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Mayor Hoffman called the special City Council meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. on November 
13, 2012, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  
Present: Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Gudman, Jordan, Kehoe, Moncrieff, Olson, and 

Tierney.   
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; Erica 
Rooney, Assistant City Engineer; Josh Robertson, Engineer; Anthony 
Hooper, Management Analyst; Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Jane 
Blackstone, Economic Development Director; Bonnie Hirschberger, Citizen 
Information Specialist   

Others Present:  Craig Holmes, Operations Manager, Lake Oswego Servicing Division, 
Allied Waste; Laura Kammereck and Bob Eimstad, Sr. Vice President, 
Carollo Engineers; Matt Brown and Christe White, Williams, Dame & White 

  
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mayor Hoffman led the Council in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
4. PRESENTATIONS 
4.1 Photo Contest Award Winners 
Mayor Hoffman presented awards for the City’s Fourth Annual Photo Contest. First place awards 
were presented to Holly Gibson, Maina Donaldson, Gail Mickey, Michael Berger, and Madeleine 
Vessely. Second place winners include Julia Cailliet, Alison Breeden, Gail Mickey, Tonya Divers, 
and Crystal Liu. Third place awards were given to Jackie Quattrocchi, Bruce C. Lee, Brian Noffz, 
and Michael Berger. A PowerPoint presentation was shown of the winning photographs. 
Ms. Hirschberger indicated the contest had received more than 280 outstanding photos, and she 
thanked all participants for their contributions to City publications. 
4.2 Proclamation: Small Business Saturday, November 24, 2012 
Mayor Hoffman proclaimed Saturday, November 24, 2012, as Small Business Saturday.  
5. COUNCIL BUSINESS 
5.1 Resolution 12-62, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 

Approving Appointments of Youth Members to Advisory Boards  
Councilor Kehoe moved to approve Resolution 12-62. Councilor Moncrieff seconded the 
motion.  
Discussion 
Councilor Gudman indicated he would recuse himself from the vote as he had a conflict of 
interest; a nephew is being appointed to one of the commissions. 
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A voice vote was held and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Kehoe, 
Jordan, Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ Councilor Gudman recused himself from 
the vote. (6-0-1) 
The following youth members were appointed to advisory boards: Lucas Gudman to the Historic 
Resources Advisory Board; Anisha Adke to the Library Advisory Board; Ben Rivera to the Natural 
Resources Advisory Board; Andrew Provost to the Transportation Advisory Board; Hannah 
Lewman to the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board; and Miranda Kraus and Matthew Fischer to 
the Sustainability Advisory Board. All were appointed for the remainder of one year terms expiring 
August 31, 2013. 
5.2 Approval of Meeting Minutes: July 31, 2012, Special Meeting 
Councilor Olson moved to approve minutes as written. Councilor Kehoe seconded the 
motion. 
A voice vote was held and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Gudman, 
Kehoe, Jordan, Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ (7-0) 
5.3 FY2013 First Quarter Financial Review 
Ms. Euler reviewed the first three months of the fiscal year which began July 1. There are no 
significant surprises in the first quarter results. A loan repayment was done by TriMet of $1.5 
million in principal as scheduled on Sept. 28. It shows up in fund balances as cash instead of a 
note receivable. The Public Employees Retirement System (PERS) has come out with cost 
increases for the next biennium. New PERS rates start July 1, 2013. Instead of being 4% of salary, 
it is expected to be closer to 4.7%. The increase means about $1.4 million of additional benefit 
costs to the City, a majority of which, about $1.1 million, is in the General Fund. The City has 
received certified values at the end of October from the three counties it shares territory with. Staff 
had assumed a 2.5% increase in assessed value when this year’s budget was developed, based 
on Clackamas County’s estimate of 2-2.5%. It appears closer to 2.9% for the entire City.  The 
analysis has not yet been done as to how much is an increase in assessed value and how much is 
growth.  
The consortium for the trolley has been billed and will show $60,000 in revenues. That reflects 
billings, not receipts. TriMet has paid on this and the City is up to date on all the other payments 
from previous years. The only amounts outstanding are the current amounts.  
The West End Building (WEB) loan payment is not reflected in the First Quarter financial 
information.  The most recent principal and interest payment was made on October 1 and will be 
reflected in the next quarterly financial statements. Currently, the principal stands at $18.5 million, 
which is $800,000 lower than previously. Interest is slightly under 1%. It is a variable rate loan and 
very favorable for the City, with required minimum principal payments.  
On the LO-Tigard loan, in order to finance the ongoing Lake Oswego-Tigard Water Partnership 
Project, a $30 million loan was authorized by Council and was obtained at the end of September. It 
is a revolving credit that will expire by June 30, 2013. The City made a draw of $10 million at a very 
favorable interest rate, again just under 1%. There is also a 0.1% fee on the unused amount.  
Staff is planning to go forward on the Boones Ferry bond when it has passed. Staff is working out 
what the next steps are for beginning this project, determining what further financing will occur, and 
what the timing might be.  
Councilor Gudman noted that the Budget Committee and the Council have been pushing to get 
as good a number as possible on the personnel services and materials and services accounts. He 
was pleased to see the City coming in as close as they are on personnel services.  On the LO-
Tigard Water Partnership and the Lake Oswego Interceptor Sewer (LOIS) project, he noted that 
there is about $7.4 million in capital budget items for this year. In the past it has not all been spent, 
and the goal is to do better this year. He asked whether the City was likely to spend the $7.4 
million, given all the usual qualifications. 
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Ms. Rooney indicated that it was a little early to know where the City would be with regard to those 
expenses. However, the City is currently on track to get planned projects done. 
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
6.1 Ordinance 2600 ‒ Allied Waste Franchise Renewal 

A Special Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego Relating to the 
Environment, Health and Sanitation of the City of Lake Oswego; Providing for the 
Establishment, Maintenance and Operation of a System of Solid Waste and 
Recycling Services; Awarding an Exclusive Franchise for Solid Waste Collection 
Services to Rossman Sanitary Services Inc., Doing Business As Allied Waste of Lake 
Oswego; Providing for the Adoption of Administrative Rules; and Providing 
Penalties. 

Mr. Powell reviewed the public hearing process as outlined in the Agenda.  
STAFF REPORT 
Mr. Wheeler noted that throughout the summer, outreach was conducted and a couple of study 
sessions were held with the City Council to review the current solid waste collection services, look 
into the possibility of adding new services, and update the franchise agreement and administrative 
rules where it was deemed necessary at this time. The Council directed staff last month to come 
back with the revised ordinance and administrative rules to renew the franchise for a 10-year 
renewal with Allied Waste of Lake Oswego. The updated franchise agreement and administrative 
rules are in the packet. 
Councilor Tierney noted that he had received campaign contributions from Allied Waste and from 
employees of Allied. He has discussed these with Mr. Powell. He indicates the contributions do not 
influence his decision in any way 
Testimony in Support 
► Carol Dion ‒ P. O. Box 405, Lake Oswego, of Allied Waste 
Ms. Dion indicated Allied Waste had been providing service delivery to the citizens of Lake 
Oswego since 1955. There is a long standard of what she believes is excellent, continuous service 
to the citizens. The franchise renews Allied Waste’s 10-year term of the current franchise. It 
provides the same collection service Allied Waste has been providing. There are no new collection 
services included in this franchise renewal request. Specifically, they have been providing 
commercial organics collection for at least two years. They have fewer than a dozen customers 
and they do not propose at this point to include residential organics collection. They will do this at 
Council’s direction. The new franchise has two features which are not in the current franchise: a 
performance review by City Council of the service delivery at the midpoint term of the agreement, 
and the company’s participation on the Sustainability Advisory Board to participate in developing a 
materials management plan for the City of Lake Oswego. That Board was not in existence in 2004 
when the last agreement was enacted. Any changes in the waste collection system would need to 
be approved by the City Council. 
Testimony in Opposition           
► Charles “Skip” Ormsby ‒ 170 SW Birdshill Road, Portland OR 97219 ‒ Chair of Birdshill 
Citizen Participation Organization/Neighborhood Association  
Mr. Ormsby indicated this contract divides Birdshill into two portions. He is concerned with what 
things smell like and how the routine sequence is done; industrial engineering questions relating to 
waste streams, in terms of dealing with residue. He hasn’t seen such an analysis and thinks this 
contract would be better off delayed until next year so the contract, processes, locales, and 
equipment can be seen. He would like to see maps and transfer locales; he is concerned with 
some of the things he has seen, including a proposed disposal or composting site in the Stafford 
Hamlet area. 
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Mayor Hoffman closed the public hearing as there was no further testimony. 
Questions of Staff  
Councilor Olson indicated that in reading definitions, it was not clear to her whether food scraps 
could be put into yard debris cans. 
Mr. Wheeler indicated that was not part of the current program. Vegetable matter is ok, but things 
like meats and cheeses are not. On p. 98 of the packet, section 6.2.4 applies only to commercial 
customers. 
Councilor Olson referred to p. 99, section 6.3.4 about the application requirements, and said she 
had major concerns about paragraph C, for someone who wants to be exempt from the yard debris 
charges. If someone has a yard service that does yard debris removal, they need to submit three 
invoices from the yard maintenance service provider. The yard maintenance provider needs to be 
on an approved list from the City, and the yard maintenance service has to submit three receipts 
from a yard debris processor and hold a Lake Oswego or Metro business license. She thinks these 
requirements are over the top and excessive for citizens. Mr. Wheeler indicated he concurred. 
Mountain Park and a few other homeowners’ associations are currently exempt.  
Councilor Kehoe inquired what the difference in rate is for not having yard debris removal. Mr. 
Holmes indicated the exemption process is a legacy process that was put in when yard debris first 
began around 1990. At that time, the City wanted an exemption program and criteria were set so 
that people providing the services within the City were legitimate businesses who were taking 
debris to a composting facility and it wasn’t just getting dumped over a bank somewhere. 
Councilor Kehoe asked if the same process was required for exemption from garbage and 
recycling services. Mr. Holmes indicated that it was not; there was no requirement to subscribe to 
garbage service. The cost difference is $2.60 per month. 
Councilor Kehoe indicated it seemed inappropriate to have the requirements for exemption for 
yard debris. Mr. Holmes indicated a number of people did not participate in yard debris removal.  
Councilor Jordan noted that the City enacted the requirement in the 90s, and it could be 
amended if Council wanted. The requirement was put in to protect citizens from having stuff 
dumped in inappropriate places. 
Councilor Moncrieff concurred with Councilor Jordan. She thinks it’s good to have the 
requirement, because there are a lot of good yard maintenance businesses in Lake Oswego who 
have no problem complying with it. She believes it’s important not to have inappropriate debris 
dumping.  She would like to keep the requirement in the contract. Allied has an important safety 
record with the City; she believes that is the most important consideration. They have been very 
proactive getting all the schools certified as green schools. 
Councilor Moncrieff moved to approve Ordinance 2600. Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion. 
Discussion 
Councilor Olson asked if the City has a list of approved yard service providers. 
Mr. Wheeler indicated an updated list needs to be obtained. 
Councilor Olson moved to amend the motion to remove the paragraph (p. 99 of the packet, 
p. 23 of the ordinance, section 6.3.4, paragraph C from the contract). Councilor Kehoe 
seconded the motion. 
Discussion 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she would not support the motion because she respects the 
existing yard maintenance businesses and believes it’s a good policy. 
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Councilor Kehoe indicated he believes Allied does an excellent job. He is still unclear why the 
contract is being renewed two years early. He does not understand why there should be such a 
rigorous process to decline yard debris removal service when there is no such requirement for 
garbage. He would support the amendment. 
Mr. Powell indicated that if the paragraph was removed, it describes how a yard maintenance 
service qualifies; at the top of the page, it talks about how an exemption can be applied for if the 
customer recycles their yard debris by maintaining a compost pile, self-hauling to an approved 
processor, and retaining an approved yard service company. He suggested changing the wording 
to retaining a yard service company and removing “approved” and the aforementioned paragraph 
C. This would allow the yard service to be less defined. 
Councilors Olson and Kehoe concurred with this change. 
A roll call vote was held on the amendment and the motion failed with Councilors Gudman, 
Kehoe, and Olson voting ‘aye.’ Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Jordan, Moncrieff, and 
Tierney voted ‘no.’ (3-4) 
Councilor Jordan indicated that there were other minor things in the contract which should be 
amended; for example, the term “yard debris” is no longer used. The contract is a good one and 
the providers have done a great job. However, she did not think these things need to be fixed at 
the present time but could be fixed over the next few years. 
Mr. Wheeler noted that the administrative rules were approved by the city manager and can be 
modified independently of the franchise agreement. 
Councilor Gudman asked whether the city manager could amend services provided on their own 
or if that would need to come back to the Council. 
Mr. Wheeler indicated that would come back to Council. Administrative changes that could be 
done by the city manager would include such things as the hours or days of operation of collection 
times or things like that. 
A roll call vote was held on the motion to renew the franchise and the motion passed with 
Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Gudman, Jordan, Moncrieff, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ 
Councilors Kehoe and Olson voted ‘no.’ (5-2) 
7. STUDY SESSIONS 
7.1 Wastewater Master Plan 
Ms. Rooney indicated that the Wastewater Master Plan is an integral and required part of the 
Comprehensive Plan, as it is part of the Public Facilities Plan the City is required to provide. It is a 
deliberate approach to managing the sewer infrastructure. After the study session, staff will return 
to Council with a resolution requesting adoption of the Wastewater Master Plan as guiding 
principles and a framework for future efforts in the area of policy development, program 
implementation, and the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), which will include such things as pump 
stations and pipeline replacement. Carollo Engineers was hired two and a half years ago to assist 
with the effort.  
Mr. Eimstad indicated he had been with Carollo for more than twenty years and had been doing 
engineering for longer than that. He is a sanitary engineer, a civil engineering specialty. He 
indicated that peak flows were driving a lot of the improvements that needed to be done in the City.  
The Wastewater Master Plan in Lake Oswego is focused on the collection system and not the 
treatment plant; the City does not have its own treatment facility. The wastewater is treated by the 
City of Portland through a contract. Some wastewater is also sent to Clean Water Services, and 
some goes through the City of Portland system and then back down through to the Tryon Creek 
Treatment Plant.  
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The engineers focused on the collection system. All pipes have not been analyzed; it was limited to 
the major collectors. Those are not clearly defined, because the size differs depending on where it 
serves. Necessary improvements have been identified to restore the condition to provide capacity 
for both current conditions and to accommodate planned growth. Planning recommendations are 
consistent with adopted planned growth both for the near term and out to 2045.  
The treatment plant is along the Willamette River at the east end of the lake. An inventory of the 
collection system was done, focusing on the larger collectors. The City has about a million feet of 
pipe, including Lake Oswego Interceptor Sewer (LOIS), in the collection system, which represents 
an investment of $300-$400 million, which is an approximate estimate of how much it would cost to 
replace the system today.  
Hydraulic analysis was done. Flow monitoring was completed for LOIS, and it was used to develop 
a new model for the collection system. That model will be provided to the City, which will be able to 
use it for ongoing planning and further development over time.  
Councilor Gudman inquired whether City staff would be familiar with the model. Mr. Eimstad 
indicated that would depend on how frequently they used it. Cities either kept staff in house current 
on the model, or they contracted it out to people who used the model daily. Contracting it out might 
make more sense if City staff were only likely to use the model every few months. He would 
recommend contracting it out to a consulting firm for an on-call service contract. The advantage to 
having the model is that the City maintains and controls it, and can provide it to a variety of 
different consulting firms. He doesn’t know if the City is planning to do modeling in-house or 
contracting it out. He noted that it is a challenge to stay up to date on new versions and software 
updates. 
Councilor Gudman asked if Ms. Rooney and Ms. Robertson had a sense of how frequently they 
would use it, and whether they thought it should be done in-house or by a contractor. Mr. 
Robertson indicated that on the whole it depended on how the CIP gets funded and if there is a 
programmatic approach the City will move forward with. 
Councilor Gudman asked if the City anticipated going forward over the next 25-30 years with the 
projects that are identified, whether the model is something City staff would stay current on and 
use frequently enough so that a contractor would not be necessary. Mr. Robertson indicated that 
would depend on funding. He noted that he has a bias since he comes from the consulting world. 
He believes there are definite advantages to having a contractor who works with the software on a 
daily basis. City employees bring a different skill set to the table. The model used by Carollo is 
used by consultants 24/7. In his opinion it is generally better to outsource that kind of work. 
Mr. Eimstad indicated that the City would still own the model, keep it maintained, and keep it 
tightly linked to the GIS system. There is a lot of ongoing maintenance the City could do with the 
system. Using an on-call contractor wouldn’t mean that the City would divest itself of the system 
and it would stay in the consultant’s hands all the time. It is off-the-shelf software, not proprietary 
Carollo software.  
Ms. Kammereck indicated she is a project manager with Carollo Engineers. She has more than 20 
years of experience, serving both as a public employee for 8.5 years, then as a consultant. She 
specializes in master planning and holds professional licenses in Washington and Oregon.  She 
has a degree in civil engineering from Gonzaga University and an M.B.A.  
Mr. Eimstad indicated he has a B.S. in biology from the University of Oregon, an M.S. in botany 
from the University of Massachusetts, a B.S. in civil engineering from the University of 
Massachusetts, and an M.S. in environmental engineering from the University of Massachusetts. 
He at one time ran the Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Program for the City of Portland. 
He did the planning for their $1.3 billion program. He has also provided facilities planning for more 
than $2 billion worth of wastewater infrastructure throughout the United States. He is licensed in 
California, Idaho, Oregon Washington, Michigan, and Florida. 
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Ms. Kammereck indicated she would begin by discussing Policies and Criteria, Chapter 2 of the 
Master Plan. This establishes the foundation for any plan. In this Plan, they helped the City take all 
the policies and criteria that it uses internally and break them into eight specific categories. That is 
where the City provides sewer service, and what the interlocal agreements are, how the service 
could be extended, what kind of environmental stewardship the City has today and what staff 
would like to see in the future; what the City currently has for system reliability and redundancy in 
terms of emergencies and preparedness; what financial policies exist and what may be needed; 
how the City coordinates with other agencies, what the interlocal agreements are, and how the City 
would like these developed in the future; project prioritization of what the City has today; and what 
those design and construction standards are. 
The third topic to be discussed is the condition of the City’s system. Carollo took all the major 
collectors and went through the records the City has today. This looked at pipeline segments 
where the City had CCTV cameras to document the condition of the insides of pipes. Carollo 
looked at reports from the City’s maintenance operations system that indicated how many reports 
in the past have shown problems. Maintenance and operations crews track whether the problems 
are structural and there is a problem with the pipe; whether there is infiltration and inflow (I/I) with 
water leaking in; whether there are roots or grease or other buildup.   
The age of the pipe installed is available from City records, as is the type of material.  From the age 
and the material, the length of the useful life can be determined. The City has some pipe that has 
essentially reached the end of its useful life today. In twenty years, a lot of pipes will need to be 
replaced. Then there won’t be much until the LOIS line needs to be replaced. This allows long term 
planning. Some of the pump stations need to have existing pumps replaced; additional features 
would also be added to a new facility today, which would be installing permanent backup power. 
Improvements would be done to force mains; flow measurement would be added to know how 
much flow comes in and is being pumped out; and putting in an alarm system so crews are notified 
of stoppage. 
Councilor Jordan asked whether liquefaction was taken into account and whether that might 
affect pump stations. Ms. Kammereck indicated liquefaction potential would be part of the 
geotechnical investigation required in studying a potential new site for a pump station. Mr. Eimstad 
indicated that updating a pump station would involve deciding how much updating to do to bring it 
up to current seismic code. A minor upgrade typically doesn’t require bringing a pump station up to 
current seismic code. Doing significant modification of the pump station may require it. In that case, 
an analysis would be done, and the estimated cost would indicate whether to rehabilitate the pump 
station or build a new one. In this case, most of the improvements are mechanical. Carollo is not 
recommending improvements to the structure of the pump station. It is unlikely the pump stations 
would need to be brought up to seismic code. 
Ms. Kammereck indicated that pump station repairs were listed in the tables. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated he would be interested in knowing what would happen if one of the 
pump stations fails and the sensor doesn’t work. 
Mr. Eimstad indicated that a number of the recommended improvements are to improve the 
reliability of the pump stations, making sure there is adequate pumping capacity, improving the 
alarm system, the telemetries, the backup power, and the flow measurement, so there is better 
information on how the pump stations are operating and the City can be more responsive to any 
problems.  
Mayor Hoffman asked what the risk would be if a Council decided not to do the repairs. Ms. 
Kammereck indicated there could be pump station failure, and sewage would overflow, back up in 
the system, and come out of the manholes. Mr. Eimstad noted that if pump stations have not been 
properly maintained, they don’t meet Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
requirements, and the City would be subject to an enforcement order and/or fine from DEQ.  
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Mayor Hoffman inquired if effluent would go into the lake in the event of a pump failure. Ms. 
Kammereck indicated that would depend on the placement of the pump station. Pump Station 1 
would overflow into the lake. 
Mayor Hoffman asked how much it would overflow into the lake, and for how long. Ms. 
Kammereck indicated further analysis would need to be done to determine that. If Pump Station 2 
overflowed, that would go into the river. 
Mr. Eimstad indicated that whenever there are overflows from a pump station, the City is obligated 
to report it to DEQ. They will investigate and potentially take some kind of enforcement action.  
Mayor Hoffman asked if Pump Stations 1 and 2 were the stations Carollo was recommending 
repairing or replacing because they were at the end of their useful life. Ms. Kammereck confirmed 
they were. 
Mayor Hoffman asked what would happen if one of the pipes broke. Councilor Gudman noted 
that the four pump stations were already in the 5 Year Capital Improvement Plan. Ms. Kammereck 
noted that commonly when a sewer main fails, the pipe fails, and the sediments come into the 
pipe, and there is a catastrophic failure of the system; the roadway will have a big hole in it and the 
system will be unusable. Mr. Eimstad noted that if a pump station fails, it either overflows or backs 
up in the system. When it backs up in the system, it will come out somewhere, including in people’s 
basements and other undesirable places.  
Mr. Eimstad noted that the reason engineers pay so much attention to wet weather flows is that it 
adds to the system flows. Storm water is not supposed to be connected to the sanitary sewer 
system, but when inflow or infiltration occurs, it gets in.  
Councilor Tierney asked how Lake Oswego stood compared to other communities. 
Mr. Eimstad indicated this depended a lot on climate. In western Oregon, infiltration inflow is a big 
problem. He did wet weather planning for the City of Salem. The average flow at their treatment 
plant is about 32 million gallons per day; their peak flows are over 350 million gallons per day. In 
Lake Oswego, the average sewage flow at Tryon Creek is 3.4 million gallons per day; the peak 
flow goes up to 32 million gallons per day. 
Ms. Kammereck indicated that it is very reasonable to see something as low as 2-5 times sanitary 
flows. Lake Oswego’s really spikes up. 
Mr. Eimstad indicated that the peaking factor is the ratio of peak flow to base flow. Lake Oswego’s 
average peak factor is 10. However, in one basin it is 27.  
Foundation drains and roof drains sometimes get connected to the sanitary sewer system. Often in 
the Portland metropolitan area, storm drainage systems were developed ad hoc. Sanitary sewer 
systems were typically developed with planning. When development occurs piece by piece, storm 
sewers are often not put in when the first house was developed, or the second or the third. When 
half a dozen are in, one neighbor is getting runoff from another, so they connect it to the sanitary 
sewer system. Residents aren’t supposed to do it, but it gets done very often, especially when 
there are hills and there is incremental development over generations. When there is old concrete 
or clay pipe, the joints separate; there are no gaskets, and roots get in.  
Cities end up having to design their system not for base flow but for 10-20 times base flow. The 
treatment facilities also need to be designed for that capacity; treatment costs will be higher. The 
facility planning for the Tryon Creek plant is ongoing, and the cost of treatment for wet weather 
flows is being looked at.  
High I/I is a symptom that is typically indicative of a deteriorating system that hasn’t been properly 
maintained and upgraded over the years. Maintenance reduces the need to keep building bigger 
and bigger pipes. LOIS assumed that the City was going to do I/I reduction in certain basins in the 
City. If the I/I reduction is not done, LOIS will be undersized at some point in the future.   
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High peak flows cause sanitary sewer overflows. There is increasing pressure at the federal and 
state levels to reduce sanitary sewer overflows, since they can cause significant environmental 
damage. They are requiring communities to adopt a proactive approach to the collection system 
and upgrade it over time. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) considers an overflow 
to be a sanitary sewer overflow even if it backs up into someone’s basement and doesn’t get out in 
the environment. The requirements are getting increasingly strict.  
Councilor Gudman asked if geography was the only thing driving increased flows. Mr. Eimstad 
indicated a number of things were driving increased flow, including ground water level, when the 
pipe was constructed, and what the condition of the pipe is. Often older areas of a City will have 
higher I/I. 
Mr. Robertson indicated that the First Addition has a low I/I because most of the infrastructure has 
been replaced. 
Mr. Eimstad indicated that a number of places where Carollo was recommending the City replace 
collectors overlap with some of the high I/I areas within the City; it is an indication that there is old 
sewer that is starting to fail.  
Ms. Kammereck indicated that if the City does an I/I program and some of the peak flows are 
reduced, the question arose of whether all the flow could be kept in the system. Improvement 
projects would be done to meet standards and criteria; these are commonly pump station and 
pipeline replacement projects. The I/I improvement program is necessary for the pipes. There are 
not a lot of improvement projects where pipes need to be taken out for capacity purposes.  
In the second half of the evaluations, Carollo looked at growth. They did not look at every piece of 
pipe that was necessary and put all of the costs into the CIP. They looked at the big projects: the 
pump stations, and collectors that are needed to move the waste through the City. There are only 
four projects that are necessary for expanding.  
Projects come together in a CIP; they are divided into three groups:  repairs, improvements, and 
expansion. The project is $70 million over the total life of the project; about $30 million is in the 
short term, and the remainder is pushed out. There is about $21 million in the improvement 
programs, focusing on those capacity projects and the I/I program to keep those flows within the 
system. 
Discussion 
Councilor Olson asked how the City could be sure to avoid overbuilding at the treatment plant, 
keeping in mind the projects in the CIP. 
Mr. Robertson indicated the City would attempt to prove right away that it has the ability to reduce 
I/I so it can stay ahead of that curve. Unfortunately, the agreement the City currently has with 
Portland Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) expects the City to reduce I/I. BES generally 
won’t take the City’s word for this. The short term CIP is eight years. He is unsure of the timing on 
the treatment plant, but the sooner the CIP is implemented, the sooner the City can show that 
flows are reducing; that would affect the Plan.  
Ms. Kammereck noted the City has been very transparent about the data they have shared with 
BES regarding base and peak flows, short term and long term projections, and projections for what 
will happen after capacity and I/I is done. This will assist them in their plans to develop a plant 
upgrade.  
Mr. Eimstad indicated that as the costs are developed for improving the plant at Tryon Creek and 
adding capacity there, the City may find it has even greater incentive to get more I/I reduction than 
has been outlined in this Plan. 
Councilor Jordan noted that lots were often annexed one by one, and asked whether the 
modeling would help the City figure out the best way to lay new line into those service areas. Ms. 
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Kammereck indicated it would. Main interceptors have been identified, and how flows will go 
through basins. 
Mr. Eimstad indicated that one of the advantages of having a model of the collection system is 
that it allows the City to assess what the real impacts of development are in a particular area, and 
what the downstream impacts are.  
Mr. Robertson Indicated that maps of all the unserviced areas are included, showing where pipes 
need to be installed, so the piecemeal effect doesn’t occur. This aids in disallowing shortcut 
connections. 
Ms. Kammereck indicated that clear policies and criteria are also established. 
Councilor Olson noted that Appendix 1, the Technical Memorandum 1 talks about serving 
Stafford. It notes that even though the Stafford Urban Rural Reserve doesn’t contribute wastewater 
to the system at this time, City staff anticipates eventually serving a portion of this area. This is not 
what the Comprehensive Plan says, and she thinks before this comes back to Council, the conflict 
with the Comprehensive Plan should be considered. 
Ms. Rooney noted that cursory looking at the Stafford area was done to see what areas could 
possibly be gravity fed. That does not need to be done. The Stafford area was not included in the 
analysis and flows were not anticipated. 
Ms. Kammereck indicated that this was done in October 2010 to inform staff what flow would be if 
the City served the area, and where it goes. 
Mr. Robertson indicated one of the reasons it was looked at was that wastewater doesn’t observe 
boundaries. Because of that, the City serves areas of Tualatin and Portland. The language can be 
changed, but it helps the City to look at the situation. 
Councilor Moncrieff noted that the $70 million price tag was not to expand services into Stafford. 
She thought it was interesting to note that the City has to do I/I reduction in order for LOIS to 
continue to handle the flow. This document helps to ensure that LOIS can continue to serve the 
City 75 years into the future and protects that investment. She believes it is an excellent tool for 
managing the City’s assets and providing a roadmap. 
Mayor Hoffman asked if the model tells when LOIS would be projected to fail if the City does 
nothing. Mr. Eimstad indicated that the model would provide that information, but he doesn’t 
believe they have modeled it. 
Ms. Kammereck noted they assumed that the manholes were tight and there would be no 
overflows in LOIS. The Plan shows the locking manholes; there are design criteria in the system on 
which manholes can overflow and which can not.  
Councilor Moncrieff noted that if I/I was improved, the City would not be paying so much for 
rainwater to travel through the sewer system and be treated. 
Ms. Rooney indicated that the next issue would be setting financial strategies for addressing 
infrastructure needs. Staff is very confident that the Plan presented by Carollo is based on sound 
engineering principles and best practices. Staff hopes the Plan will be adopted when staff returns 
on November 27 to present a resolution for adoption. It will not commit the City to a particular 
financing mechanism. Final discussions and decisions of Council will be necessary to inform staff 
on how the master fees and charges will be developed and implemented.  
Mr. Hooper indicated staff had prepared three funding scenarios to give Council an idea of what 
different funding decisions would do to rates, funding balances, and the amount of capital that 
could be delivered.  
The first scenario is if the City took what was recommended in the Master Plan, plugged it into a 
model, and figured out what the rates would need to be in order to deliver the amount of capital for 
I/I, repairs, pump stations, etc. That would be $2.2 million per year in I/I for a 10-year period; 
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$703,000 per year in repairs; and $3.2 million of pump station repairs in the next five years; and 
$1.6 million in capacity improvements. 
The second scenario is what would happen if the City just took a 3% increase per year for the next 
15 years and decided how much capital it could do based on that level of funding. 
The third scenario is what would happen if the City deferred implementing some of the capital; if it 
just took the pump station repairs, $200,000 of pipe repairs, and did $600,000 per year of I/I 
improvements. This model takes 0% for five years; a rate shock will happen by doing that. 
There is a significant difference between the first and second scenario in how many I/I and pipe 
improvements can be done. 
The third scenario, with some capital deferred over the next five years, then raises up to what was 
recommended in the Master Plan. 
For the Tryon Creek payment, the wastewater upgrade that the City of Portland is looking at right 
now, Lake Oswego’s share is estimated at $20-$40 million. Staff calculated a ballpark $1 million 
repayment per year, beginning in 2016-2017; this will start eating away at fund balance. This is 
about $100 per year per household. 
The 3% rate increase under the second scenario is inflationary based. The first scenario is 3% for 
FY2013-2014, then 6% for five years, then down to 3%, then 0 at the 10-year mark. All three 
scenarios have 3% plugged in for 2013-2014. Staff is looking for direction on where to go with this 
as far as the budget process and the CIP process.  
Councilor Gudman asked regarding the three scenarios, whether all of the projects identified are 
done over the 15 years in each scenario, just at different times based on the funding that is 
available. Mr. Hooper indicated that was correct. But with the first scenario, there is more capital 
that can be used for I/I. 
Councilor Gudman asked if the first scenario had more I/I done up front, and the second and third 
scenario have more I/I done later, with the total amount being the same. Mr. Hooper indicated that 
the second and third scenarios defer I/I for quite a long time, but it depends on what is done 
beyond 15 years. In the 15 year window, there is a difference of $10 million between the first and 
second scenario. Some projects get done. In the third scenario, there is a 0% rate increase for five 
years, and then there is a huge spike of 42% over three years. 
Mayor Hoffman asked if the City delayed I/I improvements, whether the I/I would get worse over 
time. He asked if the I/I was done in year 1, whether it would be less expensive than if it was done 
in year 15 or 20. Ms. Rooney indicated that was definitely the case. Things would get worse over 
time. I/I needs will increase if they are delayed. 
Mr. Hooper indicated the monthly wastewater fee for a typical residential user: someone who uses 
16 ccfs of wastewater per two month period of time. Over the next 15 years, the first scenario has 
an average monthly fee of $83.04; the second scenario has an average monthly fee of $77.57, and 
scenario 3 has an average monthly fee of $81.29. Scenario 2 has the lowest overall average over 
the 15 year period of time. 
Councilor Olson asked if Scenario 1 was built to go back to a 0% rate increase after 10 years. 
Mr. Hooper indicated that would be the case for a while. Basically the City would be raising rates 
enough that it would be covering expenditures, especially since the Wastewater Master Plan has 
the City scaling back after the initial up front is done. Beyond 15 years is hard to know.       
Even with the increases, the projected fund balances will decline. Fund balance is required to be 
maintained at about $1.1-$1.3 million. 
Additional staff needed to accomplish the different scenarios was discussed. Scenario 1 has four 
staff members; scenario 2 has 3 staff members, scenario 3 has one staff member for about 5 
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years, then 4 staff members. For the City to have an aggressive I/I program, it will need a 
combination of engineers, technicians, and operators in order to carry out the plan. 
Mayor Hoffman noted that staff was looking for direction in anticipation of the public hearing 
scheduled for November 27.  
Councilor Olson indicated she thought the Master Plan was well done and it was a good planning 
tool for future Councils. Mr. Hooper’s work shows what the City has recently experienced with 
having no increases in the sewer or water rates for a 5 year period, followed by the need to do a 
project which causes a spike. She thinks that the more prudent way to handle future projects is to 
have gradual rate increases in anticipation of major projects so there isn’t sticker shock with the 
utility bills. She thinks scenario 2 makes the most sense.  
Councilor Kehoe indicated he also favored gradual increases. He also wonders whether some of 
the assumptions are valid, and whether things might not last longer than predicted. He realizes the 
City can’t always count on that, but he would like to look harder at how much the City really needs 
to spend, and how quickly. 
Councilor Gudman indicated he concurred with some of the comments that had been made. He 
thinks the City should not go down the road of 0% increases again. He also would like to take a 
closer look at some of the assumptions: life cycle, population increases, etc. He likes scenario 2 as 
the baseline scenario; he thinks it is the most realistic to address the City’s needs. The City wants 
to avoid having something go into a failure. The City is having sticker shock right now when 
citizens get their utility bills for the summer months. He believes the City has an opportunity to do a 
one-time credit of $100 in 2013 targeted in the summer period. This has a cost in that it reduces 
fund balances, but this could be addressed by a 3.5% increase instead of a 3% increase for the 
next two years. The scale of that is about $4 per year on the wastewater bill. In return for that, the 
City can mitigate the late summer bill, while still moving ahead with all the needed projects. His 
argument with the Master Plan is not with the why, it is the how the City gets there. 
Councilor Olson indicated that as the City goes forward with this Plan, she knows there’s a lot of 
prioritizing to do, with pipes that are theoretically past their useful life first, and pump stations that 
are failing, but she thinks if the work can be prioritized, projects could be prioritized that will 
minimize the City’s cost for the wastewater treatment plant. She would like to avoid the kind of ups 
and downs in the utility bills that Councilor Gudman is discussing. She thinks giving ratepayers 
relief is an admirable thing, but she thinks a consistent 3% increase might be a better solution. 
Councilor Moncrieff concurred with Councilor Olson that a steady increase is more palatable to 
ratepayers. She believes Council is in agreement that the Plan is sound and the work has to be 
done. She believes it should be done sooner rather than later, since it is less expensive to fix 
before things fail; the sooner it is fixed the more options the City has. She would prefer the first 
scenario because she can’t think of anything more important than sanitary sewer service, except 
possibly water. If Scenario 1 doesn’t have a majority, then Scenario 2 would be her second choice. 
Councilor Gudman confirmed that the amount of money he was talking about giving back was 
$1.35 million. Staff has looked at this. The 3.5% for two years, followed by 3%, accomplishes the 
same goals as Scenario 2.  
Ms. Rooney indicated staff was hoping that in two weeks, on November 27, Council would adopt 
the Master Plan. It will be needed for the Comprehensive Plan update, for the public facilities 
planning; it is also needed as a roadmap for moving forward. Staff also wants to prepare Council 
for the study session on November 20 about master fees and charges, so Council understands 
how the Master Plan plays into that discussion. Council’s decision on master fees and charges will 
occur on December 4. 
Mr. Donaldson indicated the goal was to get the Plan adopted before the end of the year. The 
Council adopts fees and charges each year.   
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Councilor Gudman indicated he didn’t think any Councilor supported Scenario 3. He suggested 
that during the study session on rates that Council and staff consider his suggestion for a 3.5% 
increase in 2013-2014 and in 2014-2015, followed by 3% increases.  
Mayor Hoffman questioned whether the one-time rebate might work as a disincentive for 
conservation. 
Councilor Tierney indicated that he thought the study session, direction, and vote on master fees 
should be deferred to the new Council since they would be living with it. He was not in favor of 
Councilor Gudman’s proposal. He assumed the report was in non-inflated dollars; staff and Council 
needed to figure out how the City could afford $70 million in current dollars.  
Mr. Donaldson indicated he thought it was important to remember that the master fees and 
charges included not only utilities but fees that are indexed annually for inflation and other factors. 
Council agrees to what those index factors are for certain charges. The annually indexed fees 
need to be looked at, but utilities could be deferred. 
Ms. Euler indicated that annually indexed fees go into effect January 1; utility rates go into effect 
later.  
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she felt a responsibility during the remainder of her term to adopt 
the master fees and charges in December as was done by the Council prior to when she took 
office. Everyone on this Council is very familiar with this document and has experience with utility 
rates. 
Councilor Kehoe concurred with Councilor Tierney regarding utility rates. 
(Recess 8:36-8:46 p.m.)  
7.2 Foothills Redevelopment; Proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and 

Community Development Code (Ordinance 2599/LU 12-0032) 
Mr. Williams indicated staff would like Council’s feedback on the proposed amendments. The 
amendments are part of a package that will be coming to Council in on November 27. The City is 
also going through the Urban Renewal Plan adoption process. That hearing is currently scheduled 
for December 4. These are coming to Council at this time because the Council’s adopted goal for 
2012 specifically said to address the regulatory and financial barriers with redeveloping Foothills. 
Both the code amendments and the Urban Renewal Plan address those barriers.  
The City is looking at developing a Comprehensive Plan designation as well as the Foothills mixed 
use zone as part of the community development code. This does not rezone the properties; it 
changes the Comprehensive Plan designation. The rezoning would occur by working with 
individual property owners; when they are ready to redevelop, the City would require them to get 
into a Development Agreement with the City. At that time, as long as the Development Agreement 
ensures they will develop in accordance with the Foothills Framework Plan, the rezoning could 
occur on individual properties or on a group of properties if they came in as a group. This is 
different than was envisioned with the Pre-Development Agreement in that the City thought all the 
code amendments and the rezoning and the Development Agreement would come in at the same 
time. However, given the situation and some of the changes associated with the street car and the 
market, staff thinks that moving forward with the Comprehensive Plan designations and 
establishing the zone is the prudent way to go, having property owners come in at a subsequent 
time for the rezoning; the City can deal with the Development Agreements at that time. The zoning 
and the Development Agreements will be tied together. 
Moving forward with the code amendments puts the City in a pretty good place to fulfill its 
obligations with respect to the construction excise tax grant the City has with Metro as well as the 
participation by the property owners in the Pre-Development Agreement.  
Councilor Kehoe asked how much was involved. Mr. Williams indicated that for the property 
owners, it would be up to $130,000 or 10% of what the City expends; they would reimburse the 
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City once it fulfills all of its obligations. For the construction excise tax, the City would be able to be 
reimbursed just under $100,000. There is no obligation to adopt the code amendments, just having 
the public hearing and considering the code amendments. 
Ms. Andreades noted that this proposal went to the Planning Commission on a work session 
September 24, to two public hearings with the Planning Commission on October 8 and October 22. 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the amendments contingent on the City 
Council finding compliance with Metro’s Title 3, which talks about water quality in regional 
waterways and flood management. The floodplain is the main issue with Title 3 compliance. The 
City is proposing a code amendment to community development code and the flood management 
area. The amendment is to exempt the Foothills District from balance, cut, and fill. This is based on 
the analysis by the consultants Vigil Agrimis, which stated there would be no net flood rise as a 
result of code amendments and future development. It also stated that the District did not function 
as a floodplain today because it was developed and committed with commercial and industrial 
uses. For that reason, the exemption to balance, cut, and fill was proposed by staff and 
consultants.  
Metro did not agree with the exemption, and they felt there was a way of getting a map 
amendment. However, Metro no longer wishes to pursue it. The City is withdrawing the 
amendment to exempt Foothills District from balance, cut, and fill. Those were outlined in the staff 
report. 
Zoning is not being put into place at this time, just the Comprehensive Plan designation which 
signals that the District is ready for some kind of development, but the zoning would go into effect 
when a property owner showed compliance or conformance with the special district plan and 
especially the Street Concept Plan. 
Mr. Buford’s property on State Street was in the Foothills Mixed Use (FMU) designation; he 
objected to that, and because there were no projects that were actually associated with his 
property, the City removed his property from the FMU designation. However, the Planning 
Commission decided it didn’t make sense to have the property outside the District, particularly 
along State Street, so they recommended the property be put back in and remain in the FMU 
District.  
Questions of Staff 
Mayor Hoffman received confirmation of what the staff was proposing for the study session, that 
the Comprehensive Plan designation be changed, but the land not be re-zoned until the 
Development Agreement is signed, so that the Development Agreement and the zoning are tied 
together.  What is being proposed is similar to Vancouver, B.C., where the zone change is tied to 
the Development Agreement, and the public captures the increased value created by the 
government. Right now the land is probably worth about $10,000 per acre. Riverfront property is 
worth $20-$30 per square foot, which is around $800,000-$1 million in appraised value. Councils in 
the future could structure a Development Agreement that captures, recognizes, and accounts for 
the value capture.  
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she supported the Comprehensive Plan designation change that 
has been recommended. She would like more clarification around complying with Metro’s Title 3. 
She asked for confirmation of her understanding that Tryon Cove could accommodate all the 
required cut for the Foothills area. 
Ms. White indicated that was partly correct. There is also 10,000 cubic yards of credits that 
occurred as a result of the creation of Foothills Park.  
Councilor Moncrieff noted that 60,000-63,000 cubic yards are in Tryon Cove, and another 10,000 
are in Foothills Park; they would meet all of Metro’s Title 3 requirements.   
Councilor Jordan indicated she thought this was a step in the right direction, to help the City 
make this land a more productive and important part of the City. She noted the statement in the 
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proposal that Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) rail would probably not allow the City 
to construct the A Avenue steps. She thinks that going forward with what is going on with the high 
speed rail project is a good plan; they are keen on using the alternative to the UP lines, and 
undergrounding things in every city the line goes through. She thinks there could be interesting 
possibilities, given that the line runs through Foothills and is probably going to get used. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated he was in favor of the project because doing something with the 
industrial area has been around various City Councils for at least the last eight years. 
Councilor Olson noted that the City got a letter from Dean Marriott from Portland BES asking for 
some specific Comprehensive Plan language and expressing concerns about the land that their 
plant is on being designated a certain way. She inquired if those concerns had been addressed. 
Ms. Andreades indicated that the language had not been changed in the existing Comprehensive 
Plan. As stated in the staff report, Goal 11, Section 4 supports that the City continues to work with 
BES on their wastewater treatment plant and maintaining it in the location it is at. The City is 
committed to working with BES on their Facilities Plan, and any issues that come up will be 
addressed at that time. With the Comprehensive Plan update, that will be taken care of.  
Mr. Williams indicated the City shared its response with staff at BES and they were apparently 
comfortable with it. Follow-up will continue as appropriate. Their property is not being re-zoned as 
part of the process. 
Councilor Olson noted that Mr. Marriott had indicated the Comprehensive Plan should maintain 
the existing public plan designation and public function zone for property owned by the City; the 
City has not agreed to sell land currently occupied by the treatment plant and believes reclassifying 
portions of the facility to FMU is premature. He also indicated that the Comprehensive Plan should 
state how important the plant is and that it will remain in its current location indefinitely. 
Mr. Williams indicated that when he talked to BES about the redesignation vs. the re-zoning issue, 
they apparently didn’t understand the conditions for re-zoning. The re-zoning is totally up to the 
property owner, and the re-designation provides for the Comprehensive Plan designation. At the 
time they indicated they were fine with that, and no other feedback has been received.  
Councilor Olson inquired if the City had in writing that BES was comfortable with the proposed 
change. Mr. Williams indicated it did not.  
Councilor Olson referred to the floodplain and the Vigil Agrimis report; the report was based on 
the 100-year floodplain, which is 34’. The 1996 flood was 36.3’, which is 2.3’ higher. She wondered 
about the adequacy of the technical analysis. 
Ms. White indicated there were two issues. Title 3 regulates the base flood elevation, as does the 
floodplain code: that is the 100-year flood elevation. That is the elevation by which balance, cut, 
and fill is measured under all the regulatory authorities. It is not the elevation the City protects 
against for habitable structures. Everything in the Foothills Framework Plan keeps all habitable 
structures well above the 1996 elevation. It is different elevation for balance, cut, and fill than it is 
for habitable safe structure. 
Councilor Olson noted that since Metro said no, and the Planning Commission’s recommendation 
was based on them saying yes, she wondered how that should be handled.  
Ms. Andreades noted that the Planning Commission’s decision was based on the Council finding 
compliance with Title 3, not based on Metro saying yes to the proposal. Withdrawing the 
amendment to the floodplain that exempts the District would mean the City would have to provide 
the cut, thereby being in compliance with Title 3.  
Ms. White indicated the City is now back to balance, cut, and fill. There are many alternatives 
outlined in the staff report. In the urban renewal area optional and lower priority projects, two of the 
projects identified were the Portland General Electric substation and the A Avenue steps. They 
were identified because neither was necessary for redevelopment in the District, and they were 
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deemed low priority by the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and the Planning Commission. 
Those two allocations in the current urban renewal exceed the amount of money that would be 
necessary to mitigate based on Vigil Agrimis’ analysis of the mitigation costs. The staff report lists 
many alternatives, including private contribution, Parks Systems Development Charges (SDCs) 
generated in the District which haven’t been allocated yet, and tax increment financing revenue. 
The available pool of money exceeds mitigation costs. 
Mr. Brown noted that the balance, cut, and fill is the expensive end of the range; other options 
have been identified and will continue to be explored. For example, the creation of a small levy 
along the Foothills Park boundary would be compliant with Title 3 and probably a less expensive 
undertaking than a significant cut and mitigation project in the Tryon Cove area. If Metro undergoes 
an update to their Functional Plan in five years, it might be a good time to go back and revisit the 
issue. 
Ms. White indicated that Metro never agreed or disagreed with the technical analysis; they 
seemingly didn’t want to look at it and were not interested in proceeding. 
Councilor Gudman asked what the viability of the Plan was without an urban renewal district. 
Mr. Brown indicated they did not believe it was viable without an urban renewal area and some 
partnerships. It is not viable to load the cost of infrastructure serving that area and some of the 
public amenities that have been incorporated as key components onto the private sector. 
Ms. White noted that one of the key essential conditions set out by the Council early on was 
financial feasibility. One of the methods pursued was an urban renewal area study, which will be 
coming before Council soon. 
8. ADJOURNMENT 
Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 9:10 p.m. 

 
 Respectfully submitted, 
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