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Mayor Hoffman called the special City Council meeting to order at 6:03 p.m. on September 
25, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  
Present: Mayor Hoffman, Councilors Gudman, Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney; 

Councilor Jordan arrived at 6:43 p.m.  Excused: Councilor Kehoe 
Staff Present: David Donaldson, City Manager; Brant Williams, Assistant City Manager; 

Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; 
Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney;  Catherine Schneider, City Recorder; 
Kim Gilmer, Parks and Recreation Director; Ryan Stee, Parks Project 
Manager; Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant 
Planning Manager, Development Review; Susan Millhauser, Sustainability 
Coordinator 

Others Present: Gregory Monahan, co-chair of Sustainability Advisory Board (SAB); 
Steve Dodds, co-chair of Parks and Recreational Advisory Board (PRAB); 
Kasey Holwerda, chair of Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB); Heidi 
Schrimsher, Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB); Carol Dion, Allied 
Waste; Craig Holmes, Allied Waste 

  
3. STUDY SESSIONS 
3.1 Legislative Amendments to the Lake Oswego Community Development Code (LU 08-

0054/Ordinance 2526) 
Ms. Andreades indicated the City was reviewing code amendments for LU-08-0054. It is the 
second part of a very large package that came before Council last year. The first part was 
approved in November, 2011, and it went into effect December 1, 2011. The Planning Commission 
finished this package of amendments at the end of May 2012. There were three items the Council 
referred back to the Planning Commission that were made part of this package. That is discussed 
in detail in the staff report. Those items were discussed by the Planning Commission and they 
retained their original recommendation to approve the amendments. In July, a public information 
meeting was held on the code amendments; five people attended, four from the First Addition. 
Three issues were raised from the code amendment package. The first issue is parking (Exhibit 
F10) and related to parking modifiers. There was concern on the parking modifier issue due to the 
fact that TriMet has decreased service to the city. In the code amendment packet, this is found on 
pps. 68-69. What the code amendments say is rather than that the applicant “may” use the parking 
modifiers, the applicant “shall” use the modifiers. The reason is that with determining parking 
spaces, there is both a minimum and a maximum. The maximum is 125% of the minimum; in order 
to determine the minimum, the number of spaces required according to use is determined, plus the 
modifiers. “Shall” makes it clear that the minimum calculation includes the modifiers. This is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, which states that parking should be adequate but not 
excessive. The second issue that had to do with parking was the proposal to increase the modifier 
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on Table 50.06.002.3 from 5% to 10%; that means someone gets a 10% reduction instead of 5% in 
the current code if there is a transit shelter within 500 feet of the building. The difference is that the 
current code shows that a fronting street with a bus stop but not a shelter gets 10%. The Planning 
Commission is trying to equalize them.  
In a plan development, lot size can be reduced. On the perimeter of a plan development, someone 
must be 75%-80% of the zone if it is adjacent to an R7.5, 10, or 15. The concern was brought up at 
the meeting as to what happens adjacent to a County-zoned property. The amendment is 
proposed to say “City zoned property,” and that is how it is applied today. To clarify, what happens 
adjacent to County owned property is that it can be reduced as if it were the center of the PD, and 
not just the perimeter. 
For the secondary dwelling unit (SDU), the limitation is being removed on the number of people per 
square footage that is allowed in an SDU, but putting into effect an 800 sq. foot limitation on the 
size, which is regulated by building permit instead of monitoring the number of people. It is really 
no different than a single family residence; the primary structure requires only one parking space 
regardless of the number of people in the primary structure. So those two things are being aligned.  
Councilor Tierney referred to the telecommunications section (p.34 of the packet) and asked 
generally if this had been vetted with the wireless industry and the utility industry in terms of 
whether these were realistic. 
Ms. Andreades indicated a man from AT&T had come to the Planning Commission and expressed 
concerns that were discussed. They asked the City Attorney’s office to ensure that what was being 
proposed wasn’t in conflict with federal law.  
Mr. Boone indicated the man had a specific application where AT&T wanted to swap out an 
existing tower facility with a new tower facility and put something on top of it. The question was 
whether the federal law which was enacted as part of the continuation of the tax reductions for the 
first part of the year applied. It did not. AT&T had no problems with the City code, which mostly 
reorganizes things. There is a wish by the Planning Commission to look at telecommunications 
more broadly because of new technologies that are coming on line. AT&T didn’t have any problem 
with it, and the City has had no other applicants with issues about it. The big change is the 
priorities of where a co-located facility can go; as opposed to putting it on a building first and then a 
utility pole; the suggestion is to put it on a utility pole first and then a building. 
Councilor Tierney indicated that he thought cleaning up the code would be helpful; it is very 
complex. 
Mr. Boone indicated that the amendments came to Council because they were suggested by 
issues raised during staff implementation of the code. It was not really intended as a clean-up or 
streamlining, etc. The Planning Commission separated more policy-intensive from less policy-
intensive. The telecommunications section was put in the policy section because of its length. It is 
really a reorganization of the existing regulation to try to make them easier to find.  
Mayor Hoffman noted that this had been a four year process. 
Mr. Boone indicated it had actually been a little longer than that because there were two or three 
years before that during which the proposed changes were gathered together. They were put 
together in a version for the Planning Commission to look at in ’08. 
Mayor Hoffman confirmed that once this gets through the public hearing process and is adopted 
by Council, staff will be comfortable with the new code. 
Mr. Pishvaie concurred and noted that these amendments codify interpretations staff had made as 
well as the Development Review Commission. 
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Mayor Hoffman asked Mr. Pishvaie if the City would be poised for new development, or if there 
were things the next Council would need to look at on the substance of the policy basis, from his 
perspective as staff. He wondered if there were things staff thought should be reviewed in 2013, 
2014, or 2015.  
Mr. Pishvaie indicated the Planning Commission has expressed a desire to take up the SDU issue 
for consideration. They also want to look at the telecommunication section. Staff has committed 
itself to coming before the Planning Commission and the Council on an annual basis for code 
changes. Staff is on the cusp of going to the Planning Commission with annual amendments to the 
code. The second part of the code reorganization, the federal code audit, is to take a look at this 
code from different perspectives: consolidation of use tables and consolidation of commercial 
zones. Those are big policy issues, and that is work in progress. Money has been budgeted for it, 
and staff is working on it with consultants. There are several levels, policy issues, some of them 
significant, will be coming before Council.  
Ms. Andreades noted that the Planning Commission is interested in green building techniques and 
things like that; sustainable projects; how wind turbines might exist on existing buildings and 
whether they might be compatible. Solar was discussed last year, along with easier ways to get 
solar onto existing houses.  
Councilor Olson referred to the first page of the Summary, which was available on line but not in 
the packet. She asked for an example to explain the effective multiple zone designations on a lot 
and minimum density.  
Ms. Andreades indicated split zones occur where the rear part of a lot is R-10 and the front is R-
7.5, but it is a large lot and they want to divide; the question arises of how to handle it. 
Mr. Boone indicated that p. 9 of the material shows the effective multiple zone designations. There 
are several areas of town in which property has called a split zone, that is R0/EC. There may be 
different lot coverage requirements; the two zones were constructed separately, and there is 
property that has both zones on it. Typically the property owner has had the choice of applying one 
or the other when they submit their application. The question arises of what happens if property 
converts from one to the other; where it is applied for is an EC, and it’s been fixed and can’t be 
switched to an R0. This is to give some certainty to the issue of residential density. As far as 
commercial zone setbacks, commercial zone standards would be applied for the other purposes. 
Mr. Pishvaie indicated there were two examples. One is the Edgewater Condominiums on Third 
Street, which is in the R0/EC zone. Another example would be Oswego Pointe Apartments, which 
is also R0/EC. When there is this kind of split zone, there is the question of which zone 
requirements apply. In those two examples, R0 standards were applied. What this does is it 
cherrypicks the standards from each zone. For the purpose of density and floor area ratio 
requirements, residential standards are applied. For lot coverage, height, setbacks, and other 
standards, commercial requirements are used. To some extent the commercial requirements are 
more giving than residential requirements. There has been a question of how to interpret the code. 
This creates certainty and predictability. 
Councilor Olson asked whether these amendments would make the code more stringent or 
difficult.  
Mr. Pishvaie indicated they should not. 
Mr. Boone indicated that commercial would not have a residential density component; to the 
extent there is an Floor Area Ration (FAR) limitation, it would apply; setbacks are more liberal on 
commercial zones. The Planning Commission’s theory was that a streetscape in a commercial 
zone or split zone, a residential building such as lofts in the middle of commercial buildings should 
blend in with the other buildings. 
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Councilor Olson asked for clarification about the minimum density and the statement that it fills a 
loophole. 
Mr. Pishvaie indicated that minimum density requirements currently apply only to subdivisions, not 
to multifamily; this gap is being addressed. 
Mayor Hoffman noted that the public hearing on this would be held October 30. 
3.2 Luscher Area Master Plan Site Plan 
Mr. Powell noted that the Master Plan for the Parks and Open Space zone is approved through a 
land use process. It goes to the Planning Commission, then the City Council. The City is the owner 
as the Park operator, and it is also the regulator, taking a recommendation from the Planning 
Commission ruling. Staff is asking for Council’s approval as the owner to have this be the site plan 
that moves forward with the proposed plan to go through the land use process. He would 
recommend a motion to include the revised site plan as part of the proposed Luscher Area Master 
Plan to be presented for approval through the required land use process. 
Councilor Olson indicated she was surprised by the request for approval of this tonight since it is 
a study session. 
Mr. Powell indicated that essentially Council was being asked for direction as to whether to include 
it in the overall Master Plan. 
Mayor Hoffman asked for clarification on how Ms. Gilmer envisioned the process going forward. 
Several emails have been received and a memo from the Historical Resources Advisory Board. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated staff had been working on this for two years. A few years ago, the City added 
a Park and Natural Area (PNA) zone to the City’s code. In that zone, there’s a requirement for 
master planning. The Luscher Area Plan is the first Master Plan that has gone through this 
process. What the City does with master plans is to do the public process, come up with preferred 
plans, and come to the Council to make sure the Master Site Plan is the direction Council wants 
staff to go before the Master Plan is finished. Last July the Parks Department came to Council with 
a site plan for the Luscher Area Master Plan; at that time the Council indicated it wasn’t finished 
with Parks Plan 2025 and it wanted Parks to study whether there was a need for ball fields, and 
secondly, to wait until Parks Plan 2025 was done before re-initiating the Luscher Plan. The ball 
field analysis was done last fall and brought to Council in January; it confirmed a need for more ball 
fields. In February, Council asked Parks to work with a subcommittee of the chairs of the advisory 
committees to figure out a solution for the urban ag/ball field problem Luscher had. For the most 
part, tonight’s site plan addresses the majority of the community’s priorities. What Parks would like 
from Council is a preliminary nod so the Master Plan can be completed. The remaining technical 
analysis on the plan, particularly the transportation part, needs to be complete before it can go in 
the Master Plan. If the location of things is changed, infrastructure needs will change.  
The City is going through a land use process with the Master Plan. The land is outside the City 
limits, and the City made the choice at the beginning of the planning process that the plan would 
be what would happen if the land came inside the urban growth boundary. Parks wants to make 
sure the Plan meets the City’s planning requirements and is approved through the proper 
channels. Once a master plan is adopted, it can’t be easily modified.  
Mayor Hoffman summarized and asked for confirmation that the public process came up with the 
2025 plan, and then there was a conflict between urban ag vs. ball fields, and that is when the 
boards got involved. The Plan is a community plan. 
Ms. Gilmer concurred and indicated that what the Master Plan represents is the community’s 
vision of how it wants to see the properties used and developed over time. The site plan is just one 
component of the Master Plan. The Master Plan incorporates the public process, an inventory of 
existing resources, natural resources, what the land is like today, the uses today, and the proposed 
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programmatic uses. There will be sections in the plan that talk about active recreation. There is a 
section about urban agriculture, and a section about historic resources. Parks received more than 
2500 comments in this plan. What Parks heard from the community was that priorities included 
pedestrian connectivity and more trails; natural area and open space preservation; restoration of 
streams; active recreation; urban agriculture and community gardens. The code says a site plan 
needs to respond to general circulation patterns and approximate access points; methods of public 
services; and general placement of structures and types of uses. The Master Plan goes into much 
more detail about what is happening on the site; it describes the community’s vision and talks 
about how elements of the plan will be developed over time. It has cost estimate phasing. The Plan 
brought to Council in 2011 showed one current ball field and another future location proposed for a 
ball field. The advisory board chair group worked through how to retain the two ball fields and 
preserve urban agricultural land.  
Councilor Gudman confirmed that the work group was the chairs of the four advisory committees. 
He asked if this plan had also gone back to the four groups.  
Ms. Gilmer indicated she believed each group had approved the plan. Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board approved the site plan. The process was not without some dissension. However, 
she believes a consensus was reached and reflects community priorities that were heard during 
the public process. She believes a good plan was developed.  
Councilor Gudman asked for confirmation that the working group came to agreement on the 
subject of athletic fields and urban agriculture. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated she believed they had. 
Councilor Tierney indicated he was concerned with this coming to Council when Council had two 
letters expressing concern about the current proposal; it seems as though it should have been 
resolved earlier. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated that on the 17th, everyone appeared to be in agreement. 
Councilor Gudman asked if this had gone back to the separate groups, and if so, which of those 
groups had approved it to the best of her understanding. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated she didn’t know for certain, but that the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
(PRAB) had. As the work group was going through its process, the intent was that each group 
would take back the discussion points to their group and vet them with them. 
Mayor Hoffman asked whether the core group of four chairs would be involved in the continuing 
process. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated they would. The core group has met eight or nine times to produce this site 
plan with its changes from the earlier version. The athletic fields and parking have been relocated; 
basketball courts have been moved; community gardens were moved to another location at 
Firlane. The northern area of the ag area in the Firlane farm has also been modified to open 
space/urban ag to accommodate that; it could potentially be open space for a while and then be 
changed to urban ag if there is an interest in doing that. There is a support building to be used for 
storage that was shown in urban ag that has been removed from the site plan. Minor adjustments 
have been made to color and clarification of the plan. Different configurations for the fields were 
considered. The community gardens shown at Luscher Farm on this plan have been expanded to 
add another 100 garden plots. When the group met with the Planning Commission a few weeks 
ago, Jim Johnson mentioned he would like to make sure the Master Plan addresses the major 
infrastructure needs of urban farming. The current site plan shows a parking lot access point with 
an emergency access road between Hazelia Field and the farm area. The intent is to gate that so it 
is not a year-round throughway; it is only open when access is needed for emergency vehicles or if 
the City wants to do a large event. It is not intended to be a road through the entire park; it would 
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be too disruptive. It separates parking for the urban farming and community gardens. The access 
point would be at the existing Luscher Farm site, a little bit to the east. All the parking for the ball 
fields comes off Overlook and Stafford. It separates those uses, just like today. The surfaces, 
particularly the road access and the parking area on the urban ag side, are a permeable surface 
maintaining the rural character, not intended to be asphalt. 
The next steps are to finish the technical analysis and write the Master Plan narrative. The group 
has met with MIG and they will provide a schedule of the timing. The intent is to get a draft plan put 
together. In the subcommittee group, each chair was asked to provide a programmatic focus for 
their area of interest so Parks would understand what elements needed to be addressed in the 
Plan. The goal is to have a draft Plan this fall and circulate it to the Board chairs. It will be looked at 
by PRAB as well. Once that is done, the group will be meeting with the Planning Commission in a 
study session to review it with them before it goes to them in a public hearing. At the same time, 
Ms. Gilmer would like to circulate it to Council. The purpose of circulating it to Council and Planning 
Commission before the Planning Commission’s hearing is to make sure the Plan is on target. 
Modifications need to be made before it gets to the Planning Commission hearing. That hopefully 
will occur by early December. Then the Planning Commission hearing will be after the first of the 
year. That will probably go to a study session with them, then a hearing, and then once the 
Commission has made a recommendation to Council, Council will have a public hearing. Between 
the fall and the time the Council has a public hearing, there won’t be an opportunity to comment 
more on it. Comments need to be received before it goes to the Planning Commission. 
Mayor Hoffman asked how much of this is a conditional plan, conditioned on changing the zoning 
or bringing it inside the UGB.  
Ms. Gilmer indicated that the pieces of the Plan that can be done without coming inside the urban 
growth boundary are natural resources on all of the properties; trail development with a conditional 
use permit from the County; the urban farming can be done, but the program cannot be expanded 
with an environmental learning center or anything. Those things would occur once it comes inside 
the City limits and the urban growth boundary. A portion of the Master Plan will describe the 
impacts to the urban growth boundary and what can and can’t occur now. The City could choose to 
not go through the land use process, but it would be good to have a plan that has been approved 
through the master planning process. It does not need to be approved by the County (although that 
is a grey area), but once the City has a site plan that is generally ok with the Council, it needs to go 
to the County and talk to them about the access points. The access points are Overlook Drive, the 
roundabout, and the Luscher access, so the City needs to talk to the County about Rosemont 
Road. Initial traffic analysis has been done but can’t be finished until there is a site plan that has 
been confirmed. 
Councilor Moncrieff asked if Ms. Gilmer had read Mr. Monahan’s letter and noted that one of his 
concerns was about agriculture design. She wondered if moving ahead with the site plan as it is 
today would preclude doing an agriculture design study going forward. 
Ms. Gilmer said she had not had the opportunity to read through it, but had scanned it. She did not 
think moving ahead with the site plan would preclude an agriculture design study. The site plan 
and the Master Plan are high level plans. They talk about the land use, infrastructure needs, and 
community priorities, but not site specific design. That happens after adoption of the Master Plan. 
There is some interest in understanding what kind of crops could be grown there. She thinks a 
more specific agricultural analysis would be a good next step after the Master Plan is adopted. 
There is a need to make sure the City knows what the major infrastructure needs are, such as 
roads and water. That can easily be done in the time frame for master planning.  
Councilor Moncrieff asked what kind of integration or coordination is occurring with the 
transportation system plan (TSP).  
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Ms. Gilmer noted that the City’s consultants have a copy of the TSP and have been looking at 
road capacities; that is baseline information that will need to be addressed when the narrative is 
written for this Plan.  
Councilor Moncrieff indicated Council had hoped there would be efficiencies and cost savings by 
using the studies going on for the TSP to benefit the Parks plan. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated Parks was using the results of the TSP’s studies. Prior results of other 
analyses, such as the traffic analysis that Group Mackenzie did for Overlook Drive, and the 
Kittelson report on the roundabout have been used. 
Mayor Hoffman noted that Mr. Monahan talked about a committee under section 50.07004, and it 
says that “the development of the Master Plan shall be through a committee approved by the City 
of Lake Oswego” and asked for clarification on which committee that is. 
Ms. Gilmer noted that PRAB is the committee that works with the Parks Department on Master 
Plans. In the Master Plan procedure, there are a number of steps the City needs to go through in 
public process, including public notices, working with various appropriate boards and commissions, 
and getting as much information as possible with all the different groups. The City needs to 
respond to that in the land use application. Parks is ultimately the group that takes the land use 
application to the Planning Commission, but input and feedback have been obtained from the 
public and advisory groups. Stakeholder meetings were held with all the Advisory Groups at the 
beginning of the process: Sustainability, Natural Resources, Historic Resources, and 
Transportation. In refining the site plan, Parks worked very closely with them and will again when 
writing the draft Master Plan. 
Councilor Tierney noted that the area was all outside the City, and asked why the City was 
following a PNA zone requirement. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated this was discussed with Planning staff at the beginning of the process. In a 
Master Plan, each component fits together in a way that if one component is changed, there is a 
domino effect. If the Master Plan is modified, another public process needs to occur unless it is a 
minor modification. That is the advantage of going through the PNA zone piece. It holds no weight 
until the property comes inside the UGB. 
Councilor Tierney noted that following the public process has merits, but it is not cast in stone. 
Councilor Moncrieff noted that Mr. Dodds had sent an email to Council talking about the Parks 
Plan 2025 process for forming committees that would involve the HRAB, SAB, PRAB, and NRAB. 
She believes that the emails from Mr. Dodds and Mr. Monahan are concerned with making sure 
there is a committee or work group including all the different groups to do the fine-tuning, and that 
the process is set forth in the Parks Plan 2025. A similar process is planned for the Luscher Area 
Master Plan. 
Councilor Olson asked for clarification of the purpose of the traffic data from Atherton Heights in 
August. She noted that doing it in August before school started may not have provided the best 
information. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated she was uncertain about the purpose of the Atherton traffic data.   
Mayor Hoffman indicated that Mr. Donaldson would follow up on the Atherton traffic data purpose. 
Councilor Olson noted that previous traffic studies did not study the impact of having a tennis 
center at the roundabout. 
Ms. Gilmer concurred and said that needed to be completed with the site plan. 
Councilor Olson asked why some members of the Planning Commission wanted to approach this 
as a design district rather than a PNA. The area has historic and agricultural resources and is not 
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really a park. This also addresses Councilor Tierney’s question as to whether this is the right 
approach. Mr. Dodd has indicated these people are going to be included at the table, but there 
appears to be concern about how, and if that’s going to happen. He indicated that the tennis center 
is a done deal and will be done in the next couple of months. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated that what she thought she was hearing from HRAB and urban ag is that 
currently there is a county historical overlay on part of Luscher Farm. There is an interest in trying 
to preserve that if it comes inside the UGB, because there isn’t something similar in city code. 
There’s also an interest in trying to do something with the urban ag land to create some kind of an 
overlay there. The Master Plan will respond to that; it will not be done before the Master Plan, but 
as a recommendation for next steps. It will be to investigate preserving those things in some 
manner, and figuring out the best way to do that. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she thought the Luscher Farm area was a park, owned by the 
citizens of Lake Oswego, and purchased with general obligation bonds to be used for parks, 
recreation, and open space. She believes the 11-month process has been very representative of 
all the citizens who have been heard from; it is a compromise. The movement from the initial site 
plan to where the City is today shows how much compromise has happened. She sees this as a 
huge success in reaching consensus with a robust process. Any delay in the process is just going 
to cost the City money and staff time. She believes the concerns that have been raised can be 
addressed after the site plans inside the Master Plan have been addressed during the land use 
process. She hates to delay this any more because it is taking a lot of staff time.  
Mayor Hoffman asked Ms. Gilmer for confirmation that what she wanted from Council was for it to 
look at the site plan proposal this evening, feel comfortable with it as owner/operator of the area, 
and understanding that there will be a lot of refinement with words in the narrative, will be vetted 
with many stakeholders, and will come back to Council, then go through the land use process, 
before again coming to Council as a land use decision. 
Ms. Gilmer concurred with the process the Mayor outlined. 
Councilor Jordan indicated she thought the process so far had been very inclusive. Everyone has 
a particular area of expertise or interest that they have tried to ensure was included. Her hope was 
that the City would come to agreement on something that showed a use of parkland; she believes 
it is a park. She believes the historic significance should be honored. By adopting a plan, Council 
will clarify its intentions on the property: natural areas, urban agriculture, ball fields and playground.  
Councilor Gudman indicated he thinks tremendous progress has been made in the last year. He 
thinks Council would be better served by being able to have the four chairs come forward, 
understanding that it goes through Parks, acknowledging that their committees had vetted the 
proposal and signed off on it. He would like to be certain of this. He also asked whether the 
working group will continue to be used. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated the working group would continue. 
Councilor Gudman asked if it was planned that the chairs in the working group would be 
requested to get the plan back to their committees and get them to sign off. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated she could certainly do that. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated that would be part of the narrative. He noted that the original intent of 
Luscher Farm was for it to be a 1950s dairy farm and ball fields, and that was lost when community 
gardens came in. The 1997 Master Plan is still in operation, although he does not believe it was 
observed. 
Mr. Monahan indicated that he believes the working group was in agreement that placing the 
athletic fields behind Hazelia and running the road to the parking lot behind the new athletic fields 
is the right thing to do. They also agree with the plan separating the natural areas, the ag land, and 
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the historical areas from the high intensity sports field recreational use. Where the disagreement 
comes is that the July 2011 design has been left in the rest of the area, including the Luscher core. 
He does not believe there is an integrated design of the property, and he would like to see the site 
plan show those features put together. He does not believe the plan has responded to the 
feedback that came from the Planning Commission. One of the things the Planning Commission 
said was that they very much like the idea of separating the active sports field recreation uses from 
the ag lands. He believes that the road that runs through the ag lands is a holdover from the 
previous design. The existing uses have a road that runs through the ag land that is usable for the 
ag lands, and he believes the Planning Commission thought it wanted to have a more complete 
isolation between the active recreational fields and the rest of the structure. He feels like there are 
bits and pieces left over from the previous design, and it is not integrated. He has not taken this 
back to his board for approval as it stands because he doesn’t agree with it. He thinks more detail 
is needed in the site plan before the group approves it. 
Mr. Dodds indicated that the process used on the Parks 2025 Plan, which was sort of ad hoc, was 
that they took the whole Plan, and went over it page by page and probably spent fifteen hours on it. 
Out of that came everyone feeling good about the Plan; there was no active opposition. That is 
what the group intends to do with the Luscher Plan. The group is very concerned about the design 
of the tennis center. As part of Parks 2025, PRAB realized that a lot of people wanted community 
gardens spread out across the City, so there is some thought they should be de-emphasized at 
Luscher Farm. As far as the park and agricultural plan, he believes it is a good idea; he believes 
City Council should spend money on the infrastructure associated with it. He could see PRAB 
having it be one of their yearly goals to spend the money to get it detailed. However, the City has 
been going through the process for two years; there are people on PRAB who are being termed 
out, and he believes it is time to get the proposal done. 
Ms. Schrimsher indicated that what Mr. Dodds alluded to, getting ag money to study the ag land, 
was brought up by Mr. Johnson on the Planning Commission. As a landscape architect, she 
believes it is essential the City knows how it can develop the land as part of the Master Plan. If it 
doesn’t, then the City doesn’t really know how it can use the land.   
Ms. Holwerda indicated she thought the process has been excellent and very collaborative with 
the four boards working together. HRAB’s main concern is that Council is being presented with a 
site map. The piece with the tennis center on it, the group was not allowed to discuss in any of their 
discussions. It was off the table. So when Council is being presented with this Plan and told that all 
the boards agree to it, that is not true, because the tennis center was never discussed. Three of 
the boards did not want the tennis center there, and Mr. Dodds was the lone ranger. HRAB 
believes in the historic landscape and wants to see it remain rural and not have another building on 
it. That point of view was not allowed to be expressed in the process.  
Mayor Hoffman noted that with respect to the ag, Mr. Monahan commented that the estimated 
cost for agricultural design would be about $10,000. There is a general urban agricultural 
designation on different properties, and the question is what that looks like moving forward. He 
asked Ms. Holwerda to discuss HRAB’s vision of that. 
Ms. Holwerda noted that the group hasn’t talked about what the scope of work would be for an 
agricultural analysis. She believes it would help to understand based on the soil types and the 
topography what kind of crops could be grown there and what kinds of infrastructure might be 
needed. She would like the analysis to go into more detail about what should happen: what areas 
should be reserved for a certain type of farming, and so on. That isn’t the intent of this level of 
Master Plan, which is for 185 acres. Urban farming on this plan is about 30 acres. The entire 
Master Plan is trying to identify different areas: programmatic, historic, urban farming, active 
recreation, trails, and natural resources. Then the narrative will describe what the Master Plan is 
trying to accomplish; she thinks it would be a good next step to do the urban agriculture analysis. 
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There might be infrastructure things that need to be plugged into the site plan, and she will talk to 
Mr. Johnson about them, so the site plan could change by the time Council sees it again. 
Mayor Hoffman asked if out of the process, the group of four could say that it thinks an urban 
agricultural consultant should get involved to work through the narrative. 
Ms. Holwerda indicated she would recommend that afterward. The group would like it now, but 
they have been working on the Plan for two years, and they are trying to get it to Council so that it 
can get into the planning process. The group is still on a fast track to get the Plan done, and as 
currently scheduled, it won’t get done until April 2013. The urban ag analysis shouldn’t be rushed 
but done thoughtfully, considering water, conflicts with adjacent uses, and so on. This Master Plan 
doesn’t preclude this from happening. The narrative can describe that these need to be addressed 
on a follow up study; it should be one of the first recommendations done. 
Mayor Hoffman asked where the natural area is planned, and how it is decided. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated that in the old Plan, restoration and enhancements were discussed. There 
was a natural resource based map showing where those things are currently, and then discussion 
about areas where restoration work would be done in the future. Wilson Creek runs through the 
Brock property. Peacan Creek is on the west side of the Rassekh property, and it needs to be 
restored. There is an intermittent stream in Stevens Meadows and also along the edge. There are 
other wetlands where mitigation has been done, but the natural resource plan section will discuss 
that. There will not be a management plan in the Master Plan that says what steps will be taken. 
That is a greater level of detail than will be included. Instead, it will describe the area, issues to be 
addressed, and some next steps. 
Mr. Monahan indicated that he keeps hearing that the process has been long and there’s been a 
lot of hard work and public input, and people don’t want to waste all of that; however, he feels the 
process has led the City to a poor outcome. He thinks the July 2011 Site  Plan failed because it 
came out with three or four acres of ag land paved over by athletic fields; the group has received 
no new input other than from the boards since then.  
Councilor Tierney asked for clarification on how the outcome is poor. 
Mr. Monahan indicated he sees a lot of effort put into the north end around Hazelia, and minimal 
or no effort put into the rest of it. Getting all the comments on the map has been very difficult. 
When the Plan from 2011 was introduced, it took over the ag lands below, to the south of the dog 
park and Hazelia Field, and it would have removed the red barn. A new ag building was put further 
south. Now that the red barn is not being torn down, the new ag building stayed on the Plan. There 
had to be a long conversation about not taking ag land and putting an ag building in the middle of 
prime fields. Finally it was agreed to take it off, but it was decided the building was still needed.  
He would like a clear delineation that the working group of the chairs is the committee of record. 
Councilor Olson indicated she was in support of the board chair group being the committee of 
record. It would be preferable to have some buy-in. She would like to hear more about what the 
concerns of the Planning Commission were and what concerns have not been responded to. 
Going to what Ms. Holwerda said about the tennis center site, she has real concerns about the 
risks involved in the piecemeal approach of having the City apply to Metro for a UGB expansion for 
just that site. If it gets approved because someone determines there isn’t a severe enough traffic 
impact, and then in later years the City goes to Metro and applies for UGB expansion for the whole 
Luscher area in order to do what everyone wants to do there, which is Parks and Recreation 
education programs, etc., and then Metro says the traffic impacts are too great, they won’t approve 
it. She believes the City should be looking at the whole Luscher area and either applying for all of it 
at one time or waiting. She thinks Mr. Monahan’s suggestion of an agricultural design consultant 
would be money well spent; she sees no reason why that couldn’t start now and be done in parallel 
to this Plan, which won’t be done until April. 
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Councilor Moncrieff indicated she felt the initial draft was not a failure, but a success. She feels it 
was very representative of what was heard from the community. It established that there was a 
definite need for ball fields. There are different ways to look at what the need of the park is. She 
thinks the most important thing the City can do for its park preservation and historic resource 
preservation is to get citizens to use the parks and appreciate them. She doesn’t feel it has been a 
piecemeal approach. The tennis center has been sited at the Rassekh property from the very 
beginning of the planning process. She recognizes that HRAB is against a tennis center on the 
Rassekh property. 
Ms. Holwerda indicated some of the other boards also were.  
Councilor Moncrieff noted that having the tennis center there has been included in the Plan from 
the very beginning of the process. She hasn’t heard comments about other things that should go 
there. Council will be hearing from the Planning Commission, because the site plan goes to the 
Master Plan and then the entire thing will go through the Planning Commission, and then come 
back to Council. Council will have the opportunity to hear the Planning Commission’s findings and 
conclusions on everything.  
Mr. Dodds indicated he disagreed with Mr. Monahan about the process. They had good input, 
came up with the initial plan, and promptly made changes to it. Since about January, the process 
has gone quite well. The theme has been to preserve the southern part of the property, with the 
exception of the Rassekh property. The group is unanimous about wanting the farm analysis; the 
question is when to do it. He doesn’t like the idea of separating uses. He feels the different uses 
are all important to the community.  
Ms. Schrimsher indicated that access with cars was under discussion. Everyone wants paths that 
go from north to south. If the group doesn’t know what the urban agriculture uses are, it doesn’t 
know where it is safe to put a path that is not in conflict with a tractor. At the Planning Commission 
meeting, the only one who had seen the plan before was Mr. Johnson, so he was the only one who 
could make meaningful responses. He indicated he wanted more development so the group knows 
what kind of infrastructure the property will need.  
Councilor Gudman indicated the comments about prior to 2012 and 2012 are accurate. Prior to 
2012 did not produce good results for whatever reasons. From 2012, he believes many things 
have gone right, reflecting a lot of things that are in the current site plan. The concern is that the 
City is committing itself to continuing this site plan in 2025. He believes it is important before 
Council adopts this Luscher Area Master Site Plan that the four groups all say “yes,” not just the 
four chairs.  
Mayor Hoffman concurred with Councilor Gudman and indicated that he thought the boards 
should buy in on the Master Plan. The area to the south is not preserved. The original intent was 
that It was supposed to be a 1940s or 1950s historic farm; that vision is no longer. Community 
gardens and community-supported agriculture are urban activities. It will be interesting to compare 
how many visits there will be to the community gardens versus to the tennis facility in terms of 
traffic generated. For him it is a balance between active recreation (the ball fields) and active 
recreation for the community gardens. The only thing that will be passive is the meadows and 
maybe the Brock property. He is not a big fan of separating uses because the City doesn’t do that 
now. There is an integrated historic core (the Luscher barn) integrated with an urban community 
garden. The City doesn’t want it to have an industrial appearance. It seems it would be possible to 
design an active recreation facility such as a tennis facility that would fit in with the character of 
Luscher Farm. 
Ms. Holwerda indicated the HRAB did not think it was not a design issue. The board doesn’t want 
a building on the property. It is a rural agricultural property; they would rather see it used as an 
orchard or a natural open area than to have a tennis center there with traffic that would cross the 
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street there at the turnaround. They don’t see that as a good vision coming into the City with the 
rest of the parcels the City has. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated he saw the whole area as an active recreation area. 
Ms. Holwerda indicated it was outdoor versus indoor, which was a different matter. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated he thought it was a good idea to move forward with an agricultural 
consultant. Urban agriculture is an important component of it. There are different kinds of urban 
agriculture, and it changes over time. 
Mr. Monahan suggested that the Council approve this Plan and ask Ms. Gilmer to direct MIG to 
move the re-drafting of the site plan to an early part of their work and get it back to the Council and 
the working group and to the boards. Members of the working group report to their boards on this 
material regularly. What will come out of the re-drafted site plan is that there are roads within the 
existing usages. The plan will show both existing and proposed roads. If there is redundancy, they 
can be integrated. 
Councilor Jordan confirmed that she had heard Ms. Gilmer say she was going to talk to Mr. 
Johnson about the refinement of infrastructure within the property’s site plan. Councilor Jordan 
thinks that information should be coordinated with the re-drafted site plan. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated she thought Mr. Monahan wanted to be certain that changes identified on the 
map are made.  
Mr. Monahan indicated that with all due respect to Mr. Johnson and his expertise, he wasn’t 
certain Mr. Johnson would know all the requisite information. He suggested the City proceed with 
launching an urban ag design and run it in parallel with the Luscher Master Plan process. He 
thought that process would inform the Luscher Master Plan. He thinks it would be helpful if there 
was a process/flow chart that describes how this will move forward with all the various review 
points and an estimated timeline. He believes that would help people understand what they’re 
doing better. 
Councilor Olson indicated she would prefer not approving anything tonight. She supports the idea 
of an ag design process being run parallel to the Luscher Area Master Plan; she would like Council 
to approve that tonight. She would also like Council to approve having the board chair working 
group be the group of record to go forward. She would very much appreciate a timeline/next steps 
chart before Council approves the site plan. She thinks it might behoove Council to revisit what 
Rudy Luscher thought the City should be using the area for. 
Councilor Moncrieff moved to include the revised site plan as part of the proposed Luscher 
Area Master Plan to be presented for approval through the required land use process. 
Councilor Jordan seconded the motion.  
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she made the motion with the confidence that the same process 
would be used by the working group that was used in the Parks Plan 2035 where the boards and 
commissions will have the opportunity to go line by line through the Plan. 
Councilor Tierney was concerned with the lack of clarity on who was making the ultimate decision 
on what is moving forward. He asked if the Master Plan anticipates that this is the site plan and 
from this there is a Master Plan. He wanted to know what the approval process for that would be, 
and what role the commissions and boards would play in the process. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated that so far the boards and commissions have helped narrow down and obtain 
consensus on the site plan. The Master Plan narrative is in the process of being written by the 
consultant. The input received from the board chairs was a programmatic focus for their areas of 
expertise so that the Master Plan would address the things the board chairs are most interested in. 
Once there is a draft of the entire document, they will each receive the draft and begin going 
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through and reviewing it. Once they have reviewed it, which may require several vettings, 
adjustments are made, and it goes back to them, then the document will come to the Council in a 
study session so Council can make sure nothing has been missed. There will also be a study 
session with the Planning Commission. Changes will again be made, and that will be submitted 
with the land use application to the Planning Commission, which will include the working group’s 
comments, Council’s comments, and Planning Commission’s comments. The Planning 
Commission will have a public hearing. 
Councilor Tierney indicated that what happens to the Rassekh property and the tennis center 
were decisions that were made a while ago, before this. Sometimes decisions are made and they 
have to be honored when moving forward. He believes HRAB’s participation is encouraged and 
has a lot of value. But the decision about the Rassekh property was made by Council. What was 
lost in this Plan was that one of the primary motivators was to find some revenue for the golf 
course. What was lost as this was modified was the potential for a driving range on the east side of 
the properties. He thought that was risky, and it is gone now. He wants to make sure there is a 
strong consensus and that people recognize there are things that have gone before that the City is 
moving forward with. If it succeeds, that dictates what happens here; if it doesn’t succeed, then it 
can revert back. The process will be followed and will try to meet everyone’s concerns by making 
sure it comes back to Council. The ultimate decider before it goes to land use planning is the City 
Council, not Parks and Recreation. He will look to the four boards to provide input. 
Mayor Hoffman asked for confirmation that would be a sign-off on the plan and any revisions to 
the site plan and that there might be tweaking to the site plan. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated that the tweaks have been made. The only tweaking that might occur would 
be after her conversation with Mr. Johnson on infrastructure. 
Councilor Jordan indicated that if Council sends the plan back, she would expect that the plan 
would go to the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) and the transportation system planning 
process update.  
Ms. Gilmer indicated the traffic study would probably be able to be finished and effects on the site 
plan would be determined. That information would go to TAB.  
Councilor Olson asked how the plan would proceed with traffic studies and if one big one would 
be done for the Luscher Area with the tennis center. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated that was what would be done. Kittelson has done an initial traffic study but 
hasn’t written anything up yet. They have done traffic counts. Originally there were four locations: 
Bergis Road, Overlook Drive, the roundabout for the Rassekh property, and the area on Rosemont 
by Luscher Farm to get into the community gardens. The traffic counts were done the first year of 
the Master Plan at the end. Counts were done to determine whether capacity was exceeded. 
There is baseline information. She believes this was after the tennis center. It was learned that the 
Bergis Road access point was not going to be a legitimate access point. It has been eliminated, 
and there will no longer be a 25 car parking lot there. The Luscher Farm area, they looked at the 
sight distance all along Rosemont Road to determine where the access points could be. The only 
place an access point can be is just east of the existing driveway. The existing driveway could be 
used, but the road would need to be widened, trees would need to be cut down, and there is 
significant impact to the historic core. If the site plan is approved tonight, it can be taken to the 
consultant to provide the basis for the remaining part of the traffic analysis. There is a planned six 
car parking lot further down Rosemont at the Brock property with a small access point to the 
community gardens; there is no way to put a road from there down to Luscher Farm. Consultants 
will be able to finish the traffic analysis and say if road improvements will be necessary for Luscher 
Farm; they may want a left turn lane off Rosemont into Luscher Farm. Impacts will need to be 
examined. 
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Councilor Olson confirmed that the Master Plan is being written. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated that an outline has been created for the Master Plan. Not much work has 
been put into the narrative yet. The baseline analysis can be done, since it won’t change. The 
public outreach can be done. Not much can be done with the programmatic focus until there is an 
approved site plan.  
Councilor Olson asked if there was any reason why an ag plan could not be done in parallel. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated that there was an issue with timing, since MIG’s intent is to get the Master 
Plan written within the next month, then to the Advisory Board group for review. Once it’s been 
reviewed, it will come to the Council and Planning Commission. She doesn’t believe an ag study 
can be completed in that time frame and get the information in the Master Plan, although it can be 
started. 
Councilor Olson indicated that since there is no funding for the Luscher Area Master Plan, she 
wondered what the rush is to get it to Planning Commission and Council before the end of the 
year. 
Ms. Gilmer indicated she thought it was just to keep the process moving on. A completed plan 
needs to be submitted with a land use application, which is anticipated to be after the first of the 
year. Part of the time frame is predicated on when the site plan can be approved. Approval of the 
site plan has a domino effect on everything else. 
Councilor Olson moved to amend the motion to do an ag plan in parallel and make the 
board chairs working group be the group of record for the plan. Councilor Gudman 
seconded the motion. 
Councilor Jordan indicated she had no problem with the committee being the official standing 
committee, but she does have a problem with taking on the study without having any idea what it’s 
going to cost. A $10,000 figure was given by Mr. Monahan, but Council doesn’t know at this time if 
it is accurate.  
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she concurred with Councilor Jordan. The City is two years into the 
process and has professional staff. She trusts them to carry out the remainder of the process.  
Councilor Gudman moved to divide the two parts of Councilor Olson’s amendment into 
separate motions. Councilor Jordan seconded the motion. 
Councilor Olson noted that while the City has experts, there are no ag experts either in the 
consultant group or on staff. 
Councilor Tierney indicated he would not support the ag study for a couple of reasons. It gets into 
too much detail. The site plan to move a Master Plan can designate it for agriculture, and in the 
future, it can be decided what agriculture goes there. He does not think an addition to a planning 
study that has implications for the future is a good use of funds. He would prefer to spend the 
money working on the streets. 
Councilor Moncrieff indicated she would not support changing the current board of record 
because she is comfortable with the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board following this through 
with the involvement of the other boards and commissions. She does not think the board of record 
should be changed at this late date. 
A roll call vote was held on the motion to divide Councilor Olson’s amendment. The motion 
passed with Councilors Gudman, Jordan, Olson, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ Mayor Hoffman 
and Councilor Moncrieff voted ‘no.’ (4-2) 
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A roll call vote was held on the motion to amend Councilor Moncrieff’s motion to include 
conducting an ag plan/study in parallel. The motion failed with Councilor Olson voting ‘aye.’ 
Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Gudman, Jordan, Moncrieff, and Tierney voted ‘no.’ 
A roll call vote was held on the motion to amend Councilor Moncrieff’s motion to include 
making the board chairs working group the official group of record for the Luscher Area 
Master Plan. The motion passed with Councilors Gudman, Jordan, Olson, and Tierney   
voting ‘aye.’ Mayor Hoffman and Councilor Moncrieff voted ‘no.’ (4-2) 
There was a discussion of the wording of the revised motion.  
Councilor Moncrieff noted there are parameters around creating formal working groups that 
specify terms, term limits, and who can serve. 
Mr. Powell recommended amending the motion to clarify the role of the working group, and that 
the input of the four individuals should be solicited as before on the Plan as it moves forward to the 
Council. 
Councilor Jordan moved to amend the motion to include “the working group continue to be 
included as the Plan moves forward, under the auspices of PRAB as the committee of 
record.” Councilor Moncrieff seconded the motion. 
Mr. Monahan noted that two members of each board have been part of the working group, not the 
chairs.  
A roll call vote was held on the motion to amend to include “the working group continue to 
be included as the Plan moves forward, under the auspices of PRAB as the committee of 
record.” The motion passed with Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Gudman, Jordan, 
Moncrieff, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ Councilor Olson voted ‘no.’ (5-1) 
A roll call vote was held on the motion to include the revised site plan as part of the 
proposed Luscher Area Master Plan to be presented for approval through the required land 
use process and that the working group continue to be included as the Plan moves forward, 
under the auspices of PRAB, as the Committee of Record. The motion passed with Mayor 
Hoffman and Councilors Jordan, Moncrieff, and Tierney voting ‘aye.’ Councilors Gudman 
and Olson voted ‘no.’ (4-2)  
(Recess 8:30-8:40 p.m.) 
3.3 Solid Waste and Recycling Services Franchise Review 
Mr. Wheeler noted that on July 31 there had been a study session regarding Allied Waste’s 
request to renew their franchise agreement early. Council gave direction to go through a process 
that included involving neighborhood association members, business members, Mayor Hoffman, 
Councilor Gudman, SAB members, and staff review the garbage and recycling services and take a 
look at the franchise agreement. The group met a couple of times. Different kinds of services that 
could be added to increase sustainability efforts were discussed. The franchise was reviewed, 
along with the administrative rules. An Open City Hall question was run, which received 73 
comments.  
The main topics looked at were the residential organics, composting, commingled recycling, and 
expanding curbside recycling for other types of materials, such as clamshells and hard plastics. 
Better communication about what goes into the recycling bin can help clarify issues for the citizens. 
Neighborhood and community recycling centers were discussed, as was a compressed natural gas 
fleet that would be a possible conversion if there was a long term renewal. Other services such as 
bulky waste, contracting for household hazardous waste, and e-waste were discussed. The work 
group came to the conclusion that to try to study these adequately and find out if the community 
really wants this kind of services would be appropriately done in creating an adopted Waste 
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Management Plan or Materials Management Plan. Currently there is a regional waste 
management plan, developed by Metro, which helps guide cities in adopting program goals. The 
City would benefit from something that is more tailored to the City if it was trying to achieve zero 
waste as a target; the City could use programs and policies to help achieve that goal. Members of 
the review team felt having that Plan in place would help the conversation about renewing the 
franchise, particularly if the City considers adding new services or changing the franchise to help 
achieve those goals. 
The review team is looking for direction from the Council on next steps. Mr. Wheeler has provided 
options. One of the options is to grant a ten year renewal.  Other options are included, such as 
doing a materials management plan before and after or concurrently. Council may also have 
questions about some of the services considered.  
Councilor Gudman indicated that he believes a bidding process for something with this large a 
dollar figure is important. He also recognizes that Council has a very large number of items before 
them as a Council, not just now but for the next couple of years. As a result of that, he came to the 
conclusion that renewing for a ten-year period coupled with the ability to re-examine at five years 
without adding any new garbage or recycling services at this time is the best way to go forward. 
That does not preclude the work that Sustainability would do in putting together a potential 
Materials Master Plan that the City might adopt.  
Mayor Hoffman indicated the reason he suggested there be a conversation with Allied Waste is 
that there is a SAB and a Sustainability person. It is a $40 million contract. Rather than just sign it 
and move on, he thinks the City should let the SAB look at a Materials Management Plan. If the 
City is moving in the direction of zero waste, adding composting or determining whether it should 
add composting, then this is a good time to do it. He thinks the City should consider whether it can 
do better than it currently is. Perhaps the City can partner with Republic to manage the City’s 
materials in its solid waste stream as opposed to just doing things the same way it has done them. 
He believes the SAB should be given the opportunity to do what they were appointed to do: work to 
make the City more sustainable. The franchise is not up for two years, the Council in partnership 
with SAB and the provider could come up with a plan that would add composting and move the 
City forward in a progressive direction. He would be in favor of Option 3, which is a Materials 
Management Plan and no early renewal. 
Councilor Olson asked how many people responded to the Open City Hall question, and how 
many of those asked for organics composting. 
Mr. Wheeler indicated that 73 people responded to the Open City Hall question, and about 15 
asked for organics composting. 
Ms. Millhauser indicated that the desire for a Materials Management Plan came from Joe Buck, 
the owner of Gubanc’s. He thought it would make sense to understand where the community is in 
terms of solid waste and what it is doing, to establish a baseline in terms of what materials are 
moving through the community. Something Mr. Wheeler mentioned in the memo is that the 
Comprehensive Plan update includes goals and policies around materials management and land 
management. There are goals and policies that could come out of the Comprehensive Plan update 
that could feed into a Materials Management Plan. 
Councilor Tierney indicated he thought these were complementary but could be done 
independently. He is in favor of moving forward with the ten year renewal with the five year 
performance review, which would be Option 2. In parallel to that, the City could start a Materials 
Management Plan. He noted that whatever the community wants to do, it will have to pay for; the 
rates may be adjusted accordingly. He believes the City has a long track record with Allied being 
participatory with the City and being responsive to new things. The food recycling in the 
commercial area is one example of that. As long as it is positive for Allied and positive for the 
community, it will be successful. A Materials Management Plan will take some time to prepare.  
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Councilor Moncrieff concurred with Councilor Tierney that the City has a longstanding good 
relationship with Allied Waste and she knows they have been working closely with SAB and the 
community to increase sustainable practices. She has been happy with their performance in the 
community and their safety record, which is important to citizens. She would like to direct staff to 
integrate feedback from the SAB with Allied and to look into other services. There have been 
questions about discounts for disabled adults who generate more non-compostable waste.    
Mr. Holmes indicated Allied has programs for elderly and disabled as far as services. They could 
explore accommodating their needs as far as rates.  
Ms. Dion indicated it would be an easy thing to incorporate into their rate packet. It could be 
presented independently, either as an addendum to their rates or when they are presenting a full 
proposal. 
Mr. Holmes indicated Portland has a program for low income people. They don’t put the onus on 
the hauling company; the City has a process for people who are eligible for a price break. 
Councilor Jordan indicated she agreed with the ten year renewal. She doesn’t think the City 
needs a formal Materials Management Plan at this time, but she likes the five year review. In the 
meantime, there may be opportunities to work with the neighborhood associations to have special 
pickup boxes occasionally for special items. This happens now, but not everyone knows about it.  
Councilor Olson indicated she would support Option 5, other options. She would not renew it now 
but renew it in 2013. She thinks doing it now would be a little rushed, and she would like more 
information. She has issues with items on p. 3 of the staff report, about residential organics 
composting. She doesn’t think bi-weekly garbage service for food waste will work in Lake Oswego. 
Mr. Wheeler indicated that various things were listed in the staff report as possibilities that could 
happen, not that they necessarily would. Since these items have been in the news, they needed to 
be discussed. 
Councilor Moncrieff noted that these things have been under discussion for two or three years. 
Residential curbside composting has also been considered for some time. 
Councilor Jordan noted that people also need to consider what kind of costs would be involved 
for the utility payer. 
Mayor Hoffman indicated there were other ideas besides composting, for example, waste 
management provides boxes where light bulbs or batteries can be put in the mail.  
Councilor Gudman noted that these are two separate things: one is the agreement; the second is 
a Materials Management Plan. He does not think the Materials Management Plan should be a high 
priority, and that is the feedback he has received from citizens.     
Mr. Powell indicated that what he was hearing from Council was that it was in favor of a ten year 
renewal with a five year performance review, and in addition to that the opportunity to re-open the 
agreement to add new services. 
Mr. Holmes noted that the City had the opportunity at any time to request new services, not just at 
a contract renewal or performance review. 
(Interruption from the audience asking for Police presence outside because of a fight. 
Council was on break from 9:07-9:11 p.m.) 
Mr. Powell noted that the company is known as Rossman’s Inc. dba Allied Waste Services, a 
Republic Services company.  
In discussion, Mayor Hoffman and Councilors Gudman, Moncrieff, and Tierney were in favor 
of Option 2. Councilor Jordan indicated she liked Option 2, but did not want an explicit 
Materials Management Plan. Councilor Olson was in favor of Option 5. 
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4. ADJOURNMENT 
Mayor Hoffman adjourned the meeting at 9:22 p.m. 

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

 

 

 

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 
ON December 18, 2012 
 
Jack D. Hoffman   /s/   
Jack D. Hoffman, Mayor 
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