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Council President Moncrieff called the special City Council meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. on 
May 8, 2012, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  

Present: Council President Moncrieff, Councilors Gudman, Olson, Tierney, Jordan, 
and Kehoe.  Mayor Hoffman was excused.  

Staff Present: Brant Williams, Assistant City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; 
Catherine Schneider, City Recorder; Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City 
Manager; Paul Espe, Associate Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Joel Komarek, Lake 
Oswego-Tigard Water Partnership Project Director; Andrea Christenson, 
Natural Resources Planner; Jeff Selby, Lake Oswego-Tigard Water 
Partnership Citizen Information Coordinator 

  

3. PRESENTATIONS 

3.1 National Drinking Water Week Proclamation 

Council President Moncrieff presented the National Drinking Water Week Proclamation to Jeff 
Selby, Lake Oswego-Tigard Water Partnership Citizen Information Coordinator.  Mr. Selby 
accepted the award on behalf of the Lake Oswego-Tigard Water Partnership and the Public Works 
Department.  Council President Moncrieff read the Proclamation on behalf of Mayor Hoffman. 

3.2 Arbor Week Art Contest Winners 

Morgan Holen, City’s Contract Arborist and principal of Morgan Holen and Associates, introduced 
herself and Andrea Christenson.  She narrated a video presentation recapping Lake Oswego Arbor 
Week.  The opening event was a guided tree tour through the Glenmorrie neighborhood, 
sponsored by the Glenmorrie Neighborhood Association.  The Association developed a brochure 
with funding from the City’s Neighborhood Enhancement Grant Program, which was used to guide 
the tour which had a great turnout.  She expressed appreciation to Sonja Kollias, Judy Dauble, and 
Liz Hartman from the Glenmorrie Neighborhood Association for their help and support, and 
thanked Councilor Tierney for speaking at the event.  Other events of the week included:  

(1) the Heritage Tree Ceremony at East Waluga Park, featured a nominated Oregon White Oak 
and a special song presented by 45 students from Lake Grove Elementary School, recognition of 
Cheryl Uchida of the Waluga Neighborhood Association for event coordination efforts, Kara 
Warner, member of the City’s Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB), and Pam Peterson of 
the Parks staff, who spoke about Oregon White Oaks.   

(2)  a street tree planting event at the corner of 4th Street and Evergreen Road, with Dave Gilbey, 
Water Quality Coordinator with the City, speaking about benefits of trees in stormwater 
management.  Four trees were planted that were funded through the City’s Neighborhood 
Enhancement Grant Program.   

(3) street tree planting of a River Birch at McVey Avenue and Laurel Street, also funded through 
the Neighborhood Enhancement Grant Program, with members of the McVey/South Shore 
Neighborhood Association on hand to plant the tree.  
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(4) members of the Lake Oswego Junior High School Science Club planted 75 tree seedlings in 
Springbrook Park, and worked hard to remove ivy.  Megan Big John of the Parks staff provided 
guidance for the students and Councilor Gudman handed out seedlings.   

(5) Attendance at the pruning workshop hosted by Damon Schrosk of Treecology, Inc., set a 
record with the highest attendance ever at an Urban and Community Forestry workshop. An open 
craft project was held at the Lake Oswego Public Library, where tree-themed books were on 
display all week. 

She thanked all of the sponsors who provided food and support of activities during Arbor Week, 
including: Integrity Tree Care, Inc. and Morton Tree and Landscape Maintenance, Inc., and for 
Frog Pond Toys and Lily Pad Café for sponsoring this year’s Arbor Day Art Contest. 

Lake Oswego celebrates Arbor Week annually during the first week of April.  Nationally, Arbor Day 
is observed on the last Friday of April.  The Arbor Week Art Contest ran all month long; entries 
were on display at Frog Pond Toys throughout.  There were two age categories in the Art Contest.   

Ms. Christenson observed that Morgan Holen Associates, LLC was a very generous sponsor of 
the Arbor Week celebration, expressed sincere thanks to Ms. Holen for her enthusiasm, creativity 
and leadership. 

As each of the Arbor Day Art Contest winners was announced, Ms. Holen displayed a slide of the 
artwork.  The winners were: 
 
Pre-kindergarten through 2nd grade: 
1st - Kaelyn Nimmoor (2nd grade) 
2nd - McKenzie Helle (Pre-K) 
3rd - Sydney Hildebrandt (1st grade) 
 

3rd though 6th grade: 
1st - Karthik Sreedhar (3rd grade) 
2nd - Melanie Du (3rd grade) 
3rd - Edith Benson (5th grade) 

4. STUDY SESSION 

4.1 Worker’s Cottage Future Use Study 

Mr. Williams provided context for the Study Session and clarified what is needed from Council.  
The City purchased the Worker’s Cottage in 2002 for $180,000 and it is a City facility owned by the 
community.  Potential uses for the Cottage that have been explored will be presented in the Study 
Session, including three primary options:  office space, exhibit/meeting space, and use as a 
residence, as it has been in the past.  Staff wants to ensure Council understands the potential uses 
and their impact, both on the Cottage and on the community.  Mr. Williams pointed out that there 
are also cost implications, which is timely with the budget process currently underway.  He added 
that to enable any of the potential uses of the facility there are potential one-time costs, 
somewhere between $100,000 and $150,000 that would be over and above the amount budgeted 
this current fiscal year.  He pointed out the need for this awareness because it could be a factor in 
this budget season.  While the proposed budget for next fiscal year includes $60,000, staff 
suggests consideration of additional funds to bring the Cottage up to condition for one of the three 
uses.  These funds might be planned for this year or for future budget years.  Following the 
presentation, staff hoped to hear Council’s feedback on appropriate uses and how they would want 
staff to move forward with potential budgeting for the preferred use. 

Staff Report 

Mr. Espe acknowledged the Worker’s Cottage Future Uses Study Work Group members who 
helped him prepare the report and introduced Kasey Holwerda, a member of the City’s Historic 
Resources Advisory Board (HRAB).  On behalf of the Work Group members, HRAB, and other 
members of the City’s preservation communities, he thanked Council for the opportunity to do 
further research on the Cottage and its future uses.  He outlined briefly the next phase of 
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rehabilitation, which consists of porch reconstruction, window and roof replacement, chimney re-
pointing, and a few other items, noting that these benefit not only the cosmetic aspect of the 
Cottage but also seal and protect it.  The future use of the building needs to be determined, he 
explained, so that appropriate structural and interior modifications can be planned. 

Last year, Council allocated $70,000 for the first phase, the building foundation stabilization, and 
that $60,000 has been requested for the second phase, the exterior.  He advised that use of the 
building must be determined before proceeding with any interior work, outlined in Phase 3 of the 
preservation plan for the entire Cottage prepared by architect Robert Dortignacq.  He observed 
that Phase 2 might also be affected if the Cottage is to become a commercial-type office building 
or an exhibit and meeting space; Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements may then 
come into play, requiring structural modifications. 

The potential uses examined were:  (1) City-owned office used for City office space; (2) City-owned 
exhibit and meeting space that was completely managed and supported by the City; (3) City-
owned exhibit/meeting/office space that would be run by a non-profit group, with perhaps minimal 
support from the City; (4) City-owned single-family home rented by the City; and (5) sale of the 
building to a private party for single-family residential use.  Though there are various permutations 
that could result, he explained that the scenarios were narrowed down to these five.  

With regard to the two options for exhibit and meeting space use, he observed that these 
represented the two “extreme ends” of the spectrum: full City sponsorship (i.e., both ownership and 
management by the City) versus independent operation by a nonprofit, with rental and 
management of the building entirely the tenant’s responsibility.  He suggested that some 
intermediate scenario might be feasible, such as renting only part of the building to the nonprofit or 
perhaps including a little more City support. 

He directed Council’s attention to the many advantages and disadvantages outlined for the 
different scenarios in the Staff Report.  He believes selling the building to a private party would be 
the worst option because of the loss of public ownership and control.  He mentioned that numerous 
issues associated with the archaeology of the site will limit the type of landscaping that can be 
done on the property without assistance from an archaeologist.  Office use would be the most 
expensive alternative, with highest start-up costs, and that this use would allow only limited access 
to the building for those interested in heritage aspects. 

Use for exhibit and meeting space seemed to be the best option in terms of public access to the 
building.  He remarked that a need for display space has been voiced in the community, with a 
concern being scarcity of space for displaying historic items.   

The Work Group’s recommendation was that the City retains ownership of the Cottage and 
considers utilizing the building for exhibit and meeting space.  Further, the Work Group expressed 
interest in having a nonprofit such as the Lake Oswego Preservation Society (LOPS) or other 
organization operate the space on some level.  If Council endorses this idea, proposals will be 
needed from any kind of nonprofit interested in operating the building, with an outline of the 
services they would offer.  He observed that the City would consider an intermediate level of 
sponsorship, some scenario between complete City sponsorship and full responsibility by the 
nonprofit.   If Council decides on having the building function as exhibit and meeting space, this 
would require the development of a model to address payment of rent, utilities and other expenses.  
He acknowledged the goal of a use that is financially sound, but suggested this be weighed against 
the intrinsic cultural and historic value of the Cottage.  He offered to provide any additional 
information that might be needed. 

Ms. Holwerda expanded on the Working Group’s discussion of the possible interim solution 
whereby a nonprofit organization would use the small room in the back of the Cottage, between the 
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front room and kitchen, as an office and the City could use the rest of the space for exhibit and 
meeting purposes.  She explained this would involve having someone in the building who would 
manage the meetings and do other coordination in exchange for the nonprofit’s tenancy, with 
possible consideration for rent and such things. 

Questions from Council 

Councilor Gudman asked if the recommendation was, of the five options, Option 3, Option 2, or a 
blend of Options 2 and 3.  Mr. Espe responded that he believed it would be a blend of Options 2 
and 3. 

Councilor Olson thanked the Work Group, Mr. Espe, and Jordan Wheeler for their many months 
of work.  She indicated that she had no questions, but only comments, and that the Staff Report 
had clarified issues for her.  She said her review of the pros and cons in the summary table led her 
to conclude that some combination of Options 2 and 3 would afford the best use of the building.  
She related hearing concerns about costs and acknowledged that there will be a small amount of 
expense, in the range of $6,000 to $8,000 for continuing operations and maintenance. However, 
she expressed her belief that Council’s role is to preserve, enhance, and protect the City’s historic 
resources, and this is why the City purchased the building in the first place.  She commented that 
the City supports and fosters space for the Arts Council and arts programs to a high level, but has 
never done that for historic resources.  She believes there is high awareness of arts, tourism, and 
cultural value of the arts.  She stated her belief that the value of the City’s historic resources and 
historic tourism has been neglected for years, and sees the Worker’s Cottage opportunity as a first 
step toward remedying the situation.  

Councilor Kehoe asked if there were indications of interest from any nonprofit organizations.  Ms. 
Holwerda replied that the LOPS has expressed interest, but as there had not been any 
advertisement of availability, the group did not know if there were other organizations that might be 
interested in managing it or renting the space. 

Councilor Jordan reiterated Council’s appreciation for the Working Group’s efforts.  She cited the 
restoration of the Iron Furnace as the first step in recognizing historic aspects of the city, and the 
Cottage as an adjunct because of its connection to the iron ore industry.  She expressed concern 
for the budget, now and going forward, but recognized the value of maintaining the connection 
between the Iron Furnace and the Cottage, especially with people now coming to see the restored 
Furnace.   She stated that she would accept the recommendation to try to work with any nonprofits 
that step forward.  She cautioned that Council needs to consider that working first with the LOPS 
might not leave options open for working with other interested groups.  She recommended that the 
approach should encourage proposals for many different ideas, from a variety of groups, always 
with an interest in enhancing the historic importance and connection of this building.  If this entailed 
only something like three hours of public viewing access a week, she felt this would be appropriate.  
She pointed out that having come this far with the Cottage, the Council needs to maintain this 
important aspect of the City’s history. 

Councilor Olson endorsed Councilor Jordan’s observations, pointing out that the Cottage is one 
of the stops on the Historic Iron Trail and yet there has been no public access to it.  She suggested 
that staff’s recommendation would provide that access and would enhance the Trail.  Ms. 
Holwerda observed that the Cottage had been on the annual Lake Oswego Historic Home Tour for 
two consecutive years a few years earlier, allowing for public access.  However, she indicated the 
Group would like to see it open on a more regular basis, suggesting availability for public tours at 
least once a year, access for the neighborhood associations that want to meet there, and for visits 
to exhibits.  Councilor Olson noted that it was better for the house to be open than closed, and to 
have activities going on there, such as neighborhood association and other community group uses. 
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Councilor Kehoe stated that he was in favor of the combination approach.  Council President 
Moncrieff asked for a sense of direction from Council, and Councilor Gudman endorsed this 
approach, as well.  Councilor Tierney commented that his concern was for the long-term financial 
health of the Cottage.  He stated that he believes preserving the Cottage is critical, and he is 
agreeable to the recommendation.  However, he wants the proposal to address the need to ensure 
financial ability of any entity proposing to rent it for the short term, or perhaps even for a longer 
term.  He suggested that if a proposal was accepted for a particular purpose and the organization 
was not operating a few years later, he would question this as a successful choice.  For this 
reason, he indicated that the recommendation to solicit proposals will help to drive the final 
decision. 

Councilor Tierney requested clarification of the connection between the Phase 2 work and the 
interior of the Cottage, since there appear to be no changes to the space plans.  He asked if staff 
needed any decision from Council that would pertain to Phase 2.  Ms. Holwerda said none was 
needed.  Council President Moncrieff noted that $60,000 was included in the 2012-2013 budget, 
and Mr. Williams confirmed this is the proposed amount, which would need to be maintained in 
order to complete work on Phases 1 and 2.  Council President Moncrieff commented that, in 
supporting the recommendation, Council would then be supporting this proposed budget request 
for the coming year.  She noted she shares Councilor Tierney’s concern about ongoing expenses, 
and asked to verify that there can be flexibility with operational decisions for the building even after 
Phase 2 is completed.  Councilors Jordan and Olson responded that this was their 
understanding.  Councilor Olson also noted that by fall, people will have in mind the following 
year’s budget proposals, and the recommendation may provide some guidance for Phase 3 budget 
amounts. 

Councilor Jordan raised the subject of ADA accessibility requirements if, based on the use of the 
Cottage, it was determined necessary to remove the antique claw-foot bathtub.  She asked if the 
required changes would be identified in the next year.  Mr. Espe responded that this was a 
process coordinated between staff, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and the building 
official.  He observed that ADA requirements can sometimes be adjusted if they compromise the 
historic character of the building, with perhaps a give and take in the amount of accessibility 
allowed.  He described details that might have to be considered in such a case.  Councilor Jordan 
commented that this would be something she would like to learn over the course of the next year.  
She advocated moving forward with exterior rehabilitation, but would like to have this kind of 
information available before proceeding next year. 

Ms. Holwerda pointed out that a decision about the need for an ADA-accessible entrance would 
have to be made, as well, depending on use of the building, where and how that would be done, 
and SHPO input.  Mr. Espe confirmed this, and mentioned the possibility of different scenarios 
involving full or partial rental of the building by a nonprofit entity, distribution of utilities, 
maintenance, and other expenses between the City and the nonprofit, or others.  Therefore, he 
anticipated that a number of scenarios could come before Council for review and consideration. 

Councilor Jordan observed it might be neat if the Old Town Neighborhood and Historic 
Preservation Society got together to plan the landscaping, then apply for a Neighborhood 
Enhancement Grant to purchase the planting material.   

Council President Moncrieff observed that she felt she was in agreement with the majority of 
Council in continuing the course of the investment in the Cottage by finishing up the exterior 
preservation.  She said she understands that Phase 2 includes the porch, windows, roof, chimney, 
and paint. 

Councilor Jordan reiterated her concern about getting the answer about ADA accessibility before 
making repairs to the porch.  She observed that the City would not want to repair the porch and 
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then have to add an ADA ramp.  Ms. Holwerda responded that she did not believe an ADA ramp 
could be required for the front porch because it would significantly compromise the house’s historic 
character.  In response to Councilor Jordan’s question, Ms. Holwerda also confirmed that the 
Phase 2 porch repairs were only for the front porch.  Mr. Williams noted that parking was at the 
back of the house, leading Councilor Jordan to suggest that was where any ADA ramp would be 
placed. 

Mr. Williams confirmed that he believed staff now has direction to proceed with soliciting 
proposals from potential users/tenants of the building.  He anticipated bringing the findings back to 
Council, along with planning for the next year’s budget, based on proposals received.  He also 
confirmed the $60,000 in the proposed 2012-2013 budget for the exterior work.  Contemplating the 
timeline, he noted that this would move the project into 2013, with construction perhaps starting 
after the first of the next fiscal year, and someone moving into the building in early 2014, at the 
soonest. 

4.2 Comprehensive Plan – Community Culture 

Ms. Selden announced that this study session was in preparation for Council’s first public hearing 
on a section of the Comprehensive Plan update, scheduled for June 5, 2012, on the topic of 
Community Culture.  That will be the subject of this Study Session, but she noted that staff will 
return on June 26 to report on overall status of the Comprehensive Plan update process.  She 
introduced Tom Fahey, Chair the Transportation Advisory Committee, and chair of the 
Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and Jon Gustafson, Chair of the Lake 
Oswego Planning Commission, who will provide an overview and answer questions. 

On June 5, Council will be asked to give preliminary approval of the goals and policies in the 
Community Culture action area.  Once all sections of the Comprehensive Plan have been updated, 
a complete copy of the Plan will be forwarded to Council for adoption by ordinance. 

This Plan update began with the Community Culture topic because of the broad accessibility and 
the opportunity for dialogue with the community about topics that impact their everyday lives.  As 
identified in the Community Culture Vision Statement, those topics include the arts, civic 
engagement, education, historic preservation, library facilities and services, and recreation.  She 
described the kick-off for public engagement in November, 2011, when approximately 200 people 
attended the Community Culture Summit and about 180 additional people contributed to the 
corresponding online version of the discussion.  Based on this feedback, along with discussion with 
City boards and commissions and consideration of existing City plans and conditions and future 
trends, the updates to goals and policies were drafted.  They were brought to the CAC and then to 
the Planning Commission.  She reported on key updates for the six topic areas: 

 Three topics are largely new to the Comprehensive Plan within Community Culture.  
Inclusion of the arts recognizes the visual and performing arts as a strength in Lake 
Oswego, and highly valued by the community.  The policies encourage expanded 
opportunities for art throughout the community and underscore their visual, social, and 
economic benefits.  Goals and policies for library facilities and services support the multiple 
roles that the library serves in the community and how that may evolve in the future, a 
subject of much discussion throughout the process.  The education topic is expanded 
significantly in comparison to the current Plan, recognizing that this is a core community 
value.  The education goal and policies are not limited to the Lake Oswego School District, 
which is recognized as the cornerstone, but address lifelong learning and coordination with 
those who provide educational opportunities, as well as the City’s role through City 
programs for all age groups. 

 Three topics called primarily for updating and consolidation of goals and policies shown in 
the existing Plan.  In the civic engagement section, there was considerable streamlining of 
existing goal and policy language, with the addition of specific goal language noting 
accessible, meaningful, and transparent public process.  The historic preservation section, 
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as noted earlier by Councilor Olson, updates and streamlines the goals and policies.  This 
was intended to reflect current practices and identify potential strategies for use of historic 
resources.  The HRAB was involved in reviewing and updating this section.  Updates to the 
recreation section streamline and consolidate goals and policies from three different 
chapters of the existing Comprehensive Plan.  Two goals are included:  one that addresses 
facilities and the other addresses the programmatic aspect of recreation in the Parks 
system.  Policies were updated to be consistent with themes of the Parks system plan 
update, with an eye toward coordination, efficiency, and accessibility to parks.  As noted in 
the Staff Report, the issue of lake access was part of this discussion and brought out many 
people to participate in the process.  One change to the policies section was addition of the 
City’s Swim Park as an opportunity to recreate on the lake; in the current Plan, only the 
Lake Grove Swim Park is noted. 

She referred Council to p 121 of their packet, Exhibit F-1 to the Planning Commission Staff Report.  
This shows all changes to the existing Plan that was submitted to the Planning Commission.  She 
also pointed out that a few additional changes were reflected in Planning Commission findings 
resulting from their public hearings in February and March, also included in the packet. 

Mr. Fahey reported that he is observing more discussion between the various boards and 
neighborhood associations.  He explained that the CAC is a 15-member committee that represents 
a wide range of interests, including individuals from all City boards and commissions, plus a 
representative from the school district and the business community, young adult, and two 
neighborhood representatives.  He believes this affords a greater opportunity to create dialogue 
across City boards and commissions and other community interests.  He reported receiving 
requests from other boards and from neighborhood associations to have a CAC or Transportation 
Advisory Board (TAB) representative attend their meetings, hoping to bring information to a more 
local level.  He believes the result is a higher level of engagement than in the past, with groups 
coming together, and he finds this an exciting development. 
 
He noted the dedication and strong work ethic of the CAC, which has held three meetings to 
discuss the draft Community Culture goals and policies.  He believes the CAC has left a strong 
mark through its process of debating, wordsmithing, and working to consensus on the goals and 
policies to be recommended to the Planning Commission.   These reflect the CAC’s best effort to 
represent community needs and interests.  The CAC always strives to streamline the goals and 
policies, with the objective of creating a clear and user-friendly plan to guide the community.  
Perhaps most importantly, he observed that the CAC looks to the future, ensuring that the plan not 
only meets current needs, but supports the needs of the next generation and the Community 
Vision for 2035.  He again emphasized his gratification with the input received from various groups 
and the significance of this opportunity. 
 
Ms. Selden expressed staff’s sincere appreciation to the CAC for its hard work, and also 
acknowledged the considerable amount of discussion.  She commented on the CAC’s significant 
improvement of policies from the first draft, as well as those by the Planning Commission. 
 
Mr. Fahey responded that the CAC’s role in meeting with so many people also served to “do more 
with less”, and seemed to be helping the process. 
 
Mr. Gustafson stated he believed the main message that should be conveyed tonight is that the 
process is indeed working well.  He commended staff, the consultants, and the CAC.  He 
characterized the process, from the beginning stages of public surveying and visioning to the first 
Planning Commission public hearing, as open and transparent, with many opportunities for public 
engagement and input.  Acknowledging that he believes the City’s planning efforts typically involve 
an effective engagement process, he stated that the current efforts have been above and beyond 
the norm.  From both a Planning Commission and Commission for Citizen Involvement standpoint, 
he stressed the importance of ensuring the legitimacy of the Plan as a whole and noted that there 
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was no outreach effort more significant than that for the Comprehensive Plan.  Rather than simply 
publicizing a meeting, the approach has been to make a proactive effort to reach out to people, 
and this has been very successful.  He observed that the first public hearing, with its very high level 
of engagement in a specific issue, demonstrated the value of a formal process for hearing citizen 
input.  He felt this did great justice to people’s need to be heard, and allowed their thoughts to be 
incorporated into the Plan.  He noted that he would look forward to many more hearings on the 
action items as the process moves forward, concluding that the experience so far bodes well for 
updating the Plan. 

Council President Moncrieff thanked the members of the CAC, who are halfway through their 
three-year commitment.  She observed that they have met faithfully every month, and sometimes 
more often, digging deeply into the topics and communicating with their boards.  She also 
acknowledged the work of the Planning Commission, whose members conducted excellent 
deliberations on this first of the four parts of the Plan which will be taken through the public hearing 
process.  She thanked staff, as well, for their contributions. 

Questions from Council 

Councilor Jordan commented that she recalled some slight concern at the outset from the 
Planning Commission about their role in the process and how far ahead of them the CAC was 
going to be.  She observed that the collaboration has been great, involving many people and 
resulting in understanding of what a Comprehensive Plan is and why it is developed.  She 
remarked that, rather than being just an exercise, the Plan can truly shape the way the community 
grows in the future, and she is glad that participants feel they have a hand in making that happen. 

Councilor Kehoe, referring to p 133 in the report, asked for some examples of what was being 
thought of in connection with Policy 2.  Ms. Selden defined essential recreational services as 
shown in Policy 1, ‘Play for children, nature experiences, and exercise/sports’, as identified through 
the Parks system plan, currently under development.  This policy addresses the effort to provide 
the closest and easiest access to “core” services for the greatest number of people.  The Parks 
system plan, which will implement many of the goals and policies, considered a map of the 
community and, for example, any geographic areas lacking a play area for children.  That gap 
could be filled by adding a playground or perhaps by identifying a natural area where an alternative 
to a formal play structure could be provided as a way for children to play and engage.  She 
explained the intent of Policy 2, as follows:  ‘Fill service gaps in essential recreational services 
through development of new facilities at existing sites’ refers to adding some sort of play to an 
existing park; ‘through partnerships’ refers to a possibility such as a school facility that could fill the 
need; and ‘or at new sites if necessary’.  She stated that the hierarchy is, first:  where do we have 
existing parks where we can fill that need?  Otherwise, is there a partnership opportunity, or does 
there need to be a new acquisition? 

Councilor Jordan added that in the course of the concurrent Parks Planning process, she has 
noticed strong support for the idea of the hybrid park, which can have active play in combination 
with a natural area.  She acknowledged the concept discussed by Ms. Selden, which could allow 
for adding a playground at a natural area or where there is currently an athletic facility, thereby 
maintaining and maximizing existing facilities. 

Councilor Tierney, referring to the same page in the Staff Report, observed that the Parks and 
Recreation Plan have not been before Council to this point.  He asked if this was a matter of the 
cart before the horse, and whether or not Council should see the Parks Plan so as to understand 
the implications before adopting the Comprehensive Plan updates. 

Ms. Selden commented that originally the Parks Plan may have preceded the development of the 
Comprehensive Plan policies, but in the current process the updated Comprehensive Plan policies 
are coming first.  She differentiated the Comprehensive Plan goals as being at the 60,000-foot 
level, while the Parks policies and recommendations will contain more detail about how these 
goals will be achieved, both in terms of providing goals and more specific implementation 
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strategies for 15-year and five-year timeframes.  The Parks Plan is anticipated to come before 
Council sometime this summer, she indicated. 

Councilor Tierney responded that he believed that presentation was scheduled for the latter part 
of June.  He related that, as Council liaison to the NRAB, he recalled briefings and a rather 
extensive discussion of what the “half mile” reference means (shown on p 133, Policy 1 in Council 
packet), involving the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board. He observed that he believes the 
policy sounds good, but he does not understand what it means in terms of implementation.  
Though the half-mile standard may be acceptable, he perceives it as rather specific, as opposed to 
a 60,000-foot view.  Councilor Olson commented that she shared this perception. 

Councilor Jordan expressed her view that the policy encompassed all types of facilities, not that 
every kind of facility needed to be within a half mile. 

Councilor Tierney referred to reports that had been brought from time to time by Councilor 
Moncrieff in her role as liaison to the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board.  These conveyed a 
Parks Plan that is striving to keep and better maintain the resources already owned by the City, not 
add to the inventory.  Having seen the map, Councilor Tierney indicated that he interprets Policy 1 
as calling for additions. He asked if Council should not have the opportunity to understand the 
Parks Plan before adopting the Comprehensive Plan update policy or even having a public hearing 
on the policy. 

Council President Moncrieff suggested that there can be another interpretation of the policy in 
providing access, which can be different from building parks.  Mr. Gustafson added that the 
reference in the policy was to provide access to as many residents as is feasible, which he 
acknowledged as not a “hard and fast” goal, but one that needs to be included. 

Councilor Tierney reiterated his concern about not having a Parks Plan and proceeding to adopt 
policy in a Comprehensive Plan.     

Mr. Gustafson observed that the Planning Commission had talked about how the Comprehensive 
Plan fits in with various other concurrent planning processes.  He explained that the challenge of 
all of these processes is wondering whether plans should be suspended because the 
Comprehensive Plan might provide guidance later, yet realizing that all of the processes need to 
keep moving.  He endorsed Ms. Selden’s view that the Comprehensive Plan is the one overlying 
the others.  He suggested that the focus should be on the Comprehensive Plan as “top dog” of City 
plans, with the more specific implementation plans like the Parks Plan and Transportation Plan 
falling under it.  He recommended that the only concern would be watching for “red flags”, where 
the plans might contradict each other.  As to the concern with Policy 1, he felt that might possibly 
be better left at the Parks Plan level.  He suggested phrasing out the level for Comprehensive Plan 
policy versus the Parks Plan.  Councilor Tierney indicated that this would probably work. 

Councilor Olson observed that, even though public hearings were scheduled, she assumed there 
would be a final public hearing sometime next year because the current process does not involve 
formal adoption.  Therefore, she expected that there could be changes before official adoption 
takes place, and asked if she understood this correctly. 

Mr. Powell confirmed this, stating that the updated Plan will be adopted formally, in total, via 
ordinance.  The process is set up as interim resolutions, in smaller pieces, so that more attention 
can be focused on each.  He noted that the hope was that at “wraparound”, the wheel would not 
have to be reinvented with each section.  However, as shown in the proposed resolution (Exhibit A, 
p 51 in the packet), further adjustments may be recommended, allowing an opportunity for 
complete revamping, although it is hoped that will not be necessary. 

Councilor Olson expressed a concern after reviewing the detail of proposed text amendments to 
the Comprehensive Plan.  She felt that it would help Council and, more importantly, citizens if there 
could be a one-page summary highlighting any substantive changes to the existing Plan.  As an 
example, she mentioned the deletion of “Ensure that all National Register properties are 
inventoried and placed on the City’s Landmarks list” (p 126 in Council packet).  She said she 
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thought this sounded like a substantive change, but wondered if it was.  She cited Councilor 
Tierney’s example of park access within a half mile, saying that she regarded this as substantive.  
Acknowledging that some of the amendments are only related to wording, organization, and 
format, she stated that it would be helpful if substantive changes to the current Comprehensive 
Plan could be culled out.  Ms. Selden replied that this could be provided. 

Councilor Gudman expressed support for Councilor Olson’s suggestion.  He felt the material 
provided did not distinguish what he characterized as “housekeeping” from major change to the 
Plan.  He concurred with Councilor Tierney’s comments related to parks, particularly those on p 
133.  He observed that the City is not maintaining current assets, in parks and elsewhere, to the 
desired level. He is concerned about the policies, particularly Numbers 1, 2, and 3 on p 133, which 
include elements involving addition to the City’s physical assets. He questions this as a core 
principle of the Comprehensive Plan going forward.  As discussed earlier in the Worker’s Cottage 
study session, he recognizes that once the asset is acquired, the City is committed.  He asked 
whether or not staff feels he is reading something into the policy that should be a concern. 

Ms. Selden replied that the intent of these policies is first to focus on any service gap.  Though not 
sure that Councilor Gudman was also concerned about adding new facilities at existing sites, she 
stated that the last option would be to seek out new park sites that would need to be maintained.    
She recognized that Council might want to discuss distinctions between maintaining and adding 
facilities in the proposed language.  However, she believes that this being a 20-year plan, it should 
allow the opportunity for community needs to be met if that meant adding facilities to the current 
inventory. 

Councilor Gudman noted that if within the next 20 years that a unique opportunity presents itself 
that is in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan, that the Comprehensive Plan would be ignored.   

Councilor Jordan observed that she believes that the Comprehensive Plan is a “forward/future 
document”.  As such, it anticipates that, should there be growth, there might be a need for some 
additional facilities to fill service gaps.  She made the point that whether or not budget would allow 
for this was a totally different issue than the planning process.  Also, she clarified that the idea of 
new facilities could include enhanced facilities at existing sites, rather than adding entirely new 
facilities.  She acknowledged that Council would probably want the wording refined in this section.  

Councilor Jordan also mentioned an earlier question she posed to Mr. Powell regarding the 
amended Policy 9 (“Ensure the opportunity for Lake Oswego residents to have access to parks 
and recreation facilities and programs, including those who have special needs, such as the 
elderly, disabled and disadvantaged, and regardless of income.”), shown on p 65 of the packet.  
One issue she had asked about was a new ADA requirement for swimming facilities stipulating that 
a lift must be provided.  She was told that the City Swim Park does not have such accessibility for 
individuals who are unable to walk.  She commented that Council needs to think about this kind of 
added facility to ensure that everyone in town has access going forward, regardless of their 
physical capability.  She pointed out that this will require making an investment.  
 
Councilor Tierney expressed appreciation to both Mr. Gustafson and Mr. Fahey for their 
leadership.  He specially commended Mr. Gustafson for being able to artfully craft an interesting 
public hearing into citizen participation. He referred to the Education section of the Plan update, 
Policy 4:  “Support student learning opportunities through City work experience, mentorship and 
classroom-based relationships with City departments” (p 61), and asked if the City was currently 
engaged in such activities.  Ms. Selden replied that this was the case, reporting that even the 
Planning Department goes out to City schools during Community Planning Week in October and 
does presentations.  She also was aware that the Engineering Department, and Water 
Conservation and Water Quality Specialists work with schools. 
 
Councilor Gudman asked how much, if any, discussion there had been in the CAC or the 
Planning Commission about the dollar impact and how to pay for elements in this portion of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Ms. Selden explained that the next phase of the planning process is 
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developing the action or implementation plan.  The current version of the Comprehensive Plan 
update is “soft”, in that it provides recommendations.  She advised that the action measures – what 
specifically needs to be done and their priority – will need to be developed.  If an item is more 
challenging, with a higher cost, it might be placed in the 15-year timeframe.  Something that is 
more immediately achievable that might be easily funded or might require no funding, could be in 
the one- to three-year timeframe.  This will be the next step in the process, once Council has 
adopted the goals and policies, she noted. 
 
Councilor Gudman asked if priorities and dollars, then, would be included.  Ms. Selden confirmed 
they definitely would be included.  Councilor Olson added that this would happen after the entire 
Comprehensive Plan was adopted, and that this information was not part of Council’s adoption of 
the current resolution. 
 
Ms. Selden observed there would also be discussion of partners for implementation, as well as 
indicators for success and some measurable benchmarks through the process. 
 
Councilor Olson asked if staff had reviewed the old Comprehensive Plan and tried to determine 
which of the action items had been completed or worked on.  Ms. Selden replied that they had not 
gone through the entire Plan, but had been looking at action items in the course of the update 
process.  She advised that they will be providing a summary of their findings. 
 
Councilor Olson noted that, as Ms. Selden had mentioned, a lot of the historic preservation 
actions had been completed.  Ms. Selden agreed that much had been accomplished, but there 
had not been a formal tracking process for assessing implementation of the Plan.  She confirmed 
that she would provide more detail of substantive changes in preparation for the public hearing.  
She also referred Council to pp 108 through 112 of their packet for more detail about the changes 
in comparison to the existing Comprehensive Plan.  Councilor Olson suggested that perhaps this 
would provide enough information.  Ms. Selden replied that she would check to see.   Councilor 
Olson agreed to look at it, as well, noting that her concern was for citizens who may want to attend 
the public hearing but would not know where to look for the information. 
 
Ms. Selden clarified that the public hearing would be held on June 5, with the overall 
Comprehensive Plan check-in/status update scheduled for June 26.  
 
Council President Moncrieff recessed the meeting at 7:51 p.m. for a break.  The meeting 
reconvened at 7.57 p.m. 
 
5. EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
Under authority of ORS 192.660 (2) (e) to conduct deliberations with persons designated to 
negotiate real property transactions; and, (h) to consult with counsel regarding the legal rights and 
duties of the City with regard to current litigation or litigation likely to be filed. 

The Executive Session convened at 7:57 p.m. Mr. Powell reviewed the Executive Session 
parameters. 
 
6. RETURN TO OPEN SESSION 

Council President Moncrieff reconvened the Open Session at 8:44 p.m.  
 
Mr. Powell noted for the record that there were no members of the public waiting to come in.   
 
Councilor Jordan noted that the Clackamas County Coordinating Committee (C-4) is requesting 
that each city make a presentation with regard to their transportation needs, how they will be 
funded, and what options might be favorable or unfavorable to Council in financing of 
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transportation improvements in the County.  In response to Councilor Tierney’s question about 
financing, Councilor Jordan explained that the County is looking at options for increasing their 
funding opportunities for transportation, with some involving a 40/60 split with cities.  Therefore, 
they want to survey the cities for current transportation needs, how those needs are currently 
funded, and what future needs cities are thinking about.  The County hopes to determine which of 
the options they have presented might be palatable to Council at this point in the discussion.  She 
indicated she would pass along the information via email so that Council could review the County 
options and then have a brief discussion in one of the next couple of meetings. 
 
Councilor Tierney asked if the response based on this discussion would be non-binding.  
Councilor Jordan assured him this was the case, but that if a Council member regarded any of 
the options as unacceptable, this should be made known.  Council should also be aware of options 
that might be palatable and worth consideration. 
 
Councilor Tierney asked if this meant that an informal discussion would therefore be all that is 
necessary. 
 
Councilor Gudman observed that he believed the conversation would result in a County-wide vote 
to create a Transportation District comparable to the Library District.  Councilor Jordan pointed 
out that it would be a Transportation District funded by one of these types of sources or multiple 
types of sources.  Councilor Gudman responded that Council could save a lot of time by just 
going to the County right now, but acknowledged Council needs to go through the process. 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

Council President Moncrieff adjourned the meeting at 8:47 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 


