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CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING 
MINUTES 

January 24, 2012 

 
Mayor Jack Hoffman called the special City Council meeting to order on January 24, 2012, at 6:07 
p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue.   
Present: Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Bill Tierney, Sally Moncrieff, Mike Kehoe, 

Jeff Gudman, Mary Olson and Donna Jordan 
Staff present: Alex McIntyre, City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; Cate Schneider, 

Acting City Recorder; David Donaldson, Assistant City Manager; Brant 
Williams, Director of Economic and Capital Development Department; Guy 
Graham, Director of Public Works; Erica Rooney, Public Works/Engineering; 
Anthony Hooper, Management Analyst; Don Johnson, Police Chief; Jordan 
Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager; Christine Kirk, Public Affairs 
Manager; Denise Frisbee, Director of Planning and Building Services; Bill 
Baars, Library Director; Dale Jorgenson, Police Captain; and Ed Wilson, Fire 
Chief 

 
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mayor Hoffman led the Council and audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.  

4. PRESENTATIONS 
4.1 Distinguished Service Award, Denise Frisbee, Planning and Building Services Director 
Mayor Hoffman presented the Distinguished Service Award to Denise Frisbee.  He recalled her many 
contributions to local government and remarked that the City had been very fortunate to have her 
services.   
5. CONSENT AGENDA 
Councilor Jordan moved to renew the contract with TruGreen Landcare LLC for landscape 
maintenance services.  Councilor Gudman seconded the motion.  A voice vote was taken and 
the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Councilor Gudman, Councilor Kehoe, 
Councilor Olson, Councilor Tierney Councilor Moncrieff and Councilor Jordan voting ‘aye.’   
[7-0] 
5.1 REPORTS 
5.1.1 Contract Renewal to TruGreen Landcare LLC for Landscape Maintenance Services 
END CONSENT AGENDA 
6. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 
None. 
7. REPORTS 
7.1 Audit Committee Report 
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Councilor Tierney reported that he, Councilors Jordan and Gudman had met with the staff and 
outside auditors and heard the City had another clean audit.  He thanked the staff for continuing the 
tradition of having clean audits.  Councilor Gudman thanked Ms. Euler and the Finance Department 
staff for getting the City back to where it should be.   
7.2 Review Fiscal Year 2010-11 General Fund Surplus 
Councilor Gudman recognized the members of the Citizens Budget Committee who were present:  
Dave Berg, Chris Ramey, Joe Vricella, Craig Prosser, Ray Phelps and Kathy Taylor.  Ms. Euler 
reported FY2010-2011 had ended with a surplus of $3.138 million in the ending fund balances.  She 
attributed that to larger than budgeted revenues and lower than budgeted expenditures.  The major 
reasons for more revenue were higher permitting activity and acceleration in collection of franchise 
fees. Other revenues fell short of the budget, including parks revenue.  The largest savings was in 
personnel services where expenditures were 96% of budget.    
Councilor Olson observed the report indicated that there had been less than anticipated use of 
engineering services.  She asked why and by how much.  Ms. Euler offered to research that and 
report back.  Councilor Jordan asked how the changed timing of the Northwest Natural franchise fee 
payment would affect budgeting.  Ms. Euler explained they had changed from making an annual 
payment each March to making quarterly payments.  The budget could plan for that.  Ms. Euler 
clarified for Councilor Jordan that the WEB interest rate was still a variable rate.     
7.2 FY 2011-12 Second Quarter Financial Review 
Ms. Euler reported that there were still issues related to conversion of the computer system the 
vendor needed to fix, including how it dealt with rounding.  Councilor Olson noted it showed 
surpluses as negative amounts and deficits as positive amounts.  She asked if that could be changed.  
Ms. Euler related that the staff had talked to the vendor about that.      
Ms. Euler explained that there had been transfers between the City and LORA due to the full faith 
and credit financing arrangement.  For that reason LORA numbers were included in the citywide 
summary for the first time.  She reported the first installment of property taxes had been collected.  
Collections so far were very close to budget.  The certified values on the tax role for Clackamas 
County were a little bit lower and the certified values for Multnomah County were slightly higher than 
anticipated.  The staff was still working on forecasting this year’s revenue and planned to have it done 
at the end of the month.  The delay was because the timing of some revenue was lagging.  That 
included liquor and cigarette taxes and 911 and fire contracts.  Councilor Tierney noted 
intergovernmental revenue was about $75,000 behind compared with the last fiscal year.  Ms. Euler 
explained that there was sometimes a two-month lag in delivery of intergovernmental revenue.  The 
staff was waiting for the Oregon League of Cities’ analysis of past and present collections statewide 
as it would aid them in forecasting.   
Councilor Tierney asked Ms. Euler to provide the Budget Committee with a report on Parks and 
Recreation services revenues for last year and this year.  He noted those revenues were under 
budget.  Councilor Gudman asked Ms. Euler for her best estimate of the tax increment that would 
come in FY2011-2012.  She anticipated it would be .2%.     
Ms. Euler reported that citywide expenditures were close to budget.  That reflected a good overall 
effort to tighten the budget, especially in personnel services.  It might result in savings of 1% to 1.5%, 
or as much as $350,000.  There were areas that were under-spending due to a vacancy, but there 
were also areas that might go over budget by the end of the year.  The percentage point increase in 
PERS had an impact.  Before asking for a budget supplement the department would look at how to 
achieve balance within the General Fund.  She cautioned the City was legally obligated to not 
overspend.  The best way to handle the budget bias was to incorporate it as a pooled amount into the 
five-year forecast.  She advised it was hard to forecast Materials & Services at this point because 
some contractors had not billed the City yet.  But she believed it would be close to budget.     
Councilor Tierney asked if Materials & Services could two separate line items.  He noted that 
Materials seemed to be regular and ongoing, but services seemed to be more variable.  Ms. Euler 
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agreed to find out if the system could do that.  She clarified that the City’s $2 million contribution to the 
School District had not yet been conveyed to the District.   
Councilor Olson noticed that the reports showed lower than budgeted revenue from sports, fitness 
and cultural programs for two years in a row.  She still wanted the information she had asked for in 
September regarding what the subsidy was for Parks and Recreation and ACC programs and what 
the trend was.  Mr. McIntyre confirmed the administration would provide that information.  Ms. Euler 
related she had talked to Ms. Gilmer about that.  Ms. Gilmer had suggested what was ‘normal’ 
revenue might have to be redefined and ratcheted down a bit.  Mr. McIntyre observed that when 
Parks and Recreation services revenue was down the related expenses were typically also down.  
The administration would look into that.   
Councilor Gudman asked what the percentage increase in health insurance was from FY2010-2011 
to FY2011-2012.  He was looking for budget assumptions to apply to the FY2012-2013 budget.  Ms. 
Euler did not know that percentage.  She related that the HR director had looked at the last ten years 
and found it averaged 10%.  She advised that health insurance was now the largest employee benefit 
expense, but PERS was close.  She clarified the City’s increased cost of health insurance was 
because of the City’s experience rating, not the new law.   
Councilor Gudman noted the CIP summary for the first six months of the year showed that only a 
little over $2 million of the $6.3 million capital budget had been spent.  He wanted to know if there 
might be an opportunity to accomplish some additional projects that were on the CIP list.   Mr. 
Hooper advised there were four separate utility funds.  The Street Fund would likely spend the entire 
budgeted amount.  The CIP the staff was working on anticipated only spending $200,000 on slurry 
seals next year and in FY2016-2017 in order to accumulate money for five or six other major (around 
$1 million) projects.  Councilor Tierney and Mayor Hoffman asked what it would take to do more 
slurry seals.  They wanted to know if the department could hire more people to make the streets 
better if it had more money.  Ms. Rooney related the staff was in the process of determining its 
capacity for next summer.  They did not have a lot of capacity to do a large slurry seal program 
because the A Avenue and Childs Corner projects were coming up next year.  Mr. Graham 
acknowledged that existing staffing capacity was one of the challenges.  Ms. Rooney was putting 
together an RFP to get professional services and outsource some projects.  That would help address 
the capacity problem.  Existing staffing resources were fully committed to projects.  
Councilor Olson noted Ms. Euler’s report said that FY2010-2011 revenue from recreational 
programs and engineering services was lower than budget.  She wanted to know what portion of the 
$317,000 in unrealized revenue was related to engineering services. That seemed to indicate there 
was unused capacity.  Mr. McIntyre indicated the administration would research that and report back.  
He explained a newly-hired engineer had a three-year learning curve before he could perform at 
capacity. It was not as simple as ‘plug and play.’   
Councilor Gudman asked if the City was going to spend all the funds it had budgeted for water, 
wastewater and surface water projects this year.  Ms. Rooney anticipated all the surface water funds 
would be spent, but the department might not have to spend as much as anticipated for water and 
wastewater projects that were underway or about to get underway.  It had been able to negotiate 
some really good deals by making changes in design and construction techniques.  Councilor 
Gudman asked if those savings could be used to accomplish additional projects on the CIP list.  Ms. 
Rooney explained that staffing resources were currently fully utilized.  If staff was given an additional 
project to do they would have to stop working on some other project.  Councilor Gudman indicated 
that if the department had the capacity and saw an opportunity to accomplish more projects on the 
CIP list he would support that.  Ms. Rooney related that the department had to address a couple of 
emergency projects this year that took up engineering time.  It was using a temporary technician to 
backfill some of the work to get caught up.   
Councilor Jordan asked if the City could keep up with slurry seals and keep potholes filled by 
outsourcing the work and budgeting for the contracted work every year.  Mr. McIntyre anticipated if 
the Council let them know in advance and gave them the resources the staff could find an outside 
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service that could come in and accomplish a half million dollars’ worth of slurry sealing.  Councilor 
Jordan commented that was worth considering.  Mr. McIntyre advised the Council to give the 
engineers the money to spend on streets and let them decide where the best place was to spend that 
money.  The staff was building the CIP in a way that made sense and would maintain the pavement 
index and keep the roadways from slipping.  Mr. Graham reported that his team was working with Ms. 
Euler.  The five-year-financial forecast helped them understand how to package projects so they were 
timed when the money was available.   
Councilor Jordan related that she and Councilor Gudman were going to need to have a working 
number by the end of next week when Clackamas County was going to start to consider some type of 
transportation funding mechanism to propose to the public.    She asked if they should cite the $37 
million for unfunded roadways and pathways in the CIP.  Mr. McIntyre agreed that was a good start; 
staff could refine the numbers.  
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she wanted to see the City do as much paving as possible every year.  
She asked how that could happen.  Mr. Graham and Ms. Rooney explained the department did 
annual slurry seals, but had to save some of the money in each budget over more than one year for 
large, million-dollar projects.  A Avenue was the next big project.  Mr. Graham confirmed for 
Councilor Tierney that part of the FY2011-12 budget for street maintenance would be spent in the 
future budget year, not the current budget year. Councilor Tierney remarked that he did not want to 
give a false impression that the City did not do any street maintenance this fiscal year.  Ms. Rooney 
confirmed it had.  This year’s contract was about $800,000. 
Councilor Tierney noticed the six-month report said the wastewater pipeline rehabilitation project 
was 95% complete, but only $86,000 of that $700,000 budget had been spent.  Ms. Rooney 
attributed that to timing; a lag in contractor billing; combining multiple projects together to achieve cost 
savings; and a change in trenching methodology.  Those things had saved the City a lot of money.  
She anticipated the City would not spend the budgeted amount.  Councilor Gudman suggested that 
when projects came in under budget and there was staffing capacity the department could ask to 
move the amounts saved to other projects.  Mr. McIntyre cautioned that they could do that to the 
extent they were not mingling funds.  He noted the ‘sweep’ involved General Fund money.  The 
Council could ‘park’ it until such time as it released it to do capital projects.  But it could not move 
money left over from surface water projects to water projects, for example.  It would have to be used 
for another surface water project.  
Councilor Kehoe commented that he appreciated that the staff was balancing slurry projects and 
major maintenance projects.  He explained that the Council wanted to find a way to do more.  The 
streetcar survey indicated the citizens were very concerned about roadways and potholes.     
7.3 FY 2011-12 Mid-Year Budget Sweep 
 Resolution 12-02, a Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego Adjusting 

the Budget for the Fiscal Year Commencing July 1, 2011 by Transferring Certain 
Appropriations through a Mid-Year Budget Sweep 

Ms. Euler observed this was the second year the staff proposed a sweep.  Last year’s sweep was 
$500,000.  This year they proposed to sweep $520,000 from line items into contingency. She 
explained amounts in contingency could be tapped into, but amounts in the ending fund balance could 
not be re-appropriated.  She clarified that the sweep was not the entire savings the City expected this 
fiscal year.  The largest portion of the sweep would come out of Risk Management, Materials & 
Services.  Most of the rest of it was available due to vacancies in Planning and Building Services and 
Police.   
Councilor Tierney moved to adopt Resolution 12-02.  Councilor Moncrieff seconded the 
motion.   
Councilor Olson questioned why the staff would sweep funds from the Planning budget instead of 
reallocating those funds to the code rewrite, which was not in the budget.  She wanted to know if the 
funds to address the ACC landslide had come from contingency.  Mr. McIntyre advised the sweep 
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was a mechanism that offered a way to clearly track where the funds came from.  Ms. Euler 
anticipated the City would have enough money in Risk Management to cover the overage for the 
landslide even after the sweep.   
A voice vote was taken and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Kehoe, 
Gudman, Olson, Tierney, Moncrieff, and Jordan vote ‘aye.’  [7-0] 
7.4 General Fund 5-Year Forecast and Proposed Commitment/Appropriation of FY 2010-11 

Surplus 
Resolution 12-03, a Resolution of the City of Lake Oswego Adjusting the Budget for the 
Fiscal Year Commencing July 1, 2011 by Transferring Certain Appropriations. 

Ms. Euler discussed a slide showing the Five Year Forecast.  She advised the estimated budget bias 
was about $900,000 in General Funds not spent in FY2011.  That amount included the $520,000 
sweep.  She reported that the City had been meeting and slightly exceeding the minimum ending fund 
requirement (except in 2005).  Ms. Euler and Mr. McIntyre explained the state did not allow the City 
to spend more than had been appropriated in one budget area just because it was under-spending in 
another area.  The term, ‘budget bias’ referred to the tendency to under-spend in order to avoid 
overspending.  Managers were instructed to budget realistically.  Mr. McIntyre advised that $900,000 
(2% of the $45 million budget) was a very tight number.  It was essentially a ‘placeholder’ because the 
City would always strive to underspend the budget.  Ms. Euler was trying to build it into the Five Year 
Forecast because that was the reasonable thing to do.  The forecast showed that year five was 
looking good and year four might be slightly off.  Basically it showed that the City was doing well.   
Councilor Jordan observed the City was pretty well built out and could anticipate a fairly minimal 
growth rate in property taxes.  Ms. Euler confirmed that growth of assessed value was at a very low 
rate of two-tenths of a percent.  That had happened for two years in a row.  The City had been hoping 
for one-half percent growth.  She advised the forecast was very conservative.                                                                    
Councilor Kehoe had asked why a sweep, instead of putting the money in contingency.  Councilor 
Gudman explained the contingency was a percentage of expenditures.  Every time something was 
higher than budgeted that increased the amount in contingency.  The compounding effect of that 
produced a budget bias.  He commented that the fact that the City had made the first sweep of 
$500,000, tightened, then had another opportunity for another $500,000 sweep indicated that there 
was still more opportunity for tightening.  Mr. McIntyre cautioned the City should not try to ‘overshoot.’  
The objective was to get as close to the line as possible without crossing it.  Councilor Gudman 
agreed.   
Ms. Euler asked the Councilors to think about how to use last year’s surplus.  The FY2011 surplus 
could help the City meet the Five-Year Forecast or do more in the first three years.  She 
acknowledged that she was hesitant to cite an amount for the reserved, unassigned fund balance 
because it was really a tradeoff of risks and benefits.  If something unexpected suddenly came up the 
City might not be able to meet fund balance requirements. She described all the assumptions she had 
made: the growth rate; a 3% increase in assessed value; the anticipated cost of living adjustment for 
salaries and wages; an assumption that the City might be able to keep increases in health insurance 
in check by larger employee participation; and another 4% increase in PERS.  She had used those 
assumptions and factored in the return of $414,000 in library funds; reinstatement of managers’ 
COLAs requested by Mr. McIntyre; $500.000 added to the reserve for equipment; $2.88 million for 
George Rogers Park; and the $1.55 million for the WEB.  That scenario would mean the unreserved 
fund balance would go under what was required in year five.  She invited the Commissioners to meet 
with her individually to go over the technical aspects of the forecast if they wanted to.  She related that 
the FY2011 surplus was partially used up in FY2012 because of the payment to the School District.  
FY2012 budget had a deficit of $1.5.  The payment to the School District was going to be $2 million.  
So the budget needed to be built up by that amount in order to make that payment.     
Councilor Olson pressed Ms. Euler for a number.  She also still wanted to know the amount for 
some street projects she had asked for in an email.  Ms. Euler estimated that by the end of this fiscal 
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year and after giving $2 million to the School District the excess fund balance would be about 
$360,000.  Mr. McIntyre clarified for Councilor Tierney that the funds to be sent to the School 
District were based on reapportioning last year’s funds; the money was to be spent this year; and 
some money would be taken from next year’s budget to pay the School District.  That was because 
there were lags in the timing of collection of franchise fees.  Mr. McIntyre related that he had also 
asked Ms. Euler for a specific number.  He suggested the Council give itself $2 million to work with.  If 
it turned out to be more at the end of the current fiscal year it could deal with it then.  He reminded 
them they were dealing with last year’s numbers; this year’s numbers; and building a budget for next 
year.  Councilor Kehoe asked if it was really $2 million.  Councilor Olson indicated she calculated 
that without the investment income and permitting fees the Council could not use, it was about $2.3 
million. Mr. McIntyre cautioned the Council not to overcommit.  It should use fiscal restraint and build 
towards that amount.   
Councilor Olson asked for the street numbers she had asked for previously.  Ms. Rooney reported 
the Engineering Division had saved about $520,000 by pulling four streets off the repaving list in a 
larger project last summer.  She estimated to do them as a small project would cost somewhere 
between $500,000 and $700,000.  They would not be combined with a larger project next year 
because the Division was going to do A Avenue.  Depending on how costly A Avenue turned out to be 
they might do $200,000 in slurry seals.  She clarified the Division had yet not broken the cost down to 
a cost for each the four locations.   Councilor Moncrieff asked for confirmation that if the Council 
appropriated $700,000 to do those streets it might make more financial sense to wait until Engineering 
could package them together with more streets.  It might not be able to do them in the same year as A 
Avenue or Childs Corner.  Ms. Rooney confirmed that.  She advised the City benefitted from 
economy of scale and got a better deal on asphalt and construction bid items in a larger project.  Four 
streets was not too bad, but she would not want to make the project any smaller than four.   
Councilor Kehoe listed things he would like to do with the money if the Council had around $2 million 
to reallocate.  He would terminate the franchise tax right away. If the Council did not support that he 
would allocate $500,000 for road slurry and use the rest for Boones Ferry Road.  He would use the 
$1.8 million TriMet was to repay at the end of the year for Boones Ferry Road engineering.  He 
indicated he agreed with returning the $414,000 to the Library Reserve and using $50,000 for the 
code rewrite.  Mayor Hoffman asked him if he supported putting $500,000 in the equipment 
replacement fund.  Councilor Kehoe responded that he would rather fund the things he had just 
listed.   
Councilor Moncrieff supported the items in the resolution that would give manager’s COLA back; 
return the $414,000 to the library; reinstate street beautification; put $500,000 towards equipment 
reserve; and use $50,000 for the code rewrite.  She would direct $1.8 million toward road projects in 
the adopted CIP.  
Councilor Olson indicated she favored restoring the $414,000 to the Library reserve fund; using 
$50,000 for the code rewrite; allocating $600,000 for street projects; and putting some funds towards 
Lake Grove.   The total was $1,064,000.  
Councilor Tierney and Councilor Olson wanted to know if they could reserve funds for the street 
projects out of the $2 million and spend it next fiscal year.  Mr. McIntyre advised that next year the 
Council would have to re-appropriate the funds that did not get spent.  It would be a conscious 
decision to pull money from reserves.  Councilor Kehoe asked if the City could outsource the work 
and still get it done this year.  Mr. McIntyre advised the roads could not be paved until summertime 
and that would likely be after the end of this fiscal year.  The City was not allowed to carry over funds.  
Councilor Olson asked if any of the design work had been done.  Ms. Rooney confirmed the design 
work for the four streets had been done.  The project could be done next summer, but after July 1.  
She clarified the projects involved more than just slurry seals - they were paving projects.   
Councilor Gudman favored directing funds to restore the $414,000 to the Library Reserve Fund; 
$50,000 for the code rewrite; $600,000 for streets; and $400,000 for Lake Grove.  He explained how 
he had arrived at $400,000 for Lake Grove: $200,000 was spent in this year’s budget which was half 
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of a two-year project totaling $400,000.  Engineering work would cost another $2 million for a total of 
$2.4 million.  The City would get $1.8 million back from TriMet.  The differential was $400,000.   
Councilor Tierney asked the Council to consider some other items to spend the money on.  The 
Council had talked about notching up the invasive species removal effort to the next (50%) level, 
which would require an additional $100,000 in this fiscal year.  That would be the first year of a five-
year program.  During Sensitive Lands discussions, the Council had talked about taking care of City 
owned property.  That had been part of the resolution they had passed and it might help the City 
influence Metro.  The NRAB recommended having a volunteer coordinator.   
Mayor Hoffman asked staff to capture each Commissioner’s ideas on a menu the Council could refer 
to when it discussed the related tradeoffs.  Councilor Kehoe observed the Council needed to figure 
out if it was really $2 million.  He recalled in the past the Council had moved some money to Boones 
Ferry Road but the staff had no way to use it.     
Councilor Jordan moved to restore the $414,000 to the Library Reserve Fund and allocate 
$50,000 for the code rewrite.  Councilor Olson seconded the motion.  Councilor Jordan 
observed there was no argument about those two items and they could be done in this fiscal year.  
She commented that the other ideas were interesting, but they sounded like earmarks for next fiscal 
year activities. That budget process had not started yet.  It was not known if there would be enough 
money in the FY2012-2013 budget to do A Avenue and Childs Corner and also spend $700,000 for 
the paving projects.  
Councilor Tierney clarified the $414,000 was already in the reserve fund and just needed to be re-
identified as Library reserves.  Ms. Euler advised under new accounting rules the Council would need 
to ask the City Manager to write an internal memorandum to that effect.  Councilor Moncrieff 
clarified she could support the motion, but she could also support the Resolution in its entirety.  She 
recalled the Budget Committee had generally agreed they would support reinstating COLA for 
managers as soon as funds were available.  Councilor Olson indicated that she supported the 
motion because the sweep of $520,000 would more than cover those two items.  She would also 
support Councilor Tierney’s suggestion to allocate an additional $100,000 to natural resources work 
to take it up to the next level.  She wanted to consider the NRAB suggestion to have a volunteer 
coordinator during the budgeting process.  She asked Ms. Euler if the $1.8 million to be repaid by 
TriMet was reflected in the Five Year Forecast.  Ms. Euler confirmed it was.  Councilor Olson asked 
if the current sweep was reflected in the Five Year Forecast.  Ms. Euler clarified it was part of the 
$900,000. 
Mr. Powell’s advice to Councilor Jordan regarding her motion was to restate her motion to adopt 
Resolution 12-03 with only the $50,000 code rewrite and then direct the City Manager to restore the 
$414,000 in Library reserve funds.  He confirmed if she wanted to she could accept Councilor 
Moncrieff’s friendly amendment to adopt Resolution 12-03 with the managers’ COLA as well.  
Councilor Jordan explained her original intent was to just move to reassign the library funds and 
provide money for the code rewrite because she believed there was unanimous support for those two 
items.  She was hesitant to do more than that at this point.  Councilor Jordan then withdrew her 
motion and Councilor Olson withdrew her second.   
Councilor Olson moved to reinstate funds to the Library future capital reserve and assign the 
$414,000 that was removed and instruct the City Manager to write an internal memorandum to 
that effect.  Councilor Jordan seconded the motion.  A voice vote was conducted and the 
motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Kehoe, Gudman, Olson, Councilor Tierney, 
Moncrieff, and Jordan voting ‘aye.’  [7-0] 
Councilor Olson moved to adopt Resolution 12-03 with everything taken out of it except for the 
$50,000 for the code rewrite.  Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion.   
Councilor Tierney moved to amend the motion by adding the COLA increase for managers and 
charter officers.  Councilor Moncrieff seconded the motion.   
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Councilor Moncrieff indicated she agreed with the motion to amend.  Councilor Kehoe explained 
he valued the hard work managers did, but he would vote against the motion simply because the 
country was still in a severe recession and most business owners he knew were not giving raises and 
were actually going backwards financially in respect to payroll.   
A roll call vote was taken and the motion to amend passed with Mayor Hoffman and 
Councilors Tierney, Moncrieff and Jordan voting ‘aye.’  Councilors Gudman, Kehoe and Olson 
voted ‘nay.’ [4-3] 
Councilor Tierney moved to amend Resolution 12-03 by reinstating full funding for street 
beautification in the amount of $50,000.  Councilor Moncrieff seconded the motion.  Councilor 
Tierney observed the caliber of the City’s streets and medians set it apart from other cities.  The 
investment in flowers kept it in the forefront. He also believed it improved his property value.  Mayor 
Hoffman related that visitors always commented on the flowers.  Councilor Gudman observed there 
were other items the money could be better used for and he would vote against.   
A roll call vote was taken and the motion to amend passed with Mayor Hoffman and 
Councilors Tierney, Moncrieff and Jordan voting ‘aye.’  Councilors Gudman, Kehoe and Olson 
voted ‘nay.’  [4-3] 
Mayor Hoffman observed the Resolution now contained the code rewrite, the COLA, and flowers.   
Councilor Kehoe moved to amend Resolution 12-03 to terminate the franchise tax increase.  
Mr. Powell advised the Council needed to notice that in advance and he cautioned that the $2 million 
the City was going to give the School District could not come from property tax revenue.  There might 
not be enough collected franchise fees to pay it to the District.  Ms. Euler advised the City could 
assemble enough money to pay it.  The resolution was not really a budget resolution.  Since this was 
a reduction in expected revenues the Council could leave the budget as it is and just recognize that 
the city was expecting fewer revenues.  Mr. Powell advised someone who voted in the majority that 
approved the fees would have to make such a motion and passage would require two-thirds approval 
unless it was noticed in advance.  He confirmed for Mayor Hoffman that the motion was out of order.  
Councilor Kehoe withdrew his motion. 
Councilor Olson moved to amend Resolution 12-03 to include $100,000 additional funding for 
natural resources enhancement of City-owned properties.  Councilor Tierney seconded the 
motion. 
Councilor Jordan recalled it had to be done at a certain time of the year, which was the present time.  
She asked if Parks and Recreation could expand the contract that quickly.  Mr. McIntyre assured the 
Council that if it approved it the administration would find out.  If it could, the City would move forward 
with it.  Councilor Gudman wanted confirmation that appropriating the funds would not result in 
adding another staff person.  It would just be expanding the contract.  Mr. McIntyre confirmed that.  
Councilor Moncrieff advised she was generally in favor of natural resource preservation, but she 
would not support the amendment or any further amendments for process reasons.  She needed time 
to study the rest of the items in Resolution 12-03 with the help of staff.  Councilor Tierney suggested 
asking the staff to provide Council with information related that and all the other suggestions.  Mayor 
Hoffman indicated he supported the concept of restoring natural resources.  He recalled experts had 
advised it was a long-term process.  He suggested it would be more logical to plan to commit a certain 
amount every year for however long it would take.  Councilor Gudman indicated he agreed with the 
idea.  He recalled Ms. Gilmer had presented it as a multi-year commitment.  He suggested approving 
the additional $100,000 as a modest way to get going now.  The timing was right and the Council had 
the opportunity to do it.  Councilor Kehoe explained he would vote against the amendment.  He 
supported spending more money on invasive species, but he wanted to see it done as part of a 
package that would make some changes to the Sensitive Lands program.     
A roll call vote was taken and the motion failed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Kehoe, 
Olson, Moncrieff and Jordan voting ‘nay.’  Councilors Gudman and Tierney voted ‘aye.’  [5-2] 
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Councilor Olson explained she voted against her own motion to amend because she believed 
Councilor Kehoe was right.  The right approach was to include it as part of a package to present to 
Metro to show Metro the City was committed to revamping the Sensitive Lands program. Councilor 
Tierney asked staff to resubmit the natural resources plan to Council and the Budget Committee to 
help those bodies understand it.   
Councilor Olson asked if the COLA increase was $111,000 or $345,000.  Ms. Euler clarified it was 
$111,000 for the General Fund and the rest was for all the non-General Fund fund managers.   
A roll call vote was taken and the main motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Gudman, Kehoe, Olson, Tierney, Moncrieff and Jordan voting ‘aye.’  [7-0] 
The Council took a ten-minute break and then reconvened.   
7.5 2012-13 Budget Development Principles & Assumptions 
 Mr. McIntyre and Mr. Wheeler  

Mr. McIntyre reported that he planned to have a draft budget approved before he left the City. Mr. 
Wheeler pointed out there were sets of General Fund and Special Funds principles as well as Overall 
guiding principles.  The assumptions underlying the Five Year Forecast had been built into the 
proposed principles.  He asked the Council to review, improve and approve the draft principles.   
Councilor Gudman questioned whether assuming .2% additional growth might be too low.  He had 
read that building activity had been increasing.  Ms. Euler reported there was about a one-year lag 
between issuance of a building permit and when the completed project was on the tax rolls.  She 
reported that the City had received the final certified value for new construction and it was .2%.  
Councilor Gudman withdrew his suggestion.  He questioned whether assuming a 10% average 
increase in health insurance was too high.  He was reading that the recession had pushed health 
insurance increases down dramatically.  Mr. Wheeler advised that the projected increases were lower 
than the 17% the City experienced this year.  Mr. Donaldson advised that the City would know what 
the increase was by budgeting time.  The administration was rebidding the entire program.  Councilor 
Gudman explained he would prefer to see the $1.55 million WEB expense assumption broken out 
into amounts for principle payment, interest payment and repairs.   Mr. Wheeler anticipated the staff 
would know what the interest rate was going to be by budgeting time and would be able to do that.  
Mr. Donaldson reported that one boiler and one chiller were going to be replaced this fiscal year.  
Councilor Gudman related that he wanted to see a reduction in the property tax rate to offset the 3% 
increase in property tax revenue.     
Councilor Kehoe referred to the Expense Assumptions.  He questioned whether the Council had 
said ‘maximize’ principal payment on the WEB loan. That could mean that maximum principal 
payments would be $20 million.  Ms. Euler recalled the discussion at the time the Council approved 
the loan financing.  The hierarchy of payments in any one year was to be 1) interest; 2) $850,000 
principal; 3) repairs; and 4) additional principle up to a total of $1.55 million.   Councilor Kehoe 
suggested changing ‘maximize’ to ‘make significant principal payments.’   
Councilor Olson indicated she felt that Overall Guiding Principle 2 to ‘Invest in programs, services 
and capital that promote long-term prosperity’ was too vague.  She asked if Principle 4 meant that all 
budget revisions were to be based on the Five Year Forecast.  Mr. McIntyre clarified that it meant 
that the Council should be aware of the consequences in the longer term as they were making budget 
decisions each year.  Councilor Olson suggested replacing the language ‘shall be in reference to the 
Five Year Forecast’ to ‘shall consider the Five Year Forecast.  She questioned the assumption that 
$1.55 million would be spent on the WEB.   She did not recall saying the City should spend that 
amount every year no matter what.  She noted that in the past two years the interest had been under 
the budgeted amount and the major repairs were now out of the way.  She anticipated the WEB 
amounts would be dealt with during budgeting.  She questioned General Fund Principle 1 which 
called for the budget to ‘Maintain existing programs and services based upon community needs and 
values.’  She explained the City should not automatically maintain existing programs and services.  It 
should always be looking at all of its programs to ensure they all still made sense.  She indicated she 
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agreed with the concept in Principle 2 which called for the budget to ‘Assign funds to a General Fund 
Equipment Replacement Fund’ every year, but she questioned whether it should be a budgeting 
principle.  She questioned the revenue assumption that the budget would ‘Update administrative 
service transfers per the cost-allocation study.’  Mr. Wheeler anticipated the transfers would be fairly 
close to what was anticipated and the adjustments would be technical adjustments.  Councilor Olson 
suggested using the actual increase in health insurance cost instead of assuming a 10% increase.  
Mr. Wheeler recalled in past years the City had found out what the exact amount was after the budget 
was published.  He suggested keeping 10% as a ‘placeholder’ until then.   
Councilor Moncrieff supported the budget principals as proposed.  They reflected Council direction 
over the past couple of years.  She recalled this Council had asked for a Five Year Forecast to show 
how budgeting to maintain current services would affect the future.  She supported assuming $1.55 
million for the WEB because it was good to plan for major equipment replacement and repair.   
Councilor Jordan supported the budget principals and assumptions.  She stressed that it was 
important to pay as much as possible to get WEB loan principal down.  It was important to maintain 
the property so it stayed at its maximum value.  Its fair market value had declined to between $12 and 
$15 million and eventual disposition could leave an outstanding principal amount of $2.6 to $5.6 
million. 
Councilor Gudman moved to adopt the Budget Principles as submitted with the revenue 
assumption changed to reduce the property tax rate per $1,000 by three percentage points.  
Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion.   
Councilor Gudman explained that approving the motion would not change the assumption of 3% 
growth in assessed value that the Council had no control over.  It would be coupled with a 3% per 
$1,000 reduction in the property tax rate which amounted to approximately 15 cents per $1,000.   
Mayor Hoffman indicated he could not support the motion.  If Councilor Gudman was suggesting 
the property tax rate reduction would make up for the increases in sewer and water fees, the 25% of 
the community who were renters would not likely see the savings the property owner would benefit 
from.  Councilor Moncrieff did not support it because there were many unfunded projects the City 
would like to fund in the future.  Councilor Jordan did not support the motion.  She observed it was a 
very small amount, but the Council was going to have to find ways to pay for projects such as Boones 
Ferry Road and Lake Grove.  It made sense to try to pay for what it could out of what it currently 
collected rather than try to contrive a reduction for one year that could never be recaptured and then 
go out and ask people for more money. Councilor Olson recalled the Council had talked about using 
the actual increase in health insurance cost.  She supported using the actual percentage, whatever it 
was.  She did not support specifying the $1.55 million amount for the WEB.  Mayor Hoffman 
observed that no one was objecting to the two wordsmithing changes that had been suggested.  He 
noted that nods of heads indicated the Councilors agreed to use the actual increase in health 
insurance.  
Councilor Olson moved to strike General Fund Principle #1, which called for the budget to 
‘Maintain existing programs and services based upon community needs and values.’ and 
strike the overly vague Overall Principle #2, which called for the budget to ‘Invest in programs, 
services and capital that promote long-term prosperity.’  Councilor Gudman seconded the 
motion.  
Councilor Jordan suggested rewording General Fund Principle 1 to call for the budget to ‘Provide 
funding for services and programs based community needs and values.’  That meant the City was 
going to reevaluate them.  Mr. Wheeler observed that staff evaluated programs and services 
throughout the year. He advised Councilor Jordan’s suggested wording met the spirit of the budget 
principles to ensure the proposed budget did not contain any surprises.  It would fund the programs 
that the community expected to be funded.  Councilor Moncrieff did not support the motion.  She 
held the existing language ‘based upon community needs and values’ did not imply the budget was to 
maintain the programs and services ‘no matter what.’  She indicated that budgeting needed to go 
forward assuming that existing programs and services would be there.  Otherwise there should be a 
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public process whenever eliminating a program or a service the public was expecting was considered.  
Councilor Olson withdrew her motion because she preferred the language that Councilor Jordan 
had suggested.   
Councilor Olson moved to strike the General Fund Principle 2 language ‘Maintain existing’ so 
it would call for the budget to ‘Provide programs and services based upon community needs 
and values.’  Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion. 
Mayor Hoffman interpreted that to mean the budget process would look at the programs and services 
every year.  Councilor Olson confirmed that.   
A show of hands vote was conducted and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and 
Councilors Moncrieff, Kehoe, Jordan and Gudman voting ‘aye.’  Councilors Tierney and 
Moncrieff voted ‘nay.’ [5-0] 
Councilor Olson moved to strike the language ‘payments totaling $1.55 million’ from the 
Expense Assumption regarding the WEB.  Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion. 
Councilor Olson explained she did not think the budget needed to assume the City would spend 
$1.55 on the WEB every year.  Without that language the budget process would factor in the 
mandatory principal payment, interest, repairs and possible additional principal payment.  Councilor 
Tierney supported retaining the $1.55 million amount.  He stressed the City had ‘kicked the WEB can 
down the road way too long.’  It needed to budget a ‘real’ number to deal with the problems that the 
building was under water and the City had been only paying interest for a long time.  Councilor 
Moncrieff agreed with Councilor Tierney’s reasoning for keeping the $1.55 million amount in the 
budget.   
A show of hands vote was taken on the motion to remove the language ‘payments totaling 
$1.55 million’ failed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Tierney, Moncrieff and Jordan voting 
‘nay.’  Councilors Kehoe, Olson, and Gudman voted ‘aye.’  [4-3] 
Councilor Moncrieff moved to amend the main motion to by taking out the 3% property tax rate 
reduction.  Councilor Jordan seconded the motion.   
Councilor Gudman argued that it was a small reduction; requests from citizens would always be 
more than the City had resources for; in past years the City had both increased and reduced the rate; 
and the change would be for one year only.  It showed the citizens that a lot more money was being 
taken out of the budget than had been taken for water and sewer service.  He recalled Mayor 
Hoffman’s argument that that renters would not benefit from the reduction.  He responded that the 
Council needed to show it was taking a lot more money out for the other 75%.  Councilor Tierney 
explained that he would support assuming a 3% property tax rate reduction because it was a budget 
assumption that could be revised if it were found it would not work.  He would rather have to revise it 
upwards than downwards.   
A show of hands vote was taken and the motion to amend failed with Councilors Kehoe, 
Olson, Tierney and Gudman voting ‘nay.’  Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Moncrieff and 
Jordan voted ‘aye.’  [4-3] 
A show of hands vote was taken on the main motion and it passed with Mayor Hoffman and 
Councilors Kehoe, Olson, Tierney, Moncrieff, Jordan and Gudman voting ‘aye.’  [7-0]    
7.6 Suspension of the Lake Oswego to Portland Transit Project 
Pursuant to Section 5(c) (iii)(D) of the City Council Rules of Procedure, Councilor Tierney 
hereby gives notice of his intention to offer a motion repealing Resolution 11-19. 
 Brant Williams 

Mr. Williams reported the staff had investigated what it would take to suspend the streetcar project 
and looked at what it would take to preserve public ownership of the Willamette Shore right-of-way 
and move forward with Foothills planning without a streetcar in the near term.  He and Mr. Powell had 
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examined all the related agreements and the resolution Council had adopted regarding the streetcar 
as the recommended LPA.  He reported that TriMet understood it was still responsible for paying $1.8 
million to the City the following September.  The staff recommended that the Council repeal 
Resolution 11-19.  The DEIS and refinement report would be shelved.  The DEIS would remain 
effective for about two more years.  The staff had been working to ensure the right-of-way was not 
abandoned for rail purposes.  At this point the amount of money being contributed to the Willamette 
Shore line by consortium members was probably not enough to sustain the ongoing maintenance and 
upkeep of the right-of-way.  The staff planned to report back to Council in three months about 
discussions they were having with consortium members and ways they might move forward to ensure 
the Willamette Shore line was a sustainable program for the long term. 
Mr. Williams reported that he had talked with Mr. Powell about issues related to the Foothills pre-
development agreement (PDA).  He had also talked with Williams/Dame & White.  They believed they 
could move forward by taking the streetcar out of the existing framework plan and revising the plan so 
it was a new plan that did not include a streetcar.  That could reduce some significant capital costs.  
The consultants had indicated they could do that within the contracted amount in the current 
predevelopment agreement.  Staff recommended moving forward with that.  They would come back to 
Council with an amendment to the PDA soon.   
Questions of staff 
Councilor Tierney observed the staff report discussed the Construction Excise Tax (CET) Grant.  It 
reported that three of six milestones had been met.  He could only find two in the staff report.  Mr. 
Williams related they were a Planning Commission hearing; and a City Council hearing and decision.  
The last one would cost $6,000.  He confirmed that would be to approve the up-zoning.   
Councilor Kehoe wanted to know how ‘line abandonment’ was defined.  He was aware that there 
had been a period of years when there was little or no traffic on the line.  Yet the railroad had 
maintained ownership until it was purchased by the consortium.  Mr. Williams observed that 
everyone was aware that keeping some trolley service on that line would preserve it for rail purposes 
and there were long term plans for service on that line.  The important thing was not to take up the 
steel rails.  Mr. Powell advised the issue in case law was generally related to whether or not the 
owner had abandoned or given evidence of intent to abandon.  That did not necessarily require active 
use.  However the trolley service was always thought to be additional evidence that there was no 
intent to abandon the line.  The consortium agreement to purchase the line showed the intent was to 
preserve it for future rail use.  He believed that some level of maintenance or a regular reaffirmation of 
the intent to hold it for future rail use would be adequate.  The more there was to establish that it was 
for rail use, the better.     
Councilor Kehoe recalled citizens had asked for enhanced bus service.  He asked what related 
steps would be taken.  Mr. Williams clarified that the staff recommendation did not address doing any 
other work on the other alternatives.  The project team would discuss that with the project partners if 
the Council desired them to.  Some funds would need to be allocated to working on an LPA of 
enhanced bus.  The Steering Committee would be utilized again.  He suspected that alternative would 
not be very well received.  Councilor Kehoe remarked that he would love to see it moved forward.   
Councilor Olson asked who the four consortium members were who owned the right-of-way.  Mr. 
Williams explained that Lake Oswego, Portland, TriMet and Clackamas County were the contributing 
members.  Multnomah County had dropped out.  ODOT and Metro were consortium members but 
they did not pay anything.  Councilor Olson observed the IGA obligated the consortium to operate 
and maintain the right-of-way and it obligated TriMet to act as project manager for all capital 
improvements.  Mr. Williams confirmed that a big project was coming up to improve tunnel walls.  It 
would likely become a TriMet project.   
Councilor Olson recalled the most recent citizens advisory committee recommended enhanced bus 
service to near the Sellwood Bridge and the streetcar from there on.  She indicated she would like to 
see the City pursue a bicycle/pedestrian path along the right-of-way.  Citizen input over the past two 
year showed they supported that.  She related that after a recent briefing she had read the refined 
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study and found that the new number of $208 million was in 2011 dollars and the $458 million was in 
2017 dollars.  She asked what the approval process would be if the Council considered a reconfigured 
framework plan from Williams/Dame & White.  Mr. Williams clarified the contract provided there was 
to be a 60 day period for the City to get together with Williams/Dame & White to determine how to 
address it.  The staff proposed to do that within the next week or two and come back to Council with a 
revised work plan for moving forward.  He reported the consultants thought they could accomplish it in 
approximately three months and within the existing PDA contacted amount.  Ideally the staff would 
check in with Council to ensure it was going in the right direction and to show the Council what the 
plan would look like without transit service.  The Council would still have the option to decide to take 
the exit ramp and not move forward with the project.  If Council allowed staff to move forward with the 
revised framework plan the staff would bring it back to Council for approval and then move into the 
post plan amendment process.   
Councilor Olson asked for confirmation that enhanced transit options would not be considered in the 
new plan. Mr. Williams said they anticipated they would look at some reasonable increase in bus 
services over time.  It would not be at the level the enhanced bus alternative would have provided. 
Councilor Olson commented that even the no-build option was a higher level of service than today.  
Mr. Williams agreed it would just be the normal progression of service.  He advised that if the Council 
really did want to revisit the LPA and consider enhanced bus the staff would need to take a look at 
what the cost would be to revisit the DEIS and to revisit the recommendation that came out of the 
steering committee and process it through all the various jurisdictions again.   
Councilor Olson asked about the status of the trail project.  Mr. Williams related that he had no 
knowledge of any work being done now along the Willamette Shore line.  Clackamas County had 
been doing some preliminary work with redirected funds from Metro to find out if there was any way to 
install a bike facility on Highway 43.   No work was being done on bicycle/pedestrian facilities farther 
north.  Metro did not have a good funding source for such an effort and it had not been able to come 
up with a reasonable long term capital funding plan for that type of project.    
Councilor Tierney moved to:  1) Repeal Resolution 11-19 adopted by City Council on April 19, 
2011 and suspend work by the City of Lake Oswego on the Lake Oswego to Portland transit 
project; 2) Support the City of Portland and streetcar partners in efforts to extend the streetcar 
to SW Nevada Street based on the project’s minimal operating segment; 3) Continue to work 
with other jurisdictional and agency members of the Willamette Shoreline Consortium to 
identify necessary steps to preserve public ownership of the Willamette Shoreline right-of-way 
and to report back to City Council no later than May 1; 4) Work with Metro to direct the MTIP 
funds earmarked for the streetcar to assist with local transportation issues; and 5) Direct the 
staff to follow the provisions of the Foothills PDA and report back to City Council.  Councilor 
Moncrieff seconded the motion. 
Councilor Gudman asked for confirmation that approving the motion meant not obligating the City to 
spend any additional money on the project.  Councilor Tierney confirmed that.  It meant the staff 
would look into how to unwind the project following the provisions of the PDA, and work with 
Williams/Dame & White to find options and bring them back to City Council.  Mr. Williams clarified he 
believed they could get back to Council very soon with a revised work plan.  If the work plan was 
approved he hoped it could be accomplished within 90 days.   
Councilor Jordan asked if the revised plan could fulfill the last remaining milestones necessary to 
obtain the Metro grant.  Mr. Williams expected it could, but staff would need to discuss that with 
Metro.  Metro staff seemed willing to continue to work with the City because they thought Foothills 
was a good development.   
Councilor Jordan indicated she wanted to ensure there was no doubt in anyone’s mind that the 
owners were maintaining the right-of-way.  She recalled years ago people started putting asphalt over 
the rails for driveway access.  She also wanted to ensure that nothing in the revised Foothills plan 
would preclude bringing a streetcar or some kind of fixed rail transit system to Lake Oswego in that 
area in the future.  Councilor Moncrieff clarified that she supported suspending the streetcar project 
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as long as the right-of-way was preserved for future rail use for commuter traffic between Lake 
Oswego and Portland.  She was very interested in maintaining and operating the Trolley and getting it 
going as soon as possible.  She hoped Foothills plan “B” would not preclude future rail service.   
Councilor Kehoe observed that in reversing the resolution the scheduled May vote would not 
happen.  He stressed that the reason for reversing the resolution was because the citizens did not 
favor the streetcar project.  He wanted the citizens to vote on it if the streetcar came up in the future.  
Councilor Kehoe proposed to amend the motion to resolve that the Council will refer a vote to 
the people before authorizing any more money to be spent on the Portland to Lake Oswego 
streetcar.  Councilor Olson seconded the motion.   
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she did not support the motion to amend.  She agreed the citizens 
were not ready for the streetcar project at this point in time, so it was not the right time.  That did not 
mean they would not be ready for the streetcar project in the future.  She did not want to bind a future 
Council by requiring a vote.  Councilor Jordan explained she would vote against the motion to 
amend because this was a snapshot in time.  At the time the community was divided on the issue of 
the streetcar and the partners involved in the project had financial constraints.  That could change in 
the future.  People seemed to become more interested in the streetcar the less they thought they had 
to pay for it.  A future Council that got close to having a streetcar should be able to decide whether to 
have a vote or not.  Councilor Gudman saw approval of the motion to amend as a demonstration 
that the current Council would keep in good faith with the citizens.  Future Councils would be able to 
see it memorialized in the record that the current Council wanted a vote on it at a future time.    Mayor 
Hoffman indicated he would vote against the motion to amend because it was not in keeping with the 
fundamental approach that citizens voted for representatives to represent their interests.    Councilor 
Tierney concurred with that.  He commented that if a future Council wanted the streetcar back that 
was their discretion.  He explained that he had changed his position on the streetcar so the Council 
could unify around other things.   
A voice vote was taken and the motion to amend failed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Moncrieff, Tierney, and Jordan voting ‘nay.’  Councilors Olson, Kehoe and Gudman voted 
‘aye.’  [4-3] 
Councilor Olson asked Councilor Tierney what the part of his motion meant that called for 
supporting the City of Portland.  It could be interpreted to imply financial support.  Councilor Tierney 
clarified he meant moral support.  Mayor Hoffman observed Lake Oswego and the other consortium 
partners owned the right-of-way.    Councilor Jordan anticipated Portland might ask for support for a 
bicycle/pedestrian trail on the right-of-way.  Mr. Williams advised it was important to continue to have 
a seat at the table because whatever happened in that corridor would affect Lake Oswego.  
Councilor Olson recalled the staff report talked about preserving the right-of-way for rail purposes.  
She wanted to know if that would preclude using it for a bicycle/pedestrian facility.  She wanted to 
keep that possibility open.  Mr. Powell recalled that many segments of it were deeded for rail 
purposes.  He did not know if that was an issue with the segment Portland might want to use for a 
pathway.  He recalled that federal Rails to Trails legislation addressed how railroad right-of-way was 
converted.  If Council wanted he could look into that.  He indicated it was likely that interim use as a 
bike/pedestrian path was not inconsistent with keeping the interest in the right-of-way.  Councilor 
Tierney repeated the third part of his motion that called for working with the other jurisdictions to keep 
the right-of-way in public ownership.  Mr. Powell advised the right-of-way was currently deeded to 
TriMet for the benefit of the rest of the consortium.  The consortium documents said it was to be 
maintained for ultimate rail use, so rail use was covered.   
Councilor Gudman asked if Councilor Tierney’s motion meant the City would do anything and 
everything to maintain it.  Councilor Gudman clarified that he preferred to do the minimum necessary 
to maintain it until the community coalesced around whatever it wanted to do.  Councilor Tierney 
said his motion would direct staff to identify what they thought it would take by May 1.  Then the 
Council could discuss maximum or minimum.  He clarified that he personally believed the City needed 
to do whatever it takes to maintain public ownership.  But his motion did not say that.  Councilor 
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Gudman clarified that he shared the desire to maintain the right-of-way.  Mayor Hoffman observed 
the consortium had to make some decisions about Trolley service.   
Mayor Hoffman recalled that he had disagreed with the decision not to go forward with the streetcar.  
He felt the Council should have had a stronger conversation with the community and a vote in May 
2012.  While the project was good, the economy was bad.  His guiding principle for the past four years 
had been to build community – not transit.  The streetcar effort was to be suspended, but community 
needs were not suspended.  There were many other needs to address.  He agreed the City needed to 
preserve the right-of-way. He advised that public transit was critical to livability in every metropolitan 
area.  He announced he would support the motion.   
A roll call vote was taken and the motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Councilor Gudman, Councilor Kehoe, Councilor Olson, Councilor Tierney, Councilor Moncrieff 
and Councilor Jordan voting ‘aye.’  [7-0] 
ANNOUNCEMENTS  
Mayor Hoffman asked the staff to work with the Councilors to schedule an executive session with the 
Lake Corporation regarding lake access.  He related he was going to talk to the school board about 
the Chinese emergence program.   
Mr. McIntyre suggested the Council meet in closed session on February 7 to talk about the 
appointment of an interim city manager.     
Councilor Jordan asked if the other Councilors agreed that she and Councilor Gudman would 
report the amount of $37 million for Lake Oswego’s unfunded transportation needs.  Councilor Olson 
suggested adding $28 million for Boones Ferry Road.  Councilor Jordan advised that was included 
in the $37 million.     
8. ADJOURNMENT 
Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 10:04 p.m. 

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

 APPROVED BY THE City Council  
ON  May 15, 2012   
 
Jack D. Hoffman   /s/  
 Jack D. Hoffman, Mayor 


