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Mayor Hoffman called the regular City Council meeting to order at 6:03 p.m. on May 15, 
2012, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  

Present: Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Tierney, Moncrieff, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, and 
Jordan.   

Staff Present: David Donaldson, City Manager; Brant Williams, Assistant City Manager; 
Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; 
Catherine Schneider, City Recorder; Christine Kirk, Public Affairs Manager; 
Guy Graham, Public Works Director; Don Johnson, Police Chief; Denny 
Egner, Assistant Planning Director; Paul Espe, Associate Planner; Laura 
Weigel, Neighborhood Planner; Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources 
Planner; Johanna Hastay, Associate Planner; Kim Gilmer, Parks & 
Recreation Department Director; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; 
Rachael Petersen, Facilities Director; Bill Baars, Library Director; Scott 
Symer, Library Assistant  

 

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Mayor Hoffman led the Council in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

4.  PRESENTATIONS  

4.1 Award Recognition, Councilor Moncrieff, Oregon Chapter of the American Planning 
Association for Distinguished Leadership by an Elected Official 

Ms. Weigel and Ms. Selden stated that Councilor Moncrieff was honored on behalf of the 
planning profession by the American Planning Association Oregon Chapter. The American 
Planning Association is an independent, not-for-profit, educational organization that provides 
leadership in the development of vital communities across the country has more than 40,000 
members. On May 11, at the Conference for the Oregon Chapter, Councilor Moncrieff was 
presented with an award for Distinguished Leadership by an Elected Official. The award 
recognizes Councilor Moncrieff’s support for planning and planners, and being an effective and 
results-oriented leader. She advocates for excellence in community planning, promotes education 
and citizen empowerment, and provides the tools and support necessary to meet the challenges of 
growth and change. Her nomination was supported by a number of colleagues and citizens. On 
behalf of the Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Committee and members of the Planning 
Department, Ms. Weigel thanked Councilor Moncrieff for her support for all the work the Planning 
Department does. 

4.2  Distinguished Service Awards, Denise Dailey, Stephanie Wagner, and Douglas A. 
Rich, Natural Resource Advisory Board 

Mayor Hoffman presented Distinguished Service Awards to Denise Dailey, Stephanie Wagner, 
and Douglas A. Rich in appreciation for serving as Natural Resources Advisory Board members.  
Ms. Wagner and Mr. Rich were absent, and the awards will be presented to them in the near 
future. 

4.3 National Police Week Proclamation  
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Mayor Hoffman announced that during National Police Week, flags were flown at half-staff in 
honor of those who have fallen in the line of duty. The Proclamation is being read throughout the 
country; he read the Proclamation. Mayor Hoffman congratulated Chief Don Johnson and the 
Police Department for doing a good job.  

Chief Johnson thanked the Council and noted that the officers protect the community with 
compassion, kindness, and care. Councilor Jordan noted that we should recognize the great 
detective work the police do, and did recently in tracking down a suspect in many commercial 
burglaries.  

4.4  National Public Works Week Proclamation 

Mayor Hoffman noted that next week is National Public Works Week, and read the 
Proclamation. Mayor Hoffman thanked Mr. Graham and his Department for doing a good job. Mr. 
Graham acknowledged his pride in leading an excellent team that works at whatever hours are 
necessary. 

4.5 Historic Preservation Month Proclamation and Presentation of Historic Merit Awards, 
Tim Mather and Tia Ross 

Mr. Espe said that he provided support for the Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB). The 
theme for Preservation Month 2012 is Discovering Hidden Gems. He introduced the HRAB Vice 
Chair Craig Foster. Each year, the Board presents merit awards to those who have made 
significant contributions to the City’s preservation efforts. Merit awards were presented to Tim 
Mather, the owner of MCM Construction, and former member of the Lake Oswego Historic 
Resources Advisory Board, and Tia Ross, former chair of HRAB. Their efforts are numerous, 
tireless, and extend into many parts of Lake Oswego’s historic past. They are the founders of 
Friends of Belluschi, a group of architects, historians, construction professionals, and enthusiasts 
who have joined to protect the significant Griffith House. Pietro Belluschi is noted for developing 
core elements of the Northwest regional style and he designed more than a thousand buildings 
throughout the area, including the Portland Art Museum. Ms. Ross and Mr. Mather have been 
working for nearly three years to preserve the 911 square foot Griffith House. The house was 
carefully deconstructed in 2007 and stored for future re-assembly at the Marylhurst University 
campus. In the future, there will be a Belluschi Pavilion.  

The Oswego Heritage Council will have their Historic Home Tour on May 19, 2012. They are 
featuring homes designed by Richard Sundeleaf.   

Ms. Ross noted that donations were being accepted. There is a link on the Marylhurst website for 
making tax-deductible donations. Mr. Mather stated the Board is working on permits with the City 
now and would begin excavation soon. They are about 75% funded.  

Mayor Hoffman read the National Preservation Month Proclamation.  

5. CONSENT AGENDA 

Councilor Moncrieff moved to adopt the Consent Agenda. Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion. A voice vote was taken, and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman, Councilors 
Tierney, Moncrieff, Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, and Jordan voting ‘aye.’ (7-0) 

5.1 RESOLUTIONS 

5.1.1 Resolution 12-09, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 
authorizing an Intergovernmental Agreement with the Alto Park Water District 
providing for the continuation of Fire and Emergency Medical Services for Fiscal 
Years 2012-2013 through 2016-20217, and authorizing the Mayor to execute the 
Agreement.   

 Action:  Adopt Resolution 12-09 



City Council Regular Meeting Minutes Page 3 of 23 
May 15, 2012 

5.1.2 Resolution 12-20, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 
approving an appointment to the Historic Resources Advisory Board.  

 Action:  Adopt Resolution 12-20 – appointing Gerald Ripley to the Historic Resources 
Advisory Board 

5.1.3 Resolution 12-23, A Resolution of the Lake Oswego City Council Amending the 
Boundary between the First Addition/Forest Hills Neighborhood and North Shore 
Country Club District. 

 Action: Adopt Resolution 12-23 

5.2 APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

5.2.1 January 24, 2012 Special Meeting 

5.2.2 February 21, 2012 Regular Meeting 

5.2.3 February 28, 2012 Special Meeting 

5.2.4 April 3, 2012 Regular Meeting 

 Action: Approve Minutes as presented. 

END CONSENT AGENDA 

6.  ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA - None. 

7. CITIZEN COMMENT 

 Darrel Condra, 1179 Sunnydale Road, Library Bond Measure Timing 

Mr. Condra thanked the Council for the time they had put into working for the City. He thinks 
putting the Library bond to voters on the November 2012 ballot was the wrong timing and that 
the earliest it should appear is May 2013. He noted several reasons he would suggest waiting 
until May 2013, noting there will be a large number issues on the November ballot, including 
national elections, Mayor and three new City Council members, regional issues, and County 
measures.  

In addition, it is necessary to first define and commit to the concept. Libraries can come in a 
variety of configurations, and ours should be defined; then a detailed proposal should be 
submitted to the public to ask for opinions and support. Citizens deserve to provide input, and 
community involvement in the Library North Anchor Project has been on the back burner for 
the past eight months. After details of the plan are known, then it should be put on the ballot so 
the public will know what they are voting for. In the past, doing things out of sequence has 
entangled the City in a web of controversy. He has advocated for a new Library for a couple of 
years and will continue to do so.  

He believes that the Police 911 facility and resolving the West End Building issues should 
come before the Library bond vote. If the bond vote is presented in November 2012 and fails, 
the City won’t know if the public has disapproved of the project or if they’ve rejected the 
Council’s priorities for our City’s facilities. He encourages Council to support the funding plan 
but reject the November vote on the Library bonds.  

 Marianne Conroy, 17400 Schalit Way, Tennis Center 

Ms. Conroy mentioned that tonight’s agenda includes a discussion about reducing the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB) application to just the Rassekh property and also funding of major 
capital facilities. The Rassekh property is City owned, was within the City boundaries, and was 
subject to City land use regulations. The Rassekh property has been inside the UGB but was 
traded for Hazelia Field a few years ago. Although Metro originally wanted the City to request 
a larger area in the application, the Metro staff now thinks that the application should include 
just the 9.8 acres of Rassekh.  
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Regarding funding of a new indoor tennis center, the proposal was to fund the project using a 
tennis revenue bond, the tennis reserve funds, the sale of existing tennis property, and also 
the Park SDCs. This does not involve the general fund or a general obligation (GO) bond. The 
Council has approved the siting of a tennis center at Rassekh as the most cost-effective 
option.  

She asked Council to support these two agenda items and move the project along. 

 Liz Lamade, 2486 Palisades Crest Drive, Tennis Center 

Ms. Lamade stated the feasibility study commissioned and reviewed by Council in January 
2010 showed an overwhelming need for a new tennis center. Based on the findings of the 
2010 site survey, Council approved the Rassekh site. The Parks and Recreational Advisory 
Board (PRAB) in early 2011 recommended an application to Metro to bring Rassekh back into 
the UGB. Tonight, the Council will discuss that again as part of Resolution 12-24, and she 
asks Council’s support in sticking with PRAB’s recommendation and keeping this project on 
track. 

 Rick Cook, 18451 Stafford Road, UGB Application 

Mr. Cook stated there are some concerns by the advisory boards that the process should be 
done right before the City moves on. He believes that the primary purpose for bringing the 
Rassekh property inside the UGB was to allow the City to continue its existing programs at 
Luscher Farm. If only the Rassekh property was going to be brought on, there was some 
concern that the City was going to continue to say, “Let’s continue to be illegal at Luscher 
Farm.” There’s an issue with the add-in, the add-out piece of that. Somebody mentioned that 
there was an American Planning Association web conference on urban farming. He asked for 
information about that, if that was used to move the process forward.  

In the past three weeks, framework planning has become an issue working with the Stafford 
Hamlet and the Citizen Participation Organization of Tualatin and the Stafford area. He would 
like to understand what the framework planning for Lake Oswego was. Luscher Farm and that 
whole complex area are involved in an intergovernmental agreement that says it needs to be 
planned. Chair Lehan of the Clackamas County Commission has met with some Board 
members, and someone has met with the Borland group, and there is a memorandum of 
understanding that everybody is going to get together and plan a Framework Plan of that. In 
looking at Policy 1 of Goal 14 of Lake Oswego, he would like to know where the Council 
stands on this, and how this is going to come into play if we only go with the Rassekh property. 
It requested the process be slowed down so that everybody can get on board to support it.    

 Tia Ross, 1551 Childs Road, UGB Application 

Ms. Ross stated she has a couple of questions about the UGB application. She was at a 
Council meeting when it was said that all of the Luscher associated properties needed to go 
into the UGB because the Rassekh property was not large enough to go in by itself for the 
tennis center. She doesn’t know what’s happened to change that concept and would like that 
question answered. She is also concerned about the chairs having said they would like the 
process slowed down. It was promised that the process would be slowed down and then it was 
not. It seems that this is kind of what perpetuates the difficulty and confusion about all of this.  

She is also concerned that Mayor Hoffman is not going to be in office when most of this is 
going on. She believes that if she was going to be new to the Council, she would not want to 
inherit something like this and allow that decision to be made a little later, because we know 
how difficult and daunting it can be. While she honors wanting to have a tennis center 
wherever it may be, she believes that expense, time, and ill feelings come up, and she is 
concerned it may be coming to that point again. She would like people to pause and think 
about the issue before it goes too much further.  

 Robert Thompson, 2390 Palisades Crest Drive, Sensitive Lands 
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Mr. Thompson stated the Council knows that the Lake Oswego Stewards have been advocating 
on behalf of many like-minded citizens in the community that the Sensitive Lands Program 
regulations should be removed from citizens’ private back yards. More emphasis should be placed 
on a program that includes more public lands, parks and natural areas, improvements on our 
public properties, positive educational programs, and more. Private back yards represent only 203 
acres of the Sensitive Lands Program. That’s only about 21% of the total property in Sensitive 
Lands, and it’s only 3% of the land in the City. With roughly six months remaining with this Council, 
the Council workgroup has an opportunity to put forward a plan that helps correct close to fifteen 
years of an arbitrary and unreasonable land use restriction program that negatively impacts about 
1000 of our citizens.  

The Sensitive Lands Program has no data or science behind its environmental claims. It has been 
exposed as a program that places hurtful restrictions on arbitrary upland properties, as mitigation 
for not regulating large water and floodplain areas that have high economic value to the City. The 
Sensitive Lands Program places unfair and environmentally unnecessary permanent land use 
restrictions on some citizens’ abilities to use their backyards for family and enjoyment. The 
additional burdens of Sensitive Lands restrictions on only a few devalues those citizens’ properties, 
resulting in lost home sales and drastically reduced pricing. If the Sensitive Lands restrictions are 
removed from the 203 acres of back yards, there are still almost 20 existing citywide environmental 
ordinances and programs in place that protect trees, water, and still unidentified wildlife. The same 
protections should be applied for all citizens with no exceptions.  

As a citizen who has lived in Lake Oswego for 26 years, he can see the divisiveness this program 
has created. Citizens’ rights take a distant second place to arbitrary, unsupported environmental 
regulations and special economic interests. The City has spent tens of thousands of taxpayer 
dollars and continues to do so, manipulating and defending the Sensitive Lands Program, and it 
clearly has more political and economic value than environmental. This really can’t continue. To 
quote Councilor Tierney, we need to focus on paying attention to the immediate needs of the 
community in dealing with the issues that have called into question the credibility of government 
and public service. He urges the Council and the Council workgroup to deal with this program this 
year, end the divisive use of private property and citizens’ back yards, and restore the rights of the 
10% of private property owners that have been unfairly subjected to this trade program.  

8. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

8.1 Ordinance 2583, An Ordinance of the Lake Oswego City Council Amending LOC 
Chapter 50 (Community Development Code) Table 50.03.002-2 to Permit “Specialized 
Food Stores” in the CR&D and OC Zones and adopting findings (LU 11-0043) 

Mr. Powell said that this ordinance is a legislative decision, which is generally a policy decision 
within the discretion of the City Council. Although a legislative decision may be discretionary, it 
must also comply with any applicable state law, any statewide planning goal, or administrative rule 
adopted pursuant to ORS Chapter 197. A legislative amendment to the zoning code, development 
code, and development standards must also comply with any applicable provision of the Lake 
Oswego Comprehensive Plan. He reviewed the public hearing process that is outlined in the 
agenda. 

STAFF REPORT 

Ms. Hastay indicated that the OC zone is primarily located at the south end of the City on 
Marylhurst campus. There is further OC zoned land at the intersection of Boones Ferry Road and 
Kruse Way. CR&D is only located west of Carman Drive and south of Kruse Way. The common 
primary purpose of both OC and CR&D zones is to provide land for employee intensive 
businesses, such as major regional office complexes. These zones also allow for uses appropriate 
in type and size to serve the daily needs of those employees, such as small retail shops, delis, and 
personal care services. This proposed code amendment would add to that list coffee shops, bagel 
shops, and juice bars with a 5,000 square foot size limitation and no drive-in service windows. Both 
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the size and drive-in window restrictions ensure that the specialized food store use remains 
subordinate to the dominant employee-intensive purposes of both of these zones.  

Staff worked with the business community to gauge the level of support for this proposed 
amendment, and there is good support as is evident from the exhibits. As outlined in the staff 
report, this proposed code amendment complies with the Lake Oswego Comprehensive Plan. It 
also complies with Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. Ms. Hastay recommended 
that Council adopt Ordinance 2583. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Mayor Hoffman opened the public hearing.  As no one wishing to testify, the hearing was closed.   

There were no questions for staff. 

Councilor Jordan moved to tentatively approve LU11-0043 and Ordinance 2583 and direct 
staff to return with findings, conclusions, and the final ordinance for adoption on June 19, 
2012. Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion. The motion passed with Mayor Hoffman, 
Councilors Gudman, Jordan, Kehoe, Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney voting ‘aye’. (7-0), 

Councilor Moncrieff thanked the community for working with planning staff. She said it was nice 
to see the letters of support.     

8.2 Ordinance 2586, An Ordinance of the Lake Oswego City Council Amending the Lake 
Oswego Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map to designate approximately 0.24 
acres of Resource Protection (RP) District for a Class II Stream and 0.62 acres of 
Resource Conservation (RC) District for a Tree Grove on the properties located at 
13601 Goodall Road (21E 04CB Tax Lot 2201), Adjoining Tax Lots 2200 and 2300, and 
the abutting area of Goodall and Hazel Roads Right-of-way.  (LU 12-0001)  

Mr. Powell indicated that this land use request involves the application of the criteria and 
standards listed in the staff report that is available from staff or on tables outside the room. He then 
reviewed the public hearing criteria and time limits for testimony.  He asked if any Council member 
needed to declare any issues in relation to ex parte contacts or any issues with relation to bias or 
conflicts of interest.  

Mayor Hoffman said he had driven by the property a couple of times. Councilor Tierney said he 
had done a site visit and read an email from the LO Stewards and opened the pictures in advance 
of recognizing that it was an ex parte contact; Councilors Kehoe, Olson, and Gudman said they 
had also done so. Mr. Powell asked for a description of the pictures since they might be an ex 
parte contact and they could become part of the record and could be rebutted. Councilor Tierney 
said they were pictures of the property that was the subject of this request. Next to them was a 
property in the neighborhood that might be more characteristic of sensitive lands.  

Councilor Olson said that Mr. Powell has informed her that because she testified at the Planning 
Commission hearing on the issue, it might be considered that she had a position of bias on the 
topic, since she went to the Planning Commission to try to inform them that she felt they were 
considering something that was in violation of current Council policy to have all further mapping of 
sensitive lands properties put on hold. She did not testify about the pros and cons of the resources 
or the annexation or anything else, just to convey her concern with proceeding with additional 
mapping at this time. She noted that the Planning Commission had asked her what Council’s policy 
was.  

Councilor Olson left the meeting at 6:58 p.m. until discussion and voting on this item was 
complete. 

STAFF REPORT 

Ms. Christenson indicated she would be presenting the proposal to apply resource protection and 
resource conservation districts to three tax lots located at 13601 Goodall Road. The three 
properties are located in the Forest Highlands neighborhood at the intersection of Goodall Road 
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and Hazel Road. They total just over 1.5 acres and are currently in the county. The proposal to 
designate the resources on this property is a result of the property owner applying for annexation 
into the City. The annexation application is the subject of Ordinance 2578, which is the next 
hearing before Council. The subject properties contain stream corridor and a tree grove. The 
stream is located on the east end of tax lot 2300, adjacent to Goodall Road. The tree grove covers 
all of tax lot 2200 and a portion of 2201. The three tax lots are currently developed as a single site, 
with a single family dwelling straddling tax lots 2201 and 2300.  

To protect these resources, the City is proposing the designation of two resource districts: the 
resource conservation or RC District applies to the tree grove. It’s about .62 acres in size. The 
resource protection or RP District applies to the stream corridor. It is about .25 acre in size and is 
located on tax lot 2300 and a portion of the Goodall and Hazel Roads right of way.  

A map was presented showing other sensitive land districts in the area. The tree grove on the 
subject properties is part of a larger grove that extends west onto the high school property and 
southeast across private property to connect to the main stem of Iron Mountain Creek. The stream 
segment is part of the west fork of Iron Mountain Creek. The west fork extends northwest from the 
subject property about a quarter mile, almost to Knaus Road. The east fork of Iron Mountain Creek 
is across the road and extends northeast for over a quarter mile, almost to Knaus. Both forks meet 
just beyond the southeast corner of the subject properties on the west side of Goodall Road. The 
Iron Mountain Creek flows south along Goodall to Country Club Boulevard. At Country Club Blvd., 
the stream curves east and flows east northeast for about 1.3 miles until it enters Tryon Creek in 
Tryon Creek State Park.  

The Sensitive Lands Atlas identifies the stream corridor as W31A on the property to the north and 
as W35 on the property to the south where the segments connect. The connecting segment in the 
middle is not currently mapped. Planning Department believes this gap was due to a mapping error 
in the initial inventory. The maps appear to show the western segment passing underneath Goodall 
Road and connecting to the east before it reaches the subject property. On site, it is clear the 
western segment doesn’t cross Goodall. The culvert crosses Hazel Road and continues along until 
the stream segments meet and continue to the south.  

When a property owner applies for annexation, the City may evaluate the natural resources on the 
property and conduct an economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) analysis to 
determine whether an RP or RC District should be applied. The process of applying the districts to 
a small number of properties, as in this case, is a quasi-judicial comprehensive plan map and 
zoning map amendment. Those types of amendments are processed as a major development. The 
criteria for analysis of a major development are discussed in more detail in the staff report. 

She then addressed the requirements of the underlying zone, which in this case are those 
regarding the designation of RP and RC Districts. In order to designate an RP or RC District, the 
City must first evaluate the quality of the resource. Only significant resources are eligible for 
protection under the program. Streams and tree groves are considered significant if they have a 
Habitat Assessment Score (HAS) of 35 or higher, or if they have high scenic value. Intermittent and 
perennial streams are both eligible to be included in an RP District, but non-jurisdictional roadside 
ditches are not. If a resource is found to be significant under these criteria, the City must then 
conduct an ESEE analysis that complies with the State’s Goal 5 standards.  

On these properties, both the tree grove and the stream corridor meet the significance criteria. 
They both received rankings of 40, which indicate significance. For the stream corridor, it means it 
qualifies as a Class 2 stream, which receives a 25 foot wide protected riparian area. The stream 
qualifies for an RP designation because it’s not a ditch. The Oregon Department of State Lands 
defines a ditch as a man-made water conveyance channel, but it specifically states that channels 
that are manipulated streams are not considered ditches. The channel on this property is a 
manipulated stream. The stream corridor is a segment of the west fork of Iron Mountain Creek 
which has been channelized along the side of Goodall Road on this property.  
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The final step in the resource designation process is the ESEE analysis. In this case, the net 
economic impact of protecting the resources is difficult to quantify. It could be either positive or 
negative, but its absolute value is probably small relative to the value of the parcel. The social 
consequences are positive because protecting the resources will help preserve privacy and the 
rural character of the neighborhood. The environmental consequences are positive because 
protecting the resources will preserve wildlife habitat and water quality benefits. The energy 
consequences are small but positive, because tree canopy and other vegetation have a 
moderating effect on microclimate. Since the positive social, environmental, and energy impacts 
warrant resource protection, applying the RP and RC districts would limit conflicting uses within 
these resource areas.  

There are several alternatives before the Council tonight:   

 Council could find that the proposed designation meets the applicable code criteria and 
adopt the ordinance.  

 Council could find that the proposed designation does not meet the applicable criteria and 
deny the ordinance.  

 Council could remand the application back to the Planning Commission for additional 
consideration, or  

 Council could continue the application until the citywide map update process proceeds. To 
do that, Council would set a date to return with both this application and the map update 
process as a whole.  

Staff recommends that Council adopt the ordinance to designate the RP and RC Districts on these 
subject properties.  

Councilor Kehoe indicated his puzzlement as to why staff was presenting this to Council given 
that Council had instructed staff not to do any more mapping at this time. He expressed his 
difficulty understanding why it was on the agenda and being discussed.  

PUBLIC HEARING 

►Ms. Lauren Hughes, 18711 Westview Drive; and Mr. Robert Thompson, 2390 Palisades 
Crest Drive 

Mr. Thompson ceded his five minutes to Ms. Hughes, who indicated she would be presenting a 
PowerPoint presentation.  

Ms. Hughes noted that staff presented some photographs that were not presented to the Planning 
Commission during the original hearing. Mr. Thompson and Ms. Hughes were required to adjust 
their PowerPoint presentation to remove all the photographs that they brought to the Planning 
Commission meeting and tried to show to the Planning Commissioners and they were told they 
had to remove them from their PowerPoint presentation to Council. They expressed confusion why 
staff was allowed to show photographs of the ditch and the tree grove tonight that were not present 
at the Planning Commission hearing. Staff and Ms. Hughes were not in agreement as to whether 
said photos had or hadn’t been included in the Planning Commission hearing. 

Ms. Hughes said her presentation was on behalf of Citizens for Stewardship of Lake Oswego 
Lands, and they do not support the RC and RP overlays proposed for 13601 Goodall Road, as the 
proposal lacks scientific validity. The selection of these properties is arbitrary, inequitable, and 
subjective. There is a significant devaluation of the property and Council has directed mapping to 
be on hold.  

This property was not in the original 1990s inventory and it was not considered 1B, although a lot 
of properties nearby were. The property was on the 2008 proposed property list which, as has 
been discussed this evening, is on hold. Citizens for Stewardship of Lake Oswego do not know 
and have not spoken to the new owners seeking to annex. The concerns being presented are the 
concerns of LO Stewards and its supporters. In reviewing the City’s consultants’ report, the HAS 
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report, they are very concerned about the lack of scientific validity. The City’s consultants, SWCA 
Environmental Consultants, are qualified professionals. Multiple times they term it a roadside ditch. 
Additionally, there are nine criteria they were evaluating. They ranked eight of them low, but then 
when it came to numerical scoring, they used medium scores. Citizens for Stewardship of Lake 
Oswego feel that the HAS scoring is somewhat confused and invalid because with eight of the nine 
criteria being ranked low and then providing medium scores, it is really a HAS score looking for a 
resource.  

These are supposed to be environmentally significant areas, and there are no fish or wildlife in this 
stream. It transfers storm water and is a ditch, as the consultant said. This is no different than 
roadside ditches all over town that are not sensitive lands. Roadside ditches are not Title 3 
resources.  

It is important to remember that the Sensitive Lands Program was developed specifically to be the 
compliance vehicle for Metro Title III for water quality compliance. Roadside ditches are not 
identified Title 3 resources and are specifically excluded from the Sensitive Lands code. That was 
a change that was made last year.  

During the Planning Commission meeting, Commissioner Prager, who is a qualified professional 
arborist and was the only member of the Planning Commission to visit the site, was asked his 
opinion and he said that it was not significant and that we could use the existing drainage 
standards in our community development code, and that would be adequate setback.  

Regarding the RC tree grove proposal, this is mostly a snarl of invasives. They could all be 
removed by the new invasive tree code removal program: cherry trees, English holly, ivy, very few 
significant trees. The HAS score mentions one large Douglas fir. The highest scores were for 
educational and recreational criteria. The educational is because it’s near Lake Oswego High 
School; recreational because there are some public pathways nearby. Those are both public uses 
that are being scored on a private residential property. Again, Citizens for Stewardship of Lake 
Oswego feel this lacks validity. It received a low HAS score for ecological integrity. Regarding the 
arbitrary selection of this property, during the Planning Commission hearing, Commissioner 
Johnson asked Commissioner Prager what his opinion was of this tree grove. Commissioner 
Prager, who had visited the site, said it was insignificant. Staff is proposing removal of tree groves 
on this same street while they are adding this one, which does not clearly make sense. There are 
similar properties to this all over the City that are not Sensitive Lands. Other properties that have 
been identified as 1Bs that were proposed in 2008 have been allowed to develop without Sensitive 
Lands designations.  

Lake Oswego has a comprehensive Community Development Code that protects natural areas 
during development, regardless of Sensitive Lands. 90% of the land in this community, including 
lake and riverfront, is able to develop without sensitive lands overlays, and there are still 
environmental protections in place with the general Community Development Code. Regarding the 
ESEE analysis, the staff report says that the impact of the RC and RP designations is difficult to 
quantify. It was commented this evening that it was small in absolute value. She questioned that. 
The parcel is 1.5 acres, .25 for RP Class 2, over .5 acre for RC. The staff report says that this 
inhibits development of 30% of the parcel, or half an acre. Real estate comps within the last six to 
eight months show that half an acre along Goodall Road is worth at least $200,000. She believes 
this is not a small amount of money.  

The ESEE analysis is supposed to identify potentially conflicting uses and assess the economic, 
social, environmental, and energy consequences of allowing, prohibiting, or limiting conflicting 
uses. It already has the conflicting use of being a residential property. The ESEE analysis is being 
done from the standpoint of the property taker: the City, and doesn’t consider the property owner, 
the citizen. She has read past ESEE analyses that were done in the late 90s for the original 
Sensitive Lands Program. They had a much more thorough analysis of the economic impact and 
the devaluation of the property. She believes this ESEE analysis is inadequate.  
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Additionally, Citizens for Stewardship of Lake Oswego wonders if there is a Measure 49 claim 
here. Sensitive Lands results in limiting the use of this property just as downzoning does. Half an 
acre is being made unusable. Recently in a Council meeting, there was discussion of this same 
area, that the neighborhood association prefers larger lots, and that upon annexation those lots are 
zoned R75. The neighborhood association was talking about wanting that area to be downzoned to 
have bigger lots; the bigger concern was expressed that this would trigger Measure 49. She would 
argue that Measure 49 is also triggered by the limitation of Sensitive Lands.  

Additionally, Council did give direction that there would be no more Sensitive Lands mapping. 
There are 2011 and 2012 goals that have been in process for resolution of this issue. In a meeting 
that LO Stewards had with Metro representatives Martha Bennett and Chris Deffenbach just last 
Friday said there was absolutely no need to be adding to the Sensitive Lands maps. Ms. Hughes 
realizes that’s new testimony. 

In summary, there’s nothing environmentally unique about this residential property; that is per a 
qualified planning commission member and the only commissioner to have visited the site. The 
HAS scoring is extremely subjective, and the consultant, also a qualified professional, termed it a 
roadside ditch. Roadside ditches are not Sensitive Lands. The ESEE analysis does not consider 
the owner and provides significant property devaluation, $200,000 at a minimum; there is a 
possible Measure 49 claim against the City; and Council has directed not to map this property or 
any properties for Sensitive Lands. 

In conclusion, Citizens for Stewardship of Lake Oswego would recommend to allow the property 
owners to annex and welcome them as new neighbors in our community, give them the same 
development rights that more than 90% of the community enjoys, and don’t burden the property 
with Sensitive Lands overlays. 

COUNCIL DISCUSSION 

Councilor Tierney asked what impact there would be on the annexation request by continuing this 
until the rest of the community was done with mapping. Ms. Christenson indicated that would be a 
choice Council would make during the next annexation hearing. Council could continue the 
resource designation and decide to annex the property, or decide to continue the annexation under 
a section of code that would allow that. In the interim, if it is not annexed, and the resources are not 
designated, they will be subject to other City codes.  

Councilor Tierney asked Mr. Powell about a possible Measure 49 claim and whether the 
applicant’s absence in not making that sort of a claim either strengthens or weakens a case. Mr. 
Powell indicated he would defer any response until an actual claim was made, but indicated that 
as a general rule, as long as the claim is made in a timely manner, there is no requirement that it 
has to be made pre-annexation. One thing that Measure 49 does say is that it cannot apply to a 
regulation that is enacted before the annexation petition. If one were to be filed in this case, the 
question would be whether it is imposition of the overlay on the property or is it the enactment of 
the whole ordinance program. A second issue is whether the regulation complained of has 
diminished the value of the property. If it is imposed as a part of annexation together with all other 
regulations that go with it, typically annexation increases property values because of the enhanced 
development opportunities, but it is a parcel by parcel analysis. There is more opportunity when an 
overlay is applied later, but Mr. Powell would not want to make any pronouncements about any 
property. 

Councilor Jordan said she was interested that Council was not hearing from the applicant and 
believes if the applicant felt the property would be devalued by the overlay, the applicant would 
have spoken up. Preserving the resources in that area helps to preserve the character of the area. 
Since there is no negative input from the applicants, she is inclined to think the overlay is a positive 
step for the applicant and the neighborhood.  

Councilor Gudman asked if the adjoining properties had Sensitive Lands designations, and Ms. 
Christenson indicated most of them do. Councilor Gudman asked if Planning had any 
knowledge of the applicant’s opinion regarding the designation. Ms. Christenson indicated she 
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could not introduce that as it would be new information, but she could respond that they are aware 
of the designation.  

Councilor Kehoe said he thought it would be a huge mistake to assume that because the 
applicants were not on record as opposing the designation, that they did not oppose it. Hundreds 
of people have testified on Sensitive Lands in the last couple of years, and they have been 
summarily dismissed and ignored. The applicant might very well feel it is pointless to come in and 
give an opinion to this particular Council. Again, Council has given staff direction not to map any 
more properties for now, so it is inappropriate to even discuss this. 

Councilor Tierney indicated he did not believe people had been summarily dismissed, he would 
appreciate some examples. Councilor Kehoe indicated meeting recordings were available to do 
that. 

Mayor Hoffman received confirmation that 14001 and 14005 Goodall Road had RP designations. 

Councilor Gudman asked for clarification about the differences between the Stream Corridor 
designation and the Drainage designation. Ms. Christenson indicated that the RP designation 
regulates what kind of development can occur within a protected riparian area. It also protects not 
only the water but the surrounding vegetation; it protects habitat and water quality. Surface water 
management regulations are addressed through the building process about how any run-off is 
treated and where it goes. Run-off would not be directed into the stream corridor. It doesn’t impact 
where development can be sited or any vegetation removal.  

Councilor Gudman asked if it made any difference if a stream corridor was moved. Ms. 
Christenson indicated it impacted the quality of resources. Councilor Gudman pointed out that 
the notes indicated Planning believed that the prohibition against mapping applied only to 
properties already within the City, and not to properties being annexed. He asked for clarification 
on Planning’s thinking. Ms. Christenson indicated that the map update process is a distinct 
process begun several years ago. Staff understands that all of the Council direction has referred to 
the whole project. This resource designation is proposed under a specific existing code section. To 
Planning’s knowledge, that code section was never addressed or considered in the broader 
discussion about the mapping process. There is an existing code section that is part of our 
Sensitive Lands program that in the past has been followed and designated resources under. 
There hasn’t been a recent example since the City-wide discussion. Planning is basically looking at 
the code requirements and past precedent. 

Councilor Jordan indicated that Council had heard distinctions between a stream and a ditch and 
asked if this were not designated as an RP, if this area could be piped and covered over and that 
would be considered an adequate way to treat water coming down the property. Ms. Christenson 
indicated it could not, because if Sensitive Lands designation was not applied, the property would 
fall under the City’s old resource protection code: Lake Oswego Development Standard 3. This 
standard pre-dates the Sensitive Lands program but still applies under the transition rule. This rule 
says it remains applicable to qualifying property until all of the property proposed for overlay district 
designation had been considered and processed. Since the mapping process from the 90s is not 
complete yet, LODS 3 applies to qualifying stream corridors that don’t have a Sensitive Lands 
designation. This would count, it would be a major stream corridor, and would have a 25-foot buffer 
applied from the top of the bank, and any development within the buffer zone would be under 
LODS 3, which says it is allowed only to the extent that it preserves, enhances, and is compatible 
with the natural features of the stream corridor. There is protection of the stream. The downside of 
LODS 3 standard is that it’s not as clear an objective as Sensitive Lands regulations and doesn’t 
have the same level of flexibility for certain types of development. Councilor Jordan received 
confirmation that the RP designation gives the property owners greater flexibility. Ms. Christenson 
indicated that in this case, buffer distances would be the same under LODS 3 or RP. 

Councilor Moncrieff moved to enact Ordinance 2586. Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion. 
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Councilor Gudman indicated he would be voting no for two reasons. First, the property has 
protection as identified. Secondly, he believes Council’s intent when they directed staff to stop 
mapping for properties inside the City should also have been applied to properties coming into the 
City. He is in favor of annexing the property, but not with the Sensitive Lands designation.  

Councilor Moncrieff indicated she would vote in favor because it meets current Lake Oswego 
code criteria. The property owner applied to annex to the City and Council has not heard any 
objections to the designation. This gives the City the ability to protect the resource before 
development occurs. Her understanding was that Council was stopping the batch mapping. She 
agrees with Commissioner Johnson’s statement that the mapping stop was a stop of wholesale 
mapping, but not a case-by-case stop. When people annex to the City, it’s usually for development, 
and she believes in protecting the resource before development occurs.  

Mayor Hoffman indicated he would be supporting the motion and had a couple of concerns. One 
is that when people come into the City, they should follow City rules, including those protecting 
resources. It was also his understanding that when they talked about stopping mapping, it was the 
mapping project that was being put on hold. He believes that rules should be applied consistently 
within neighborhoods to people who have the same resource. He is uncomfortable relying on the 
LODS 3 that dates from the mid-90s. The Planning Commission notes on pages 138-139 indicate 
that two Commissioners indicate that Council has directed staff to stop mapping resources. He 
believes that’s inaccurate. He was comfortable with applying objective standards, letting them 
come into the City, and joining the other people who have the same kind of natural resource. 

Councilor Kehoe indicated he would not support the motion. The properties already are subject to 
21 different regulations that protect the natural resources on any properties in the City, and he 
finds the Sensitive Lands designation unnecessary. He would not support the Council flip-flopping 
on direction given to staff not to map, and he wouldn’t be nuancing that direction this evening.  

Councilor Tierney indicated that he thought the question of new property being annexed into the 
City and mapping Sensitive Lands was not addressed. It is clearly a gray area. He has concerns 
about how the City goes about Sensitive Lands. The City has rules, regulations, and ordinances. 
He thinks Council’s responsibility is to follow those. He believes the property falls within the rules 
and regulations that call for Sensitive Lands. He will support the motion. 

A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Jordan, 
Moncrieff and Tierney voting ‘aye’, and Councilors Kehoe and Gudman voting ‘no.’   (4-2) 

8.3 Ordinance 2578, An Ordinance Annexing to the City of Lake Oswego three parcels 
comprising approximately 1.56 acres (located at 13601 Goodall Road) declaring City 
of Lake Oswego Zoning pursuant to LOC 50.05.025, and Removing the Territory from 
Certain Districts (AN 11-0004) 

Mr. Powell indicated that this would be a quasi-judicial proceeding, the first evidentiary hearing on 
this annexation matter. He reviewed the hearing criteria and standards.  Mr. Powell asked if any 
Councilor wished to declare any issues relating to ex parte contacts, bias, or conflicts of interest. 
Mayor Hoffman and Councilor Tierney indicated they had done site visits. 

Mayor Hoffman referred to page 173 of the staff report. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Mayor Hoffman opened the public hearing.  As no one wished to testify, the hearing was closed.   

COUNCIL DISCUSSION 

Councilor Olson asked if it was true that the applicant had to change his site design and the 
position of the building because of the resource overlay. Mr. Espe indicated the applicant had to 
file a lot consolidation and a lot line adjustment with Clackamas County because the house was 
located on a lot line, and that issue needed to be cleaned up before the property was annexed to 
the City. Mr. Espe indicated he had not reviewed any house designs or anything like that with the 
annexation.  
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Councilor Olson referred to the site map on p. 155, and asked which lots across the street are 
proposed to be removed due to isolated tree groves. Ms. Christenson indicated that the lots 
across the street at 13590, 13600, and 13800 Goodall Road are not proposed for removal because 
the tree grove is connected to the stream corridor. TG13 is proposed for removal and is to the 
south. It is partially obscured by the legend and goes off the site to the east. This is as result of a 
recommendation from the Second Look Task Force to consider removing isolated tree groves from 
private property. The working definition of isolated is “not contiguous with or connected to a 
mapped water resource.” That grove does not touch another tree grove or a water resource 
directly. That is why it is proposed to be removed.  

Councilor Olson asked if there was a wetland on the property and Ms. Christenson indicated 
that there was an unmapped, insignificant wetland area. The working definition of isolated says 
“mapped water resources.” That process is still in review and the definition of isolated can be 
changed. Right now it’s about whether a water resource has been designated as a Sensitive Lands 
district, which the wetland adjacent has not, because its HAS score isn’t high enough.  

Councilor Moncrieff moved to enact Ordinance 2578 and Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion. There was no further discussion, and a roll call vote was held. The motion passed 
with Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Kehoe, Gudman, Jordan, Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney 
voting ‘aye’.  (7-0) 

9. REPORTS 

9.1 Contract Award for Upgrade and Replacement of Chillers and Boiler System in the 
West End Building (WEB) 

Ms. Peterson recommended that Council award the contract for the upgrade and replacement of 
the chillers and boiler system in the WEB. The building was built and chiller and boiler system was 
installed in 1979. The average life expectancy of heating and cooling systems per ASH standards 
is between 23 and 25 years. The equipment is now 33 years old and has started to fail. It is 
designed to be a two chiller system. One chiller failed two years ago and the system has been run 
on one chiller, which is how the building is cooled. Per the regulations for local regulations for city 
and state, they advertised for the contract award and had fifteen different contractors show up at 
the mandatory walk-through. They had two responsive bidders. She recommends that Council 
award the contract to Heinz Mechanical, the low bidder at $685,550, which is budgeted in the 
current year.  

Councilor Tierney asked what the anticipated timing was for installation. Ms. Peterson indicated 
she was prepared to sign the contract the next day and to send the contractor a letter to proceed. 
She would recommend the equipment be ordered as soon as possible for delivery before July 1, 
with installation to take place after July 1. Of the $685,550 cost, $340,000 was for equipment.  

Councilor Olson indicated she completely supported awarding the contract and buying and 
installing the equipment. 

Councilor Olson noted that toward the end of the staff report, it says that any unspent amount in 
this year’s budget could be used for additional principal payments on the WEB or be carried over to 
the next year as ending fund balance pending information about the delivery of the equipment, staff 
plans to submit an additional principal payment on the WEB loan as shown below unless Council 
directs otherwise. In addition to accepting the recommendation to award the contract, she would 
also like to direct otherwise. Mayor Hoffman noted she had a good point and said there were a 
couple of ways to handle that. One would be to recommend that City Council award the contract, 
with a caveat that Council would like to have further conversation at some level, whether it be the 
Budget Committee or otherwise, with respect to that transfer. Other Council members agreed.  

Councilor Tierney said the issues should be split; the contract should be awarded, but the Council 
does not agree with the presumption that unspent amounts should be rolled over into principal.  
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Councilor Tierney moved that the contract be awarded in the amount of $685,550 for the 
replacement and installation of the chillers and boiler systems in the WEB. Councilor 
Gudman seconded the motion. 

Mayor Hoffman announced he had an issue in that he did not check for conflicts to determine 
whether either Heinz Mechanical or the other bidder was a client of his law firm. He recused 
himself from voting. 

A roll call vote was taken and the motion passed with Council President Moncrieff, and 
Councilors Gudman, Kehoe, Jordan, and Olson voting ‘aye’ and Councilor Tierney voting 
‘No.’ (5-1)    

9.2 Modified Application to Metro to Adjust the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 

Mr. Egner noted that earlier in the year, the Council approved a resolution to apply to Metro for a 
UGB expansion of approximately 98 acres which included Luscher Farm, the Rassekh property, 
and several other properties. When the City started to process this with Clackamas County and 
Metro, it received comment from the Clackamas County Commissioners and also from members of 
Stafford Basin stakeholders who have different interests and perspectives in this matter. The 
issues expressed were not necessarily on the merits of bringing the 98 acres into the City, but 
rather the process. Comments were very focused on getting all of the stakeholders together at the 
table to discuss how to proceed forward in terms of UGB expansions in the Stafford area. They 
didn’t want to have Lake Oswego’s 98 acres be the start of something without going through a 
process that includes the Borland people, the Hamlet people, the Johnson Road people, the Cities 
of West Linn, Lake Oswego, and Tualatin, Clackamas County and perhaps other agencies. Being 
respectful of that, and having received feedback from a Clackamas County Commissioner that they 
felt uncomfortable with addressing the 98 acres, it was thought perhaps just ten acres would work. 
Informal discussions were held with Commissioner Lehan, the Clackamas County Commission 
Chair, and she was receptive to that. Mayor Hoffman talked with Metro Councilors who said it 
looked like it would be acceptable to just request the ten acres. It is inside City limits; has City 
zoning; and the City just wants to move the UGB 300-400 yards to the south. Mayor Hoffman 
talked with people at County, Metro, and Stafford who have been involved in the Stafford planning 
process for the last five or six years.  

Mr. Egner added he has had conversations at the staff level with Metro to determine if they would 
be receptive to a reduced application. Metro staff didn’t object; they do have some different criteria 
which need to be addressed. Conversations were also held with Clackamas County staff, who had 
said they would talk to the Commissioners independently. The Commissioners had a public 
meeting about this in advance of the Council having a public meeting about it. The feedback was 
that County would likely also be receptive. City staff is asking for Council’s support tonight in 
amending the application to Metro. That would mean getting the application submitted by June 18 
and then the hearing would be at the end of July or the beginning of August. Mayor Hoffman 
indicated he had also discussed the issue of classes at Luscher Farm with Mr. Egner. He believes 
that the next step is to take the list of the classes and work with the County staff to determine 
which ones are allowable under EFU and which ones are not. Some may need to be modified to fit 
within the definition of an agricultural class. He believes the County is open to working with City 
staff on this matter. Mr. Egner indicated he had the same conversation with Mike McCallister of the 
County staff.     

Councilor Tierney indicated that the plan the City had was to site a new tennis facility on the 
property; it needs to be inside the UGB to do that. The tennis facility had gone through study and 
was approved. The facility is contingent upon financial analysis to confirm that it still is supportable 
by revenue bonds. He wondered if that analysis was scheduled for the next fiscal year, and if 
monies are budgeted for it. Ms. Gilmer indicated it was scheduled to come back before Council in 
July. The analysis is taking the information from 2009, updating it, and presenting it in a format that 
will be more easily understood. An individual on the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) 
will help staff format the information. Councilor Tierney indicated he would prefer a different type 
of analysis, one that is current and tests the capability to finance the facility. Councilor Olson 
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indicated she had the same concerns as Councilor Tierney about the financial analysis. She 
suggested that the person on the PRAB work with Finance Department staff in order to present a 
true financial analysis. She feels that discussing the issue tonight is a little like putting the cart 
before the horse, which is why she supported waiting on the UGB application until March 2013; the 
tennis facility is contingent upon the financial analysis, which Council has not yet received. She is 
concerned about the $33,000 Council has spent on the original application, and wants to know why 
there has been a sudden change in Metro staff opinion. Ms. Gilmer said that was a good question 
and indicated staff had gone to Metro staff a year and a half or two years ago, and they were 
suggesting just the Rassekh property alone. She is not sure why Metro staff has chosen to support 
a smaller application. Mr. Egner said he thought it was partly in recognition of feedback from the 
County. He noted that it partly changes the argument Lake Oswego needs to make; the City needs 
to show that it needs the site for a tennis facility, so the application materials need to be focused in 
that way as opposed to talking more about the need for the Luscher Farm site and the larger 
argument about recreational needs, urban farming, etc. He believes that Metro’s primary concern 
about just bringing in Rassekh was that Lake Oswego had traded it out 18-24 months ago, and 
now wanted to bring it back in. Since that time, the City has prepared its tennis facility siting study, 
and the City needs to make that argument to Metro. This is the only site that fits. Mr. Egner has 
heard from Clackamas County staff is that they believe the Commissioners will support the 
application.  

Councilor Olson noted that on the morning of May 16, the Board of County Commissioners will be 
discussing the code changes that Mr. McAllister has been working on; somebody from Lake 
Oswego staff should attend. Mr. Egner indicated he might be able to attend. The EFU changes 
reflect exactly what is allowed, the most permissive set of changes that can happen under state 
law. There is not a lot of flexibility unless the County chooses to pull back. Councilor Olson said 
she thought testimony or a letter in support of those from Lake Oswego would be helpful to the 
City. 

Councilor Moncrieff moved to adopt Resolution 12-24. Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion.  

Councilor Gudman noted that Council had received a letter that afternoon from the Historic 
Resources Advisory Board (HRAB) continuing to urge Councilors to vote against this particular 
UGB amendment for reasons that they gave. He asked if any of those reasons identified had been 
satisfactorily addressed. Several Councilors indicated they had not read the letter. Councilor 
Gudman noted that one of the concerns HRAB raised was that Lake Oswego is not united as a 
City with respect to the greater area. He realized this was just for the tennis facility siting and he 
has no particular objection to the properties as a whole. He noted that so far, in the process, the 
City has managed to frustrate or irritate all of its partners, both within and outside the City, however 
inadvertently. He is concerned that until the City gets unanimity, which they are moving toward, 
moving forward with this is premature.  

Councilor Kehoe indicated he would not be supporting the motion. He is not convinced that the 
tennis center is financially feasible.  

Councilor Jordan indicated she would be supporting this, because she believes there’s a lot of 
politics going on with regard to expanding any property in the UGB. Whether it is something Lake 
Oswego can show financially that the City can build a facility that will pay for itself is important, but 
if there isn’t a place to build it, then that research is moot. She believes this property should be 
within the City and the UGB. She thinks it makes sense to keep the parcel small, because it may 
be years before more property is brought into the UGB.  

Councilor Moncrieff concurs with Councilor Jordan. It is a unique situation in the regional context. 
It is currently a park and will remain a park; for regional planning purposes, they’re just looking at 
whether it will remain a park. The need for a tennis facility has been established, and she supports 
moving forward with it. 
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Mayor Hoffman concurred that the City does not wish to irritate its partners. The impression he 
has received from the Stafford people is that they are ok with this particular small movement of the 
UGB for our City, but they want to make sure Lake Oswego is a partner in the further planning and 
development of a Framework Plan and whatever that looks like on Stafford. He did not get the 
impression they were frustrated or irritated about the small ask or the concept of what the City is 
trying to do, but with the process. That is legitimate, there is no question.  

Councilor Gudman expressed the concern that being at the table represented a huge financial 
commitment for the City; Mayor Hoffman disagreed. They agreed there would be further 
conversations. 

A roll call vote was held and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Moncrieff, Jordan, and Tierney voting ‘aye’ and Councilors Gudman, Kehoe, and Olson 
voting ‘No.’ (4-3)  

9.3 Comprehensive Strategy for Funding Major Capital Facility Projects 

Mr. Williams stated the Council has had two study sessions on this topic with much discussion 
and dialogue on some of the different issues. Staff has provided responses to Council’s questions 
in Attachment 1. He indicated the goal was to have full consensus of the Council on the first three 
projects they might move forward with in the near term. Ideally there would be a general direction 
on the remaining five projects so there is a good work plan for completing a few of the projects in 
the near future. 

The funding strategy he had drafted and included in the staff report is a starting point for Council’s 
discussions this evening. It is based on discussions held the last two meetings and information and 
feedback he has received from Councilors and Mayor Hoffman since those meetings. The 
proposed strategy for each of the eight facilities tries to minimize the need to rely on the General 
Fund, given the recent budget discussions Council is having with the Budget Committee. He has 
also had conversations with Adam Davis of Davis, Hibbetts, Midghall regarding the projects and 
General Obligation (GO) bond measures that could go forward to fund either the Library project, 
the public safety facilities project, or the Boones Ferry project. Mr. Davis’ strong recommendation is 
that if the City wants to have success on any of the GO bond measures, it should move forward 
with those for a general election. He emphasized that this coming general election would be a very 
good time to take a GO bond if the City is prepared and has a project the citizens can support. If 
the City is unable to do that, he recommends looking two years out to 2014. Lake Oswego School 
District will be looking at 2013 for their local option levy. Staff proposed that a GO bond for the 
Library be voted on this November 2012, for $12 million. The remaining $34 million would be paid 
for by a combination of tax increment funds (TIF), donations, the endowment fund for the Library, 
sale of the Library property, and the Library district funds. If the bond measure is successful, 
construction could begin as early as 2014 at the North Anchor site.  

Public safety is a $13.3 million project. It would likely be funded by a GO bond. The 
recommendation is to go in November 2014, which would allow construction to begin in 2016. It 
would be on the back of the West End property.  

The first phase of the Boones Ferry Road project is estimated to cost $25 million at the time of 
construction. This project will be a challenge to fund; discussions to date have primarily been 
around forming an urban renewal area for Lake Grove and using future tax increment funds to pay 
for the majority of the project. Since the ideal situation is to have the project move forward sooner 
rather than later in order to keep costs down and avoid escalation, the City would probably want to 
issue a full faith in credit bond that would be paid back by future funds from urban renewal. Staff is 
also proposing a GO bond for November 2012 for $4 million and transportation systems 
development charges (SDCs) for $1.5 million. There is money available in the transportation SDC 
fund for that. Street fund could provide $1 million; that will be a challenge because the street fund 
is very tight, and projects would need to be reprioritized. A local improvement district (LID) is 
included for $1.5 million. Property owners will need to agree to the LID and accept the kind of 
assessments that would come out of an LID. The intent is to minimize the funds that need to come 
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from the general fund. There still is an up-front gap of $3 million that would need to be filled. The 
street fund is one possibility; the City could also consider part or all of that being funded by the 
general fund and could continue to look at other sources. Council would also have the option of 
raising the street fee.  

The maintenance facility project is $18.4 million. The recommendation is to try to take the next 
two years to minimize the need for a GO bond, or at least minimize the size of the GO bond. The 
options to do that are by trying to scale down the existing project, phasing the project, or looking at 
other sites in Lake Oswego or nearby where the maintenance functions could be housed. After 
taking two years to consider options, then the City could put the resulting amount on a GO bond for 
the 2014 election. Council could continue to look at utility funds to offset a portion of the cost.  

South Shore Fire Station is estimated to cost $3.2 million. There may be options to try to reduce 
the need for GO bond proceeds to pay for the project. The recommendation is to continue for the 
next year or two to study ways to fund this. If a portion of it needs to be funded with a GO bond, it 
could be included on the 2014 ballot. The maintenance facility and the South Shore Fire Station 
could line up well with the public safety facility at that time.  

For the tennis center, the recommendation is to work through the issues just discussed, land use 
and financing. Hopefully that can be done in the next year. The timing for the tennis center would 
be dependent on resolving those two issues. What was put in the previous report was a tennis 
revenue bond for $2.4 million, parks SDCs for $1 million, the sale of the existing property for $1 
million, and the tennis fund could cover up to $500,000 of the total $4.9 million tennis center.  

Monitoring City Hall is ongoing, especially for air quality and ongoing maintenance. Air quality 
tests come back good and in many cases are better than the air quality outside the building. Staff 
will continue monitoring.  

City Hall could potentially be moved on an interim or permanent basis to the WEB and Council 
could make some decisions on what should be done permanently with the existing City Hall.  

The recommendation is that if Council can make some decisions on some of the key projects up 
front, which would be great. City Hall can wait for a while, and the next Council or the one following 
can figure out what to do with it. 

The recommendation is to continue to budget principal, interest, and capital improvements on the 
WEB. In 2014, consider adding a portion of the principal for that portion of the property that might 
go into a public safety facility on the back end of the property to a GO bond measure for the public 
safety facility. That decision can be made by the Council in 2014. If a public safety facility is built on 
the back side of the property, as previously discussed, the front portion of the property could be 
partitioned off, including the building, and sold for private redevelopment. Parks and Recreation 
could be moved back to City Hall and housed on the second floor where the Police Department is 
currently located. If the City wants to keep the WEB and move City Hall there, that is also an option 
and a decision that could be made by the Council at that time.  

He recommended Council focus on three issues. The first is, assuming Council wants to move 
ahead with a GO Bond measure this November, Council needs to decide whether the bond is for 
the Library or a public safety facility for police, 911, and municipal court, and possibly maintenance 
and South Shore Fire Station. If all three facilities are included, it is a pretty good-sized bond 
measure. The second issue is the Boones Ferry project, and what the best way is to mix and 
match the different funding sources. There is no easy answer, and each source presents a 
challenge. Between an LID, a GO bond measure, and an urban renewal district, that will take pretty 
strong effort by the City Council and the community to move the project forward. The third issue is 
the size and timing of the public safety facilities and whether to include maintenance and the South 
Shore Fire Station this year or in 2014. If 2014, it needs to be determined how to handle those two 
facilities in the interim to minimize the need for GO bond proceeds in the future. He said believes 
these are the three most pressing issues, although not the only ones.  
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Councilor Gudman noted that the recommendation is to have a library ahead of public safety, and 
wondered what the reasoning is for bringing Library ahead of public safety. Mr. Williams noted 
that the Library project is currently being worked on by primarily the Lake Oswego Redevelopment 
Agency Board, and the City is in the process of acquiring properties for the project and doing 
preliminary design and development. There is an infrastructure in place for a campaign for a bond 
measure. The only way bond measures are passed is to have a campaign that is typically done by 
citizens. Elected officials could also help do that. Library supporters are ready to take that on. He 
was not aware of anyone on the public safety side, although that doesn’t mean they can’t find 
someone. The Library includes broader objectives, including the potential for new housing and 
retail in downtown as part of the North Anchor project. The Library bond would be about the same 
size as the bond that will be maturing in 2013. Property tax payers would essentially see no 
change on their property tax bill if those two are matched up: the bond that is maturing with the 
bond that could go on for the Library. Assuming Council would want to put a public safety bond 
forward, that could include public safety police and 911, but also South Shore Fire Station and the 
maintenance facility. If you included the three, the bond would be a significant size. Given the 
economic situation, He thought that trying for one of the safety facilities, police, or the Library, and 
matching it up with the bond that is expiring would be the best choice. There are also still a lot of 
issues around the WEB. Moving forward with the public safety facility would draw the question of 
how the City is dealing with the WEB. In two years, there will have been more time to consider that 
issue. There will be more time to communicate the overall needs for public safety for all the three 
different public safety facilities. All of that having been said, the public safety facility is considered 
more of a need, and the Library is not so much of a need. It comes down to what the Council and 
the community want to move forward with.  

Councilor Gudman said that given the logjam of projects and the conflicting viewpoints within the 
City, that the ballot measure in November 2012 could have two, three, or four choices, with specific 
dollar amounts and locations and let the community speak on each of those issues. He wonders 
what the advantages and disadvantages of such an approach might be. Mr. Williams indicated he 
is not an expert in those kinds of measures and what happens. In the meeting with Mr. Davis there 
was no discussion of putting more than two items on the ballot. Mr. Davis felt comfortable with two. 
Mr. Williams thinks there might be more challenges if three or four choices were put on the ballot. 
What was discussed with Mr. Davis was what was in the proposal, which was $12 million for the 
Library and $4 million for the Boones Ferry project. He felt those were two good choices for the 
community to make: books and computers versus pedestrian and bike safety, better access, and 
better automobile control. Mr. Williams indicated that Mr. Davis said that typically public safety is 
stronger than libraries, but it really depends on what the priority is for the Council and what the 
community can support.  

Councilor Moncrieff noted that Council had heard earlier from Mr. Condra, who was concerned 
the City needed to have a more detailed Library design before going out for a bond. She noted that 
August 1 is when Council needs to approve ballot language and wondered how far along the 
Library design could be by August 1. Mr. Williams indicated there were two different thoughts 
about how you move forward with projects when putting a GO bond measure up for a vote. The 
question is how far forward you go with design before funding is in place; the other option is to get 
funding in place and then work through the design given the budget you need to work toward. 
There are pros and cons with each. He has heard more often that general concepts should be in 
place about what Library services and qualities should be established, but not the design of the 
building. The City has talked to the architect who has done many library projects and who has 
done preliminary work for Lake Oswego. The architect feels strongly that the City is in pretty good 
shape to move forward with a bond this November. There is work to do between now and August 
1st and September or October 1st, because that will be when the main portion of the campaign for 
the GO bond measure occurs.  

Councilor Moncrieff received confirmation from Mr. Williams that by August 1 the City could at a 
minimum have a list of all of the services that would be provided. Councilor Moncrieff asked if it 
would be more difficult to pass a bond measure in the future if the Library bond measure failed in 
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November. Mr. Williams indicated that Mr. Davis had not been asked that question, and that that 
would be a Council decision. Mr. Williams said Council had had a discussion that if the Library 
bond measure failed, they would still move forward with the public safety measure in 2014. He did 
not recall discussing this with Mr. Davis. Councilor Jordan said she thought Council needed to 
discuss whether this might be the only opportunity for the Library bond in the near future. 
Councilor Tierney asked what the entire cost of the Library building would be, and Mr. Williams 
said it was $12-$14 million for just the Library building itself. The $46 million is all part of the North 
Anchor project, so the City is purchasing properties for the entire North Anchor side, and it includes 
structured parking. The $12-14 million is just for the Library building and does not include the 
structured parking, which would be required with the Library. There is a message to the community 
that the Library is a $46 million project when it’s nuanced. There are many components to the 
North Anchor, and they need to be separated. Mr. Williams indicated it would be $21 million for 
the Library, and $3 million for structured parking. Design, site development, fixtures and equipment 
plus contingency total $11 million. Property acquisition and relocation is $8 million. That is $43 
million, and it was escalated to $46 million because the assumption was that it would be built over 
two years.  

Councilor Tierney asked what the basis is for the $4 million proposed by staff for Boones Ferry. 
Mr. Williams indicated that one of the options discussed from a previous meeting had $4 million of 
general fund money, so the $4 million bond is to offset the general fund money. Councilor Tierney 
asked if it was $8 million, it could fund some additional portions of Boones Ferry that would 
otherwise be funded by other means. Mr. Williams indicated there were a number of different 
options for funding Boones Ferry, it came down to finding the best balance among the different 
sources, and one which would be successful in the community.  

Councilor Moncrieff asked what advantage there is to the public safety facility of waiting until 
2014 and not putting it first. Mr. Williams indicated a campaign would be needed, a leader would 
need to be determined, money would need to be raised, and decisions made about how the 
community would raise money to have a successful campaign. The question about whether the 
bond would be just the police, 911, Municipal Court building, or whether it would include South 
Shore Fire Station and the maintenance facility needed to be considered. There is general 
discussion that ideally all three of these items needed to be included together as a public safety 
bond, but they could be split up and have three separate bonds and look for ways the Fire Station 
and the maintenance facility could be funded either wholly or partly in other ways. The two years 
would give the City time to work through issues with those facilities and then package a public 
safety measure that includes all three facilities at a reduced amount. Optimally there would be a 
lower bond measure by waiting. If all three are done this year, it would most likely be in the $30-
$35 million range for a GO bond measure.  

Councilor Jordan indicated that she believes there are a lot of pieces with the Library that are 
being funded a lot of different ways. If a ballot measure has a constrained budget amount, the 
public knows they’re going to be responsible for a fixed amount. If the Library wants additional 
items, those will be funded in other ways, through donations and so on. The police facility is a 
priority. She believes the police facility would be better sited in the front where the access and 
egress is much better. The City doesn’t know what’s going to happen with the property, and the 
police facility could just as easily be put on the front of the property. The back could be partitioned 
off and sold for housing, and something else could be done with the building, whether it’s sold or 
the City uses it. She has concerns that if the City can’t find ways to replace the maintenance facility 
and the Fire Station through means other than a GO bond, if they are not put all together in a 
package, the other things will not be obtainable. West Linn went out for a police station bond 
measure and it failed. It’s not a slam dunk for any bond measure. Without a whole group of people 
letting people know what’s happening and what it’s going to mean for the community in a positive 
way, she doesn’t think any bond measure gets passed. 

Councilor Gudman noted that a couple of months ago, Council had a presentation by the 
architectural firm Group Mackenzie on the LOCOM facility. They did a detailed analysis, all the way 
down to programming. He believes that in the design spectrum of having a concept at one end and 
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a fully designed building and a location at the other end, that the City is much further along the 
path toward getting something designed and laid out on the LOCOM facility than they are on the 
Library. He asked if that was an accurate assessment on his part. Mr. Williams said he didn’t think 
that was quite accurate. He feels the two projects have developed to about the same extent. Both 
have had a space analysis of what’s needed, and have some price per square foot numbers with 
that analysis. 

Councilor Olson indicated her first question is on page 201 of their packet, in the paragraph about 
the WEB. The suggestion is to continue to budget the annual principal and interest payments and 
capital improvements for the building and the property. Then in 2014, Council would decide 
whether or not to include a portion of the outstanding principal on the WEB in the bond measure. 
When Council had the discussion about the police facility and whether it should be in City Hall or 
the WEB and the costs were being compared, the cost of the property was considered a sunk cost 
and not included in the price of the public safety facility. Now it is suggested that it should be 
included in the bond measure; she would like to know how those things are reconciled. Mr. 
Williams indicated that earlier, they were trying to compare the Evergreen site to the WEB site. As 
far as this proposal, it is a discretionary decision Council could make to include some of the 
property costs in the bond measure.  

Councilor Tierney asked about having the Library and Boones Ferry go for bond issues at the 
same time. Mr. Davis’ suggestion was to have two separate measures, one for Boones Ferry and 
one for the Library. A campaign by the community would be to support both measures and not 
have them competing against each other. Mr. Williams indicated he did not think they were 
precluded from adding the two together. He had discussed this with Mr. Powell, and they believe 
that legally the two measures could be combined as community facility improvement projects.  

Councilor Olson noted that when Mr. Williams went through the five reasons for doing the Library 
first, she thought that most of the reasons applied to the public safety building as well. The first 
reason that we are currently working on the project applies to the public safety building, which we 
have been working on for two or three years. The reason that we are acquiring property for the 
North Anchor project applies to the WEB, which we acquired about six years ago. The North 
Anchor project has other retail and residential benefits to the public, and she believes that a better 
public safety facility has even more benefits to the public. If the Library bond measure replaces the 
2013 bond measure that is expiring, the public safety building, without the cost of the property, is 
within a million dollars of that as well. She believes there are equal arguments for both. The City 
has a strategy for the WEB and facilities plan that we have been working on for three years. The 
Council modified that a year ago, March 29, 2011, and it placed the public safety building in the 
short term, immediate priority list, and the Library and the Lake Grove Village plan in medium term. 
Our own agreement, a year ago, was to have that be the order of priorities. 

Councilor Tierney moved to place on the November 2012 ballot GO bond measures for $14 
million for the Library project, and $5 million for Boones Ferry Road. Councilor Moncrieff 
seconded the motion. 

Councilor Tierney indicated the reasons he brings this forward on the Library are that the City has 
started the project, and he is hard pressed to move away from it. He would support many of the 
reasons that were provided in the staff report by Mr. Williams. He was moving the Boones Ferry 
project up slightly in an effort to try to fund some of the gaps on that project. He believes that each 
and every one of the projects is important, deserves attention, and needs investment in the near 
term. He will support whatever the majority of the Council prefers. 

Councilor Moncrieff indicated that she seconded the motion although she feels strongly that the 
public safety facility needs to be the community priority. She would like two more years to try to get 
the amount of the general obligation bond down by looking at what alternatives are for the 
maintenance facility funding and for South Shore Fire Station. She would also like to reconsider 
locations for a public safety facility within the West End property, because it makes sense to have 
the best access. She would definitely like to see some kind of resolution that moves Council toward 
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the November 2014 public safety vote. She supports the $5 million for Boones Ferry Road 
because she is not interested in borrowing from the general fund or from the streets fund.  

Councilor Kehoe said he would not support the motion. It is a very hard decision, and there is no 
best answer or compelling direction on any of it. He is not going to support the motion because he 
believes the Library should be done through the urban renewal district. There is plenty of funding in 
that, and there are projects on that which he doesn’t believe will ever happen, such as the Wizer 
building. He believes there is the funding to do the Library through the urban renewal district 
without further taxing the citizens. He is worried about the $5 million for Boones Ferry Road 
because he sees that as being more piecemeal that will result in fatigue to the citizens. He would 
prefer to prioritize the safety projects, the public safety building, the South Shore Fire Station, the 
maintenance facility, and give the citizens a choice if they want to do those. He would prefer to put 
those three items on the ballot separately and see if the citizens want to support them. He doesn’t 
think citizens are going to want to tax themselves for anything else right now, but thinks it should 
be their choice. If the City moves forward on a bond for the 911 building, he would like to see it sell 
off the balance of the WEB property. If the City does not move forward on the 911 building, he’d 
like to see it sell off the entire property.  

Ms. Euler said she needed to clarify the effect on the General Fund. If there is a full faith in credit 
bond, the General Fund would take out the full loan of more than $17 million, depending on what 
the amount would end up being. The general fund would then slowly but surely with increasing 
payments be reimbursed in the following eight years. 

Mayor Hoffman indicated he would support the motion for the Library and Boones Ferry. He 
indicated that Councilor Kehoe raised a good concern about whether citizens would support the 
bond issues. Effort will need to be made by the supporters of the Library and the Lake Grove 
community. A lot of work needs to be done to get the ballot measures passed during a tough time.  

Councilor Jordan asked for clarification on the numbers for the bonds. She indicated she 
appreciated the difficulty of separating the needs from the wants in Lake Oswego, but she believes 
that the Library offers the best opportunity first to get a lot of people working for the bond measure. 
The City has been buying the property. The North Anchor is a redevelopment opportunity that will 
bring great financial returns to the City if it’s successful. With Boones Ferry, giving people the 
opportunity to vote on the bond is good. She would prefer to keep the bonds separate. She would 
like people to know that if they vote on a GO bond there will be no franchise fees coming on top of 
the bond. The LID might be out of the picture if they go for $5 million. These are things the Council 
might determine over the next month or two. Council needs to get ahead of the August 1st date if 
this passes this evening.  

Councilor Olson indicated she hoped people don’t feel it’s a choice between one or the other; she 
sees it as just a question of timing. Her preference as an elected official is to put the public safety 
bond measure first, and she wouldn’t combine it into a large $30 million bond measure. She would 
have two, and not put South Shore Fire Station out there, because she thinks the City can handle 
South Shore internally with some of the things being worked on. Council doesn’t need to know 
whether the public safety building would be on the front or the back of the West End property at the 
time of the bond measure. Not doing the public safety bond measure now leaves the West End 
property unresolved yet again for another couple of years. She is more willing to ask the voters for 
a need rather than a want, especially when there are other funds available for the Library. She 
hates to see these things competing with each other, because she thinks everyone on the Council 
thinks they’re important projects. She doesn’t want to be sitting in a pretty new Library when a 
natural disaster happens and the City isn’t prepared for it.  

Councilor Gudman is very pleased the Council is wrestling with the major facilities issues in their 
totality instead of on a standalone basis. He shares the concerns about priorities and what comes 
first, although they’re all important. Without saying anything against the Library, because he would 
like to see a replacement Library, he believes public safety has to come first, particularly as it 
relates to LOCOM and the maintenance facility. He concurs with Councilor Tierney that regardless 
of how the vote turns out, he will be supporting it, because it gets it closer to a vote in the 
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community. The result of the November vote will break the logjam. He hopes it passes, but unlike 
other projects that have been taken to the community, there’s a Plan B. If the bond measures don’t 
pass, there will be alternatives that Council can begin to move forward with the next day on the 
Library and LOCOM and the other maintenance facilities of the City.  

Councilor Tierney indicated that there seems to be a generally consistent theme that the Council 
will support whatever the majority does since each and every one is important. The ultimate 
decision will be made in the community. Council is enabling bond authorization to be placed on the 
ballot. He believes it is very important that there is unanimous support on the Council for whatever 
Council does. 

Councilor Jordan noted that everyone who works in City Hall, not just the Police Department, is at 
risk with regard to the building. Police and LOCOM have a redundant system. Police are out on the 
roads; if they can get to work during an emergency, they’re in their cars. The City needs a better 
facility for the Police and LOCOM. She supports putting that on the 2014 ballot and working things 
out so there is a good picture to put before the public about why. She doesn’t believe that just 
because it’s public safety, people are going to support the bond measure. She believes that in this 
particular community where there have been a lot of people asking for a new Library for a long 
time, that the Library is also a need. That is why she would support the Library being in 2012 and 
going for public safety in 2014. 

Mayor Hoffman indicated he agrees with Councilor Tierney that it is a matter of sequencing the 
different projects. He is comfortable with the Library and Boones Ferry in 2012 and public safety, 
whether that includes a maintenance facility, Police Station, LOCOM, and also South Shore Fire 
Station, in 2014. The bigger question that Councilor Tierney raised was the issue of priority and 
how comfortable other Councilors, who may not want to do the Library and Boones Ferry in 2012, 
may feel in expressing their concerns about the priority. 

Councilor Olson indicated she was also concerned about the maintenance facility, not just the 
police. She noted that there were not a lot of citizens clamoring for a bond measure for a new 
maintenance yard or a new public safety facility. The City has Friends of the Library, but not 
Friends of the Maintenance Yard. It’s a whole different thing. Lake Oswego citizens expect Council 
to be taking care of that kind of thing, to have those facilities built and maintained correctly. They 
probably expect Council to be using property tax dollars to do that, and would accept, if the City 
needs a new building, that Council would ask them for that in a GO bond. 

Councilor Moncrieff indicated she would be supporting the measure but she is not comfortable 
with it. She believes it is the best of Council’s difficult options. She believes the main reason why 
public safety should wait until 2014 to go on the ballot is because it gives the City an opportunity to 
raise community awareness of the maintenance facility and the extremely important role Public 
Works personnel serve. This is a call to all citizens who want to support the City’s Public Works 
people, the snow plows, street sweepers, and all of those necessary and critical services.  

Councilor Gudman indicated that Councilor Tierney’s point is well taken. On the other hand, 
voting against something doesn’t mean that a Councilor won’t support it afterwards. He believes 
that since Councilors have had excellent discussion among themselves on the topic, a No vote on 
his part will not preclude unanimity. He is sure Councilors will want to have letters in the Oregonian 
and the Review with all Councilors signing to express support, despite voting No on this particular 
proposal.  

Councilor Olson noted that when Council met with Mr. Davis, one of the things he felt was very 
important to the success of any bond measure Council put out was that it be close to the amount of 
the bond that’s expiring in 2013. The amounts that Councilor Tierney has proposed exceed those 
by quite a bit. Mr. Williams confirmed that Mr. Davis had recommended having the amounts be 
similar, that it would be a selling point. Somewhere between $11 and $12 million would be pretty 
close to the maturing bond. Bringing the Library amount down to $12 million might be a good idea. 
Councilor Olson said she had mentioned the public safety building, since it was $12.3 million. 
Councilor Tierney indicated that what was in the report is a general obligation bond for $6 million. 
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He also responded to Councilor Gudman that there are naysayers in the community who would 
remember that the vote is 4-3, that $6 million is in the report, and it will come back. He believes 
that both projects need more than Council is asking for, and that is why he thinks the numbers are 
justifiable. On their face, they have to be supported and promoted, and hopefully the community 
will be accepting. 

Councilor Jordan indicated she was also concerned that Councilor Gudman had talked about 
Plan B if this doesn’t work. She is not sure there is a Plan B. She believes that people need to 
know that if they feel something is needed or wanted that there is only one way to get that. The 
Option B that Councilor Gudman has continued to push is one that no one else believes is really a 
legitimate use of tax increment financing. So Councilors need to be very careful about how they 
craft any comments about other ways to do the Library, because she doesn’t feel there are other 
ways to do it. 

A roll call vote was held and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman, Gudman, Moncrieff, 
Tierney, and Jordan voting ‘aye’ and Councilors Kehoe and Olson voting ‘No.’ (5-2) 

10. INFORMATION FROM COUNCIL 

10.1 Councilor Information Reports 

Councilor Gudman reported that at the MPAC Meeting and then at the JPACT Meeting, there’s 
an ordinance going before Metro about exceptions and exemptions to future regional transportation 
plans. It is designed for small communities, Rivergrove being one example. The language in it that 
has exemptions will be useful for the City down the road; the City could get an exemption from 
having to do a $250,000 transportation system plan, or whatever it may cost us in the future. This 
is something for staff to keep in mind when this needs to be done again. Councilor Moncrieff 
indicated that the transportation system plan is a great opportunity for the community to weigh in 
on what their transportation needs are. She believes it is an excellent thing for the citizens to do. 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 9:43 p.m. 
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