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CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING 

GOAL SETTING RETREAT 
MINUTES 

 
January 10, 2015 

 
 
 
Mayor Studebaker called the special City Council meeting to order at 9:05 a.m. on 
January 10, 2015, at the Holy Names Heritage Center, 17425 Holy Names Drive. 
 
Present: Mayor Studebaker and Councilors Bowerman, Buck, Gudman, Gustafson, 

Manz, and O'Neill 
 
Staff Present:   Scott Lazenby, City Manager; Megan Phelan, Assistant City Manager; 

Jordan Wheeler, Deputy City Manager; David Powell, City Attorney; Anne-
Marie Simpson, Deputy City Recorder; Department Directors Scot Siegel, 
Guy Graham, Ivan Anderholm, Bill Baars, Shawn Cross, Don Johnson, 
Brant Williams, Erica Rooney, Larry Goff, and Chip Larouche 

 
Others Present:  Community members Maria Meneghin, Gary Stein, Dave Berg, Bill Ward, 

and Saundra Sorenson 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
AGENDA REVIEW 
 
Mayor Studebaker provided a brief overview of the meeting format and introduced Mr. Lazenby, 
who called on Marvin Kaiser, chief executive officer of Mary’s Woods for a welcoming message.  
Mr. Kaiser reviewed the history of Marylhurst University, the entities that currently comprise the 
campus, and his plans to meet with Council in February. 
 
COUNCIL POLICY DISCUSSION 
 
Mr. Lazenby explained that he had distributed a document showing current Council policies and 
asked the members to consider whether or not they still reflect the desired Council direction, 
including views of the two new Councilors.  Councilor Manz pointed out that the $250 million 
debt cap was not noted.  No other revisions were suggested. 
 
Mr. Lazenby recommended adding a policy prescribing clear and objective standards for 
development.  This would summarize Council’s direction in support of the current Goal to reform 
the Development Code.  He distributed and discussed a draft policy, noting that it dealt with 
achieving a balance between development standards that are workable for property owners and 
serving the City’s interest in involving the community in those standards. 
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Councilor Bowerman pointed out that significant community input was heard at the recent 
Council Open House calling for two paths for developers:  one that was more streamlined and 
one that offered an opportunity for more creativity.  Mr. Lazenby indicated that the latter track 
would be more subjective and therefore it would be appropriate to have a fair amount of public 
involvement; it also could be expected to take more time.  Mayor Studebaker discussed 
challenges of avoiding sameness in neighborhoods because it takes too long and costs too much 
to go through the current permitting process.  He asked Councilors for their comments. 
 
Councilor O’Neill discussed the Code’s extensive and specific controls that result in owners 
avoiding certain types of residential architecture while still achieving desired square footage.  
Discussion continued about challenges and effects of the current Code, including needs specific 
to new construction, remodels, and commercial or mixed-use construction. 
 
With regard to single-family housing, Mr. Powell indicated that he believed the standards were 
clear and objective, in a legal sense; he acknowledged that there might be aspects of the 
standards that need to be revisited for a variety of reasons.  Councilor Gustafson advocated 
clear and objective standards for all development, with a two-track system to address more 
creative projects.  He emphasized the importance of continuing to clarify the Code. 
 
Councilor Buck suggested that the goal should be reducing the need for property owners to 
apply for variances, expressing concern about the time even a minor variance adds to a project.  
Councilor Bowerman noted that clear and objective standards written to allow flexibility might 
be confusing to lay people; however, with two tracks a simple variance need not be an obstacle.  
Councilor O’Neill recommended breaking out the policy for clear and objective standards into 
separate categories:  commercial, development, new construction, and remodels. 
 
Additional discussion followed concerning undesirable “cookie-cutter” effects on neighborhoods 
because of the current standards. The desire of Staff for direction to enable more flexibility was 
emphasized.  After responding to questions about community involvement referenced in the draft 
policy, Mr. Lazenby indicated Staff would review and revise to clarify the language. 
 
Councilor Gudman commented that while current standards may be too restrictive, the results 
in terms of the city’s look and feel are good.  Perhaps the focus ought to be on a more effective 
process, he suggested.  Councilor Bowerman indicated that, from a policy perspective, a great 
advancement would be a guaranteed turnaround standard for projects on the objective 
streamlined avenue of a two-track process. 
 
Mr. Lazenby agreed, and indicated that he would revise the draft policy to incorporate the concept 
of a turnaround time standard.  He observed that this would provide general direction; Staff can 
use the current Code as a starting point and then do incremental changes in terms of the 
standards. 
 
Councilor Buck initiated discussion about the City becoming proactive with regard to island 
annexation. He suggested that a more responsible approach might be to annex when it makes 
sense for the City, e.g., when roads are already being torn up for a project.  
 
Mr. Lazenby responded by pointing out the contradiction of saying that the City has a friendly 
policy on island annexation, yet charges high fees for sewer connection.  He suggested that 
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Council might be better off considering a policy change after the study session on sewer 
connections.  Discussion continued about islands of people who are essentially “free riders” and 
how the voluntary annexation process works.  Councilor Gudman expressed concern about the 
potential problems for Staff and Council that a forced island annexation policy in residential areas 
would cause.  Councilor Buck indicated that his point was not to annex every island, but to do a 
cost/benefit analysis when a situation presents an opportunity for the City; with policy as written 
now, he is concerned that this does not happen unless annexation is requested by the owner.  
Councilor Gustafson concurred, saying he preferred to be doing what is cost effective and 
beneficial to the citizens; however, he was not sure whether or not a policy change was needed. 
 
After further exchanges about current policy, costs to individual property owners, and the 
inevitability of annexation as septics fail, Mr. Lazenby stressed the importance of setting a clear 
policy for Staff.  Mr. Powell offered suggestions for other strategies, which might be considered 
when there is time for more in-depth discussion. 
 
COUNCIL PROCEDURAL AND HOUSEKEEPING ISSUES 
 
 Citizen complaint tracking 

 
Mr. Wheeler led a discussion of response processing and tracking of citizen emails and service 
requests.  He provided background on Staff’s review of procedures and Council distribution on 
responses.  One issue identified was ensuring that contacts related to policy issues did not fall 
through the cracks; these are meant for the Council, and Staff wants to be sure that citizens 
receive a response.  He reported on the enhanced protocol that had been distributed a couple of 
months earlier, describing categories of emails involving Council distribution.  Those pertaining to 
a request for a City service (e.g., reporting of potholes) were generally handled by Staff, he noted.  
He outlined the function of the Citizen Support Center on the City website, which enables Staff to 
track complaints and update Council.  The Citizen Request Tracker is for citizens to use for Public 
Works requests, he noted.  He asked Council to affirm that this protocol is acceptable; the greater 
issue, however, is having a designated Council member to respond to comments or questions 
related to policy, when appropriate, and a protocol for making the rest of the Council aware of the 
response. 
 
Mayor Studebaker asked Council members for their views about having individual discretion to 
respond.  Ensuing discussion included consideration of possible contradictory responses on a 
particular issue; the importance of acknowledging every communication; and copying other 
Council members when sending a response to communications directed to the City Council.    
 
Following additional discussion on Council-distribution emails, the consensus was (1) all would 
receive an automatic reply (with Council to approve the text of the message prior to 
implementation); (2) emails related to a policy decision would be answered by the Mayor; and (3) 
Council members responding individually to an email regarding Council business would copy all 
other Council members. 
 
Mr. Powell clarified a distinction related to emails about pending Development Review 
Commission (DRC) cases and the potential for confusion in terms of the DRC record. 
 
 Council meeting and study session scheduling 
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Mr. Lazenby talked about the need for productive study sessions, which Council had designated 
last year for the second Tuesday of the month.  After mentioning that other cities held study 
sessions at various times, including mornings, he advised Council that they have flexibility in 
scheduling.  He called on Ms. Simpson to request Council members’ feedback. 
 
Ms. Simpson posed questions about scheduling of study sessions.  Councilor Bowerman 
supported the idea of some regularity to scheduling; she also requested that Staff provide an 
update on the status of Council Goals over the course of the year.  After exchanging views on 
several proposed formats, Council members discussed and affirmed scheduling of Council 
meetings on the first and third Tuesdays at 6:30 p.m.  The meetings would ideally end by 9:00, 
but certainly not later than 10:00. 
 
Council members expressed willingness to meet at 5:30 p.m. on the second Tuesday for study 
sessions, with a light dinner provided.  Whenever possible, the preference was for the sessions 
to be scheduled in the context of a regular meeting.  Council members asked Staff to keep in 
mind that they will have reviewed materials in advance, and any effort to shorten presentations 
accordingly will help manage meeting productivity.  Related discussion pertaining both to regular 
meetings and study sessions conveyed that Council members found PowerPoint information 
helpful when it is focused on maps and other graphics, as opposed to text already provided in 
Staff reports. 
 
Following this was a general discussion of ways to keep meetings running on schedule while 
ensuring that Council grasped key points from the written materials.  With regard to repetition of 
written information, Mr. Powell acknowledged Council’s awareness that citizens watching on 
television are learning the information for the first time; he observed that an alternative to consider 
is to make it clear to the audience that the reports are available online. 
 
Ms. Simpson asked for guidance on a potential maximum number of agenda items or types of 
items that Council would consider reasonable for their meetings.  After discussion, a limit of two 
public hearings per night was determined preferable.  Mr. Lazenby noted that his goal was to 
have agendas focused on policy issues to enable Council to function productively as the 
“Congress” of the city. 
 
In response to Ms. Simpson’s concluding questions, Council members indicated that (1) having 
meeting materials available by the Wednesdays prior to Council meetings allowed them sufficient 
time for review; and (2) it would be desirable to schedule items that are expected to generate 
citizen input (e.g., public hearings) earlier on the agenda for the convenience of citizens. 
 
 Policy on endorsement of community events 

 
Mr. Lazenby described the challenges of administering the current informal policy for responding 
to requests to endorse or promote events in the community.  He indicated that the City, with few 
exceptions, does not sponsor or endorse activities; the City is fairly liberal about promoting 
community events through electronic media, but not in Hello LO as space is limited and costly.  
He cited a recent experience where a church group had been deemed an exception to this policy, 
and the result was not as expected (the promotional materials represented the City such that it 
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seemed to be a presenter, plus a $25 admission was being assessed).  He distributed a survey 
to gauge the need for a different policy and requested that Council members complete it. 
 
Councilor Bowerman asked for the definition of “endorsement”.  Discussion ensued, leading to 
Councilor Buck’s suggestion that the City could offer only to place event information on a 
calendar.  Councilor Bowerman agreed, and suggested that requests be diverted to the Lake 
Oswego Review for placement in their online calendar, which could be considered the definitive 
calendar of community events. 
 
In further discussion of the sample requests for endorsement/sponsorship listed on Mr. Lazenby’s 
survey, Councilors O’Neill and Bowerman indicated that the appropriate response for all would 
be “no”.  Councilor Gustafson stated that reasonable criteria could be developed in order to 
identify the potential advantage of sponsoring some of the events; he mentioned the potential 
cultural and social benefits for the community. 
 
Mr. Powell pointed out the differences between sponsorship, endorsement, and promotion 
through a community calendar for Council consideration.  Council members put forward different 
views on development of a policy.  It was determined that it would need to be limited in scope; it 
would also be necessary to identify the events that are currently being endorsed/promoted by the 
City.  The discussion concluded with Mr. Lazenby agreeing to prepare a draft policy for Council 
consideration. 
 
 Regular reports schedule 

 
Mr. Lazenby described Staff’s analysis of quantity and costs of the regular reporting being done.  
While some reporting is essential (e.g., police and fire activities, required state reporting, grants 
activity), it entails a large amount of time; every minute spent on reporting is less time spent on 
providing services to citizens, he observed.  After pointing out several sources of information 
currently available to Council members, he questioned the need for the weekly Council Digest, 
which is quite detailed and time consuming to prepare. 
 
Council members contributed ideas to the ensuing discussion, including: 
 
Councilor O’Neill asked about the apparent cost and excessive frequency of the data produced 
for the Lake Oswego-Tigard Water Project.  Mr. Lazenby acknowledged this, but stated that it 
was set up primarily because of the very high cost of the project and the need for clear status 
information; it also would be of finite duration. 
 
Councilor Gustafson expressed appreciation for the Planning Department weekly reports 
providing pre-application and other development information.  Mr. Lazenby indicated that Staff is 
working on providing this and other information through the dashboard.  Councilor Gustafson 
noted that on-demand access to the information was different than automatically receiving a 
report. 
     
Councilor Manz expressed interest in being able to customize the dashboard to retrieve 
information of interest to her.  Mr. Lazenby indicated that this could be done. 
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Councilor Gudman reported that, while the level of detail in the Council Digest might be 
excessive, it was helpful to him; as a Councilor, he valued highly having up-to-date information 
about Planning Department and DRC work, staff members, and various City activities that citizens 
might ask him about.  Mayor Studebaker suggested the possibility of producing it on a monthly 
rather than weekly basis. 
 
Councilor Bowerman asked what reports were already being produced that could be shared 
with Council without any additional work.  After describing some of the logistical obstacles, Mr. 
Lazenby indicated that there were many reports available electronically.  He reported that Staff 
has considered adopting a blog-type format for the Council Digest, and this could include links to 
information that is already available in electronic form.  After further discussion about the Digest, 
Mr. Lazenby indicated that this report would be adapted to blog form, perhaps monthly, and that 
it would offer a sort of table of contents that would serve Council members’ needs for customized 
access. 
 
Mr. Lazenby asked how Council members would prefer to access the rolling Council agenda.  
Councilor Bowerman reported that citizens she had referred to this information have had 
difficulty with access.  Mr. Lazenby indicated that Staff could explore improved accessibility. 
 
 Council liaison assignments 

 
Mayor Studebaker referred Councilors to the list showing proposed 2015 liaison assignments.  
He recommended that liaisons attend their board and commission meetings at least quarterly. 
 
Councilor Gudman inquired about the inclusion of the DRC on the list in relation to concerns 
about ex parte contacts.  Mr. Powell provided clarification. 
 
A short discussion followed about purpose, protocols, and procedures for the various liaison roles.  
Councilor Manz asked for guidance on the relatively new School Board one.  Mayor Studebaker 
indicated that her purpose was largely to alert Council to any pertinent School Board matters, as 
well as to convey the Council’s interest.  Councilor Gudman recommended that the new and 
previous Council liaison to each board or commission attend the first meeting together to facilitate 
the transition. 
 
GOALS POST-IT NOTE EXERCISE 
 
Mr. Lazenby explained that the purpose of the exercise was for Council members to tell Staff 
what they are passionate about, and as specifically as possible, how they think the community 
could be better over time.  After outlining how the exercise would work, he asked Council 
members to write no more than five goals on separate stickers and place them on the wall, 
regardless of whether or not they are on the current Goals list.     
 
GOAL SETTING FOR 2015 AND BEYOND (with Department Heads) 
 
After a lunch break, Mr. Lazenby presented a status update on the 2014 Council Goals.  He then 
provided an overview of the potential 2015 goals identified in the Post-It note exercise, which 
included several shown on the 2014 Council Goals list. 
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As moderator of the goal-setting process, Mayor Studebaker suggested that Council begin with 
potential refinement of goals that would be carried forward from 2014:  (1) complete revisions to 
Sensitive Lands regulations; (2) address City infrastructure issues, including the Operations 
Center, Lake Oswego Communications Center (LOCOM), and roads; (3) complete review of the 
Tree Code; (4) sale of the West End Building (WEB); and (5) streamline the Development Code.  
He initiated the discussion of each of these items. 
 
 Sale of WEB 

Brief discussion ensued regarding potential purchase offer amounts and related considerations.  
This was followed by Councilor Buck conveying citizens’ concerns about plans for an alternative 
location(s) for those services currently provided at the WEB.  Without clear communication of the 
City’s plans for those services in event of the WEB sale, he anticipates complaints that Council is 
not listening to citizens.  After further Council problem solving, Mr. Lazenby offered perspectives 
on how to structure this goal. 
 Revision of Tree Code 

Mayor Studebaker noted that he believed Council members agreed to include this Goal for 2015. 
 Completion of revisions to Sensitive Lands regulations 

Council members also seemed to acknowledge the need to complete this goal, Mayor 
Studebaker indicated. 
 Addressing of infrastructure issues 

 Councilor Buck expressed the belief that citizens strongly desired additional 
infrastructure in support of active transportation; this included bicycle paths and 
pedestrian pathways.  Councilor Manz concurred, noting that there is measurable 
financial benefit to property owners in terms of walkability. 

 Councilor Gudman suggested that, as a matter of policy, future road projects 
should include a sidewalk enhancement when presented for Council approval, as 
Council should be the decision-making body. 

 Mayor Studebaker indicated that this goal included addressing the Operations 
Center and LOCOM.  Mr. Lazenby made note of the North Anchor project, as well. 

 Streamlining of the Development Code 
Mayor Studebaker confirmed that this continued to be a goal. 
 
After welcoming the Department Heads and inviting them to make comments, Mayor Studebaker 
called on Council members for additional 2015 Goals suggestions. 
 
Councilor Gudman raised the subject of the City Council’s position with regard to the Stafford 
area.  The amount and kind of future development, in particular, is a major issue for Lake Oswego, 
he observed, and Council should consider whether or not to maintain the current stance.  Mayor 
Studebaker replied that this point was well taken, but that he would not list it as a Council Goal; 
Council does not have real control over the matter.  He provided a summary of his involvement 
with other mayors in recent months and the consensus that they would not support development 
in this area without a commitment to address transportation issues.  After further discussion, 
Council members seemed to conclude that it was important to maintain a seat at the table on this 
topic, but it was not a potential 2015 Goal.   
 
Councilor Gudman proposed a Goal that would initiate the process of determining feasibility of 
moving forward on conversion of the Willamette Shore Line to a bicycle/pedestrian path.  Mr. 
Powell suggested, that before adopting it as a Goal, Council might want to direct Staff to analyze 
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options and opportunities and come back with their findings.  He explained that there were a 
number of considerations, including those related to the right-of-way, much of which is dedicated 
for purposes of rail.  After further Council discussion, it was decided that a memo from Staff would 
be prepared for Council. 
 
Councilor Gudman suggested that a Goal be implemented for the purpose of correcting Charter 
quirks.  He described a couple of examples, and then proposed that in alternate years one such 
item could be addressed in conjunction with the election cycle.  Over the course of eight to 10 
years this should clean up the Charter, he noted. 
 
Councilor Manz initiated discussion on the benefits of scheduling round tables as a means of 
community outreach, perhaps on a quarterly basis in various locations in the city.  Input from 
several Council members suggested that, rather than a Goal, this should be implemented as a 
Council procedure.   After further discussion, it was agreed that two round tables would be planned 
for 2015.  The consensus indicated that it would be desirable to specify a focus so as to receive 
necessary feedback, but also to be open to other information that citizens might want to share. 
 
Councilor Gustafson raised the subject of a strategy for City Hall building maintenance.  He 
recognized that this would not be a 2015 Goal, but asked where it should fall in terms of long-
term goals.  Mr. Lazenby commented that it was incumbent on Staff to give Council a strategy 
for addressing this; he then provided details about this and other maintenance deficiencies at City 
Hall.  He pointed out that the 2014 Goals included a long-term objective to build funds through a 
set-aside in the operating budget for completing major repairs to the exterior walls and windows.  
He reported that a fair amount of money has been put aside and at some point a plan will be 
needed.  
 
Mayor Studebaker asked Councilors to consider another Goal:  a reduced tax rate increase for 
one year, perhaps 1 or 2%, rather than the full 3%.  He described analyses of revenues and 
expenditures that would be necessary, along with identifying efficiencies and citizens’ priorities in 
terms of services.  Councilor O’Neill indicated that he was in favor of such analysis, but that the 
tax revenues were nonetheless needed to address long-neglected infrastructure issues.  He noted 
that the longer the delay, the more expensive the facility repairs would be, with the risk that 
replacement would be the only option. 
 
Mayor Studebaker called on Council members for suggestions related to identifying the most 
important services or other factors that dictate personnel levels, a major component of the general 
budget.  A brief discussion followed, with Councilor Bowerman maintaining that the City cannot 
continue to operate on a basis of increased costs every year. 
 
Mayor Studebaker asked department heads for any input on better ways to do things.  
Responses indicated that they regard this as a major consideration for department heads and a 
part of the jobs they do every day.  Challenges to identifying citizens’ needs and priorities were 
discussed, as well as maintaining service levels as costs rise.  Mayor Studebaker acknowledged 
Staff’s strong service mentality; while valuing that, he would like to be able to tell citizens that the 
City is providing services with as few people as possible.  Staff responses indicated that 
productivity data is available, but finding a way to tell the story to the community was an issue. 
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Councilor O’Neill expressed his frustration about state mandates, including those regarding 
prevailing wage, on construction projects.  He initiated discussion of the significant cost savings 
that could be demonstrated if the issues could be resolved, and how this might be formulated as 
a Council Goal.  Mayor Studebaker indicated that the League of Oregon Cities could lobby the 
State on behalf of all cities on this topic, thereby supporting a possible Goal of reducing the tax 
assessment.  Councilor Bowerman pointed out that the State mandates were not under 
Council’s control, and therefore lobbying for change could be done, but need not be a Goal.  Mr. 
Lazenby suggested drafting a formal policy statement on local control. 
 
Returning to the topic of the Mayor’s suggested Goal of a reduced tax assessment, Councilor 
Gustafson indicated that the City would not be in a financial position to take this step.  However, 
he emphasized the importance of having the community see that Council does not take the annual 
increase for granted, and that it is looking closely at this every year to determine need and 
implications. 
 
Councilor Bowerman proposed that an ongoing Goal related to cost control might be to have 
decision packages coming to Council from the City Manager that would equal the total amount 
necessary to hold down the increase in the tax base.  Discussion ensued about the roles of Staff, 
Council, and the community in identifying potential service cuts or reductions. 
 
Councilor Buck expressed his belief in the importance of regular communication to citizens 
about how the City is minimizing effects of cost increases and making effective use of resources. 
 
Mr. Lazenby observed that there was some divergence of opinion on the Council with regard to 
completion of the Lake Grove plan/Boones Ferry Road redevelopment project.  He provided a 
status overview, and a short discussion followed. 
 
Mayor Studebaker conveyed several topics that had been communicated to him as potential 
goals.  He asked Councilors for their input on these, noting that he did not regard them as long-
term goals.  Various brief discussions followed. 
 
Councilor Gudman asked about the need for Council to adopt the goals proposed by all of the 
boards and commissions.  Mr. Lazenby explained that he had asked the department heads to 
review the proposals and to identify any concerns about fitting them into a work program.  He 
stated that Staff would be alerting Council to any concerns prior to the summit in February, and 
then outlined his recommendation for the process.  Mr. Siegel made several observations related 
to Planning Commission goals, indicating that he did not believe they were adding any items that 
Council was not already aware of. 
 
Councilor Manz posed a question about neighborhood plans, and Mr. Siegel described a 
planning tool that had been developed to provide a more flexible approach for neighborhood 
associations.  Discussion followed about Planning Department involvement with the 
neighborhood associations, including recent activities related to Planning Commission goal 
setting.  Mr. Lazenby commented on the challenges for the Planning Commission and Council in 
representing the entire city.  He suggested that a policy might be needed to achieve the goal of 
streamlining Code without the unwieldiness of 22 different neighborhood codes. 
 
Mayor Studebaker called for any additional items.  None were proposed. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
Mayor Studebaker adjourned the meeting at 2:08 p.m. 
 

          Respectfully submitted, 

 

  Catherine Schneider   /s/   

  Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 

 

 

 

  
  
  
 
 
 

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:

ON March 2, 2015    

Kent Studebaker   /s/    

Kent Studebaker, Mayor 

 


