
      
 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 

CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING 
MINUTES 

October 8, 2013 
 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Mayor Kent Studebaker called the special City Council meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. on October 
8, 2013, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue. 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
Present:  Mayor Studebaker and Councilors Hughes, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, Bowerman, and 
Gustafson. 
 
Staff Present:  Bill Baars, Library Director; Gert Zoutendijk, Fire Marshal; Paul Espe, Associate 
Planner; Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Brant Williams, Redevelopment 
Director  
 
 
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
Mayor Studebaker led the Council in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
4. PRESENTATIONS 
 

4.1 Council Statement of Support for Local Option Levy 
 

Ms. Zebrowski thanked Council for their support on renewal of the local option school levy, 
which is critical to School District finances.  Benefits of having these local funds include 
maintaining smaller class sizes and rich curriculum offerings.  Lake Oswego manages school 
funding as prudently as possible, but the annual local option levy allows the District to deliver 
the education Lake Oswego citizens expect.  Ms. Monroe concurred, indicating that Council’s 
unanimous support sends a strong message about the value placed on education in the 
community.  The local option levy renewal has broad support and brings the community 
together.  Preservation of property values and quality of life are among other benefits of a strong 
school system. 
 
Councilor Jordan expressed the importance of recognizing that the levy renewal, along with 
the schools foundation, is the only means of exercising local control of school funding and 
quality.  Councilor Gudman observed that the document in support of the levy renewal, signed 
by all Council members, would be submitted to the Lake Oswego Review. 

 
4.2 Proclamation Recognizing the 60th Anniversary of the Establishment of 

the Friends of Lake Oswego Public Library 



      
 

 
 
 

 
Mr. Baars asked V’Anne Didzun to come forward on behalf of Friends of the Library.  The 
group’s significant contributions were recognized, as highlighted in the Proclamation (p 6 of 
Council packet). 
 

4.3 Proclamation of 2013 Fire Prevention Week 
 

Mr. Zoutendijk discussed this year’s theme of kitchen safety and reviewed the proper 
technique for extinguishing a stove fire. 
 
5. CONSENT AGENDA  
 
Councilor Gudman moved approval of the Consent Agenda.  Councilor Bowerman 
seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor 
Studebaker and Councilors Hughes, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, Bowerman, and Gustafson 
voting ‘aye’.  (7-0) 

 
5.1 RESOLUTIONS 

 
5.1.1  Resolution 13-55, Approving the Appointment of Youth Members to Advisory Boards 

 
Action:  Approve Resolution 13-55 

 
END CONSENT AGENDA 
 
6. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
No items were removed from the Consent Agenda.   
 
7. ANNEXATION HEARINGS 
 
Mr. Powell stated that the Staff Report would encompass all four annexations, followed by 
separate hearings.  He read the Ordinance titles and explained the hearing parameters. 
 
He then asked if any Council member wished to declare any issues with relation to ex parte 
contacts, bias, or conflicts of interest.  Councilor Hughes indicated that she had a personal 
relationship with one of the applicants, Shon and Anne DeVries, but indicated that she did not 
feel it would prevent her from participating in the vote.  Mr. Powell asked if there were any 
members of the audience who wished to challenge any City Councilor’s right to consider the 
applications.  None were heard. 
 

7.1 Ordinance 2627, An Ordinance Annexing to the City Of Lake Oswego 
one Parcel Consisting Of 0.91 Acres Located at 18125 Pilkington Road; 
Declaring City Of Lake Oswego Zoning Pursuant To LOC 50.01.004.5(a-
c); and Removing the Territory From Certain Districts (AN 13-0006). 

 
7.2 Ordinance 2628, An Ordinance Annexing to the City Of Lake Oswego 

one Parcel Consisting Of 1.3 Acres and the Public Right Of Way located 
at 16044 Inverurie Road; Declaring City Of Lake Oswego Zoning 
Pursuant To LOC 50.01.004.5(a-c); and Removing the Territory From 
Certain Districts (AN 13-0007) 



      
 

 
 
 

 
7.3 Ordinance 2629, An Ordinance Annexing to the City Of Lake Oswego, 

one Parcel Consisting Of 1.0 Acre located at 5156 Dawn Street and 
Public Rights Of Way; Declaring City Of Lake Oswego Zoning Pursuant 
to LOC 50.01.004.5(a-c); And Removing the Territory From Certain 
Districts (AN 13-0008) 

 
7.4 Ordinance 2630,  An Ordinance Annexing to the City Of Lake Oswego 

one Parcel Consisting Of 0.50 Acres Located at 13710 Knaus Road; 
Declaring City of Lake Oswego Zoning Pursuant to LOC 50.01.004.5(a-
c); and Removing the Territory From Certain Districts (AN 13-0009) 

 
STAFF REPORT  
 
Mr. Espe presented an overview of the four properties and described proposed City zoning 
designations and other details of the individual parcels.  The annexations comply with Metro 
Code and state statutes.  Staff recommends approval.  Responses were provided to several 
questions from Council members. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY  
 
Mayor Studebaker opened the public hearing regarding Ordinance 2629. 
 

• Sherry Patterson, 18926 Arrowwood Avenue 
 
Ms. Patterson spoke in opposition to the annexation proposed in Ordinance 2629 on the 
grounds that the costs to the applicants are not transparent.  People need a full financial 
disclosure in order to decide on annexation for their properties.  The process does not 
encourage trust and openness.  She called for the record to be left open for seven days so that 
all costs can be ascertained. 
 

• Edwin Thompson, 5150 Dawn Street 
 
Mr. Thompson, next-door neighbor of the owners of 5156 Dawn Street, described the geology 
of the area and resulting challenges related to water and sewage issues for property owners. He 
questioned why the well-established City of Lake Oswego is creating islands. Why isn't the 
entire Rosewood neighborhood being annexed at one time? This would allow cost to be 
amortized over the entire 800 homes.  All of the homeowners should be approached about 
annexing at one time. 
 
Councilor Gudman observed that the City had consciously chosen the passive approach, 
following up when property owners request annexation.  In response to Mr. Thompson’s 
request, he clarified that this opportunity would remain available in the future.  
 

• Anne DeVries, 5156 Dawn Street 
 
Ms. DeVries, property owner/applicant, explained that she and her husband have been in their 
current home for 20 years and recognize that they are on borrowed time with their septic 
system. They responded to the City's invitation in order to avoid the application fees associated 
with an owner-initiated annexation.  Annexation will allow them to connect to the sewer much 



      
 

 
 
 

more easily at such time as their septic fails.  They had been surprised to see the location of the 
cherry-stem annexation, as drawn, and resulting impact on neighbors.  Their expectation was 
that access would be instead through the sewer line on Megly Court.  She emphasized that their 
decision to apply for annexation was based solely on having access to sewer system 
connection in the future. 
 
A brief discussion followed about the access.  Mr. Espe confirmed that the City envisions a 
future connection to the Megly Court sewer line.  Ms. DeVries stated that it was not the 
applicants’ intent to create an island for neighbors. 
 

• Michael A. Crump, 18887 Indian Creek Avenue 
 
Mr. Crump spoke in opposition to the annexation, primarily because it entails withdrawing from 
current agreements with the County, including police and fire protection.  Additional concerns in 
the form of questions were raised.  Mr. Espe provided clarification about the annexation of 
streets, and confirmed that the City would not bill residents for street maintenance as long as 
they are outside the city limits.  Property taxes would not be increased as a result of City 
ownership of the street.  Homeowners would be billed for sewer service only at such time as 
they connect to it. 
 

• Karin Kopp, 18978 Arrowwood Avenue 
 
Ms. Kopp requested that the record be left open for seven days.  As self-employed people, she 
and her husband have variable annual income and are concerned about potential future costs to 
neighbors as a result of this annexation.  She is confused about the process and needs more 
time to research the implications. 
 
Councilor Gustafson observed that this application had seemed to generate confusion, but 
that the annexation of this one property would in no way affect other properties along the road in 
terms of increased costs now or in the future.  Councilor Jordan reiterated that annexations 
are strictly voluntary and that there would not be any impacts to other properties not annexing 
tonight.  Councilor Gustafson suggested that the City’s policy be articulated in the form of a 
resource that would be understandable to neighborhood residents in future annexation 
requests.  Councilor Bowerman suggested that Ms. Kopp’s questions could be addressed by 
Staff, and Mr. Espe urged her to phone about the annexation process. 
 
Mayor Studebaker called for any further testimony regarding the Dawn Street property.  No 
requests were heard. 
 
Mr. Powell reviewed options available to citizens who had submitted testimony.  Since there 
had been a request to keep the record open concerning the Dawn Street application, he 
recommended that Council allow time for submission of additional evidence, with suggested 
dates and actions to be framed in a motion. 
 
Councilor Jordan moved to leave the record open until 5:00 p.m. on October 15, 2013, for 
additional written evidence to be submitted and then allow anyone eligible to respond to 
that submittal by October 21 at 5:00 p.m., and that Council then continue their 
deliberation and decision on this matter, taking those written submittals into 
consideration, at the October 22 Council meeting.  Mayor Studebaker seconded the 
motion. 



      
 

 
 
 

 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Hughes, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, Bowerman, and Gustafson voting ‘aye’.  (7-0) 
 
Mayor Studebaker called for any public testimony regarding the other three annexations (for 
18125 Pilkington Road, 16044 Inverurie Road, and 13710 Knaus Road).  No requests were 
heard, and the public hearings were closed. 
 
Councilor Gudman moved to adopt Ordinance 2627.  Councilor Jordan seconded the 
motion. 
 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Hughes, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, Bowerman, and Gustafson voting ‘aye’.  (7-0) 
 
Councilor Gudman moved to adopt Ordinance 2628. Mayor Studebaker seconded the 
motion. 
 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Hughes, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, Bowerman, and Gustafson voting ‘aye’.  (7-0) 
 
Councilor Gudman moved to adopt Ordinance 2630.  Mayor Studebaker seconded the 
motion. 
 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Hughes, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, Bowerman, and Gustafson voting ‘aye’.  (7-0) 
 
Councilor Jordan observed that there seems to be confusion about the information the City is 
sending out to neighbors of property owners who initiate annexation requests.  The letters 
should be reviewed for clarity. Mr. Siegel discussed the current letters and agreed to review 
them, including the format of costs disclosures.  
 
Mr. Thompson re-approached the table to point out that the invitation letter raises another 
question because it had been mentioned that the sewer for the Dawn Street property 
annexation is exclusive to five homes. 
 
8. CITIZEN COMMENT  
 

• Gary Buford, 5 Camelot Court 
 

Mr. Buford described the spacing of trees on his residential property. In comparison to 
recommendations published by Clackamas County, his trees are spaced far more densely.  He 
wanted Council to be aware that this is the reason he tries to thin the trees on his property. 
 
• Maria Meneghin, 1179 Sunningdale Road 
 
Ms. Meneghin spoke on behalf of herself and her husband, Darrell Condra.  They are in favor 
of selling the West End Building (WEB), which will resolve a divisive community issue.  They 
hope the rezoning condition of the proposed Agreement will be eliminated; if not, the property 
should be put on the market in order to establish the value this condition has for other potential 
buyers. 



      
 

 
 
 

 
• Dianne Cassidy, 3601 Wren Street 

 
Although speaking in favor of selling the WEB, Ms. Cassidy expressed concern about the 
rezoning contingency.  Nobody knows the intended use for the property, and this creates 
uncertainty for residents of the area.  There is already considerable uncertainty about zoning in 
Lake Oswego, and this produces anxiety. 
 
Councilor Bowerman asked what other concerns there might be in addition to those discussed 
in earlier testimony and comments.  Ms. Cassidy indicated that if she lived near this property, 
any business involving 24-hour public access and activity would be a problem, and dramatically 
different from an office complex. 
 
COUNCIL BUSINESS  
 
 9.1 Resolution 13-54 – A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake 
Oswego Authorizing the City Manager to Sign the Real Estate Purchase and Sale 
Agreement for the Sale of the City’s West End Building Property at 4101 Kruse Way and 
to Negotiate and Sign a Lease-back Agreement with Kensington Investment Group LLC. 

 
Mayor Studebaker read the Resolution title.  Mr. Williams explained that Council had heard a 
variety of comment at the public hearing on September 24, and also in subsequent citizen 
communications. While there are some in favor, the vast majority of comment has questioned 
the sale of the property.  The Council Report (p 82-112 of Council packet) addresses some of 
these, as well as pros and cons related to selling or keeping the property.  A couple of 
significant issues he discussed were:  (1) What is the long-term plan for City facilities, how does 
the WEB fit into it, and shouldn’t that be determined before considering sale of the building?  
The WEB was purchased solely for use as a community center.  The history of surveys, studies, 
and Council actions over the past five to six years indicates a determination not to pursue this.  
Ideas for moving the City Hall and library to the WEB have met with opposition and been 
rejected over time.  Only the option of siting a police/911 facility there has received some 
support.   
 (2) If the WEB is sold, what is the plan for the existing functions there?  Mr. Williams reiterated 
that viable alternatives have been identified for relocating these services.  At such time as the 
WEB is actually sold, they can be housed in more appropriately sized space, at less cost than 
the City is putting into the WEB today. 
 
Mr. Williams drew Council’s attention to a modification to the buy-back provision of the 
Purchase and Sale Agreement, made at Councilor Gudman’s request (p 112 of Council packet).  
This would provide the City with first right to negotiate with Kensington should they 
subsequently parcel out a portion of the property to sell. 
 
Mayor Studebaker reminded everyone that one of the chief concerns raised about the potential 
sale is that the City should obtain a national appraisal to ensure it is getting a good price for the 
property.  He asked about experts willing to discuss this.  Mr. Williams indicated that Mark 
Fitkin, an executive with CB Richard Ellis, evaluated the property and indicated that he believed 
it to be in the $13- to $15-million range. 
 
Available at this meeting was Mr. Stirek, who was called to the dais.  As the Trammell Crow 
Company executive responsible for oversight of the Portland office, he provided background on 



      
 

 
 
 

the WEB property’s sale in 2006 and observations about the current situation.  He does not 
believe that Portland-area property values have returned to pre-recession levels, yet the offer of 
$16.5 million seems comparable to values at the peak of the market.  For various reasons, a 
valuation of $16.5 million does not line up with a scenario of pure office use.  His firm would not 
underwrite an offer as high as the one the City is currently entertaining.  In order to determine 
whether this is a fair value, it would be prudent for the City to know what site plan the purchaser 
proposes, as well as zoning density.  As presented, it would seem to be an attractive outcome 
for the City. 
 
In response to additional questions from Councilors Gustafson and Bowerman about potential 
site use and density, Mr. Williams summarized discussion with Kensington since the last 
hearing. He indicated that they had been unable to commit to a particular proposed use.  
Density constraints will be addressed as part of the zone-change process. 
 
Councilor Gudman reiterated his concern about the pathway connecting Carman Drive and 
Kruse Way Place.  Mr. Williams indicated this would best be ensured by an amendment to the 
Purchase and Sale Agreement. 
 
After summarizing various concerns and the environment of uncertainty, Councilor Jordan 
questioned the need to move forward in a hurry.  Since it may be necessary to hold a special 
election on a separate measure in March of 2014, there could be an opportunity to place 
another measure on that ballot.  Council should consider giving voters one last chance to 
preserve the property for the future and commit to spending the money this would require. 
 
Councilor Hughes asked if partitioning of the property to reserve a portion for City ownership 
had been discussed.  Mr. Williams indicated that this had not been explored fully with 
Kensington.  He responded to her request for information about differences between Office 
Campus and General Commercial zoning. 
 
Councilor Gustafson expressed support for Councilor Jordan's idea of taking the question to 
voters in the upcoming election. He does not see the urgency of proceeding now with the sale.  
The rezoning condition is his biggest concern with the proposed Agreement, and it is the 
neighborhoods and businesses in the west end that will pay the price.  Council should either 
obtain clear direction from the voters or pay deference to the adjacent neighborhood 
associations and businesses who do not support the current terms of the proposed sale. 
 
Councilor Gudman moved to adopt Resolution 13-54 authorizing the City Manager to 
sign an agreement to sell the West End Building property to Kensington Investment 
Group for $16.5 million, adjusting the authorized sale agreement as follows: (1) to include 
the revised language in Attachment 3 of the material we have this evening relating to the 
City’s right to renegotiate the re-purchase of all or a portion of the property, and (2) to 
include a provision, in language acceptable to the City Manager, stating that at closing 
the City will retain or receive the dedication of a public right-of-way in place of the 
currently-private Daniel Way and a public easement or right-of-way for the Daniel Way 
pathway as described in our City’s Capital Improvement Plan. Mayor Studebaker 
seconded the motion. 
 
Councilor O'Neill commented on the complexity of such real estate negotiations.  The open 
debate is fine, but multiple obstacles remain for completing the sale process. The proposed 
alternate uses may be required in the future, but they are not needed now.  He indicated his 



      
 

 
 
 

support for selling the property because the City is a willing seller and has a willing buyer in 
Kensington. 
 
Councilor Bowerman suggested that Council explore specifically the proposal that might be 
put to voters again, calling on Mr. Williams for the bottom line on the 2011 citizen survey.  Mr. 
Williams indicated that there had been fairly consistent themes expressed:  while most people 
like the property, there is no consensus on uses and little or no will to raise taxes to pay for it. 
Given this, Councilor Bowerman wondered what question should be posed to voters. 
 
Councilor Gustafson indicated that he believes it is as simple as asking the voters if the City 
should keep the property or not, considering the issues of paying for it and using it.  His biggest 
concern is that the voters be asked. 
  
Councilor Jordan indicated that she thinks the question should be simple, presented as one 
last opportunity to keep a property that some believe has future value to the community.  Voters 
will need to approve retiring the debt if they want the property kept.  Otherwise, the debt will be 
retired through sale of the property. 
  
Councilor O'Neill, after reviewing the history of the City’s acquisition and the current price and 
market, indicated that a successful bond measure would have to specify an amount of $38 
million, with the WEB becoming the future home of the police department and City Hall.  
Citizens are not going to approve a measure with no game plan.  Considering other large 
project commitments, the best solution is to move forward with the proposed sale. 
  
Councilor Hughes indicated that her recent tour of the WEB convinced her it is significantly 
underutilized. She agreed with Councilor O’Neill’s view that voters would be unlikely to support 
a bond issue to keep it as there is no plan for use.  More land can be acquired in the future, if 
needed; the City already owns considerable other land that it isn’t using. 
 
Councilor Bowerman stated that the financing aspect related to keeping the property should 
have gone to the voters years ago.  The time for such a ballot issue is far past, and she would 
support moving forward with the motion on the table. However, she would like to see the 
Agreement include discussion of restrictions on uses on the property, e.g., relating to gas 
stations and “big box” stores. 
 
A brief discussion about the zoning process followed.  Councilor Jordan requested clarification 
that the motion before Council did not address concerns heard in relation to the Lake Grove 
Village Center Overlay District and Urban Renewal District.  Mr. Williams explained that as part 
of the zone change process, it will be possible to place restrictions on future uses and density 
for the development.  The adjacent neighborhoods and business district have requested 
application of the Lake Grove Village Center Design District and Sensitive Lands overlays, and 
inclusion in the Lake Grove Urban Renewal District.  Staff would suggest moving forward with 
all three items, but Council would best direct Staff to proceed after the rezone process is 
completed and it is determined that the sale will go through.  A short discussion followed about 
Kensington’s position on the three items and potential options for community acceptance. 
 
Mayor Studebaker invited Nick Bunick to the dais to speak to Council regarding his recent offer 
to purchase the WEB property. 
 
Mr. Bunick explained that he has been doing research on Kensington and learned that they 
were acquired several years ago by an organization in San Francisco called Forward 



      
 

 
 
 

Management, Inc.  Their business is building Ramada Inns. Mr. Bunick’s nonprofit foundation, 
The Great Tomorrow, has saved the lives of over 10 million children. The foundation board has 
access to unlimited funds and is willing to buy the WEB property, as proposed in his letter sent 
to the City on October 7, for $20 million.  They would only need 30,000 square feet of office 
space to use for their headquarters, and the remainder could be used rent free by the City for 
100 years.  Their only condition is that the City maintain the building.   After providing other 
background on the proposal and the property, he emphasized that he wants to see the quality of 
the area maintained. 
 
Councilor Gustafson asked for clarification about the City's ability to consider offers such as 
Mr. Bunick's while engaged in the current process with Kensington.  Mr. Powell indicated that 
Council would make its determination at this meeting whether or not to proceed with 
Kensington’s proposal.  If it is decided to open up the process and accept other offers, including 
Mr. Bunick’s, Council could then do so. 
 
Mayor Studebaker indicated that he intends to support the motion, highlighting the attractive 
offer amount and various disadvantages of holding on to the property.  Asking for voter approval 
is a valid idea, but delay may mean losing this offer.  Other budget concerns take priority over 
the $1.5 million tied up for the WEB. 
 
Councilor Gustafson indicated that he is looking to the future in desiring to retain the property. 
 
Councilor Gudman observed that if there was an easy answer on this issue, the current or a 
previous Council would have found it.  There will be future opportunities to reach consensus 
about the many considerations.  The fundamental issues are: (1) The community has not 
succeeded in using the property for its original purpose as a community center. (2) The 
opportunity costs related to the WEB are significant. (3) While there are programs currently 
operating at the WEB, it is clear that there are alternative spaces available. He will be voting to 
go forward with the sale. 
 
Councilor Jordan indicated she is concerned that the offer from Kensington may be too good 
to be true.  The price and the zoning change as a condition of approval are concerns.  If for any 
reason the deal is not completed, the property should be marketed nationally.  A future deal 
should provide the City greater protection from unknowns than this proposal does. 
 
Councilor Hughes observed that she was in the camp of apathetic when the building was 
originally purchased. Since her recent appointment to Council she has reviewed considerable 
background material and finds herself focused on the City’s financial future.  The property is a 
drain on the budget every year, and this is a good offer.  She will be supporting the motion. 
 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Hughes, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, and Bowerman voting ‘aye’.  Councilor Gustafson 
voted ‘no’ (6-1) 
 

9.2 Resolution 13-57   Appointing Replacements for Councilor Kehoe's 
Liaison and Committee Assignments 

 
Mayor Studebaker reviewed the proposed reappointments as outlined in the Council Report (p 
114-116 of Council packet). 
 



      
 

 
 
 

Mayor Studebaker moved to approve Resolution 13-57.  Councilor O’Neill seconded the 
motion. 
 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Hughes, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, Bowerman, and Gustafson voting ‘aye’.  (7-0) 
 
10. INFORMATION FROM COUNCIL  
 
10.1 Councilor Information 
 
Councilor Gudman advised of openings on the Development Review Commission and 
provided contact information for interested parties.  He suggested that the Frequently Asked 
Questions handout from the neighborhood WEB meeting be posted on the City website.  He 
announced that Lake Oswego is now linked in to the Clackamas County development tool listing 
all commercial/industrial/retail available for lease or purchase. 
 
Councilor Jordan provided a brief overview of a community investment initiative discussed at 
the previous week’s Clackamas County cities organization meeting.  She indicated it would 
behoove the City Council and Lake Oswego citizens to learn more about this regional proposal 
and how it may be implemented and funded.  Mayor Studebaker indicated that Councilor 
Gudman should keep a close eye on this initiative in his role with the Metropolitan Policy 
Advisory Committee. 
 
Councilor Hughes informed the Council and citizens that she had resigned her board position 
with LO Stewards and taken a leave of absence from the steering committee of Lake Oswego 
Citizens Action League.  She felt it appropriate to be fully focused on City business and the work 
of the Council. 
 
Councilor Bowerman reported that the Lake Oswego-Tigard Water Partnership oversight 
committee will be meeting every other month, rather than monthly.  The metrics updates will 
continue, however. Referring to stated Council goals, she suggested that it would be 
appropriate to come to a decision on the facilities plan, now that the decision has been made to 
sell the WEB. 
 
10.2 Reports of Council Committees, Organizational Committees, and 

Intergovernmental Committees 
 
No reports were made. 
 
11. REPORTS OF OFFICERS  
 
11.1 City Manager 
 
No report was made. 
 
11.2 City Attorney 
 
No report was made. 
 
12. ADJOURNMENT 



      
 

 
 
 

 
Councilor Bowerman moved for adjournment. Councilor Gudman seconded the motion. 
 
Mayor Studebaker adjourned the meeting at 9:40 p.m. 
 
 

         Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Catherine Schneider  /s/   
 Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
 
 
 
  

  
  
 
 
 

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 

ON  January 21, 2014 

Kent Studebaker   /s/    

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 

 

 

 

         

   


	Catherine Schneider, City Recorder

