is not a City policy of exactions of pathways that are not part of the street.   
Mayor Hoffman stated he did not think that was true.  Councilor Tierney said there were two 
instances, one went through with the applicant ending up expending an unnecessary amount of 
funds to fight when it really was fundamentally not required.  The pathway crossed the property, 
and was not even parallel to the street.  Mayor Hoffman recalled that was one he testified at.  
Councilor Tierney stated he was not positive about the exact case.  What he was trying to say 
was that staff should not require something not required by City policy.  That was why Mr. 
Robinson addressed this issue, of not requiring putting in a sidewalk behind the street.   
Mayor Hoffman stated he would like to move forward.  He felt the discussion did not pertain to the 
issue of annexation.  He suggested talking further about the policy issues at another time.   
A voice vote was taken and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Tierney, 
Jordan, Gudman, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye’ and Councilor Olson voting ‘no’.  (5-1) 
12.0 RESOLUTIONS 
12.1 Resolution 12-10, Lake Oswego Police Officers’ Association Collective Bargaining 

Agreement Ratification 
12.2 Resolution 12-14, International Association of Firefighters (Local 1159) Collective 

Bargaining Agreement Ratification 
Ms. Phelan recommended that Council approve Resolution 12-10 and 12-14, Collective bargaining 
agreements for the Police Officers’ Association and the International Association of Firefighters, 
both effective July 1, 2012.  Both are two-year contracts that are fair to the City of Lake Oswego 
employees and to the community.  The contracts provide for a modest cost-of-living adjustment 
that is in line with the Consumer Price Index and keeps the City competitive with other employers 
of police and fire services.  With regard to health insurance, employees will continue to contribute 
toward the monthly premium, although the formula by which they contribute is different in each 
contract; both contracts provide for possible increases to the employee contribution amount.  Ms. 
Phelan advised that there were no other additions or increases nor any other incentives provided 
in either of the contracts.   
Mayor Hoffman observed that the agreements were discussed at study sessions and Council had 
been well briefed. 
Councilor Tierney moved adoption of Resolution 12-10 and Resolution 12-14.  Councilor 
Jordan seconded the motion.  A voice vote was taken and the motion passed, with Mayor 
Hoffman and Councilors Tierney, Jordan, Gudman, Olson, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye’.  (6-0) 
Councilor Tierney thanked Staff and the bargaining units.  Moncrieff and Mayor Jordan added 
their thanks to Staff, both bargaining units, and to Chief Wilson and Chief Johnson. 
12.3 Resolution 12-15, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 

Amending the Park Rules Relating to Tobacco Use in Lake Oswego Parks and Open 
Spaces 

Mr. Anderholm drew Council’s attention to the proposed Resolution 12-15 that Staff was asked to 
prepare, and offered to answer any questions Council might have. 
Councilor Moncrieff moved adoption of Resolution 12-15 amending park rules to ban 
tobacco use in Lake Oswego parks and open spaces and prohibit smoking and tobacco use 
in all city parks and open spaces.  Councilor Jordan seconded the motion.  A voice vote 
was taken and the motion passed, with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Tierney, Jordan, 
Gudman, Olson, and Moncrieff voting ‘aye’.  (6-0) 
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13. STUDY SESSION 
13.1 Worker’s Cottage Future Use Study 
Mayor Hoffman reported that this item has been removed from tonight’s meeting.  He advised that 
the session will be re-scheduled for a date in early May, allowing for a walk-through of the Cottage.  
Noting that he would not be at this session, he expressed interest in walking through the cottage at 
some other point.  He pointed out that the future of this property is an issue, something like the 
Trueblood house, and referred to Council’s decisions following a walk-through at that property. 

14. INFORMATION FROM THE COUNCIL 
14.1 Councilor Information 
Mayor Hoffman reported that he will be attending the West Linn Planning Commission meeting at 
their April 18 meeting when the Planning Commission will be taking up the conditional use permit 
application for the water treatment plant expansion.  He added that Councilor Tierney will also 
likely be at the meeting. 
Councilor Olson related that she had intended to be at the previous evening’s Stafford Hamlet 
meeting, but was unable to attend.  She understood that the City’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 
application was on their agenda and expressed disappointment that no one from the City, neither 
Councilors nor Staff, was there to answer questions or hear concerns.  In response to Councilor 
Tierney’s question about an invitation, Councilor Olson stated that there is a standing invitation to 
the Hamlet meetings, recalling that Sid Sin, who is now with Economic and Capital Development, 
attended as often as possible when he was in his previous role.     
Mayor Hoffman referred to a series of email messages in which someone had said they had 
invited him, but he did not recall being invited. Based on these lengthy emails, from both Herb 
Koss and Peter Watts, he understands there will be another meeting and they want to hear from 
him.  Mayor Hoffman extended the invitation to Councilors to join him at this meeting.  Mayor 
Hoffman related that he would send the emails along to Council when he arrives at home after 
tonight’s meeting.  He informed Council that he believes the City has another opportunity to explain 
what is going on with the UGB application, and noted that he shares Councilor Olson’s concern. 
Councilor Jordan pointed out that when she reviewed the agenda for the Hamlet meeting, she 
found it very broad.  She recalled an hour set aside for public information, along with candidate 
introductions, the conversation about the S&H Logging appeal, and other topics.  Clackamas 
County Board Chair Charlotte Lehan was also scheduled to talk about County issues.  She felt that 
it was not at all apparent that the Lake Oswego UBG application would comprise a significant part 
of the meeting.  Councilor Olson observed that she had not seen the agenda until today.  She 
had just hoped to attend because she understood from discussion last week that Staff would try to 
be at the next Hamlet meeting.  Mayor Hoffman commented that he has communicated his 
willingness to be at the next Stafford Hamlet meeting to explain what the City is doing and show 
them the concept plan. 
Councilor Jordan, confirming her email report, stated that she had been invited to meet with the 
Borland Property Owners group.  She reported that she received a voice mail message after the 
meeting indicating that those property owners planned to send a letter in support of the Lake 
Oswego UGB expansion.  She noted the City wanted to be at the table when this group meets.   
Councilor Gudman observed that the City has one or more Council members designated as a 
liaison to a number of external organizations.  With regard to the Stafford Hamlet and Basin, he 
suggested that it might be beneficial if one of the Council members was designated to be “point” 
person at all of the meetings, if possible.  As examples, he cited the liaison roles of Councilor 
Jordan with the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and Mayor Hoffman 
with the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC). 
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Councilor Olson commented that she had served as Stafford Hamlet liaison during her first year 
on Council, as she recalled.  She noted that Sid Sin had always made her aware of scheduled 
meetings, which they often attended together.  Although the liaison position was subsequently 
dropped, Councilor Olson mentioned that she still attends occasionally, and believes it is 
important for the City to stay connected with the Hamlet, probably through a Staff person.  As 
neighbors, the City needs to work with them in the future, she observed. 
Councilor Tierney requested the Mayor to appoint a Councilor to attend the meetings at the next 
meeting.  Mayor Hoffman indicated he would.   
Councilor Moncrieff announced that she encourages all citizens to visit the City website and take 
the virtual summit online survey.  This can be done through the City website, using the “We Love 
LO” button.  The survey is still going on for Connected Communities, which is about transportation 
and economic vitality, she noted. 
Consideration of the following agenda items was postponed.   
14.2 Reports of Council Committees, Organizational Committees, and Intergovernmental 
Committees 
15. REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
15.1 City Manager 
15.1.1 Review of Council Schedule 
15.1.2 Review of Council Digest 
15.2 City Attorney 

16. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 9:06 p.m. 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 Catherine Schneider  /s/ 
 _____________________________ 
 Catherine Schneider  

City Recorder 
 

APPROVED BY THE City Council  
ON June 19, 2012   
Jack D. Hoffman         /s/  
Jack D. Hoffman, Mayor 

 


