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Mayor Hoffman called the regular City Council meeting to order at 6:04 p.m. on June 5, 
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; Ursula Euler, Finance  Director; Shawn 
Cross, Assistant Finance Director; Guy Graham, Public Works Director; Don 
Johnson, Police Chief; John Harris, Operations Director; Anthony Hooper, 
Management Analyst; Denny Egner, Assistant Planning Director; Bill Baars, 
Library Director; Scott Symer, Library Assistant; Ed Wilson, Fire Chief ; 
Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources Planner; Sarah Selden, 
Neighborhood Planner 

  

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Mayor Hoffman led the Council in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

4. PRESENTATIONS 

4.1 Distinguished Service Award – Tim Mather, Historic Resources Advisory Board  

Mayor Hoffman presented the DSA to Mr. Mather. Mr. Mather has been on several committees, 
received the Preservation Merit Award for 2012, is a founder of the Friends of Belluschi House, 
and was very instrumental in preserving the Griffin House. He and his workers carefully 
deconstructed and stored the house. Friends of Belluschi House is still seeking donations for the 
relocation and reconstruction of Griffin House on the Marylhurst University campus.  

4.2 Distinguished Service Award - Terry Keyes, Transportation Advisory Board  

Mayor Hoffman presented the DSA to Mr. Keyes. Mr. Keyes has served on the Transportation 
Advisory Board for six years and chaired it for two years. His engineering experience has been of 
tremendous value to the City. 

4.3 Presentation from Lake Oswego Meal Network Advisory Board President and three 
Board Members. Lynn Brokaw, Linda Flynn, Art Henderson, and Andy Harris 

Mr. Brokaw is co-chair of the Lake Oswego Meals on Wheels program, which operates in 
conjunction with the City and the Lake Oswego Meals Advisory Board. He said the Meals on 
Wheels Advisory Network were a nonprofit volunteer organization that provides funds for the meals 
on a regular basis. More than 300 meals a week are served to the seniors of Lake Oswego, using 
their own kitchen and nutritionist. They have an outstanding program. As far as they know, they are 
the only Meals on Wheels program in the country that gives back to their City. They presented a 
check to the City of more than $27,500 for helping them provide Meals on Wheels to the residents 
of Lake Oswego.  

5. CONSENT AGENDA 

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

5.1 REPORTS 

5.1.1    Resolution to accept the resignation of Daniel Gottlieb from the Sustainable 
Advisory Board. 

Action: Accept resignation. 

5.1.2    Resolution to accept the resignation of Erin Wagner from the Community Forest 
Commission.   

Action: Accept resignation. 

6. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA – none 

7. CITIZEN COMMENT 

 Charles “Skip” Ormsby – 170 SW Birdshill Road, Portland, OR 97219-8502. Concerns 
about meetings and notice, specifically with Tryon Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Mr. Ormsby stated he is the Birdshill Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) Chair. He wanted to 
thank the Meals on Wheels group; his mother has used their services regularly since 2007.  

He is concerned about several things. The forms that people fill out do not recognize that his 
mother’s tax lot of nearly 60 years is in the Lake Oswego Urban Growth Management Agreement. 
Their mail has always been provided by Portland. Birdshill CPO will be forwarding a resolution to 
the Council on that issue in two or three weeks. 

For the second time in about a year, he has appeared before the Council with respect to meetings 
occurring without Birdshill CPO receiving notice. The critical item right now is the Tryon Creek 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. According to an item he pulled off a blog, the City has been meeting 
since September, but the Birdshill CPO has not received any notice of these meetings. He is very 
upset about this and anticipates that Birdshill CPO will be filing complaints.  

In addition, the City has formed a Citizens Advisory Committee relating to the Tryon Creek 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, and he wanted to know what were the criteria for selection, which at 
the City was doing it, and when the process started. He would like to know why the Birdshill CPO 
wasn’t notified of the Oversight Committee meeting and why the Oversight Committee meeting was 
held. Maps he requested in January with respect to population location and distribution in Lake 
Oswego have not been delivered, namely the Tax maps which were used extensively in the Lake 
Oswego to Portland Transit Project.  

Because of decisions made by four of the Councilors in the last two of four years to exclude 
people, the Council has created a very dangerous situation. The Council has taken respect for the 
law and is transforming it into contempt. That’s not a good situation for either the institution of the 
law or for the Lake Oswego Police Department. He hopes it can be remedied.  

On January 12, 2012, Lake Oswego Chamber of Commerce held a fusion meeting, and he was 
asked not to attend. He believes the City Manager should resign immediately from Lake Oswego 
Chamber of Commerce. He will be in contact with the sponsors of that, including PGE, and 
demanding an apology for the ratepayers in the Birdshill CPO area.  

 Kelly Morris – 1065 Lund Street, Lake Oswego, OR 97034 – Tree Removal Appeal 

Mr. Morris said he had applied for tree removal on his property. He believes he has a unique 
property, a two acre lot with many trees. It is also a City tree grove which is not delineated, and a 
City creek corridor. The request was to remove one Type II fir tree as it was three feet from the 
deck and ten feet from the roofline. Removal is requested to perform upkeep on the home and 
allow suitable new landscape. The tree is not in the creek corridor, nor is it in the area of a potential 



City of Lake Oswego Regular Meeting      Page 3 of 26 
June 5, 2012 

protected grove. The current City response is that it may not be considered without delineation of 
the tree grove. After delineation, the tree can be considered as a Type II. The cost of delineation is 
$1600 for the grove fee, delineation of $1000; Type II permit is $160, so the total cost to have the 
tree considered but not removed is $2,840: the exception removal of a tree with less than an 8-foot 
branch of 200 square foot canopy. None of the trees on their property fit these criteria. Because he 
is not interested in development or removing more than one tree, he requests special consideration 
of his situation with regard to the requirement of delineation. He asks for the exception to be 
adjusted to fit the lot size, which is the equivalent of eight city lots. If delineated, they would be 
eligible to remove up to 50% of the trees in the tree grove, and he believes the City would be in 
favor of avoiding this possibility. 

Mayor Hoffman thanked Mr. Morris and said Council couldn’t make a decision on this and may not 
be the right body to make such a decision. He assumed Mr. Morris has been in touch with the right 
people and suggested that he again contact the City Manager or his designee, who will look into it 
again. Mr. Morris noted that he had been advised by staff to come in front of the Council. He 
confirmed to Councilor Olson that the property is within City limits and that there is a sensitive 
lands overlay on the property with Resource Protection (RP) and Resource Conservation (RC) 
designation.  

Mr. Powell asked Mr. Morris to leave his contact information so Council can speak to staff and 
observe a more normal appeal process.  

8. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

8.1 Ordinance 2588, An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 
Amending the Lake Oswego Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map to Remove a 
2.3 Acre Resource Conservation (RC) Overlay District Designation from 18 
Properties (LU 12-0011) 

Mr. Powell noted that this would be a land use request and read the applicable requirements. He 
asked if any Councilors needed to make any declarations with regard to ex parte contacts, bias, or 
conflicts of interest. There were none.  

STAFF REPORT 

Ms. Christenson noted that the RC district in question applies to Tree Grove No. TG17. It is 
located in the McVey/South Shore neighborhood and covers portions of 18 properties. The Code 
states that a Sensitive Lands Overlay District can be removed for three reasons. The one that 
applies in this case is Subsection 2: There was a mistake in the analysis, quality or quantity in the 
original designation of the resource, and a re-application of the economic, social, environmental, 
and energy (ESEE) analysis demonstrates that the designation no longer meets the criteria. The 
criteria that this subsection refers to are actually found in the code section about RC district 
applicability, which states that a tree grove can be placed in an RC district if it has a habitat 
assessment score (HAS) of at least 35, a high ranking for scenic values, or if it is associated with a 
stream corridor or wetland that has an RP ranking. TG17 was evaluated for significance in 1994 as 
part of the Lake Oswego Resource Area’s Report and ESEE analysis performed by a consultant. It 
was given a HAS ranking of 33, which does not meet the significance threshold of 35. Since it’s 
HAS ranking didn’t meet the significance threshold, it was determined to be significant based on 
high scenic value, but there is a specific procedure for determining whether a tree grove has high 
scenic value.  

Appendix F of the Resource Area’s Report explains that a resource was considered to be of high 
scenic value based on three factors: unusual or particularly attractive vegetation or features; high 
visibility for a large number of people; and screening value for incompatible or unsightly land uses. 
A resource must receive a high ranking in one of these three categories, and at least a medium 
ranking in one additional category. The scenic rankings for TG17 are shown on the supplemental 
field ratings worksheet, which is included as part of Exhibit F-2 on p 66 of Councilors’ packets. It 
received a medium ranking in all three of the previous categories. It received a high ranking for 
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neighborhood aesthetics, which is a factor on the field ratings worksheet, but is not one of the 
categories described in Appendix F of the Resource Area’s Report. TG17 therefore does not have 
high scenic value per the procedure outlined in Appendix F.  

In conclusion, TG17 was mistakenly determined to be of high scenic value during the original 
designation. It does not actually meet the significance criteria required for an RC district, and this 
proposal therefore meets the code requirements for removing a sensitive lands overlay district. The 
Planning Commission recommends approval of LU 12-0011 and Ordinance 2588, which would 
remove the RC district designation from these 18 properties.   

PUBLIC HEARING 

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

COUNCIL DISCUSSION 

Councilor Kehoe asked if Lake Oswego has a lot of properties that fell into the high scenic value 
category. He indicated the criteria seemed extremely subjective.  

Ms. Christenson said she believed the City has a lot of resources that also received high scenic 
value designation. There are very few that did not also receive a qualifying HAS. In terms of tree 
groves, there are only two that have a HAS lower than 35 but were included because of high 
scenic value. In terms of using scenic value as the sole justification, she believes there is only one 
other property. In response to Councilor Kehoe’s question if the other property was also being re-
examined, Ms. Christenson said she examined the field rating sheet for that other property and it 
received a high ranking on one of those three categories, visibility for a high number of people, 
because it’s right along Boones Ferry. According to the field rating sheet, that one was consistent 
with the procedure.  

Councilor Jordan noted the 1994 HAS had not been updated. Perhaps by now the resource’s 
HAS is higher than 33 since it has been protected for so long. As Council looks forward in how to 
deal with other properties, Council has talked about having an ability to re-examine those 
properties that are delineated. Councilor Jordan noted that this ordinance has nothing to do with 
the development of the properties; it was simply that the trees were left as the lots were developed. 
There was no requirement for builders or developers to leave this grove in place at that point in 
time.  

Councilor Olson said she thought there was a requirement when the area was developed for the 
developer to set aside 20% of the acreage as dedicated open space. That has been one of the 
issues with these lots; they have dedicated open space which restricts their use of the property 
overlapped with the sensitive lands ordinance. It’s a double whammy; they aren’t really going to be 
able to do anything more than they can now, because of the open space requirements.  

Ms. Christenson indicated that the properties that have the tree grove applied are part of two 
subdivisions platted at different times. The properties along Oak Terrace were platted in the 1950s 
and do not have an easement. The others were platted in the 1980s and open space was set aside 
and is protected through covenants, conditions, and restrictions. They were evaluated under the 
Sensitive Lands program in the 1990s. Councilor Jordan confirmed that once the Sensitive Lands 
designation is removed, the lots that go along Oak Terrace are not part of the set-aside from the 
second development. She wondered why importance to the neighborhood was listed on the 
worksheet but not in Appendix F.  

Councilor Olson moved to tentatively approve LU 12-0011 and Ordinance 2588 and direct 
staff to return with findings, conclusions and orders and Ordinance 2588 for adoption on 
July 10, 2012. Councilor Jordan seconded the motion. A roll call vote was held. The motion 
passed with Mayor Hoffman, and Councilors Olson, Jordan, Gudman, Kehoe, Moncrieff, and 
Tierney voting ‘aye.’ (7-0) 

8.2 Resolution 12-21, A Resolution of the Lake Oswego City Council Giving Preliminary 
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Approval of the Community Culture Goals and Policies in the Update Comprehensive 
Plan (LU 12-0002) 

Councilors Tierney and Kehoe declared a potential conflict of interest because the properties 
they own in Lake Oswego have potential easement rights to the lake. The lake is incorporated into 
the policies. Councilor Jordan declared a potential conflict as she owns property which has 
easement rights for the lake and for the Lake Grove Swim Park.  

Mr. Powell stated the proceeding would be a legislative decision and read the requirements that 
apply. He asked if there were any other declarations that needed to be made with regard to 
conflicts of interest. 

Councilor Moncrieff introduced David White (Library Advisory Board) and Nancy Gronowski 
(Parks & Recreation Advisory Board) who are members of the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC). 
She indicated that this is the first City Council hearing on preliminary approval of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Public hearings have been broken into four pieces. This section, Community 
Culture Goals and Policies, has already gone before the Planning Commission with two public 
hearings. She thanked everyone who has participated in the public process, which was vigorous.   

STAFF REPORT 

Ms. Gronowski stated that Community Culture was the first of seven plan chapters or action areas 
that will be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan Update. Each action area will be guided by the 
community vision statement and followed by a set of goals and policies. A separate action plan 
document will outline the steps the community must take to implement each area of the plan. The 
15 member Comprehensive Plan CAC worked to develop, review, and revise the Comprehensive 
Plan goals and policies for the Community Culture chapter of the plan. That chapter addresses 
arts, civic engagement, education, historic preservation, library services and facilities, and 
recreation. The CAC members represent all of the City’s advisory boards, the school district, 
business community, and young adults, and there are two at large members from the 
neighborhood associations. They work with the boards and neighbors on interest areas and come 
together to discuss, deliberate, and make proposals. CAC forwarded recommendations to the 
Planning Commission in February and is now requesting City Council’s consideration of these 
goals and policies.  

Mr. White indicated that the updates presented today build on the existing Comprehensive Plan 
and other City plans and projects. During the first phase of the process, the CAC asked the 
community what they valued most about Lake Oswego and what they envision the community to 
be in 2035 and for future generations. The CAC had a summit in November at which more than 
200 community members participated. They worked closely with City Boards and Commissions 
and other groups to get input. They produced a draft community vision statement and a conceptual 
vision map to guide the plan updates. Phase Two is the updates of the goals and the policies. 
Phase Three, which will be next year, is full adoption of the plan and beginning to develop the 
action items.  

Ms. Selden indicated that the Community Culture goals and policies fall under six topic areas. 
They include topics from the existing plan and new topics. Some of them have been consolidated.  

Recreation brings together pieces of a few different goals and policies from the existing plan.  

The Arts is being added to reflect the visual and performing arts as part of the community’s civic 
infrastructure. The goals and policies acknowledge the cultural and economic value that the arts 
have to the community. The policies call for access to arts throughout the community, encouraging 
the arts economy, and enhancing public spaces through public art throughout the City.  

Civic Engagement builds on the existing Comprehensive Plan Goal 1, which is currently called 
Citizen Involvement. During outreach, many people suggested that citizens take advantage of 
opportunities currently provided to engage and participate in civic decision making. Many of these 
updates are intended to provide consistent policy level guidance and to update the policies for 
existing conditions. Changes include calling for accessible, meaningful, and transparent processes 
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involving those who don’t typically participate in the planning process; calling for the City to foster 
an environment where people feel safe and respected while expressing their viewpoints; and 
acknowledging standing boards and commissions among those who need to be included in the 
planning and decision making process. 

Education is largely a new component of the Comprehensive Plan. The CAC heard from the 
community that education is the cornerstone of Lake Oswego. As a result, several policies have 
been added. The Education goal updates a couple of brief policies that were included under Goal 
11, Section 5 under Public Facilities and Services. The new policies address lifelong learning 
opportunities in the community and call out the multifunctional role of school facilities. They outline 
the City having a role in coordinating, partnering, and providing educational opportunities through 
the various City departments. There’s a policy calling to attract families with children to live in Lake 
Oswego and participate in the education system. There’s a policy for providing flexibility for the use 
of vacant school properties while being compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods.  

Historic Preservation is an update of our existing goals and policies under Goal 5. Largely they 
reflect the current historic preservation program in the City and present a range of strategies for 
making the best use of historic resources. They call for the incorporation of the elements of a site if 
there are historic resources when redevelopment exists. They reflect the City’s use of State experts 
when preserving archaeological resources. 

Mr. White indicated that the Library is a new topic for the plan. It was included in another section 
before, but CAC has now assigned it a section of its own. The Library is a cornerstone of the 
community and serves an important role in terms of supporting education. The policies and goals 
acknowledge the multiple roles that Library facilities and services play in the community, respond 
to the need for expanded facilities and services, reflect the Library’s multifunctional role, and 
highlight the opportunities it provides to enhance the vibrancy of the community. 

Ms. Gronowski said the Recreation goals and policies consolidate policies from three different 
chapters of the existing plan: Goal 8, Parks and Recreation; Goal 5, Section 7, Oswego Lake; and 
Goal 15, Willamette River Greenway. During outreach, CAC heard about improving public access 
and maintaining the City’s parks. The Recreation Policies reflect comprehensive plan outreach as 
well as the work of the Park Systems Plan, Parks Plan 2025, which is underway and expected for 
Council review later this summer. The first goal addresses the facilities component of the system. It 
includes the many functions that facilities serve, from exercise to cultural activities. Concepts from 
existing Goal 8 Policy 1 are moved into this goal. Year round activities are added. This calls for 
multifaceted community facilities and adds a goal for exercise and healthy living. The second goal 
that was added addresses the programmatic side of Recreation and builds on existing Goal 8 
Policy 15. It addresses learning, recreation, healthy living, and fun as identified goals for recreation 
programming. A new policy was added that prioritizes three essential services that most residents 
should have access to in close proximity to their homes: play for children, nature experiences, and 
exercise and sports. Another new policy was added that calls for filling gaps in the essential 
recreation services, which were listed above, through adding new facilities to existing parks where 
possible, or partnering with other providers, or possibly through new sites if that was necessary 
and possible. This updates and clarifies existing Goal 8, Policies 4 and 5. Existing Policy 6 related 
to Parks Systems Development Charges (SDCs); it was removed because it was not consistent 
with Comprehensive Plan policy level direction. Existing Policy 8, related to development mitigation 
in the transportation system, was removed because it is implemented through the development 
review standards and process. The Recreation Policy contained within the existing Oswego Lake 
section of Goal 5 addressed only the School District’s Lake Grove Swim Park, and the proposed 
amendment adds language to acknowledge swimming at the City-owned swim park. Finally, a new 
policy was added calling for providing and enhancing low-impact recreational access from public 
waterfront properties at the Willamette and Tualatin Rivers.  

Ms. Selden indicated that the Planning Commission in their review found that all of the proposed 
goals and policies comply with the applicable statewide planning goals listed. This evening’s 
hearing is to provide preliminary approval of these goals and policies. As the CAC continues 
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updating the remaining six action areas of the plan, they will compile all of the goals and policies 
together and bring them once again in front of the Planning Commission and the City Council for 
final adoption by ordinance. There could be changes made between this evening’s hearing and the 
final adoption, if additional changes seem necessary.  

The next step will be to outline the action plan and identify stakeholders and community partners to 
begin the action planning process. They will develop something to bring back to the Planning 
Commission and the City Council annually to see how the community is progressing toward 
meeting the community vision.   

Mayor Hoffman inquired about the process involved with the adopted updated Comprehensive 
Plan. He indicated that Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and 
staff needed to be informed. Ms. Selden indicated that once the full comprehensive plan has been 
adopted by the Council, it gets submitted to the DLCD, which administers periodic reviews of our 
Comprehensive Plan. DLCD will make sure the Plan is in compliance with statewide planning rules 
and statutes. The length of that process depends on how many jurisdictions are submitting their 
Comprehensive Plan for review at the same time. Ms. Selden indicated that the Community 
Culture action area is not one of the five key requirements under periodic review, but it is an 
important element of Lake Oswego for the community. She confirmed that the timeline is 2013. 

Mayor Hoffman reviewed the requirements for the public hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Testimony Opposed:  

 Charles “Skip” Ormsby – 170 SW Birdshill Road, Portland, OR 97219-8502 due to 
transportation issues 

Mr. Ormsby testified as the Chair of Birdshill CPO, a joint Clackamas County community planning 
organization and City of Lake Oswego neighborhood association, located in the northwest sector of 
Lake Oswego. He stated his belief that there is a fundamental problem with the public involvement 
process with respect to the update of the Comprehensive Plan. On December 18, 1997, the Lake 
Oswego City Council in conjunction with the Clackamas County Board of Commissioners, adopted 
the Lake Oswego Urban Growth Management Agreement. That Agreement specified that planning 
was done for certain unincorporated areas in Clackamas County that are in the Lake Oswego area. 
The problem is that none of those areas have any representation on the Citizens Advisory 
Committee. In the last three years since the Birdshill CPO has been recognized, he has never 
been contacted by anyone on the advisory boards on any subject matter relating to any activities 
with respect to the City of Lake Oswego in the Birdshill Area: the Willamette Shoreline, the sale of 
the Tryon Cove tax lot, and most recently the Sewer Plant CAC, for which he testified under Citizen 
Comment. He also applied to the Transportation Advisory Board but was not selected. Six 
thousand people do not have any voting representation on these committees, and that has not 
been addressed. He has had a resolution from the Birdshill Community to file a citizen initiated 
enforcement order with the LCDC for a year; he has not put it into action but will be doing so, 
because this process disturbs him very much. In the Community Culture document, neighborhoods 
are being subtended down to a subsidiary document. They should be brought up, itemized, and put 
into the main document. The Birdshill area is unique because of the amount of overlapping 
jurisdictions. They need mapping services which they have not received. With the evolution of 
things like the new financing means for roads, area tolling will operate with every car having a GPS 
device that allows the government to monitor road use and then send a bill. He has requested an 
agenda item for a meeting in June to discuss about fifteen resolutions regarding property rights but 
has received no response. 

Mayor Hoffman closed the public hearing as there was no further testimony. 

COUNCIL DISCUSSION    

Councilor Olson referenced the second paragraph of the Background section on p. 83 of the staff 
report, where it says “the proposal before Council is the preliminary set of legislative text 
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amendments and adoption of the resolution will provide preliminary approval of these 
amendments.” She asked Mr. Powell how the City can have preliminary text amendments and how 
they work. Mr. Powell indicated text amendments are not real until they are finalized. The idea was 
that the completed Comprehensive Plan will be so voluminous that it was felt the Council should 
have an opportunity to give guidance section by section. This directs staff to bring this part back 
incorporated with the other sections when they’re done. Councilor Olson indicated her concern 
with the word ‘directs’, which is a stronger verb than seems appropriate for use with a tentative 
proposal. She suggested ‘recommends’ as an alternative. Mr. Powell noted that the direction was 
to staff to bring it back with any suggested recommendations by the Planning Commission. There 
will be public input at the Planning Commission and Council before Council finalizes the updated 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Councilor Olson noted that under the Education goal, page 95 of the packet, the second policy is 
to develop and implement strategies to attract families with children to live in Lake Oswego. She 
wondered if there had there been any discussion of what that would entail, and asked for examples 
of what was meant by that. Ms. Selden indicated that some strategies would likely involve 
community partners. A school board member is on the CAC, and the City will want to coordinate 
with the School Board to identify specific strategies during the action planning phase.  

Councilor Olson noted that on the next page, p. 96, under the Library Facilities, Policy 1, it says 
“increase accessibility to Library facilities and services throughout the community for all ages by 
expanding the facilities” and then “providing safe transportation including multimodal options.” That 
seems to be a transportation issue that doesn’t belong here, and she wonders what it is referring 
to. Ms. Selden indicated that the idea behind that would be that when thinking about where Library 
facilities exist, whether it’s a main branch Library or a drop-off or a bookmobile or whatever might 
emerge in the future, to think about how people can get there easily, whether it’s on foot or by 
bicycle or coordinating to help transit options be available. It might be making sure there’s a safe 
pathway.  

Councilor Olson said it seemed like a transportation phrase that doesn’t fit here; in the Arts 
section, it didn’t say that the City needs to provide safe transportation including multimodal options 
for people to enjoy our art. There’s another item like that in the middle of the next page, the third 
policy under Recreation: “improve park access for bicyclists and pedestrians by linking 
neighborhoods to parks via trail corridors and safe routes along City streets.” All of this seems to 
be a transportation discussion. Ms. Selden said the CAC and the Planning Commission have had 
similar discussions, that there is overlapping direction amongst different action areas of the plan. 
There is a policy in the existing plan that talks about accessibility and getting to and from parks. 
The previous Policy 7 was to plan and develop a system of pathways which can connect open 
space and park facilities with neighborhoods. This updates that policy. The Planning Commission 
has heard a lot during outreach about there being many great parks, but the community could get 
to them easier if citizens knew where they all were.  

Councilor Olson referenced p. 123 of the packet and the summary of substantive changes. The 
second to last bullet talks about deleting the existing City policy to consider impacts on the school 
system when reviewing development applications. The thinking on that apparently was that given 
the recent trend of declining school district enrollment, excess school facility capacity, and limited 
amounts of vacant land, this policy was no longer seen as relevant. She wonders if there was any 
discussion of Foothills in this, since it would be quite a large development that would impact the 
schools if it went forward. Even further down the road, there is the possibility of Stafford. Ms. 
Selden indicated there hadn’t been any discussion specific to Foothills or future Stafford 
development. She said they were certainly a relevant consideration. Councilor Olson noted that 
this is supposed to be our Plan until 2035, so she is concerned about that policy being removed. 

Councilor Kehoe indicated that with reference to p. 92, Section Two, on “together with any 
subsequent adjustments recommended by the Planning Commission,” he was not comfortable with 
that. To him that is kind of a blank check. He would like to approve specific things, not give blanket 
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approval to whatever the Commission comes up with. Councilor Olson noted that that whole 
paragraph bothers her.  

Councilor Kehoe referenced p. 93, the Arts. He realizes how big an impact art has had in the 
community and how important it is, but a lot of the things in this section strike him as being more 
for the Arts Council. He is trying to think forward to future City Councils and how they might guide 
themselves on some of these policies, or whether the policies should just be for the Arts Council. 
For example, increasing the access to arts in neighborhoods, or improving access to spaces for 
artists. He is not sure whether this is for the City to do, or for a private entity, or the Arts Council. 
Number 2, build upon the arts and culture infrastructure. He is not clear what the Planning 
Commission was envisioning the City would do for the infrastructure. On Number 3, it discusses 
thoughtful selection and placement of public art. He thought the Arts Council did that, more than 
the City. Ms. Selden indicated that the arts were inclusive of public art. It’s one of the things the 
Arts Council works on a lot. There are other arts, such as performing arts and the Lakewood 
Center, the concerts the City puts on, and arts classes. All of these were discussed as being part 
of the civic infrastructure of arts in the community, not limited to just public sculptures. There were 
citizens who talked about the draw that the arts provide in Lake Oswego, from people coming to 
the Arts Festival, to attending concerts, to patronizing local businesses, to going to the Lakewood 
Center. The Arts Council is the City’s key organization in terms of purchasing art, displaying it in 
public facilities, and placing it permanently. There are other organizations in the community that the 
City could partner with and think about it from an economic development standpoint, or in terms of 
space for artists, whether there is flex space in the community or land that provides the right zoning 
to allow artists to work. Those are some of the things that were discussed during the public 
outreach process. Councilor Jordan noted that the City was currently involved in how and where 
public art gets placed. Ms. Selden indicated that when the City is doing redevelopment projects, 
the Planning Commission would participate if public art is going to be integrated. 

Councilor Kehoe referenced p. 96, Library Facilities and Services, Number 1: “expanding the 
facilities” and questioned whether that should be in the Plan. The City will have a vote on the bond, 
which in some ways will be a public decision on whether the City expands facilities or stays with 
what it has. This is a longer term document beyond November. Number 10, on p. 98, “when 
appropriate as part of the development review and approval process require dedication of public 
access easements within the greenway until the Willamette River.” He doesn’t think that is how the 
City is dealing with this now, so this struck him as going an extra step. Council has discussed trying 
to take advantage of easements or developing access where the City can, but this seems like a 
hard and fast directive, and he wonders if it should be softened up a bit to work towards public 
access easements where possible. Ms. Selden said with respect to the Library, the term facilities 
is something the Planning Commission and the CAC discussed, and it is intended not just to apply 
to the Library. When “Library facilities” are referenced, it could be much broader in thinking over 
the long term, whether it’s a satellite Library, something that’s mobile, or just providing more 
access to the Library’s facilities, not necessarily just a main Library branch.  

Ms. Selden noted that regarding the Willamette River Greenway, the City’s existing 
Comprehensive Plan has a policy that states “when appropriate, require dedication of public 
access easements within the Greenway and to the Willamette River as part of the development 
review and approval process.” The update is consistent with the City’s current practice. This is 
consistent with the statewide planning goal, Goal 15 for the Willamette River Greenway, with the 
goal of providing continuous access to the river or along the river. Mr. Powell might be able to get 
into more detail about how the development review process applies or asks for the dedication of an 
easement, but it would have to meet the nexus and it would have to be an improvement that is 
roughly proportional to the increase of density on that site. If there was a single family home that 
was demolished and a condo building was constructed, there might be additional impacts that 
could be mitigated by a pathway easement along the river. Mr. Powell indicated that this provision 
has been in the Plan for many years. It has been to try to reflect what’s called the Dolan vs. Tigard 
principle of when an exaction can be done when a permit is issued. The City cannot simply require 
an exaction ad hoc just because it wants one. As Ms. Selden said, there would have to be a nexus 
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between the development and the need for the pathway that was in part created by the impacts of 
development itself. Therefore the dedication is proportional to those impacts. It’s a pretty limited set 
of circumstances. It happened with the condos along Furnace Street within the last few years. 
There was a purchase and sale of the property where the City retained an easement. That nexus 
was found to exist, and part of the conditions of approval was that they construct the pathway. It 
has been the City’s practice for a while, but those opportunities don’t come up very often. It would 
take a voluntary sale or condemnation potentially, although the City has not chosen that path.  

Councilor Moncrieff referenced Councilor Olson’s comment on the overlap of transportation with 
recreation and the Library. The Planning Commission has spent a lot of time discussing that. She 
believes it is a better organization of the Comprehensive Plan to see the interrelationships. With 
reference to Councilor Kehoe’s comments on the arts, every policy supports the goal. The goals 
come from the vision statement, which was tested in a statistically valid survey with 85% of the 
people tested strongly approving of it. The goals and policies in here don’t come from the CAC or 
the Planning Commission and staff, they come from the community.  Staff has a great 
understanding of how things have evolved to get to this point. She wants to be sure Council 
acknowledges that the big changes in Community and Culture are the addition of new goals on Art 
and Library. She thinks it is positive that the community is formalizing that value and to explicitly 
prioritize and preserve Art and the Library. The City is greatly expanding Education. 

Mayor Hoffman referenced page 92, when the resolution is that the City Council “directs the 
tentatively approved Community Culture goals and policy together with any subsequent 
adjustments recommended by Planning Commission.” He asked if that was embedded in the 
document, pps. 100-105 or 106. Ms. Selden said the intention there is that the Planning 
Commission thinks these goals and policies look good. The Planning Commission may make 
additional changes when the whole Comprehensive Plan is consolidated and they hold their public 
hearing. Then it will come to the Council for formal adoption by ordinance. Mayor Hoffman 
indicated that Council is recognizing what the Planning Commission is going to do anyway, by 
directing that these proposed policies go through the process again and come back to the Council 
next year.  

Councilor Olson agreed with Councilor Moncrieff that it is a positive to have the Library be a 
specific part of the Comprehensive Plan, because it is such an important service to citizens. The 
thing that concerns her about that first policy is that it’s a policy to not only increase the Library 
facilities and services, but also providing transportation, including multimodal options. That says to 
Councilor Olson that as part of Library services to the community, the City will provide them safe 
transportation to the Library. She doesn’t think that is a good idea. She thinks having transportation 
goals that give more transportation choices and options to get to City facilities like libraries and 
parks is probably a good idea. She doesn’t think this is that goal or that it belongs here. Addressing 
Councilor Kehoe’s concern on p. 98, the development review requirement to require dedication of 
public access easements within the greenway, the last one of those that was done was last year, 
and it was the conversion of a single family home to a duplex. Staff exacted an easement from that 
development and required dedication of public access on the justification that a duplex increased 
traffic much more than a single family home. That is her concern with this requirement, that it is 
being used to exact, without compensation, private property and easements. She doesn’t support 
that particular policy.  

Councilor Olson referenced p. 103, and indicated that this document significantly changes the 
City’s current policy, which ensures that archaeological resources on City-owned lands are 
surveyed and adequately protected prior to developing park and open space lands or conducting 
public works projects. This proposed policy says “consult with the state Historic Preservation Office 
to preserve Lake Oswego’s archaeological resources.” She wonders why that was changed to be 
so much looser, and whether the Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB) approved the 
change. Ms. Selden indicated that HRAB had been involved in the early review process of the 
goals and policies. Staff attended the HRAB meeting and discussed a first draft of revisions to the 
goals and policies and followed up after that at least once. One of the discussion items was that 
the City does not have staff resources to assess archaeological resources and ensure they’re 
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protected. It currently contracts and coordinates that through the State; the State has the 
resources. Councilor Olson indicated that the current policy says the City is to ensure that 
archaeological resources are protected when it is conducting public works projects. There was an 
issue with that when the LOIS project was done, and there is a huge water project coming up. She 
is concerned about the protection of those resources during the length of that project. She is 
concerned about having the language be less specific. 

Councilor Tierney referenced p. 97, Number 1, using the half mile criteria. He had the opportunity 
when he was the liaison to the Natural Resources Advisory Board to sit with the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board and review it. Even the consultants were saying this didn’t seem to fit, 
in part because where there was this deficiency, there might not be parkland available, so it 
became a goal that was perhaps unobtainable. There are alternatives. A lot of it is in the South 
Shore area, where there are other recreational opportunities. He wonders if there has been further 
conversation about that and if there could be language that is less specific but captures the intent. 
The Parks and Recreation Plan that is coming up might address this, and it could be adjusted after 
that. Ms. Selden commented that this document might inform Council’s review of the Parks plan 
and vice versa. She noted that the Planning Commission wanted to make sure that as many 
residents as possible were added to this. In terms of what is captured by the Play for Children, 
Nature Experience, and Exercise and Sports, those terms are considered fairly broadly. For 
example, Exercise and Sports could be access to a running path. It wouldn’t necessarily have to be 
access to a ball field. In terms of Play for Children, there are more gaps in the system. It could be 
added to an existing facility, and does not necessarily require acquiring new parkland. With Nature 
Experiences, Lake Oswego has many wonderful natural area parks. There might be a native plant 
garden and a more developed park. In the Parks Plan process, they’re considering more flexible 
definitions of these categories. Ms. Gronowski thinks these categories capture the general 
essence of it pretty well. The half mile is aspirational in some areas, but it’s hard to know what 
might happen in twenty years. A ten-minute walk equals about a half mile. The goal is usually 
considered to be along a safe path. Planning recognizes this can’t be done everywhere in Lake 
Oswego, but would like to achieve this where possible.  

Councilor Gudman agreed with Councilor Tierney’s concern with the language of Policy 1 under 
Recreation. He thinks the language can be modified to reflect this evening’s discussion as well as 
what is coming out in the Parks Master Plan. He believes the City will benefit in 2013. He wanted 
to confirm what level of constraint Council would place on itself by adopting this this evening with 
respect to making changes when it comes before Council in a consolidated manner. Mr. Powell 
indicated Council has complete flexibility when the Plan comes back to Council, but if Council 
knows there are changes it wants now, he would recommend the changes be done now. Council 
doesn’t want Planning Commission and the public to think this is what they’re working from if that’s 
not what the majority of the Council wants. Councilor Gudman indicated his concern was more a 
matter of whether when the multiple pieces come together, what the potential interactions among 
them might be. Mr. Powell indicated Council was not constraining itself. That is the reason for the 
second paragraph in the resolution, to acknowledge the fact that it will come back with some 
adjustments from the Planning Commission. It is just saying that tentatively, this is where Council 
would like to go. 

Councilor Gudman referenced p. 96, on the Library. The concern he has is the providing of safe 
transportation. It seems to him that this policy as written moves the City down the road of adopting 
a jitney service to connect to the Library, and he wanted clarification about the intent. Ms. Selden 
indicated that was not the intent, and that rewording could be done to clarify the intent of the policy 
in terms of location of Library services and not where to bring transit. Councilor Gudman asked if 
Number 1 commits the City to providing a branch Library. Ms. Selden said she didn’t believe there 
was anything in the document that specifically commits the City to providing a certain type of facility 
in a specific location. It provides general guidance about accessibility of Library services; the intent 
was not to lock in a branch Library. Councilor Gudman indicated he was in favor of moving ahead 
with a new Library and additional book drops or a bookmobile. A branch Library has been looked at 
by many previous Councils and has always been rejected for a variety of reasons. He doesn’t 
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know if a statement should be included in the document that it would take a more positive act by a 
future Council to initiate a branch Library, that a branch Library is not anticipated in the language of 
Policy 1. Ms. Selden indicated she didn’t think it necessarily locks a branch Library in, but she 
thinks the language in Policy 1 is supportive of providing a new branch Library.  

Councilor Gudman thanked Ms. Selden for the two copies of the document showing differences 
between the old and the new document. He asked if it will be possible to do a comparison of the 
new Comprehensive Plan with the old Comprehensive Plan when Council looks at the full 
document in 2013. Ms. Selden said she thought that would be possible. The Planning Commission 
is planning to provide a matrix that shows where everything moved around to, so that readers can 
track back to the previous version. 

Mayor Hoffman wanted to thank citizens and the CAC and staff for putting this document together. 
He recognizes that it was prepared as a result of much input and work by staff and citizens. He is 
comfortable with the Arts goal, primarily because it came out of the community and it is a reflection 
of what Council hears. He believes the civic engagement is appropriate. To address the Chair of 
Birdshill Neighborhood Association, Liz Hartman, the Chair of Glenmorrie Neighborhood 
Association and also the neighborhood representative to the CAC, has reported back at least three 
or four times to the Neighborhood Chair Meeting that is held every other month, and she has 
worked with the Neighborhood Chairs on this whole process. Ms. Selden indicated that there were 
also two CAC members who sit on City Boards and Commissions from unincorporated areas, 
Skylands and Rosewood.  

Mayor Hoffman understands and is comfortable with the Education section, providing diverse 
education opportunities and lifelong learning, and the land use flexibility proposed for school 
properties. He understands that in terms of nodes for the twenty minute neighborhood. He is 
comfortable with Historic Preservation and Library Services. He understands the issue about 
whether the Library needs to provide safe transportation, but understands the document’s intent. 
He is also comfortable with the half mile and the dedication of the public access easements. He is 
mindful of the responsibility and requirement of the government to pay just compensation. The City 
has to follow the rules, and it has done that. The public access easements within the greenway and 
along the Willamette River have been critically important to this City for twenty or thirty years in 
terms of trying to connect Mary S. Young Park with Tryon Creek. He is comfortable with the 
language there.  

Councilor Jordan indicated she is not uncomfortable with the idea of bringing transportation into 
this particular area of the comprehensive plan. One of the priority issues for the Transportation 
Advisory Board in figuring out where pathways would go was that they would be linked to critical 
public facilities: schools, parks, and public buildings, so that that was a part of the ranking system. 
One of the things she is curious about is on p. 97, under Policy 1: “provide access to facilities.” It 
doesn’t say public facilities. The government can’t do it all. While this is our Comprehensive Plan, 
that doesn’t mean Council can’t encourage development of private recreational opportunities within 
the City. The goal is for the City to plan, acquire, develop, and maintain. The City might also want 
to encourage private development. She wonders if the City needs to change something in the goal 
so that it’s not all City-oriented, or include “public” in Number 1, so that it’s “provide access to 
public facilities.”     

Councilor Moncrieff moved to adopt Resolution 12-21, giving preliminary approval of the 
Community Culture goals and policies for the updated Comprehensive Plan LU 12-0002. 
Councilor Jordan seconded the motion. 

Councilor Olson referenced p. 106, where one of the current policies is removed: “require 
developers to pay their equitable share of future park acquisition and development costs.” In the 
summary of substantive changes, it indicated this was not consistent with the City’s policy level 
direction to call out Parks SDCs. Her question is whether other SDCs are called out elsewhere in 
the current comprehensive plan and whether this will come up again. Ms. Selden said she was not 
aware of other policies that require specific SDCs, but Planning can be sure to scan the document 
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as they go through the additional chapters. Councilor Olson asked whether there would be a 
problem if that section is removed; Mr. Powell indicated there would not. 

Councilor Olson explained that she would be voting No on this motion because of the concerns 
she mentioned about Section Two of the Resolution, where Council directs that this be included in 
the final Goals and Policies that are adopted next year. She believes Council should have study 
sessions and discuss the entire document; that’s really helpful. She thinks Council is trying to 
micromanage a future Council; only three of current Council members are guaranteed to be on 
Council the next year, so she is not comfortable with that. She also has an issue with the required 
dedication of public easements across the greenway. She is concerned about the wording of the 
transportation language related to the Library. She is also concerned about removing the 
requirement that the City takes care of its archaeological resources when it does Public Works 
projects. There are a couple of other issues as well. 

Councilor Moncrieff pointed out that the Comprehensive Plan from beginning to end spans three 
City Councils. The only consistent body in the document is the community overall. It’s not this 
Council’s Comprehensive Plan, or the next Council’s, or a past Council’s. It’s the community’s 
Comprehensive Plan. The engagement behind this document tonight is well documented. She is 
completely comfortable passing it off to the next City Council. 

Councilor Tierney believes the intent was to take a complex, multifaceted document, break it into 
component pieces, and give directions to staff, the Planning Commission, and to the citizens who 
are volunteering their time. He believes that if there are issues and there is a split vote, Council is 
not sending a good direction as to whether the document is good, bad, or indifferent. He is in favor 
of having a substantive discussion on some of the issues that have been raised.  

Councilor Tierney made a secondary motion to table the previous motion to a meeting 
before August 1, 2012, in order to have a substantive conversation about the issues, come 
up with something that can be agreed upon, and then send the direction back. Councilor 
Kehoe seconded the motion.  

Mayor Hoffman said he wasn’t optimistic that deep philosophical differences regarding private 
property rights and the compensation or non-compensation of the taking issue will be resolved in 
one meeting.  

Councilor Moncrieff indicated she was frustrated that these issues weren’t brought forward during 
the previous study session. Councilor Jordan concurred with Councilor Moncrieff. She believes 
that some issues are simply wordsmithing. The next Council is the one that will be voting on the 
final. She believes that the Council is in agreement on most of the document, and that most of the 
issues raised are minor.  

Councilor Gudman indicated he didn’t believe Council needed to schedule an extra meeting, 
because the Agenda items look pretty light over the next couple of months. He believes that if 
Council decides to table, that issues could be looked at during a regular meeting fairly 
expeditiously. Councilor Kehoe said the Planning Department has had a lot of feedback during 
this meeting, and needs to incorporate it, but he questions the need for a Council vote. Councilor 
Moncrieff indicated that Lake Oswego’s citizens are devoting literally thousands of hours to this 
effort. The Planning Commission had two hearings and a study session on this document. The 
CAC met numerous times on it, and it’s very important for them moving forward to understand what 
direction Council is sending.  

Councilor Gudman noted he felt that Councilor Tierney’s modification was a friendly one, and that 
there is much the Council agrees on. He wondered if it would be possible to pull the specific items 
that Councilors think need to be explored further, and adopt the rest of the material as it is 
submitted. Councilor Tierney said that wouldn’t be sufficient. Mr. Powell indicated that one 
possibility would be to offer each of the concerns as an amendment to the motion to approve and 
then have votes on all of them, determine which ones change and which don’t, and at the end 
there is direction to the community on how the Council breaks down on those issues. 
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A roll call vote was held on the motion to continue this time until a meeting before August 1, 
2012. The motion passed with Councilors Kehoe, Jordan, Gudman, Moncrieff, Olson, and 
Tierney voting ‘aye.’ Mayor Hoffman voted ‘no.’ (6-1) 

Mayor Hoffman indicated that tentatively the date for re-opening discussion of this matter would 
be July 10. 

Councilor Jordan asked if Councilors with concerns could draft wording and get it to the Planning 
Department who could get it back to Council. Councilor Olson indicated she could send a 
summary of her concerns, which are not only language; however, she thinks staff heard concerns 
this evening and can work on them.  

8.3 Resolution 12-26, Certifying that the City of Lake Oswego is Eligible in the Fiscal 
Year 2012-13 for State-Shared Revenues (Cigarettes, Liquor, and Highway Taxes) 
because it Provides Four or More Municipal Services 

 
 Resolution 12-27, Declaring the City of Lake Oswego’s Election to Receive State 

Revenue Sharing in Fiscal Year 2012-13 

Mayor Hoffman gave instructions to anyone wanting to testify on the budget. 

Mr. Powell clarified that motions for Resolutions 12-26 and 12-27 should be done separately but 
that the public hearing is required for Resolution 12-27.  

Mayor Hoffman indicated Council would begin with Resolution 12-26, relating to whether the City 
is eligible to receive state shared revenues. Ms. Euler indicated that this agenda item asks for 
approval to declare that the City was eligible to receive state shared revenues and to declare that 
the City wants those revenues. The City needs to fulfill four of seven requirements; in fact it fulfills 
all seven. The revenue is significant to the City and the Street Fund.  

Councilor Gudman moved to adopt Resolution 12-26. Councilor Tierney seconded the 
motion. A roll call vote was held. The motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Gudman, Tierney, Kehoe, Jordan, Olson, Moncrieff, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ (7-0)   

Mayor Hoffman reviewed the requirements for the public hearing process. He indicated that 
Resolution 12-27, with respect to state revenue sharing, would have a public hearing.  

Ms. Euler stated that this resolution indicates the City is eligible and would like the revenue. Mr. 
Powell indicated the hearing provides the public with an opportunity not only to comment but to 
ask questions about how Council might use the shared revenue.  

PUBLIC HEARING 

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

Councilor Jordan moved to adopt Resolution 12-27. Councilor Gudman seconded the 
motion. The motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Gudman, Jordan, Kehoe, 
Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ (7-0) 

8.4 Resolution 12-28, Adopting the City of Lake Oswego Budget for the Fiscal Year 
commencing July 1, 2012, Making Appropriations, Levying Ad Valorem Taxes, and 
Classifying the Levy Pursuant to Section 11b, Article XI of the Oregon Constitution 

 Resolution 12-29, Approving the City of Lake Oswego Capital Improvement Plan  
FY 2012/13 – 2016/17  

Mayor Hoffman indicated that Resolution 12-28 is adopting the City of Lake Oswego budget for 
the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2012.  

STAFF REPORT 
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Mr. Donaldson thanked the members of the Budget Committee for their work and time. The 
Budget being presented has a variance of about $123,000 different from what was presented. On 
the revenue side, the $123,000 difference represented an $117,000 lowering of expectation for the 
revenue from one of the fire districts. The other $6,000 was a rounding error. Where the real work 
came in was on the other side. The other $123,000, there were about twelve different movements 
on either side that got to the point that balanced the budget. Several of those are very significant. 
The first is that the Budget Committee recognized the need for focusing on the infrastructure.  

That was shown in many ways. First, the Budget Committee dedicated $700,000 of the franchise 
fees this year to the streets. Second, the Budget Committee dedicated $1 million to the vehicle 
replacement program, of which the City now has about $144,000. In the next five years, the City 
needs $3 or $4 million to replace fire trucks and other very essential pieces of equipment from the 
General Fund. Some of the other major movements included reduction of $315,000 for the West 
End Building repayment, along with an adjustment to the personnel budget of almost $400,000. 
$219,000 of that was through a vacancy rate reduction which basically said that historically there 
has been money left over in personnel services due to vacancies. This year the City is running at 
about 98.5%. The other part of personnel services was getting a much harder number on health 
insurance which was lower than anticipated. The budget this year is very complex in many ways, 
and there are many different moving parts. Several things caused that to happen: things like the 
TriMet loan, the payment to schools, and the adjustment of franchise fees. The franchise fee will 
sunset at the end of July. Residents should see reductions in their electric, natural gas, and 
garbage bills starting in August and September. All of those things caused the budget to not be as 
clear in terms of the impacts. The Budget Committee realizes that the City is going to have an 
increase in PERS, not this fiscal year or the next, but after that. The Budget Committee has put 
aside $562,000 into contingency. In the material given to Council, there is a correction he would 
like to make on p. 2 of the report, the General Fund approved budget on p. 126, the contingency 
number instead of $6,662,000 should actually be $7,224,000. That is where the $562,000 is that 
the Budget Committee put aside for PERS. The money that was put aside for the vehicle 
replacement is found in the ending balance. It should be thought of in the same way as the money 
put aside for a fire truck or the Library. That $1 million will have a fence around it, along with the 
$144,000.  

Resolution 12-29 – Adoption of the Capital Improvement Plan 

Ms. Euler noted that the Staff Report explained the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for the next 
five years does not have a change except for $200,000 more in the Street Fund for additional 
capital outlay due to the increased transfer of franchise fees than in the proposed budget. There 
are no other changes to the CIP. Many discussions have been held on this.  

PUBLIC HEARING ON RESOLUTIONS 12-28 AND 12-29 

Mayor Hoffman noted that Resolution 12-28 is the budget and Resolution 12-29 is the CIP. Mr. 
Powell explained the requirements of the public hearing process.   

 Kent Studebaker – 4137 West Bay Road, Lake Oswego, Chair of Citizens Budget 
Committee 

Mr. Studebaker indicated the Committee doesn’t think the budget is austere. There were no 
program cuts. They tried to rein in personnel costs by getting an agreement from the City Manager 
to commit to cutting personnel costs by $350,000, and the Committee will be meeting with him by 
October 1 to see how that is going to happen. The Committee believes the budget should be 
approved; there was an 11-3 vote by the Committee to approve it. 

 David Berg – 13964 Majestic Court, Lake Oswego, Vice Chair of Citizens Budget 
Committee 

Mr. Berg indicated that the Committee believes overall the budget is very balanced. It provides 
residents with relief on taxes and begins to address some of the long term issues facing the City. 
Committee members received consistent comment from citizens about the cost of utility fees and 
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taxes. Overall, there was a general tone of understanding that the City has limited resources and it 
does not have the flexibility it once had in terms of General Funds. In this light, citizens made 
requests but also realized there weren’t funds to pay for those requests. At the same time, they 
expressed concern for the City’s increasing debt and the condition of the streets. The Committee 
agreed to provide tax relief to citizens within the budget. The Committee would like to request 
Council approve the budget as drafted. 

 Mike Buck – 3155 Edgemont Road, Lake Oswego 

Mr. Buck thanked the Budget Committee and Council for their hard work and service. He noted 
that when he receives his water bill, he bites his lip; when he pays for it, he bites the bullet. He 
appreciates the knowledge of what most citizens feel with the rising costs, especially on their fees. 
He came from the Lake Grove Business Association this morning, and he knows no programs 
were cut. However, there are some programs that haven’t been started yet in the community that 
may need funding. He’s talking about programs for health and public safety. He’s asking for more 
flexibility, concentrating on ability. The City’s capabilities are being challenged. He wants to focus 
on who the City is as a community and what it may be facing, especially as the City looks at the 
infrastructure and the $700,000 it believes it is saving. That is not going to be a sizable amount of 
dollars per property. Compounded over multiple years as a whole, it could make a significant 
impact. In Lake Oswego, people expect a lot, and we need to match those expectations. He is 
willing to do the hard work and the sacrifice. He is speaking for himself, but is also speaking on 
behalf of what the Lake Grove Business Association talked about this morning. He doesn’t want to 
fall into extravagance, but he doesn’t want the City to be negligent. The City has been negligent for 
over three decades when some of these capital facilities should have been looked at years ago. If 
the City doesn’t get back the $700,000, the City will be facing culpability, not ability.  

 Dan Williams – 17226 Tualatin Street, Lake Oswego 

Mr. Williams supports the budget as approved by the Citizens Budget Committee. The Committee 
delivered a thoughtful budget that is consistent with the best interests of the taxpayers of Lake 
Oswego. It maintains service levels, builds reserve funds for replacement of capital equipment, 
notably a fire truck replacement, and sets aside $562,000 necessary to fund the anticipated 
increase in the City’s PERS obligation. He supports the Committee’s decision to allocate more 
funding of streets, and the decision to direct our City Manager to find $350,000 in Personnel 
Services savings. FTE reduction is necessary given that the City’s payroll and benefits costs are 
growing beyond our abilities to support them. Cutting FTEs when necessary should be done 
thoughtfully and in a way that will avoid cuts to public safety, fire, police, and EMS, which is 
fundamental to maintaining our livability. He would like to thank the Committee for developing a 
budget that allows a reduction of the property tax levy. The dollar amount might not be large, but 
the message is. The Committee has shown us that we can operate in a fiscally responsible 
manner. Council should listen to their wise counsel and adopt the budget as presented.  

 Charles “Skip” Ormsby – 170 SW Birdshill Road, Portland 

Mr. Ormsby said he appreciates the tremendous work that has been done on this budget. 
Broadcasting the budget discussions on cable TV and having access to it online has been 
tremendously helpful. He is concerned with a line item, the issue of TriMet and contributions to the 
Willamette Shoreline Consortium. He wants to make sure that all items are paid up prior to 
anything else going on with respect to that. He will be testifying in Clackamas County to that. Once 
some of that money is received, he desires that a geology report be conducted at the Elk Rock 
tunnel. People should take a look at the earthquake hazard map, walk through the tunnel, and ask 
how thick the east wall is. Then they should be very concerned about access to the east side of 
Lake Oswego after a subduction earthquake event, as was observed in Fukushima, Japan, in 
2011. The implications for that are scary. 

 Dan Vizzini – 13830 Verte Court, Lake Oswego 

Mr. Vizzini said he was speaking in opposition to the proposal to cut the tax rate. He has some 
concerns about the proposed study on FTEs. His review of the budget and these two issues is 
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based on some experience with budgeting, so he has a real appreciation for the work the 
Committee did in trying to craft a balanced budget. For three years, he was responsible for 
designing and implementing program performance and zero-based budgeting systems in New 
Jersey for the State Department of Treasury. He worked for the Tax Supervising and Conservation 
Commission, auditing sixty municipal corporations in Multnomah County for six years, which 
included their budgets, property tax measures, and bond measures. He believes that the tax 
reduction is an appropriate concern that is being expressed about affordability, but it’s a 
scattershot approach, and he would recommend the City consider an alternative that addresses 
the issue of affordability for utility rates in particular. For those folks who are most threatened by 
those rate increases, he would prefer a targeted approach, where the affordable safety net 
program in the utility program is increased, funded through the General Fund or through franchise 
fees. He recommends that instead of a broad based approach to tax reduction. The City really 
needs the reserve for resilience, for dealing with threats to the fiscal stability of the city. There are 
serious risks of further recession, of dislocations in the economy. The City should be thinking about 
what it can do to secure itself against dislocations moving forward. Regarding the staffing analysis, 
he has faced the exact same challenges. There was almost an irrational focus on FTEs. He would 
prefer to see the budget focus on services, on the priorities and values of the community. If the 
budget needs to be cut, he would like to see it cut in services, and let the FTEs fall where they 
may. If the City starts with FTEs, it should insist on a cost/benefit analysis that goes with the FTE 
reductions.  

 Craig Prosser – 1199 Larch Street, Lake Oswego, Budget Committee member 

Mr. Prosser stated he echoes the comments made by Mr. Studebaker and Mr. Berg. He is 
speaking as an individual, not for the Budget Committee. One of the issues the Budget Committee 
discussed was the property tax rate reduction. That came to the Committee in the City Manager’s 
proposed budget because it had been directed by the Council. It was discussed in the Committee, 
which was evenly split on whether the City should maintain the current tax rate or do the reduction 
of about twelve and a half cents. The stated reason for doing the property tax reduction is to 
acknowledge the burden put on the residents by the higher utility rates. Property tax reductions are 
nice, but the long term effect needs to be considered. When it was presented, the Committee got a 
five-year forecast of the General Fund. That forecast shows that the General Fund by 2014 will 
drop below required reserve levels. That will force major reductions unless something is done right 
away. If the City didn’t have this reduction, it would have more time to do a thorough review of 
programs and services to determine what this community can afford and what it wants to afford. 
The proposal misses utility rate relief. Most people in Lake Oswego would be more than willing to 
look at targeted rate relief because of the increases they have been seeing. The property tax rate 
reduction in many ways creates an artificial crisis. The City will be facing challenges; we need to be 
taking a reasoned approach to them, not rushing into something. We don’t know what programs or 
services are going to be at risk because of this reduction. The Budget Committee has set up a 
process through the direction given to the City Manager to prepare a more in-depth financial plan. 
That’s going to come back to Budget Committee. He hopes there will be a community-wide 
discussion and the City will take a more holistic approach to looking at its financial health.  

 Roger Hennigan – 1131 Devon Lane, Lake Oswego 

Mr. Hennagin indicated that during his term on the Council, he voted in favor of two of the most 
expensive capital improvements the City has ever undertaken. He’s not proud of the fact that 
everybody’s water bills have increased dramatically, but that infrastructure that is needed for the 
future. His concern, like Mr. Vizzini’s, is that the City needs to look at the cost/benefit ratio 
assessment of what happens by giving people what is really a minor reduction in their taxes. The 
City has more infrastructure needs. It has a maintenance facility that is inadequate and doesn’t 
satisfy safety concerns. The South Shore Fire Station doesn’t adequately house the firefighters 
and doesn’t provide separate facilities for male and female firefighters. City Hall can’t even be 
pressure washed to get rid of the green moss on the outside, and the City doesn’t know when the 
mold inside the walls is going to make it uninhabitable. There is also inflation. When inflation is 
considered, if infrastructure needs are put off, saving on property tax is likely to be false savings. 
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He is proud of the fact that he sat on a Council that took care of some major infrastructure needs 
that should see the City into the 2050s. But the City has other needs that need to be addressed.  

Mayor Hoffman closed the public hearing as no one else wished to testify. 

COUNCIL DISCUSSION  

Councilor Olson indicated Mr. Williams had sent Councilors an email the previous evening 
answering most of her questions raised at the Budget Committee about the late payments from 
some of the Willamette Shoreline Consortium partners. He had said that the ending fund balance 
includes $132,000 that covers the possibility of members not paying past years’ contributions. 
There is another line item in the budget for $257,000 in materials and services. She wondered if 
that was for work on the tunnel. Mr. Williams indicated he believed so, but that Mr. Hooper might 
have a better understanding of the Trolley Fund budget. Councilor Olson indicated the $257,000 
was not in the CIP, so she wondered if it was a capital improvement project. Mr. Hooper said a 
portion of it, he thought $200,000, is for the Elk Rock tunnel. The rest of it is for miscellaneous 
trestle work and other things that need to be done to try to get the tracks ready for the trolley to 
run. Mr. Williams indicated that work is expected to be done later in the summer. A couple of 
things need to be resolved through agreements with getting a trolley in place, a vintage trolley, as 
well as working out an agreement with Oregon Electric Historic Society. That is expected to be 
done this summer, with operations possibly beginning this fall.  

Councilor Olson referenced Mr. Ormsby’s concern about a geological study, and asked if 
anything was being done about that. Mr. Williams said that as part of the Elk Rock tunnel project, 
an engineer looked at the tunnel. He does not think it addressed earthquake or seismic issues, but 
he is not certain and will check. Councilor Gudman asked Mr. Donaldson if this budget reflects 
any reductions in services from where the City currently is. Mr. Donaldson said he did not believe 
so. 

Councilor Gudman moved to adopt Resolution 12-28. Councilor Kehoe seconded the 
motion. 

Councilor Olson acknowledged the testimony about the City being in crisis and needing 
cost/benefit assessments of reducing the property tax rate. There was a short discussion in the 
Budget Committee about the fact that about 30% of the City’s operating budget is put aside in 
contingency, which is a conservative amount. She doesn’t see that amount evaporating. Mr. 
Prosser suggested Council take a look at those percentages because they’re a little high. Mr. 
Hennagin talked about all the needs in this town; the City has many, many needs. Councilor 
Tierney is concerned about this budget having operating revenue $200,000 less than operating 
expenses. She would like to point out that the City has $475,000 budgeted next year for the 
completion of the Rosemont Trail Phase Two, which this Council just approved the contract for last 
week. The City also has $200,000-$250,000 in this year’s budget for that project. That amount will 
fall to the ending fund balance, which she believes will erase the $200,000 concern that Councilor 
Tierney has about the budget.  

Councilor Moncrieff agreed with many of the recommendations in the Committee’s budget, but 
she doesn’t support reducing the current tax rate. She thinks it is an appropriate concern, but 
thinks a targeted response is more appropriate, looking at water, sewer, and utilities. The City 
currently has relief programs in place for helping citizens who can’t afford to pay their water or 
sewer bills. Free water audits are available. Although lowering the tax rate right now don’t cause 
service cuts immediately, expenses outpace revenues in 2014. Financial stability is important. 
Citizens move here for the quality of life: the art, the Library, the parks and recreation, and the level 
of maintenance that the City is able to achieve. She greatly appreciates that the City Manager has 
provided the City with a blueprint or roadmap for prioritizing the budget and services. She is 
bothered by an FTE discussion because FTEs are the people who provide the services and 
programs that make Lake Oswego the community it is. She supports priority-based budgeting, and 
believes it is very important to make sure the City doesn’t create a revenue crisis as soon as 2014. 
Councilor Olson said she thought referencing a crisis was inappropriate. The Council had a five 
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year forecast done based on certain assumptions which always change. Five year forecasts 
always show revenues and expenditures crossing and ending up in deficit. That’s why every year 
when the budget is done, it is prepared with certain assumptions that change that. There is no 
imminent crisis looming for our City. She would also like to point out that this budget has another 
$350,000 in savings coming to it from the City Manager by January 1 which isn’t reflected in the 
numbers yet.   

Councilor Moncrieff moved to amend the motion to amend the budget to reflect the City’s 
current tax rate levy. Councilor Jordan seconded the motion. 

Mr. Powell indicated that there are certain procedural requirements if a tax rate is increased 
beyond what the Budget Committee approved. If someone moves to amend that to state the 
current tax rate, then Council also needs to postpone consideration of the resolution to a future 
Council meeting. Council needs to direct staff to re-publish an amended budget document with the 
tax rate Council just proposed, and direct staff to schedule a second public hearing on that date. 
The budget needs to be approved by June 30.  

Councilor Kehoe expressed astonishment that Council is addressing this again, when it has 
already voted on it and agreed to forego the tax increase, and when the Budget Committee has 
voted and approved forgoing this tax increase. He doesn’t recall that it was evenly split, because it 
was passed. A majority of the Budget Committee felt this was a good thing. As a business owner, 
he hears talk about crisis, and needing more money, and how to find it, and he finds it appalling. 
As a business owner, he tries to figure out how to live within the budget. He would come back and 
cut the budget, and he doesn’t think Council has done anything to cut the budget. Instead, now 
we’re looking at it from the opposite side and trying to figure out how to get more money out of the 
pockets of the citizens. If you don’t know someone who has lost their job or their house, you’re not 
talking to your neighbors, because the people in this community are hurting. Whether it’s $50 or 
$25 or $100, it matters. The City has gone from $6 million in debt that the citizens carry to 
wherever we’re going to be at the end of this year, $200 or $300 million. That’s all paid for by the 
citizens, out of water bills, sewer bills, and so forth. Council is putting a huge burden on the 
citizens. Giving this small amount back to them is something that makes sense in this recession, 
rather than just trying to raise more. He knows the City needs to do things: a new City Hall, more 
roads paved, but it doesn’t make sense to keep raising fees and take the full amount of taxes. 
Council needs to be realistic and look around at what’s going on in the community. Council needs 
to allow this reduction, or keeping the tax rate where it is, the same. He is also bothered by the fact 
that someone would call this a scattershot approach. Giving people back $50 of their taxes is not a 
scattershot approach. It’s targeted to every property owner in the City. He thinks Council needs to 
honor the decision of the Budget Committee and pass the resolution as it is.  

Councilor Tierney said he thought everyone wanted to live in a City that is financially healthy and 
responsible. What that means will vary from individual to individual. He believes there are a couple 
of underlying principles, that current revenues are equal to or greater than current expenses. This 
is a straightforward, conservative concept that is critical. The second principle is that the budget 
needs to take a long term view. Consider what is needed for next year and the years thereafter. It 
might look like its healthy today, but next year needs to be considered. Third, the City must take 
care of the streets, water and sewer pipes, the parks, and all the things making up our 
infrastructure, and we must provide services to citizens that are the best we can afford. He believes 
the City can use its savings account, its fund balance, for major capital expenditures. The City must 
make sure what it does is important and needed. Finally, the taxes and fees must be as low as 
possible, so that we are healthy and financially responsible. This proposed budget falls down on 
these principles. Specifically, current revenues are less than current expenditures. Known 
expenditures such as future PERS payment in excess of $1 million that is due in 2013-14 are not 
dealt with like the City did two years ago by allocating current revenue to pay for half. The City 
Manager said it has been covered, but the way the City covered it is by taking the savings account.  
The savings account shouldn’t be used for current expenditures. It was allocated to cover PERS. 
This budget also has over $500,000 in one-time revenue that will not be available in the future. It 
takes a short term view and passes a $1 million hole into next year. It does a fair job of investing 



City of Lake Oswego Regular Meeting      Page 20 of 26 
June 5, 2012 

and maintaining what we already have built. But it does leave two very big holes. First is the need 
for two primary pieces of equipment costing more than $600,000, a street sweeper and a Vactor 
truck. Everyone knows what the street sweeper does and how important it is in the community and 
to us as individuals. The Vactor truck is equally important because it cleans manholes and catch 
basins so the City can take care of water draining off streets and property. The second problem is 
that the capital budget has no money for any park projects in the next four years. The sidewalk in 
Westridge Park is all broken up. There’s no money to fix that. That’s short term. In the next three 
years, there’s no money in the capital budget for the street pavement preservation program, even 
though it’s called annual street pavement preservation program.  

Councilor Tierney indicated the Council is on the correct path by instructing Mr. Donaldson to 
show how the City can reduce personnel services by $350,000 in October. It means the City will 
not do things as it does them today. For the reasons cited, he will not support the proposed budget. 
He will support a General Fund budget that covers half the projected PERS increase that is 
$562,000 plus the current deficit of $203,000 by generating an additional $643,000 in revenue 
through maintaining the current tax rate, and by reducing personnel services an additional $75,000 
spread across the General Fund departments in the same ratio as presented by staff as a vacancy 
rate, and reducing material and services by $47,000 spread across the General Fund departments 
in the same ratio as presented by staff in the vacancy rate report. In his opinion, that would be a 
balanced budget that deals with today and with tomorrow. There was much discussion in the 
Budget Committee about the number of City employees. He agrees the City needs to parse back 
for a sustainable future. The proposed Utility Fund budget increases headcount by 2.5. That was 
recommended. He will support eliminating the Accountant which is part in Water and part in 
Wastewater, and eliminating Engineering Tech 3 and the .5 Traffic Engineering positions in the 
Engineering Fund. Each of these positions adds value. But every position previously added value, 
and the bottom line is that to stop the increase in FTE means to start now. The lowest project in the 
rebuild of our water system partnership with Tigard puts a lot of pressure on the utility bill that we 
all pay. Increasing employees does as well, certainly to a much lower amount, but it still must be 
paid for from utility customers. The street sweeper and the Vactor truck are needs. Without them 
the City is severely reduced from primary work the City must do. He was advised by the Operations 
Manager the street sweeper works a day and is down a day. This is not tenable. He supports using 
the savings account for major investments. He will support transferring $624,000 from the General 
Fund balance to Surface Water Fund for purchase of a sweeper and a Vactor vehicle. Today, Lake 
Oswego is financially healthy. It enjoys the highest bond ratings, and is in a very select group of 
cities across the country. The City’s reserves or savings account are strong. It meets all its financial 
policies. He believes his suggestions will keep the City there. 

Councilor Jordan said she was very pleased with the Budget Committee’s work. Regarding 
Councilor Kehoe’s concern, the final budget was approved, but when votes were taken on the tax 
levy rate, that was a split vote among the Council and Budget Committee. There was an 
acceptance at the end that that’s the way it would go, but when that particular issue was voted on, 
there was a split. At the end, she ended up voting against the Budget, because while she thought 
the Committee did great work, she was concerned that the kinds of things the Committee was 
trying to achieve could be achieved in different ways that are still fiscally prudent, but would 
achieve stability and security for Lake Oswego’s financial future. The future needs to be secured 
through finding ways to reduce personnel and material services costs. The City’s PERS costs and 
health insurance costs are a variable that the City can’t tell what’s going to happen and doesn’t 
have control over. She thinks that is why the focus was on FTEs. She agrees with what a lot of 
people have said about needing to look at that holistically. She wants to maintain that effort on 
looking at the City’s personnel services costs. The City needs to be nimble and efficient, but the 
greater discussion will be about services and service levels, and what our community is prepared 
to do without. Community Culture is not a critical goal required by the State Land Use to be 
updated. But the areas covered within that goal are critical to Lake Oswego citizens. Council needs 
to look at what kinds of services the City needs. It may be that the City is not staffing in the right 
areas. She appreciates the concern about rising utility costs in the City. She doesn’t believe that 
reducing the property tax levy rate addresses that concern. She thinks it’s a gimmick, and she’d 
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rather see that people who are facing hardship because of the utility rates get a break. She thinks 
a lot of people will get the bigger tax break because their property value is higher, people who don’t 
pay for irrigation in the summer because they get to use other sources of water to irrigate their 
lawns. She wants to make sure that the folks who really have a hardship could do that. Council 
should look at the safety net and make sure that it’s wide and deep enough for today’s aging in 
place seniors who are on fixed incomes. If a $50 credit could be put on everybody’s water bill, that 
would be fine with her too, but it needs to be associated directly with what is causing the biggest 
hardship. This budget is balanced with reserves. As we take on debt, if the City has successful 
bond measures for the Library or Boones Ferry Road, the interest rate on those bonds will be set 
by ratings agencies that will look at the City’s budget. If we are looked at as having to use reserves 
to pay for our everyday expenses, then the bond agencies are going to have a higher interest rate 
on our bonds. That is going to cost all of our citizens a lot more than the $50 people will get back 
this year with this effort. That needs to be explained to citizens. Nobody is trying to stick it to them 
with higher taxes, the City is simply maintaining the tax rate so that the City can use the money it 
collects to fund capital projects and not depend on reserves. For Councilor Jordan, trying to be 
fiscally conservative means that if you have a home and money in the bank and you are still paying 
on the home, often a financial planner will say to go ahead and pay down the principal on the 
mortgage ahead of time, because you’re not earning any interest on that money sitting in a bank. If 
you are paying off the home, you are cutting down on the interest you will pay on your mortgage. 
The City would be doing the same thing with the West End Building (WEB). Whether we continue 
to own it or sell it, the purchase price has to be paid. The choice to not add to the principal 
payment for the WEB is not a wise or fiscally sound decision.  

Mr. Donaldson noted that the budget in front of Council has $203,000 being used from fund 
balance. Of that $203,000, $126,000 is coming from the Building Fund. The Building Fund is a 
separate, restricted fund within the General Fund; it comes from the revenues that come from 
building inspection. The reserve in that Fund right now is about $2.25 million, which is about 
double the size of the budget for that department. The recommendation is to bring that level down. 

Mayor Hoffman asked for clarification from Mr. Powell on the proper process to follow if the 
Council wants to maintain the current tax rate. Mayor Hoffman clarified with Mr. Powell that the 
cleanest motion would be to republish an amended budget document reflecting the current tax 
rate, schedule a second public hearing on June19, and postpone consideration of Resolution 
12-28 to June 19.  Mayor Hoffman asked if Mr. Powell’s wording was acceptable to both Councilor 
Moncrieff and Councilor Jordan, who had proposed and seconded the motion. They concurred to 
withdraw the motion.  

Councilor Moncrieff moved to amend the motion to provide that Resolution 12-28 be 
amended to reflect the City’s current tax rate levy, postpone consideration of Resolution 
12-28 until June 19, 2012, republish an amended budget, and schedule and notice a Public 
Hearing on June 19 on that amended budget document. Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion. 

Councilor Gudman said that to suggest the proposal to reduce the property tax rate is a gimmick 
is patently false. The proposal to reduce the property tax rate is a serious effort to address the 
budget of the City. There has been a lot of discussion this evening about presenting a balanced 
budget and how important it is. The reality is that, at the end of the year, the City also wants to look 
at how it has done. [He used visual aids and a handout to clarify his points.] If the actual results are 
looked at, in 2009-10, Council adopted a budget that had an $864,000 deficit out of balance. The 
City reduced the fund balance by $864,000. When the year was done, the City came in to an 
increase of $2.4 million. That was a favorable variance of $3.3 million. The following year, 2010-11, 
the City adopted a budget that had a $240,000 reduction in the General Fund, an out of balance 
budget. It used the reserves to balance. When the actual results were audited, the City came in 
with a $3.1 million to the good. $3.3 million favorable to what had been budgeted. Last year, 
2011-12, the City adopted a budget that had a $1.6 million decrease in reserves. The City has the 
first nine months results of this year and of the previous year. In the first nine months of this year, 
2011-2012, the City is coming in $7.6 million to the good, a surplus. That is the language in the 
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budget document the City has received from the Finance Director. The previous year, at this same 
point in time, the City was $8.3 million to the good. He suggests that the decrease that is in this 
year’s budget, 2012-2013, of $203,000, will instead prove in December of 2013 to be favorable. 
The City is not reducing services in this projected budget. The City has been able to reduce the tax 
rate so as to leave property taxes flat in the City portion of our property tax bill year to year. The 
City has the opportunity to increase the tax rate in future years, which previous Councils have 
done. He would be willing to support increases in property tax rates in future years as needed. The 
City will continue to build its reserves and can say to its citizens that they have been heard with 
respect to utility rate increases. It continues to be adequate to maintain our excellent bond rating. 
The Council should adopt this budget as submitted. 

Councilor Olson indicated that besides Councilor Gudman’s very good points, she would like to 
remind Councilors that the Budget Committee did try to balance current revenues and current 
expenditures in deliberations, several amounts and several different times. Councilor Tierney 
especially encouraged the Committee to accept City Manager Donaldson’s approach of coming 
back to the Council at a future time with some savings rather than budgeting them. She finds the 
concern for being fiscally conservative and not dipping into savings to be disingenuous when the 
City happily dipped into savings for the streetcar and Foothills to the tune of $2.5 million. 

Mayor Hoffman indicated he would be supporting the motion for a number of reasons. It is clear to 
him that the cost of services will increase, and the City needs revenue to match those. It is clear 
the City is not getting the 3% increase in the assessed value. The City has more than $1 million of 
capital needs: police cars, fire trucks, the South Shore Fire Station, and the maintenance facility. 
The PERS rate will increase in the future. The City is facing litigation expenses that may be 
significant. He is reluctant to use one time dollars for ongoing needs. The City should be using 
ongoing revenue sources for ongoing needs and requirements. He thinks it is important, like 
Councilor Tierney stated, that the ending fund balances, those surplus funds are for capital needs. 
Council has heard repeatedly over the last three years that it is the utility rates that are causing 
people a lot of grief. He believes that the solution is to identify those in need and to find a program 
that is fair and equitable. He thinks it is important not to focus on FTEs but rather on priority 
services and programs. It was very interesting to him at the Budget Committee that they talked a 
lot about FTEs, but nobody really looked at LO-pedia, which is Lake Oswego Encyclopedia of City 
Programs and Services. It’s very interesting to go through all the services the City provides. That’s 
a community discussion that the City needs to have; the Budget Committee needs to have it with 
the City Manager. It’s ironic that we’re having a community wide discussion on the Comprehensive 
Plan, and yet we feel it’s not necessary to have a community wide discussion on the priorities, 
programs and services moving forward in the next four or five fiscal years. He is uncomfortable 
with reducing the tax rate. He is comfortable with the fiscally conservative approach of maintaining 
the current tax rate at $4.97, with specific direction to the City Manager to work with the Budget 
Committee and the community, understanding that in 2014 and 2015, changes will need to be 
made.  

Councilor Gudman noted seven days ago, Mayor Hoffman voted to support a budget that 
reduced the tax rate. Nothing new has happened since then, and he wonders what happened to 
change Mayor Hoffman’s mind. Mayor Hoffman indicated that further reflection was responsible. 

Councilor Tierney indicated that if the motion is simply to keep the property tax levy where it is, it 
won’t get his support, because it doesn’t balance the budget. The budget is still shy, until the City 
steps up and balances the budget, current revenues and current expenditures, it won’t get his 
support.       

Councilor Tierney moved to amend Councilor Moncrieff’s motion to include “Reduce 
personnel services in the General Fund by $75,000 spread across the General Fund 
departments in the same ratio as presented by staff in the vacancy rate analysis. And then 
further reduce material and services by $47,000 spread across the General Fund 
departments in the same ratio as presented by staff as a vacancy rate.  Councilor Moncrieff 
agreed to the amendments to her motion. 
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Councilor Gudman asked if Councilor Tierney would support the budget presented if it was 
modified to remove the $203,000 deficit; if the deficit was removed, whether Councilor Tierney 
would support the rate reduction that came out of budget committee. Councilor Tierney indicated 
he would not, because it still wouldn’t deal with the PERS funding, in the manner Council dealt with 
it two years ago, which was to find current revenue to cover that expense, which Council knows will 
show up in two years. Otherwise Council is just putting their heads in the sand. So it’s $562,000, 
which was discussed. In the absence of that, he doesn’t believe the budget is balanced. It doesn’t 
address how the City is going to deal with a $1 million bill from PERS next year. He doesn’t think 
increasing the tax rate is a good idea. Councilor Gudman indicated the City would have the 
money due to the fact that this year the budget will come in with a surplus when we have projected 
a budget deficit. Councilor Tierney indicated he looked at the numbers, and the surplus he thinks 
the City will come out with is $54,000. Councilor Gudman said he was suggesting as part of a 
budget process and as part of policy oversight, that at the end of each year, Council and 
Committee go back and look at how the City did with their budget. The City does that with other 
programs. The City has a $3 million favorable variance in each of the last two years that. He 
believes that is more than enough going forward to take care of the concerns that Councilor 
Tierney raises. 

Councilor Jordan noted that the word surplus means different things to different people. She 
doesn’t think the City is really dealing with a surplus. She believes that next year the City should 
have a different approach to budgeting. The City’s budget is within state law, but talking about 
things the way the City does now leads people to the wrong conclusions based on the traditional 
definition of surplus. Mr. Donaldson indicated there were some issues with the numbers and how 
the numbers are coming about. Some of them are coming from the City’s annual financial report, 
they are accounting numbers. In the surpluses at the end of the year, it includes the endowments 
and how much the endowments have increased. It is not spendable money, in some ways, so it is 
deceptive. In terms of the TriMet money coming in and out, and those kinds of things, this is a 
three year snapshot. Those are just a couple of points.  

Ms. Euler said that maybe Councilor Gudman and staff could have talked about the numbers in 
advance to understand the complexity that goes into them. The City has seen a five year forecast, 
and the assumptions, and it is reasonable to talk about assumptions. But the ending fund balance 
of what is available for spending over and above any sort of requirements, commitments, and 
assignments, is really the important number, and that is quickly dwindling.  

Councilor Gudman indicated that the night the Budget Committee budget was adopted, he sent 
an email out requesting information on the various numbers, and had not received an answer. The 
language in his presentation was taken exactly out of the budget book, the annual consolidated 
financial statement, and the monthly statements Council receives. He was very careful to make 
sure his language was consistent with the documents that Council receives. He asked for a 
conversation about this prior to the Council meeting, but it did not happen. 

Mayor Hoffman asked for a vote on the motion to amend, with respect to the amended budget 
document, a second hearing, postponing consideration of Resolution 12-28, and including 
Councilor Tierney’s two additions or amendments. 

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

The Main Motion as amended passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Moncrieff, 
Jordan, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ Councilors Gudman, Kehoe, and Olson voted ‘no.’ (4-3) 

Mayor Hoffman indicated there would be a republished budget document and a scheduled public 
hearing on June 19. 

Councilor Olson asked if the City was insured for the cost of litigation. Mr. Powell indicated the 
City was insured for litigation for which damages are requested for tort claims, civil rights violations, 
etc. Costs of these suits would not come out of the General Fund. The current lake lawsuit 
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unfortunately requests a declaratory judgment and injunctions. It doesn’t request money damages, 
and so he is not confident that there will be coverage of that. There will be more discussion of that 
with Council later. That is something that is being explored, has been explored with City-County 
Insurance Services, and more will come on that. 

Councilor Olson noted that this budget was sent to Council on an 11-3 vote by the Budget 
Committee, and the Council has overturned it.    

Resolution 12‐29, Approving the City of Lake Oswego Capital Improvement Plan  
FY 2012/13 – 2016/17  

Mayor Hoffman asked if this resolution was connected with the previous matter or if Council could 
go ahead and vote on it. Mr. Powell indicated Council could go ahead and vote on it. 

Councilor Gudman moved to adopt Resolution 12-29. Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion. 

Councilor Olson asked for clarification on the budget for Rosemont Trail Pathway. Mr. 
Donaldson indicated it was budgeted in the coming year. Councilor Olson indicated she thought 
it was also budgeted in the current year. Mr. Donaldson said he would have to get back to her. 
Councilor Olson indicated she had asked about this before, on May 29, when Ms. Gilmer came to 
Council with a contract, and Councilor Olson wanted to be sure the City tracks the money that is 
not being spent this year.  

Ms. Euler indicated she and Mr. Hooper would prefer if adoption of the CIP Resolution could be 
delayed until June 19 as well, because any transfer for the purchase of the two pieces of 
equipment to the Surface Water Fund itself are more than 10% of that Fund, and would require a 
public hearing that could be held at the same time.  

Councilor Gudman indicated he would withdraw the motion. Mr. Powell indicated that if it 
involves more than a 10% change in a fund, the budget document will need to be amended to say 
that, otherwise there will need to be another public hearing. Ms. Euler indicated an amended 
budget for the Surface Water Fund would also need to be done, and a public hearing would need 
to be held on June 19. Mr. Powell indicated Council would need to do an addition to the motion 
just done, to change the budget document to reflect the Surface Water Fund change as well.   

Councilor Tierney moved to amend Resolution 12-28 and republish the budget document to 
include the transfer of $624,000 from General Fund balance to the Surface Water Fund for 
purchase of a street sweeper and a Vactor vehicle. Councilor Jordan seconded the motion.  

Councilor Gudman asked what the bottom line effect on the General Fund budget would be with 
respect to revenues and expenses, inflows and outflows, with respect to this proposal. Councilor 
Tierney indicated it comes from the fund balance and is consistent with using your savings 
account for significant purchases. Councilor Gudman indicated that was the same argument that 
is being used about the PERS money. Councilor Tierney indicated that the PERS money was 
operating funds, not an investment. It is not considered capital in accounting terms. He thinks it is 
fair to spend reserve money from your fund balance for capital items, which are improving the 
infrastructure, and investing in the community, as opposed to operating items such as PERS. 
Councilor Gudman indicated they would disagree about that. 

Mr. Donaldson indicated he had an answer on the Parks trail question. He said it was showing in 
the budget that the money was coming from SDCs, not from the General Fund. It would not have 
an impact on the General Fund but just be re-budgeted from SDCs. 

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

Councilor Gudman moved to adopt the recommendation of the budget committee with 
respect to the review of utility fees and other fees that Council adopts. Councilor Olson 
seconded the motion.  
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Ms. Euler indicated that the Council would start discussing master fees and charges in about 
October and November, but staff begins working on that task in about September. It is a labor 
intensive process and a fairly thick document. The City has many varied fees that it reviews on an 
annual basis. Many of the fees increase as of January 1. Utility fees increase with some exceptions 
on July 1. She assigns one person full time between September and November to that task. If the 
task is done during the budget period, that person is also working full time on the budget 
preparation. Ms. Euler would need to either add resources or to significantly simplify the work 
that’s done. She wanted Council to know this so they are aware of preparatory work.  

Councilor Gudman agrees with the concern of having all of that occur at the budget process time, 
but as Budget Committee member Katherine Taylor pointed out, the Committee could review it at 
the same time the Council reviews all of those fees, and therefore there is no impact to the 
workload, it merely adds the Budget Committee to that process.  

Councilor Tierney asked if this review and setting of fees and charges is covered in the State law. 
Mr. Powell indicated that there is no State requirement for or prohibition against the Budget 
Committee dealing with those fees and making recommendations to Council. Mr. Donaldson 
indicated staff would take that if it passes as general direction from the Council. Staff would need 
to review some fees and methodologies and SDCs and things that may have schedules in them. 
There might be some things that would need to be adopted on a different schedule. Ms. Euler 
indicated she would definitely recommend reviewing the detail of what this would entail in more 
depth. This is a surprise, and she wouldn’t want to draw any hasty conclusions.  

Councilor Tierney suggested postponing this vote until Council receives a staff report that 
discusses these issues. Councilor Gudman indicated he was open as to how the process is 
achieved, if the issue comes back to Council on June 19. He thinks it can be done in a 
straightforward manner without requiring extra workload, with the exception of adding in the seven 
Budget Committee members to the hearing Council has on the fees. Mayor Hoffman indicated he 
would trust the Finance Director to give Council a more accurate description of her Department’s 
workload and workflow. He believes it is Council’s responsibility to look at utility rates and fees, not 
the Budget Committee’s.        

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

9. INFORMATION FROM THE COUNCIL 

Councilor Olson indicated that when Budget Committee meetings were held, the new chair of the 
First Addition Neighborhood presented information about a neighborhood survey that was 
conducted using a City neighborhood enhancement grant. At that time, the Council discussed 
having the First Addition Neighborhood chair come to Council and present that survey and the 
results of that survey. She believes there was interest expressed in that, and wondering if that 
could be scheduled. Other Councilors concurred, and this will go on the schedule. 

9.1 Councilor Information 

9.2 Reports of Council Committees, Organizational Committees, and Intergovernmental 
Committees 

10. REPORTS OF OFFICERS 

10.1 City Manager 

10.2 Review of Council Schedule 

10.3 Review of Council Digest 
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10.4 City Attorney 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 9:55 p.m. 

 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 ___Jane McGarvin   /s/________ 
 Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
 Jane McGarvin, Deputy City Recorder 

 
 
 

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:
ON ____September 4, 2012_______ 
 
___Jack D. Hoffman   /s/____   ____ 
Jack D. Hoffman, Mayor 


