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Ms. Moncrieff called the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency (LORA) meeting to order at 
8:54 p.m. on October 23, 2012 in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  
Present: Members Gudman, Jordan, Kehoe, Moncrieff, Olson, and Tierney. 
Excused: Chair Hoffman   
Staff Present: David Donaldson, Executive Director; David Powell, LORA Counsel; 

Catherine Schneider, City Recorder; Brant Williams, Assistant City Manager; 
Jane Blackstone, Economic Development Director; Sidaro Sin, Development 
Project Manager  

Consultants Present:  Matt Brown, Williams Dame and White (WDW); Lorelei Juntunen and 
Nick Popenuk, ECONorthwest; Elaine Howard, Elaine Howard Consulting 

  
3.  STUDY SESSIONS 
3.1 Foothills Urban Renewal Plan  
Mr. Sin noted that Ms. Howard and Mr. Popenuk had assisted the City in preparing the draft 
planning report. Staff and consultants are requesting comments and direction on the draft plan and 
reports in preparation for a meeting Oct. 30 with the LORA Board where the Board will be 
considering forwarding the draft plan for Planning Commission and City Council review. On July 
24, Council adopted the Foothills Framework Plan and directed staff to prepare the urban renewal 
plan to help assist in financing capital improvement projects for the Foothills area. To do that, staff 
created a workgroup. The group met twice and consisted primarily of Foothills Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC) members; it also included a planning commissioner. The scope of the workgroup 
was narrowly focused on the Plan itself and worked to ensure the Plan was consistent with the 
Framework Plan and to identify any issues that should be addressed. They also spent a lot of time 
looking at goals and objectives and the projects in the Plan. A number of items came up that Mr. 
Sin will present to the Board. 

The question was raised as to whether the process might be moving faster than some are 
comfortable with. Adjustments in the schedule were considered. The Comprehensive Plan Foothills 
mixed use urban plan amendment is also in process through the Planning Commission at this time. 
To better coordinate the timing on that with the Foothills Urban Renewal Plan, they are looking at 
possibly moving the public hearing for the City Council into early December. They are finalizing the 
schedule and will report back to the LORA Board.  

The other issue raised was the affordable housing project. Many workgroup members felt 
comfortable with it and felt it was consistent with the Framework Plan, but it was felt that a broader 
community discussion should be held. There was concern about the approximate number put in.  

Staff briefed the Lake Oswego School District Board as well as the Clackamas County 
Commission. Overall they understood that this is an investment that would have positive payoffs in 
the future, so they were generally supportive. 

Ms. Howard referred to the concurrent work plans and noted that the Foothills Framework Plan 
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was adopted and the Urban Renewal Plan follows very closely to what was identified in the 
Foothills Framework Plan. When the goals, objectives, and projects were created, they pretty much 
came straight from the Foothills Framework Plan. The Comprehensive Plan amendment is coming 
to the Board; the East End amendment will need to be done before the Foothills Urban Renewal 
Plan is adopted because there are some properties and projects that go from one to the other. The 
Foothills Urban Renewal Plan is scheduled to go in front of the Planning Commission on Nov. 14 to 
determine its conformance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. If this Board approves it next 
week, it was originally scheduled to come to the Council on Nov. 20. It is suggested that date be 
moved to December. 

There has been a single minor change to the boundary where one property was removed and left 
within the East End boundary. That was done at the request of the property owner. Some 
additional property may potentially come out of the East End and go into the Foothill urban renewal 
area if this goes forward. 

There was a lot of language in the Foothills Framework Plan, but not identified as specific goals 
and objectives. Goals and objectives in this urban renewal plan were put together from that 
language and reviewed with the work committee and the Planning Bureau. A vote was not taken, 
but input was received, and no one said they opposed these goals and objectives. 

Councilor Olson asked if the Council would be hearing from the group. 

Ms. Howard indicated Council would not. The group was not formally appointed but composed of 
volunteers, so was not asked for formal recommendations. Projects are identified in the urban 
renewal plan; there are 21 projects, and most of them are taken right out of the Foothills 
Framework Plan. They concentrate around transportation improvements; pedestrian connections 
and open spaces; and storm water and waste water infrastructure projects which are the upgrades 
to the utilities that have to be done to be able to service that kind of development. Those projects fit 
with the proposed development and must occur before development can happen. The 
development partnerships project was put in as a placeholder; underneath that came affordable 
housing.  

Councilor Kehoe noted that Goal 6 says that redevelopment should apply standards for 
sustainable design and construction and operations. The sub parts talk about striving to meet 
LEED design or equivalent performance. He asked if there had been any analysis as to what 
additional costs that might create for the development. 

Ms. Howard indicated there had not; she believes it was anticipated in the development cost and 
had been part of the Framework Plan all along.  

Mr. Popenuk indicated that the project map is not required in an urban renewal plan, but the City 
suggested it, and it is a good way to understand where the different projects show up.  

On the financing side, the Board has discussed the details several times. The constraining factor 
when it comes to limiting what an urban renewal area can do is the maximum indebtedness. That 
is the total number of project costs the City will be borrowing tax increment financing (TIF) for. The 
number in the current version of the Plan is $43.2 million; current levels of affordable housing are 
included at $6.5 million in today’s dollars, which winds up being closer to $10 or $11 in nominal.  

The urban renewal area is projected to pay off all its debt in 2035, and all revenues will then go 
back to the taxing districts. The net impact on the taxing districts during the life of the urban 
renewal area is positive. The positive impacts for the School District impact the State school fund, 
and it is an indirect association with the local school district. Due to the timing of development and 
the timing of when infrastructure costs are needed, the District will need to have some public 
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expenditures before the TIF’s arrival on tax rolls, requiring a bridge loan. Assuming there is a 
Development Agreement in place that allows the City to secure financing, the financing would 
require no interest payments in the first several years until there are TIF coming in, at which point 
the City could refinance and pay off the initial source of the loan. Consultants have not yet gone 
out to talk to potential lenders and found out who the source of that money is; that will occur as the 
City is working on a Development Agreement and putting together the financing package.   

Councilor Gudman indicated he thought the previous version of the Plan listed $6 million in bridge 
financing required; currently it shows $6.9. He asked if that was accurate. 

Mr. Popenuk indicated that the previous version had listed $6.5 million. The increase is due to 
pushing the timeline for development out a year for all project costs and everything. That increases 
in nominal dollars because of inflation; staff time is still associated with the urban renewal area 
during the extra year. Additional costs have been included for relocation expenditures. That is in 
case, during the first phase of development, there is a particular tenant or business in that area 
that the LORA Board believes deserves some kind of compensation or assistance to move. 

Projected tax revenues were compared with and without the urban renewal area. There are 
statutory limits on the amount of land and assessed value that Lake Oswego can have within urban 
renewal areas. The combined impact of having the East End, the Lake Grove, and the proposed 
Foothills urban renewal areas were noted. The City would be well under the statutory limits.  

Ms. Howard indicated that in order to be an urban renewal area, it must be shown to be blighted. 
The urban renewal report identifies deficient conditions within the area that definitely qualify it as a 
blighted area. There is a section of the urban renewal plan that allows the City to recover costs that 
were paid for pre-planning for the area. That is figured into the financial analysis as well.  

Ms. Jordan noted that a location wasn’t identified for affordable housing. 

Ms. Howard indicated that was because the location wasn’t necessarily site specific.  

Ms. Jordan indicated that concern had been expressed there were particular properties called out, 
and some people didn’t think they were the appropriate sites for affordable housing. 

Mr. Popenuk indicated that the language in the Plan and report does not identify the number of 
units or the specific location or any details on affordable housing, other than that it is a project and 
has a dollar amount for the maximum indebtedness. 

Ms. Moncrieff noted staff was looking for direction from the Board on the projects before them in 
the Plan, particularly with affordable housing. The Plan will come back to the Council in a week. 

Mr. Gudman noted that he had previously indicated that he did not think the City should provide 
financial support for affordable housing. He thinks the City should pursue zoning and other options 
to encourage affordable housing, but not financial support. He noted that a key element of the 
financing is that the City will get an exemption on Title 3 on the cut and fill; he asked what would 
happen if the City doesn’t receive an exemption. 

Mr. Brown noted that as the City has been moving through the planning process, they have 
received from Metro an indication that they do not believe that the current path the City has chosen 
for exempting the Foothills area from the balance, cut and fill provisions would be in compliance 
with Title 3. Consultants believe that as the findings are written, the City is in compliance. Staff is 
continuing discussions with Metro. A number of different processes will be worked through for 
trying to arrive in the same place the City has in current zoning, which is an exemption from 
balance, cut, and fill. If it is not granted, the City is back to what it has in code today, which is that 
balance, cut, and fill is required for fill in a floodplain. Other revenue sources may be possible, 
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including revisiting whether a fee in lieu of program or Parks SDCs may be appropriate. He doesn’t 
think TIF will need to be considered as one of the sources. One of the reasons it was removed was 
to create financial capacity within the district. That was obviously a large amount of money to be 
spending on an issue that all the technical evaluation had indicated was not a problem. He 
believes it was $5 million in current dollars. 

Councilor Olson indicated that someone had gone to Clackamas County Board of Commissioners 
this week and did a study session with them on this.  

Mr. Sin indicated that a briefing was done this morning, with Mr. Williams, Ms. Howard, and 
himself. The draft proposed plan was discussed and communication was opened with the County 
on the project. The County was advised that the LORA Board was meeting; the Plan might be 
subject to change, and they would be kept informed. They are not required to approve it, just to be 
briefed and given the opportunity to comment. Staff will also brief other taxing districts. 

Ms. Olson indicated that relocation costs had been mentioned. She noticed that on p. 13 of the 
Plan some specific properties were called out as maybe being essential to the implementation of 
the Plan.  

Mr. Sin noted that Public Storage was one of the properties. Tax lots 1700, 1501, and 6902, the 
McGinn Building and the  location of the A Avenue steps, were all included.    

Ms. Olson noted that the potential relocation costs included in the Plan were for these specific 
properties.  

Mr. Popenuk indicated that initially there would only be $100,000 allotted to relocation costs. Any 
amounts beyond that would occur in later years when the City is not subject to the bridge loan. The 
properties indicated as essential are not at this point envisioned to be the first projects that 
develop. The private development phasing at this point envisions the center of the area developing 
first.  

Ms. Howard indicated that the money was not allocated specifically to any tax lots; it was an 
allocation for relocation potential in the future. 

Ms. Olson noted that after attending the Planning Commission the previous evening and studying 
their packet, which is not the urban renewal plan but the Comprehensive Plan and code 
amendment, she would have some difficulty recommending this before the other issues are 
resolved. She believes that this Plan is being hurried a little bit. There is a public open house 
scheduled for tomorrow evening on this Plan, and this feedback is not included since it hasn’t 
occurred yet. Outstanding issues with Metro, Oregon Department of Transportation, and Bureau of 
Environmental Services (BES) in Portland about what Lake Oswego is doing became clearer the 
previous evening. Until those issues are resolved, she doesn’t see this Plan moving forward. If the 
City is talking about nothing happening for another year, she is not sure what the rush is. 

Mr. Kehoe indicated he had the same concerns. This Plan was not one of the City’s main goals for 
the year. If there is concern that another Council might stop the whole project, he doesn’t think it is 
appropriate to jam the Plan through before the new Council is effective. He hopes the City doesn’t 
rush any of the steps. He hopes there is adequate community input and questions are answered 
along the way.  

Ms. Jordan noted that a lot of people talked about this area of redevelopment and were concerned 
about where the money was going to go. Mr. Gudman talked about how he supported Lake Grove 
because it was basically the road. If this list of projects is examined, most of it is infrastructure and 
roads. It is not buildings or parks. Most of the projects are expenditures to make sure someone can 
bring in private dollars and develop. This is a redevelopment project that will take a low-producing 
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tax area and create a vibrant new neighborhood. It will only happen if the City embraces this and 
provides streets, curbs, gutters, and other infrastructure. She thinks the affordable housing piece is 
fine. There is nothing in the Plan that says when, where, or how it has to be built; it is simply a 
placeholder. Affordable housing was in the last Comprehensive Plan and there have been studies 
about it. The City hasn’t included it as a redevelopment piece before and she thinks doing so would 
be a good step forward. 

Mr. Tierney indicated he continues to support the Foothills Project. He is comfortable moving 
forward in the process, which includes estimated costs of the affordable housing component. He is 
concerned with any curveballs that show up; it seems that the Planning Commission was advised 
of a significant curveball. He would like to make sure the Council is briefed on that and 
understands it, and how it may change some of the financial assumptions, which could change the 
direction. 

Mr. Gudman indicated it was a nice Plan, but he contrasted this Plan with the Lake Grove/Boones 
Ferry Plan. By the time the Lake Grove Plan came to the Council for approval with the urban 
renewal district, with all of the features, all questions had been resolved. This Plan is very far from 
that. At the Planning Commission last night, the letter from Metro on Title 3 says that it doesn’t 
believe the City’s proposed approach is supported by the language or intent of Title 3. That creates 
some big questions. He believes the Board should say thank you, keep working on this, get 
answers to these questions, and get the public input tomorrow night. Anything else would be 
premature.  

Mr. Tierney said he thought the Board was asking staff to continue with the Plan they have, which 
includes public input and the meeting next week. 

Mr. Olson noted that the meeting next week was a public hearing and a vote. 

Mr. Sin indicated that next week the LORA Board would be considering a resolution that would 
direct the Planning Commission to review the Plan for conformance with the Comprehensive Plan 
and make a recommendation to the City Council. 

Ms. Moncrieff noted that tonight the Board was giving direction on what it wants to have come 
back to them in a week for a resolution that will go to Planning Commission. 

Ms. Howard indicated the resolution would be to put the Plan out for public review, to have the 
Planning Commission review it and to have it go in front of City Council for a vote. 

Councilor Gudman indicated there are currently discussions going on with several people and 
Metro as to whether or not the City is going to get an exemption. The City won’t have that answer  
next week. He thought the City would probably not get the answer to that until early next year.  

Mr. Williams indicated it was not possible at this point to forecast when an answer would be 
available from Metro. It won’t be within a week; it could be within a month or two, or it could be 
longer. There are other processes that they are exploring, such as looking at a map amendment 
process, which could take some time. The floodplain issue is not a fatal flaw with the Plan itself. 
From the City’s perspective, the urban renewal plan can move forward and address some of the 
financial issues associated with potential contributions that might need to be made toward the 
floodplain. The City can do that over the next few weeks as it gets a better understanding of what it 
might take for Metro to address that issue. 

Mr. Gudman asked where the point of no return was, where if the Plan is adopted, and if 
something goes wrong, the City is still committed to it. It seems to him that the cut and fill question 
is a critical decision point for going ahead. 
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Mr. Williams indicated that if the City felt that if it didn’t get an exemption or some relief from the 
cut requirement, and the City believes that TIF is the answer to that problem, then it should figure 
out how this Plan would deal with it. Then the City would need to figure out that date. There are 
other ways to deal with the cut requirement, such as a fee in lieu of program or other funding 
sources. Those don’t have to be resolved today or in the next few months. Those could be 
resolved in the next year or two or longer. There are certain areas within the District that could be 
developed that are outside the floodplain. There could be private development that occurs and the 
cut costs could be covered by the private sector. He believes that holding up the entire urban 
renewal plan when these are not fatal flaw issues could cause the whole project to be put on hold 
for an indefinite period of time. The City doesn’t know when those issues will get resolved. 

Mr. Gudman indicated it was just one of several issues. With the Boones Ferry project, all 
questions were worked out in an iterative process before the plan was adopted. Everything has not 
been worked out here. There are major significant issues here which have not been worked out. 

Mr. Williams indicated most of the issues in Foothills have been worked out. There is the gap 
financing issue, and the floodplain issue. Other than that, the City is working through some of the 
questions that BES had, and they are comfortable with the City’s discussions about how it will 
happen. A lot of those questions will get resolved as part of the facilities plan that BES is working 
on. Most of the significant issues have been resolved, and the City is in a pretty good place to 
move forward with both the code amendments and the urban renewal plan. 

Ms. Olson referred to p. 15 of the Plan and indicated there were things listed that have 
environmental conditions. She asked for confirmation that the ones that are “no further action 
(NFA)” have been resolved. 

Ms. Howard indicated she believed so; the items were taken directly out of the documents that 
were prepared for the Foothills Framework Plan. They identified blight or environmental conditions 
within the area. 

Ms. Olson asked if the cost of remediation of those was included in the urban renewal plan. 

Ms. Howard indicated she didn’t believe it was anticipated that these items would need to be 
remediated; there were no costs included for remediation. They were included as existing 
conditions within the area.  

Mr. Brown indicated the assumption on environmental conditions in the District was that there 
would be no further action on some of the properties. If developing is done to the right level without 
disturbing, they may not need to be remediated. If they are remediated, it is likely a private 
development cost vs. a public, so they were not included in the costs. 

Ms. Olson noted that the flood plain analysis was based on the 100 year floodplain level of 34’. 
Metro pointed out in their letter that the 1996 flood in Lake Oswego was 2.3’ higher than that at 
36.3’. She asked if there was a reason the flood plain analysis was not done to the 1996 flood level 
rather than the 100 year floodplain level.  

Mr. Brown indicated that Title 3 requires the analysis to be done to the 100 year floodplain level. 
The 1996 flood requirement is the local ordinance that sets the level at which the finished floor 
levels of buildings are to be located.  

Ms. Moncrieff indicated that staff was asking for direction this evening. She noted that Mr. 
Gudman, Mr. Kehoe, and Ms. Olson that they did not want to give direction to send the Plan as is 
forward. 

Ms. Olson indicated she did not think the Plan was ready. She has concerns about the floodplain 
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issue. 

Ms. Moncrieff indicated that she, Ms. Jordan, and Mr. Tierney thought the Plan was ready to move 
forward as is with all the projects, including affordable housing. 

Mr. Tierney noted that his support simply meant that the Plan continued to move forward, and that 
issues would be answered as they arose. From those answers, additional decisions can be made.  

Mr. Kehoe indicated that he thought the Metro issue might be major, and the costs to mitigate it 
could be significant. He would like more clarity before proceeding. In the past, what Metro says has 
prevailed.  

Ms. Moncrieff indicated she thought the Plan was a good one, without any insurmountable fatal 
flaws. The revenue that will be generated within 11 years after the District gets going is significant, 
and the City is facing a revenue problem down the road. She believes this is a great way to 
address the revenue issues. There is a lot more public conversation to be had, but she is in favor 
of moving forward. 

Ms. Jordan indicated that she did not think the floodplain issue was such a challenge. Up and 
down the Willamette River, there is development all the time. There will be things that can be done 
because the region wants to contain growth in areas that are already developed. Metro will work 
with the City because they know this is a great site to develop within the urban growth boundary.  

Ms. Moncrieff noted that the Plan would be coming back to LORA in a week and there would be 
further opportunity for discussion.  

Ms. Howard indicated that input would be available from the public meeting that would be held the 
following evening. 

Ms. Olson noted that the Planning Commission had extreme concerns about the Plan on the 
previous evening. 

3.2 East End Redevelopment Plan Sixteenth Amendment 

Ms. Blackstone indicated it would be important that the amendment to the East End Plan 
boundary and project list happen prior to adoption of the Foothills Urban Renewal Plan. There is 
time in the schedule if a study session needed to be postponed; it could be addressed at a meeting 
before Foothills Plan adoption.  

Basically the amendment adjusts the boundary. Several projects would move into the Foothills 
Urban Renewal District, most notably the Willamette Steps. A couple of infrastructure projects get 
split, including the State Street mixed use project. One property owner along State Street asked 
that his property not move into Foothills; it was left in the East End. In some ways that gives the 
City more flexibility if a redevelopment opportunity emerges.  

Financial impacts are minimal. The loss of TIF is about $11,700 in the first year. That increment 
would be transferred out of East End. That could be adjusted slightly. The PGE substation property 
would be moving into Foothills. There could be personal property associated with that that doesn’t 
show up on the Assessor tax rolls. Staff will try to resolve that before they come back to LORA so 
they have the most accurate depiction of what that loss of revenue is.  

Mr. Gudman noted it was very straightforward and the two were linked. He was not clear why one 
had to be done before the other. Whenever the final discussion on the Foothills Plan occurs, both 
can be done at the same time. 
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Ms. Blackstone noted that staff would recommend that any recommendation on the East End be 
made conditional on the adoption of the Foothills Urban Renewal Plan; otherwise it should stay as 
is. It doesn’t need to be the same meeting as long as it is sequential. 

4. ADJOURNMENT 

Ms. Moncrieff adjourned the meeting at 9:54 p.m. 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Catherine Schneider    /s/   
 Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
 

 
 
 
APPROVED BY THE AGENCY: 
ON April 9, 2013    
 
Mike Kehoe   /s/    
Mike Kehoe, LORA Board 
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