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AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING
Tuesday April 9, 2013

7:00 p.m.
Council Chambers 

 
 
Contact:  Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
Email:    cschneider@ci.oswego.or.us 
Phone:   503‐635‐0215 
 
Also published on the internet at: www.ci.oswego.or.us 
 
The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. To request accommodations, 
please contact the City Manager’s Office at 503‐635‐0215, 48 hours before the meeting. 
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TO: Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
Members of the City Council 
John WendlandJ Chair 
Members of the lake Oswego School District Board 

MEMORANDUM 

FROM: TomCoffe~ 
City Manager 

SUBJECT: Report to School Board on City Priorities and Current Challenges 

DATE: April 2, 2013 

The City of Lake Oswego is experiencing perhaps its greatest change in leadership in decades 
with a new Mayor, three new Councilors, and a new Interim City Manager. The City continues 
to face a wide range of complex issues, many related to critical aging infrastructure and its need 
for replacement. In January, the City Council developed an Action Plan that was limited and 
focused on a short list of five priorities: 

1. Complete the Comprehensive Plan update. 
2. Make a decision on the future of the West End property and approve a plan for 

upgrading the Citys public safety facilities which include Police/911, South Shore Fire 
Station, and the Public Works Operations Facility. 

3. Finalize a plan for implementing the Boones Ferry Road Improvements. 
4. Implement modifications to the Sensitive Lands Ordinance. 
5. Identify capacity for increasing street maintenance, including pothole repair and bike 

and pedestrian safety projects, and develop a strategy for funding. 

In addition the City Council agreed on a set of assumptions for staff to incorporate in the 2013-
2014 Proposed Budget: 

1. Present a balanced Proposed Budget to the Budget Committee. A balanced budget is 
defined as a spending plan that balances ongoing revenue with ongoing expenditures. 
Capital items may be funded by beginning fund balance~ in the General Fund, on a case
by~case basis. 

2. Incorporate any foreseeable compression into the property tax revenue budget. 
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3. Reduce the property tax rate per $1000 of Assessed Value (AV) to an equal degree as 
the assumed statutory AV increase in Lake Oswego tax payers in Clackamas, Multnomah 
and Washington County, so that ta.x payers experience the same total Lake Oswego 

general government tax bill as in FY 2012~2013. 

4. Using previously designated fund balance, such as for PERS, in the proposed budget year 
is a planned use of beginning fund balance and shown as such. 

5. Maximize the opportunities to sell existing properties. 
6. If new positions are added to deliver on Wastewater Master Plan projects, an off-set of 

services needs to happen anywhere else in the City that is performed by an equivalent 

number of positions. 
7. Assume a $1.3 million 'rebate' to utility customers to alleviate high summer water bills. 

Staff is to propose a reasonable timing and funding source. 
8. Emphasize core services, health and safety, utilities, transportation infrastructure. 
9. find a way to begin funding for the South Shore Fire station, as a first priority, and a new 

or improved Maintenance Facility, as a second priority. 
10. Budget WEB debt service in the amount of principal and reasonably expected interest 

expense based on current short-term interest rates. 

Budget for 2013-2014 

The Proposed Budget is currently being finalized and will be presented to the City Council and 
Budget Committee on .April18. The Budget Committee will meet on Thursday, April 25 to begin 

the review of and possible modification of the document with additional planned meetings for 
May 2 and May 9 with a potential fourth meeting on May 16. Main drivers and changes to the 

budget include: 

• The City's PERS rate will increase from 22% of salaries and wages to 26%, resulting in an 
overall increase of $1.4 million of which $1.1 million is in the General Fund. The City's 

PERS contribution has increased from $4.1 mmion in 2010~11 to an estimated $6.7 
million in FY 2013-2014. 

o The City's health insurance premiums continue to put pressure on the operational 
budget despite the fact our employees have been asked to pay a greater share of the 
premium. With a 12% increase anticipated for 2013-2014, our total costs are estimated 
to increase to over $6.4 million, with employees contributing $482,000. 

• The City continues to pay $850,000 each year toward the West End Building with 
interest costs adding another $200,000. The balance on the loan for the building 

currently stands at $18.5 miHion. 

• The City is spending over $3 million per year on street maintenance and will focus most 
ofthat in 2013-2014 on Kerr Parkway extending from the city limit with Portland to the 

north aU the way to the intersection with Boones Ferry road to the south. The City is 
estimated to need to spend an additional $3 million per year above and beyond our 
current plan of $3 million to bring the pavement condition index to a minimal ugoodn 
level in the City. 
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• The lake Oswego- Tigard project moves forward and will mean the City wiU sell $101 
million in bonds this fall to pay for our portion of the $250 miflion project. Within our 
utilities, parks1 and facilities we have identified over $415 million of unfunded projects 
over the next 25 years. As a City we face the same concerns as many cities in America. 
Many cities in the West built extensive water and wastewater infrastructure in the 
1950s and 1960s using federal dollars which are no longer avaifabfe. This has caused 
many municipalities to fund improvements largely through rate increases. 

• I have attached a cost comparison of taxes and fees for Lake Oswego and surrounding 
communities to set the context for concerns in the community about debt, taxes~ and 
utiUty costs. It shows that lake Oswego}s tax burden is fairly average in comparison to 
other cities~ while the large expenditures for major water and sewer costs have pushed 
our utility rates to be greater than most communities at this time. We think these long 
term investments are often being delayed in other communities. Our goal at this point 
is to apply sound project management best practices and tight review to moderate 

these costs to the extent possible. 

The City continues to maintain a close working relationship with the school district on a wide 
range of issues/ including athletic field maintenance, public safety, and library and recreation 

programs. We look forward to finding ways to collaborate and economize by working together 
and through mutual support during these challenging economic times. 
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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

2012-13 TAX AND FEE COMPARISON REPORT 

Property Taxes 

ASSESSED VALUES 

Property taxes are calculated based upon the assessed value of 
property. A property's assessed value is the lower of its real market 
value and an established maximum value limit. A property's 
maximum assessed value can only increase for two reasons: an 
annual 3% increase if the assessed value is lower than its market value, 
or if improvements are made to the property which increases its value. 

Questions often arise about why total property tax bills have 
increased despite slight decreases in property tax rates and decreases 
in real market values. In accordance with Measure 50, assessed values 
increase 3% as long as assessed value is less than market value. In 
Lake Oswego, market values continue to be greater than assessed 
values. The ratio of assessed to market value of City property in 
Clackamas County is 81%. 

TAX RATES 

A Lake Oswego resident's total property tax rate is $17.2579 per 
$1,000 of their property's assessed value. Property tax bills include 
amounts for several taxing districts including municipalities, school 
districts, counties, and special service districts which can include 
metro, fire, and parks. The City receives approximately 35% of the 
total bill. 

The City of Lake Oswego's tax rate for general city services for 
households that are within the Lake Oswego School District's 
boundary is $4.9703 per $1,000 of a property's assessed value. The 
City actually received $4.7918 per $1,000 of assessed value due to the 
division of taxes for urban renewal districts. The maximum amount 
the City can levy is $5.0353. The rate has remained unchanged since 
2004. 

GENERAL OBLIGATION DEBT 

In addition, residents also pay for voter approved General Obligation 
Bonds. In 2012, the total bonded debt rate for the City is .5796. 
With the expiration of bonds in 2013, property owners should see 
a decrease in the City's bonded debt levies next year, even with the 
voter approved bond for Boones Ferry Road improvements. 

URBAN RENEWAL 

While an amount of property tax going to Lake Oswego Urban 
Renewal appears on a property tax statement, property owners do 
not pay more in taxes because of the existence of the district. Urban 
renewal that is financed through tax increment financing does not 
represent a new or increased tax, but a reallocation of portions of 
general property taxes already assessed. In other words, the total 
property tax bill would stay the exact same amount even if the urban 
renewal district did not exist. 

About this report 

Property Tax Statement for a Lake Oswego Home with an 

Assessed Value of $330,000 

District Tax 

Portland Community College 90.16 

Clackamas Education Service District 115.20 

Lake Oswego School District 1,422.33 

Lake Oswego School District Local Option 442.23 

EDUCATION TOTAL 2,069.93 

City of Lake Oswego 1,581.29 

Clackamas County 764.68 

County Extension & 4H 15.64 

County Library District 124.25 

County Public Safety Local Option 78.90 

County Soil Conservation District 15.38 

Lake Grove Swim Park District* 13.86 

Port of Portland 22.04 

Metro Oregon Zoo 30.13 

Urban Renewal County Special Rate 35.97 

Urban Renewal County 7.10 

Urban Renewal Lake Oswego 201.99 

Vector Control 2.08 

Vector Control Local Option 7.95 

GENERAL GOVERNMENT 2,901.26 

City of Lake Oswego Bond 191.27 

Portland Community College Bond 64.55 

Portland Community College Bond 2009 57.32 

Lake Oswego School District Bond 313.86 

Metro Bond 51.58 

Metro Bond 2006 45.34 

EXCLUDED FROM LIMIT 723.92 

Total Property Tax 5,695.11 
*Over half the C1ty IS Within the Lake Grove Sw1m Park. 

The tax amounts for all the other taxing districts on a tax bill are 
adjusted by the same amount as the urban renewal tax amount. This 
is called "Division of Taxes" and is the method of funding for the City's 
urban renewal district. 

The City conducts an annual comparison of property tax rates and utility fees in the Portland metro area. The cities used in the comparison include Beaverton, Gresham, Hillsboro, Lake Oswego, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 
Portland, Sherwood, Tigard, Tualatin, West Linn, and Wilsonville. In addition to property taxes and utility rates, private utilities of PGE, Northwest Natural Gas, and Solid Waste and Recycling services, were included to 
compare total basic homeowner costs across jurisdictions. 

The information"'~' nht~ino>rl .,;~ rn"n"' A>Sessor Offices, the U.S. Department of Energy, City master fee and charges schedules, and the U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey. 
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Property Tax Rate Comparison 

City County and 
Permanent City Bonded City Urban Overaii"City" Special Education Overall Tax 

City Rate Fire District Debt Rate Renewal Park District Services Districts Total Rate 

Tualatin 2.2665 1.9145 0.2924 4.4734 3.5345 8.2283 16.2362 

Gresham 3.5111 0.8715 4.3826 5.8600 6.3036 16.5462 

Tigard 2.5019 1.9077 0.4413 0.0616 - 4.9125 3.5222 8.1970 16.6317 

Hillsboro 5.3815 - - 0.0187 - 5.4002 3.4411 8.3063 17.1476 

Lake Oswego 4.7918 - 0.5796 0.6121 - 5.9835 3.6815 7.5929 17.2579 

Oregon City 3.9558 2.2432 0.1129 0.8538 7.1657 3.7300 7.1142 18.0099 

West Linn 2.1200 1.9145 0.4429 - - 4.4774 3.7861 10.4475 18.7110 

Wilsonville 1.9953 1.5967 0.1292 3.4057 - 7.1269 3.0437 8.6612 18.8318 

Sherwood 2.9323 1.7029 0.5497 2.0937 - 7.2786 3.0633 8.5710 18.9129 

Beaverton 4.0122 1.9135 0.2228 0.0113 1.7289 7.8887 3.4428 7.5890 18.9205 

Milwaukie 4.0661 2.3636 - - 0.5062 6.9359 4.2704 7.8379 19.0442 

Portland 6.8522 0.2036 2.4827 9.5385 5.3966 7.5267 22.4618 

Overaii"City" Services: This category includes the equivalent taxing districts to the services that the City of Lake Oswego provides its 
citizens. Taxing districts include cities, fire districts (including fire district debt), city bonded debt, urban renewal, and park districts. 
Education: Education tax rates include the permanent, local options, and bonded debt levies for the school districts, community colleges, 
and education service districts. 
County and Special Districts: Tax rates for County and Special Districts include the counties, soil and water conservation districts, library 
districts, special park districts such as the Lake Grove Swim Park, County Sheriff Local Option, 4H, vector control, metro, and Port of Portland. 



Utility Rates Comparison 

City utilities include water, wastewater, surface water, streets, and in some cases, streetlights and park fees. The comparison shows 
the average utility customer's total utility bill over a two month period. The typical customer uses 20 ccf (1 ccf=748 gallons) of 
water and 16 ccf of wastewater per bi-monthly cycle. The Lake Oswego rates are the adopted utility fees for 2012. Several cities 
charge a fee to their own utilities or utility organizations that provide water, stormwater, or sanitary sewer services. Cities that 
charge at least one of these utilities a fee include Beaverton, Hillsboro, Oregon City, Portland, Sherwood, Tigard, and Wilsonville. 
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Total Taxes, Utility Rates, and Private Utility Fees Comparison 

In addition to property taxes and public utilities, homeownership includes other comparable costs such as energy, natural gas, 
and garbage and recycling which also include city franchise fees in their totals. The following table and graph incorporates these 
costs as well as additional community information such as per capita income, household size, and median household income. The 
total annual cost for public and private taxes and fees are based on Lake Oswego's average assessed value of $330,000. In Lake 
Oswego, the average cost for public services and utilities is $9,532. 

City 

Lake Oswego 

Beaverton 

West Linn 

Milwaukie 

Sherwood 

Wilsonville 

Portland 

$12,000 

$10,000 

$8,000 

$6,000 

$4,000 

$2,000 

so 

Demographics 

Pop. 

26,060 

105,795 

92,350 

48,415 

32,220 

36,725 

90,835 

25,250 

20,400 

18,255 

19,565 

585,845 

Median 
Per Capita Household Household 

Income Size 

30,176 

21,609 

25,697 

32,527 

25,084 

47,704 

30,526 

42,483 

26,714 

31,047 

30,468 

29,797 

2.39 

2.52 

2.28 

2.90 

2.31 

2.25 

Income 

82,579 

55,881 

48,831 

"City" Education 
Services 

Taxes 
Taxes 

2,401.94 

2,351.88 

3,147.71 

2,715.34 

2,080.19 

2,828.43 

2,858.20 

2,483.81 

Tualatin Gresham Hillsboro Tigard Oregon City Lake 
Oswego 

"City" Services Taxes Education Taxes 

Cost Comparison for $330 000 AV Home 

County 
and 

Special 

Districts 
Taxes 

1,166.39 

1,933.80 

1,010.89 

1,004.42 

1,780.88 

Annual 

City 
Utilities 

Cost 
(Public) 

1,424.40 

1,482.60 

1,654.68 

Annual 

Garbage& 
Recycling 

Cost 
(Private) 

271.08 

283.20 

356.40 

Annual 
Energy 

Cost 
(Private) 

1,357.22 

1,376.89 

1,376.89 

Cost for 
Total Annual 

Natural 

Gas 
(Private) Average LO 

AVHome 

Beaverton West Linn Milwaukie Sherwood Wilsonville Portland 

IN County and Special Districts Taxes 

Annual City Utilities Cost (Public) 

Natural Gas (Private) and Franchise Fee 

111 Annual Garbage & Recycling Cost (Private) • Annual Energy Cost (Private) and Franchise Fee 



City of Lake Oswego - Support and Services Provided to Schools 

Historical Summary of City Financial Support to LOSD 
)> Librory 

"C Outreach Co- Allied Waste 

~-
Athletic Ballfield Ballfield [Closs visits curricular School SO% di~counts LOSD LOSD LOSD Toto! Total Services 

field Irrigation~ lighting' & Electronic lOSD resource (lO franchise) Other Toto I ath. fields ath. fields ath. fields Capital and Capital 

CD Fiscal Year maintenance ~ [note 2] Databases]' activities officer [note4] Amount Description Servlces (1998 Bond) (2001 Bond) (2003 Bond) Contributions Contributions 

1 FY 1989-90 131,362 8,500 7,300 63,502 210,664 210,664 
1\) 2 FY 1990-91 137,840 8,800 7,500 65,466 219,606 219,606 
0 3 FY 1991-92 144,638 9,100 7,700 67,491 228,929 228,929 
....l. 4 FY 1992-93 151,771 9,400 7,900 14,000 69,578 252,649 252,649 w <; FY 1993-94 159,256 9,700 8,100 14,750 71,730 100,000 Lokeride/LOHS boseboll field lights 363,536 363,536 

FY 1994-95 167,110 10,000 8,400 15,500 147,898 24,506 Lokeride/LOHS baseball field lights 373,414 373,414 
FY 1995-96 175,352 10,300 8,700 16,250 152,472 363,074 363,074 
FY 1996-97 184,000 . 10,600 9,000 17,000 102,000 157,188 52,000) 531,788 531,788 
FY 1997-98 193,000 . 10,900 9,300 17,750 956,000 81,025 52,000 Drug & Alcohol Counselors 1,319,975 1,319,975 

10 FY 1998-99 204,000 . 11,200 9,600 18,500 1,000,000 83,530 52,000 1,378,830 1,497,379 1,497,379 2,876,209 
11 FY 1999-00 214,000 . 11,500 9,900 19,250 1,055,000 86,114 34,000 School sidewalk improvements 1,429,764 1,488,735 1,488,735 2,918,499 

12 FY 2000-01 221,000 . 11,900 10,200 20,000 88,777 351,877 1,678,248 413,635 2,091,883 2,443,760 

13 FY2001-02 241,895 12,300 10,500 20,750 91,523 59,000 School sidewalk improvements 435,968 569,391 569,391 1,005,359 
14 FY 2002-03 254,771 12,700 10,800 21,500 94,354 87,000 Staff costs for Education Summit 481,125 632,522 632,522 1,113,647 

15 FY 2003-04 249,278 13,100 11,100 22,250 97,272 75,000 LO Jr High sidewalk 468,000 301,919 1,801 303,720 771,720 
16 FY 2004-05 263,981 13,500 11,400 23,000 100,280 47,388 459,549 428 5,227 5,655 465,204 
17 FY 2005-06 265,904 13,900 11,800 23,750 103,382 49,971 1,502,000 LOSD '05 Sprinkler agreemt [Note 3] 1,970,707 245,004 40,822 285,826 2,156,533 

18 FY 2006-07 253,877 14,300 12,200 24,500 213,159 50,502 568,538 175,331 175,331 743,869 

19 FY 2007-08 350,546 14,700 12,600 25,250 219,751 53,961 676,808 2,342,642 2,342,642 3,019,450 
20 FY 2008-09 296,844 15,200 13,000 26,000 113,274 55,697 520,015 520,015 
21 FY 2009-10 306,005 15,300 13,300 26,650 103,971 54,973 520,199 510,199 

Tennis Court Repairs S30K, and Program Suppmt 

$1SOK, $SSK equ1pme11t repa1r labGr cost .and fuel 

22 FY 2010-11 292,156 15,700 13,600 27,000 106,550 235~000 co:.t at less th<ln City full cost 690,007 690,007 
23 FY 2011-12 365,607 16,100 13,900 27,810 113,783 66,950 2,000,000 One-time Financial Support 2,604,150 2,604,150 
24 FY 2012-13 372,600 . 16,300 14,200 28,644 116,000 . 44,844 592,588 591,588 

$ 5,596,793 $ 295,000 $ 252,000 $ 450,104 $ 3,113,000 $ 2,608,071 $ 424,286 $ 4,272,506 $ 17,011,760 $ 4,664,362 $ 2,162,899 $ 2,565,823 $ 9,393,084 $ 26,404,844 

• Estimate or budget 

Total Services 
Notes: 20-year Average 804,996 20-year Average $ 1,274,650 

Note 1: Ballfield Irrigation (at Woluga Jr. High, lOJr High, Bryont, ond Lake Grove) Last 10-year Average 907,056 Last 10-year Averoge 1,218,374 

Note 2: Ballfield Lighting (at Walugo Jr. High and LO Jr High) 
Note 3: Allowed City to avoid a $1,770,000 in water reservoir expansion costs 
Note 4: FY2011-12 Allied Waste discount includes drop box fees 

CD 

File: City$ Contributions and Charges to lOSD- 2013 print date: 04/04/2013 



Lake Oswego School District 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRATEGIC PLANNING 

2/11/13 

I> • ~ •· 2()12-13 ,;; I "'"PHt\S.~J-2013-~4' •. PHASE 11.~'2014:-15 PHASEIII-2015~16 

• Contract negotiations • Local Option renewal • New Superintendent • Contract negotiations 

• Plan for and enact • Plan for and enact • · Plan for and enact • Facilities, safety and 
reducing cost reducing cost reducing cost technology bond 
expenditures by a expenditures by a expenditu'res .by a · • Full-day K state 
minimum of $1M for m·inimum of an minimum of an funding option 
'2013-14. ·. additional $1M for. ·additional $1M for. 

2014-15. 2015-16. 

NEAR-TERM STRATEGIC INITIATIVES PHASING PROPOSAL 

Phase-In Strategies for 2012-13 through 2015-16 
1. Focus the district's strategic economic planning on closing the current resources and expenditures 

gap in a three-year progression such that resources and expenditures are in balance and, therefore, 

relatively sustainable by the 2015-16 school year. To achieve this balance, it is proposed that the 

district pursue the economic target of right-sizing the district by reducing expenditures by 

approximately $1M per year for the 2013-14, 2014-15 ($2M total), and 2015-16($3M total) school 

years. The cumulative savings over three years will be $6M. 

• Continue the process of right-sizing the district's school configurations with the goal of 

minimizing district infrastructure costs, maintaining reasonable class sizes, and creating 

adequate enrollment capacity at all levels on both sides of the lake. 

• Continue the process of right-sizing the district's staffing and program offerings with the goal of 

providing the greatest possible value with the available resources. 

2. Pass the local option levy renewal scheduled for November 2013 and continue efforts to sustain 

strong Foundation fund raising in order to provide additional teachers at all program levels. 

3. Make well-reasoned determinations regarding the sale and/or rental of surplus district property, 

with the goal of utilizing resources gained from the sale of property to reinvest in district school 

facility enhancements and improvements. Pursue this strategy in concert with a facilities capital, 

safety, and technology improvement bond proposed for May 2014 or November 2014. 

4. Negotiate new three-year contractual agreements with all employee associations and establish 

three-year terms of employment with all at-will employees. 

5. Continue developing a focused, data-driven side-of-lake program and enrollment balance roadmap 

to guide district decisions and actions. 

6. Initiate the district's secondary school enrollment balance strategy. 

7. Continue the yearly grade level progression of elementary Spanish immersion through fifth grade, 

transitioning program to south side elementary location and south side secondary schools. 

8. Create the best possible conditions to recruit, employ, and successfully transition a new 

Superintendent of Schools. 

9. Create the best possible conditions to successfully integrate new building administrators and 

successfully establish new leadership teams where appropriate. 

10. Continue to develop mutually supportive relationship with new City of Lake Oswego leadership. 
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Dr. Bill Korach 
1128/13 

District Cost Reduction Proposal 
Since the early stages of the recent economic downtun1, the School Board, administration, staff, and 
parents have been working assertively to reposition the district for the economic realities we are facing. A 
public school district in Oregon, although being very dependent on state funding, can to an extent out-

.· manage rruiny of the economic pitfalls it is dealt, but noOregon school district is immune to the impact of 
significantly inadequate resources in conjunction with state-mandated educational prescriptions and the 
resulting increases in systems complexity. 

In Lake Oswego, after years of extensive downsizing and restructuring -- including closing and 
reorganizing schools, changing school instructional schedules at all levels, increasing staff expectations, 
and limiting employees' compensation and work days-- very few new strategies that would not have 
significantly undesirable impact appear to be readily available. There simply are no easy fixes, no new 
silver bullet solutions. That said, we have to take the economic and political realities head on to "right
size" the district. Right-sizing will require us to adjust our physical facilities and infrastructure costs as 
well as our instructional program and employee costs. As we have in the past, we must continue to enact 
strategic choices that will close the gap between costs and resources. 

We have recently enacted the first phase of right-sizing our physical facilities infrastructure by closing and 
reorganizing schools to maintain reasonable class sizes and to build cash reserves. As a result, we have the 
time to make thoughtful, well-reasoned strategic decisions over the next three years to continue this effm1. 
The administrative proposal is to reduce instructional program and physical infrastructure costs by a 
minimum of$1 million a year for each ofthe next three school years, which will have the cumulative 
impact of$6 million in cost reductions by the 2015-2016 school year. 

Guiding Organizational Beliefs: What We Hold To Be True 

We must never lose sight of the fact that our intangibles- our relationships with our employees, our 
parents, and the Lake Oswego community- are our greatest strength: intangibles characterized by 
resilience, belief, collaboration, spirit, and deep purpose commitment. In the economic times we are 
facing, the following beliefs should continue to guide our intentions, decisions, and actions. 

1. In large scale organizational systems change efforts, vision evolves from, just as much as it 
precedes, action. We must be headed in a well-reasoned, thoughtful direction, while at the same 
time we will be constructing the path to right-sizing our district as we walk it. 

2. In large, complex living systems like a school district, the whole is more than the sum of the parts. 
The success of the system is often impacted by changes within its subsystems, or parts. We must 
continue to be very attentive to how emphasizing or de-emphasizing a part of the organization can 
have an unintended effect on other parts of the organization, thereby impacting the success of the 
whole. 

3. It is imperative that the district change structures and strategies to fit the economic conditions, but 
that it does not abandon its core values, fundamental beliefs, or performance aspirations. We must 
keep in mind the perception that changing strategies can be mistakenly construed as changing 
values and beliefs. While it may appear to be counter-intuitive, changing strategies in response to 
economic conditions is critical to preserving what we consider to be some of our most essential 
values. 

4. No state or local governing body or administration can mandate what matters most to the success 
of the school district and its students. What we must not forget is that what matters most is a deep 
purpose commitment and willingness of employees, parents, and our community to go the extra 
mile in the best interests of our students. To continue to be successful, we must all work together 
to overcome those economic and political obstacles that we have very little ability to control. 
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Proposed Cost Reductions and Revenue Enhancement for the 2013-2014 School Year 

The following general areas for consideration are being proposed by the administration for Board 
consideration in accomplishing a minimum of$1 million in cost reductions heading into the 2013-2014 
school year. This proposal is a starting point. Our cost reduction efforts will evolve and be more clearly 
defined over the next several months. 

1. Review administrative staff role responsibilities and salaty compensation levels for all administrative 
positions to ensure they are not out of line with role responsibilities and compensation levels of 
comparable Oregon districts with high performance expectations. 

2. Review all non-administrative management director role responsibilities and salary compensation 
levels to ensure they are not out of line with role responsibilities and compensation levels of 
comparable Oregon districts with high perfol·mance expectations. 

3. Review the re..;organization or" role I;espot~sibilities for all administrative .roles and non-administrative 
management director roles to ensure the provision of essential management support staff services as 
well as the red)Jction ofrrianagement support staff costs. Examples to be considered will include 
centniloffice, commimity school, Foundation, high schoor administrative teams, central services, 
maintenance; and infrastructure systeins. 

4. Review teacher roles, responsibilities and salaty compensation for all licensed teaching staff to ensure 
they are not out of line with the role responsibilities and compensation levels of comparable Oregon 
districts with high performance expectations. 

5. Review and analyze an increase of one student per class in the district's teacher-student staffing ratios 
at all instructional levels (elementary, middle, high school). 

6. Review and conduct an analysis of number of specialists, case loads, and teacher-student ratios at all 
instructional levels and in all district programs to ensure they are not out of line with the role 
responsibilities and compensation levels of comparable Oregon districts with high performance 
expectations. 

7. Review and restructure the district's pre-school, pre-k, and extended care programs to ensure the cost 
structures and service offerings are cost neutral for the 2013-2014 school year. 

8. Review and make the necessary adjustments to ensure that all elementary schools have the capacity for 
full and half-day kindergarten programs given enrollment projections. 

9. Revisit and review previous zero-based instructional program distinctions for the limitation of student 
. course offerings or the increase in class sizes to reduce instructional program costs at the high schools. 

10. Review classified and non-bargaining unit support staff roles, responsibilities and salary compensation 
to ensure they are not out of line with the role responsibilities and compensation levels of comparable 
Oregon districts with high performance· expectations. 

11. Seek City of Lake Oswego support in funding school district program offerings which are aligned with 
the city's community service, such as the funding of the district swimming pool which is utilized by 
students and by the Lake Oswego community. 

12. Review all central service and building level operational allocations to ensure essential services can be 
provided while saving district resources wherever possible. 

Note: Reviewing job roles, expectations and compensation levels is standard practice in years when the 
district is entering into contract negotiations. All employee groups, including the Lake Oswego Education 
Association, the Lake Oswego School Employees Association, the Lake Oswego Administrators 
Association, and non-bargaining unit employee contracts and terms of employment end as of June 30, 
2013. 
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PROPOSED LICENSED TEACHING STAFFING RATIOS 

District Staffing 
The district employs licensed classroom teaching staff and teaching specialists in a variety of roles. 

• 2012-13 classroom teaching FTE: 274 
• 2012-13 total licensed FTE: 350 

(includes psychologists, counselors, learning specialists, speech pathologists, district librarian) 

Note: FTE means full-time equivalency. Because the district employs part-time teachers, the total 
number of teachers we employ is larger than the number of district teaching FTE. 

Elementarv Teacher·Student Staffing 
' /.,;.,: ···· • ·2q12~i3'scnc>oLvea} " · .. · ·. ••• > 

·: .:··· 2013~~4 School Year ·· .. · •.. 
... ... •' 

ELEMENTARY ELEMENTARY 

: 

Grade level staffing Ratio Actua I Ratio Grade level . Staffing Ratio Actual Ratio 
K 1:25* 1:21.15 K 1:26* ? 

1-2 1:24 1:22.25. 1-2 1:25 ? 
'3-4 1:27 1:26·.5 3-,4 1:28 ?· 

5 1:28 1:26.15 5 1:29 ? 

Note: The 2012-13 actua I ratio depicted above is based on the current student population in each of the 
schools' grade levels. 

*The kindergarten staffing target is an upper limit that the district does not want to exceed. The 
district's first and second grade Spanish Immersion ratios are not included in the above data. 

Staffing Ratios 
For the purpose of determining staffing ratios for the district's junior highs and high schools, core 
academics include math, science, English, social studies, and world language classes. Examples of non
core academic classes include physical education, foods, and marketing, as well as many offerings in the 
visual and performing arts. 

Middle level Teacher:Student Staffing 
~ .. ·~ ~ ~ :.~f ·• 2o12~ia.:sct~ooFYear< ... .... ····.••.i. ·.·· .. 

.• : · •. ·.: c. ••••••• ••••••••• ..•..•....... >.•.: .• ' .: ?Q~~:;~4 ~~boo).~(ear . . 

. .. ·•···. 
·.• .···.:!'.: 

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

Grades 6-8 Staffing Ratio Actual Ratio Grades 6~8 Staffing Ratio Actual Ratio 
Ratios for Core 

1:28 1:27.0 
Ratios for Core 

1:29 ? 
Academics Academics 

Ratios for PE 
1:28 1:28.6 

Ratios for PE 
1:29 ? 

and Electives and Electives 

High School Teacher·StudentStaffing 

·.··•·· ······ < < 2o12-13 school vear . ·:··.····.· 
i >······· .• . 201~ .. 14 School)'ear ··•:-•·. 

.:·.·.·· : ., ' .· 

HIGH SCHOOL HIGH SCHOOL 

Grades 9-12 Staffing Ratio Actual Ratio Grades 9-12 Staffing Ratio Actual Ratio 
Ratios for Core 

1:28 1:26.6 
Ratios for Core 

1:29 ? 
Academics Academics 

Ratios for PE 
1:28 1:30.7 

Ratios for PE 
1:29 ? 

and Electives and Electives 

Strategic Perspectives 
1. After years of funding challenges, the district has worked strategically to reduce non-teaching 

staffing to essential service levels such that additional operational resources from the Foundation or 
the state can be focused on employing more teachers. 

2. The district will continue to examine staffing in all areas, recognizing that non-teaching support staff 
cannot be reduced too far below essential service levels without significantly impacting the 
functionality of the school system. 
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Lake Oswego School District 

Selected Strategic Priorities Timeline and Objectives 
Overarching Objectives 

1/25/13 
DRAFT 

For the district to be successful given the current economic realities~ we must continue to adapt facilities~ programs~ services~ and operations to fit 
)> 1e emerging political~ demographic~ and financial conditions. Each year the School Board establishes priorities that provide a framework for the 
~ ~strict~s continuous improvement efforts, development of strategies, and evaluation of district performance. Key priorities for the 2012-13 school year = elude successful implementation of school reconfigurations, phase one of the superintendent search process~ development of a new comprehensive 
~ -rategic plan~ and employee contract negotiations. Preparing to meet expectations of the new Common Core State Standards will drive professional 
o ?velopment and curriculum alignment; ensuring successful school leadership transitions and development of key management initiatives will require 
~ gnificant focus and staff investment. 

=============2012============ ==================2013=~================= 
Strat~gic P riotities September October,.l November•··••I.Decemhet •··.·.January February; I March I April.. .J\ .:5.1\'l~y;. r 'Jl 

School Board Priorities I 1 

Cost Reduction Process 

Enrollment Balance 

Contract Negotiations 

-------------2013------------------------- ------------

Cost 
Reduction 

Process 

Transfer 
Guidelines 

Open 
Enrollment 

Contract 
Negotiations 

All 1----+-----t---.... 
Employee 

Groups 

==================2014=================== 
·Strategic Priorities:>I·.Septemberl october November I .neceinberJ··.·· January. I•···•· February I . March 1;._2 )\_pl"ir ,.,... 'May Jurie 

Local Option Renewal 

Surplus Property 

Enrollment Balance 

Cost Reductions 

Sttategic Priorities 

New Superintendent 

School Board Priorities 

Cost Reductions 
~ t:Plan ning:20 12-13 :Timeline 20 12-13 

CD 

Info Info 
Campaign Campaign 

Vote 11/5 

Real Estate 
Study -+------1-----+ 
Begins 

Real Estate 
Study 

Presentation 

6Elem. 
School 

Determin. 

Boundary 
Change I I • 
Process 

=============2014============ ==================2015=================== 
September October. lJ'lovember December .. January February March Api·il 1 May June 
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ENROLLMENT REPORT 

School K-Half Day K-Full Day 1 

North Side Sec Pup Sec Pup Sec 

Forest Hills 2.0 32 1.0 23 0.0 

Lake Grove 3.0 62 1.0 25 1.0 

Oak Creek 2.0 46 1.0 24 0.0 

Total 7.0 140 3.0 72 1.0 

South Side K-Half Day K-Full Day 1 

Hallinan 2.0 37 1.0 25 0.0 

River Grove 0.0 0 3.0 67 0.0 

Westridge 2.0 31 1.0 25 0.0 

Total 4.0 68 5.0 117 0.0 

Grand Total 11.0 2081 8.01 18911 1.01 

6 

LOJHS 298 

LJHS 240 

Total 538 

LAKE OSWEGO SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Superintendent 

ELEMENTARY 
1-2 2 3 3-4 

Pup Blend Sec Pup Sec Pup Blend 

62 6.0 0.0 82 0.0 84 6.0 

79 5.0 1.0 80 0.0 88 6.0 

69 7.0 0.0 91 0.0 89 7.0 

210 18.0 1.0 253 0.0 261 ~I 
1-2 2 3 3-4 

61 6.0 0.0 73 0.0 89 6.0 

67 5.0 0.0 44 0.0 69 5.0 

63 7.0 0.0 89 0.0 92 6.0 

191 18.0 0.0 206 0.0 250 17.0 

4011~1 1.01 45911 o.ol 5111~1 

SECONDARY 
Junior High 

7 8 

Total 

285 295 878 LOHS 

241 264 745 Lake ridge 

526 559 1,623 Total 

Growth Analysis 

4 5 Special 

Sec Pup Sec Pup Sec 

0.0 69 3.0 84 0.0 

0.0 69 3.0 73 2.0 

0.0 94 4.0 111 2.0 

o.oj 23211 1o.oj 2681 4.0 

4 5 Special 

0.0 72 3.0 81 1.0 

0.0 66 3.0 75 0.0 

0.0 -81 3.0 76 1.0 

0.0 219 9.0 232 2.0 

o.ol 45111 19.01 5ooll 6.01 

I 

HighSchool 

9 10 11 12 

Total 

355 309 318 299 1,281 

300 255 292 256 1,103 

655 564 610 555 2,384 

October 2007 October 2008 October 2009 October 2010 October 2011 Current 

Grade Level N s N s N s N s N S Grade Level N 

Elem. K-6 1,661 1,576 1,652 1,555 1,687 1,596 1,721 1,561 1,726 1,536 Elem. K-5 1,464 

Jr. High 7-8 645 528 604 573 570 527 579 521 607 550 Jr. High 6-8 878 

Sr. High 9-12 1,262 1 '103 1,279 1,080 1,260 1,061 1,286 1,099 1,260 1,078 Sr. High 9-12 1,281 

N/S Totals 3,568 3,207 3,535 3,208 3,517 3,184 3,586 3,181 3,593 3,164 N/S Totals 3,623 

TOTALS 6,775 6,743 6,701 6,767 6,757 TOTALS 

2012-13 Monthly Totals 

September I October II November II December II January II February II March II April II May II 
6,805 I 6,782 II 6,791 II 6,780 II 6,7~1 6,766 II 6,770 II II II 

Date: March 1. 2013 

Total I 

Pup Sec Pup 

0 18.0 436 

17 22.0 493 

11 23.0 535 

28 63.0 1,464 

Sec Pup 

6 19.0 444 

0 16.0 388 

10 20.0 467 

16 55.0 1,299 

44 118.o 1 2,763 

s 
1,299 

745 

1,103 

3,147 

6,770 

June 
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lake oswego School District 
Revenues and Expenditures forecast~ $5.7 Billion for 7011w13, $6.55 for 2013w15 

co Chair's Turning Point Budget & w/ current Community Support 
Wilh 2% COlA, 5% HeaiUt Cost Inflation and Texlbooks in next Biennium 

Final 
Amnted Amntcd Audrted Projected 
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 

State Budget Biennium 
Local Option Levy (To June 2015) 
LOEA & LOSEA Contracts 
Demographics 
Total Oct. 1 Student Enrollment 
ADMw 
State Formula Revenues 
State High Cost Special Ed Fund 
Local Non-Formula Revenue 

·Tatar Standard Revenues 

Supplemental Revenues 
Local Option 
Foundation 
City Support 
Federal Stimulus Funds 

[ ---------·-·-·····-············--···-: [·····-················---------------] [ ········---·---····. ---------••••••• ----J [ ---------·· .•••••••• 

··---------·-···········--------------] [ -···-······-········-----------------] l----··---------··--------·-·· ----------···-n·· f ---············ -'fTi 

6702 67671 6751 i 6786 6786 6786 6786 
7131.2 7186.1! 7197.01 7223.0 7231.0 7231.0 7231.0 

$45,592,000 $41,737,000 I $45,753,000' ! $45,300,000 $48,750,000 $50,500,000 $52,320,000 
$696,000 $175,000 l $148,000.1 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 

$1,984,000 $2,595,000 I $2,917,000 I $2,550,000 $2,600,000 s2,ooo,ooo I $2,000,000 
$48,272,000 $44,507,000 F S48,818;ooo· i $48,ooo.ooo 1 S51,5oo.ooo 1 S52,65o,ooo I S54.47o.ooo 1 

$7,454,000 $7,237,000 I $6,674,000' l $6,ooo,ooo I $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 
$1,600,000 $1,400,000 ! $2,100,000.! s1,7oo,ooo I $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 

$0 $.150,000 l $2,000,000 i so I $0 $0 $0 
$0 $3,432,000 ! $1,452,000 : $0! $0: $0 $0 

Total w/ Supplemental Revenues! $57,326,000 I $56,726,000 i $61,044,000 : $55,700,000 I $59,000,000 I $60,150,000 I $61,970,000 I 

E xp enditu res 
Total GF & Foundation Salaries 

PERS at Regular Rates 
Annual PERS Side Acct Savings 

PERS Net of Side NC Savings 
Health & Related Benefits 
Other (Primarily FICA) 

Total Assoc. Salary Costs 
PERS Bond Payments 
Total Suppli(Sls/Equip/Services 

Total Planned Expenditures 

Ending Balances 
Revenue/Expenditures Shortfall 
Beginning Cash Balance 

.Ending Cash Balance 

Accrued Future Revenues 
SubsequentYearSSF 

Notes to Financial Model: 

$31,402,000 
$6,080,000 

($4,235 000) 
$1,845,000 
$8,489,000 
S2,609,00Q 

$12,943,000 
$2,386,000 
$8,036,000 

$54,767,000 

$2,559,000 
S2,602,ooo I 

$5,161,000 ! 

$31,167,000 ! $30,237,000 i $30,950,000 $32,035,000 
$6,010,000 i $7;250,000 ! $7,410,000 $9,590,000 

($4,188,000) I.. (§l3; 145,000)! ($3,200,000} {$3,310,000) 
$1,822,ooo I $4,105,000 i $4,210,000 $6,280,000 
$8,832,000 i . $8,456,000.; $8,670,000 $9,105,000 
S2,821,ooo I §l2,693,0QQ l $2785 000 $2 885 000 

$13,475,000 ! · $15;254,000·l $15,665,000 $18,270,000 
$2,521,ooo I $2,73o,ooo i $2,800,000 $2,840,000 
$8,238,000 I $9,976,000 ! $9,660,000 $8,785,000 

$55,401,000 ! $58,197,000 I $59,075,000 $61,930,000 

$1,325,000 ! $2,847,000 I 

$5,161,000 i $6.486,000 : 

$6,486,000 i $9,333,000 ' 

Projected data is based on many variable assumptions available ir;J early March 2013 and are considered approxlmalions. 
Projections include all significant 1 0·11 reductions, Including phased implementation of Scenario 8 

(1 school in 2011·12, 2 more In 2012-13) as well as Phase IV Strategic Recommendations. 
Stale Formula Revenue amounts from current ODE estimates with following adjustments: 

2010-11: Audited 
2011-12 Audited, which includes $1.36k from Slate Sub-Account 
2012-13 SSF based on Slate March 6, 2013 estimate (no sub-account), plus $194,000 from reserve account. 
2013·14 SSF based an State March 4, 2013 estimate (no sub-account), 

$33,155,000 
$9,910,000 

{$3,41 0,000} 
$6,500,000 
$9,560,000 
$2 985 000 

$19,045,000 
$2,880,000 
$8,785,000 l 

$63,865,000 

2014-15 SFSF are based on Co-Chairs Turning Point $6.55 Billion K-12 Budget for biennium, with flat enrollment and 2013-14 allocation 
Local Option projected to decline due to increasing compression and assumes RMVs bottom in 2012-13 and grow 3% per annum thereafter. 
3 Furlough Days included fn all years (Audited and Projected). 

For 2012-13, salaries are based on current staffing with no COLA, but with Steps 
For 2013-15, salaries are projected with 2% COLA and with Steps and maintaining current staffing. 
For 2016, salaries are projected wilh 2% COLA and with Steps and maintaining current staffing. 

PERS employer rate increased from 0.24% to 8.1% average effective July 1, 2011 and is projected to increase another 6% effective 
July 1, 2013 using rates approved by PERS fn September 2012. This projecUon does not factor in potential PERS reform. 
This analysis separately calculates normal PERS costs and then Lhe annual savings from its PERS arbitrage strategy. 

Heallh Costs projected with increases of 5% per year in next biennium and 2016. 
Other payroll rates (primarily FICA) are projected flat ror projection period. 

$650,000 for Science Adoption included in Supplies for 201 0·11. None in 2011·13. 5750,000 per year ror 2013-15 and 2016. 
Capilal projects a tactual of$1.8 million in 2011-12 and estimated at $2.95 million in 12-13 and 51.3 million each year through 2016. plus 

$25,000 per year beginning in 12-13 for additional capacity at RGE or elsewhere. $600,000 or 2013·14 capital poiject costs are offset by 
other resources. 

April9 2013 

$34,315,000 
$10,290,000 
f$3 565 000) 
$6,725,000 

$10,040,000 
$3 090 000 

$19,855,000 
$2,980,000 
$8,785,000 

$65,935,000 
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Table la 

lake Oswego School District1 

Income Characteristics by School Attendance Area, 2007-2011 ACS 2 

House~old lncome
3 

in ~he past}2 months (~~,rcent Households) Estimated 

Median 

Between $30k Between $60k Between $lOOk Household 
Under$30k and 59,999 and 99,999 and 199,999 Over $200k Income 

Forest Hills 14.2% 16.2% 20.4% 26.2% 23.1% '$ ,_ 

Lake Grove 16.0% 22.9% 21.4% 10.5% $ 
Oak Creek 12.5% 25.1% 

-,., 27.4% 10.7% $ 

lake Osw~~~ , 13.8% 22.8% 23.1% 25.7% 14.5% $ 

21.6% 25.1% 14.7% $ 
23.2% 21.6% 6.7% $ 
23.8% 31.2% 

22.7% 25.4% 
_, 

District 14.2% 22.8% 22.9% 25.6% 14.5% s 89,026 

State of OR 29.7% 29.0% 23.2% 15.1% 3.1% $ 49,850 

1. Represents all households located within the LOSD boundary, regardless of whether school age children were present or if they were enro/Jed in public school system. 

2. Data collected from American Community Survey (ACS) is subject to survey limitations and sampling error; re-aggregation of data to customized area may widen 

the margin of error. 

3. Income categories reported in 2011 inflation-adjusted dollars 

Source: 2007-2011 American Communny Survey, census block group data apportioned based on number of residential units and aggregated to approximate LOSD 
attendance areas by PSU, Population Research Center. 
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Education's Share of the State Budget, 2003-05 to 2013-15 

58.7% 

2003-05 2005-07 2007-09 2009-11 2013-15* 

Total Education K-12 State School Fund 

*Governor's Recommended Budget Source: Legislative Revenue Office 

Education1
S share of the state general fund and lottery budget has steadily declined 

The share of Oregon's state general fund and lottery budget allocated to education has 

declined steadily since 2003-05. The governor's proposed 2013-15 budget continues that 

trend. 

Under the governor's proposal, K-12 is slated to receive about the same amount of funding in 

2013-15 as in 2007-09. Although the $6.15 billion allocation for 2013-15 amounts to a $400 

million increase, it barely covers the higher PERS costs projected for the next biennium, and 

doesn't address other rising costs. 

PERS relief would help, but, at this funding level, schools would still face some combination of 

budget cuts, including teacher layoffs and other staff reductions, increased class sizes, fewer 

school days, and fewer programs and electives. 
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Information for Oregon Legislators 

-What Potential 2013-15 SSF Levels Reali}' Mean for Oregon Schools 
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$6.150 
$6.550 $6.750 $6.895 

~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ ~forking DRAFT- Not For Distribution 
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