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Contact:    Catherine Schneider, City Recorder    Also published on the internet at: 
Email:      cschneider@ci.oswego.or.us      www.ci.oswego.or.us 
Phone:     503‐675‐3984 
 
The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. To request accommodations, please contact 
Public Affairs at 503‐635‐0236, 48 hours before the meeting. 
 
 
1.   CALL TO ORDER 

 
2.  ROLL CALL 

 
3.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 
4.   PRESENTATIONS 

 
4.1  Clackamas County Business Recycling Awards Group – Library Recognition 

 
4.2  Distinguished Service Award, Kim Gilmer 

 
4.3  Metro Update, Councilor Collette 

 
5.  CONSENT AGENDA (5 minutes) 

 The consent agenda allows the City Council to consider items that require no 
discussion.   

 An item may only be discussed if it is pulled from the consent agenda. 

 The City Council makes one motion covering all items included in the consent 
agenda. 

 
5.1  RESOLUTIONS 

 
5.1.1  Resolution 13‐08 – A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake 

Oswego Approving Appointments to the Development Review 
Commission 
 
Action:  Adopt Resolution 13‐08, Approving Appointments to the 
Development Review Commission 
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5.1.2  Resolution 13‐11 – A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake 
Oswego Approving Appointments to the Historic Resources Advisory 
Board  
 
Action:  Adopt Resolution 13‐11, Approving Appointments to the Historic 
Resources Advisory Board 
 

5

5.1.3  Resolution 13‐12 – A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Lake 
Oswego Approving Appointments to the Library Advisory Board 
 
Action:  Adopt Resolution 13‐12, Approving Appointments to the Library 
Advisory Board 
 

9

5.2  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

  January 10, 2013, Special Meeting 
 
January 15, 2013, Regular Meeting 
 
Action:   Approve minutes as written 
 

15
 

17

6.   ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

7.  CITIZEN COMMENT (15 minutes) 
The purpose of citizen comment is to allow citizens to present information or raise an 
issue regarding items not on the agenda or regarding agenda items that do not 
include a public hearing.  A time limit of three minutes per citizen shall apply. 
 

8.  DEPARTMENT REPORTS 
 

8.1  FY 2013 Second Quarter Financial Review 
 

29

8.2  Lake Oswego Tigard Water Partnership Update 
 

8.3  Review of West Linn LOTWP Decision – Authorization to proceed 
 

8.4  Amendment to Personal Services Contract – Water Treatment Plan Design 
Services 
 
Motion:  Approve a contract amendment to MWH Americas, Inc. in the 
amount of $200,000 for water treatment plant design services 
 

51

8.5  Award of a Public Improvement Contract for the River Intake Pump Station 
(RIPS) Project 
 
Motion:  Award a public improvement contract to Slayden Construction 

57
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Group in the amount of $10,566,000 for construction of the River Intake 
Pump Station project 
 

8.6  Award of a Goods and Services Contract to Mitsubishi Electric Products, 
Inc. for the Water Treatment Plant Ozone System 
 
Motion:  Award a Goods and Special Services contract in the amount of 
$2,390,000 to Mitsubishi Electric Power Products, Inc. to provide the Water 
Treatment Plant Ozone System 
 

61

8.7  Award of a Goods and Special Services Contract to FKC Co., Ltd. for the 
Water Treatment Plant Screw Press Equipment 
 
Motion:  Award a Goods and Special Services contract in the amount of $399,677 to 
FKC Co., Ltd. to provide the Water Treatment Plant Screw Press Equipment 
 

65

9.  ORDINANCES 
 

9.1  Ordinance 2614 – Concluding the Community Forestry Commission 
 
An Ordinance of the Lake Oswego City Council Amending Articles 12.51 
and 55.02 of the Lake Oswego Code to Conclude the Community Forestry 
Commission and to transfer its Functions to the Development Review 
Commission 
 
Motion:  Adopt Ordinance 2614 concluding the Community Forestry 
Commission and returning its functions to the Development Review 
Commission 
 

71

10.  STUDY SESSIONS 
 

10.1  Luscher Area Master Plan 
 

77

10.2  Public Art Program Contract 
 

83

11.  INFORMATION FROM COUNCIL (15 MINUTES) 
This agenda item provides an opportunity for individual Councilors to 
provide information to the Council on matters not otherwise on the 
agenda.  Each Councilor will be given five minutes. 
 

11.1  Councilor Information 
 

11.2  Reports of Council Committees, Organizational Committees, and 
Intergovernmental Committees 
 

12.  REPORTS OF OFFICERS (15 minutes) 
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12.1  City Manager 
 

12.2  Review of Council Schedule 
 

12.2  Review of Council Digest 
 

12.3  City Attorney 
 

13.  ADJOURNMENT 
 



LAKE OSWEGO 
Centennial191 0·201 0 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

ACTION 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

Anne-Marie Simpson, Deputy City Recorder 

Development Review Commission Appointments 

February 1, 2013 

5.1.1 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

Adopt Resolution 13-08, approving appointments to the Development Review Commission. 

BACKGROUND 

The City Council Interview Committee consisting of Councilors Kehoe and O'Neill, and Don Richards, Vice-
Chair of the Development Review Commission, met on January 30, 2013, to interview candidates for the 
Development Review Commission. One of the candidates selected was required to have a background in 
the business of financing the purchase and development of real property, or have a background in civil 
engineering. 

It was the consensus of the Interview Committee to recommend that Bob Needham be reappointed to the 
Development Review Commission for a three-year term ending November 30, 2015, that David Poulson be 
appointed to the Development Review Commission for a three-year term ending November 30, 2015, and 
that Ali Afghan be appointed as alternate to the Development Review Commission, should there be a 
vacancy, through October 31, 2013. David Poulson's employment as a civil engineer fulfilled the required 
selection criteria. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that City Council adopt Resolution 13-08. 

Feb 19 2013 1 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution 13-08 

Reviewed by: 

2 Feb 19 2013 



ATTACHMENT 1 
RESOLUTION 13-08 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO APPROVING 
APPOINTMENTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION 

WHEREAS, a City Council Interview Committee consisting of Councilors Kehoe and 
O'Neill, and Don Richards, Vice-Chair of the Develop merit Review Commission, met on 
January 30, 2013, to interview candidates for the Development Review Commission; and 

WHEREAS, one of the candidates selected was required to have a background in the 
business of financing the purchase and development of real property, or have a 
background in civil engineering; and 

WHEREAS, it was the consensus of the Interview Committee to recommend that Bob 
Needham be reappointed to the Development Review Commission for a three-year 
term ending November 30, 2015, that David Poulson be appointed to the Development 
Review Commission for a three-year term ending November 30, 2015, and that Ali 
Afghan be appointed as alternate to the Development Review Commission, should there 
be a vacancy through October 31, 2013, and 

WHEREAS, David Poulson's employment as a civil engineer fulfilled the required 
selection criteria, and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor has made the appointments recommended by the Interview 
Committee; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego 
approves the reappointment of Bob Needham to the Development Review Commission 
for a three-year term ending November 30, 2015; the appointment of David Poulson to 
the Development Review Commission for a three-year term ending November 30, 2015, 
and the appointment of Ali Afghan as alternative to the Development Review 
Commission, should there be a vacancy through October 31, 2013. 

This resolution shall take effect upon passage. 

Approved and adopted by the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego at a regular 
meeting held on the 19th day of February, 2013. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

EXCUSED: 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 

David Powell, City Attotney 

Feb 19 2013 3 
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LAKE OSWEGO 
Centennial1910·2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

ACTION 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

Anne-Marie Simpson, Deputy City Recorder 

Historic Resources Advisory Board Appointments 

February 19, 2013 

5.1.2 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

Adopt Resolution 13-11, appointing members to the Historic Resources Advisory Board. 

BACKGROUND 

The City Council Interview Committee consisting of Councilors Mike Kehoe and Jon Gustafson received 
applications for reappointment to the Historic Resources Advisory Board from Holly Redway and Vice-Chair 
Jeannie McGuire. These applications were the only submissions received during a two month recruiting 
period for two openings on the Board. Although Ms. McGuire has served two consecutive full terms and 
would not under normal circumstances be immediately considered eligible for an additional term under 
Section 12.50.015 (5) of the Lake Oswego Code, that section also provides that "the Council may, in its 
discretion, make exceptions to this limitation in the event of extenuating circumstances." The small pool of 
applicants, and the desire to have the work of the Board continue unhindered by a shortage of members, 
were considered to qualify as extenuating circumstances. 

Given the past outstanding service of both applicants, and the Council's option to "otherwise screen" 
applicants in lieu of interviews as referenced in Article 12.50.015 (1), it was the consensus of the Interview 
Committee to recommend that Holly Redway and Jeannie McGuire each be reappointed to the Historic 
Resources Advisory Board for three-year terms ending December 31, 2015. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that City Council adopt Resolution 13-11. 

Feb 19 2013 5 



Page 2 

David Powell, City Attorney 
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ATIACHMENT 1 

RESOLUTION 13-11 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO APPROVING 
APPOINTMENTS TO THE HISTORIC RESOURCES ADVISORY BOARD 

WHEREAS, a City Council Interview Committee consisting of Councilors Mike Kehoe and Jon 
Gustafson reviewed applications for the Historic Resources Advisory Board; and 

WHERAS, the only submissions received for the two openings on the Board were from two 
currently serving members; and 

WHEREAS, Section 12.50.015 (1) of the Lake Oswego Code allows the City Council to exercise 
the option to ((otherwise screen" applicants in lieu of interviews; and 

WHEREAS, although applicant Jeannie McGuire has served the two consecutive full terms 
allowed by LOC 12.50.015(5), that subsection of the Code also allows the City Council to ({make 
exceptions to this limitation in the event of extenuating circumstances;" and 

WHEREAS, it was the consensus of the Interview Committee forgo interviews and recommend 
that Jeannie McGuire and Holly Rodway both be reappointed to the Historic Resources Advisory 
Board for a three-year term ending December 31, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor has made the appointments recommended by the Interview Committee; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that small pool of applicants, and the desire to have the work 
of the Board continue unhindered by a shortage of members, qualify as extenuating 
circumstances warranting the appointment of Jeannie McGuire to a third consecutive term on 
the Board; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego approves 
the reappointment of both Jeannie McGuire and Holly Rodway to the Historic Resources 
Advisory Board for three-year terms ending December 31, 2015. 

This resolution shall take effect upon passage. 

Approved and adopted by the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego at a regular meeting held 
on the 19th day of February, 2013. 

Feb 19 2013 7 



AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

EXCUSED: 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 

1CDA~ 
David Powell, City Attorney 
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LAKE OSWEGO 
Centennial1910 2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

ACTION 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

Anne-Marie Simpson, Deputy City Recorder 

Library Advisory Board Appointments 

February 19, 2013 

Adopt Resolution 13-12, appointing members to the Library Advisory Board. 

BACKGROUND 

5.1.3 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

The City Council Interview Committee consisting of Councilors Mike Kehoe and Donna Jordan met on 
February 6, 2013, to interview candidates for the Library Advisory Board. It was the consensus of the 
Interview Committee to recommend that David Short be re-appointed to the Library Advisory Board for a 
second three-year term ending January 31, 2016; that Maria Meneghin be appointed to the Library 
Advisory Board for a three-year term ending January 31, 2016; and that Ben Patin kin be appointed as 
alternate to the Library Advisory Board, should there be a vacancy through December 31, 2013. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that City Council adopt Resolution 13-12. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution 13-12 

Review···· ed by: .. ··········:2f2·· /" An~·· 
David Powell r ~ 
City Attorney City Manager 

Feb 19 2013 9 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

RESOLUTION 13-12 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO APPROVING APPOINTMENTS TO 

THE LIBRARY ADVISORY BOARD 

WHEREAS, a City Council Interview Committee, consisting of Councilors Mike Kehoe and Donna Jordan 
met on February 6, 2013, to interview candidates for the Library Advisory Board; and 

WHEREAS, it was the consensus of the Interview Committee to recommend that David Short be re-
appointed to the Library Advisory Board for a second three-year term ending January 31, 2016; that 
Maria Meneghin be appointed to the Library Advisory Board for a three-year term ending January 31, 
2016; and that Ben Patinkin be appointed as alternate to the Library Advisory Board, should there be a 
vacancy through December 31, 2013; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor has made the appointments recommended by the Interview Committee; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego approves the 
reappointment of David Short to the Library Advisory Board for a second three-year term ending January 
31, 2016; that Maria Meneghin be appointed to the Library Advisory Board for a three-year term ending 
January 31, 2016; and that Ben Patinkin be appointed as alternate to the Library Advisory Board, should 
there be a vacancy through December 31, 2013. 

This resolution shall take effect upon passage. 

Approved and adopted by the City Council of the City of Lake Oswego at a regular meeting held on the 
19th day of February, 2013. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

EXCUSED: 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
ATTEST: 

Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 

AP~T~ 
D~VidPO\Veii: city Attorney 

Feb 19 2013 11 
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LAKE OS\VEGO 
Centennial1910 .. 2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

ACTION 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
City Manager's Office 

Approval of Meeting Minutes 

February 8, 2013 

Approve minutes as written. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. January 10, 2013, Special Meeting 
2. January 15, 2013, Regular Meeting 

Feb 19 2013 

5.2 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503·675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or. us 

13 
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CITY COUNCILSPECIAL MEETING 
MINUTES 

January 10, 2013 

Mayor Kent Studebaker called the special City Council meeting to order at 9:03 a.m. on 
January 10, 2013, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue. 

Present: Mayor Studebaker, Councilors Bowerman, Gudman, Gustafson, Jordan, 
Kehoe and O'Neill 

Staff Present: David Donaldson, City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; Catherine 
Schneider, City Recorder; Brant Williams, Assistant City Manager; Joel 
Komarek, Project Director, Lake Oswego Water Partnership; Jane Heisler, 
Communications Director, Lake Oswego Water Partnership; Norm Eder, 
Consultant, Lake Oswego Water Partnership 

3. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mayor Studebaker convened an Executive Session at 9:04a.m. pursuant to ORS 192.660 (2) (f) 
consider records that are exempt by law from public inspection. Mr. Powell reviewed the Executive 
Session parameters. 

4. RETURN TO OPEN SESSION 

Councilors Kehoe and Gudman departed the meeting before the conclusion of Executive Session. 

Mayor Studebaker returned the meeting to open session at 12:02 p.m. 

Councilor Jordan moved to authorize staff to work with City of West Linn staff as they 
prepare their staff proposal for the West Linn City Council, however, not to submit a Lake 
Oswego proposal, with relation to the matter in the West Linn Council motion approved on 
Monday, January 7, 2013. Councilor Gustafson seconded the motion. 

Vote: Motion passes, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors Bowerman, Gustafson, Jordan 
and O'Neill voting 'aye.' (5-0) Councilors Kehoe and Gudman were not present for the vote. 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

Councilor Bowerman moved to adjourn the meeting, Councilor Gustafson seconded the 
motion. A voice vote was held, and the motion passed with Mayor Studebaker and 
Councilors Bowerman, Gustafson, Jordan and O'Neill voting 'aye.' (5-0) 

Mayor Studebaker adjourned the meeting at 12:03 p.m. 

APPROVED BY THE City Council 
ON ________________ __ 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 

City Council Regular Meeting Minutes 
January 10, 2013 

Feb 19 2013 

Respectfully submitted, 

Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 

Page 1 of 1 
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CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING 
MINUTES 

January 15, 2013 

Mayor Studebaker called the regular City Council meeting to order at 6:32 p.m. on January 
15, 2013, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue. 

Present: Mayor Studebaker, Councilors Bowerman, Gudman, Gustafson, Jordan, 
Kehoe, and 0' Neill 

Staff Present: David Donaldson, City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; Catherine 
Schneider, City Recorder; Megan Phelan, Human Resources Director; Ursula 
Euler, Finance Director 

3. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

The Council convened in executive session at 6:32 p.m. under the authority of ORS 192.660 (2) (f) 
to consider records that are exempt by law from public inspection. Mr. Powell reviewed the 
parameters for Executive Session. 

4. RETURN TO OPEN SESSION 

The Council returned the meeting to open session at 7:00 p.m. 

5. CITIZEN COMMENT 

• Paden Prichard - 204 Sixth Street, Lake Oswego- Vice chair of Evergreen 
Neighborhood Association - Foothills and Tennis Center 

Mr. Prichard indicated he thought any discussion of rescinding the recent Council decision to 
enable the Foothills Urban Renewal Plan should be done at a scheduled public hearing with public 
testimony in order to be perfectly transparent. He knows that many of his neighbors would speak in 
favor of the Foothills Urban Renewal. As a member of the Citizens' Advisory Committee (CAC), he 
thinks it was wrong to waste the effort of the last three years of public participation and planning, 
now that there may be an opportunity for an unnamed developer or the existing property owners to 
redevelop this area. There is almost no cost to the City to leave the urban renewal designation in 
place. He would like it to be given some time to see what happens. 

Regarding the proposed tennis center, he believes the proposal for a new tennis center at the rural 
edge of an entrance to Lake Oswego is misguided. The building is proposed to cover 68,000 
square feet, which is more than 1.5 acres. A portion of the land is a drainage area which is or 
should be considered Sensitive Lands. A building more than 35' tall would be immense in this 
location. The architectural renderings that indicate the building will be almost invisible from various 
viewpoints are misleading. The footprint is about the same size as Lakeview Village. When viewed 
from First Street, it is about the same height. Almost 14,000 cubic yards of dirt will have to be 
removed to create a level site. It seems unconscionable that almost $1 million of accumulated 
Parks SDCs can be used for this one enterprise, which is a business venture. Selling the existing 
tennis center for $1 million may be possible, but the footprint of the existing building and parking 
would barely accommodate six new residential lots and some additional land would be needed for 
road and utility access; all of this is in the middle of a park. The City GIS maps do not show a site 
boundary for the existing facility, so a subdivision would be required. The old center would be 
wasted. There is no value placed on the structure. The cost basis of the new facility does not 
include the value of the land, so it does not represent the true cost of the project. In conversation 
with local commercial contractors, the suggested cost of construction appears doubtfuL The 

City Regular Meeting Minutes Page 1 of 11 
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existing facility is in the center of town and is served with adequate roads and transit; there is 
sufficient almost levelland to the south and slightly east of the existing building to add four more 
courts, parking, and related infrastructure to create an eight court facility. It would be invisible in 
this location. He believes a proper analysis of the existing site should be undertaken before any 
more commitments are made on the proposed facility. 

• Jack Norby- 4040 Kenthorpe, West Linn- LO~Tigard Water Partnership Project 

Mr. Norby indicated that he had not appeared before Council before because he did not feel he 
would be heard. About six years ago, he heard a rumor that Lake Oswego was going to build a 
massive water treatment plant on his street to replace the current one. He called Lake Oswego, 
and Mr. Komarek was sent to talk to him and his neighbors. According to Mr. Nordby, Mr. Komarek 
reassured them that only minor upgrades were planned; he misled them. When the project was 
announced, Mr. Norby went to the first Robinwood Neighborhood meeting, which he used to be the 
Chair of, where it was discussed with Mr. Komarek and Ms. Heisler. Under questioning that night 
and later neighborhood meetings, they downplayed what was going on. According to Mr. Nordby, 
Mr. Komarek lied during these meetings. When asked whether the plant could be built in Lake 
Oswego, he claimed that the flow in the pipe couldn't be reversed so that it served Glenmorrie and 
parts of Marylhurst. The West Linn Planning Commission received testimony that it could be 
reversed. At meetings, Mr. Komarek mentioned that two different property assessments had been 
done around the plant that said the houses would lose no value from the new plant construction. 
Mr. Norby filed a Freedom of Information request with Mr. Powell and got no results; these 
assessments don't exist. They did an appraisal on the two low-income houses that Lake Oswego 
owned there, not the neighborhood. When asked if the Clackamas River could supply the water, 
Mr. Komarek said he had a hydrologist report that the Clackamas River would only be lower by two 
inches if the new plant went on line. Once again, no such report was available from Mr. Powell. 
The Carollo Report, which started this project, contained several errors. The report underestimated 
the conservation and savings in Lake Oswego by 70 times. It claimed savings of 0.5% a year when 
the actual savings in 2011 were over 35%. The build-out of Lake Oswego was inflated and 
included the Stafford Triangle and some other unknown service areas to get an increase in 
capacity of 50°/o. The build-out of Lake Oswego is estimated at 5°/o more than currently. Using his 
own figures, savings with conservation show that Lake Oswego will never need more capacity. The 
peak is 12 million gallons now, and average water use in 2011 was 4.7 million gallons per day. The 
current capacity is 16 million gallons per day. The cost of the plant was estimated by FCS, who did 
the OHSU tram. They were given many of their figures by the City, probably by Mr. Komarek. The 
cost is more than double the $128 million estimate; one of West Linn's Planning Commissioners 
calculated $357 million. Now the City is asked to pay bribes. Lake Oswego has needlessly spent a 
bunch of money and the situation is unfortunate. Engineers are held to high ethical standards. He 
does not believe Mr. Komarek has met these standards. He understands that the sewer interceptor 
didn't need to be built and a much less expensive repair was sufficient; Mr. Komarek again holds 
responsibility. 

Mr. Norby has also not been favorably impressed by Ms. Heisler. She has angered many of his 
neighbors. She had some interesting ideas about softening the construction impacts. Mr. Norby 
does not believe Mr. Komarek and Ms. Heisler benefit the City of Lake Oswego. 

• Rob Fallow- 91 Foothills Road, Lake Oswego- Foothills redevelopment owner 

Mr. Fallow indicated he was an owner in the Foothills redevelopment area. Along with the other 
owners, he is a long time business property owner in Lake Oswego; they are parties to the Pre-
Development Agreement (PDA). Once the work under the PDA is complete, the owners are the 
people responsible for repayment to the City of a portion of the PDA cost of approximately 
$11 0,000. There are no other parties responsible for this repayment. The payment was conditioned 
on finishing the work of the PDA. The work included code amendments and post-Plan 
amendments, mapping the code amendments. No City dollars go to Foothills infrastructure without 
a Development Agreement; this assures the ability of the City to recapture these costs should any 
development go forward. At the end of last year, the City decided to break the code amendments 

City Council Regular Meeting Minutes 
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into two phases. The first phase was completed and voted on last year. The second phase remains 
to be completed in the first quarter of 2013 and includes the development standards of the 
Framework Plan and mapping the code amendments so eventually the owners or developers could 
pursue development. This is basically staff time and remains to be done. These have been 
presented to the City already. In addition, an essential condition of this process was the urban 
renewal area. In good faith, the owners have stayed engaged in the process with the 
understanding that the Urban Renewal Area (URA) would be completed. Even before completing 
the Framework Plan, the Council is discussing removing this essential condition. The URA is a tool 
in the City's toolbox. The City may want to use it in the future. The owners are asking Council to 
keep that in mind as it moves forward. They are asking Council to finish the process. If the City 
walks away and does not finish the project, then the City and the owners do not have a buildable 
Plan. Owners ask the City to finish the Framework Plan process. 

• Doug Cushing - 4311 Glacier Lily, Lake Oswego- Member CAC for Comprehensive 
Plan; President-Elect of Chamber of Commerce and Chairman of Government Affairs 
Committee - Foothills 

Mr. Cushing indicated that Councilor Jordan's husband is his former law partner. The Chamber 
asks Council to move forward with Foothills. This is a part of the City that has potential for 
development for economic improvement. Without the continuation of the Framework Plan and the 
Urban Renewal Plan for the area, which is private dollars first, Foothills will be a blight on the City. 
It will not encourage development or lead to building. The Chamber thinks it is very important 
Foothills be continued. The commitment of the City is not insignificant, but it is not based on going 
forward on its own, simply hoping private dollars follow. It is based on the City moving forward only 
after private dollars are committed. The potential development of economic opportunities in the 
City is quite limited, simply based on available space. Foothills is one of the very few places 
available. 

Mayor Studebaker noted that Urban Renewal District money is not the only way to fund Foothills. 

Mr. Cushing indicated it was not the only way being discussed to fund Foothills. The proposal is 
basically for private commitment to development which would include owners and a future 
developer. The proposal is for private development of the properties, and public infrastructure to 
the extent it is built into the Foothills Plan. Public infrastructure will ultimately be paid for by bond 
issues or SDCs. The urban renewal process fosters the greater private money. There is a potential 
impact on other taxing districts, although his understanding is that there is very limited impact on 
Lake Oswego schools. 

Councilor Gudman asked if Mr. Cushing saw any way of separating the Foothills Plan and the 
Foothills Urban Renewal District, or if they were inextricably linked from the Chamber's 
perspective. Mr. Cushing indicated that to separate them, owners would need to be asked if it was 
within their capability to fully put together the funding that would be required. Based on what the 
Chamber has seen, it is very difficult. From the standpoint of the Comprehensive Plan 
development, this area is one of the few available for employment growth as well as development 
in the City. He is not aware of anyone who has suggested that there would be enough purely 
private dollars to do everything without a City contribution. 

• Katie Kicza- 820 McVey Ave., Lake Oswego- Urban renewal and City spending 

Ms. Kicza indicated she thought Lake Oswego takes urban renewal to a whole new level. She 
wanted to remind Council that three schools were shut down in Lake Oswego. She would like the 
City to address this; it is spending a lot of money on Foothills, the West End Building, and the 
water treatment plant. Something needs to be done to attract young families. 
6. DEPARTMENT REPORTS 

6.1 City Manager Recruitment Process 
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Ms. Phelan asked for approval from Council to begin the process of requesting proposals from 
executive search firms to assist in the city manager recruitment. She would like to seek proposals 
from a wide variety of search firms for Council to consider, including those that are working in the 
public sector as well as the private sector. If she receives approval to proceed, she would expect to 
have proposals to present to Council within three to four weeks. She would like direction as to 
whether the full Council will review proposals or whether Council will design a subcommittee for the 
purpose of selecting a recruiter. 

Councilor Jordan noted that during the last search there was a subcommittee that interviewed 
and reviewed the proposals and made a recommendation to the full Council as to which firms to 
use. 

Mayor Studebaker confirmed he would appoint the subcommittee. 

Ms. Phelan noted that once a recruiter is selected and a contract is negotiated with them, the City 
would enter the phase of profile development. Council should think about what kind of a City 
manager to hire. The first step in the process is to have an open session with the public to hear 
from them about what they value in a city manager. She also thinks it would be important to have 
the recruiter or perhaps members of the Council conduct stakeholder interviews with members of 
the community, associations, businesses, perhaps the School District, the Lake Corporation, and 
the Chamber of Commerce about what they envision as a successful city manager. Personal traits 
such as honesty, work ethic, integrity, good oral and written communication skills will be important 
skills. The job description will cover the basics of what the person does on a day to day basis. 
There are other questions to consider. Some things that set managers apart are found in their 
approach to management and leadership. Council should consider how the city manager will lead 
and motivate staff; react to crisis, emergency situations, or other problems; how much and what 
type of responsibilities the city manager should absorb themselves and what to delegate to other 
staff; and how visible the city manager should be. That is a time consuming effort, but it can be 
very worthwhile. 

Mayor Studebaker asked what kind of a timeframe these processes were expected to take. Ms. 
Phelan indicated that reaching out to the public was anticipated to take about two weeks, 
especially if the recruiter does a lot of the legwork for the stakeholder meetings. An open session 
could be held at any regular meeting the Council has. The entire recruitment process is expected 
to take four to six months. 

Councilor Jordan indicated she thought Council would want to think about things like whether 
they want the city manager to live in the city or not. Things like this may become important. She 
noted that the process for a city manager is outlined in state law. 

Ms. Phelan indicated she would work closely with the State Attorney's office to make sure any 
regulations are followed. 

7. COUNCIL BUSINESS 

Mayor Studebaker moved to conclude Mr. Donaldson's service as city manager effective 
January 16, 2013 and for Mr. Donaldson to resume his position as assistant city manager at 
that time and to authorize the Mayor to sign an employment agreement hiring Tom Coffee 
as city manager at a salary of $15,000 per month for a term beginning January 16, 2013, and 
ending on July 12, 2013, with the City Council having discretion to end the employment at 
any time or to extend the term from month to month for up to six additional months, and 
with no health benefits, PERS contributions, or any other benefits provided by the City to 
other employees. Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion. 

Mayor Studebaker noted that this was not discussed in executive session. 

DISCUSSION 

Councilor Gustafson indicated he would be interested in hearing some background on this 
decision and motion before commenting further. He noted that this was Council's first full regularly 
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scheduled meeting. He wants very much for this Council to be highly functional and to have a good 
working relationship with each other. He believes trust and respect for each other and the 
community are vital. He believes that this decision tonight violates that trust and disrespects the 
citizens, because they deserve a say in who the city manager is. It appears that this hiring decision 
was done in secret, without any public notice or opportunity for citizen involvement, without even 
informing the entire Council. Councilor Gustafson and the citizens haven't had the opportunity to 
review Mr. Coffee's credentials, and talk with or interview him. Councilor Gustafson doesn't know if 
Mr. Coffee has any experience as a city manager; he knows that Mr. Coffee was a member of a 
political action committee that said things about Councilor Gustafson during the campaign that 
weren't true. That makes it difficult for Councilor Gustafson to have an objective, fair working 
relationship with Mr. Coffee, and for roughly half of the citizens of the City, who didn't agree with 
the direction of the political action committee. He thought people who were running for election 
pretty much agreed that things needed to be done to bring the City together and not do things that 
would deepen the rift. This seems like an opportunity to have an open and transparent process for 
hiring a new city manager. If Council did, it would be Council's direction to find someone who can 
build bridges and hasn't already established themselves on one side of the political spectrum. 
Councilor Gustafson is very uncomfortable with this because there has been no public 
participation; he thinks the city manager position is too important to be handled without the public 
being involved. He would like to see this decision happen at some point in the future when public 
input has been received. 

Councilor Jordan indicated she had been encouraged by the prospect of an open Council, 
operating with transparency, and communicating with the public, but this evening she feels like she 
is part of a palace coup. To place someone who endorsed the Mayor in his candidacy into the 
position of city administrator without any type of public input or review by the Council in a public 
setting does not seem sufficiently transparent or like good operation of City government to her. She 
believes the city was very fortunate to have Mr. Donaldson employed at a time when the last city 
manager left. Mr. Donaldson has been a face for the City on the Chamber Board and in the 
community. Mr. Donaldson went the extra mile in making sure that people in this town felt they 
were listened to. When he was appointed to the position as interim city manager, the previous 
Council recognized that a new Council would have their own ideas about who should be a city 
manager and what the city manager role might be, so they did not go through a formal search. 
Council was fortunate that Mr. Donaldson was available; he knew the budget, employees, system, 
and City; he had been through human resources. It makes Councilor Jordan very uncomfortable 
that a certain group of people have quietly made a decision about who they're going to put in 
place. The City charter creates a Mayor and Council who set policy, and a city administrator who 
invokes that policy does hiring, firing, and acts ~ccording to the policies set by the Council; the 
administrator remains in control of the actual day-to-day business of the City. This seems like 
Council is trying to put in place someone who will do what Council wants, and take care of things 
the way the Council wants it. She doesn't like that. Mr. Coffee has been employed by West Linn, 
he has come to Lake Oswego Comprehensive Plan updates, and was involved in the earlier 
Comprehensive Plan in the 90s; now that the City is updating it, he didn't like it. Councilor Jordan is 
wondering why Mr. Coffee wants to come and work for the City. She thinks there are a lot of 
reasons why there should be an open and honest discussion about who leads the City as city 
administrator, and that is not being done here. 

Mayor Studebaker indicated he agrees that Mr. Donaldson has done a fantastic job under difficult 
circumstances with a very divided Council. He is delighted Mr. Donaldson is going to continue with 
the City as assistant city manager. There has been a change in City Council; he and other people 
believe that Mr. Coffee has the qualifications the City needs to go in the direction the City is going. 
Mr. Coffee has worked in Tucson as planner, in Corvallis as associate planner and community 
development director, and for Lake Oswego from 1991 to 2001 when he held the position of 
planning director, community development director, and assistant city manager. He has been a 
consultant to West Linn on Stafford issues. He has worked in Tigard as community development 
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director. He has outstanding qualifications in terms of City functions and knowledge about the City 
of Lake Oswego and surrounding communities. 

Regarding openness and transparency, there were decisions to make to carry out what the 
community seemed to want. Part of that is getting someone who has the qualifications to carry out 
the job of city manager. Everyone was not told about it due to concern for Mr. Donaldson. 

Councilor Kehoe concurred that Mr. Donaldson has done an outstanding job. He seconded the 
motion because in the past, Mr. Donaldson indicated he wanted to be considered for the city 
manager position. He thinks the City is better off allowing Mr. Donaldson to go back to being 
assistant city manager and apply for the position. Councilor Kehoe thought it was inappropriate for 
Mr. Donaldson to be managing the process and acting as city manager while the City is looking for 
a new city manager. He has gotten to know Mr. Coffee over the last several years, and while he 
doesn't always agree with him, Mr. Coffee goes through a good decision making process and is 
well-educated about Lake Oswego; Mr. Coffee can hit the ground running. 

Councilor Kehoe noted that there was no public process when Mr. Donaldson was promoted to 
city manager. This is an interim fix that is a placeholder situation. Mr. Coffee is not looking to run 
the City for five or ten years. 

Councilor Gustafson indicated he did not understand the urgency of replacing Mr. Donaldson as 
interim city manager, other than rumors about Mr. Coffee's hit list of city employees, departments, 
and programs that he would like to get rid of. 

Councilor Jordan indicated she did not believe there was ever an opportunity for deception in the 
last two Councils she served on. Public processes were held. There are a lot of people in the 
community who have different opinions. She believes a lot of people in the community were hoping 
there would be an opportunity for the Council to look at what needed to be done, what people 
could agree on moving forward, and get time to understand where some things are. A lot of issues 
are not urgent. Doing things urgently does not build consensus or bring the community together. 

Councilor Bowerman indicated that in the interest of sensitivity, she asked that no one on the 
Council refer to rumors or things such as rumors of a hit list. She doesn't think such things should 
be stated in public sessions as they cause fear. She stated that Council needs to move forward. 

Councilor Gustafson indicated he wants Council to work well together. He referred to rumors due 
to the lack of any other information. 

A roll call vote was held. The motion passed with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Bowerman, Gudman, Kehoe, and O'Neill voting 'aye.' Councilors Gustafson and Jordan 
voted 'no.' (5-2) 
7.1 FY 2013-14 Budget Direction 
Mr. Donaldson indicated Council was being asked to provide input to staff, particularly regarding 
the property tax rate. That can be taken into consideration as the budget is developed. 

QUESTIONS OF STAFF 
Councilor Gudman indicated he had four items that he wanted to address, subject to the approval 
of the Council. First, that the tax rate per thousand should be reduced to offset the increase in tax 
assessed value for the preparation of the 2013-2014 budget. Second, the proposed budget shows 
payments on the West End Building not only principal and interest but potentially up to $1.5 million 
in total. He suggested the City make the minimum payment on the principal, which is $850,000, 
and the interest associated with that. The balance of dollars in the draft memorandum would be 
used elsewhere in the budget. Third, to add staff, whether for the Waste Water Master Plan or 
other programs in any department, there should be an offset elsewhere in the City, so that there is 
no net change. Fourth, during the budget process, the City should find $1.3 million in the overall 
budget to provide a one-time offset in the utility bills. 
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Councilor Jordan noted that she had spoken earlier with Ms. Euler, and the City needs to be 
aware of what is going on in the Legislature with regard to compression and whether or not the 
Legislature acts on something to relieve compression. That will make a difference in lots of 
different things Council may make a decision about. 

Councilor Bowerman indicated she wanted to point to the emphasis on core services and 
increased street and open space maintenance because of the concern for what has been 
happening with the street fund and the continual requests by the City for more and more attention 
to that. 

Councilor O'Neill suggested the City spend some time looking at properties it owns that could be 
sold to create revenue: the McVey property, the Furnace property, and possibly others. 

Mayor Studebaker suggested that the City do what it could to find some money for the South 
Shore Fire Station and take a look at the evaluation of the public maintenance facility as well. He 
has an idea of what the South Shore Fire Station would cost but does not know what a 
maintenance facility would cost. It could possibly be moved elsewhere, or it could be fixed up 
where it is. 

Ms. Euler indicated she would welcome some feedback from Council in terms of using beginning 
fund balance. At the last budget session, Council set aside $562,000 for PERS. When that 
happens, inadvertently the following year that is used out of beginning fund balance. She wanted 
to know if Council was aware of this. That was the original intent when the amount was set aside, 
and it means the City would budget $562,000 of use of beginning fund balance. 

Councilor Jordan noted that was the intent last year, to offset the hit for this year. 

Mayor Studebaker indicated Council was clear on that. 

Ms. Euler noted that in the past, the City has had discussions about capital spending. Last year 
there was a five year capital spending plan, for capital spending mostly on equipment in the 
amount of $328,000. That could be regarded as something that is spendable out of beginning fund 
balance, as it is a one time expenditure. Structurally it is very helpful to balance budgets with 
current income to cover current expenditures, but capital spending as the City budgets on a 
specific basis rather than an annual set-aside that adds to a fund balance out of which the City can 
in the future make capital purchases. That might be a plan the City would be willing to pick up 
again in concept. Because the City is budgeting for specific equipment and will do so again with 
the next five year plan, it would be helpful to know if Council would be amenable to budgeting 
beginning fund balance as a one-time resource for such one-time expenditures. 

Councilor Gudman indicated he thought the goal when the City started setting money aside into 
the capital reserve account for capital equipment purchases was based upon the determination 
that the City knew it would have ongoing capital requirements although the timing was unclear. If it 
is the determination as the budget process goes through this cycle that there is a particular piece 
of equipment the City needs to purchase, it could come out of the reserve. If a purchase is not 
needed and there is an opportunity to add to the reserve fund because there is a need for ongoing 
equipment replacement, the City can do that too. 

Mayor Studebaker asked if the City did not already have money set aside for the new fire truck. 

Ms. Euler confirmed the City did. Two years ago, $144,000 had been set aside for any purchase. 
Last year $1 million was set aside specifically for fire truck purchases. However, that is just a 
partial purchase. The two fire trucks were scheduled to be purchased over two years, and in 
combination they would cost between $1.8 and $1.9 million. The $1 million is therefore a down 
payment. There is very little down payment for any of the other quite predictable capital needs. 
There is an extensive capital list, so it would be helpful to establish a plan that prepares the City for 
such events; the City does not have money set aside for that, including for the possible new fire 
station. Mr. Donaldson has suggested beginning to set aside $250,000 per year for a new fire 
station; this adds up very quickly. 
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Councilor Gudman noted Councilor O'Neill's comments about different properties the City has 
which it may sell. Doing so would free up cash which could be diverted elsewhere, and it would 
rationalize the assets the City has. 

Ms. Euler indicated that as far as she knows, the City has not had extensive conversations about 
utilities. There are four: water, storm water, waste water, and street maintenance, and they are all 
very different. She would like to have a conversation about each of the utilities. Currently the utility 
rates are set to stay the same. In the past, the City usually would have made rate changes by this 
time of year. The master fees and charges usually are established in late October through 
November or into early December. It takes a while to implement this into the systems. At the 
moment, utility rates are set to stay the same. If that should change, usually the change happens 
as of July 1. If that is still the goal, it is important to make those decisions by the end of March, 
otherwise the changes cannot be implemented into the computer system for the billing system. 

Councilor Gudman indicated that Council anticipates from the meeting in December that within 
the next four weeks, Council will receive a presentation as to what the utility rates will be. That 
should provide sufficient time for the budget process to produce the numbers and see where it 
leads. 

Mayor Studebaker indicated the City would be having a Town Hall meeting, and he was sure 
Council would be hearing about utility rates at that time. 

Ms. Euler received confirmation from Mayor Studebaker that the items suggested by Councilors 
earlier in the evening were things staff should move forward with, and did not require further 
discussion. 

7.2 Council Liaison Appointments 

There was no discussion of Council liaison appointments. 

7.3 Budget Committee Appointments, Resolution 13~02 

Councilor Kehoe made a motion to adopt Resolution 13-02 to appoint Dave Berg and 
Charles Collins to the two Budget Committee openings, and Jackie Manz as the alternate 
and reverse the December 18 decision that appointed Linda Ad lard as the alternate. 
Councilor Gudman seconded the motion. 

Councilor Kehoe noted that Duke Castle and John Turchi have already resigned, so they are not 
an issue; he would like to go with what was recommended in October for Budget Committee from 
Budget Committee interviews. 

Mayor Studebaker indicated he had received calls from both Mr. Castle and Mr. Turchi. Both were 
extremely gracious and said that their goal is to do what is best for the City of Lake Oswego; they 
want this Council to succeed. They chose to resign in order to avoid any kind of difficulties over this 
situation. 

Councilor Jordan indicated that one of her concerns all along has been about the Budget 
Committee appointment process. She hopes this Council takes a look at that process. There are 
several Citizen Advisory Boards, but the Budget Committee serves at the behest of the whole 
Council; the rest of the Advisory Boards are approved by the Mayor. She believes the budget 
process needs to have more definition for the different positions on the Budget Committee so that 
the whole City is somehow recognized in the makeup of the Budget Committee and the Council. 
She was very concerned, not knowing who might be on the Council, that she might be the only 
female, and there was one female on the Budget Committee. She doesn't think Lake Oswego has 
just that percentage of women in the makeup of its population. She thinks there is a lot to be said 
for making sure the City tries to have business owners, people with kids in school, and some kind 
of parameters around how the City chooses Budget Committee members. The City does that for 
the Planning Commission and the Development Review Commission, where criteria are 
established, but that is not the case for the Budget Committee. 

City Council Regular Meeting Minutes 
January 15, 2013 

Page 8 of 11 

Feb 19 2013 



Councilor Gudman indicated he had tracked the budget for several years to see how the City 
does with its budgets. Over the last few years, the Budget Committee has been more actively 
engaged in the budget process than previously and the variance level has decreased significantly, 
from about $3 million to $700,000. Mr. Berg has been a significant part of the Budget Committee 
and was vice-chair last year; Councilor Gudman wants to see him return to the Committee. 

A roll call vote was held and the motion passed, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Bowerman, Gudman, Gustafson, Jordan, Kehoe, and O'Neill voting 'aye.' (7-0) 

7.4 Foothills Urban Renewal Area 

Councilor Gudman moved to instruct staff to publish the appropriate notice and to schedule 
a public hearing before the City Council on February 5, 2013 to consider an ordinance 
repealing Ordinance 2601, repealing the Foothills Urban Renewal tax increment financing 
district and directing all filings, recordings, notices, and acts necessary to extinguish the 
Foothills Urban Renewal Plan and financing district. Councilor Kehoe seconded the motion. 

DISCUSSION 

Councilor Gudman indicated that he wanted to clarify that he is supportive of the Foothills Plan. 
He thought the points brought up during citizen comment earlier were important. He was not aware 
the City had not completed the work necessary to put the Foothills Plan in place for the coding, etc. 
It is his belief that without a road map or plan for what can be developed in Foothills, there will be 
no redevelopment. His opposition in the past was the use of urban renewal tax increment 
financing. It is a tool. The City could defer eliminating that tool at this time; if at some point down 
the road the development does not occur or the City is not able to finance it in other ways, the 
option of the tax increment financing district could come back. He believes it is important to move 
forward with the completion of the Plan and modify it as the City moves forward. Without a Plan, 
nothing will happen in Foothills. 

Mr. Powell indicated that the Plan creates the District. By State law, a city adopts an urban 
renewal plan, which creates the urban renewal area. It establishes the area and it establishes 
projects within that area. If Councilor Gudman wants the District to go away, the Plan needs to be 
repealed. Additional language can be added. 

Councilor Gudman indicated he trusted Mr. Powell's judgment on the language; the language can 
be revised. He believes Mr. Powell understood the intent of what he is hoping to accomplish with 
the motion. Mr. Powell confirmed he understood Councilor Gudman's intent. 

Councilor Gustafson asked for confirmation that what Council was voting on this evening was 
whether to have the hearing and make the decision at that time. 

Councilor Jordan indicated that she didn't understand the urgency. The Foothills District is simply 
going to lie dormant until someone comes forward with a Development Plan. At that time, the City 
can decide yes, no, or maybe they like the terms that are offered, and decide whether they want to 
invest in putting any infrastructure there. Until something is built, there is nothing that is returned 
from the District and nothing removed from other taxing districts. She is not clear why this is such a 
trigger point for people. There may be other ways to finance infrastructure if there is development, 
but if the development is random and willy-nilly without a Plan, she doesn't think the City is gaining 
the best benefit. Council has already been through all of this. There was a lot of testimony and a lot 
of work by citizens, and a lot of time, money, and effort. This is an urban renewal district. If there is 
any piece of property in the area that says "This is an urban renewal district," it's Foothills. The tax 
base there is so low right now, it can only go up. That's what an urban renewal district is all about. 

Mr. Powell asked for clarification of Councilor Gudman's position and intent. 

Councilor Gudman indicated that he likes the Framework Plan because it provides a framework, 
and it provides a developer or developers the opportunity to move forward. He wants to remove the 
tax increment financing district as a vehicle to provide the financing. 
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Mr. Powell noted that a Framework Plan was adopted by the City Council. It called for 
establishment of an urban renewal area for adoption of an urban renewal plan. The approval of the 
urban renewal plan brings it within the jurisdiction of the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency and 
allows the City to do the division of taxes. An urban renewal agency doesn't have to accept division 
of taxes and could set up an area without collecting those taxes. He is not familiar with how often 
that is done. He believes the Plan Councilor Gudman wants to keep is the Framework Plan, not the 
Urban Renewal Plan that sets projects that can be funded by tax increment financing. With that 
intent, the motion would repeal the Urban Renewal Plan for the area in addition to the tax 
increment financing. 

Councilor Gudman indicated that he wanted to see the coding and everything else going forward 
that has yet to be completed. 

Mr. Powell indicated it was separate from the code amendments that were done pursuant to the 
Framework Plan. 

Councilor Kehoe indicated he is also in favor of developing Foothills but he would rather see it 
done with private dollars, which he thinks is what Councilor Gudman is seeking. He noted that 
there was a presentation the previous evening from Portland State University (PSU) to the Lake 
Oswego School District. Council has heard over and over that Foothills is an area where young 
families will come, and it will help the School District. The presentation from PSU indicated the 
University had reviewed over 20,000 data points to come up with a forecast for school enrollment, 
and their conclusion was that the City is still going to have declining enrollment. Their forecast 
projects no growth in Foothills and found it improbable that meaningful growth with children would 
occur there. They noted that studio apartments were slated for Foothills, and they are not 
conducive to families with school age children. He believes this is important for Council to 
recognize. 

A roll-call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Mayor Studebaker and Councilors 
Bowerman, Gudman, Gustafson, Kehoe, and O'Neill voting 'aye.' Councilor Jordan voted 
'no.' (6-1) 

8. INFORMATION FROM COUNCIL 

8.1 Councilor Information 

Mayor Studebaker clarified that for the time being, Boards and Commissions would be operating 
without a Council liaison. Liaisons will be appointed within a week. 

Councilor Gudman reported that the Transportation Advisory Board still has Councilor Gudman. 

Councilor Bowerman noted that on January 8 there was a session put on by the League of 
Oregon Cities on governing basics that was very interesting. She has a CD of all of their 
attachments and every slide they showed. If anyone is interested, she would be happy to lend the 
information. 

Mr. Powell indicated the executive session held earlier this evening could produce an open 
session motion, which doesn't have to be tonight. Mayor Studebaker and Councilor Bowerman 
clarified that Council had decided to wait a week for that to obtain more information. 

Councilor Jordan reported that Lake Oswego submitted two applications for State money from 
Oregon Department of Transportation, one for laurelwood and pedestrian improvements on that 
street, and another for Boones Ferry Road. The City is working on creating a 150°/o list for that 
which will be determined in the next month or two. That means it is 150°/o of the funds available; 
there is $66 million available and probably $400 million of requests, but it is looking fairly positive 
for Lake Oswego's requests, at least for Boones Ferry Road, to make the 150°/o list. The City 
should know that at the end of February. 
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8.2 Reports of Council Committees, Organizational Committees, and Intergovernmental 
Committees 

There were no reports. 

9. REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
There were no reports. 

10. ADJOURNMENT 
Councilor Bowerman moved to adjourn the meeting. Councilor Gudman seconded the 
motion. A voice vote was held, and the motion passed with Mayor Studebaker and 
Councilors Bowerman, Gudman, Gustafson, Jordan, Kehoe, and O'Neill voting 'aye.' (7-0) 

Mayor Studebaker adjourned the meeting at 8:38 p.m. 

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 
ON ______________________ _ 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
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FY2013 Second Quarter Financial Review 

February 19, 2013 

8.1 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675"3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

Review financial information for the first six months of the current budget year and highlights of major 
variances and projects. 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

The attached reports are presented to facilitate comparison between the first six months of this year and 
the same months last year, and between budgeted and actual for this fiscal year. For several of you this will 
be the first quarterly financial report so I will direct your attention to areas that are significant or timely 
based on current discussions, as well as figures that raise logical questions about the City budget. 

This report will not attempt to go into much detail, but take a highly summarized approach. It is important 
to note that while we are 50% through the fiscal year at the time this report is run, some line items like 
Personnel Services costs can be compared to this number while others have seasonal variations that impact 
when revenues are generated or expenses incurred. In general, many capital costs occur later in the fiscal 
year due to bidding requirements and purchasing lead times that affect their completion. In addition, 
expenditures of materials and services can often occur later in the fiscal year based on historical spending 
trends. On the revenue side, several large sources like Franchise Fees (PGE) and Intergovernmental 
revenues (Fire Districts and 911 reimbursements) can skew the report based on when they are received. 
The actual year to date 2011-2012 numbers in the first column are a good way to check some of this 
seasonality to revenues and expenditures when you compare them to the same time period this fiscal year. 

DISCUSSION 

Revenues 

In the General Fund overall revenues are assumed to be realized as budgeted. This includes property taxes, 
of which we have received 90% of budget so far. We are fully expecting some variation from budgeted 
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amounts between the types of revenues. We have information that 9-1-1 service revenues and some 
franchise fees may be higher than budgeted, but business license revenues and Parks program revenues, as 
well as miscellaneous revenues, could very well be lower than budgeted, if prior year trends hold. 

New development and remodel activity impacts revenues for the Building Permit Center. Capital project 
management activity by Engineering leads to work order revenues. Capital project management is funded 
through and capitalized in the cost of the associated utility capital projects. These revenues have shown an 
increasing trend because, in both cases, activity has increased. This uptick in revenue can also be seen in 
System Development Charges where we have already collected 81% ($805,361) of what was budgeted. 

Revenues are fairly predictable for Wastewater, Storm Water and Street Maintenance because all or a large 
part are fixed or flat. This is also true for Water, except that revenue can vary depending on if the summer 
season is dry or wet/ on usage or conservation/ and based on the number of customers who fall into Tier 2 
and 3 which becomes exponentially more expensive than Tier 1. That notwithstanding, on average, 82% of 
a utility bill stems from fixed fees. It is important to note that Water does have a seasonal effect with the 
first three months of the fiscal year (July, August, and September) typically producing greater revenue 
earlier in the fiscal year. As you can see in the report, the Water fund raised 62% of budgeted revenue in 
the first six months while Wastewater was 50%, Streets 50%1 and Surface Water 49%. 

Personnel Services and Vacancies 

Overall the City's Personnel Services costs are very close to budget (49.05% in GF and 48.57% overall). This 
means that the development of the budget was on target and that positions are fully staffed in most 
departments. Some partial-year vacancies are noteworthy, however, because expenditures are tracking 
below budget in some departments. Some of them have been filled in the mean-time. The departments 
affected are City Manager's Office, Economic Development and Redevelopment, Planning and Building, 
Police, Engineering, Water and Wastewater Utilities. The Fire Department is tracking at 49.8% and will 
likely overrun their Personnel Services Budget due to overtime required as a result of time loss for injuries 
and FMLA leave, and the need to fully staff all fire stations 24/7. Parks and Recreation is currently at 
50.19% in part due to the seasonal nature of their staffing which is higher in July and August. 

Other Highlights and Areas of Possible Interest 

WEB 

In the General Fund Summary you will see a year to date payment of $938,536 in debt service line. This 
reflects a principal payment of $850,000 made in October 2012 as well as interest of $88,536. Two 
additional interest payments are due this year which, combined, we estimate at another $91,464 to bring 
total interest expense to roughly $180,000. We budgeted $1.236 million this year for the WEB with the 
remainder after principal and interest costs (approximately $206,000) dedicated for the boiler and chiller 
costs ($361,000 this fiscal year, $355,000 in 2011-2012) that was split over two years due to the timing of 
the installation. The remainder of that cost is not budgeted (roughly $155 1000) and will be re-appropriated 
from Contingency (or other budget savings) through a year-end budget supplemental coming before you in 
May .. 

Lake Oswego~ Tigard Water Partnership 

Two important numbers that stand out in the citywide six month review for this program are 
Intergovernmental revenue at just $4.033 million (budgeted at $16.542 million with $12.509 remaining 
budget balanceL and Capital Outlay of $6.39 million with a balance of $23.21 million. With the slowdown 
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of the project due to delays in West Linn, we have not incurred costs as expected and thus not received 
revenues from Tigard to pay their part of those costs. We did, however, incur personnel costs at the rate 
expected (50.88 %} and we have chosen not to fill a recent vacancy (Public Information} that should bring 
down those costs. 

Planning and Building 

The variance ($196,096 spent to date or 17.5% of budget} in Materials & Services is large at this time with a 
balance of $928,904. This is misleading in that this line item includes the payment of the excise tax we 
collect for the school district known as the School Construction Tax, the Metro excise tax, and the State 
Surcharge for Building permits. Combined, we estimated they would total $428,000 of which by December 
31 we had only paid out about $50,000 (the first of two LOSD payments was made in January}. The other 
large variance in this budget involves the Planning Department. In Long Range Planning $255,000 was 
budgeted in Materials and Services with only $7,040 expended by the end of December. There are 
encumbrances of $80,275 for the Comprehensive Plan and Code updates while $50,000 was budgeted for a 
Watershed Coordinator (contract} that will not be spent. The costs on the comp plan have been reduced 
and should result in about $25,000 in savings. Overall we expect savings in the $100,000 to $150,000 
range by the end of the fiscal year in M&S. Personnel Services are at 47.46% but that should increase with 
the recent hiring of an Interim Director. 

Golf Fund 

Revenues for Golf for the first six months came in at $320,000 compared with $339,550 the previous year. 
However, we decreased our costs for Personnel Services and Materials and Services by about $54,000 from 
the previous year off-setting some of the decline. The rest of the year will depend to some degree on 
Spring weather especially as we get into the last quarter of the year. 

Tennis Fund. Revenues for the Tennis Facility Fund for the first six months came in at 64% of budget which 
is about $50,000 less than the same period last year. We expected the overall decrease due to less 
programming but it is important to note our revenues still exceeded our costs by $52,000 for the first half 
of this fiscal year. 

Capital Outlay 

A very detailed Mid-Year CIP Project Plan Report is attached that details 17 Capital Projects and 15 major 
Capital expenditures for mostly equipment and vehicles. On the projects we have expended 45% of the 
budget. On the equipment side we have spent 24% of the budget including a new Street sweeper, with a 
new Vactor truck ordered. In addition, I have attached a color coded Construction Project Schedule which 
shows the time frame for the construction of the LORA 2nd Street Project that will begin shortly and 
conclude in the fall. One thing that is not listed on the Capital project list but is included in the General 
Fund Summary Capital improvement line is the home we purchased for the river pathway easement last 
fall for $1.19 million on Furnace Street. That is reflected in the Actual Line for this fiscal year (part of 
$1,411,374}. A supplemental budget was done in December 2012 and thus this expenditure is part of the 
adjusted General Fund Capital Budget ($1,768,000}. It is our hope that the home will sell this fiscal year at 
which time you will see the revenue appear in the Proceeds Sale of Capital Assets line under General Fund 
revenue. 
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Developments and Conclusion 

The long and the short of the first six month financial results is that we do not anticipate any major 
surprises. Budget appropriations put an upper limit on spending, and estimated actual spending will 
necessarily be less than budget. As an early estimate, this could be between $1.1 and $1.5 million in the 
General Fund assuming full capital spending. Pressure on property taxes continues, but has been moderate 
so far, while economic indicators have begun to look up. Activity in permitting has continued to be strong, 
giving hope for modest growth. At the same time, costs for PERS is sure to increase the operating budget 
for FY2013-14, but recent investment returns have been strong and proposed legislation may help keep 
increases in check after 2015. 

At the end of FY2012, the City's General Fund had an available fund balance of roughly $1.1 million (after 
$1 million was appropriated for Capital), with all current restrictions, policies, and commitments in place. 
With the repayment of the TriMet loan this increased by $1.5 million, and will increase with any budget 
savings of FY2012-13. As a long-term view, however, this balance is quickly depleted with increases in 
expenditures outpacing growth in revenues and future planned capital needs. Staff has begun to work on 
estimates for this fiscal year, so that we can begin to see where we may have excess or shortfalls. This 
helps estimate where fund balances might end the year, which is particularly important in the General 
Fund. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Citywide Summary 
2. General Fund Summary 
3. General Fund by Division 
4. Comparison by Fund 
5. Capital Project Cost Report 
6. Capital Project Schedule 

Reviewed by: 

To?c!7¥ 
City Manager 
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Attachment 1 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

2011-2012 
Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL 

Revenue 
303 PROPERTY TAXES 29,774,168 30,972,506 
304 FRANCHISE FEES 683,005 746,294 
305- INTERGOVERNMENTAL 16,671,260 6,086,681 
306 LICENSES AND FEES 4,134,989 4,763,660 
307 Fl NES AND FORFEITURES 475,107 528,544 
308 SALES AND SERVICES 13,819,934 15,716,762 
309- SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 5,981 3,634 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 429,458 780,728 
320- TRANSFERS 7,175,515 14,766,225 
344 PROCEEDS SALE OF CAPITAL ASSETS 0 2,640 
3SS- OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 35,988,543 13,000,000 

Revenue Total: 109,157,960 87,367,674 

Expense 
355- OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 0 0 
410 PERSONNEL SERVICES 19,187,756 19,764,541 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 19,790,423 8,159,765 
450- OTHER FINANCING USES 0 0 
460- DEBT SERVICE 41,050,739 6,130,469 
470- TRANSFERS 7,175,515 14,766,225 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 9,042,395 12,923,828 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 

Expense Total: 96,246,829 61,744,827 

(Surplus) Deficit: -12l911ll31 -251622l846 

Feb 19 2013 

Citywide 
For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

SO% of Budget 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 

BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 

34,499,000 3,526,494 89.78% 
2,825,000 2,078,706 26.42% 

31,915,000 25,828,319 19.07% 
7,809,000 3,045,340 61.00% 
1,053,000 524,456 50.19% 

28,516,000 12,799,238 55.12% 
13,000 9,366 27.95% 

1,316,000 535,272 59.33% 
31,115,000 16,348,775 47.46% 

0 -2,640 0.00% 
73,500,000 60,500,000 17.69% 

212,561,000 125,193,326 41.10% 

0 0 0.00% 
40,691,000 20,926,459 48.57% 
29,340,000 21,180,235 27.81% 

0 0 0.00% 
13,970,000 7,839,531 43.88% 
31,115,000 16,348,775 47.46% 
46,392,000 33,468,172 27.86% 
90,116,697 90,116,697 0.00% 

251,624,697 189,879,870 24.54% 

3910631697 
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Attachment 2 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

2011-2012 
Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL 

Revenue 
303- PROPERTY TAXES 23,873,849 24,928,915 
304- FRANCHISE FEES 683,005 746,294 
305- INTERGOVERNMENTAL 928,944 926,225 
306- LICENSES AND FEES 1,394,123 1,504,387 
307- FINES AND FORFEITURES 475,107 528,544 
308- SALES AND SERVICES 2,118,582 2,070,946 
309- SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 0 0 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 214,988 605,457 
320 TRANSFERS 1,393,539 1,372,566 
344 PROCEEDS SALE OF CAPITAL ASSETS 0 2,640 
355 OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 20,198,444 0 

Revenue Total: 51,280,580 32,685,975 

Expense 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 15,473,583 15,942,721 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 4,130,525 4,550,463 
460- DEBT SERVICE 21,073,654 938,536 
470- TRANSFERS 474,560 1,122,506 
480 - CAPITAL OUTLAY 648,129 1,411,374 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 

Expense Total: 41,800,451 23,965,600 

(Surplus) Deficit: -9£480£129 

Feb 19 2013 

General Fund Summary 
For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

SO% of Budget 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 

BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 

27,712,000 2,783,085 89.96% 
2,125,000 1,378,706 35.12% 
4,307,000 3,380,775 21.51% 
2,705,000 1,200,613 55.62% 
1,053,000 524,456 50.19% 
3,739,000 1,668,054 55.39% 

0 0 0.00% 
861,000 255,543 70.32% 

2,993,000 1,620,434 45.86% 
0 -2,640 0.00% 
0 0 0.00% 

45,495,000 12,809,025 71.85% 

32,505,000 16,562,279 49.05% 
9,458,000 4,907,537 48.11% 
1,236,000 297,464 75.93% 
1,789,000 666,494 62.74% 
1,768,000 356,626 79.83% 
5,912,000 5,912,000 0.00% 

52,668,000 28,702,400 45.50% 

15£893£374 
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Attachment 3 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

Division: 10 -General Administration 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 2,661,548 2,706,399 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 1,839,872 2,003,920 
460 DEBT SERVICE 21,073,654 938,536 
470- TRANSFERS 111,010 716,998 
480 CAPITAL OUTLAY 0 25,818 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 

Division 10 Total: 25,686,084 6,391,672 

Division: 20 - library 
410 PERSONNEL SERVICES 1,291,003 1,326,553 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 249,974 262,445 
470 TRANSFERS 0 0 

Division 20 Total: 1,540,977 1,588,997 

Division: 21 - Municipal Court 
410 PERSONNEL SERVICES 149,685 158,145 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 132,356 143,018 
470- TRANSFERS 0 0 

Division 21 Total: 282,041 301,163 

Division: 26- Adult Community Center 
410 PERSONNEL SERVICES 372,793 375,990 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 146,533 102,579 
470 TRANSFERS 5,002 5,002 
480 CAPITAL OUTLAY 489,187 0 

Division 26 Total: 1,013,515 483,571 

Division: 31 - Planning & Building 
410 PERSONNEL SERVICES 1,325,402 1,320,867 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 234,085 196,096 
470- TRANSFERS 137,510 154,500 

Division 31 Total: 1,696,997 1,671,463 

Division: 40 - Police 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 3,984,126 4,188,506 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 333,504 400,636 
470- TRANSFERS 107,008 87,496 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 788 82,836 

Division 40 Total: 4,425,426 4,759,475 

Division: 43 - Fire 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 4,094,769 4,191,324 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES ' 306,364 383,237 
470 TRANSFERS 24,514 19,004 
480 CAPITAL OUTLAY 32,611 58,622 

Division 43 Total: 4,458,258 4,652,186 

Feb 19 2013 

General Fund by Division 
For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

SO% of Budget 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 

5,554,000 2,847,601 48.73% 
3,249,000 1,245,080 61.68% 
1,236,000 297,464 75.93% 

978,000 261,002 73.31% 
117,000 91,182 22.07% 

5,912,000 5,912,000 0.00% 
17,046,000 10,654,328 37.50% 

2,694,000 1,367,447 49.24% 
616,000 353,555 42.60% 

0 0 0.00% 
3,310,000 1,721,003 48.01% 

334,000 175,855 47.35% 
351,000 207,982 40.75% 

0 0 0.00% 
685,000 383,837 43.97% 

777,000 401,010 48.39% 
296,000 193,421 34.66% 
10,000 4,998 50.02% 

0 0 0.00% 
1,083,000 599,429 44.65% 

2,782,000 1,461,133 47.48% 
1,125,000 928,904 17.43% 

309,000 154,500 50.00% 
4,216,000 2,544,537 39.65% 

8,611,000 4,422,494 48.64% 
856,000 455,364 46.80% 
175,000 87,504 50.00% 
314,000 231,164 26.38% 

9,956,000 5,196,525 47.81% 

8,416,000 4,224,676 49.80% 
828,000 444,763 46.28% 

38,000 18,996 50.01% 
60,000 1,378 97.70% 

9,342,000 4,689,814 49.80% 
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General Fund by Division For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

FISCAL YEAR 2012·2013 YTD 
2011-2012 

Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 
Division: 50 ·Parks and Recreation 

410 PERSONNEL SERVICES 1,594,257 1,674,937 3,337,000 1,662,063 50.19% 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 887,837 1,058,532 2,137,000 1,078,468 49.53% 
470- TRANSFERS 89,516 139,506 279,000 139,494 50.00% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 125,542 1,244,098 1,277,000 32,902 97.42% 

Division 50 Total: 2,697,152 4,117,073 7,030,000 2,912,927 58.56% 

Expense Total: 41,800,451 23,965,600 52,668,000 28,702,400 45.50% 

(Surplus) Deficit: 41t800t451 23t965l600 52t668t000 28l702l400 45.50% 
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Attachment 4 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

2011-2012 
Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL 

280- TOURISM FUND 
Revenue 

305- INTERGOVERNMENTAL 15,000 0 
306- LICENSES AND FEES 158,427 175,800 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 168 304 
320 TRANSFERS 0 0 

Revenue Total: 173,595 176,104 

Expense 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 0 0 
470- TRANSFERS 115,502 3,502 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 16,870 4,816 
490 CONTINGENCY 0 0 

Expense Total: 132,372 8,318 

Fund 280 Total: -41,223 -167,786 

290- TROLLEY FUND 
Revenue 

305 INTERGOVERNMENTAL 60,000 60,000 
310 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 569 698 
320 TRANSFERS 20,000 20,000 

Revenue Total: 80,569 80,698 

Expense 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 82,744 10,136 
470 TRANSFERS 0 0 
490 CONTINGENCY 0 0 

Expense Total: 82,744 10,136 

Fund 290 Total: 2,174 -70,562 

550- GOLF COURSE FUND 
Revenue 

308- SALES AND SERVICES 339,550 320,410 
310 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 4,542 7,533 
320 TRANSFERS 0 0 

Revenue Total: 344,092 327,943 

Expense 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 234,226 179,787 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 154,744 155,575 
470 TRANSFERS 60,882 63,515 
480 CAPITAL OUTLAY 16,500 0 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 

Expense Total: 466,352 398,877 

Fund 550 Total: 122,261 70,934 

J/ j 
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Comparison by Fund 
For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

50% of Budget 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTO 

BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 

0 0 0.00% 
288,000 112,200 61.04% 

1,000 696 30.44% 
0 0 0.00% 

289,000 112,896 60.94% 

5,000 5,000 0.00% 
272,000 268,498 1.29% 

60,000 55,184 8.03% 
0 0 0.00% 

337,000 328,682 2.47% 

48,000 215,786 -349.55% 

60,000 0 100.00% 
3,000 2,302 23.28% 

20,000 0 100.00% 
83,000 2,302 97.23% 

257,000 246,864 3.94% 
0 0 0.00% 

132,396 132,396 0.00% 
389,396 379,260 2.60% 

306,396 376,958 -23.03% 

669,000 348,590 47.89% 
11,000 3,467 68.48% 

188,000 188,000 0.00% 
868,000 540,057 37.78% 

464,000 284,213 38.75% 
312,000 156,425 49.86% 
126,000 62,485 50.41% 

0 0 0.00% 
13,799 13,799 0.00% 

915,799 516,922 43.56% 

47,799 -23,135 148.40% 
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Comparison by Fund For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTO 
2011-2012 

Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 
560 ·TENNIS FACILITY FUND 

Revenue 
306- LICENSES AND FEES 1,105 900 2,000 1,100 45.00% 
308- SALES AND SERVICES 299,249 251,081 394,000 142,919 63.73% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 2,153 1,387 6,000 4,613 23.12% 

Revenue Total: 302,507 253,368 402,000 148,632 63.03% 

Expense 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 58,543 68,769 134,000 65,231 51.32% 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 62,967 94,040 214,000 119,960 43.94% 
470- TRANSFERS 35,243 39,032 76,000 36,968 51.36% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 87,000 8?,.909 0.00% 

Expense Total: 156,753 201,841 511,000 309,159 39.50% 

Fund 560 Total: -145,753 -51,528 109,000 160,528 -47.27% 

570- PUBLIC ART FUND 
Revenue 

310 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES -18 -13 0 13 0.00% 
320- TRANSFERS 50,002 50,002 100,000 49,998 50.00% 

Revenue Total: 49,984 49,989 100,000 50,011 49.99% 

Expense 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 46,000 88,000 88,000 0 100.00% 
470 TRANSFERS 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
480 CAPITAL OUTLAY 0 12,000 12,000 0 100.00% 

Expense Total: 46,000 100,000 100,000 0 100.00% 

Fund 570 Total: -3,984 50,011 0 -50,011 0.00% 

610- WATER FUND 
Revenue 

305- INTERGOVERNMENTAL 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
306- Ll CENS ES AND FEES 6,654 1,958 10,000 8,042 19.58% 
308- SALES AND SERVICES 4,423,036 6,068,244 9, 771,000 3,702,756 62.10% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 18,595 14,679 34,000 19,321 43.17% 
344- PROCEEDS SALE OF CAPITAL ASSETS 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
355- OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 0 13,000,000 65,500,000 52,500,000 19.85% 

Revenue Total: 4,448,285 19,084,881 75,315,000 56,230,119 25.34% 

Expense 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 752,427 812,082 1,757,000 944,918 46.22% 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 766,568 882,818 3,323,000 2,440,182 26.57% 
450 OTHER FINANCING USES 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
460 DEBT SERVICE 790,321 827,708 959,000 131,292 86.31% 
470- TRANSFERS 3,295,185 7,039,162 14,070,000 7,030,838 50.03% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 122,433 492,375 1,028,000 535,625 47.90% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 56,276,975 56,276,975 0.00% 

Expense Total: 5,726,934 10,054,145 77,413,975 67,359,830 12.99% 

Fund 610 Total: 1,278,648 -9,030,736 2,098,975 11,129,711 -430.25% 
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Comparison by Fund For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 
2011-2012 

Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 
620- WASTEWATER FUND 

Revenue 
306 LICENSES AND FEES 299,384 69,688 50,000 -19,688 139.38% 
308 SALES AND SERVICES 5,597,952 5,903,237 11,722,000 5,818,763 50.36% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 39,698 37,703 61,000 23,297 61.81% 
344- PROCEEDS SALE OF CAPITAL ASSETS 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
355- OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 0 0 0 0 0.00% 

Revenue Total: 5,937,035 6,010,629 11,833,000 5,822,371 50.80% 

Expense 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 466,924 294,677 686,000 391,323 42.96% 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 920,996 949,387 3,459,000 2,509,613 27.45% 
460- DEBT SERVICE 1J75,437 3,465,440 6,366,000 2,900,560 54.44% 
470- TRANSFERS 709,684 528,826 1,053,000 524,174 50.22% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 2,178,797 254,388 1,100,000 845,612 23.13% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 15,552,585 15,552,585 0.00% 

Expense Total: 6,051,839 5,492,718 28,216,585 22,723,867 19.47% 

Fund 620 Total: 114,804 -517,911 16,383,585 16,901,496 -3.16% 

625- SURFACE WATER FUND 
Revenue 

306- LICENSES AND FEES 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
308- SALES AND SERVICES 1,041,565 1,091,922 2,221,000 1,129,078 49.16% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 3,380 3,982 6,000 2,018 66.36% 
320- TRANSFERS 0 624,000 624,000 0 100.00% 

Revenue Total: 1,044,945 1,719,904 2,851,000 1,131,096 60.33% 

Expense 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 132,679 154,404 340,000 185,596 45.41% 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 172,339 195,868 560,000 364,132 34.98% 
450- OTHER FINANCING USES 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
460- DEBT SERVICE 186,473 189,110 236,000 46,890 80.13% 
470- TRANSFERS 460,057 447,273 893,000 445,727 50.09% 
480 - CAPITAL OUTLAY 90,105 221,952 1,088,000 866,048 20.40% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 1,178,833 1,178,833 0.00% 

Expense Total: 1,041,652 1,208,606 4,295,833 3,087,227 28.13% 

Fund 625 Total: -3,292 -511,298 1,444,833 1,956,131 -35.39% 

650 ·STREET FUND 
Revenue 

304- FRANCHISE FEES 0 0 700,000 700,000 0.00% 
305- INTERGOVERNMENTAL 843,654 857,228 2,040,000 1,182,772 42.02% 
306- LICENSES AND FEES 877,874 1,128,337 2,253,000 1,124,663 50.08% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 12,195 7,539 17,000 9,461 44.35% 
320- TRANSFERS 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
344 PROCEEDS SALE OF CAPITAL ASSETS 0 0 0 0 0.00% 

Revenue Total: 1,733,724 1,993,104 5,010,000 3,016,896 39.78% 
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Comparison by Fund For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 
2011-2012 

Category ACTUAL VTD ACTUAL BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 
Expense 

355- OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 234,380 205,682 458,000 252,318 44.91% 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 445,914 595,398 1,501,000 905,602 39.67% 
470- TRANSFERS 507,353 520,080 1,035,000 514,920 50.25% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 1,028,622 1,692,153 3,226,000 1,533,848 52.45% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 306,782 306,782 0.00% 

Expense Total: 2,216,269 3,013,313 6,526,782 3,513,469 46.17% 

Fund 650 Total: 482,545 1,020,209 1,516,782 496,573 67.26% 

660 ·SYSTEMS DEV CHARGES FUND 
Revenue 

305- INTERGOVERNMENTAL 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
306- LICENSES AND FEES 576,882 805,361 996,000 190,639 80.86% 
309- SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 534 23 2,000 1,977 1.13% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 8,681 9,331 19,000 9,669 49.11% 

Revenue Total: 586,098 814,714 1,017,000 202,286 80.11% 

Expense 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 483 393,686 475,000 81,314 82.88% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 4,994,324 4,994,324 0.00% 

Expense Total: 483 393,686 5,469,324 5,075,638 7.20% 

Fund 660 Total: ·585,615 -421,028 4,452,324 4,873,352 -9.46% 

670- OPERATIONS SVCS & MOTOR POOL FUND 
Revenue 

305 INTERGOVERNMENTAL 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
306- LICENSES AND FEES 327 0 0 0 0.00% 
310 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 95,384 82,770 197,000 114,230 42.02% 
320- TRANSFERS 627,084 624,496 1,249,000 624,504 50.00% 
344- PROCEEDS SALE OF CAPITAL ASSETS 0 0 0 0 0.00% 

Revenue Total: 722,795 707,266 1,446,000 738,734 48.91% 

Expense 
410 PERSONNEL SERVICES 450,753 472,963 931,000 458,037 50.80% 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 146,602 179,472 379,000 199,528 47.35% 
470- TRANSFERS 76,687 68,256 148,000 79,744 46.12% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
490 CONTINGENCY 0 0 92,543 92,543 0.00% 

Expense Total: 674,042 720,692 1,550,543 829,851 46.48% 

Fund 670 Total: -48,754 13,426 104,543 91,117 12.84% 

680- ENGINEERING FUND 
Revenue 

305 - INTERGOVERNMENTAL 70,651 0 0 0 0.00% 
306 LICENSES AND FEES 369,844 425,984 605,000 179,016 70.41% 
310 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 7,413 2,374 9,000 6,626 26.38% 
320- TRANSFERS 1,242,526 1,083,992 2,168,000 1,084,008 50.00% 

Revenue Total: 1,690,434 1,512,350 2,782,000 1,269,650 54.36% 
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Comparison by Fund For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 
2011-2012 

Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 
Expense 

410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 1,078,139 1,160,804 2,487,000 1,326,196 46.67% 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 142,376 106,048 231,000 124,952 45.91% 
470- TRANSFERS 240,897 253,353 502,000 248,647 50.47% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 0 0 30,000 30,000 0.00% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 202,516 202,516 0.00% 

Expense Total: 1,461,412 1,520,204 3,452,516 1,932,312 44.03% 

Fund 680 Total: -229,022 7,855 670,516 662,661 1.17% 

690 • LO TIGARD WATER SUPPLY FUND 
Revenue 

305 INTERGOVERNMENTAL 2,773,470 4,033,213 16,542,000 12,508,787 24.38% 
306- LICENSES AND FEES 450,368 633,402 900,000 266,598 70.38% 
308- SALES AND SERVICES 0 10 0 -10 0.00% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 5,401 1,468 10,000 8,532 14.68% 
320- TRANSFERS 2,687,504 6,514,500. 13,029,000 6,514,500 50.00% 

Revenue Total: 5,916,743 11,182,592 30,481,000 19,298,408 36.69% 

Expense 
410- PERSONNEL SERVICES 306,100 472,652 929,000 456,348 50.88% 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 15,831 27,283 93,000 65,717 29.34% 
470- TRANSFERS 44,605 204,051 407,000 202,949 50.14% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 4,041,480 6,393,329 29,605,000 23,211,671 21.60% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 768,188 768,188 0.00% 

Expense Total: 4,408,016 7,097,314 31,802,188 24,704,874 22.32% 

Fund 690 Total: -1,508,727 -4,085,279 1,321,188 5,406,467 -309.21% 

810- BONDED DEBT SERVICE FUND 
Revenue 

303 PROPERTY TAXES 2,937,422 3,028,813 3,356,000 327,187 90.25% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 2,192 552 15,000 14,448 3.68% 
355- OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 3,618,750 0 0 0 0.00% 

Revenue Total: 6,558,364 3,029,365 3,371,000 341,635 89.87% 

Expense 
420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
460- DEBT SERVICE 3,928,736 304,628 3,301,000 2,996,372 9.23% 

Expense Total: 3,928,736 304,628 3,301,000 2,996,372 9.23% 

Fund 810 Total: -2,629,628 -2,724,737 -70,000 2,654,737 3,892.48% 

815- CITY/LORA DEBT SERVICE 
Revenue 

305 - INTERGOVERNMENTAL 0 201,357 946,000 744,643 21.29% 
310 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 70 0 0 0 0.00% 
355 OTHER Fl NANCING SOURCES 12,171,350 0 8,000,000 8,000,000 0.00% 

Revenue Total: 12,171,420 201,357 8,946,000 8,744,643 2.25% 

ll 
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Comparison by Fund For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 
2011-2012 

Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 
Expense 

420 MATERIALS & SERVICES 12,081,932 2,306 8,020,000 8,017,694 0.03% 
460- DEBT SERVICE 0 203,690 926,000 722,310 22.00% 
470- TRANSFERS 0 0 0 0 0.00% 

Expense Total: 12,081,932 205,996 8,946,000 8,740,004 2.30% 

Fund 815 Total: ~89,488 4,639 0 -4,639 0.00% 

820 ·ASSESSMENT PROJECT FUND 
Revenue 

306- LICENSES AND FEES 0 17,845 0 -17,845 0.00% 
309- SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 5,446 3,611 11,000 7,389 32.83% 
310 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 272 340 1,000 660 34.03% 

Revenue Total: 5,718 21,796 12,000 -9,796 181.64% 

Expense 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 138,756 138,756 0.00% 

Expense Total: 0 0 138,756 138,756 0.00% 

Fund 820 Total: -5,718 -21,796 126,756 148,552 -17.20% 

830- BICYCLE PATH FUND 
Revenue 

305- INTERGOVERNMENTAL 8,522 8,659 20,000 11,341 43.29% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES -19 51 0 -51 0.00% 

Revenue Total: 8,503 8,710 20,000 11,290 43.55% 

Expense 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 89,363 0 0 0 0.00% 

Expense Total: 89,363 0 0 0 0.00% 

Fund 830 Total: 80,860 -8,710 -20,000 -11,290 43.55% 

910- LORA EASTEND BONDED DEBT SVC FUND 
Revenue 

303- PROPERTY TAXES 2,962,897 3,014,777 3,431,000 416,223 87.87% 
305 INTERGOVERNMENTAL 11,971,019 0 8,000,000 8,000,000 0.00% 
310 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 2,769 -2,695 25,000 27,695 -10.78% 
320- TRANSFERS 0 0 0 0 0.00% 

Revenue Total: 14,936,685 3,012,082 11,456,000 8,443,918 26.29% 

Expense 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0.00% 
460- DEBT SERVICE 13,296,119 201,357 946,000 744,643 21.29% 
470- TRANSFERS 1,154,860 4,476,669 10,744,000 6,267,331 41.67% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 183,000 183,000 0.00% 

Expense Total: 14,450,979 4,678,026 11,873,000 7,194,974 39.40% 

Fund 910 Total: -485,706 1,665,944 417,000 -1,248,944 399.51% 
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Comparison by Fund For Fiscal: 2012-2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 
2011-2012 

Category ACTUAL YTD ACTUAL BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 
920- LORA EASTEND CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND 

Revenue 

308- SALES AND SERVICES 0 10,910 0 -10,910 0.00% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 11,023 7,269 40,000 32,731 18.17% 
320- TRANSFERS 1,154,860 4A76,669 10,744,000 6,267,331 41.67% 

Revenue Total: 1,165,883 4,494,848 10,784,000 6,289,152 41.68% 

Expense 

420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 620,886 322,972 1,440,000 1,117,028 22.43% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 809,614 2,047,756 8,000,000 5,952,244 25.60% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 4,277,000 4,277,000 0.00% 

Expense Total: 1,430,501 2,370,728 13,717,000 11,346,272 17.28% 

Fund 920 Total: 264,617 -2,124,119 2,933,000 5,057,119 -72.42% 

(Surplus) Deficit: -3£431£002 -16£902£472 31£890£697 48£793£169 -53.00% 
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Comparison by Fund For Fiscal: 2012~2013 Period Ending: 12/31/2012 

FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 YTD 
2011-2012 

Category ACTUAL VTD ACTUAL BUDGET BALANCE %OF BUDGET 
920- LORA EASTEND CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND 

Revenue 
308- SALES AND SERVICES 0 10,910 0 ~10,910 0.00% 
310- MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 11,023 7,269 40,000 32,731 18.17% 
320- TRANSFERS 1,154,860 4,476,669 10,744,000 ~,267,331 41.67% 

Revenue Total: 1,165,883 4,494,848 10,784,000 6,289,152 41.68% 

Expense 
420- MATERIALS & SERVICES 620,886 322,972 1,440,000 1,117,028 22.43% 
480- CAPITAL OUTLAY 809,614 2,047,756 8,000,000 5,952,244 25.60% 
490- CONTINGENCY 0 0 4~277,000 4,277,000 0.00% 

Expense Total: 1,430,501 2,370,728 13,717,000 11,346,272 17.28% 

Fund 920 Total: 264,617 -2,124,119 2,933,000 5,057,119 -72.42% 

(Surplus) Deficit: -3l431l002 ·16!902!472 31!890!697 481793!169 -53.00% 
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Detailed Mid-Year Capital Improvement Plan Project Report 

Total for Large & Misc. Capital $t,64t,ooo I $4oo,6so 24% 

Capital Expenditure Summary by Fund 
Fund FY 2012-13 Budget FY 2012-13 Expended 

General Fund $569,000 $155,789 
Tourism $60,000 $4,816 
Public Art $12,000 $12,000 
Street $3,202,000 $1,692,153 
Water $1,028,000 $492,375 
Wastewater $950,000 $44,097 
Surface Water $1,088,000 $221,952 
Parks SOC $475,000 $393,686 
Engineering Fund $30,000 $0 

Total $7.414,000 $3,016,869 

Fund FY 2012-13 Budget FY 2012-13 Expended 

* LO-Tigard Partnership $29,605,000 $6,393,329 

* LOIS Project $150,000 $210,291 
Total S29, 755,000 S6,603,620 
• LO-Tigard Partnership and the LOIS project are reported separately . 

%of Budget 
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LAKE OSWEGO 
Centennit~l1910 2010 

TO: 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

8.4 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or. us 

FROM: Joel B. Komarek, P.E., Project Director- Lake Oswego Tigard Water Partnership 

SUBJECT: Amendment to Personal Services Contract- Water Treatment Plant Design Services 

DATE: February 19, 2013 

ACTION 

Approve an amendment to a personal services contract ("Contract") with MWH, Americas, Inc. relating to 
design services for the Water Treatment Plant (WTP). 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

On April 19, 2011, Council approved a multiple-year personal service contract to MWH Americas, Inc. 
("MWH") to Provide Engineering Design Services for Package 1- Water Treatment Plant Expansion 
("Project"}. 

Resolution 05-19 delegates to the City Manager general authority to enter into certain contracts and 
apprqve change orders and amendments to contracts, as set forth in Lake Oswego Public Contract Rule 
101-0140. On October 4, 2011, the City Council approved Resolution 11-53 delegating increased authority 
to the City Manager for approving change orders and contract amendments specific to the Lake Oswego-
Tigard Water Partnership. Pursuant to Resolution 11-53, the City Manager's contracting authority for 
personal services contracts and amendments was increased to $150,000 and increased to $500,000 for 
public improvement contracts and change orders. 

DISCUSSION 

Between January 2010 and September 2010, the City's program management team (PMT} initiated a 
project definition study to vet and further refine the findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the 
overall water supply improvement program contained within the Carollo study1

. This work relied on a 
review of prior engineering studies, investigations, reports, construction drawings, and other information 
relating to the existing water systems facilities proposed to be replaced under the Partnership 
Intergovernmental Agreement ((/Agreement"). 

1 "Joint Water Supply System Analysis" Draft Report, Carollo Engineers, July 2007. 
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This effort culminated in the Supply Facilities Capital Improvement Program (SFCIP) that was adopted by 
the Councils of the Partnership in December 2010. The SFCIP was then used as the basis for design by the 
engineering firms subsequently selected to design the pipelines, plant, pump stations, and reservoirs. 

In September 2011, MWH completed the pre~design phase for the WTP and then proceeded to initiate 
tasks associated with the final design phase. An early effort in the final design phase was a physical 
investigation of the geologic conditions at the WTP site. This effort concluded in late 2011 and a draft 
report was delivered to the City in early 2012. That report contained the findings of the geologic 
investigation and revealed the site was underlain by soils that are prone to liquefaction when exposed to 
strong ground shaking typically associated with seismic events. This revelation caused MWH, along with 
analysis of these findings by the PMT's geotechnical engineer, to recommend that auger~cast piles were the 
most effective foundation design approach to mitigate the liquefaction hazard for the WTP buildings and 
buried clearwell (i.e., underground reservoir). This recommendation was accepted by the program sponsors 
along with the acknowledgment that this foundation design approach would require a material increase in 
design costs associated with more rigorous geotechnical and structural design services, a site specific 
seismic hazard analysis to comply with West Linn building codes, and an analysis and selection of the 
appropriate structural design codes that would govern design of the pile foundation systems. 

The Scope of Work and associated fees for these and related tasks could not have been foreseen at the 
time the original Contract between the City and MWH was executed and so MWH has requested additional 
compensation for this work. Because the additional costs for this work exceed the City Manager's authority 
granted pursuant to Resolution 11-53, the Council must approve this amendment to MWH's Contract. 

The PMT and City project staff has reviewed the costs related to this additional work and find them 
reasonable and appropriate for the level of effort. Labor rates used by MWH are those agreed to in the 
original Contract. 

ALTERNATIVES & FISCAL IMPACT 

If approved by Council, this amendment will increase the Contract of MWH by $200,000. Not approving 
this amendment could result in actions taken by MWH to recover this compensation through the dispute 
resolution process established within the Contract. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Council approve a contract amendment to MWH Americas, Inc. in the amount 
of $200,000 for water treatment plant design services. 

ATIACHMENTS 

1. Exhibit 'A': Scope of Work and Fees for Contract Amendment relating to pile design. 

Reviewed by: 

Finance Director 

City Attorney Tom Coffee, Cit 1 
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Exhibit A- CO No. 10 

Incorporation of Auger-cast Pile Design 

Scope of ork 
General Background and Scope Overvie\lv 
The Project Definition Report, for which the RFP for the Lake Oswego & Tigard WTP Expansion Project was based, did not 
anticipate the liquefiable soil and subsequently pile foundation for the structures on the site. However, preliminary geotechnical 
analysis by Shannon & Wilson at the site has identified liquefiable soil and the need for pile foundation for both new and existing 
facilities as part of the plant expansion. 

Foundations represent an important element of structural design for this project. The high potential for soil liquefaction and 
seismic induced settlement will require an experienced engineering team to provide design guidance and to fully review the 
work as it moves from initial concept to 100% complete stages. The use of chief and principal with proper licensing will add 
significant value to the project by assisting in risk mitigation on behalf of the Lake Oswego~ Tigard partnership while leading. to 
an optimized design and low cost of construction .. 

Preliminary analysis of the mitigation alternatives has led to tl:le recommendation of auger-cast piles as the preferred alternative 
mitigation strategy for the following reasons: 

• Piles are anticipated to have minimal noise/vibration impact on the neighbors during construction, 
• Piles will present the lowest risk when installed adjacent to existing structures, 
• Piles will have low mobilization costs, important for projects with 'sequenced' construction, and 
• Piles can also be used as temporary shoring, reducing 'stranded' investments during construction. 

This scope of services defines the tasks required to incorporate auger-cast piles into the detailed design. It consists of the 
following main tasks: 

Task 1 0.1 -Preliminary Design Efforts 
Task 10.2- Detailed Design 
Task 10.3- Engineering Services during Construction 
Task 10.4- Project Management 

Each task is described in detail below. 

Task 1 0.1 - F'relirninary Design 
OBJECTIVES: 

The purpose of this task is to develop list of preliminary mitigation alternatives, vet the alternatives with SponsorsJPMT 
and third-party reviewer, develop final recommendations, develop the design criteria and to incorporate the final 
recommendations into the DRAFT and FINAL Geotechnical Engineering Report. 

CO No. 10- Rev. 4 
Incorporation of Auger-cast Piles February 12, 2013 Page 1 of 4 
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SU8TASKS: 

Subtask 1 0.1. 1 - Coordination Meetings 

Several Coordination Meetings were required during the Preliminary Design phase, including: 
• Meetings with the design team to develop the list of preliminary mitigation alternatives 
• Meetings with PMT/Sponsors/third-party to present preliminary findings 
• Meetings with PMT to vet alternatives and preliminary findings and develop preliminary recommendations 
• Meetings with the PMT/Sponsors to vet preliminary recommendations 
• Meetings with 1he design team to finalize recommendations 

Subtask 10.1.2- Design Criteria Development 

Once final seismic mitigation recommendations were developed and approved by the PMT/Sponsors/third-party, detailed 
design criteria for the pile system were developed for the following project elements: 

• At-grade, non-water-bearing structures 
• Partially buried, water-bearing structures 
• Deep water-bearing structures 
• Existing, deep water-bearing structures 
• Utilities (including large- and small-diameter piping, utilidors and electrical duct banks) 

Subtask 10.1.3- Modifications to DRAFT and FINAL Geotechnical Engineering Report 

FinaJ seismic mitigation recommendations will be presented in both the DRAFT and FINAL Geotechnical Engineering Report. 

The initial DRAFT report served as the Geotechnical Engineering Report for the initial City of West Unn Land Use Application, 
and presented the design team's general approach to seismic mitigation, but stopped short of final recommendations to ensure 
we had some flexibility when finalizing the design. A supplementary Technical Memorandum (TM) is being developed to 
supplement this initiaJ DRAFT Report as part of the second Land Use Application; this TM is designed to summarize the 
evolution of the geotechnical design criteria presented in the initial DRAFT, as well as summarize criteria for project elements 
not developed as part of the initial DRAFT. 

The FINAL Geotechnical Engineering Report will compile both the 'in-scope' geotechnical analysis, with the auger-cast pile 
design recommends presented in the initial DRAFT as well as the supplementary TM, and will serve as the basis of design for 
all structural calcutations for the project 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

• The level of effort presented in Exhibit B is limited to efforts associated with the development of the seismic mitigation 
portion of 1he DRAFT report and Supplemental TM for Land Use Application purposes, as well as the FINAL 
Geotechnical Engineering Report. 

• All deliverables will be submitted as six hardcopies and one electronic file in PDF fonnat 

HOURS ESTIMATE .ASSUMPTIONS: 

• Professional and Senior Engineer- 16 hours, Meeting support. 
• Principal Engineer- 43 hours, Meeting attendance, Criteria summary, and Geotechnical Report review. 
• Chief Engineer- 20 hours, Meeting attendance and Criteria review for quality assurance purposes. 

DEtlVERABLES: 

• Seismic portion of the DRAFT Geotechnical Engineering Report (for initial Land Use Application) 

CO No. 10- Rev. 4 
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• Seismic portion of the Supplemental TM to the DRAFT Geotechnical Engineering Report {for second Land Use 
Application) 

• Seismic portion of the FINAL Geotechnical Engineering Report 

Task i 0.2- Detailed Design 
OBJECTIVES: 

Incorporate the seismic mitigation design criteria into the final drawings and specifications for the Lake Oswego and 
Tigard WTP Expansion. 

SUBTASKS: 

The following subtasks ensure the final seismic mitigation recommendations will be incorporated into the Contract 
Document Drawings and Specifications. 

Subtask 10.2.1- 10.2.12- Drawing and Design Calculations 
Auger~cast pile design details will be captured into the Contract Document Drawings in the following categories: 

• Standard Detail Sheets 
• Additional Geotechnical Design Support 
• Overall Pile Plan 
• Area-specific Lower Plan Sheets 
• Area~specific Section and Detail Sheets 
• Structural Analysis and Calculations 

Subtask 10.2.13- Specifications 
Auger-cas1 pile design specifications will be developed 1hrough a collaboration with the structural and geotechnical design 
team, and incorporated into the Contract Document Specifications. 

AS SUM PriONS: 

• Cost associated with any additional thlrd~party review will be borne by the PMT/Sponsors. 

HOUnS ESTIMATE ASSUMP'TIONS: 

• Senior Engineer- 416 hours, a more complex foundation design effort than regular mat foundation design, Iterative 
pile design, foundation design, and wall design for each area structure until the number of required of auger cast piles 
is minimized for pile construction cost savings. Since the lateral loads are resisted by the piles and surrounding soil, 
iterative design was required to calculate the lateral movement on top of piles and its effect on the pressure behind the 
walls and consequently the wall designs. Also, for some of more complex structures, e.g. Ballasted Flocculation 
Basins, Ozone contactors, Dewatering, Electrical buildings, and a portion of clearwell & FWPS, 3-D finite element 
models needed to be developed in order to capture the structure and piles interactions. As we progress in the final 
design, more of this type of complex analysis may also be required for other structures. 

• Senior Designer - 356 hours, revised structural drawings, sections, and details 
• Principal Engineer- 76 hours, developing additional design criteria if needed to supplement subtask 1 0.1.2 for pile 

supported structures, coordination and meetings with geotechnical engineers review of the geotechnical draft reports, 
and foundation design review, interdiscipline coordination, and management. 

• Chief Engineer- 29 hours, Quality Assurance and Control of design deliverables, specifications, and calculations. 

DELIVERABlE$: 

• Design de!iverables, consistent with MWH's existing Scope of Work, that incorporates the aforementioned 
additional drawings (general, plans and details), calculations and specifications. 
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Tas~~ 10.3 ngineering Services during Construction 
OBJECTIVES: 

The purpose of this task is to account for additional Engineering Services during Construction associated with the installation of 
the auger-cast pile system for seismic mitigation. 

Subtask 10.3.1 -Submittals I Request tor Information (RFI) Review 

This subtask consists of level of effort required to review the additional submittals and RFI review associated with the 
auger-cast pile system for seismic mitigation. 

AS SUM PilONS: 

• none 

DELIVERA.BLES: 

• Response to seismic-rela1ed submittals and RFJs. 

1~ask 10.4- Project Management 
OBJECTIVES: 

The purpose of this task is to account for additional project management efforts associated with this work. 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

• All deliverables will be submitted as six hardcopies and one electronic file in PDF format unless described 

HOUBS ESTIMATE ASSUMPTIONS: 

• Professional Engineer- 24 hours, Submittal and RFI review 
• Principal Engineer - 12 hours, Submittal and RFI oversight. 
• Chief Engineer- 2 hours, Technical issue resolution. 

DEUVERABLES: 

• Status reports summarizing, in part, percent spent/complete for efforts associated with this change order. 

CO No. 10- Rev. 4 
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LAKE OSWEGO 
c~nten nidi 191 0· 2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

David A. Prock, P.E., Deputy Project Director 

8.5 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380AAvenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

SUBJECT: Award of a Public Improvement Contract for the River Intake Pump Station (RIPS) Project. 

DATE: February 19, 2013 

ACTION 

Council is requested to award a public improvement contract to Slayden Construction Group in the amount 
of $10,566,000 for construction of the River Intake Pump Station (RIPS) project. 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

Pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 279A and Section 103 of Lake Oswego Public 
Contracting Rules (LOPCR), the City conducted and completed a price based competitive procurement of a 
construction contractor to construct the RIPS project. Because the contract amount exceeds $100,000, this 
contract must be awarded by the City Council. 

DISCUSSION 

Beginning September 2012, the Lake Oswego- Tigard Water Partnership (LOTWP) Program Management 
Team (PMT) initiated a construction contractor prequalification process pursuant to ORS 279C.430. 
Solicitation of statements of qualifications was published in the Seattle and Portland editions of the Daily 
Journal of Commerce (DJC). This process concluded in October 2012 resulting in a determination that the 
following general contractors possessed the necessary experience, skill and financial wherewithal to 
undertake the RIPS project: 

• Slayden Construction Group 
• Laskey Clifton Corporation 
• The Natt McDougall Company 
• Balfour Beatty Infrastructure, Inc. 
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In early December 2012, the above prequalified general contractors were invited to prepare competitive 
bids in response to a solicitation for bids issued to each prequalified contractor. On February 5, 2013, bids 
were received from the prequalified general contractors. The bidders and amounts bid are shown below: 

Bidder Name Bid Amount 
Slayden Construction Group $10,566,000 
Laskey Clifton Corporation $11,994,570 

The Natt McDougall Company $14,742,718 
Balfour B~atty lnfr(Jstructure, Inc. $17,073,882 

Engineer's Estimate(l) 12,823,000 
(1) .. Opm1on of Probable Construction Cost 

The PMT evaluated each bid and determined that all bids were ((responsive" and ((responsible". 

With the above determination made, the LOTWP Project Director issued the required Notice of Intent to 
Award to all bidders on February 7, 2013. This notice must be issued not less than 10-days prior to award 
of the Contract by the awarding authority. Within 7-days from the notice, any bidder other than the 
apparent low bidder may file a protest with the contracting agency if that bidder believes they would be 
adversely affected by award to the lowest responsive, responsible bidder. The written protest must 
demonstrate that all lower priced bids are ineligible for award because: 

1. The lower priced bids were nonresponsive; or 
2. The contracting agency committed a substantial violation of a provision in the solicitation document 

or any applicable procurement statute or rule and because of the violation the protesting bidder's 
bid was unfairly evaluated. 

ALTERNATIVES & FISCAL IMPACT 

As noted above, all bids submitted were determined to be responsive and responsible. Therefore, 
according to the least cost policies of public contracting established by the State of Oregon, the City must 
either: 

1. Award a public improvement contract to Slayden Construction Group in the amount of $10,566,000 
for construction of the RIPS project; or 

2. Make findings that good cause exists and the public's interest protected if all bids were rejected and 
a new bidding process undertaken. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Substantial cost and effort has been expended by the City and bidders in conducting and responding to this 
solicitation process. It is the opinion of the Project Director that no good cause exists for findings that: 

1. The solicitation process was flawed or violated public contracting laws or rules; 

2. Slayden Construction Group is not a responsive and responsible bidder as defined by statute; and 

3. The public's interests would be best served by rejecting all bids and rebidding the project. 
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Furthermore, not awarding the contract would result in project delay and expose the City to increased 
costs associated with re-bidding the work and construction cost escalation. Therefore, it is the Project 
Director's recommendation that Council select Alternative #1 and award a public improvement contract to 
Slayden Construction Group in the amount of $10,566,000. 

Reviewed by: 

City Attorney 

~-~ . , .. / c:-:.:?227 . / 
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LAKE OSWEGO 
Cio'ntenniill!910-2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

David A. Prock, P.E., Deputy Project Director 
LO-Tigard Water Partnership 

8.6 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

SUBJECT: Award of a Goods and Special Services Contract to Mitsubishi Electric Power Products, Inc. 
for the Water Treatment Plant Ozone System 

DATE: February 19, 2013 

ACTION 

Move to award a Goods and Special Services contract in the amount of $21390,000 to Mitsubishi Electric 
Power Products/ Inc. to provide the Water Treatment Plant Ozone System. 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

A contract for the design of upgrades and expansion of the City's Water Treatment Plant (WTP) was 
awarded by Council on April19, 2011 to MWH Americas, Inc. Preparation of the final construction 
documents for bidding will be completed in May 2013. Final design cost efficiencies can be achieved by the 
design firm if they know which manufacturer's ozone system will be used because each manufacturer's 
equipment is highly proprietary and has differing support systems (electricity, water, space, cooling, piping/ 
etc.) needs. In the absence of this information, the final construction documents would be based on 
"generic// equipment (best guess by the design team). This "generic" approach would most likely result in 
design and construction contractor change orders during construction. In addition, there would be no 
guarantee that the equipment provided by the contractor would represent the "best value'/ to the City. 
Because of the above factors/ it is not uncommon for Owners to competitively select vendors for 
specialized pieces of equipment prior to contractor bidding. As allowed by the City/s contracting rules, the 
program team used a Request for Proposals (RFP) approach to conduct the "pre-selection" process. 

The RFP was issued for the Water Treatment Plant Ozone System on August 13, 2012. In accordance with 
published procedures, equipment vendors prepared and submitted full technical proposals in response to 
the RFP. Proposals were received from four ozone equipment vendors on September 19, 2012. 
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DISCUSSION 

The RFP included detailed requirements for the equipment and detailed criteria that would be used by the 
City's Source Selection Committee (SSC} to evaluate each proposal. 

Based on the rating and ranking methodology published in the RFP, the sse rated and ranked the proposals. 
The evaluation criteria and scores assigned to each proposal are noted in Attachment A. The weighting 
factors associated with the evaluation criteria are detailed in Attachment B. The best combination of 
technology, project personnel, support facilities and servicing capabilities, company experience and 
references/ Ci)pital cqst, an~tpresentwor~h of ()perating the equipment for 20-years r~sults in the Best 
Value selection. 

The top-ranked proposer is Mitsubishi Electric Power Products, Inc. In this particular procurement process, 
the best value proposal also had the lowest capital price. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Funds are available in the FY 2012-13 approved budget to cover this capital outlay expenditure. 

RECOMMENDATION 

To assure the project remains on schedule, the efficient use of design dollars and to minimize risk of change 
orders during construction, it is recommended that Council approve award of a Goods and Special Services 
Contract in the amount of $2,390,000 to Mitsubishi Electric Power Products, Inc. for the Water Treatment 
Plant Ozone System. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Attachment A- RFP Evaluation Criteria and Scores 
2. Attachment B- RFP Evaluation Criteria: Weighting Factors for Price and Non-Price Attributes 

Reviewed by: 

City Attorney 

~ .-:/ 

7d??2~ 
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Attachment A 

RFP Evaluation Criteria and Scores 

Criterion Description Proposal Scoring 
Fuji Mitsubishi Ozonia Wedeco/ 

Electric Electric North Xylem 
Corp. of Power America, Water 
America Products, LLC Solutions, 

Inc. USA 
NON-PRICE ATTRIBUTES 

1. Technology 700.5 637.5 615.0 610.5 
2. Project Personnel 235.0 227.5 215.0 215.0 
3. Support Facilities and Servicing 220.0 205.0 215.0 225.0 

Capabilities 

4. Company Experience and 705.0 690.0 610.5 660.0 
References 
PRICE ATTRIBUTES 

5. Capital Cost to the BUYER of 1095.9 1440.0 1268.4 1405.8 
buying $2,740,000 $2,390,000 $2,515,000 $2,400,000 

6. Present Worth of operating the 1807.2 1919.6 1912.0 1907.2 
equipment for 20 years $1,240,000 $1,120,000 $1,120,000 $1,140,000 

Total Scores 4863.6 5119.6 4835.9 5023.5 
Evaluation Ranking 3 1 4 2 
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Attachment B 

RFP Evaluation Criteria: Weighting Factors for Price and Non-Price Attributes 

Selection Criteria Overview: The selection of the highest-rated Proposer was based on evaluation of 
the Proposal against the weighted rating of the following price and non-price attributes as shown in 
the table below. Evaluations were made by the Source Selection Committee. 

Criterion Reviewer x criterion =Total score 
Rating (1 to 10 weighting for selection 

maximum) factor criterion 
Non-Price Attributes 

A. Technology 15 

B. Project personnel 5 

C. Support facilities and 5 
servicing capabilities 
D. Company experience and 15 
references 
Price Attributes 

E. Capital cost to the BUYER 30 
of buying 
F. Present Worth of operating 40 
the equipment for 20 years 

Total Score --- ---
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8.7 
LAKE OSWEGO 
Cer1tennidl1910·2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

David A. Prock, P.E., Deputy Project Director 
LO-Tigard Water Partnership 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

SUBJECT: Award of a Goods and Special Services Contract to FKC Co., Ltd. for the Water Treatment 
Plant Screw Press Equipment 

DATE: February 19, 2013 

ACTION 

Move to award a Goods and Special Services contract in the amount of $399,677 to FKC Co., Ltd. to provide 
the Water Treatment Plant Screw Press Equipment. 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

A contract for the design of upgrades and expansion of the City's Water Treatment Plant (WTP) was 
awarded by Council on April 19, 2011 to MWH Americas, Inc. Preparation of the final construction 
documents for bidding will be completed in May 2013. Final design cost efficiencies can be achieved by the 
design firm if they know which manufacturer's screw press equipment will be used because each 
manufacturer's equipment is highly proprietary and has differing support systems (electricity, water, space, 
cooling, piping, etc.) needs. In the absence of this information, the final construction documents would be 
based on "generic" equipment (best guess by the design team). This "generic" approach would most likely 
result in design and construction contractor change orders during construction. In addition, there would 
be no guarantee that the equipment provided by the contractor would represent the "best value" to the 
City. Because of the above factors, it is not uncommon for Owners to competitively select vendors for 
specialized pieces of equipment prior to contractor bidding. As allowed by the City's contracting rules, the 
program team used a Request for Proposals (RFP) approach to conduct the "pre-selection" process. 

The RFP was issued for the Water Treatment Plant Screw Press Equipment on September 17, 2012. In 
accordance with published procedures, equipment vendors prepared and submitted full technical 
proposals in response to the RFP. Proposals were received from two screw press equipment vendors on 
October 11, 2012. 

Feb 19 2013 65 



Page 2 

DISCUSSION 

The RFP included detailed requirements for the equipment and detailed criteria that would be used by the 
City's Source Selection Committee (SSC) to evaluate each proposal. 

Based on the rating and ranking methodology published in the RFP, the sse rated and ranked the proposals. 
The evaluation criteria and scores assigned to each proposal is noted in Attachment A. The weighting 
factors associated with the evaluation criteria are detailed in Attachment B. The best combination of 
technology, project personnel, support facilities and servicing capabilities, company experience and 
references, and capital cost, results in the Best Value selection. 

The top-ranked proposer is FKC Co. Ltd. In this particular procurement process, the best value proposal 
was not the lowest capital price. FKC Co. Ltd. scored higher for all evaluation criteria except for cost. 

A summary of the significant differences between the recommended best value FKC and Huber screw 
press systems are: 

• The Huber design has an assembly with inner parts that are more difficult to access for 
maintenance and replacement, which will result in higher, onwgoing, long-term maintenance 
costs. 

• The FKC design will make maintenance easier due to its simpler design with fewer moving parts, 
no brushes to replace, easier to remove screw out of the top of the press (split case), a more 
robust washwater system, and clearer picture of sludge entering the screw press through the 
headbox. 

• FKC offers more regional support and history- the team has a good reputation. Huber is 
located in North Carolina for both repair parts and service personnel. FKC parts and service staff 
are located in Washington State. 

• It is expected that the approximately $100,000 difference between FKC and Huber will be made 
up in 5 to 7 years due to the anticipated performance of the FKC equipment in producing a 
dryer product with less chemicals. This results in lower chemical costs and less trucking I 
disposal costs due the lower volume of material requiring disposal. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Funds are available in the FY 2012-13 approved budget to cover this capital outlay expenditure. 

RECOMMENDATION 

To assure the project remains on schedule, the efficient use of design dollars and to minimize risk of change 
orders during construction, it is recommended that the Council approve award of a Goods and Special 
Services Contract in the amount of $399,677 to FKC Co., Ltd. for the Water Treatment Plant Screw Press 
Equipment. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. Attachment A- RFP Evaluation Criteria and Scores 
2. Attachment B- RFP Evaluation Criteria: Weighting Factors for Price and Non-Price Attributes 

Reviewed by: 

City Manager 
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Attachment A 

RFP Evaluation Criteria and Scores 

Criterion Description Proposal Scoring 
FKC Co. Huber 

Ltd. Technology, 
Inc. . .. 

NON-PRICE ATTRIBUTES 
1. Technology 697.5 555.0 
2. Support Facilities and Servicing 245.0 150.0 

Capabilities, and Key Personnel 
3. Company Experience and 780.0 540.0 

References 
4. Performance 645.0 495.0 

PRICE ATTRIBUTES 
5. Capital Cost 1732.5 2070.0 

$399,677 $298,836 
Total Scores 4100.0 3810.0 

Evaluation Ranking 1 2 
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Attachment B 

RFP Evaluation Criteria: Weighting Factors for Price and Non~Price Attributes 

Selection Criteria Overview: The selection of the highest-rated Proposer was based on evaluation of 
the Proposal against the weighted rating of the following price and non-price attributes, as shown in 
the table below. Evaluations were made by the Source Selection Committee. 

Criterion Reviewer x criterion = Total score 
Rating (1 to 10 weighting for selection 

maximum) factor criterion 
Non .. Price Attributes 

1. Technology 15 

2. Support Facilities and 5 
Servicing Capabilities, and 
Key Personnel 

3. Company Experience and 15 
References 

4. Performance 15 

Price Attributes 

5. Capital cost 45 

Total Score --- ---
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LAKE OSWEGO 
Centenniai1910"20HJ 

TO: 

FROM: 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent StLJdebaker} Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

David Powell, City Attorney .ttG[{) 

9.1 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

SUBJECT: Ordinance 2614 Concluding the Community Forestry Commission 

DATE: February 12, 2013 

ACTION 

Adopt Ordinance 2614 concluding the Community Forestry Commission and returning its functions to the 
Development Review Commission 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

Originally all appeals or requests for hearings on Tree Code permit decisions were heard by the 
Development Review Commission (DRC). In 2000, the City Council created the Community Forestry 
Commission (CFC) consisting of five members, including at least two certified arborists and at least two 
others with skills, training or experience relating to trees or forestry. The CFC was charged with hearing 
quasi-judicial appeals of tree permit decisions. 

It has been proposed that the CFC be concluded and that its functions be returned to the DRC. 

DISCUSSION 

In the initial years following its creation, the CFC met so infrequently that the members had little 
opportunity to develop experience and familiarity with development-related quasi-judicial hearings 
processes. For this reason, in 2006 the City Council amended the Code to provide that the CFC would hear 
only those appeals where trees are proposed to be removed for landscaping purposes, and that the DRC 
would resume hearing Tree Code cases where the removal is related to development. 

This change caused CFC meetings to be even less frequent, to the point where there would be gaps of as 
long as two years. As of January of this year all of the members' terms had expired and only two 
applications had been received after an extended recruitment period. A tree permit appeal is now pending, 
creating the need to quickly fill and orient the CFC membership, or to change the designated hearings body. 
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Planning and legal staff propose that} because the CFC has become so inactive} it makes sense to conclude 
the CFC at this time} and to return its remaining duties to the DRC. The DRC Chair has been consulted and 
has no objection. 

Attached Ordinance 2614 implements this proposal by repealing LOC 12.51.0271 which created the CFCJ and 
by amending LOC 55.02.085 to transfer the CFCs hearings functions to the DRC. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council adopt Ordinance 2614 concluding the Community Forestry 
Commission and returning its functions to the Development Review Commission. 

ATTACHMENT 

Ordinance 2614 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2614 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE LAKE OSWEGO CITY COUNCIL AMENDING ARTICLES 12.51 AND 55.02 
OF THE LAKE OSWEGO CODE TO CONCLUDE THE COMMUNITY FORESTRY COMMISSION AND 
TO TRANSFER ITS FUNCTIONS TO THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMISSION 

WHEREAS the City Council finds that the activities of the Community Forestry Commission have 
decreased in recent years to the point where the public interest in efficient administration of the 
City'sTre.e C:ode..wouldbe.. best s.e.rve.dbvconc:Juding the Com rnu oJtyForestrvComm iss ion and 
transferring its functions to the Development Review Commission, which originally had 
jurisdiction over such matters; 

The City of Lake Oswego ordains as follows: 

Section 1. Section 12.51.027 of the Lake Oswego Code, creating the Community Forestry 
Commission, is repealed. 

Section 2. Section 55.02.085 of the Lake Oswego Code is amended to read as follows (deleted 
material shown with stril<ethrough text, added material shown with bold, underlined text): 

55.02.085 Request for Public Hearing on a Type II Tree Cutting Permit. 

1. Any person may request a hearing on a Type II tree cutting permit 
by filing a written Request for Hearing, along with the applicable hearing fee as 
established by resolution of the City Council with the City Recorder, within 
fourteen days of the date the notice of tentative decision was posted pursuant 
to LOC 55.02.082. Failure to file within the fourteen day period shall preclude 
such a request. 

2. An applicant for a tree cutting permit may appeal denial of a 
permit or conditions imposed on an approved permit by filing a written notice of 
intent to appeal, along with the applicable filing fee as established by resolution 
of the City Council, with the City Recorder within fourteen days of the date of 
decision on the permit. 

3. Requests for hearing and appeals shall be heard by :tfl.e 
Community Forestry Commission if the tree removal is proposed only for 
landscaping purposes as authorized by LOG 55.02.080(1). Requests for hearing 
and appeals on any tree removal proposed in order to construct development as 
authorized by LOG 55.02.080(1) shall be heard by the Development Review 
Commission (DRC).;. The appropriate Commission (referred to herein as "the 

Ordinance No. 2614 
Page 1 of 3 
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hearings body"), which shall hold a public hearing on the request or appeal. The 
City shall send written notice of the hearing to the applicant, the person 
requesting the hearing if different from the applicant, and to the recognized 
Neighborhood Association for the area in which the subject property is located. 
The written notice shall be sent at least ten days in advance of the hearing. 

4. The hearings body DRC shall hear testimony from the applicant, 
followed by those in favor of the application, those opposed to the application 
(beginning with the person who requested the hearing if different from the 
applicantL and concluding with rebuttal by the applicant. Any person may testify 
before the hearings body DRC. Following the close of the public testimony, the 
hearings body DRC shall determine, based upon the evidence and testimony in 
the record, whether or not the application complies with the criteria contained 
in LOC 55.02.080. The findings, conclusions, and order shall contain the hearings 
body's DRC's reasons for approving, denying or modifying the permit. 

5. A decision of the hearings body DRC shall not become final for 
ten days from the date of adoption of written findings. Any person who 
appeared before the hearings body DRC either orally or in writing may appeal 
the decision of the hearings body DRC to the City Council by filing a written 
notice of intent to appeal, along with an appeal fee as established by resolution 
of the Council, with the City Recorder within ten days of the date of adoption of 
the hearings body's DRC's written findings, conclusions and order. The findings, 
conclusions, and order and minutes of the hearings body's DRC's meeting, along 
with any written staff reports or testimony shall be forwarded to the City 
Council. Written notice of the appeal hearing shall be sent at least ten days in 
advance of the Council hearing to those persons who appeared before the 
hearings body DRC. The hearing before the City Council shall be on the record 
established before the hearings body DRC and only persons who appeared 
before the hearings body DRC orally or in writing may testify. The appellant shall 
testify first, followed by persons in favor of the appeal, persons in opposition to 
the appeal (beginning with the applicant if different from the appellant), and 
concluding with rebuttal by the appellant. The Council's hearing and decision 
shall otherwise comply with subsection (4) of this section. The decision of the 
Council shall be final. 

Ordinance No. 2614 
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Enacted at the meeting of the Lake Oswego City Council held on the 19th day of February, 2013. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

EXCUSED: 

ATTEST: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

David Powell 
City Attorney 

Ordinance No. 2614 
Page 3 of 3 

Feb 19 2013 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 

Dated: -----------------------

Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
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LAKE OSWEGO 
Centennial1910-2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

ACTION 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

Kim Gilmer, Director 
Parks & Recreation Department 

Luscher Area Master Plan 

February 6, 2013 

10.1 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or. us 

Staff intends to present the final draft Luscher Area Master Plan to the City Council for final comment 
before submitting a land use application to the City's Planning Department. 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

The planning effort to update the 1997 Luscher Farm Master Plan began in fall 2010. Since adoption of the 
1997 plan, citizen approved bond measures added 82 acres of park and open space property in the Stafford 
area. The new master plan updates the 1997 plan, and identifies citizens' expectations and priorities for 
the newly acquired properties. The new plan is intended to guide the parks' development for the next 15-
20 years. 

The draft master plan (Exhibit A) reflects the community's vision for the future development and use of the 
City's park properties in the Stafford area. The plan includes a comprehensive review of the public process, 
existing site conditions, proposed future uses, infrastructure and land use, proposed costs, and 
implementation options. 

Over 3400 comments were obtained via stakeholder meetings, on-line questionnaires, public meetings, and 
Planning Commission and advisory board meetings to guide development of the plan (Exhibit B- Public 
Outreach Summary). The City's Planning Commission has commended the department for its effort in 
managing an extensive public outreach effort for this project (Exhibit C). 

The plan addresses and seeks to balance the following priorities: 

• Trails and trail connectivity 
• Preserve views and view corridors 
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• Keep a balance of rural feel and active recreation use 
• Expand active recreation opportunities 
• Natural Resource enhancement, restoration, and education 
• Enhance historic preservation, interpretation, education 
• Strengthen urban agriculture- community gardens, farming, education 

DISCUSSION 

The Parks & Natural Area zone (PNA) of the City's Code establishes criteria for all park master plans and 
requires master plans to be reviewed by the Plann.ing Commission through a land use process before being 
approved by the City Council. The process involves the Planning Commission conducting a public hearing, 
followed by development of a recommendation, which is then forwarded to the City Council for 
consideration. Prior to submitting the land use application, staff would like to ensure the master plan 
meets with City Council approval. Therefore, it is staff's goal during the study session to accomplish the 
following: 

1. Review the main components of the master plan and site plan; answer City Council questions. 

2. Find out if the City Council is in agreement with the plan as written, and whether there are any 
adjustments needed before preparing the final version of the plan for the land use application. 

ALTERNATIVES & FISCAL IMPACT 

No funding is requested at this time. 

RECOMMENDATION 
No formal recommendation at this time. Staff is seeking final input and comment from the City Council, 
which will be incorporated into the master plan prior to submitting a land use application to the City's 
Planning Commission for recommendation. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Ex. A- Final Draft Luscher Area Master Plan 
2. Ex. B- Public Outreach Summary 
3. Ex. C- Planning Commission memo, 12/21/12 
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Exhibit A is available for 
viewing on the City's website. 
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EXHIBIT B 

LUSCHER AREA MASTER PLAN 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUMMARY 2010-2013 

3400 Citizen Responses 

'.·.·. .OUTREACH 
3 Intercept Events (@ concerts, 
Farmer's Market) 

.... .. 

Stakeholder Interviews: 
4ih Avenue Farm (CSA) 
Friends of Brewster Rogerson 
Clematis Collection 
Oregon Tilth 
Farm Manager (community & 
children's garden) 

Friends of Luscher Farm 

Team Sports 

Palisades Neighborhood 
Association 

Historic Resources Advisory Board 

Natural Resource Friends Groups 
and Organizations 

Advisory Boards 

Design Charette (Lakeridge High 
School) 

On-line Comment Period 

Public Open House 

On-line Comment Period 

PRAB Meeting 

Feb 19 2013 

' ..... PURPOSE 
To solicit information from the public 
about their preferences 

To inform groups of master planning 
process and obtain information about 
their priorities and ideas for the 
master plan 

Master Plan Kick off and 
brainstorming 

DATE 
August 2010 

November 15, 2010 

I( 

December 1, 2010 

November 11, 2011 

January 11, 2011 

December 12, 2010 

November 18, 2010 

December 16, 2011 

January 2011 

Posted results of design charette on- January 25-February 6, 2011 
line for additional public input. Info. 
used to develop three site plan 
alternatives 
Presented three site plan alternatives April 21, 2011 
for public review and comment. 
Posted the three site plan alternatives April 23 May 8, 2011 
on-line for public review and 
comment. Info. used to develop a 
Refined Site Plan. 
MIG presented the Refined Site Plan June 15, 2011 
in a public presentation to PRAB and 
the community. 

Public comments were received 
following presentation. 

:. 
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EXHIBIT B 

··· ... . OUTREACH •. 

. PURPose·· .. .. DATE 
····· Site Plan Rev'1sions Refined Site Plan revised to address June 16-24, 2011 

public comments from June 15 
meeting 

On-line Comment Period Posted revised Refined Site Plan on- June 27-July 10, 2011 
line for public review and comment. 

City Council Study Session Review Refined Site Plan July 12, 2011 
Advisory Board Working Group Refine site plan to address conflict April 2012- September 17, 
(HRAB, NRAB, SAB, PRAB) between athletic fields and urban 2012 (5 meetings) 

agricultural areas 
Planning Commission Review revised draft site plan September 10, 2012 

City Council study session Review and approved revised draft September 25, 2012 
site plan 

On-line Comment Period Posted Draft Master Plan document November 4- December 7, 
on-line for public review and 2012 
comment. 

Planning Commission work session Review Draft Master Plan document November 14, 2012 
Advisory Board & Commission Presentation of Draft Master Plan November 29, 2012 
Meeting document to boards/commissions for 

final review and comment 
Advisory Board Working Group Review Draft Master Plan document October 23, 2012 
(HRAB, NRAB, SAB, PRAB) November 8, 2012 

November 13, 2012 
November 16, 2012 
November 27, 2012 
December 12, 2012 
January 7, 2013 

In addition to the stakeholders identified above, the following groups were also been invited to 
participate in the public process: 

o Blue Heron Neighborhood Association 
o Childs Neighborhood Association 
o Glenmorrie Neighborhood Association 
o Hallinan Neighborhood Association 
o Skylands Neighborhood Association 
o Westridge Neighborhood Association 
o Stafford/Tualatin CPO 
o 74 Property owners surrounding the park sites 
o Email distribution list of approximately 900 interested citizens 
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EXHIBIT C 

TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Mayor Studebaker and City Councilors 

Kim Gilmer, Parks and Recreation Director 
Ryan Stee, Parks Project Manager 

Bill Gaar, Chair Planning Commission 
Planning Commission 

Luscher Area Master Plan 

December 21, 2012 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

4101 Kruse Way 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-635-2549 

In August 2010, the Parks and Recreation Department initiated a park master planning process for 152 
acres of park properties referred to as the Luscher Area. This process has involved extensive analysis and 
wide public involvement from community members, City advisory boards and commissions, and the City 
Council. The result is a visionary document that guides the future development of these park properties 
over the next 25 years. 

After two and one half years of research, outreach and detailed analysis the Draft Luscher Area Master Plan 
is complete. On November 14, 2012 the Parks and Recreation Department met with the Planning 
Commission in a final study session to present the draft plan and obtain feedback prior to submitting the 
plan to the City Council for final comment in January. During the meeting, the Planning Commission 
thanked the staff for their effort and quality of work having gone to develop this comprehensive document. 

The Planning Commission recognizes the extensive public outreach and research that has gone into the 
development of this plan. The outreach has involved over 3400 comments received from stakeholders, 
public meetings, on-line comments, and meetings with the City Council advisory boards, and appointed 
chair working group. The Parks & Recreation Department has met with the Planning Commission on 
several occasions to provide updates and to ask for direction on development of the plan. 

I understand the City Council will be reviewing the draft Luscher Area Master Plan on January 15, and 
would like to inform the Mayor and City Council that the Planning Commission is comfortable with the 
result and direction of this planning effort. Following the City Council approval of the Draft Master Plan, 
parks staff is expected to submit the plan for Master Plan approval as set forth in Section 50.02.003 of the 
Community Development Code. That process will give the Parks & Recreation Department the certainty it 
needs to implement the plan over time without having to go through multiple conditional use hearings. 

1 
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While it is noted above that the Commission agrees with the direction of the Luscher Area Plan, the 
Commission has not yet reviewed the plan for compliance with the criteria in the Community Development 
Code. That process requires a formal public hearing and decision by the Commission. 
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LAKE OSWEGO 
Centennial1910·2010 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

ACTION 

COUNCIL REPORT 

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
Tom Coffee, City Manager 

Kim Gilmer, Director 
Parks & Recreation Department 

Public Art Program Contract 

Tuesday, February 5, 2013 

10.2 
CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

503-675-3984 
www.ci.oswego.or.us 

Staff will present a brief overview of the City's agreement with the Lake Oswego Arts Council at the 
February 19, 2013 City Council meeting and obtain direction from the Council on renewal of the agreement 
for FY13-14. 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

The City's agreement with the Lake Oswego Arts Council to provide administration of the City's art 
collection, and public art programs expires June 30, 2013. A new agreement would typically be entered 
into in June and become effective July 1, 2013. Prior to preparing the new agreement for future City 
Council approval staff would like to provide an overview of the services included in the agreement, answer 
Council questions, and obtain direction for preparing the final agreement. 

DISCUSSION 

The current agreement is a one year agreement with the option to renew for two additional years 
contingent upon City funding and interest in continuing the service. This agreement expires June 30, 2013. 
The scope of work covers administration of the City's 1.5 Percent for Art Program and maintenance of the 
City's art collection (Chapter 18 of City's Code), and the provision of specified City-sponsored public art 
programs (i.e. Gallery without Walls, People's Choice award, etc.). A draft agreement for FY13-14 to FY15-
16 has been developed based upon the same parameters of the current agreement, and includes: 

I. Administer the City's 1.5 Percent for Art Program and manage the City's public art collection. 
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A. Establish and oversee a Public Art Committee in accordance with the provisions of Section 2 of 
the Public Art Guidelines to manage, develop, and maintain the City's art collection as follows: 

o Maintenance of the City's Public Art Collection, including cataloguing, periodic review, 
maintenance and placement, website updates. 

o Acquisition of art on behalf of the City, upon prior approval by the City, and subject to 
availability of City funds. 

o Deaccessioning of art. 

o Acceptance of public art donations and memorials. 

o Loans of works from the Public Art Collection 

o Administration of the City's Percent for Art Program under Chapter 18 of the Lake 
Oswego Code. 

II. Provide the following City-sponsored public art programs: 

• Coordination of the Gallery Without Walls temporary outdoor art exhibit. 

• Administer and host the annual Arts Chronicle invitational exhibit during the Lake 
Oswego Festival of the Arts. 

• Conduct a People's Choice art selection from the Gallery Without Walls temporary 
exhibit for the City's public art collection. 

• Host an unveiling ceremony to introduce the new Gallery Without Walls exhibit, and art 
purchased through the People's Choice award. 

Staff intends to provide the City Council with a brief historical overview of the City's 1.5 Percent for Art 
program, relationship with the Lake Oswego Foundation for the Arts, and the proposed scope of work for 
the FY13-14 to FY 15-16 agreement. Based upon direction received from the City Council, staff will prepare 
a final agreement and present for approval in early June 2013. 

In addition, City contracting rules and procedures require that all personal services contracts over $100,000 
must have at least three competitive proposals. To award a contract without receiving competitive 
proposals requires the City Council to approve a special procurement contract with the Arts Council. The 
special procurement authorization would exempt the solicitation of the contract from the Request for 
Proposal requirement for ((major personal service contracts," pursuant to LOC 102-0277(4). The current 
agreement with the Arts Council is a special procurement contract. City Attorney David Powell will explain 
the process for awarding the special procurement contract to the Council at the February 19, 2013 study 
session. 
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ALTERNATIVES & FISCAL IMPACT 

The current FY12-13 agreement pays the Arts Council $100,000 to perform the services described above, 
and includes $46,000 for the administration of the 1.5 Percent for Art Program and maintenance of the 
City's art collection, and $54,000 for provision of public art programs specified by the City. The source of 
funding is from the General Fund and is included in the Parks & Recreation Department's budget for FY12-
13. 

RECOMMENDATION 

No recommendation at this time. 

Staff would like direction on whether the draft agreement for FY13-14 to FY15-16 is acceptable to the City 
Council.... (Attachment 1). Or, if the Council would like modifications made and in what manner. 

Reviewed by: 

City Manager 
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Council/LORA Draft Schedule February 14, 2013 

Tuesday, March 5 

LORA Special Meeting  

 

Executive Session 
 
Action  

• Minutes and Budget Committee Appointments 
 
Study Session 

• North Anchor Project Direction (Blackstone) 
 

Tuesday, March 5 

7:00 p.m. 

Council Regular Meeting 

Action 
• Set Utility Rates for FY 2013-14 (Euler) 
• Appoint Alternate to Budget Committee 
• Repeal Alarm Fees for Disconnected Systems (Ordinance 2604)  
• Resolution 13-07, Intergovernmental Agreement with Clackamas 

County for Advanced Life Support Emergency System Integration  - 
consent (Wilson) 

• Adopt 2013 Council Action Plan 
• Budget Direction Discussion (tentative) 
• LOTWP – Award of a sole-source contract to Kruger Inc. to provide 

goods and special services relating to construction and operation of a 
ballasted clarification system for the Lake Oswego-Tigard Water 
Partnership (Komarek) 
 

Public Hearings 
• LU 12-0047/Ordinance 2603, Flood Management Area Map Revision 

(Egner)  
• Annexation Hearings: AN 12-0012 (Goodall Road 750 ft N. of Country 

Club Road); AN 12-0013 (12850 Alto Park Road); AN 12-0015 (13900 
Goodall Road); AN12-0016/Ord 2609 (12810 Alto Park Road) (Espe) 
 

Tuesday, March 19 

7:00 p.m. 

Council Regular Meeting 

Action 
• Formalize Library Agreement – consent (Baars) 
• Resolution 13-09, Main Fire Station Cell Tower Lease Extension – 

consent (Wheeler) 
 
Public Hearings 

• LU 12-0051/Ordinance 2611, Code Amendment to permit Fitness, 
Exercise and Sports Facilities in the IP Zone (Hastay) 

• Zone of Benefit Hearing (Knepper/Rooney) 
 
Study Sessions 

• Legislative Agenda (Kirk) 
• Sensitive Lands Briefing (Christenson) 
• Tennis Traffic Study (Anderholm) 
• LU 12-0054 CDC Code Amendments 2011-12 (Hamilton) 

 



Council/LORA Draft Schedule February 14, 2013 

Tuesday, April 2, 2013  

7:00 p.m. 

Council Regular Meeting 

Action 
• Arbor Week Proclamation (Christenson) 

 
Public Hearing 

• LU 12-0054 CDC Code Amendments 2011-12 (Hamilton) 
 

Study Session 
• Transportation System Plan (Weigel/Rooney) 

Tuesday, April 16, 2013 

7:00 p.m. 

Council Regular Meeting 

Action 
• Final Adoption of LU 12-0051/Ordinance 2611, Code Amendment to 

permit Fitness, Exercise and Sports Facilities in the IP Zone (Hastay) 
 

Public Hearings 
• AN 12-0014 (13150 Riverside Drive) & Resource Designation (Espe) 
• LU 12-0053, Amendment to Comprehensive Plan Map (Goal 5)  and 

Zoning Map to the Sensitive Lands Overlay to designate portions of 
property with RC overlay (Espe) 

• LU 08-0059A/Ordinance 2592, Amending the Comprehensive Plan 
and CDC with regard to certain tax lots (Espe) 

• LU 12-0046/Ordinance 2602, Comprehensive Plan and zone map 
amendments in the West Lake Grove Design District (companion 
application to Ord. 2592/LU 08-0059A) 

 
Study Sessions 

• Community Survey Results (Kirk) 
• CIP (Hooper) 

 
Tuesday, May 7 

7:00 p.m. 

Council Regular Meeting 

Action 
• Arbor Day Art Contest Awards (Christenson) 
• Luscher Area Master Plan Approval 

 
Public Hearing 

• LU 12-0057, Comp Plan and Zoning Map Amendments for Armory 
Property (Hamilton) 
 

Tuesday, May 21 

7:00 p.m. 

Council Regular Meeting 

Action  
 
Public Hearings 
 
Study Sessions 

Tuesday, June 4 

7:00 p.m. 

Council Regular Meeting 

Action 
 
Public Hearings 
 
Study Sessions 



Council/LORA Draft Schedule February 14, 2013 

Tuesday, June 18 

7:00 p.m. 

Council Regular Meeting 

Action 
 
Public Hearings 
 
Study Sessions 

 
 

To Be Scheduled 
 
COUNCIL 

• Boones Ferry Street Project (Williams) 
• Boones Ferry Road Implementation Plan (Williams/Blackstone) 
• West End Building & Public Safety Facilities Options (Williams) 
• LU 12-0033/Comp Plan, Connected Community (Weigel) 
• LU 12-0033/Comp Plan, Connected Community (Weigel) 
• WSL Operating Agreement (Williams) 
• Passenger Rail Status Update (Councilor Jordan) 
• LOTWP – Water Treatment Plant (WTP) Award of Construction Contract (May 2013) 
• LOTWP – Raw Water Pipeline (RWP) Award of Construction Contract – Schedule 1 (May 2013) 
• Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan Update  
• LGVC Handbook (Egner)  
 
LORA 
 
• Annual Report 
• Project Review 
• Block 137 (Wizer) update 
• 2nd St update 
• Financial update 
• Foothills District East End Plan amendments 

o Amendment #16 
o Willamette Steps 
o TCWTP 

• FY13-14 project priorities 

BUDGET COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

• March 14 
• April 25 
• May 2, 9 
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Regular Updates  
(Quarterly, one per regular meeting) 

• Water Project Update 
• Sustainability Update 
• Financial Update 
• Comp Plan Update 
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