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Mayor Jack Hoffman called the special City Council meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. on  
July 31, 2012, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue. 
Present: Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Tierney, Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, and 

Olson.  Councilor Moncrieff was excused. 
Staff Present: David Donaldson, City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; Catherine 

Schneider, City Recorder; Brant Williams, Assistant City Manager; Jordan 
Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager; Joel Komarek, Lake Oswego-Tigard 
Water Partnership Project Director; Kim Gilmer, Director, Parks and 
Recreation; Ryan Stee, Parks Project Manager; Andrea Christenson, Natural 
Resources Planner. 

  
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
2. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
The Executive Session was cancelled. 
3. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
3.1 Resolution 12-40, A Resolution of the City Council acting as the Lake Oswego Public 

Contract Review Board approving the Public Contracting Officers draft findings in 
support of an exemption from competitive bidding requirements for a contract with 
the Lake Oswego Corporation for Public Improvements and authorizing the City 
Manager to execute the contract 

Mr. Powell reviewed the hearing procedure. 
STAFF REPORT 
Mr. Komarek explained this is a continuation of the public hearing started on July 17.  He 
described the four components provided for Council’s consideration (p 4 through 16 of Council 
packet) and the noticing process for this hearing.  No requests from the public for draft findings 
were received.  The resolution allows a public/private partnership to move forward on construction 
of an odor-control facility on property owned by the Lake Oswego Corporation (Lake Corp.).  The 
Lake Corp. has recently received land use approval for their project on the property.  He 
highlighted the two criteria for granting the exemption from competitive public bidding:  (1) the 
public contracting laws requiring competition will not be diminished; and (2) the exemption will 
result in cost savings to the City.  The Lake Corp. will be required to seek a minimum of three 
competitive bids.  Cost savings of $15,000-$30,000 will be achieved by avoiding the land use and 
competitive bidding processes.  He recommended that Council adopt Resolution 12-40.    
PUBLIC HEARING 
Mayor Hoffman opened the public hearing.  Noting that no one wished to testify, he closed the 
public hearing. 
Mr. Powell advised that approval of the contract for joint funding and construction would be 
substantially in the form attached as Exhibit A (p 12-16 of Council packet), as there have been 
minor amendments as of July 31, 2012.  These do not change the substantial meaning of the 
contract provided to Council. 
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In response to Councilor Olson’s question, Mr. Komarek estimated total cost of the City’s portion 
of the project at between $100,000 and $120,000.  Councilor Olson asked about ongoing costs 
related to the odor mitigation.  Mr. Komarek stated these would be primarily for purchase of 
chemicals for use in the summer months, approximately $1,500-$2,000 per year.  Another benefit 
of the contract would be provision of electricity for the City’s new pump station by the Lake Corp., 
at no cost to the City. 
Councilor Jordan observed that the Council Report referred to odor complaints in the Foothills 
area, in addition to the Maple Circle location, and asked if additional construction would be needed 
there or at other sites.  Mr. Komarek responded that the system in the Maple Circle area would 
work for everything downstream of its location. 
Councilor Gudman asked if the construction was a proven system or new technology, and Mr. 
Komarek reported that it was a recognized way to effectively address odor emanating from 
sanitary sewers.  He noted the City has already had success with a supplemental placement of 
carbon canisters in certain manholes. 
Councilor Tierney moved to adopt Resolution 12-40.  Councilor Kehoe seconded the 
motion.  A voice vote was taken, and the motion passed, with Mayor Hoffman and 
Councilors Tierney, Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, and Olson voting ‘aye’.  (6-0) 
3.2 Resolution 12-44, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 

adopting the Parks Plan 2025 
Mr. Powell outlined the applicable criteria and the hearing procedure.  Ms. Gilmer introduced 
Ryan Mottau, consultant with MIG, Inc., Mr. Stee, and Sandy Intraversato, Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board (PRAB) Co-chair.  She described the two-year effort to update the City’s parks 
vision plan, a collaborative effort of the PRAB and the Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB), 
culminating in the document provided as Attachment 2 to the Council Report (Council packet Item 
3.2 Parks Plan 2025, p 1-276). 
She explained that a parks system plan is needed to document the community’s vision of both the 
land base and the services they want, and what they expect over a period of time.  With limited 
Parks staff and resources, it is essential to understand and focus on the vision provided by the 
plan.  Once adopted, Parks Plan 2025 is not intended to be a list of projects that must all be carried 
out.  Instead, it describes in broad terms what the community would like to see achieved over a 15-
year period.  Over time the community’s desires will change.  For example, when the last Plan was 
done 10 years ago, priorities included acquiring significant amounts of open space for ball fields 
and building pathways.  This is in contrast to community priorities identified for Parks Plan 2025:  
maintaining the City’s current parks system, and focusing on exercise, children’s play areas, and 
access to and maintenance of the City’s natural areas.  This significant shift of priorities is one 
reason it is important to update the Plan approximately every five years, or 10 years at the outside.  
The Plan is meant to be aspirational and flexible in its implementation, allowing the City to choose 
priorities from year to year depending on available resources. 
She commended PRAB and NRAB members and noted that the public contributed greatly to the 
product, with over 1,800 residents providing input.  Statistically valid surveying and other public 
outreach confirmed much of the anecdotal input over the years and solidified the vision. 
Ms. Intraversato, observed that she had served on PRAB for five years and regards the Plan as a 
major achievement because it provides a solid framework for making decisions going forward.  Her 
earlier experience on PRAB involved decision making on innumerable specific requests, which she 
found frustrating.  She valued the process for developing the current Plan, “winnowing” down the 
many potential desires.  Since the Plan identifies what the community really needs, she feels it will 
provide guidance about which initiatives to pursue.  It offers flexibility and the ability to take 
advantage of available funding.  It also will allow Board members to identify projects that are 
clearly not among the community’s priorities. 
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Steve Dodds, PRAB Co-chair, pointed out that the goal was to produce a document that people 
could consult as a resource, which he believes was achieved.  Support for the Plan across the 
community was significant.  This included unanimous approval of the Plan by both NRAB and 
PRAB, and the support of Gregory Monahan, Co-chair of the Sustainability Advisory Board (SAB), 
and Jeannie McGuire, Chair of the Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB).  He emphasized 
the effort made on the structure of the Plan; it is not intended to be a budgetary document, but 
instead establishes priorities.  The Plan reflects thoughtful input from the last phase of public 
comment, incorporating information received from a diverse group of over 40 people.  Absence of 
the Tennis Center feasibility study may be an issue of concern, but PRAB is committed to 
developing a business-style pro forma for this projected need.  PRAB supports approval of the 
Plan. 
Mr. Mottau reported that Lake Oswego had been an exciting and innovative community to work 
with.  City Staff had been extremely helpful.  He opined that MIG staff found the community more 
engaged than what they have seen on the West Coast and elsewhere across the country.  The 
result is a Plan that is uniquely “Lake Oswego”, reflecting a wide variety of input and a guide for 
future decision making.  It will ensure that decisions are made within the framework of the 
community’s desires, preferences, and needs. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
Mayor Hoffman opened the public hearing.  

• Gregory Monahan, 2425 Glen Haven Road.   
Giving testimony as Co-chair of SAB, he emphasized that the Board supports the Plan and urges 
Council to adopt it in its final form, as stated in their memorandum.  Board members were pleased 
with the way the Plan reinforces the sustainability elements of the Comprehensive Plan review 
process.  They were particularly impressed with the approach taken by Parks Staff in responding to 
their input. 

• Nancy Gronowski, 2160 Crest Drive.   
Introducing herself as a member of PRAB, a former member of NRAB, and a recently-retired senior 
planner for Portland Parks and Recreation, she observed that she was particularly impressed with 
the amount and quality of public outreach that was done.  As the Parks Plan is a part of the 
Comprehensive Plan, this is important.  She observed that the result is a very solid piece of work 
that will guide the City through at least the next decade, meeting the real needs of the community. 

• Debbie Craig, 850 Cedar Street.  
She expressed her good fortune in being involved with the parks and great people in Lake Oswego 
for over 20 years.  She observed that a blueprint is necessary, and she agrees with the Plan, in 
essence.  There is a need to weave in the historic and to make sure connections are a priority.  
Although some spotlighted pieces of property may need to be acquired, this is not the issue it once 
was.  Referring to the concern that neighbors be able to reach playgrounds by walking, she 
differentiated a “tot lot” from a playground.  She pointed out that playgrounds are used by school-
age children outside of school hours and that the City has many playgrounds.  What is needed are 
a few “tot lots”, which are a much smaller investment.  She supports the Plan and commended the 
team’s work.  She perceives the Lake Oswego community as wanting to be active and wanting a 
Plan that guides them into the future. 
Mayor Hoffman closed the public hearing. 
QUESTIONS OF STAFF 
Mayor Hoffman asked why Mr. Mottau felt this Plan was unique to Lake Oswego as opposed to 
Portland or unincorporated Clackamas County.  Ms. Gilmer responded that the team consciously 
avoided a “canned” plan, and started with assessment of the community’s priorities.  Through the 
very extensive public process they sought to identify the main themes.  They then developed goals 
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specific to Lake Oswego.  She cited a specific finding:  in trying to determine people’s preference 
for park types – developed parks versus natural area parks versus “hybrid” parks that have both – 
the team learned that people prefer the latter type.  This preference was not known prior to 
undertaking the planning process.   As a result, natural area elements can be integrated with 
developed park features when planning future park designs. 
Ms. Intraversato recalled the initial documentation coming out of the input process.  There was 
much involvement by PRAB and NRAB, as well as the SAB and HRAB.  The group did not want to 
present a Plan that was a template, with customizations for Lake Oswego.  A sizeable group of 
PRAB and NRAB members, past and present, went through the Plan page by page because they 
were so committed to making it unique.  Sally McIntyre, a principal at MIG, observed that she had 
never before seen volunteerism demonstrated as a “Top 10” community activity.  This embodies 
the spirit of activism and ownership the Plan represents, and the team’s desire to see the Plan 
used is uniquely Lake Oswego.  Mr. Dodds added that Ms. McIntyre commented that she had 
never seen a parks department take more specific note or show more respect for all of the public 
comment than Staff had done.  He reiterated that the team was justifiably proud of the document. 
Councilor Kehoe expressed congratulations for both the document and all of the public 
involvement and volunteerism.  He asked when the operational feasibility study for the new Tennis 
Center would be available to Council.  Ms. Gilmer advised that her goal was to have it prepared by 
the end of September.  
Councilor Kehoe observed that Council had been asking for the study for quite some time in order 
to determine if an expanded Tennis Center at a new location makes sense.  He expressed concern 
about reports that more and people are joining a new club that will open in October, and that 
classes at the City’s Indoor Tennis Center are not as full as they used to be.  He had asked to have 
adoption of the Plan deferred until Council had the study in its hands, and wondered why it was so 
important that it be on this meeting’s agenda.  Recognizing the years of hard work and the desire 
to bring it to a conclusion, he suggested that it might have been better to gain an understanding of 
the Tennis Center operational feasibility before adopting the Plan. 
Ms. Gilmer responded that Parks Plan 2025 is a “broad-vision” plan that includes many 
recommendations, most of which require additional steps before determinations are made to 
proceed with them.  Council wanted Staff to move forward with high priority placed on completing 
the Plan in 2012.  Including the tennis component and adopting the Plan at this point does not 
commit the City to building a new Tennis Center; rather, it identifies tennis as a priority that needs 
to be investigated.  She described the next steps in the process, which have been approved by 
Council for the current year.  The Plan does not tie Council’s hands or make this or other projects 
discussed in the Plan imperative. 
Responding to Councilor Kehoe’s further question about the particular reason for requesting 
adoption in this meeting, Ms. Gilmer replied that Council had wanted it brought to them as soon as 
possible.  It had been intended for presentation last year, but the process had been delayed.  Once 
the Plan is adopted, Staff can focus on the tennis operational study and the Luscher Plan. 
Mayor Hoffman asked if approving the Plan tonight would commit the City to replacing the skate 
park, listed just below the Indoor Tennis Center project, Goal 2.7 on Page 5-10 of the Plan (Council 
packet Item 3.2 Parks Plan 2025, p 94), and to find funding for it.  Ms. Gilmer replied that it would 
not; the Plan simply identifies this as a priority to consider at some point in the future. 
Councilor Gudman expressed appreciation for the process of incorporating input and continually 
modifying the Plan, resulting in a better product.  The modified language in the Executive Summary 
on Page iv substantially addresses concerns he had raised in the last presentation to Council, 
particularly regarding the aspirational nature of the Plan (Council packet Item 3.2 Parks Plan 2025, 
p 8, underscored text in red font).  He asked Ms. Gilmer if including this language in the actual 
Resolution would raise any concerns for her.  Ms. Gilmer responded that this would be fine with 
her.  Mr. Mottau also had no objection, noting that the spirit and design of the Plan and 
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implementation process was about flexibility, offering the opportunity to reassess and make 
decisions along the way. 
Councilor Olson commented that she had intended to ask about adding the second sentence 
“Adoption of the Plan does not indicate approval of funding for all projects identified.” to the 
Resolution itself.  This addition would make her more inclined to vote ‘yes’ on the Resolution.  She 
expressed appreciation for the many hours of volunteer effort.  People were listened to and their 
suggestions were incorporated.  She cited Goal 2.9, “Protect and preserve historic resources” 
(Council packet Item 3.2 Parks Plan 2025, p 94) and urban farming additions as examples. 
DISCUSSION 
In order to gauge Council’s direction on adding to the Resolution the language from the Plan’s 
Executive Summary regarding the aspirational nature of the Plan (Council packet Item 3.2 Parks 
Plan 2025, p 8, underscored text in red font), Mayor Hoffman asked if any members objected.  
There was discussion of how to frame the motion.  In response, Mr. Powell recommended that it 
be to adopt Resolution 12-44, including the pertinent language from Page iv of the Plan.  He also 
recommended that the actual adopted Plan, in the form attached as Exhibit A (i.e., the version 
actually adopted) be referenced in the Resolution. 
Councilor Tierney moved to adopt Resolution 12-44, amending the fourth statement 
beginning with the word “Whereas” to include “This Plan is both long-term and aspirational.  
adoption of the Plan does not indicate approval of funding for all projects identified” and 
amending Section 1 to adopt Parks Plan 2025 in the form attached as Exhibit A, which will 
be the adopted version.  Councilor Gudman seconded the motion.  
Councilor Jordan added her thanks for the presentations and the important listening efforts that 
moved the process through.  Learning that natural resource maintenance is a high priority now for 
many people was interesting. 
Councilor Tierney acknowledged that he was not a fan of “plans”, and that he struggles with the 
costs versus the output and the value of it.  Ms. Gilmer had vowed to prove him wrong, and he 
believes the entire team has largely accomplished that.  He complimented them on the input 
received through the public outreach and the adaptability shown in relation to it.  The Plan will 
provide good guidance for the City going forward. 
Councilor Kehoe explained that, with regret, he is unable to vote in favor of adopting the Plan.  
Regardless of the theoretical or visionary nature of the Plan, he reiterated that Council should have 
waited another month to receive the Tennis Center analysis first. 
A roll call vote was taken, and the motion passed, with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Tierney, Jordan, Gudman, and Olson voting ‘aye’.  Councilor Kehoe voted ‘no’.  (5-1) 
3.3 Boones Ferry Road Refinement Plan Implementation 

 
Ordinance 2580, An Ordinance of the Lake Oswego City Council Amending the Lake 
Grove Village Center Plan (a Special District Plan of the Lake Oswego 
Comprehensive Plan) and Article 50.05.007 of LOC Chapter 50 (Community 
Development Code) to incorporate recommendations developed by the Project 
Advisory Committee for the Boones Ferry Road Refinement Plan and adopting 
findings (LU-11-0040) 

Mr. Powell read the Ordinance title and notice, as follows:   This is a legislative decision, which is 
generally a policy decision within the discretion of the City Council.  Although a legislative decision 
may be discretionary, it must also comply with any applicable State law, as well as any applicable 
Statewide planning goal or administrative rule adopted pursuant to ORS Chapter 197.  Any 
legislative amendment to the Zoning Code, Development Code, or development standards must 
also comply with any applicable provision of the Lake Oswego Comprehensive Plan.  He reviewed 
the guidelines for the public hearing. He asked if any Council members needed to make any 
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declarations with relation to conflicts of interest.  Councilor Jordan declared that she lives in the 
neighborhood.  Mr. Powell advised that this would fall within a class exception unless she wished 
to declare it, or owned a business or resided on Boones Ferry Road. 
 
STAFF REPORT 
Mr. Egner described his background with Lake Grove and Boones Ferry Road issues over a 
period of more than 10 years, and introduced a PowerPoint presentation.  An action item of the 
Lake Grove Village Center Plan was to conduct a study of safety and operations and further 
alignment of Boones Ferry Road.  A traffic analysis in Phase 1 was followed by analysis of road 
alignment, right-of-way, and other issues in Phase 2.  This phase included formation of a project 
advisory committee (PAC) that involved a number of former Lake Grove Center Advisory 
Committee and Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) members.  The PAC presented 
recommendations to Council in July and September of 2011.  Council then directed Staff to 
prepare Code amendments to implement the Boones Ferry Road Refinement recommendations.  
Planning Commission findings and PAC recommendations have been incorporated in the material 
now presented for Council’s tentative approval. 
Components of the Ordinance are amendments to the Lake Grove Village Center Plan and the 
Community Development Code (CDC) and amendments to both the maps and the text.  Map 
amendments (Attachments B and D to the Ordinance, Council packet Item 3.3 Exhibits A-G, p 3-11 
and p 17-25) reflect little change from the current maps:  (1) A signal previously at the Lake Grove 
Village Shopping Center has been relocated to the intersection of Boones Ferry Road and 
Madrona Street; (2) a crosswalk formerly at Madrona Street is now at the Lake Grove Village 
Shopping Center; (3) a map amendment related to access and shared access for Lanewood 
Street, shown on the Parking Facilities and Access Coordination Map (Attachment D, Council 
packet Item 3.3 Exhibits A-G, p 22); and (4) a map change dealing with implementation of Code 
recommendations related to constrained sidewalks, is shown in Figure L in the Code amendments. 
Lake Grove Village Center Plan text amendments deal with references to the Boones Ferry Road 
Refinement Plan process and a new stormwater policy. 
To clarify map changes, he discussed slides showing shared parking and access at the Lake 
Grove Elementary School site and relocation of the signal to Madrona Street and the crosswalk to 
the Lake Grove Village Shopping Center. 
The change from the 82-foot right-of-way that had been recommended in the concept plan entails 
moving to a range of right-of-way width between 82 and 92 feet.  This is to accommodate U-turns 
at intersections, which require a 92-foot right-of-way. 
The CDC text amendments address three items. 

• Constrained sidewalk sections:  this pertains to a handful of areas along the right-of-way 
where, if the planned roadway is built before these properties redevelop, the City will be 
building a five-foot adjacent sidewalk.  This section of Code sets out the thresholds for 
which developments are allowed to do incremental improvements on those sites without 
having to tear down the building, essentially, and install a wider sidewalk.  This provides 
some certainty for those property owners.  Conversations with representatives of the 
Chevron station property owner have been productive, and the language has been refined. 

• Access coordination at the Lake Grove Elementary School site:  this is one of two issues 
that have remained under discussion.   Coordination with the Lake Oswego School District 
in relation to access to the school site was part of Council’s discussion about the Urban 
Renewal Area in Lake Grove.  The School District sent a letter objecting to the map 
designation including that area in the shared-access provisions.  Exception language has 
now been added to the Code that seems to be acceptable to the School District.  This 
basically states that as long as the school remains and improvements are for the use as an 
elementary school, the shared access is not required.  However, if the School District was 
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to locate School District offices, for example, or private uses on the site, the shared-access 
provision would then apply.  This language allows the City to retain the idea in the Code, 
but allows the School District freedom to use and change the school as necessary while 
avoiding the safety concerns of shared access.  A second outcome of the process was the 
understanding that, at such time as the Lanewood Street intersection is re-designed, the 
City would need to work very closely with the School District to ensure it works for them. 

• Right-of-way loss relief, a suggestion from the advisory committee process, allows the 
property owners who give up right-of-way along the roadway to receive a credit for that land 
to help meet landscaping or parking requirements. 

The second and final remaining issue relates to the signalization at Madrona Street.  During the 
course of the PAC work, a minority report was filed on behalf of the Lake Forest Neighborhood 
Association.  They wanted certainty about a specific type of traffic diverter at Madrona and Waluga 
Drive.  The PAC and the Planning Commission agreed that this specificity about a traffic calming 
device was too detailed.  Both bodies agreed that at some point after a signal is put in place, it may 
make sense to employ some type of traffic calming.  A traffic diverter may be the right solution, but 
this is not known at this time.  Both bodies felt that it makes better sense to wait, do the 
improvement, test alternatives, and then determine the best solution.  Provided in the Council 
packet are the Planning Commission findings and Planning Commission report, which lists the 
criteria on which these types of legislative decisions are made. 
Staff’s recommendation is to tentatively approve the Ordinance and direct Staff to return with 
findings.  Mr. Egner suggested two changes.  First, as suggested earlier in the day by Mr. Powell, 
clarify language pertaining to the exception for Lake Grove Elementary School on p 51 of the 
Ordinance (Council packet Item 3.3, Exhibits A-G, p 27) by moving the word ‘only’ in Subsection vi 
to read as follows:  Exception - Lake Grove Elementary School:  This subsection (vi) applies to the 
Lake Grove Elementary School site only when the development and uses are not part of the 
elementary school. 
Mr. Powell observed that this revision would also apply to the same text shown at the top of p 53 
(Subsection iii).  Mr. Egner advised that correction will also be made to the number shown at the 
bottom of Attachment D, the Streetfront Environment Map Council packet Item 3.3, Exhibits A-G, p 
20).  This will read Figure 50.05.007-L in the version brought back to Council. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
Mayor Hoffman opened the public hearing.  At Mayor Hoffman’s request, Mr. Powell reviewed the 
hearing procedure. 

• Seth King, 1120 NW Couch Street, 10th Floor, Portland 97209  
Mr. King, a land use attorney with the firm of Perkins Coie, spoke in favor of the Ordinance on 
behalf of Ron Cain and the Cain family, operators of the Chevron service station at 15905 Lower 
Boones Ferry Road.  If sidewalks were widened to the proposed nine feet, the necessary vehicle 
pass-by lane on the site would be adversely affected.  Had the constrained sidewalks section not 
been recognized, the service station would have been prevented from continuing to operate.  Mr. 
Cain had made a substantial recent investment in the property.  Through their efforts with Staff and 
appearances before the PAC and Planning Commission, Mr. King and his client had 
communicated their concerns.  Their letter to Council of May 24 raised two concerns:  (1) language 
in the Ordinance would adversely affect the property rights of Mr. Cain because of the possibility 
the City would include projects that occurred before the effective date of the Ordinance when 
calculating the redevelopment thresholds; and (2) the triggers might not operate on a property-by-
property basis.  Mr. Egner’s subsequent revisions have addressed their concerns, and they 
request that Council adopt the Ordinance as submitted. 

• Laura Forrest, 16161 Waluga Drive 
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Ms. Forrest stated that she and her neighbors strongly oppose implementation of the signal at 
Madrona Street without placement of a traffic diverter at the same time.  Over the past several 
years, she had attended meetings and tried to convey the serious safety concerns of the 
neighborhood; she asked Council to listen to those concerns and demonstrate the attention and 
appreciation for public input heralded earlier in the meeting.  The diverter being requested would 
be simple, and less costly if installed as part of the signalization project rather than later.  She 
reported that since an inadvertent diverter (a telephone pole) had been removed, traffic through the 
neighborhood had been horrendous.  The Lake Oswego Police Department was cited as biggest 
offender, cutting through the neighborhood to Carman Drive at 50 miles per hour without lights or 
sirens.  Many other City vehicles and School District trucks also use the narrow streets, leaving no 
room for pedestrians, pets or others.  She showed several video clips she had taken on her street 
to illustrate these concerns.  The traffic diverter should be a condition of the signalization.   

• Tyson Silva, 16275 Waluga Drive 
Mr. Silva, whose family lives at the intersection of Madrona Street and Waluga Drive, noted that 
street widening was done at the time of the commercial development at Madrona and Boones 
Ferry Road.  Traffic has increased dramatically as motorists have discovered the easier route to 
Carman Drive through the neighborhood.  His wife operates an at-home day care and often takes 
children on walks in the area.  He reiterated Ms. Forrest’s concerns about the safety of pedestrians 
on Waluga Drive when two vehicles come abreast of each other on the street.  This is a particular 
issue at the Madrona/Waluga intersection, where his mailbox is situated.  He also had spoken with 
the Police Chief about use of these streets as a primary bypass for officers cutting through to 
Carman Drive.  A road that is not two lanes wide, has no center divide and no yellow paint was 
never intended to be an arterial from Carman Drive or I-5.  While he respected Mr. Egner’s opinion, 
that opinion should have included consideration of his view because he would be the most 
inconvenienced by placement of the diverter, having the farthest to travel around it.  He does not 
object to the signal, but he firmly opposes it without the diverter.  In response to Councilor Olson’s 
question, he confirmed that the design he requests is the same as the one in the minority report 
and would be located on Waluga Drive, with no effect on traffic flow on Madrona Street. 

• Cheryl Uchida, 15190 Quarry Road 
When submitting her request to give testimony, Ms. Uchida indicated she opposes approval of the 
Ordinance, although she is not opposed to all of the recommendations.  She opposes addition of 
the Lake Grove Elementary School property to the Parking Facilities and Access Coordination Map 
so that the school’s access drive could be shared in the event of future new development, as 
outlined in Mr. Egner’s memo of July 31.  She finds the new language unclear, and wants to know 
how he means to define ‘school’.  She contends that the entire issue of the design and use of the 
School District’s driveway access is an unjustified long-term view, that it is very speculative, and is 
not supported with facts.  By requiring shared access with abutting sites if the school redevelops, it 
is arbitrary and unfairly singles out this site from all others in the Lake Grove Village Center Plan.  
Despite the fact that shared parking is encouraged in the Plan, she is concerned for the unintended 
consequences of encouraging neighborhood cut-through traffic by allowing more traffic to access 
Waluga Neighborhood streets from Boones Ferry Road.  If Council finally approves this 
amendment, she strongly encourages they recommend that the throat of the School District 
driveway be only one lane wide, and that this be reflected in the Ordinance and the land use 
application.  Regarding the concerns expressed by Lake Forest Neighborhood residents 
requesting the traffic diverter:  she is not sure a diverter is the optimum traffic calming device, but 
she would support it.  Lake Forest residents living in the immediate area should be allowed just 
compensation in lieu of placing a signal at Madrona.  She is familiar with the prohibitive costs of 
most calming strategies, and apparently the neighborhood association must bear the cost.  
Therefore, she suggests that the possibility of a traffic diverter be included in the language for this 
amendment for the Boones Ferry Road Refinement Plan. 

• Mary Turnock, 4745 Oakridge Road 
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Speaking on behalf of the Lake Forest Neighborhood Association, Ms. Turnock reported they are 
very excited about both the Lake Grove Village Center and the Boones Ferry Road Refinement 
Plans, and with the pedestrian access aspects of both.  She is not opposed to the signal at 
Madrona Street.  However, non-local traffic from Madrona onto Waluga is using neighborhood 
streets as a cut-through to Highway 217 and I-5.  This traffic is already too heavy for Waluga Drive, 
which is a route for children walking to school bus pick-up points.  Neighbors living on Waluga 
have agreed that they would like to see two-way access available from Boones Ferry to Madrona.  
It is the Waluga Drive residential segment that needs one-way regulation or a traffic diverter to 
alleviate the problem.  When Olson Memorial Clinic was built, their access to Firwood Road was a 
one-way driveway, but when they expanded their parking lot and remodeled, the driveway onto 
Firwood was changed to two-way access.  It was designed to have minimal impact on the 
neighborhood and instead has added to neighborhood traffic.  She asked Council to minimize 
traffic through mitigation, and suggested they consider the example of the successful approach at 
4th Street and Evergreen Road. 

• Darcey Eaton, 16134 White Oaks Drive 
Ms. Eaton explained that she is a former member of the Lake Grove Village Center PAC and a 
current employee of the School District at Lake Grove Elementary School.  Having directed traffic 
in the school parking lot for a year in all weather conditions, she is concerned particularly about the 
Boones Ferry Road/Lanewood Street intersection.  She supports the text and map amendments, 
and the recommendation agreed upon by Mr. Egner and the School District to keep the school 
driveway as it is today, without shared access with parking while the property remains a school.  As 
long as it is a school of any kind, with minors present, it needs to stay safe.  To do this the 
driveway needs to keep the present one-lane egress and not allow two-way egress at the throat.  
One reason the PAC suggested the signal at Lanewood in the original Plan was to afford children a 
safe crossing of Boones Ferry Road to the school from the Lake Grove Neighborhood.  The current 
version of the Plan shows that the intersection has the crosswalk, but the median is pared down.  
Since the median is there to provide a refuge as pedestrians cross Boones Ferry, paring it down 
seems to be in conflict with the goal of a safe crossing. 

• Jim Bolland, 804 5th Street 
Mr. Bolland, representing the Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition (LONAC), of which he 
is Co-chair, reviewed the group’s history and longtime involvement with the Lake Grove Village 
Center and Boones Ferry Road projects.  He read from their resolution in support of retaining one-
lane egress from the Lake Grove Elementary School driveway.  The City’s negotiations with the 
School District meet its intent.  Therefore, they support the School District position and the new 
language added to the site planning standards.  LONAC would not support “necking down” the 
median in the center of Boones Ferry Road, as it provides for pedestrian refuge and safety. 
The second motion passed by LONAC supports the Lake Forest Neighborhood Association traffic 
diversion strategy as contingent to adding a signal at Madrona and Boones Ferry.  He provided 
perspective on implementation of the diverter at 4th Street and Evergreen Road, in which he 
represented First Addition Neighborhood Association.  That diverter was approved as a condition 
of approval of Lake View Village and the adjacent condominium development.  At the time, 
Evergreen was not carrying significant cut-through traffic, but neighbors were concerned that 
Evergreen would become a major cut-through route with completion of Lake View Village.  
Although the traffic engineer did not agree that the diverter was needed, the City agreed that it was 
the right thing to do, and the diverter was put in place prior to completion of Lake View Village.  
Waluga Drive is already carrying major cut-through volume, and the concern is that it will increase.  
The proposed diverter is an inexpensive solution and would provide immediate relief.  If it did not in 
fact achieve the desired results, it could easily be removed.  He implored Council to approve the 
Lake Forest Neighborhood Association’s proposed traffic diversion strategy as contingent to 
adding a signal at Madrona and Boones Ferry. 

• Carolyn Krebs, 16925 Denney Court 
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Representing the Lake Forest Neighborhood Association, Ms. Krebs described her background as 
Vice-chair of the Boones Ferry Road Refinement Project PAC.  Her role was to bring the residents’ 
perspective to PAC discussions and help create the best plan for Boones Ferry.  She focused on 
two of the refinements the PAC approved with conditions:  S-1, adding a signal at Madrona Street 
while removing a signal at the Lake Grove Village Shopping Center, and N-4, providing four-way 
access to the new intersection at Lanewood Street and Boones Ferry.  She referred Council to two 
minority reports she had submitted (Council packet Item 3.3, Exhibits A-G, p 64). 
(1)  There is significant traffic movement between Carman Drive to Boones Ferry, using Waluga 
Drive, Madrona Street, and Firwood Road as a cut-through.  Neighbors believe that placing a 
signal at Madrona and removing the one at the Lake Grove Village Shopping Center will increase 
this traffic.  She described how the traffic diverter in the minority report specifically addresses this, 
while allowing the narrow roadway to work more safely for cars, bicycles, and pedestrians.  Noting 
that the Madrona signal is touted for benefits to businesses with access on Firwood, such as Olson 
Memorial Clinic, the original intent was to allow exiting traffic onto Firwood from the parking lot but 
not two-way access.  The Boones Ferry Road Refinement Project PAC was under no guideline to 
improve commercial property access via Firwood, a neighborhood collector.  Recognizing the 
benefits of the Madrona signal for commercial property owners on Boones Ferry, she agreed to the 
signal contingent upon providing a specific traffic diversion strategy to protect impacted neighbors.  
She expressed concern about Council’s decision that this PAC have only one neighborhood 
representative, in comparison to other, more balanced advisory groups.  The PAC 
recommendation is for approval of the new signal at Madrona with the understanding that traffic 
calming and/or mitigation would be provided to discourage vehicles from cutting through the 
neighborhood.  The additional language in the findings about considering a traffic diverter after 
signalization if conditions warrant it, and if TAB authorized it, is not supported in the Planning 
Commission’s deliberations nor was it suggested by the PAC.  Traffic calming should be a 
condition of approval for the signal and, if Council decides to place the signal, should be part of the 
engineering design.  She asked that Council empathize with neighbors on this street. 
(2)  She described changes to site planning standards as a result of discussions with the School 
District.  These are consistent with the minority report request, except for one remaining 
consideration.  Although satisfied that the School District will not be required to change the 
driveway in ways that might compromise safety as long as Lake Grove Elementary School 
operates at the site, she is unclear about any portion of the driveway that might become part of the 
future public right-of-way upon redevelopment of the roadway.  Mr. Egner has explained that the 
City would negotiate with the School District regarding pedestrian and bus safety considerations at 
such time as the intersection is designed.  She asked Council to underscore this intention by 
stating that two-lane access at the driveway’s throat will not be required unless doing so will not 
impact the median design.  One purpose of the median is to provide a pedestrian refuge.  A two-
lane school driveway would require “necking down” of the median, as shown on the map in Council 
packet Item 3.3, Exhibits A-G, p 146.  Retaining a one-lane driveway may better accommodate 
buses without the need for “necking down” the median.  Since the School District never asked for 
the two-lane driveway, it should not be required if it results in compromising other functions of 
Boones Ferry Road.  This median should remain uniform with others along Boones Ferry. 

• Michael Buck, 3155 Edgemont Road 
Mr. Buck observed that his testimony is made under the “neutral” category because he supports 
the proposed refinements, but does not oppose the changes that are of concern to earlier 
speakers.  He believes the concerns of such citizens as Ms. Krebs, Ms. Eaton, and Ms. Uchida are 
legitimate.  As both a business person and resident, he shares the concerns.  He appreciates the 
refinements, especially the parts offering relief to businesses in terms of parking and landscaping 
where the right-of-way encroaches.  The PAC is following the guidance of the engineers, and 
space is limited.  There are many uncertainties as the Lake Grove Village Center Plan process 
moves forward.  He believes everyone recognizes that it makes sense to place the signal at the 
Madrona intersection, rather than at the Lake Grove Village Shopping Center.  The concerns for 
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neighborhood traffic there and also on both sides of Boones Ferry at Lanewood will need to be 
addressed; however, it is not known when the Plan will be implemented.  All intersections along 
Boones Ferry, including the one at Lanewood, will need to be at full capacity if the City is going to 
spend almost a million dollars on intersections.  He cautioned against getting too specific now 
when looking at improvements that are not yet scheduled and a 15-year horizon. 

• Linda Schwartz, 16139 Waluga Drive 
Ms. Schwartz indicated she was speaking on behalf of the families of her residential area in calling 
on Council to protect them from traffic dangers there.  She described daily users of these streets, 
including her children, who walk one block to and from their school bus stop.  She characterized it 
as a neighborhood full of children on foot, on bicycles and other non-motorized vehicles, who are 
constantly put in harm’s way by speeding cars.  This is compounded by the fact that there are no 
sidewalks, so two-way traffic on Waluga is intensified by cars weaving from side to side to avoid 
each other.  The neighborhood is asking for the traffic diverter now.  Her son wanted her to relate 
that he is constantly yelled at by people telling him to get out of the street, accompanied by 
obscene gestures.  She provided several examples of drivers failing to yield right-of-way.  She 
asked that Council ensure placement of the traffic diverter, no matter what.  Something must be 
done so that parents don’t have to fear their children going outside. 
Mayor Hoffman closed the public hearing. 
QUESTIONS OF STAFF 
Referencing Section 4 of the draft Ordinance, Councilor Tierney asked for clarification about 
locating Attachment A, Findings and Conclusions.  Mr. Egner replied that Council’s findings had 
not yet been written.  Mr. Powell added that Council’s action at this time would be a tentative 
decision that would be finalized on September 4, with findings and a final Ordinance. 
Councilor Tierney remarked that he found it challenging to get to key information in such lengthy 
Council Reports and read from Page 328 (Council packet Item 3.3, Exhibits A-G, p 304) that:  “ . . . 
is with the understanding that traffic calming/mitigation will be provided to discourage vehicles from 
cutting through the neighborhood.”  He asked if that provision was within the proposal Council is 
asked to approve.  Mr. Egner replied the provision is understood as part of it, but there is no actual 
condition. 
Councilor Tierney asked if there was a reason that someone would have to understand this, as 
opposed to being able to read it.  Mr. Egner responded that Staff was working primarily on Code 
language, and that it does not make any sense to add it into Code.  It in fact would be design 
direction for the engineers working on the design for Boones Ferry Road.  Councilor Tierney then 
wondered, if Council was favorably inclined to ensuring that the provision was called out for 
subsequent work, how that would best be accomplished.  Mr. Egner believed it would either be in 
a direct project for the Engineering Department or as part of the Boones Ferry Road engineering 
design. 
As a resident of Upper Drive, a busy two-lane road without a pathway, Councilor Jordan 
commented that she has to cross the road carefully to reach her mailbox.  Noting that she also sat 
on the TAB for six years, she had found that traffic-calming devices do not necessarily achieve 
neighbors’ objectives.  She expressed surprise that Waluga Drive residents are not demanding 
sidewalks.  Safety for pedestrians is provided by sidewalks, not by trying to stop traffic from using 
the streets.  It does not make sense that people accept the installation of the Madrona traffic signal 
and do not ask for safe pedestrian routes along Waluga.  As a neighborhood resident, she 
described the route she would take to return home from Wells Fargo Bank, which would entail 
driving on Madrona, Waluga, and Firwood to reach the signal at Boones Ferry.  Her purpose would 
not be cutting through the neighborhood, but trying to make a safe decision as a motorist.  If 
Council is going to take any action, the discussion needs to be about making these streets safe, 
not about traffic diverters.  In a neighborhood where children walk to school, that means a safe 
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pathway, separated from cars.  She would happily add language calling for that type of approach, 
but not for a traffic diverter. 
Councilor Kehoe stated that he was not opposed to the traffic diverter option, believing that it 
does have an impact and a benefit.  However, he agreed that sidewalks make the real difference.  
He asked about a right-of-way and whether it would be too expensive since it is outside the area of 
redevelopment.  Mr. Egner advised that it was not done as part of this project, and Staff’s focus 
had been primarily on the Boones Ferry Road right-of-way.  A traffic analysis conducted in Phase 1 
determined that anticipated increases in trips on Waluga and Madrona as a part of the Lake Grove 
Village Center Plan were not significant; the background traffic passing through that area would 
occur whether or not improvements were made to Boones Ferry Road.  Acknowledging that the 
right-of-ways are narrow on these streets, he suggested that this is the type of project that could be 
identified in the Transportation System Plan. 
Councilor Olson noted that she had found the report difficult to read because of the attachments 
and exhibits from previous meetings, and specifically asked for clarification of the most current 
version of the Transit Facilities Map.  Mr. Egner replied that all maps in the Council packet were 
new.  The first set represents replacement maps that go into the Plan.  The second set of maps 
replaces maps those that go into the Code; the only change to them is the Madrona signal.  Since 
all of these maps had signals and crosswalks on them and to be consistent, correction had to be 
made to all of the exhibits.  Councilor Olson commented that a short paragraph explaining this at 
the beginning of the report would have been helpful to Council. 
Expressing concern about parking, she read from a query by Deputy City Attorney Evan Boone in 
the Planning Commission minutes (Council packet Item 3.3, Exhibits A-G, p 72):  “Mr. Boone 
queried that if the objective was not to penalize the property owners and allow some expansion of 
the buildings to bring more customers in, where were they going to park?”  According to Mr. Egner, 
the potential is that about 50 spaces would be lost on 20 properties.  Elsewhere in the Plan are 
references to relief to property owners for losses related to Boones Ferry right-of-way changes, but 
that means they have expanded their buildings and have less parking.  There are already major 
parking problems at the Lake Grove Village Shopping Center. 
Councilor Gudman read from Page 21 of the Report (Council packet, p 24), “. . . The Planning 
Commission concluded that a specific design for a traffic diverter should not be included as part of 
the plan amendment . . .”.  He asked what harm there would be in including the language about 
traffic calming or a traffic diverter in the final report.  Mr. Egner replied that there was no harm in it; 
the question was whether or not this direction belonged in the Plan text or Code text, as it is 
essentially direction for design of the roadway, or direction to the Engineering Department and TAB 
to address that traffic problem.   In response to Councilor Gudman’s query about incorporating the 
requests received in the testimony and points in the minority report into the Code text, Mr. Egner 
stated that a motion or other direction from Council to Staff could accomplish that. 
Councilor Gudman requested confirmation that the Chevron station owner is now satisfied with 
the Ordinance language, and Mr. Egner responded affirmatively, adding that it is very similar to the 
language approved by the Planning Commission. 
While observing that most parties now seem in favor of adopting the minority report 
recommendation with respect to the school driveway at Lanewood Street, Councilor Gudman 
asked about the kind of school specified; for example, if the School District requested a change 
from an elementary to a middle school, would the exemption stay in place?  Mr. Egner commented 
that the language was fairly specific in terms of “elementary school”, but could be broadened.  The 
intent was that operating a different school there, such as a middle school, would not trigger the 
conditional use requirements.  However, this might depend on the kinds of physical changes they 
would need to make.  There is a review process that would be a part of that scenario.  This would 
not be the type of change that would require the School District to participate in a shared access 
and would not be what the City would do, given the discussion at this meeting.  Councilor 
Gudman asked if revising the language to a broader definition of a school function would remain 
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consistent with the desires of the School District and those who have given testimony.  Mr. Egner 
replied that a “public school function” would be consistent with the intent.  The question was really 
concerned with a change to office use.  In that situation, the shared access should probably apply, 
but if it remains a public school, the shared access would not be required. 
Councilor Jordan asked when the City’s Transportation System Plan was expected to be in place, 
and Mr. Egner indicated the goal was July, 2013.  Councilor Jordan opined that the issues 
should all be addressed in the Transportation System Plan, where they can best be identified and 
satisfied.  She is not interested in blocking off City streets.  A traffic diverter does not help and will 
be an obstacle that will cause problems for the Fire Department.  Deciding how traffic operates is a 
decision that should not be made by Council in this meeting.  Council should call attention to these 
issues, but installation of the traffic signal at Madrona is not happening next week.  Until the City 
has a Transportation System Plan that deals with all of these issues in Lake Grove, it is not up to 
Council to start building things that may impede traffic flow.  It is a part of Council’s direction for the 
Transportation System Plan, but not for adopting Code. 
Councilor Olson asked if, when the Olson Memorial Clinic property was approved for a one-way 
exit onto Firwood Road, that one-way access was a condition of the approval.  If so, how and when 
was it changed to two-way access?  Mr. Egner responded that he thought approval was received 
from the County, but he was not certain.  Councilor Olson asked that Staff let her know the history 
of the approval process, including who gave the approval.  She endorsed Councilor Jordan’s 
position that Council should not make the decision about a specific strategy, such as sidewalks or 
a traffic diverter, but should ensure that language is included to stipulate that traffic calming and 
mitigation is provided upon approval of the signal at Madrona. 
Councilor Tierney moved approval of LU 11-0040, Ordinance  2580, as presented, with an 
inclusion in the findings that it is the sense of the Council that the siting of a new signal at 
Madrona Street is with the understanding that traffic calming/mitigation or sidewalks will be 
provided to discourage vehicles from cutting through the neighborhood and to provide 
safety.  He made note that he included the reference in the findings because it was in the original 
documentation provided to Council at the time they approved moving that signal from the shopping 
center south to Madrona.  Councilor Jordan seconded the motion. 
DISCUSSION 
Mayor Hoffman expressed his support for the motion because it appears to be consistent with the 
position of Ken Sandblast, who was Chair of the PAC.  He re-read the PAC recommendation 
related to the new signal at Madrona on Page 328 (Council packet Item 3.3, Exhibits A-G, p 304), 
and noted his belief that the motion is consistent with it.  Mr. Egner agreed. 
Mr. Powell suggested that Councilor Tierney’s motion might be to tentatively approve the 
Ordinance and then bring it back with findings, conclusions, and a final ordinance for adoption on 
September 4. 
Mr. Egner asked if Councilor Tierney intended to include in the motion his recommendations to re-
word the exception statements on Pages 51 and 53 (repositioning of the word “only”) and to amend 
the figure number on Page 44.  Councilor Tierney indicated this was acceptable. 
Councilor Gudman asked about expanding the school definition in the Ordinance beyond a public 
elementary school.  Councilor Tierney noted that he would not have a problem with making that 
change, but he did not believe it was necessary.  Councilor Gudman suggested that, if 
acceptable to Councilor Tierney, a friendly amendment be made to cover public schools in general.  
This being acceptable to Councilor Tierney, Mayor Hoffman stated that the ordinance would 
then reflect the words “public school” in place of “elementary school”. 
Councilor Olson asked if this was an appropriate time to offer an amendment to the motion to 
request a traffic study take place before installation of the Madrona signal.  Mr. Powell opined that 
this was the same general topic, so could probably be a part of the motion; however, as a request 
for Staff to include or conduct the traffic study, it would not be encompassed under a motion for 
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“tentative approval”.  Councilor Olson commented that the study was one of Mr. Sandblast’s 
recommendations when he testified before the Planning Commission.  Mr. Powell responded that 
it was something of a gray area as to whether the request for a study pertains to the same topic, 
but he did not believe the motion would be out of order.  Councilor Olson moved adoption of the 
amendment.  Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion. 
After calling on Councilor Olson to flesh out the language regarding the study, Mr. Powell advised 
that the motion would then be to tentatively adopt the Ordinance as stated, with the 
previously-discussed amendments, and also to direct Staff to perform a traffic study.in the 
Madrona-to-Waluga area that will be impacted by the addition of the Madrona signal. 
Mr. Powell clarified that the motion now before Council was the motion to amend Councilor 
Tierney’s motion to include the traffic study as a directive to Staff. 
Mayor Hoffman asked Staff how much the study would cost, where the money would come from, 
and how it would fit with the other priorities.  Mr. Egner responded that if the study was performed 
as part of the Boones Ferry Road design component, it would be funded as a part of that design.  If 
it was done in advance of that, Staff would probably be coming back to Council to request funding.  
Mayor Hoffman asked if this meant the City had intended to do a traffic study as part of the road 
project, anyway.  Mr. Egner said that was not the case, and that the intention was to install the 
signal, evaluate the conditions, and observe any changes and impacts.  After that some alternative 
designs would be developed and tested, and then a decision would be made.  If an advance study 
was done, it would entail modeling.  This would likely be some type of extra task as part of the 
Transportation System Plan. 
Councilor Kehoe observed that he believes Council’s sentiment is to come up with a solution that 
takes care of the Waluga Drive neighbors and not wait until traffic gets busier as a result of the 
signal.  Council wants to move on a satisfactory solution, the sooner the better.  He advised the 
concerned residents to hold Council’s feet to the fire on this to ensure that actions agreed upon 
now are delivered down the road. 
Councilor Jordan commented that with installation of the signal at Lanewood Street there would 
be impact with left-turn lanes and U-turns into the Lake Grove Neighborhood, as mentioned by Mr. 
Egner.  Her assumption is that there would be traffic studies done for neighborhoods on both sides 
of Boones Ferry, not only for one neighborhood.  Impact will be seen all along the road in terms of 
traffic.  Diverters may not be the answer.  As discussed by Ms. Uchida many times, Quarry Road 
has had an issue with heavy non-local traffic for years. 
Having heard the testimony from people both inside and outside the city, Mayor Hoffman stated 
that it is clear there is concern about current traffic levels.  He does not believe Council is prepared 
to deal with that because it is part of the Transportation System Plan, and that is not what is before 
Council at this time.  His understanding of the action before Council is that, with installation of the 
new signal at Madrona, the flow of traffic into the neighborhoods may change.  The City will study 
that, and will determine if there is increased impact.  If Council proceeds with this Plan and if 
increased traffic is the result, then the City can ask how to calm or mitigate it.  Mr. Egner observed 
that it probably makes sense to bring the traffic study into the Transportation System Plan process. 
Councilor Olson noted that her point about the traffic study was that it be done before increased 
traffic affects the neighborhood as part of the Plan, and she does not believe that was what Mayor 
Hoffman had expressed.  Mayor Hoffman replied that it was not.  There are many other residents 
concerned about traffic in their neighborhoods.  Councilor Olson replied that there are issues on 
Waluga Drive that bear discussion.  Although Mayor Hoffman is right in saying that they are not 
related to Code amendments for the Boones Ferry Road Refinement Plan, if the City’s own 
employees, including Police Department employees, are speeding on this street, it bears 
discussion at some point. 
In response to Councilor Gudman’s question, Councilor Tierney stated that his intent with the 
motion was to link the signalization at Madrona with traffic mitigation of some kind.   He added that 
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a sidewalk for safety could be an alternative. He believed that the sense of Council was that the 
signalization would not be implemented without the mitigation.  Mayor Hoffman stated that this 
was not what he was agreeing to.  After brief discussion of the intent of Councilor Tierney’s motion, 
Mr. Powell advised that action was next required on the motion to amend the primary motion, i.e., 
to request a traffic study take place before installation of the Madrona signal. 
A roll call vote was taken, and the motion failed, with Councilors Kehoe and Olson voting 
‘aye’.  Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Tierney, Jordan, and Gudman voted ‘no’.  (2-4) 
 
A roll call vote was taken on the primary motion by Councilor Tierney, seconded by 
Councilor Jordan, and the motion passed, with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Tierney, 
Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, and Olson voting ‘aye’.  (6-0) 
 
4. COUNCIL BUSINESS 

4.1 Ordinance 2588, An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 
Amending the Lake Oswego Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map to Remove a 
2.3 acre Resource Conservation (RC) Overlay District Designation from 18 properties 
(LU 12-0011-1782) with Findings and Conclusions 

Mayor Hoffman explained that the Council Report (p 29 of Council packet), with proposed 
Ordinance and findings, finalizes a tentative decision made by Council following a public hearing 
on June 5.  The issue was to determine whether or not Tree Grove 17 (TG-17) was incorrectly 
designated as a Resource Conservation (RC) Overlay District.  It had been incorrectly rated as 
having a high scenic value.  For removal under the Code, an Economic, Social, Environmental and 
Energy (ESEE) analysis was needed.  That was done, and also demonstrated that TG-17 does not 
meet the significance criteria required to maintain the designation.  Therefore, removal of the 
designation was recommended by the Planning Commission, and Council tentatively decided to 
remove it.  Ordinance 2588 finalizes that tentative decision and incorporates findings. 
Councilor Olson moved to adopt Ordinance 2588.  Councilor Jordan seconded the motion.  
A roll call vote was taken, and the motion passed, with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors 
Tierney, Jordan, Kehoe, Gudman, and Olson voting ‘aye’.  (6-0) 

4.2 Ordinance 2589, An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 
Amending LOC Sections 50.07.004 and 50.10.003 to Eliminate Isolated Tree Groves 
on Private Lots from the Applicability of Resource Conservation (RC) Overlay 
Districts, and Amending the Lake Oswego Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map 
to Remove RC Overlay District Designations from 45 properties (LU 12-0012), with 
Findings and Conclusions 

Mr. Powell noted that adoption of the Ordinance would finalize a tentative decision made by 
Council on July 10.  It would amend the CDC to remove qualifying Isolated Tree Groves from the 
applicability of RC Overlay Districts by changing the definitions of Associated Tree Groves and 
Isolated Tree Groves; criteria for removal were also provided.  It simultaneously asked Council to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map to actually remove the RC District Overlay 
designation from certain properties within those Isolated Tree Groves.  The Tree Groves 
designated to be removed  and recommended at the time of the Council hearing were TGs 23, 24, 
30, 31, and 32.  The recommendation had been to not remove the designation on TG-13, the 
reason being that Metro staff had done an analysis pursuant to the de minimis non-rollback 
provision of Metro Title 13 and had determined that they could not conclude that removal of TG-13 
would have only a de minimis impact upon the protection of resources.  However, as the findings 
set forth, at the public hearing there was testimony evidence introduced that there was in fact a 
5,500-square-foot home being built on TG-13 and, as Staff set forth in the findings, there is good 
reason to believe that because of the location of the home, the size of it, and the pattern of 
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adjacent development, it is unlikely that it would be more than a de minimis impact on the 
resource, contrary to what Metro had concluded. So, in keeping with Council’s tentative decision, 
the findings and the Ordinance remove that tree grove, as well.  It is recommended that Council 
enact Ordinance 2589. 

Councilor Olson moved to adopt Ordinance 2589.  Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion. 
 
Mayor Hoffman stated that he cannot support the motion because of the addition of TG-13 to the 
list of tree groves being removed.  While supporting the concept of eliminating Isolated Tree 
Groves on private lots and also amending LOC 50, his concern is related to the property at 14062 
Goodall Road and to the findings found on Page 414 of the Council Report (p 62 of Council 
packet).  The findings are incorrect and draw the wrong conclusion.  Having visited the site earlier 
in the day, he observed that there is a house being built on the western portion of the property, but 
that the adjacent development pattern reflects relatively small lots, as shown on Page 401 (p 49 of 
Council packet).  It is likely that the parcel will be divided in half and all the trees will be cut down.  
For these reasons, removal of the RC Overlay from the 14062 Goodall Road property is likely to 
result in additional development within the area identified as upland wildlife habitat. 
A roll call vote was taken, and the motion passed, with Councilors Tierney, Jordan, Kehoe, 
Gudman, and Olson voting ‘aye’.  Mayor Hoffman voted ‘no’.  (5-1) 

5. STUDY SESSIONS 
5.1 Allied Waste Franchise Renewal Request 
Councilor Olson noted that tonight’s study session was the first Council had heard on this topic, 
and asked why it was scheduled at this time.  Staff is asking for direction, with options presented (p 
69 of Council packet).  Although she does not believe Council should wait until the franchise 
agreement expires in 2014, as shown in Option 4, she suggested that the discussion be put off 
until 2013.  She wanted to know what prompted it now and why it is urgent. 
Mr. Wheeler advised that Carol Dion, General Manager of Allied Waste Services of Lake Oswego, 
would address some of those questions in the study session.  Councilor Olson asked if this might 
be postponed until fall or next year if the need for direction to Staff was not urgent, citing the full 
agenda and a priority item related to a Council goal.  Councilor Tierney suggested that if Council 
listened to the presentation, the study session might be completed in short order.  Councilor 
Olson agreed.  
Mr. Wheeler introduced Ms. Dion, noting that the session was intended to be only the start of a 
process to discuss renewal of the franchise agreement with the City’s provider of solid waste and 
recycling services.  Staff hopes to receive feedback and direction on the process for considering 
the renewal request. 
In response to Councilor Olson’s question about the need to address the topic now, Ms. Dion 
outlined briefly the history and productive partnership of Allied Waste and the City.  In a 2010 
meeting with Mayor Hoffman and other Council members, Allied Waste was directed to return with 
specific ideas for increasing sustainable practices within Lake Oswego, while keeping costs in line.  
Their report was presented in February 2012 and outlined accomplishments over the previous two 
years.  After meeting with SAB, Allied Waste began offering a commercial recycling program for 
businesses, became a regular contributor to HelloLO, and improved the efficiency of their 
operations.  On a 10-year fixed agreement, with two years remaining, it is difficult to approach her 
company management for additional investment in sustainable practices.  The new franchise 
proposal would afford the City the opportunity for a review of Allied Waste’s performance every five 
years, rather than the scheduled 10 years; it would also offer Allied Waste a commitment from the 
City for the next five years.  Because of the relationship that has been developed, the needs and 
limitations of their business would be best understood by current Council, rather than by starting 
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over with a new Council.  Therefore, they are introducing the topic now, hoping to move forward in 
early fall. 
Councilor Olson asked if it was Allied Waste’s desire to complete the franchise agreement 
renewal prior to seating of a new Council.  Ms. Dion replied that her organization would like to 
work with people they have a relationship with; however, it would not stop them from pursuing the 
request.  Councilor Olson responded that she appreciates Allied Waste’s service.  Her concern is 
the timing and Council’s heavy agenda for the year, which did not include the franchise renewal. 
Councilor Tierney observed that, having had significant experience with franchises, he 
recognizes that the last part of a franchise term brings uncertainty.  He commended Allied Waste 
for doing a fine job in the community, noting that he was extremely impressed with the report they 
provided earlier in the year in terms of their safety record and efforts for sustainability.  No one had 
ever brought complaints about Allied Waste during his tenure on Council.  Of the options presented 
in the Council Report, only the option of waiting was unacceptable.  He asked if Allied Waste had a 
preference among the recommendations.  Ms. Dion responded that because they have been 
actively engaged in soliciting feedback from citizens in the community over the past several years, 
initiating another process would probably not raise many new points.  She is not opposed to 
engaging in a new process to hear feedback and the company is willing to collaborate to achieve 
goals of Council, neighborhood associations, and individual residents. 
Councilor Jordan expressed her thanks to Allied Waste.  She mentioned the food recycling 
program with commercial businesses an example of their proactivity in the community.  Although 
Option 1 (p 68 of Council packet) may not be necessary, she wondered if the community has 
concerns based on recent changes to Portland’s garbage and recycling collection and composting.  
A “check-in” with the Lake Oswego community might be advisable before proceeding with changes 
such as these.  Council could then move forward with consideration of the franchise renewal 
request in October.  She understands that Allied Waste needs to have some certainty that the City 
is not going to wait until 2014. 
Mr. Wheeler observed that Option 1 was presented as a means of validating some initial evidence 
that the community may not be quite ready for residential composting or other services.  Staff has 
learned that there is a high level of satisfaction with current services.  Consideration of the 
franchise renewal request offers an opportunity to do more research in the community.  Staff from 
Clackamas County and possibly Metro could be consulted about cutting-edge initiatives in the next 
five to 10 years, which could help with reaching both City- and region-wide sustainability goals. 
Councilor Kehoe acknowledged the great service provided by Allied Waste.  However, the 
renewal of an agreement two years early seems premature, and he prefers to wait until 2013,   
particularly since Council’s agenda for this meeting and for the year 2012 is very full.  
Mayor Hoffman advised he was in favor of renegotiating the franchise agreement this year, 
expressing his respect for the knowledge and experience brought to the discussion by Councilor 
Tierney.   A $70 million contract over 10 years merits conversation.  Option 1 is appropriate in 
terms of having a conversation with Allied Waste about the next 10 years.  Councilor Gudman has 
volunteered for the group described under Option 1, and he himself plans to take part.  This is a 
contract with substantial impact on the community, involving significant infrastructure issues.  The 
other factor making current consideration appropriate is that it dovetails into the Comprehensive 
Plan sustainability discussions now in progress.  He endorses having a conversation with Allied 
Waste and having a franchise renewal proposal brought to Council before the end of the year.  
Alternatively, Council could consider whether they want to consider the early renewal request.  In 
any case, the information would be available. 
Councilor Gudman pointed out that, as identified in Option 1, Staff time will be required.  Since 
the franchise agreement does not expire until 2014 and the project will need to be juggled with 
other priorities for the year.  This process should not take precedence over other items.  Staff 
should be directed to consider this task as one that would get pushed back, if necessary.  He 
stated that his support is for Option 1 in the Council Report. 
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Councilor Olson proposed that the topic be discussed early in 2013, with the new Council.  She 
does not agree that this is a priority.  She does agree with the need to plan for the future, but this 
can be done by the next Council. 
Councilors Tierney and Jordan expressed their support for moving forward with Option 1.  
Councilor Olson asked who would be appointing members of the group described under this 
option.  Mr. Wheeler noted that Councilor Gudman and Mayor Hoffman would be involved.  From 
the City Staff he had in mind Sustainability Coordinator Susan Millhauser and himself.   

Responding to Councilor Olson’s question about citizen participants, Mr. Wheeler advised that a 
neighborhood association member, a business owner, a SAB member, and an Allied Waste 
representative would be included.  Councilor Olson stated that she would like to know who was 
proposed before he appointed the group members.  She then advised that she would like for these 
to be Council appointments.  Councilor Tierney suggested that Mr. Wheeler provide the names of 
proposed participants to Council, and Council could respond with feedback if there were concerns.  
Mr. Donaldson added that if Council decided in favor of Option 1, he and Mr. Wheeler had agreed 
to be very structured, to set dates, and to put the program together very quickly. 

5.2 Sensitive Lands Program Revisions 
Mayor Hoffman reviewed the process leading to this presentation, which started with the Council 
goal adopted early in 2012 to obtain recommendations to modify the Sensitive Lands Program.  
This might include reducing regulations on private property.  Council would consider 
recommendations in terms of meeting regulatory requirements, maintaining the existing level of 
environmental protection, having measurable environmental benefits, and being aligned with the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan.  Recommendations would be implemented using agreed-upon 
resources.  Milestone dates were May 1, due date for the independent review recommendation of 
proposed changes, and July 1, when a work program was initiated to implement any 
recommendations that were approved.  In the study session Council will discuss the 
recommendations and determine if there is consensus to move forward with any of them.  Turning 
over the discussion to Councilors Kehoe and Olson, he congratulated them for their work. 
Councilor Olson invited David Hunnicutt, President of Oregonians in Action and author of the 
recommendations (p 115-119 of Council packet), to be seated at the presentation table and 
available for questions. 
Mayor Hoffman asked for the recommendations of Councilors Olson and Kehoe.  Councilor 
Olson reported their recommendation is to adopt Mr. Hunnicutt’s report.  Its essence is that there 
are significant areas of City-owned property, mostly parks and natural areas, that are on Metro’s 
Titles 3 and 13 maps that are not currently regulated under Lake Oswego’s Sensitive Lands 
Ordinance (SLO), and that Council remove Sensitive Lands designations from private property.  In 
exchange for putting Sensitive Lands designations on City-owned property – especially those that 
are on the Titles 3 and 13 maps, which could benefit significantly from greater protections – the 
City could increase caretaking of its natural areas and restore and maintain those that are in poor 
condition.   It would be a positive side effect of adopting the recommendation. 
Councilor Kehoe commented that the recommendation represents their best efforts to search out 
suggestions.  Hundreds of citizens have indicated they are unhappy with the Sensitive Lands 
Program that has been in place for the last couple of years.  It was a significant issue in the last 
election and may be in the coming election, as well.  Therefore, outside expert advice was sought 
in an effort to debunk rumors and myths about the Sensitive Lands Program.  This led them to Mr. 
Hunnicutt, who has an extensive background in land use law.  Council can ask him questions and 
then determine if there is valuable input that can be used to change the program appropriately. 
Mr. Hunnicutt introduced himself and gave his office address as 11735 SW Queen Elizabeth 
Street, King City.  He described his background as a land use lawyer for nearly 20 years.  He has 
often seen struggles between property rights and the rights of the landowner versus protecting the 
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environment and rights of neighboring landowners and the community as a whole.  Frequently 
these devolve into arguments with polarized positions on property rights and environmental 
protection.  This project was one of the most satisfying in his experience because it can create a 
“win-win”:  a proposal that both strengthens and favors the rights of the residential property owners 
in the City of Lake Oswego, while carrying out Titles 3 and 13 and actually strengthening the 
application of these Titles in the City by moving the designation to more appropriate properties.  
No change to the SLO regulations themselves is being proposed by Mr. Hunnicutt.  His proposal is 
a change to the maps, which would result in five favorable outcomes:  1) There would be no loss of 
land that is subject to Titles 3 and 13, unlike the previous decision that Council had made.  The 
current proposal would not result in a loss of acreage within the city that is subject to Titles 3 and 
13.  It proposes removing regulations from 203 acres of single-family residential-zoned private 
property in the City and shifting those regulations onto 201 acres of City-owned property that is 
currently park land within the City.  Council could probably find a couple of additional acres to 
make it exactly 203 acres.  2) The proposal to move the SLO regulations onto the City’s park land 
would bring the City’s maps in much closer alignment with Metro’s Titles 3 and 13 maps.  He 
examined the Sensitive Lands maps and compared them to the Titles 3 and 13 maps, and found 
they do not track too well together.  3) The land that Council would be asked to include within the 
City’s SLO maps is far better land for carrying out the intent of Titles 3 and 13 than the privately-
owned, essentially backyards, that are currently regulated under the SLO maps.  The City-owned 
parcels are larger, less developed, and they are controlled and managed by Council.  This would 
eliminate worries about dealing with multiple private property owners doing different things within 
their backyards and provide Titles 3 and 13 protections on this land.  4) The proposal would be far 
less burdensome to Lake Oswego residents.  The current regulations imposed upon 203 acres of 
single-family residential land would go away upon transfer to the City-owned park land.  5) Very 
importantly, the City would better protect the environment by adopting the proposal.  In addition to 
advantages already outlined, the publicly-owned lands proposed for the regulation are far better in 
terms of the development pattern, size, ownership, and limitations that are already imposed on a 
number of these publicly-owned properties.  The lands proposed for inclusion are essentially better 
for Titles 3 and 13 purposes than the land that is currently regulated.  It is more than a “win-win”, 
and sees no disadvantage to doing this. 
Much of the City’s park land is considered to be in poor condition, as documented in the table 
provided with Mr. Hunnicutt’s letter (p 119 of Council packet) and much of this park land has 
already been deemed a sensitive area.  This is the kind of land that is ideal for Titles 3 and 13 and 
SLO protection. 
QUESTIONS FROM THE COUNCIL 
Councilor Tierney observed that the recent response from Metro concerning Isolated Tree Groves 
placed emphasis on the resource itself, rather than on the land per se or who owned it.  Although 
Mr. Hunnicutt had described “better land” to be brought under SLO protection under the proposal, 
what would support that opinion?  Mr. Hunnicutt replied that he was certain the proposed land is 
preferable.  Although the actual ownership of the land may not be a distinguishing factor for Metro, 
it is in this case because the fact that the land is owned by the City gives the Council absolute 
control over how it is managed.  Councilor Tierney confirmed that he understood that, but was 
concerned with how the resource is defined.  The current system is flawed, and involves measures 
such as Habitat Assessment Score and ESEE evaluation.  He asked if there was some empirical 
evidence that could be relied upon to support the position.   Mr. Hunnicutt observed that the City 
could certainly do ESEE analyses on the proposed sites, but the fact that the properties are 
already on the Titles 3 and 13 maps is indicative that Metro considers those to be Titles 3 and 13 
resource sites. 
Councilor Tierney noted that his concern was that Metro would acknowledge that the lands 
proposed for transfer did indeed meet their criteria, but might simply add these.  Therefore, he 
would support correlating the addition of these lands to the proposed subtraction of the private 
properties.  Having seen a lot of designated Sensitive Lands, he admitted having confusion about 
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their designation.  However, in walking along Springbrook Creek, for example, he perceived there 
is a resource there that is surrounded by private property.  He asked how that sort of contradiction 
might be resolved.   Mr. Hunnicutt recommended that the City should have a conversation with 
Metro in advance, rather than adopting changes and then presenting them to the Metro Council.  
The advantages of the proposal far outweigh any potential disadvantages, and he believes Metro 
Council would agree.  With the delegation of Goal 5 authority in the metropolitan region to Metro, 
any amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance would have to be 
acknowledged by Metro.  However, from a policy standpoint, there is no reason Metro would not be 
supportive of the proposal. 
Councilor Tierney observed that he had noticed some of the larger sites (Stevens Meadow, Brock 
Property) were located in the County, and he wondered about any related effect.  Mr. Hunnicutt 
did not know if there was an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) between the City and Clackamas 
County for planning in those areas.  Councilor Tierney replied that there was an IGA, but he was 
not sure it pertained to Sensitive Lands.  Councilor Olson advised that the City has an Urban 
Growth Management Agreement with the County for all unincorporated areas.  Portions of these 
areas have been designated as Sensitive Lands so that when they are annexed, they will be 
overlaid. 
Mayor Hoffman expressed concern that the proposal seems to be inconsistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan.  A second issue is his recollection of numerous occasions where Metro told 
the City that restrictions cannot be removed from Title 3 property.  The Second Look Task Force 
had asked why the City could not remove the restrictions from private property and instead 
regulate the publicly-owned land, and was told it would not be allowed.  Despite the fact that 
properties like Luscher Farm, the Farr Property, and Foothills Park may be good prospects, Metro 
has said that the City has to protect Lost Dog and Springbrook Creeks, for example, because they 
flow into the lake.  The Comprehensive Plan does not allow Council to look the other way in these 
cases; furthermore, Metro has advised the City more than once that they would not allow it.  As an 
alternative, if the City wanted to expand the buffers on the streams, Metro had indicated they might 
discuss relinquishing regulation of the upland habitat.  However, then the anti-rollback provision 
comes into play.  These are concerns he has after reading Mr. Hunnicutt’s letter and the response 
from Dick Benner of Metro’s Office of General Counsel.  
Councilor Olson responded that Mr. Benner’s letter specifically addressed the anti-rollback 
provision, which Lake Oswego’s City Attorney said could easily be challenged.  In response to 
Councilor Jordan’s request for clarification, Mr. Powell noted that the applicability of the anti-
rollback provision was being disputed between Mr. Hunnicutt and Mr. Benner.  That is a separate 
matter from the one he opined on, starting almost three years ago, to the effect that Metro could, of 
course, be asked to repeal the anti-rollback provision.  He expressed respectful disagreement with 
Mr. Hunnicutt on whether or not the provision applies, but Metro could be asked to repeal it.  He 
sees nothing that would make it illegal for them to do so.  There have been communications over 
the three-year period that may have been interpreted to signify varying degrees of receptivity by 
Metro.  He clarified that his comment was not that the provision doesn’t apply, but that Metro could 
always be asked to repeal it. 
Councilor Olson noted that she had not attributed to Mr. Powell a statement that the provision did 
not apply, but that he had opined that it could be challenged.  Mr. Powell acknowledged this and 
confirmed that Metro could be asked to repeal it. 
Councilor Olson commented that Metro had always communicated that it was up to the cities to 
decide how they wanted to regulate if they didn’t adopt Metro’s model ordinance, and this is what 
the City of Lake Oswego did.  Nothing prevents the City from suggesting to Metro the changes to 
the SLO.  Council recently removed the Isolated Tree Groves from regulation with no problem, and 
changed the Comprehensive Plan and Code at that time.  Council action earlier in the meeting and 
other times in 2012 resulted in change to the Comprehensive Plan.  If Council wants to change the 
Comprehensive Plan and wants to approach Metro with these suggested changes, it is a matter of 
the Council’s will.  It is not a matter of fearing that Metro or the Comprehensive Plan won’t allow it.  
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When she and Councilor Kehoe met with Tom Hughes, President of Metro, he encouraged them to 
bring a presentation from the City Council to the Metro Council this year, and that is what they 
have proposed. 
Councilor Gudman, having recently read through Metro Title 13, Goal 5, and the Second Look 
Task Force notebook, observed that the overriding policy for the City is environmental protection.  
He asked Mr. Hunnicutt if he believed the recommended changes would leave the City with the 
same level of environmental protection that it currently has.  Mr. Hunnicutt responded that it would 
afford a better environment.  Regulation would change from a piece-by-piece basis on many small 
private properties to regulating large tracts of undeveloped property that the City has already 
deemed to be sensitive areas and that would be controlled by City Staff and Council. 
Councilor Gudman asked if he understood correctly that the intent of Goal 5 and Title 13 is to 
provide for environmental protection, and the argument is how the City would get there.  Mr. 
Hunnicutt confirmed this.  Councilor Gudman opined that if Council could demonstrate that the 
proposals taken to Metro meet the overriding policy of environmental protection of the community, 
within the greater context of the Metro area and the State, it would be a pretty good case.  Mr. 
Hunnicutt agreed. 
Mayor Hoffman, quoting from Title 13, described its intent was “ . . . to conserve, protect, and 
restore a continuous, ecologically viable streamside corridor system.”  This pertains to examples 
such as Lost Dog and Springbrook Creeks.  Councilor Gudman replied that he believed this was 
not limited to any single body of water, but also pertained to a watershed.  Initially, perhaps the City 
should not be looking at a resource like Lost Dog Creek on its own, but at all of the water 
resources and all environment within the City.  He comes back to the question:  do the policies 
adopted by Council enhance, leave the same, or decrease the overall environmental protection of 
the city, acknowledging that the water resources are one element of that? 
Mayor Hoffman reiterated his concerns about planting trees at other locations in lieu of adhering 
to the SLO by maintaining the stream corridor buffers.  Councilor Gudman suggested that the 
City’s various other policies provided these protections, and the proposal was another way of 
approaching the problem. 
Councilor Jordan remarked that Mr. Hunnicutt does not address that issue in his proposal.  It is 
her understanding that a stream in someone’s backyard represents the essence of what needs to 
be protected under State and Metro regulations.  She asked how the City would go about avoiding 
protection of such a stream, its banks, and the buffer area applied to it.  She mentioned Mayor 
Hoffman’s earlier comment that Metro had said the buffer might be broadened to meet Metro 
Code, possibly in exchange for removing tree grove protections in upland habitat. 
Mr. Hunnicutt remarked that he did not know who at Metro had been involved in discussions on 
this topic.  Because it is a policy matter, he suggested that conversation about the proposal should 
be between the policy makers:  the City Council for Lake Oswego and the Metro Council for the 
Metropolitan Service District, rather than Metro Staff.  In response to Councilor Jordan’s question, 
he stated that the City had made a policy choice:  it had chosen to ignore streamside corridor 
protections on City-owned parks, which are not included under the SLO.  The proposal would 
essentially shift the protections from one set of properties to another set of properties.  A conscious 
choice was made by a City Council, at some point, to ignore streamside corridors in some parts of 
the city and to regulate them in other parts of the city.  The proposal asks Council to explore the 
option of protecting streamside corridors on different properties in the city in a manner which he 
believes will enhance the environmental protection for the city, rather than decrease it. 
Councilor Jordan asked how the City could control addition of a dam or other alteration to a 
stream like Lost Dog Creek, which flows through private property, if current regulations were no 
longer in place.  After brief discussion, Councilor Olson observed that she had not asked Mr. 
Hunnicutt to review the City’s entire Zoning Code.  She listed a number of the many regulations 
already on the books, including the City’s tree code, erosion control standards, and hillside 
protection standards.  Her suggestion has been that the existing Code be utilized to regulate the 
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3% of properties that have Sensitive Lands overlays, the same way that the Code is used to 
regulate the other 97%. 
Councilor Kehoe commented that Lake Oswego had plenty of trees and other vegetation long 
before the present Council was elected.  He does not see how the SLOs have substantially 
improved the community.  Mr. Hunnicutt is an expert who has brought some great suggestions for 
ways Council could help to relieve citizens of some of their burdens and still protect the 
community’s resources.  He expressed his objection to Council members poking holes in the 
proposal, and stated the only way to respond to citizens’ requests for change is to try to implement 
some of the ideas and go back to Metro.  Mr. Hughes is receptive to hearing the City’s proposal.  
Metro Councilor Carlotta Colette had told Councilor Kehoe that Lake Oswego had gone further with 
rules for Sensitive Lands than either she or Metro had expected.  There is room to relax the rules 
to help citizens, while still protecting the environment. 
Councilor Tierney suggested that Council recognize how long the SLOs have been on the books, 
and what this Council or a previous Council has done to move back some of the regulations.  
Perhaps not enough has been done, but he would appreciate a common understanding that is 
based in fact and not hyperbole.  He supports moving forward, and believes Mr. Hunnicutt’s 
recommendation for all of the policy makers to talk has merit.  He asked Mr. Hunnicutt if he was 
aware of any other cities with approved Goal 5 programs where regulation exists only on public 
property.  Mr. Hunnicutt replied that he was not aware of any such cities, nor of the number of 
cities with adopted Goal 5 programs.  He outlined how a Goal 5 analysis would be conducted for 
any of the Goal 5 resources as part of a periodic review.  The ultimate decision rests entirely with 
the City as to the level of protection, if any, to provide to a specific Goal 5 resource. The cities 
within the Portland metropolitan area are the only ones prohibited from making their own 
determination as to how to best protect their Goal 5 resources. 
Mayor Hoffman noted that it was stated earlier that the City does not protect streams in City-
owned parks and asked Staff to respond.  Ms. Christenson advised that the streams generally are 
protected, with Sensitive Lands overlays.  In reviewing the table provided with the proposal (p 119 
of Council packet), she had found three examples that do not currently have stream protection, or 
the equivalent Sensitive Lands protections, where Metro has mapped a resource.  These three are 
within the City’s Urban Services Boundary (USB).  Two of those had resources to be added in the 
2008 proposed map update process.  The more significant portion consists of the six properties 
outside of both the USB and the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), around Luscher Farm.  They 
have not yet been inventoried by the City, which is the reason that Sensitive Lands regulations are 
not applied yet.  If those properties ever come within the USB/UGB, they would be inventoried 
then.  In summary, three parks within the USB currently do not have stream protection by the City; 
two are proposed for it; and six are outside the USB. 
Councilor Olson observed that Council had previously discussed proposals that could be 
combined with Mr. Hunnicutt’s recommendations.  These included such ideas as a program for 
property owners with large stands of trees who might submit their properties voluntarily for 
Sensitive Lands designation.  A memo in September, 2011, listed 11 suggestions that might “beef 
up” the program if the City decided to remove surface water protections.  Even if there was not the 
acre-for-acre trade, for some reason, there are many things that could be incorporated in a 
proposal to Metro. 
Mayor Hoffman expressed his understanding of Councilor Kehoe’s frustration with these 
regulations that go back for decades.  He had shared with Mr. Hunnicutt the tension in Lake 
Oswego between private property rights and protecting the environment.  The conflict is actually 
about protecting the specific natural resource, rather than the general environment of the 
community.  The City must focus on the resource, which is the reason it has Goal 5 inventory.  This 
has been in place since the 1970s, and his frustration is that asking the Metro Council to change 
their regulation does not make sense to him and will be a waste of time.  This is based on 
experiences over the past three and a half years discussing the same issues and concepts.  He 
does not know how to get past Metro’s communication to the Second Look Task Force stating that 
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it is not possible to have an entirely voluntary program and meet Metro requirements, and in 
particular, Title 3’s water quality program.  A letter asking if the City could make the changes could 
be sent to Mr. Hughes, but he anticipated another negative response. 

Councilor Olson pointed out that it is not a matter of just sending a letter to Mr. Hughes.  The 
suggestion is that the Council approach the Metro Council with a proposal.  It would be welcomed.  
There is no intention to propose an all-voluntary program.  Mayor Hoffman opined that regulation 
could not be removed from private property, and Councilor Olson responded that Council would 
not know unless they asked.  The City had made a conscious decision to remove regulation from 
the lake and the canals, and these were identified in Goal 5 maps as environmental resources. 
Councilor Tierney asked Councilor Olson to confirm that her suggestion is to package Mr. 
Hunnicutt’s letter, along with some other proposals for maintaining the City’s natural space, 
perhaps including items from the September, 2011 list.  Once Council has agreed on a reasonably 
solid presentation, Council would then meet with Metro policy makers for a conversation and 
reaction to the proposal.  Councilor Olson replied that this was mostly what she was requesting; 
however, she wanted it to be stated that the proposal was submitted as a request for review, with 
specific recommendations and the strong support of Council. 
Mayor Hoffman asked if she would support the idea of a dedicated funding program for 
implementation of the voluntary program for Sensitive Lands designation.  Councilor Olson 
replied that the proposed revisions constitute a policy decision.  At this point Council could not 
know what might be needed, if anything, and she would not commit to any new fees or taxes. 
Councilor Kehoe reiterated that Council will not be able change anything unless they ask, and 
endorsed Councilor Olson’s recommendation.  Mr. Hughes had communicated that if the City 
Council supports some changes and presents them to Metro, they may have a very high likelihood 
of being received favorably and approved. 

In response to Mayor Hoffman’s observation that there must be mixed messages from Metro, 
Councilor Tierney opined that this can be resolved by a meeting of both City and Metro Councils.  
This would produce one of three outcomes:  Metro would say no to everything in the proposal; they 
would be receptive to some items, but not the total; or they would approve all of it.  He does not 
see how the City would be harmed by asking the policy makers, but the proposal must be clear 
and substantive. 
Councilor Jordan expressed confusion because Mr. Hunnicutt had stated the City was not 
protecting streams on public property and Ms. Christenson had said that streams were being 
protected on public property within the City limits.  Ms. Christenson confirmed that these were 
protected under the SLO.  Councilor Jordan stated that she is not satisfied that the trade of a 
“mixed bag” of public property for private property is a true plan.  She described her early 
experience on Council in making changes to the SLO as very difficult.  Based on this and other 
experiences, something more substantive is needed for discussion with Metro Council.  Both Metro 
Staff and policy makers have repeatedly told the City that it is a matter of trading off.  If the City 
does not want to protect upland tree groves anymore, then it will have to make a wider buffer 
around the streams.  This means private property is going to be impacted.  In effect, the current 
proposal to Metro would say that certain private property owners are going to be more impacted 
now because the City is going to remove the regulation on other private property owners.  The City 
has been trying to make things workable in people’s backyards, while still protecting the 
environment.  It may not be enough, but the trading of property does not satisfy Metro’s 
requirements, as the City has been told. 
Councilor Gudman endorsed the idea of preparing as extensive a list as possible of tools and 
options that can comprise a policy document to take to the Metro Council.  All or part of Mr. 
Hunnicutt’s report will be an element of that.  He wants Council to move forward with discussion, 
have Staff prepare the document, followed by Council approval and a meeting with the Metro 
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Council.  Council should make its best effort to inform and persuade the Metro Council that the 
proposal meets their goals, as well as addressing the requests of numerous Lake Oswego citizens. 
Councilor Jordan commented that, while this is policy, the City has gone through numerous public 
hearings and other sessions with the public weighing in on the Second Look Task Force issues.  If 
Council is going to make a policy decision before approaching Metro, the process needs to be 
opened up for public input, and not just to those who have complaints. 
Councilor Olson responded that holding a public hearing on the proposal to be taken to Metro 
would be fine.  She reminded other Councilors that there are about 7,000 acres in the city and 
about 950 of those are designated Sensitive Lands.  About half of those are publicly owned; about 
half of the private property is overlaid with the development restrictions that Councilor Jordan 
talked about that would remain.  The private backyards that remain do not contribute to the 
environment and, if they do, it is because the private property owners have been taking care of 
them for 30 or 40 years. 
Mayor Hoffman said he had a concern about the format of the package to be presented to the 
Metro Council.  A more important issue was his discomfort in ignoring the City’s Comprehensive 
Plan, which was the work of both current and previous Councils.  It is very detailed in terms of how 
the City regulates and protects natural resources.  He is uncomfortable about going in a different 
direction without involving those responsible for the Comprehensive Plan, i.e., the Planning 
Commission and NRAB.  Councilor Olson pointed out a contradiction with the previous week’s 
Council decision in favor of a memorandum of understanding with the Clackamas County 
Commissioners to develop Stafford. 
Mayor Hoffman outlined approaches for Goal 5 compliance at Metro as included in Title 13.  He 
suggested packaging a proposal from Council that would follow the third approach and meet the 
stated objectives outlined in that part of Title 13, Nature in Neighborhoods.  The City could 
demonstrate it has proven programs and could add others, including a voluntary program for tree 
protection, tree replacement, and habitat restoration.  Documentation of a continuing and stable 
funding source sufficient to support such elements would be required.  If Council were to request 
from Staff that the City investigate this third approach, he could support that. 
Councilor Gudman commented that the City has chosen not to pursue adherence to certain 
portions of the Comprehensive Plan.  One example is island annexation.  With respect to the 
continuing and stable funding source to support necessary elements of the program, he believes 
the City has that in the form of property taxes.  He suggested that Councilor Tierney might frame 
the wording for an appropriate motion. 
Mayor Hoffman commented that a motion would not be the appropriate action by Council at this 
time.  The appropriate next step, if it was the will of the Council, would be to give direction to Staff 
to move in this direction.  Public notice would be needed to determine their views on the issue.  A 
discussion about the format of this next step followed, with input from Councilors Olson, Tierney, 
Gudman and Jordan, and Mayor Hoffman. 
Councilor Olson suggested as the next step that she work with Staff during August to develop a 
proposal, with the help of Mr. Hunnicutt as a paid consultant.  She would explore the third 
approach in Title 13, as discussed, and review the suggestions made over the past three and a 
half years, as well as Mr. Hunnicutt’s report.  If the package was prepared before September, she 
could share it with Councilors by email.  The objective would be to come up with a focused quality 
proposal that Council could feel confident in taking to the Metro Council.  Councilor Tierney 
suggested adding “for the purpose of having a discussion with Metro at the policy level”.  
Councilor Olson endorsed this, as did Councilor Kehoe. 
Mayor Hoffman advised that he would not support expenditure of funds for more effort outside 
City Staff.  It is an internal matter, relating to stated 2012 Council goals and not to revisiting the 
Sensitive Lands Program.  Councilor Olson responded that the proposed changes were to the 
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designation of properties regulated under the SLO, not to undoing the Program.  Mr. Hunnicutt’s 
familiarity with the project would be helpful over the next month. 
Councilor Jordan expressed concern about the proposal in relation to environmental policies work 
in the current Comprehensive Plan update.  If Council’s proposal was entirely separate from that 
process, would this mean that Council would set the direction rather than the other way around?  
Councilor Olson noted that the group involved with the update had decided to delay their work on 
environmental issues for approximately six months, after a new Council is in place. 
Mayor Hoffman asked for the direction determined by the majority of Council.  After discussion, it 
was decided that Councilor Olson would draw up the plan, relying primarily on Staff support, with 
access to Mr. Hunnicutt as determined necessary by Mr. Williams. 
Mr. Powell requested clarification of the direction to Staff.  Council Tierney advised that an 
objective is to present a proposal to Metro about removing regulations from private property.  
Councilor Olson noted that a second component is asking Metro about acceptability of a program 
that would remove the private properties, as described in the proposal, as an alternative approach.  
The City has many current regulations that afford protection.  Mr. Hunnicutt’s point was not that 
these properties shouldn’t be protected, but that they shouldn’t have the Sensitive Lands overlay 
on them.  All but 3% of the City’s properties are covered by these regulations, and the proposal is 
to regulate all properties under them. 
In response to Mayor Hoffman’s question, Mr. Powell indicated Staff had sufficient direction to 
proceed. 
6. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 10:09 p.m. 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Catherine Schneider  /s/   
 Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
 

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 
ON November 13, 2012 
 
Jack D. Hoffman  /s/   
Jack D. Hoffman, Mayor 


