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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
BUDGET COMMITTEE MINUTES 
May 24, 2012 
Proposed FY 2012-13 Budget 
 

 

 
Members present: Jack Hoffman, Mayor  

Sally Moncrieff 
Jeff Gudman 
Donna Jordan 
Mike Kehoe 
Mary Olson 
Bill Tierney 

Kent Studebaker, Chair 
Dave Berg 
Craig Prosser 
Chris Ramey 
Ron Smith 
Kathleen Taylor 
Joe Vricella 

  
Members excused: None 
  
Staff present: David Donaldson, City Manager 

Brant Williams, Assistant City Manager 
Ursula Euler, Finance Director 
Shawn Cross, Assistant Finance Director 
Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager 
Kam Frederickson, Budget Analyst 
David Powell, City Attorney 
Don Johnson, Police Chief 
Ed Wilson, Fire Chief 
Kim Gilmer, Parks & Recreation Director 
Ivan Anderholm, Assistant Parks Director 
Jeff Munro, Parks Maintenance Superintendent 
Tom Mueller, Golf Course Manager 
Ann Adrian, Adult Community Center Manager 
Guy Graham, Public Works Director/City Engineer  
Erica Rooney, Assistant Public Works Director 
John Harris, Public Works Operations Manager 
Anthony Hooper, Management Analyst  
Megan Phelan, Human Resources Director 
Denny Egner, Assistant Planning Director 
Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant Planning Director 
Bob Gilmore, Building Official 
Chip Larouche, Chief Technology Officer 
Jane Blackstone, Economic Development Manager 
Christine Kirk, Public Affairs Manager 

 
Call to order / Roll Call 
 
Chair Kent Studebaker called the Lake Oswego Budget Committee meeting to order at 6:20 
p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, following the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency 
Budget Committee meeting.  
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Approval of Minutes 
  
Jordan moved to approve the Minutes of May 17, 2012.  Berg seconded the motion and it 
passed by unanimous vote.   
 
Deliberations 
 
The staff distributed a spreadsheet listing all the Additions and Subtractions Committee 
members had recommended so far.    
 
 Miscellaneous Funds 
 
Gudman moved to adopt recommendations to reduce expenditures for Health Insurance 
Premiums by $44,000; and reduce expenditures by $65,000 assuming a vacancy rate.  
Kehoe seconded the motion.  A vote was conducted and the motion passed 14:0.   
 
 Personnel Services / FTEs 
 
Donaldson had distributed a memorandum regarding Personnel Services reductions.  Berg 
withdrew item #19 (reduce 5 FTEs in Public Works to reduce expenditures by $527,000) 
because the Committee was going to consider the memorandum and have an overall FTE 
discussion.  Smith clarified he had put LONAC’s request for FTE reductions on the 
deliberations list so the Budget Committee would consider it.  He could go either way on their 
comments, but LONAC members were knowledgeable and engaged citizens and their 
recommendation should be considered.   LONAC recommended reducing the City’s FTEs by 10 
and targeting the reductions in Economic Development; Planning; Public Affairs; and Parks and 
Recreation.  They had also suggested looking at how much outside consultants were paid.   
 
Berg said that what he decided to do was to go get the data and look at the data.  He offered a 
presentation regarding how City staffing compared with the levels in other communities.  He 
reported the number of City staff per 1,000 population had ranged from a low of 9.3 to the 
current high of 9.9 over the last 12 years.  He cited a City of Kaiser 2009 benchmarking study of 
30 cities.  The higher numbers were generally smaller cities such as Wilsonville that were full 
service cities and were growing.  Lake Oswego was 9.7.  The data showed that Lake Oswego 
had been in the upper range of the metric.  It showed that nearby cities had held or lowered 
their metric over the past three years due to the relative revenue “squeeze.”  He concluded the 
issue needed to be addressed by City management in the Personnel Services budget, and by 
department.  He noted that was in line with what Donaldson talked about in his memorandum.  
Berg distributed a spreadsheet that was a better one than the one he had in the presentation 
entitled, “LO FY 12/13 Staffing Benchmark versus Tualatin & Tigard” that he said his collegue 
Taylor had put together (modified) for everyone.  The two other cities did not provide some of 
the services that Lake Oswego did, including a community center, golf course, fire, sewer, 
tennis, water plant, LOCOM, and LOIS, a lot of areas that you will see on that sheet that Kathy 
put together.  After adjusting for those services the spreadsheet showed that relatively speaking 
Lake Oswego was at 6.09; Tigard was 5.11; and Tualatin was 5.18.  He encouraged the 
Committee to make a decision based on the data, not opinions.  He noted Donaldson’s email 
talked about priorities-based budgeting, if you’re in the private sector’s we talk ‘zero-base 
budgeting’, which is in line with that.  Berg related that although he had initially suggested 
specific areas in which to make cuts, he was now suggesting that Personnel Services be 
reduced by a specific amount (5%) across the board.  He would leave it to the City Manager to 
determine where to make the cuts.     
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Donaldson discussed his memorandum.  He advised that services were linked to FTEs. He had 
looked at the growth of FTEs over the past ten years.  Most baseline, day-to-day services, 
including Police and Fire and others, had not increased much at all.  The growth was due to 
‘add-ons’ that were things that distinguished Lake Oswego from other communities and people 
wanted them.  The community had certain expectations related to how well things were done 
and how quickly the City responded.  One example was that most other communities in the 
state only held two budget meetings and the City spends a lot of time, effort and energy on the 
process.  The level of public involvement often influenced the amount of time it took for things to 
happen and how efficient the City was in getting things done.  In his memo Donaldson asked 
for time to look for ways to streamline and reduce things in a thoughtful manner and proposed to 
find about $250,000 to $300,000 savings in the 2012-13 Personnel Services budget.  He 
proposed to come back to the Committee in January to show it what he had done and what he 
proposed to do to achieve those savings.  He saw a need for more conversations in the future 
about what kinds of services the City would need to eliminate because reducing FTEs resulted 
in reducing services. He acknowledged those would be tough choices.  It would be difficult to 
determine what level of tolerance citizens would have for the City not meeting some of their 
expectations.  Other communities had found themselves in the position of having to close a fire 
station or not pave a street.  He discussed the concept of priority budgeting.  He related he did 
not believe in the approach of just cutting across the board.  He would rather identify the things 
the City did well and ensure it kept doing them really well.  In Lake Oswego the Farmers’ Market 
was one of those things.  He would look at where there was not much participation or a decline 
in interest.  He would use the time until January to discuss that with department managers.  He 
planned to experience some of the services himself so he could talk about them.   
 
Prosser indicated he supported thinking in terms of services provided.  He acknowledged Lake 
Oswego might be able to do a little more scrubbing of the numbers, but he observed the City 
had always had a little higher staffing level than other cities because the community had always 
demanded a higher level and wider range of services.  He indicated he was frustrated that the 
Committee had waited to have this conversation so late in the process.  There should have 
been more thought, consideration and public input.  The Committee did not know how many or 
where positions would be cut.  It was a cop-out to just set a number and leave it up to 
Donaldson.  That put him in an untenable position.  Chair Studebaker explained it was not a 
new topic.  The Committee had been talking about reducing FTEs for at least three years.  
When it had made specific recommendations it had been told it was the City Manager’s budget 
and he should make those decisions.  He remarked that personnel costs were going up 
markedly and there needed to be some control.  Tierney agreed the growth of staffing needed 
to be arrested.   He advocated using a more systematic, conversational, approach so people 
understood why when the service they valued was affected.  He urged the Committee to give 
great consideration to the approach Donaldson suggested. Kehoe agreed it was not the 
Committee’s job to micromanage cutting staff.  The City manager had been hired to manage the 
City and as its manager he should be able to determine where to allocate staffing resources.    
The reality was cuts needed to be made. Kehoe did not know exactly how many. He estimated 
the $562,000 PERS set-aside was the equivalent of five, fully loaded, FTEs.  He advocated 
acting now and not waiting until January.  Ramey stressed the need for a well thought out 
approach that considered the impacts to services and economic development.  He wanted to 
wait to hear what the City manager would propose.   
 
Donaldson clarified that he was committed to reducing personnel costs by $250,000 to 
$300,000 but he did not yet know which line items would be cut.  He clarified that amount of 
reduction would be in addition to the savings from the assumed vacancy rate ($219,000 in the 
General Fund and $65,000 in the other funds).   
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Jordan indicated she appreciated that Donaldson was proposing to take a comprehensive look 
at how to maintain what was great about Lake Oswego while paying attention what would be 
required in the future to maintain the services that were most important to the broadest range of 
citizens.  She remarked that people who spent the money to live in Lake Oswego did that 
because they expected the kind of services they received to be a little bit better than they would 
get in another suburban town.  She wanted to keep it that way.  Hoffman did not support an 
across the board cut.  He advised the Committee had an obligation to approve a budget.  He 
indicated he understood that there were a lot of Lake Oswego residents who felt the weight of 
the water and sewer rates but he did not think it was fair to put that weight on the backs of 
employees.  He advised the discussion should be about eliminating programs and services 
rather than how many FTEs to cut.  PRAB, TAB, SAB, NRAB, ACC and the Library board 
should participate in the community discussion about cuts in community programs.  He urged 
the Committee to respect the City Manager’s role. Berg stated that it is the responsibility of 
leadership to come to the Committee and recognize this issue when we start this budget 
process.  It should have had the data and benchmarks when the Committee began the process.  
Moncrieff indicated she liked the City Manager’s approach of a priority-driven budget.  It would 
look at doing things well and cutting back on the rest.  She held that Lake Oswego should not 
be compared to Kaiser, Tigard or Tualatin.  People moved to Lake Oswego expecting it to 
provide safety, physical beauty and quality of services.  FTEs equaled services and programs.   
 
 
Kehoe moved to reduce the personnel budget by $562,000 and leave it to the City 
Manager to figure out how and where to do that over the next year.  Olson seconded the 
motion.   Kehoe explained that he valued City employees but had been elected by and had to 
look out for the citizens first.   He wanted to achieve resolution to cut the budget that night. The 
PERS set aside was $562,000 and was equal to five FTEs.  He explained he proposed a dollar 
amount because he was hearing people say that cutting FTEs was not the way to do it.  He was 
looking for leadership from City staff on how that amount or five FTEs was to be incorporated 
into the budget.   Olson observed the proposed budget was not balanced and this was a way to 
balance it with Personnel Services - especially with PERS and benefits.  Some positions had to 
be eliminated.  That did not have to be through layoffs.  It could be through a hiring freeze and 
not filling vacancies.  She noticed that Taylor’s spreadsheet and the LONAC recommendations 
related to public affairs; economic development, parks and planning meshed.  That was where 
she would recommend looking.  She agreed the Committee should pay for the PERS set-aside 
now by eliminating positions.  She hoped the City Manager would work very hard to make sure 
that did not include an actual employee.   
 
Tierney cautioned that eliminating employees would increase unemployment insurance 
expense.  He agreed the FTE discussion was important and necessary.  He asked Donaldson 
if he could reduce Personnel Services without layoffs and if he could get to $562,000.  
Donaldson said it was his intention to not have layoffs.  He did not know if he could achieve 
$562,000 savings.  The permanent city manager and planning director positions were currently 
vacant.  He was not certain the City could get by without them.  He wanted to talk to each 
department about the retirements they planned.  He had to consider productivity and coverage 
issues related to eliminating a position and if the City could do without the related program.  He 
would first look at areas where the organization had grown the most and part time and 
temporary employees.  He indicated he believed he could come up with $350,000 but he did not 
know if he could achieve $562,000 savings.  Smith held the FTE discussion did not make sense 
and the Committee should be doing problem-solving related to how to close the gap by looking 
at priorities and cutting discretionary spending or adding revenues.  The City could not provide 
everything that everyone wanted and the City Council had to be able to say ‘no’ to some 
sometimes very vocal people.    
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Prosser indicated the Committee should direct the City Manager to put together a plan and 
present it to the Committee by a date certain.  He acknowledged it could mean mid-year cuts.  It 
would lead into next year’s budgeting process.  He hoped it would have the support of the 
community by then.   Gudman indicated he was willing to let Donaldson recommend which 
positions to cut.  He suggested the Committee approve the budget as submitted; then ask 
Donaldson to bring back a proposal that showed a reduction of 6 to 10 positions by January 1.   
Vricella indicated he did not support tentatively approving a budget and then studying it for 
another six months.  He advised the Committee to make cuts or find revenues in order to 
produce a balanced budget.  Jordan held the proposed budget should never have been built 
around a reduced property tax rate.  There was no reason to slash that tax revenue.  If the 
budget had been built around the 4.9703 rate it would have been easier to take a thoughtful look 
at moving forward by streamlining the organization in a way that made it work better.  A vote 
was conducted and the motion failed 7:7.     
 
Chair Studebaker recalled Smith had put the 10 FTE reduction recommended by LONAC 
up for consideration.  Berg seconded.  Smith had calculated 10 FTEs at $106,000 cost a 
total of $1,060,000.  A roll call vote was conducted and the motion failed 8:5:1.  Smith 
abstained.   
 
Tierney moved to accept the recommendation of the City Manager and target a General 
Fund Personnel Services reduction of $350,000.  The City Manager was to present his 
plan for doing that to the Committee by December 31.  Smith seconded the motion.  
Donaldson clarified that he would come back to the Committee by the end of the year and 
show how he would reduce General Fund Personnel Services line items by a total of $350,000 
by the end of the fiscal year.  He explained the approach would be to adopt the budget as 
currently proposed; he would not spend $350,000; and it would fall into fund balance. Olson 
suggested January 1 was too far out.  She suggested September 30.  Prosser indicated a year 
end date would provide time to give more information to the community.  Gudman advocated 
specifying a number range of positions – not just a dollar amount.   
 
Berg proposed a friendly amendment to make the presentation date October 1, 2012.  
Tierney and Smith accepted it.  Tierney explained looking at Personnel Services (FTEs said 
in another way) was looking at the future.  It was saying the Budget Committee really wanted to 
see that; it could not do it that evening; but it wanted to make sure it was not forgotten.  He 
remarked that he thought that Donaldson was committed to doing it and he trusted him to do it.   
He clarified that the $350,000 reduction was on top of the dollars that had already been built into 
the vacancy rate.  He clarified that Donaldson was to come back to present to the Budget 
Committee.  A roll call vote was conducted and the motion passed 14:0.   
 
Taylor suggested when Donaldson presented his plan and whenever he added or reduced an 
FTE in the budget he should include an analysis of the impact: any reduction in service; transfer 
of the work to a part time employee or contract worker; or related revenue.  Berg pointed out 
that the staffing spreadsheet he provided compared the cities at the departmental level and it 
showed that the public safety departments are probably the most efficient departments in the 
organization and certainly in the nearby communities. He hoped staff would use it to make an 
informed decision.   
 
Berg moved to reduce the General Fund Personnel Services budget by 5%.  Kehoe 
seconded the motion.  A vote was conducted and the motion failed 11:3. 
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 Franchise Fees 
 
Chair Studebaker observed that the proposed budget w as now balanced by using $203,000 in 
reserve funds.  It assumed the City would use the lower tax rate and would not extend the 2% 
increase in franchise fees.  Jordan indicated she was reluctant to continue with the increased 
franchise fees without a separate process to examine that and to decide where the funds would 
go.  She recalled that when the City Council decided to raise the fees last year it had also voted 
to sunset the increases after a year.  After learning that the City Council had made a 
commitment to only raise them for a year Prosser withdrew his suggestion to maintain franchise 
fees at the current rate. 
  
 
 Property Tax Rate 
 
Prosser moved to maintain the current property tax rate (same as 2011-12).  He argued 
that the Budget Committee should not take money off the table when things were tight and the 
City had needs and in light of the financial forecast.  He suggested the fact that the proposed 
budget assumed a lower rate created an artificial crisis.  Citizens expected a high level of 
service; the City’s portion was just a small part of homeowners’ tax bills; and Donaldson was 
going to come back in October with his plan.  Tierney seconded the motion.  He noted that 
maintaining the current rate generated $643,000 and helped reduce the budget deficit.   
 
Gudman observed there were always more demands than available dollars.  He explained that 
he had suggested a 12.5 cent rate reduction be incorporated into the proposed budget for at 
least that budget year because he was aware of what citizens were going through.  The City 
was taking a significant amount of money from them for water and sewer and water rates were 
going up again.  At least for the budget year the City would hold the line on what it was taking 
from them for property taxes.  Kehoe took the position that the Budget Committee was there to 
make the hard decisions and it should look at the expense side, including FTEs.  This would be 
taking the easy way out.  Moncrieff suggested the hard decision was to raise revenues that 
were necessary to provide services.  Reducing them was the easy way out and it would be 
financially irresponsible.  Chair Studebaker supported giving the taxpayers a break for one 
year.  Tax rates were allowed to go up as much as 3% a year, but incomes had not gone up that 
much.  Berg reported the people he had heard from were feeling the burden and were very 
frustrated.  He heard from them after they got the franchise fees notice.  People were coming to 
talk to him about the streets all the time.  The reality was that the Committee had not made the 
hard decisions yet.  It had not dealt with the streets.  Smith related he had been hearing that 
everything was going up and the Budget Committee should cut back on discretionary spending.  
He recalled the FAN survey indicated those residents ranked fiscal restraint #2.  His own 
neighborhood felt that way too.  He suggested there were other places to look to tweak to close 
the gap.  He questioned whether the Committee should budget for the PERS set-aside.    
Gudman observed that keeping the property tax rate the same would send a strong message to 
citizens that the City was being fiscally prudent with their tax dollars.  That might make them 
more inclined to vote for the two bond measures the City Council had put on the November 
ballot.  Moncrieff indicated she did not want to kick the can down the road and leave it to the 
next budget process to increase the tax rate.  Putting aside the PERS money now was taking 
care of the future.  Olson suggested the tax rate might not have to go up again next year if the 
City had a firm commitment to reducing the ongoing, long term cost of Personnel Services.  
Tierney observed there was still a deficit in the budget (current revenues less current 
expenditures); no one had found any more revenue sources; and he was not sure there was 
anything else to cut to balance the budget.  Euler confirmed that the budget would be balanced 
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and there would still be sufficient fund balance after incorporating all of the changes that had 
been voted on and approved and after using $203,000 from fund balance.  
 
Jordan wanted to know the dollar impact on the average homeowner.  Euler calculated it would 
be $45 to $46 based on average assessed value of $320,000.  Jordan was concerned that not 
maintaining the rate compounds going forward.  She questioned whether the homeowner would 
even notice that Lake Oswego saved them that much because the tax bill itemized many 
different tax entities.  She predicted they would notice if Lake Oswego cut a City service they 
wanted.  She did not see how they could reduce funding they did not need to reduce, before 
determining the funding for many needs, not wants, whether it’s pathways or other items.  It was 
moving in a positive direction by looking at streamlining personnel.  Cutting the tax rate for no 
discernible reason was ‘penny wise and pound foolish.’  Moncrieff held the City needed to 
maintain the existing tax rate.  It should be looking ahead at the things the community wanted 
that affected the General Fund, including the Boones Ferry Road project and road repair.  Berg 
calculated not raising the property tax rate would save a taxpayer about $40-50 per year.  He 
equated that to half a monthly utility bill (of about $95 for a careful water user).  Many senior 
citizens on fixed incomes complained to him that their utility bills just kept going up and wanted 
an explanation.  Hoffman observed that was about a dollar per week.  Moncrieff observed it 
added up to around $650,000 for the community as a whole, which was very consequential. 
Berg suggested the Committee needed to provide an explanation for whatever its decision was.  
The vote was conducted and the motion failed 7:7.   
 
Approve City Budget 
 
Gudman moved to approve the budget as amended in the Budget Committee process 
(includes the 2.5% decrease in the City tax rates from 2011-12). Kehoe seconded the 
motion. 
 
Olson brought up a question about the revenue that the City receives from the consortium 
members for the Trolley, then this discussion followed:  “[Olson] I have a question about the 
revenue we receive from our fellow consortium members for the Trolley and I haven’t gotten an 
answer and I’m concerned about the revenue that is in the budget for that and the project that is 
projected for that. [Brant Williams] Councilor Olson, you asked about which partners have paid 
up and what the status is of the revenues coming in. Currently Clackamas County is one of the 
partners and they are two years behind in their payment of $40,000 total; and TriMet is one-year 
behind $20,000 total.  The other three consortium members have not paid up this current year, 
but they still owe this current year, which would be Clackamas County, TriMet and the City of 
Portland.  [Olson] The current fiscal year we’re in?  [Williams] Correct.  [Olson] So if they don’t 
pay by June 30th, then Clackamas County will be three years behind?  [Williams[ That’s correct.  
[Olson] And I understand they have a deficit in their budget that they’re working on.  So I’m 
concerned about the tunnel project that we are projecting to work on at considerable expense 
and if we’re counting on that back revenue coming in to help pay for that and if not, how we’re 
going to pay for that?  [Williams] We do have a fund balance and we will make sure that we 
have cash available in that fund to pay for the project.  [Olson] So who’s funding that besides us 
right now?  [Williams] The fund balance is a combination of all the revenues that have come in 
over the years from the various different consortium members.  [Olson] And do we know why 
Clackamas County has not paid for two years.  [Williams] I do not have an answer for you.  
[Olson] Ok.  [Prosser] Out of curiosity Brant, the Clackamas County Charter Amendment that’s 
going to be on the ballot in September, if that were to pass would that impact  Clackamas 
County’s ability to make current or future payments and would it impact their ability to make up 
for the amount in arrears?  [Williams] I can’t provide an answer to that, we have not done a full 
assessment of that situation of what kind of affect that would have on their payment.  We had 
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some conversations with Clackamas County about that and they have not provided us a 
response yet to how they would interpret the measure passing and its effect on the Willamette 
Shoreline consortium.  [Olson] I’m not going to speculate, I don’t think so from what I’ve 
understood from that - no it doesn’t affect it, but that doesn’t answer the question of why they 
haven’t paid for the last two years and why they aren’t going to pay by June 30th, it sounds like.  
They have 3 years worth to pay before that’s even voted on. So that’s the concern to me not the 
measure and I’d like to know why and I have serious doubts about proceeding with funding any 
improvements to that trolley line if our consortium partners aren’t participating.  Are we going to 
spend anything this year on that? [Williams] We’re ongoing; we’re spending money on the right-
of-way for the Willamette Shoreline.  [Olson] On the maintenance?  [Williams] Yes.  [Olson] 
Are we proceeding with the tunnel, the very expensive tunnel repairs? [Williams} We do have a 
program for this summer. [Gudman] In my world when somebody’s got an accounts receivable 
that’s two years old, you go after them, or you write them out, or you take them to court – I don’t 
want to do the court thing.  A two-year old bill that hasn’t been paid and we’ve done nothing is 
not an acceptable answer. We need to collect the money.  [Olson] Soon to be three years it 
sounds like.  [Hoffman] I’m really concerned about this – I’m glad that Mary said she didn’t think 
it applied to the Trolley because she’s a co-petitioner for this initiative and it’s not a charter 
initiative it’s actually, I think, an ordinance.  I’m looking at Brant because I’m concerned that if 
the initiative passes, and everyone says it will in September, then I’m worried that Clackamas 
County not only won’t be able to participate in the consortium, but they’ll owe us 3 times 20 or 
$60,000 and not pay us after September 15th.  [Olson] And use that as an excuse, that doesn’t 
fly Jack. [Hoffman] Because I’m looking at the statement and it talks about the measure and 
I’ve talked to people Mary and they’ve talked about the fact that public rail transit system is not 
defined by the measure and if you look at it the Trolley is public, it is rail, it is transit, and it is a 
system.  [Olson] If you want to have a legal discussion on that let’s do it outside of this.  My 
question is about the prior two years that have nothing to do with that and I’m not getting an 
answer.  [Hoffman]  I’m just concerned as a budget committee, because I’m glad that Mary 
brought it up, about the Trolley and moving forward, because I didn’t know that they were 
$40,000 in arrears and so I hope that is something that the City Manager looks at and the 
Assistant City Manager as we move forward in terms of trying to protect the Trolley and protect 
the right-of-way.  I’m concerned about Clackamas County having to pull out of the consortium.  
Thank you for bringing that up. [Olson] The current proposed budget – does it include revenue 
from our consortium partners that are past due?  Is it constructed assuming they are going to 
pay the back revenue and become current? Because I’m not going to vote for a budget that 
includes that, because I don’t think that’s realistic. And what does our IGA say about lack of 
payment?  [Donaldson] I can’t respond to that right now, but Brant.  [Williams] I am unable to 
respond to it as well.  We can look at it.  [Olson] So you don’t know what the IGA says.  
[Williams] We have a request in to see what that IGA looks like and I don’t have that 
information at this time. [Olson] Before this budget comes to Council I think we need some 
answers on that and an answer from Clackamas County on why they haven’t paid us and when 
they’re going to pay us.  [Gudman]  On that topic - a few years ago Clackamas County had not 
paid money owed to us on some of properties along Kruse Way that are in the County and 
when they get developed they come inside the City and we’re suppose to collect some money 
and we went to the County (former Mayor Hammerstad was the member of the Clackamas 
County Commission) and I remember going before them at citizen time and saying you guys 
haven’t paid and I think within a week the City received the check.  So perhaps Mayor Hoffman 
could go before them at citizen comment time and say where’s our money and we’ll get the 
check.” 
    
Gudman asked if the $200,000 for the Boones Ferry Road project to identify the center line and 
roadway edges was in the proposed budget.  Donaldson confirmed that.  Kehoe asked if the 
City Council would have the opportunity to determine what was to be done with the $15 million 
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wastewater fund balance if it was not needed for additional sewer work.  Euler confirmed the 
Council would consider that when Public Works presented the master capital plan in a few 
months.   
 
Tierney asked for clarification regarding how the motion dealt with the budget being out of 
balance.  He asked for the source of the $203,000 deficit.  Euler clarified the proposed budget 
was basically using fund balance by the end of the year.  Tierney observed this would be the 
second year in a row that the Committee used fund balance to fund the budget.  Olson 
observed it would be covered by the $350,000 [in Personnel Services reductions] later.   
 
Smith clarified for the Committee that when an earlier vote was done to move an additional 
$200,000 of Franchise Fees funds from the General Fund to the Street Fund, his intention was 
to use it for street repairs.  Donaldson confirmed it could go into capital and that would come 
before the City Council.  A vote was conducted and the motion passed 11:3.   
 
Gudman made a motion that was not a part of the budget, but was part of the process.  
Gudman moved that the Budget Committee recommend that the City Council incorporate 
Budget Committee consideration of utility rates and all other fees (typically approved by 
the City Council separately in December of each year) into the overall budgeting process 
for fiscal year 2013-2014.  Tierney opined if that was a Council policy issue that should be a 
discussion for Council.  Gudman confirmed that but was asking the Committee to approve it so 
that the Council has the motion to discuss at Council, to approve or disapprove.  He reasoned 
the Committee should be able to weigh in on the rates because of its collective knowledge of 
financial issues. Kehoe seconded the motion.  Gudman clarified to Studebaker that he was 
asking the Budget Committee only to make a recommendation for this change and it would not 
be binding on the Council.  Olson noted the timing of adoption of the master fees schedule was 
out of sync with the fiscal year.  Prosser observed staff built a budget based on the rates that 
had been approved beforehand.  Otherwise budgeting would be extremely difficult and 
complicated.   Gudman stated that Prosser’s point was well taken, though observed that without 
the ability to consider rates and fees, the Committee could only discuss and make 
recommendations on basically half of the revenues of the City.  The process could be similar to 
the one used for the budget that had just been approved and had been prepared with a certain 
assumptions, such as the property tax rate. The assumptions could be laid out then the 
Committee could make comments on the assumptions used.  A vote was conducted and the 
motion passed 8:6.   
 
Kehoe moved to adjourn.  Berg seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice 
vote.   
 
Adjournment 
 
Chair Studebaker adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:25 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Kam Frederickson /s/ 
Kam Frederickson 
Budget & Financial Analyst 
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