
 

October 21, 2008 
 
To:  City of Lake Oswego 
From: Davis, Hibbitts & Midghall, Inc. 
Subject: Lake Oswego Community Conversation 
 

I. Introduction and Research Methodology 
 
Davis, Hibbitts & Midghall, Inc. is please to report the results of three large group studies.  The purpose of 
the study was to hear from a representative sample of Lake Oswego residents about their awareness and 
knowledge of city facilities and listen to their ideas about how to use them in the future.  This study should 
not be interpreted as the final word on these issues but as a supplement to other public involvement and 
planning activities. 
 
DHM recruited 79 adult residents of Lake Oswego.  They were contacted at random and selected to unsure 
they were representative of the city along demographic, economic, and psychographic dimensions.  Three 
three-hour sessions were held from October 4 – 11, 2008, and each included 25-27 people.  Participants were 
paid $100 for their time.  The data for this report came from the participants’ written comments and group 
discussions.   
 
Each session was divided into seven major parts from the general to the more specific.   
 

1) Introductions and ground rules.  The ground rules included common courtesy and a firm 
statement that “I don’t know” or “I have no opinion” are valid answers.  

2) Participants recorded then discussed their sources of information about what the Lake Oswego 
Mayor and City Council are doing (Appendix B).   

3) Participants recorded then discussed any issues they felt were important for the Mayor and City 
Council to do something about (Appendix C).  The purpose of doing this was to access broadly 
the issues that Lake Oswego residents are concerned about and to learn if city facilities are among 
them. 

4) Participants recorded then discussed any city facility they heard was an issue for the City, for one 
reason or the other (Appendix D).  The purpose of this exercise was to pre-test participants 
awareness of City facilities and concerns (if any) they had about them. 

5) Next, they were asked what they know or heard about specific facilities (Appendix E)       
6) Participants were given handouts with detailed information of five city facilities (Appendix J) and 

asked to record and discuss their reactions (Appendix F).  The handouts were created by Lake 
Oswego staff.  The goal was to inform participants about City facilities and evaluate whether and 
how their opinions changed based on the information.  

7) Participants were given a questionnaire (Appendix G, H) with options for each facility then 
discussed their choices.  The options were created by Lake Oswego staff.  They are not the only 
choices for the Mayor and City Council to consider but they are the most frequently mentioned. 

8) Participants were asked to share any final messages for the Mayor and City Council (Appendix I).  
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This memo highlights key findings from the written exercises and discussions and is organized in the same 
manner as the three sessions.  Representative quotations are included along with evaluative commentary, 
including any notable differences between the groups.  The quotes and commentary are drawn from both 
written exercises and group discussions.  The referenced appendixes have complete responses to all written 
exercises.   
 
 

II. Large Group Studies 
 
Large group studies are a hybrid of polling and public meetings.  They aim to be representative, dig deep to 
understand not only what people are feeling but why, and inform policymakers about what the public desires.  
They are necessary because traditional forms of public opinion research and citizen involvement too often 
don’t reflect the community’s diversity or provide sufficient information.  
 
When telephone surveys first began nearly everyone pollsters contacted agreed to participate.  Over time the 
novelty of telephone surveys diminished and people were less motivated to go along.  People are also busier 
now and have become frustrated by the volume of telemarketing calls.  Today pollsters are happy if a quarter 
of the people they contact agree to participate.  And even those who do participate won’t spend as much time 
on the phone as before, so they are answering fewer and fewer questions.  Large group studies overcome this 
by recognizing the value people place on their time and pay them to participate and scheduling the events 
ahead of time so busy people can make time in their schedules.  And while large group studies don’t have the 
same statistical reliability of polls, they include many more participants than standard focus groups and so can 
be more representative of the community.  Also for this study three separate sessions were held for group to 
group validation. 
 
As people became less likely to participate in telephone surveys they also became less civically engaged.  
Fewer people are attending public meetings or making their voice heard in the public sphere, and those who 
do tend to be advocates and partisans, not everyday citizens.  It is not uncommon to have public meetings 
where there are more government employees present than citizens.   
 
Large group studies are a form of representative public participation.  Citizens are invited to participate by a 
random selection process, and therefore everyone in the community has an equal chance to participate, 
whether they are experts or poorly informed, long-term residents or recent arrivals, rich or poor.  They are 
professionally facilitated so that everyone has the opportunity of speaking and being heard and not drowned 
out by the advocates and partisans. 
 
An additional advantage of large group studies over telephone surveys is the ability to present participants 
with detailed information.  For example, in these sessions for Lake Oswego, participants were given six 
handouts with photos and facts about the condition of City facilities.  They were given time to study the 
information, discuss it with it each other, and then give their considered opinions about what to do with each 
building.  This kind of informed public opinion would never be possible over the telephone. 



 

3 
DHM | Lake Oswego Community Conversation – October 2008 

 
III. Demographics 

 
The participants were broadly representative of the Lake Oswego.  Below are selected demographic 
characteristics of the participants and how they compared to registered voters in Lake Oswego.  See 
Appendix A for the entire demographic breakdown. 
 

Participant Demographics 
Demographic 

Group 
Number of 

Participants 
Percentage of 
Participants 

Percentage of Lake 
Oswego Registered 

Voters 
18-34 10 13% 18% 
35-54 36 46% 39% 
55+ 33 42% 44% 
Male 45 57% 46% 
Female 34 43% 54% 
Democrat 35 44% 45% 
Republican 28 35% 36% 
Other 16 20% 19% 
97034 37 47% 52% 
97035 42 53% 48% 

      Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 

IV. Communications 
 
Participants were asked to write down their sources of information for what the Mayor and City Council are 
doing (Appendix B).  If more than one source, they indicated which the main source of information was.  
Most were able to name one or more sources.  The table below counts the main news sources for the 
participants. 
 

Main Source of 
Information # 
Lake Oswego Review 34 
Family/friends/neighbors 11 
Hello LO 4 
Local newspaper – general 4 
City Website 3 
Oregonian 3 
City Council meetings 2 
Internet – general 2 
Television – general 2 
Campaign literature 1 
Informational mailers for 
the City 1 
Lake Oswego Arts Council 1 
Public meetings 1 
Radio – OPB 1 
None 9 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
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More than anything else people said that the Lake Oswego Review was their main source of information (34). 
The next main sources included family, friends and neighbors (11).  Nine people said they did not follow the 
Mayor and City Council at all. 
 
Although only 4 people listed Hello LO as their main source, 16 people named it as one of their sources of 
news about the Mayor and City Council.  When prompted during the group discussion, must people were 
aware of it.  The second group in particular commented that they liked the Hello LO newsletter.  They said 
that it was “very well done” and “succinct.”, although others noted that it had a City perspective on the issues 
and one complained that it didn’t include any information about the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency 
(LORA).    
 
 

V. Most Important Issues 
 
Before discussing City facilities participants were asked to write down the issues they felt are important for 
the Mayor and City Council to do something about.  As one would expect, their answers varied—covering 
everything from emergency preparedness to regulations on music promoters—but four issues received 
consistent mention. 
 
West End Building.  Forty-seven participants noted something about the West End Building (WEB).  More 
people mentioned this issue than any other.  Of those who mentioned it, about a one-forth clearly stated they 
think the City should sell the facility.  They didn’t believe it was proper for the City to make large real estate 
purchases in general or expressed frustration that the public wasn’t consulted in this particular case. 
 
About an equal number expressed frustration and wanted issues around the WEB resolved but did not offer 
specific ideas for the building.  One person said, “Reach a compromise on its use or lease or sell, but resolve 
it and move on.”  Another wrote, “Make a prompt decision, dispose of it or lease out until needed.”   
 
Those who were clear that the City should keep the facility were less clear about what to do with it.  
Comments ranged from using the WEB for expanded library services, turning it into a community center, or 
selling other city facilities and consolidate them all at the WEB.  
 
Transportation.  The ability to get around Lake Oswego and the access to the wider metro area was an 
important issue to many.  They stressed a need for improved public transportation and for more walking and 
biking options. 
 
Several participants complained about a lack of public transportation options in Lake Oswego.  They said that 
service is basically nonexistent in parts of the City, particularly away from downtown.  Also, that service stops 
too early in the evening and is not available on the weekends.  Some expressed interest in expanding rail 
service from Portland to Lake Oswego, either by Streetcar or Max. 
 
There was pride among participants about the walkability of the City, especially downtown, but they also felt 
the City should provide more walking and biking options.  Some said that outside of downtown in residential 
neighborhoods there is a need for more sidewalks.  Others hoped that one day there would be a bike trail that 
connected Lake Oswego to Portland.   
 
Sewer Interceptor.  Comments about the sewer interceptor project can be summed by three words: 
progress, transparency, and costs.  Some typical comments were: 
 

• Need to progress quickly and smartly to complete on budget. 
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• Simply get it done and be open and honest about the costs. 
• Be forthright on costs and stresses on revenue sources. 

 
Trees.  About 15 people mentioned trees being an important issue for Mayor and City Council to do 
something about.  Nearly all felt that City regulations on tree removal are too strict, that people should be 
able to remove trees on their own property.  Suggestions included making it easier to remove immature trees, 
trees that affect a home’s condition or interfere with solar panel access. 
 

VI. Initial Awareness of Building Facilities 
 
To measure the general awareness of city facilities, participants were asked to record the names of any city 
facility they’ve heard or read about that is an issue for the City.  At this point, the focus groups had not 
discussed any facilities nor been presented any information about them.   The counts for each focus group 
and the combined total are reported in the table below. 
 

Facility Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

 Mentioned Not 
Mentioned Mentioned Not 

Mentioned Mentioned Not 
Mentioned Mentioned Not 

Mentioned 

West End 
Building 19 4 21 4 19 8 59 16 

Library 12 15 17 8 12 15 41 38 

City Hall 8 19 5 20 3 24 16 63 

Adult 
Community 
Center 

2 25 5 20 2 25 9 70 

South Shore 
Fire Station 1 26 0 25 1 26 2 77 

Maintenance 
Facility 0 27 0 25 0 27 0 79 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 

VII. West End Building 
 
Baseline knowledge and unprompted attitudes.  The focus groups began with two exercises to assess the 
general attitudes of the participants.  The first asked them to list any issue they thought the Mayor and City 
Council to do something about.  The second asked them to name (unprompted by the facilitator) any city 
facilities they’ve heard or read are an issue for the City.   In both exercises more people mentioned the West 
End Building than anything else.   
 
Before they were given any information about the facilities, participants had the chance to write down and 
discuss what they knew and thought about them.  Broadly speaking, participants were of two minds regarding 
the WEB: sell it or keep it.   
 
A significant proportion of the participants were angry that the City purchased the West End building.  They 
felt that the citizens were not adequately involved in the decision-making process, that it was a mistake to take 
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the building off the tax rolls or that it was too expensive.  This led many to conclude that the City should sell 
the WEB.  
 
Whether or not they thought the City made the right decision to purchase the West End Building, most did 
not say the City should sell it.  In part they reasoned that in the current real estate market it could only be for 
a loss.  There was not, however, any initial consensus about what to do with the facility.  Suggestions ranged 
from expanding library services, building a community center, leasing the space back for private use, or a 
combination of multiple uses. 
 
Informed reactions.  Next, participants were given an informational handout about the West End Building 
and other facilities.  The handout included a description of the building, its current uses, condition, and 
program space needs.  They were given a few minutes to absorb the information and write down their 
reactions.  Later they discussed their thoughts with the group. 
 
The condition and age of the building were surprising to some.  Typical reactions were: 
 

• The condition needs are like the other buildings on the tear down/replacement block—yet we bought it. 
• Building condition?  Who pays for upgrades and how?  Why have they been allowed to go without maintenance? 
• It’s the same age as the other buildings or older and requires the same maintenance and improvements.   
• Gosh—if the library needs replacement because of water leaks—what did they buy the Safeco building for if it was 

older, had mechanical difficulties, etc. 
• What was the City Council thinking when they purchased this building?  The condition is similar to city hall.   

  
Many responded favorably to using the WEB for expanded indoor recreation.  The informational handout 
indicated that enhanced programs—including pools, gyms and fitness center—have been planned as part of a 
conceptual plan for a multi-generational facility, to which some responded warmly. 
 

• I think a multi-generational community center in the vein of the SW Community center is exactly what LO needs.  
Please give me additional services, not simply the same services I currently have in a new location!  The building is 30 
years old and updates and repairs are to be expected. 

• Multi-generational community center sounds like a good idea. 
• The number one issue—use as a multi-generational community center.  This is where I want my money to go for. 

 
The location of the WEB cut both ways.  Some liked the idea of expanding city services to the west side of 
the City.  A number of people mentioned that residents in Lake Grove and Mt. Park have limited library and 
recreational facilities, and that downtown is difficult to drive to and find parking.  They saw a benefit to 
expanding or moving city services to the WEB that is nearer to them and easier to access.  On the other hand, 
some worried about the effect on downtown if City Hall and the Library moved.   
 
Preferred options.  After reading the handouts, the participants completed a questionnaire about their 
preferred options for each facility.  The options were provided by Lake Oswego staff.  
 

1. Renovate the West End building for Police and 911 Dispatch.  Lease the remainder of the building. 
2. Build a new Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center.  Sell the remainder of the property. 
3. Renovate the building for a permanent City Hall. 
4. Renovate the building for a temporary City Hall until a new City Hall is built downtown. 
5. Build a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center using the existing building. 
6. Keep the building and maintain the current uses as Parks and Recreation Department offices and 

program space. 
7. Sell the property and move the Parks and Recreation Department to another office location. 
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Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 1 4 2 7 
2 1 2 3 6 
3 2 5 5 12 
4 1 1 1 3 
5 8 6 7 21 
6 0 2 1 3 
7 11 4 7 22 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 

The top answers were sell the property and move the Parks and Recreation Department to another office 
location (22), and build a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center using the existing building 
(21).  The third most selected option was renovate the building for a permanent City Hall (12).  It’s notable 
that tied as the least popular choice was the status quo of keeping the building and maintaining the current 
uses as Parks and Recreation Department offices and program space (3). 
 
For this facility, participants were encouraged to write any explanations or caveats to their answer.  Some 
examples from people who wanted to sell the WEB include: 
 

• We cannot afford it.  Cost/benefit with tens of millions in projected remodeling costs cannot be justified. 
• Sell. Use savings to finance other projects. 
• This facility is just too costly and with the economic future of the nation in peril this is not the time to be spending 

millions.  Selling may be difficult also. 
• Too valuable as commercial/tax generating property to be used for a center—not a necessity. 
• Has as many maintenance issues as all the other buildings and rather than fixing or remodeling, sell with the proceeds 

used to fix the other existing facilities. 
 
Those who preferred to build a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center using the existing 
building explained themselves these ways: 
 

• The city lacks a multi-generational facility for teens, young adults, etc.  We need some sort of establishment.  Could be 
put to some good use. 

• Great location.  Should be kept in some form as library, recreation center, or existing usage.  Prefer multi-generational 
recreation center. 

• Can this building accommodate more than recreation center and pools? If so, add additional space for seniors/adults—a 
branch of the Adult Community Center. 

• Build multi-generational community center—perfect spot, central location.  Consider transportation. 
• I do not want to renovate the existing building.  I want a properly planned and built community center with library, 

police, offices, plus recreation facilities, etc. for the community. 
 

VIII. City Hall 
 
Baseline knowledge and unprompted attitudes.  City Hall was mentioned by three people as an important 
issue for the Mayor and City Council to do something about.  Each expressed a desire to keep City Hall 
downtown with one person saying moving it to the West End Building would “decimate” downtown. 
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City Hall was the third most mentioned city facility that participants had heard or read is an issue for the City 
(mentioned by 16 people) behind the WEB and Library, which were mentioned by 59 and 41 people 
respectively. 
 
Two themes emerged in the unprompted comments about City Hall.  A few people mentioned it needing 
seismic upgrades or that it is vulnerable in an earthquake.  A few more wrote that City Hall may move to the 
WEB, although those who did generally added that they disapproved of moving City Hall out to the WEB or 
out of downtown.   
 
Informed reactions.  Participants were given informational sheet with a description of the building, uses, 
and program space needs.  The sheet included a statement that “A 2007 remediation study of City Hall 
determined that replacing the building would be less expensive than repairing the various deficiencies. Even 
though there is no critical deficiency that would justify immediate action to repair or replace the building, the 
results of the study might indicate that spending money on needed capital maintenance improvements would 
not be a good use of those public funds.”  
 
A number of people expressed disbelief in the information they were given and questioned the motives 
behind the analysis.  The following quotes give a sense of how some reacted. 
 

• Building is 22 years old—seems regular maintenance not done.  Question the condition outlined in the document. 
• I doubt the accuracy of the information provided.  I have used the building approximately once a month with no 

problems.  Pleasant, efficient, and useable.  Slight parking problem—very slight. 
• Notwithstanding what we were told, I don’t trust this evaluation.  A need but “no critical deficiency.”  It doesn’t make 

sense. 
• I passionately object to the language in this description—very slanted. 

 
Nonetheless, some were open to rebuilding City Hall.  About ten people specifically said they favored 
rebuilding it.  
 
Others reacted strongly to the repair needs of the building.  In particular, they were concerned that the 
building need seismic upgrades.  They worried about the structural safety and that was the priority in the 
participants’ comments.  For example, one person said, “It’s scary.  Something needs to be done with respect 
to earthquake problems.  I don’t care about the crowding, but seismic inefficiency is not acceptable.”  Others 
made a connection to seismic safety and the ability of the police to respond after an earthquake.  There were 
mixed reactions to the other building needs.  While some responded positively to making upgrades and 
repairs, others were concerned about what they perceived as a lack of upkeep.   In their minds, things like 
leaky windows, HVAC replacement, and water intrusion were maintenance issues the City should have 
planned and prepared for.   
 
There were also mixed feelings about moving the Police.  Location was one difference of opinion.  Some 
believed that the Police belong downtown (whether or not it is in City Hall) but others thought it would be 
better located at the WEB for “easier access.”  But even those who were open to moving the Police weren’t 
necessarily convinced.  For instance: 
 

• It sounds as though the police need a new facility.  I have visited the facility many times and never noticed the problems. 
• Sounds like moving the police out and then some remediation is the best plan?  But who can tell from a small amount of 

information?  I am not a contractor or structural engineer. 
• Build a new building, but why do the police need that much room?  They don’t do anything—read the police blotter in 

the LO Review! 
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Finally, in the written exercises and group discussions some people mocked the need for improved security at 
City Hall if the Police department is there too.  One person captured this sentiment by writing, “Security?  
Insufficient!  It’s a police station.” 
 
Preferred options.  Participants were given the following options for City Hall and asked to choose the one 
they most preferred. 
 

1. Move all of City Hall to the West End Building.  This would require renovating the building.  Sell the 
existing City Hall property. 

2. Temporarily move City Hall to the West End Building until a new City Hall can be built at the existing 
City Hall site or at another downtown location. 

3. Keep City Hall in the existing building until a new City Hall is built at another location downtown. 
4. Keep the existing City Hall and make necessary improvements over time. 

 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 3 5 8 16 
2 2 1 3 6 
3 0 0 0 0 
4 21 17 16 54 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 
After reading the information and discussing it amongst themselves, the participants had a strong preference 
towards keeping the existing City Hall and making the necessary improvements overtime (54).  The second 
choice was moving all of City Hall to the West End Building and selling the existing City Hall property (16). 
 
They were next asked their preferred choice for the Police and 911 Emergency Dispatch, which is in the City 
Hall building.  The options were provided by Lake Oswego staff. 
 

1. Move the Police Department and 911 Dispatch to the West End Building.  This would require 
renovating the building. 

2. Build a new Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center on the West End property.  Sell the remainder of 
the property for private development. 

3. Find another location for a new Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center other than the West End 
property. 

4. Retain Police and 911 Dispatch in the existing City Hall. 
 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 6 10 9 25 
2 1 3 5 9 
3 8 2 3 13 
4 11 7 8 26 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 
Their top choices were split between retaining Police and 911 Dispatch in the existing City Hall (26) and 
moving them to the WEB (25).  The next were to find another location other than the WEB (13) and building 
a new facility on the West End property (9).  Taken together, a majority (47 out of 73 who responded) 
favored moving the Police and 911 Dispatch out of City Hall. 
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IX. Library 

 
Baseline knowledge and unprompted attitudes.  Twelve people said that the Library was an important 
issue for the Mayor and City Council to do something about.  Those who did were concerned that the Library 
receive adequate funding, that it remain downtown or expand to the south end of Lake Oswego and the Lake 
Grove area. 
 
Next, participants were asked to record the name of any city facility that they’ve heard or read about that is an 
issue for the City, for one reason or another.  The Library was the second most named facility with 41 people 
citing it.   
 
People are generally pleased and even proud of their Library.  Some examples of positive comments were: 
 

• Love it.  Use it.  Really appreciate it.  No issues with it. 
• This is a beloved facility.  Leave it alone. 
• Best use of my tax dollars. 
• My son has moved all around the US and says LO has the best library.  It is so useable. 

 
But a number of people said the Library is too small to meet community needs and that there is insufficient 
parking.  Several wanted to expand the Library either in its current location or in new facilities.  The 
Beaverton, Tigard, and Tualatin libraries were all mentioned as examples for Lake Oswego to emulate. 
 
Among those who said something about the Library’s location, most valued it being downtown.  They felt 
that it was an important anchor to the community and enjoyed being able to walk there.  However, there was 
a belief among a significant portion of participants that the downtown location is not equally accessible to all 
Lake Oswego residents.  Several people said that Library services need to be in other parts of the City, in 
particular, Lake Grove.  One person even commented that it is a “Bad location for many.  First Addition 
folks are spoiled.”  But those favoring expansion generally did not want to see it at the expense of the 
downtown Library.  Rather they talked about building new facilities or expanding services to the WEB. 
 
Informed reactions.  Participants were given an informational handout about the Library with a description 
of the building, uses, and program service needs.  After a few minutes to review the information they were 
asked to write down then discuss their reactions.   
 
About one-third of the written comments specifically mentioned repairing and upgrading the facility.  Like 
the other buildings some expressed frustration at what they perceived as poor maintenance and upkeep by the 
City.  Several people said that community meeting space is not needed in the Library.  They offered that 
community meetings could be held at City Hall or the WEB, which would free up space in the Library for 
other uses. 
 
Approximately one-fourth of the participants wrote about expanding the Library services either on its current 
site, at the WEB, or with new construction.    The main justification was that the downtown Library didn’t 
fairly serve all areas of Lake Oswego. 

• Two library facilities would serve the community much better.  Update the older facility and build a new facility on the 
other side of town. 

• Library satellite branch could be at WEB which would free up some space in existing building and take some of the 
pressure off. 

• Build a bigger, better library in a central location or a branch that would serve the other side of the lake. 



 

11 
DHM | Lake Oswego Community Conversation – October 2008 

• Need either a new library or build a second library in another area such as Lake Grove and specialize each location to 
allow for remodeling to make better use of the facilities. 

• Just too small and poor location. 
 
Preferred options.  The participants were given the following choices for the Library and asked to select 
preference.  The options were put together by Lake Oswego staff.   
 

1. Move the Library to the West End Building.  This would require renovating the building.  Sell the 
existing library property. 

2. Provide a branch Library at the West End Building leaving the existing Library as is. 
3. Build a new Library at another location in downtown. 
4. Keep the existing Library with no increase in library space. 

 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
1 1 3 9 13 
2 12 12 8 32 
3 0 6 6 12 
4 10 2 3 15 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 

Option 2, Provide a branch Library at the West End Building leave the existing Library as is, was the favored 
choice by a plurality of people (32).  Fifteen participants would opt to maintain the status quo and keep the 
existing Library with no increase in space.   Combined, 45 people desired shifting Library services out of 
downtown, either by adding a branch to the WEB or moving there completely, and 27 people favored 
keeping the Library downtown without expanding or moving to the WEB. 
 
 

X. Adult Community Center 
 
Baseline knowledge and unprompted attitudes.   Two people named the Adult Community Center 
(ACC) as an issue they felt is important for the Mayor and City Council to do something about.  Both said 
that the ACC should stay in its current location.  Nine people mentioned it as a city facility they’ve heard or 
read about that is an issue for the City, for one reason or another.  Some had heard that it may be too small or 
move to the WEB, and others reiterated that they don’t want it to move.   
 
When asked specifically about the ACC the most common responses were “don’t know.”  That is, most 
people either indicated they didn’t know about the facility or they didn’t know of any issues concerning it.   
 
Those who did have something to say about the ACC when prompted talked about its service to the 
community, location and whether it will move.   Several had made positive comments about it saying “it’s 
good for seniors” and it fulfills a “critical need for an aging population.”  On the other hand, a few people 
resented the City owning the facility.  For example, one person wrote, “I’m an old guy, but don’t use it.  I 
regret paying for other old people’s unnecessary coddling.” 
 
A number of people had heard that the Adult Community Center may move either to the West End Building 
or another location.  This met with disapproval from those who like its present location.  They felt it was 
conveniently placed near downtown, walkable, and had adequate parking.  But like other city facilities there 
were those who felt the location was “not good for all in the community” and that it is “not centrally 
located.” 
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Informed reactions.  Participants were given an informational handout about the Adult Community Center 
with a description of the building, uses, and program service needs.  It told participants that the City’s 
conceptual plan for a Community Center incorporates future Adult Community Center spaces into the larger 
multi-purpose, multi-generational center. 
 
A sizable minority said that it would be best to move the ACC to the WEB.  They saw it as an opportunity to 
avoid making needed repairs and upgrades to the ACC and expand services to seniors.  Most, however, didn’t 
want to move the ACC either because they liked the existing facility or for various reasons didn’t want to 
incorporate it into the WEB.  People commented that it is in a “charming building” in a “beautiful location.” 
 
Several made special note that it is essential that a senior center be accessible to people with disabilities and 
were concerned that the ACC is not.  They added that part of that accessibility is lighting and parking and that 
the parking lot is dark and can feel unsafe.   
 
There wasn’t consensus among those who commented about the City’s conceptual plan for a multi-purpose, 
multi-generational center.  Those who didn’t want a multi-generational center reasoned it is too costly or 
seniors need to have their own space.  Some desired it because of the potential to expand services.  And 
others said they didn’t have enough information and questioned the need and purpose. 
 
Preferred options.  Participants were asked to choose from the following (staff provided) options for the 
Adult Community Center.   
 

1. Move the ACC services to a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center at the West End 
Building.  Sell the existing property. 

2. Keep the existing building and maintain the current level of senior services. 
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
1 4 5 11 20 
2 21 19 15 55 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 

A strong majority (55) preferred to keep the existing building and maintain the current level of senior services 
over moving and selling the facility (20). 
 
 

XI. South Shore Fire Station 
 
Baseline knowledge and unprompted attitudes.  No one mentioned the South Shore Fire Station (SSFS) 
as an important issue for the Mayor and City Council to do something about.  Two people listed it as a city 
facility they’ve heard or read about that is an issue for the City. 
 
There was very little awareness of the SSFS among the participants.  Nearly all said they didn’t know of any 
issues.  Of the few who did say something, two people could only say it needed repairs and one person said it 
needed to be made “earthquake ready.” 
 
Informed reactions.  Participants were given an informational handout about the South Shore Fire Station 
with a description of the building, uses, and program service needs.  It included a statement that the facility 
does not meet current seismic standard for an emergency response facility. 
 
Opinions varied widely after learning about SSFS.  Several commented that this facility should be a priority 
for the city and honed in on the seismic deficiencies. 
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• While I believe some of these deficiencies can be lived with, I believe that a fire station with current seismic deficiencies is 

not good.  The fire department is a source of stability in an emergency. 
• This must be made to be seismically safe.  No questions.  I don’t care that it’s old, but in an earthquake they couldn’t 

help anyone.  Fix it to be safe.  Doesn’t need to be fancy.     These conditions are inexcusable.  EMS services need to be 
current to permit efficient and timely response.  If the building is degrading, it needs to be addressed. 

• It’s old and needs to be replaced.  Five stations need always to be in top shape.  That is one of the services government 
must provide to the community without any deficiencies. 

• Rank ahead of quality of life issues. 
 
Others, however, read the same information and came to contrary opinions.  They felt the needs were not 
pressing or questioned the validity of the information they were presented. 
 

• Steel roof is end of life?  Give me a break!  Don’t have much more to comment.  Sometimes you have to live with what 
you have. 

• Doesn’t make sense, I know the building was seismically upgraded.   
• Building condition does not match information on public record. 
• Do not seem to be significant problems that must be addressed.  Why is this a pressing need? 

 
Participants were concerned about the cost of upgrading or replacing the building.  They wanted to know 
the cost of needed upgrades or a replacement facility and didn’t want to do anything “fancy.”  One 
woman during the discussion said she “wanted a Red Lion fire station not a Hilton fire station.”  In the 
written comments someone else wrote “the two newer stations are fancier than they need to be with public 
money.”  
 
Preferred option.  Participants were asked to choose from the following (staff provided) options   for the 
South Shore Fire Station.   
 

1. Replace the building at the existing site. 
2. Keep the existing building and make necessary improvements over time. 

 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
1 16 3 16 35 
2 9 22 9 40 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
After reviewing and discussing the information, the participants were split between the two options with 
about half preferring to replace the SSFS (35) and half preferring to keep the existing building and making 
necessary improvements over time (40).   There was striking difference among groups with Group 2 
overwhelmingly preferring to keep the existing building.  The other two groups leaned towards replacement. 
 

XII. Maintenance Service Facility 
 
Baseline knowledge and unprompted attitudes.  No one mentioned the Maintenance Service Facility 
(MSF) as either an important issue for the Mayor and City Council to do something about or as a city facility 
that they’ve heard or read about that is an issue for the City, for one reason or another.   
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When asked directly about the MSF nearly everyone said they had not heard or didn’t know anything about 
the facility.  The few that had anything to say commented that there are sewer problems, it might be 
relocated, and it should be a low priority. 
 
Informed reactions.  Participants were given an informational handout about the Maintenance Service 
Facility with a description of the building, uses, and program service needs.   It reported that the City’s 
Municipal Facilities Plan estimates that the cost of repairing the deficiencies may be three times the cost of 
replacing the building.   
 
Several people thought it was ironic that the MSF needed considerable maintenance itself.  One person wrote, 
“It’s a maintenance facility!  It was the people working in it who should be maintaining it.  Get on it.”  Others 
complained that “we should have seen this coming” and it led one person to ask, “Is the city taking care of 
any of its properties?  It seems like everything has maintenance issues.” 
 
People differed on whether the MSF needs should be a priority for the City.  One person said that MSF issues 
were “minor costs problems that can be deferred” and a couple more said that it is the last or least important 
priority.  But there were more who said the facility is important to City because of the service it provides and 
that “a well-run city needs a well built and well designed maintenance facility.”  A few people highlighted the 
importance of remediating the environmental problems, such as the truckwash pads draining directly into the 
stormwater system. 
 
A few suggested that some or all the MSF activities could be outsourced or privatized to both reduce space 
needs and costs.  Another offered that it would be better to sell the MSF because it resides on valuable real 
estate. 
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Preferred options.  Participants were given three options for the Maintenance Service Facility and asked to 
choose the best option.  The options were provided by Lake Oswego staff. 
 

1. Replace the building at its existing constrained site. 
2. Build a new building at a new expanded site. 
3. Keep the existing building and make necessary improvements over time. 

 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
1 9 1 9 19 
2 6 8 6 20 
3 11 15 11 37 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 

About one-half (37 of 76) preferred keeping the existing building and making necessary improvements 
overtime.  The rest favored either building a new facility on the existing site (19) or at a new expanded site 
(20). 
 
 

XIII. Facility Scenarios 
 
The participants were presented a self-administered questionnaire and asked another time about some of the 
facilities.  The purpose of asking the questions was to provide additional information about participants’ 
preferences and confirm the validity of responses to previous written exercises and discussions.  Like with the 
facility options, the questions were developed by City staff.    
 
City Hall 
 

1. Should the City continue to invest in the existing City Hall building or replace it with a new City Hall?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Invest 20 19 15 54 

Replace 4 4 9 17 
Don’t know 1 1 3 5 

 Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 

2. If City Hall is replaced, should it stay in downtown or be relocated to the West End Building? 
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Downtown 15 12 11 38 

West End Bldg 3 6 11 20 
Don’t know 3 5 1 9 

 Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
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3. [If circled “downtown” to Q2] If moving City Hall to the West End Building is less expensive than 

building a new City Hall downtown, does this change your answer?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 3 2 3 8 
No 13 10 10 33 

Don’t know 3 2 3 8 
    Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
As before, a strong majority favored investing in over replacing City Hall (invest: 54; replace: 17).  A majority 
would also like to see it stay downtown (38) and not go to the West End Building (20).  This was true even if 
moving was less expensive than building a new City Hall downtown. 
 
Police and 911 Dispatch 
 

4. If the City retains the existing City Hall building, should it find another location for a Police Station and a 
911 Center that is safe and secure?  

 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 11 15 15 41 
No 7 6 6 20 

Don’t know 7 3 5 15 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
5. [If circled “yes” to Q4] Should the City relocate Police and 911 Dispatch to the West End property or to 

another unidentified location in the city?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
West End property 6 7 13 26 

Another unidentified 
location in the city 5 4 2 11 

Don’t know 5 5 3 13 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
Slightly more than one-half (41 of 76) of the participants said that the if the City retains the existing City Hall 
building then it should find a new location for the Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center.  Twenty wanted to 
keep them where they are and 15 said they didn’t know.  Among those who said the Police and 911 Dispatch 
Center should move 26 felt it should go to the WEB, 11 somewhere else and 13 didn’t know. 
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Library 
 

6. Should the City find a way to provide for expanded library services to meet the demand?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 19 22 22 63 
No 6 2 5 13 

Don’t know 1 0 0 1 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
7.  [If circled “yes” to Q6] If yes, should the City provide for expanded services at the West End Building or 

somewhere downtown?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

West End Building 10 12 14 36 
Somewhere 
downtown 3 3 5 11 

Don’t know 3 3 2 8 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
8. Assuming the City should provide for expanded services at the West End Building, should the City provide:  

1) a new main library and sell the existing library property, or 2) create two libraries with a smaller branch 
library and leaving the existing library as is.  

 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
New main library 2 5 9 16 

Create two libraries 17 17 14 48 
Don’t know 3 0 1 4 

Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
 
9  [If circled “create two libraries”] If providing two libraries in Lake Oswego is significantly more 

expensive, does this change your answer?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 8 4 4 16 
No 8 11 10 29 

Don’t know 3 3 1 7 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
Given the positive feelings people expressed about the Library, it is not surprising that 63 (out of 76) said the 
City should find a way to provide expanded Library services to meet the demand.  Most of those who said yes 
(36) favored expansion at the WEB over somewhere downtown (11).   
 
During the focus group discussion and written comments, many participants discussed the need for Library 
services outside of downtown.  Consistent with that, a majority (48 of 68) said they would rather create two 
libraries than a new main library.  However, a significant minority (16 of 52) said their answer would change if 
building two libraries is significantly more expensive. 
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Recreation and Community Center 
 

10. Should the City build a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 9 12 10 31 
No 13 11 12 36 

Don’t know 2 2 4 8 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
11.  [If circled “yes” to Q10] Should it be provided at the West End Building or at another location in the 

city?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

West End Building 9 10 10 29 
Another location in 

the city 1 1 2 4 

Don’t know 1 2 2 5 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
12. Should the City continue to explore different options for a Recreation/Community Center at the West End 

property, including a smaller community center and/or one that would be less costly to taxpayers?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 10 12 12 34 
No 12 11 9 32 

Don’t know 3 1 4 8 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
The participants were roughly split on whether or not the City should build a new multi-generational 
Recreation/Community Center with slightly more opposing it (36) than supporting it (31).  Eight people said 
they didn’t know.  But among supporters, most felt it should be at the WEB (29) instead of another location 
in the city (4). 
 
When asked if the City should consider options for a smaller, less costly Recreation/Community Center at the 
WEB a few more people said yes (34) than the general question about building one.  Still, about one-half (32) 
of the participants said the City should not explore different options.  
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General Questions 
 

13. Should the City explore building a combination new Library and new City Hall at a location in 
downtown?  

 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 2 4 8 14 
No 18 17 16 51 

Don’t know 5 4 3 12 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
The participants did not support exploring building a new Library and new City Hall at a downtown location 
(no: 51; yes: 14). 
 

14. If it is determined to be less expensive to have City Hall, a Police Station, 911 Dispatch or a new Library 
at the West End Building, should the City keep the West End Building and seek voter approval of a 
bond measure to pay for the property?  

 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 8 14 16 38 
No 14 6 7 27 

Don’t know 4 3 5 12 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 

 
Nearly one-half (38 of 77) said the City should keep the WEB and seek voter approval for a bond measure if 
it would be less expensive to have City Hall, a Police Station, 911 Dispatch or a new Library there.  A large 
minority (27) disagreed and 12 people didn’t know. 
 
 

XIV. Funding Priorities 
 
To directly measure how the participants thought the City should prioritize its facilities, they were asked to 
rank (from 1 to 4 with 1 being the top priority) the following options: A) Provide a larger Library; B) Provide 
a new City Hall; C) Build a new Multi-Generational Recreation/Community Center; and D) Improve the 
Police and 911 Dispatch Center.  In table below are the weighted results ranked from highest to lowest.  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Improve the Police 
Station and 911 
Dispatch Center 

88 77 86 251 

Provide a larger Library 59 60 67 186 
Provide a new City Hall 52 39 50 141 
Build a new Multi-
Generational 
Recreation/Community 
Center 

43 51 47 141 

Weighting:  #1=4 points, #2=3 points, #3=2 points, #4=1 point, then combined by group 
Source: Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc; October 2008 
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An improved Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center was the top priority (251) followed by providing a 
larger Library (186).  A new City Hall and Multi-Generational Recreation/Community Center tied as the 
lowest priorities (141). 
 

XV. Messages to the Mayor and City Council 
 
The sessions concluded by the participants sharing any final thoughts and messages they would like delivered 
to the Mayor and City Council.  Below are representative quotes from key themes that emerged in their 
comments. 
 
Maintenance 
 

• Every house and building in existence always needs ongoing maintenance, like a person needs nutrition and health care.  
A need for maintenance does not justify abandoning the building. 

• I would tell the mayor and city council that we need to utilize the properties we presently have.  I would ask why 
buildings that are only 25 years old have the number of maintenance issues that well outlined.  Why hasn’t ongoing 
maintenance been done? 

• Most importantly from what I’ve learned today is that this city does not maintain what we have.  Yes, we need more 
space, but smaller amounts paid in maintenance would prevent a lot of rebuilding. 

•  I am not anti-government and have been involved off and on in the past nine years with my neighborhood association 
and LO advisory boards.  Yet, I now find myself completely distrustful of LO council.  The way decisions are made and 
info is given out must change.  It is inexcusable that all these maintenance bills are coming due now, with no planning, 
no warning, and after spending tens of millions of dollars on fluff.  Never again. 

• Put money into maintaining what we have.  It is glamorous to take credit for new buildings.  It is not glamorous to bring 
about maintaining existing buildings.  Therefore, maintenance has been deferred and is long overdue. 

 
Costs and Taxes 
 

• Evaluate the financials, budgets!  Be fiscally responsible to taxpayers!  No more taxes! 
• We citizens have been burned too often as to issues and cost.  We have been sold one thing and delivered something else.  

We need to know up front what we need and what we get for out tax dollars. 
• Keep spending and cost down.  Decrease property tax with the left over funds. 
• Property in Lake Oswego is the most expensive in Oregon—use what we have wisely.  Keep taxes down—remodel 

where necessary, but not excessively. 
• Do not look to the citizens of LO as a bottomless well of money to fund all your projects.  You must utilize our existing 

structures and maintain their structures.  It is essential that you be mindful of increasing our tax revenues to help fund 
BASIC city services. 
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Communication and Transparency 
 

• More and better communication of the city’s facilities issue, etc.  The proposed cost of the various scenarios should be 
available. 

• I feel like the citizens are being railroaded.  We are adults and can process real information presented in an impartial 
fashion. 

• Transparency please!  Budget and get voter approval for projects and purchases. 
• Explain how you or why you bought the WEB without knowing how to pay for it or how to sell the idea to the 

taxpayers—explain your vision.   
• Do some real planning and communicate what you’re doing to the community.  Be respectful of all opinions.  Ask for 

meaningful input before making big decisions.  In other words, be very different than the outgoing people. 
 

Community 
 

• Sell the West End Building—bring the community back together to get people involved in our community. 
• Do something for the community.  Make it useful to many generations.  Make a difference by giving the community 

something it lacks—instead of transferring the locations of stuff it already has. 
• Maintain a sense of community—utilize smart business decisions in maintaining existing buildings during this time of 

economic uncertainty.  Better represent the Lake Grove area by providing alternative locations for satellite library and 
911 call center. 

• Keep the community as a whole as a top priority.  Accessibility of community services is key, while retaining the spirit of 
downtown. 

• Somehow you need to heal the “disconnect” effect between Lake Grove and Lake Oswego.  We are all to feel the same 
sense of community! 

 
 

XVI. Summary and Observations 
 
West End Building.  The participants came and left divided about the West End Building.  A significant 
minority retained strong, negative feelings about the City’s purchase.  They expressed that it was unnecessary, 
too expensive, and done without adequate public involvement.  Those feelings likely colored their views 
about what should happen with the WEB going forward and for some selling it is a chance to undo a mistake. 
 
Even some who didn’t think the City should sell the WEB didn’t necessarily appreciate the City owning the 
facility.  Rather they felt stuck with it.  During the period of the focus groups the stock market was in free fall.  
The week between when the first two groups met and the last group did, the DOW Jones fell nearly 20%.  
This is largely tied to the collapse of the real estate and credit markets.  During the discussion there were 
numerous comments that the City couldn’t sell WEB now without taking a big loss and, therefore, the City 
had to come up with a plan to make use of it. 
 
This is not to say that the WEB did not have its supporters.  It did.  A number of people expressed that it was 
a good long-term investment for the community for three reasons.  One, because the City needs to plan for 
population growth now by acquiring adequate facility space to meet future needs.  Two, is located in the area 
of the community most in need of City services.  And three, large parcels of land in Lake Oswego will 
become more scarce and more expensive.  Therefore, this was an opportunity the City wisely seized. 
 
A majority of participants did not want the City to build a new Multi-Generational Recreation/Community 
Center at the West End Building.  The participants were more open to using the WEB to expand Library 
services and to relocate the Police and 911 Dispatch.   
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City Hall, Police and 911 Dispatch. Strong majorities felt that City Hall should stay downtown. The major 
sentiment was that the City Hall is important to the character of downtown and that any money invested in it 
should go toward repairs not building a new facility.   
 
People were open, however, to moving the Police and 911 Dispatch out of City Hall.  They listed improving 
it as their top facility priority, and a majority said that if the current City Hall is retained then the Police and 
911 Dispatch Center should move to a new location.  
 
Library.  Overall, the participants liked the Library and felt that library services are important to the 
community.  The major complaints about the Library were that it’s too small, too busy, and has too little 
parking.  Providing a larger Library was the number-two facility priority and nearly everyone agreed that the 
City should find a way to expand services.  For most that meant adding a second branch somewhere else in 
the city, possibly at the WEB.     
 
Frustration and Cynicism.  Distrust in government has been growing and although people generally feel 
better about their community then, say, the nation, distrust is high at local levels too.  Below are selected 
quotes where the participants expressed frustration and cynicism about City government and facilities.  These 
feelings were not universal or even shared by a majority, but they were prominent.   
 

• City Hall became structurally unsound when they bought the West End Building. 
• City Hall would very be hard to sell and redevelop because of the difficulty working with the City. 
• City Hall made no investment in Lake Grove.  Tired of sending money downtown. 
• A lot seemed to be maintenance issues.  Coming up with excuses for wanting to remodel or move. 
•  People feel like they are losing control and not part of the community. 
• City Council does what it wants and doesn't explain it. 
• It doesn't ring true that now that we have a new building that now we have all these deficiencies come to light.  

Credibility is quite poor. 
• Building (City Hall) is 22 years old—seems regular maintenance not done.  Question the condition outlined in 

the document. 
• The mold has been a problem in other buildings—I believe the former city manager is at fault for these issues. 
• There is mistrust with the mayor and the city council—Independent oversight seems important to verify facts 

including building condition of City Hall. 
• This (purchasing the WEB) is a great example of people doing what they want not what the citizens want. 
• What a joke.  There is no need for any of this to be used and/or bought in the first place.  We do not do enough 

in this city to warrant such a building.  Very disappointed in the City for this purchase. 
• Appears that the WEB is a political signature by the current mayor and council members trying to create their 

signature/stamp. 
• What do the maintenance people do in this city? 
• Why was this building (the Library) so poorly maintained that leaks and seals are present. 
• Yeah, like all other buildings above, they get old and need maintenance.  Go visit Boston, NYC, etc. –they do 

the best they can with what they have and deal with it! 
• How come we have never heard about this building and its problems?  Is the city taking care of any of its 

properties?  It seems like everything has maintenance issues. 
• They should have seen this coming. 
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Transportation.  Transportation is something the participants wanted the Mayor and City Council to do 
something about.  Improved public transit with more routes and increased frequency were desired, as were 
better sidewalks and bike paths.   
 
There was a divide among the participants regarding the accessibility of the City facilities and their effect on 
traffic.  On the one side were those who live away from downtown and felt burdened by driving there.  The 
congestion and perceived lack of parking frustrated them.  They preferred the WEB with nearby highway 
access and large parking lot. 
 
On the other side were those who valued downtown’s density and the proximity to City facilities.  The ability 
to walk to the Library and City Hall were important to them.  It created a sense of space they enjoyed and 
limited their driving.  Moreover, there was a concern that consolidating multiple City facilities at the WEB 
would increase traffic congestion and pollution. 
 
Environment.  The environmental values were important to many.  They considered this process as a chance 
for the City to “go green.”  They would like the City to consider the way it goes about maintaining its 
buildings to maximize efficiency and minimize environmental impact.  If the City replaces any facilities they 
would like new construction to be sustainable.  Additionally, they felt placement of services and new facilities 
should consider the effect on traffic congestion and automobile pollution.   
 
Community.  The participants clearly cared for Lake Oswego.  There was a feeling, however, that Lake 
Oswego isn’t a cohesive community.  In the sessions people talked about being divided by geography.  As 
discussed throughout this report, residents in the Lake Grove area felt especially disconnected from the rest 
of the City.  This was typified by what they felt were a lack of services in their area and lack of representation 
on City Council.  
 
There was also a difference between those who value downtown and those who felt it gets special attention.  
In part this drove thinking about what to do with City’s facilities.  Those who felt closer to downtown were 
concerned that moving City Hall and the Library would drastically change the character of the area.  One 
person said it would “decimate” downtown.  Additionally, there was a belief that the City encouraged people 
to move downtown and removing those facilities would be unfair. 
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Lake Oswego Community Conversations—October 2008 
Appendix A 

Demographics 
 

Years lived in Lake Oswego Area 
 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Range 3 to 41 years 1 to 39 years 1 to 33 years 1to 41 years 
Mean  19 years 16 years 14 years 16 years 

 

 

Occupation 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Self employed realtor Software engineer College student 
Treasurer Accountant Delivery driver 
Student Secretary College student 
Sales Social worker Benefit consultant 
District Mgr Starbucks Retired technical writer Graphic designer 
Retired college administrator Chiropractor Unemployed 
Business owner Self employed merchandiser Mortgage loan consultant 
Retired school counselor Sales—plastic materials Retired engineer 
Homemaker Interned Marketing Self-employed binder 
N/A Global sales manager Housewife 
Volvo mechanic/student Copywriter, actor School bookkeeper 
Retired CEO Chemical engineer Retired engineer 
Insurance sales Student Sous chef 
Technical Solutions Architect Education consultant Retired IT 
Sales representative Telecom Engineer 
Auto Sales Manager Retired—Sales Manager Real estate developer 
PSU Parking Enforcement Officer Refused Mother 
Travel agent Structural engineer No response 
Accountant RR Conductor Retired business owner 
Insurance agent Landscape designer Professional service manager 
Homemaker Retired IT consultant 
Mechanical Engineer Retired sales Substitute teacher 
Non-profit fundraiser Retired engineer Business owner 
Financial services Insurance executive Sales 
Engineer/Project Mgr Associate Professor No response 
Financial Analyst  Teacher/coach 
Retired  Attorney 
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Income Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Under $50,000 2 2 4 8 
$50,000-74,999 3 7 2 12 
$75,000-99,999 2 6 7 15 
$100,000-150,000 7 4 7 18 
$150,000 or more 9 5 6 20 
Refused 4 1 1 6 

 
Age Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

18-34 3 1 6 10 
35-54 13 10 13 36 
55+ 11 14 8 23 

 
Gender Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Male 13 14 18 45 
Female 14 11 9 34 

 
Party Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Democrat 13 12 10 35 
Republican 9 8 11 28 

Independent 5 5 3 13 
Other 0 0 0 0 

Not Registered 0 0 3 3 
 

Number in 
Household Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 2 1 2 5 
2 8 9 10 27 
3 8 6 6 20 
4 5 9 2 16 

5 or more 4 0 7 11 
 

Children < 18 in 
household Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Yes 12 10 12 34 
No 15 15 15 45 
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Children in Lake 
Oswego public 

schools 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Yes 9 9 9 27 
No 18 16 18 54 

 
 

Zip Code 
 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

97034 13 11 13 37 
97035 14 14 14 42 
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Appendix B 
Written Exercise 1 

 
Record sources of information about what the Mayor and City Council are doing.  (If 
more than one source, star one used the most.) 

Group 1: 

• City Council meetings*, Lake Oswego Review, Lake Oswego website. 
• No idea. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Oregonian. 
• Paper—Lake Oswego Review*, literature in the mail. 
• Lake Oswego Tidings, City website*, Chamber of Commerce. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Lake Oswego newsletter, City council meetings on public television. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Friends, Neighbors, Hello LO. 
• Lake Oswego Review—sporadically, I must say that I do not seek out this information. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Oregonian, Neighborhood association, television news. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Lake Oswego newsletter, Oregonian. 
• Local public broadcast, local newspaper*, Internet. 
• LO Review*, Hello LO, City website, Oregonian SW section. 
• Internet*, word of mouth. 
• LO website*, LO Review, cable access of city meetings. 
• Internet*, Lake Oswego Review. 
• LO Review*, Oregonian, radio, television. 
• Local newspaper*, Internet, newsletter. 
• Lake Oswego Review. 
• Newspapers (LO Review & Oregonian)*, television news, Internet. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Oregonian. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, other people. 
• Oregonian*, talk radio. 
• Mailings from the city*, other people, newspapers. 
• LO Review, television*, meeting attendance. 
• Hello LO, neighbors, newspapers like Oregonian. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, newsletter, C-SPAN. 
• Nothing—I don’t know what they are up to. 

 
Group 2: 

• Hello LO newsletter*, Farmer’s Market displays, LO Review website. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Lake Oswego Neighborhood Coalition meetings, city website, Bryant 

neighborhood association meetings, Hello LO, Oregonian neighborhood section on Thursday. 
• Lake Oswego Review—don’t follow much, Hello LO, Oregonian Metro section. 
• Hello LO, Lake Oswego Review*, word of mouth from neighbors, I don’t follow this issue closely. 
• I do not follow what the mayor and city council are doing. 
• Oregonian*, flyers sent in the mail. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, School district, Oregonian and Southwest weekly, neighbors and friends. 
• Lake Oswego Review, neighborhood meetings, friends and neighbors*. 
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• Neighborhood newspapers, Oregonian, radio, don’t really follow*. 
• Lake Oswego Review, online at the LO website*. 
• Lake Oswego monthly newsletter*, word of mouth, Oregonian, LO Review. 
• Oregonian, Lake Oswego Review*, Hello LO, discussions with friends. 
• Do not care. 
• LO Review*, Hello LO, Oregonian and SW Weekly, Portland Tribune. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, word of mouth. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, neighborhood gossip, Oregonian, Portland Tribune, Hello LO. 
• Lake Oswego Review, Internet, city employees*, Oregonian, Oswego Point. 
• Hello LO*, Oregonian, city website. 
• Newspapers, SW Weekly, Hello LO. 
• LO Review*, Hello LO, watch council meetings on television, read Evergreen neighborhood meeting 

reports. 
• Newspapers—LO Review*, Lake Oswego website, information from others in LO, Hello LO. 
• Newspapers, gossip*, radio and television. 
• LO Review*, verbal, LONAC meetings, Hello LO. 
• Lake Oswego Review. 
• Neighbors, friends, especially reporters*, newspapers, voter pamphlet. 

 
Group 3: 

• My family*, local news media. 
• LO City Council television show*, small newspaper, radio. 
• Parents*, newspaper. 
• LO Review*, neighbors. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, friends who work at city hall. 
• Mayor and city council meetings, Lake Oswego Review, my parents*. 
• Cable television, Lake Oswego Review, friends*. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Internet. 
• LO Review, neighbors/friends*, school district newsletters. 
• Lake Oswego Review, neighbors. 
• Lake Oswego Review, OPB radio, neighbors, work, people at work. 
• LO Arts council*, Oregonian. 
• Local newspaper, public mailings*. 
• Oregonian, last year’s campaign against WEB project*. 
• Local people, neighbors*. 
• Local paper*, Oregonian, friends, city website, LO Corporation email and publications. 
• LO Review. 
• Local TV news, OPB*, neighbors, PTA, Lake Oswego Review. 
• Local newspaper, city bulletin*. 
• Lake Oswego Review, Cable programs,* neighbors. 
• Oregonian*, television news, Hello LO, web. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, LO city mailings, Oregonian. 
• Oregonian, LO Review, friends*, web. 
• Lake Oswego Review*, Oregonian, political candidates, neighbors. 
• LO Review*, cable television. 
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• Lake Oswego Review*, public access television, Oregonian. 
• LO Review*, Lake Oswego city newsletters, Oregonian. 
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Appendix C 
Written Exercise 2 

 
Record any issues you feel are important for the Mayor and City Council to do something about.  (If 
more than one issue, star most important one.)//Next to each issue, record any comments about 
what should be done. 

 
Group 1 

Issue Comments 
West End Building* Sell the building to private industry 
Sewer Interceptor Look at most cost effective and long term solution 
US Bank/Lake front park Allow private development.  As a park, not safe for young families 

Commercial vacancies Subsidize small companies so that commercial developments 
remain full/vibrant especially downtown 

Light rail/Street Car Use Foothills Park as the termination point 
West End Building* Government shouldn’t hold such a large stake of real estate 
Moving City Hall City government should stay downtown 

Public transportation Does city government have any say on this issue?  If so, they 
should push for it 

Class size and education 
quality 

There needs to be more effort put into pursuing more teachers for 
the younger grades who are intelligent and effective.  Class sized 
should be no more than 15 students per teacher. 

Recycling Money back for things like using reusable bags at the shops in the 
city and recycling throughout the city in public places. 

Water quality Better purification. 

Garbage/Recycling Build a better and more efficient facility in Lake Oswego or nearby 
area.  Example: Far West Fiber in Portland and Hillsboro. 

Education funding and 
facility Finish the update of the schools—grade schools! 

Helping families with 
mortgages 

Many houses on the lake have been abandoned and for sale.  Help 
make homes affordable. 

Sewers Keep updated through lake and streets. 
Streets Keep them looking nice and paved. 

West End Building 
Sell it!  Lease it! The notion of the 2 hubs for LO is ridiculous.  
Doing a building utilization analysis with consultants now, is after 
the fact!  Why wasn’t it done prior to purchase? 

Land Use  
Taxes  
Education  

Sewer replacement Select contractor, resolve how to cross the lake, get the project 
going and completed. 

West End Building Resolve how to purchase or sell.  If possible, resolve use. 
Planning/Tree protest Review current rules to improve process. 
West End Building Sell it! 
Sewer Interceptor Study it 
Too Much Infill Stop it 
Library Fully fund it 
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West End Building 
City officials should not be permitted to use taxpayer money in the 
millions to make decisions that affect all of us without voter 
approval. 

School district Too top down powerful 

Preserve livability Pedestrian walkways everywhere, bike paths, streetcar to Portland, 
support schools, clean up lake. 

Manage resources wisely Make WEB work—it’s a great long term investment.  Make a wise 
choice on sewer—another long term decision. 

Plan for older, more 
active demographic Pedestrian, bike access, village environment. 

New library in Lake 
Grove  

WEB—Safeco Building Do something with it, or sell it for funding. 
Infrastructure—streets, 
speed bumps 

Respond to requests to put speed bumps in place.  Some streets 
have great ones, some have none. 

Schools More teachers, increase types of classes, art, music, etc. 
Sewer Get it paid for. 
Library Extend the literary services to south end of LO. 
Recycling Increase types of recycling services. 
Better use of tax dollars Things that matter not funneling into things like LO police force. 
After school programs 
for kids Make activities available. 

WEB Come to a conclusion on what to do.  Maybe for library, 
recreational facility, lounge. 

Public 
functions/activities Activities for young adults, people in the area, not just kids. 

WEB Needs to be resolved and should be sold and put back on tax rolls. 

Sewer project Most importantly, I’m not encouraged by the rough start this 
project has made.  I think they are on the right track now. 

Water system Partnership with neighboring municipalities is good business sense.  
Here the city council seems to be on the right track. 

Street repair They collect money from water fees, but I don’t see the progress 
the city promised for this new tax. 

WEB Fiasco—put it up for a vote of the people. 
Affordability People are being taxed out of town. 
Livability Nothing to do in town. 
Activities for youth Organize activities to keep people in town. 
Law enforcement Response to every call. 

Dispose of WEB Hold for sale.  Review why this was bought.  Establish rules to 
avoid this with future. 

Library Do not move. 
Internet services Expand city use for communications/services/billing, etc. 
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WEB purchase Don’t need another city owned building to maintain and higher 
taxes. 

Safer street crossing at 
busy intersections Crosswalks made safer with stop lights changes. 

Mt Park homeowners 
complaint issues 

Small complaint becomes a police issue and reported to the police 
who spend time investigating. 

WEB Not the right building for a community center.  Too much money.  
Look at the old Nature’s store as an option. 

Sewer Interceptor No staging area at the swim park. 
Lake Grove 
improvements No center medians on Boones Ferry—down size the scope. 

Tree removal policy Ease up—limit the policy to major mature trees—eliminate 
arborist requirement. 

School funding More funding, less cuts to prevent less classes. 

Focus on City Services Focus on city services not expenditures for frivolous projects the 
city council and the mayor want to leave as their legacy. 

WEB Spending all tax money here that we should spend on the sewer 
project. 

Sewer Arrogance under cover of night to close the swim park. 
Traffic control Make more environmentally friendly.  Reduce carbon footprint. 
Lakeridge HS Needs more space.  “Stepchild” to LOHS—seems very crowded. 
Revitalizing downtown Continue with this—some buildings are still very run down. 
Tree cutting rules Need control, yes, but city is obsessed. 

West End Project The damage is done.  Move all city functions into this building.  
Sell old buildings and use this to unite the city. 

Sewer pipe on lake 
bottom Just do it. 

Landscaping in median 
strips 

Shame on you for putting money into these when other 
infrastructure was necessary. 

West End Building Should be community center for all with a public pool and teen 
programs. 

Education/Special Ed Shouldn’t have to fight so hard for our children. 

West End Building Give up options on what to do.  Keep?  Sell?  Give us true costs of 
options—no surprises down the road. 

Sewer system upgrade Under the lake—what is the status? 
Drinking water source Source is now the Tualatin River—better than PDX-Bull Run. 

Mt Park community I would like to have Mountain Park residents be on the city council 
or involved in some way so our concerns and views are considered. 
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Building codes and 
permits Streamline process and reduce impediments. 

Too much governance Stop acting like a homeowner’s association for the whole area. 
Tree and vegetation 
codes Far too oriented to trees and not to freedom. 

Police management Encourage less oppressive interactions with police. 

Parks—balance Too much emphasis on control of park activities.  More freedom 
for publicly initiated events. 

WEB Better planning, more realistic 

Streetcar to Portland I think we need to have easy access to Portland.  Buses are not 
always easy access. 

WEB What are we doing with this building?  Do not move city hall and 
library—it would decimate downtown. 

Lake access People who don’t live on the lake are not second class citizens. 
Library Do not move the library. 
Schools! This is why people live in LO. 
Street maintenance Encourage green streets and neighborhood beautification. 
Establishing a 5 year plan 
for expenditures 

Establish a plan and outline revenue sources without having to 
outstrip probable availability. 

WEB Either sell the building or developed a solid use plan and sell it to 
the community. 

Sewer Be forthright on costs and stresses on revenue sources. 

Bond issues Renew the levies being renewed and see if such are really needed—
make priorities. 

Enforce regulations Ticket builders and pull building permits. 
Library Keep it in the 1st addition area. 
Post Office Keep it in the 1st addition. 

 
 
 

Group 2 
Issue Comments 

Develop WEB Develop as library.  Possible recreation center, pool, and senior 
center. 

Library Large and more accessible. 
West side city services Like classes and programs on the west side. 
Affordable housing Aging population. 
Continuing livability Future strategy for increased population. 
Complete neighborhood 
plans Density issues addressed for all neighborhoods. 

Water rights on 
Clackamas  

Rail to Portland  
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Affordable housing Balance building permits with expensive and affordable size of 
house , etc. 

Relax on the tree issue Let trees be cut down within reason for some building and 
remodeling. 

Keep foliage limited Trim or remove street side foliage so drivers can see better around 
corners, etc. and will keep lanes from being encroached upon. 

WEB Go for it! 

Upcoming modification 
to Lake Oswego sewer 

Look at a system that is solidly proved and determine whether this 
is best option.  Not a proven method and will cause clog in 
neighborhood traffic. 

Roads in terrible shape Repair in cooperation of the county. 
WEB  
Growth/bringing in new 
families  

Community safety  
LO Library It should be well funded. 
Parks & Recreation 
department Needs ongoing support. 

WEB It should be kept—council should resist any attempt to sell it, even 
at a profit. 

Tree cutting rules Should be relaxed and rationalized. 
Max line and bike path to 
Portland 

Need this to connect to other Max lines.  Start construction 
immediately. 

Limit fence heights to 8 
feet Pass city ordinance. 

Allow tree cutting for 
solar access Pass city ordinance. 

WEB Lease out flex space for small businesses like active space in SE 
Portland. 

Lake Grove What will happen to areas that are partially developed?  
Infrastructure built for housing area, but no houses built. 

Increases in garbage More recycling going on, less garbage.  What’s going on? 
Sewer project How does it affect others beyond the lake. 
Tree cutting policy Seem special people get special privileges. 
Well planned growth An end to special interests and more community involvement. 

Traffic Provide adequate roads for development.  Slow traffic down in 
developing areas. 

Maintaining school 
excellence Continue to provide funding. 

Mass transit Better mass transit access to Portland. 
“Green” planning More “zero effect” efforts and better recycling initiatives. 

Emergency Preparedness Review plan/preparations for threats.  Fire, storm, terrorism issues, 
financial crisis, electric grid security. 
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Music promoters 
monopoly 

Open selection committee for outside agencies to be able to book 
music acts/bands/artists local, regional, national. 

Equal housing Same contract has bee awarded for years to one company. 

Festival of the Arts This includes all city parks, Saturday market, events.  Focus more 
on local talent.  Hire new director. 

Maintain level of 
commitment to 
education 

 

Resolve WEB Where are we with this?  The new assessment in Mt Park—how 
will that affect this? 

Open up lake access I’m not informed enough as to why I can/can’t go into the lake as 
a community member. 

Sewer Interceptor Need to progress quickly and smartly to complete on budget. 
WEB Do not sell in this bad market. 
Lake Grove 
redevelopment  

Lakeridge field use  

Schools Make sure declining enrollment in LO schools does not reduce 
opportunities for all kids. 

Environmental 
Protection Think clearly about the future of LO and encourage green building. 

City Infrastructure Invest in keeping roads, public buildings, parks, sewers, and other 
utilities in good repair and move toward green criteria citywide. 

Parks and green spaces Increase. 

WEB Invest in and increase programs for all demographics—seniors to 
youth. 

Transparency on 
decisions More information published in an easy to follow method. 

Paying for future projects We can’t just keep raising taxes. 
Developers vs. City Home building on the lake front. 
Expense control What will the interceptor cost as presently computed? 
Taking private lands off 
tax rolls More citizenry input needed. 

Tree cutting Fines imposed with replanting. 
Street conditions  
LOACC  
Street signs Make street signs visible. 
LO Police Dept Find better personnel or train. 
Planning department  
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Sidewalks Construct more sidewalks linked together.  In good repair without 
overflowing plants. 

Road disrepair Many potholes. 
Bike paths More paths with clear markings. Also, bike paths that link to PDX. 
Drainage Rainy season for the last 7 months.  Drain away puddles. 
WEB Swim facility.  Do not overdo uses.  Focus on one or two uses. 
Relax tree cutting rules  
Public swimming pool  
WEB Explain why it makes sense—no excuses. 
Trees and fire danger In Mountain Park. 
Street excavation  
Representation  1/3 of city lives in Mountain Park. 
LO Police Hire from community.  Respect community help.  Response time. 
Planned growth Transparency in planning. 
Parking/Traffic  
LOIS Get it done. 
WEB Dump it! 

WEB decisions Before making a decision get the feedback of the LO people.  
Would like to see part of the building rented out. 

ACC Leave where it is. 
Library Leave where it is—perhaps two sights. 
City codes Follow equally for all or remove or replace people that don’t. 

Staff recommendations City council seems to do what they want to without and/or against 
their own experts and advice. 

Development Tighter control. 
Future of downtown Keep city hall downtown. 
WEB Sell it. 
Village atmosphere Keep downtown. 
Library and ACC Don’t move them. 
Tree code Enforce. 
Quality of roads Resurfacing, potholes. 
Spending controls Improved financials.  Retire bonds, not new ones. 
Property rights Ability to remove trees as long as replacements are in place. 
Football field-Lakeridge Transform field at Lakeridge into football field for junior high. 

Improve public transit Work with Metro, state, federal to bring regional transport into 
LO.  Increase bus rates and frequency. 

Specific goals for schools Lower class size.  Equalize teacher and administrator pay at 
professional levels. 

Improved Lake access Keep existing public access and add more.  Free boat launch. 
Law Enforcement Emphasis on real problems and livability issues. 
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Group 3 
Issue Comments 

Public transportation I’d like to see better public transportation avenues for areas of LO 
outside of downtown. 

Recycling Employment opportunity 
Police  

Sidewalks everywhere There are many places around LO where there are no sidewalks, 
forcing people to walk in bike lanes. 

Nothing open past 10pm Nothing for people to do past 10pm.  People have to leave LO or 
stay home. 

Make the lake a little less 
private 

Be a little more inviting and allow people on the lake that don’t just 
live on the lake 

Safeco building Develop into a community center and include library. 
Sewer project Consolidation including unincorporated areas, like Lake Grove. 
Review of the tree cutting 
permit 

Consider reasonable expansion allowance of tree cutting to allow 
home safety and landscaping. 

Lake Grove Business 
Development 

Develop Lake Grove area with pedestrian and bike ways and 
turning lanes. 

WEB I think the city should keep the WEB and develop it into a 
community center with the library, pool, and other amenities. 

Interceptor I think the city should get this done ASAP and as inexpensively as 
possible. 

Monster houses 
I think these are awful and are changing the character of old 
neighborhoods.  There needs to be some architectural reviews of 
some kind. 

Community center A safe place with more general events for children.  A place to 
keep our kids from getting into trouble. 

Education I would like to hear more about what is going on in the schools 
and where our schools are ranked in the nation. 

Construction We need more time before large projects are started and an actual 
time frame and what it is going to involve. 

Composting Be able to compose through our garbage system as is done in 
Portland and Seattle. 

Larger Tennis facility Expand the current facility minimizing impact in the Spring brook 
neighborhood. 

Area of A and State Clean up or redo the strip area along State and A.  Somewhat of an 
eyesore and it is a prominent area of the city. 

Speeding cars Continue the effort to minimize reckless driving on our streets. 
Sewer Interceptor Stop all permits in affected area until project completion. 

Oak Ridge Senior Apt 
Park 

45 units with only 20 parking spaces and no on street parking.  
Project should not have been approved.  People over 65 do have 
cars and guests. 
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Enforce park regulations Parks become hangouts for teens.  Police only ask them to leave—
they come right back.  We need to gate the park entrance. 

Traffic lights Dangerous intersection, turn lights as needed. 
School allocations  

Community waste, 
garbage 

People in my neighborhood don’t take care of the community by 
leaving garbage out in front of their houses.  They leave weeds 
growing out of control. 

Sewer Needs to be more systematic so that the roads are not filled with 
water. 

Road rebuild Many residential roads are dirty and need to be rebuilt. 
Enforce parks Need more parks for children to play. 
WEB Sell it. 
Sewer Interceptor Simply get it done and be open and honest about the costs. 
Joint water project More public impact on impact and costs. 

City redevelopment Need to open up information, release actual costs and benefits.  
Reveal who is making money on the development. 

Street car Need to know who is driving this project, city’s relationship with 
county, Metro, Portland, etc. and what it costs and logistics are. 

Public education 
Needs improvement.  Improve salaries of public school teachers, 
make public schools as safe and as desirable to attend a private 
school. 

Public access to Lake Acquire two or three properties on the lake that would allow the 
public to reach and use the lake. 

WEB Sell it—probably not a good choice at this time.  Find an occupant. 
Maintaining public 
schools standards Continue with current process, pushing for excellence. 

Lake access More access for public, people who don’t have easement privileges. 
WEB Sell it. 

City council  Lack of respect for dissenting opinions.  Behave like servants of 
the people instead of arrogant feudal lords. 

Tree Nazis Loosen regulations about tree removal on own property to make it 
easier to do so. 

Additional sidewalks and 
pathways 

More walkways are needed.  The appeal of LO is its walkways and 
greenbelts. 

Improved roads Construction of housing has torn up existing roads.  Timely repairs 
and more traffic investments. 

Large homes on small 
lots Set up standards and architectural review committees. 

WEB Expensive project to turn it into a cultural center—don’t waste 
money on it. 



 

39 
DHM | Lake Oswego Community Conversation – October 2008 

 
Funding for sewer Finalize a contract, vote on funding. 

Resolve status of WEB Currently up for vote.  If vote to keep/fund is turned down, get rid 
of it. 

Clarify water source Talk to Tualatin realistically and get resolved. 
Smell from sewer at 
Foothills Park Hire a consultant. 

More space for 
soccer/football, etc Bonds for acquiring and developing fields. 

Simplify/clarify 
development code 

Spend up current review process.  Stop making permits required 
for minor changes on existing houses. 

Transportation Huge intersection at County Club and A.  Maybe put in a 
roundabout. 

Safety/Preparedness 
Advertise CERT training, put out information and education on 
CERT.  Ham radio awareness—what it is, where it would be used, 
why it is important?  How can I save lives? 

Lake Interceptor Complete this project without impacting the Lake Grove swim 
park. 

WEB Maintain the building as city property, but refinance to better 
manage the tax burden. 

Require fire proof 
roofing materials 

Require local HOA’s to allow for fire proof roofing materials if not 
allowed by CC & R. 

Purpose of Government Stay within the confines of the spirit of the Constitution both state 
and federal.  Do not impose on other people or their property. 

WEB Decision on what to do.  Sell or not—either way make a decision. 
Fire station Put the money back into fixing—rather than beautifying the city. 

Community Preparedness Get more training for people in the city.  Once had a very active 
CERT group—lost funding now very little is done. 

Schools Better facilities and teachers—spread the money from taxes to all 
schools, not just the ones that can be seen. 

Dock on Willamette Don’t build it—no real point other than someone wanting to make 
a point. 

Continue walkway to 
Willamette Park Foothills Park walkway—continue this process.  Great job. 

Safeco site Make a prompt decision, dispose of it or lease out until needed. 
Sewer project Manage effective and prompt completion. 
Water Control costs, work with other cities to do regional planning. 
Light rail/Streetcar Complete study and start planning. 

Roads, sidewalks Build more sidewalks and paths.  Improve intersections and 
increase spending on maintenance. 
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Sewer Interceptor Get it done and paid for. 

Safeco Building Reach a compromise on its use or lease or sell, but resolve it and 
move on. 

River dock  

Public library Keep current library at its location.  Put one way street around it to 
increase parking.  Do not waste money on a second library. 

Wizer’s block Develop with private money.  Quality shops/hotel/businesses, but 
not so high end that local people won’t use it.   

Preserve parking 
availability 

Yes, center plantings and landscape, but not so it decreases 
adequate parking. 

Sewer Interceptor Move sewers out of the lake and return to floating pipes.  The 
technology is risky and does not save us money. 

Fertilizer ban Lake has algae problems.  The city should ban fertilizers with 
phosphates to help. 

City spending without 
voter approval $20 million for a building? 

City building permits Fire current people and get new blood into the offices. 
Improve attitude toward 
taxpayer Mayor and city council have become arrogant. 

Overspending School superintendent exceeds high school remodeling by millions 
of dollars. 

Taxes Schools require more funds to operate. 

Priorities Hire more policemen—this makes more sense than spending 
millions on a building. 

WEB $1 million a year interest on line of credit on property for 3 years. 
Lack of planning Need a 5 year and 10 year plan. 
Library expansion Expand or add a new branch. 
Sidewalks More and better walking and biking paths. 

Conditional use permits 
Need full approval with no exceptions at Lakeridge HS.  
Neighbors that live around the school will not have control over 
city decisions. 

Safeco Spending money without the permission of the people of LO. 

Sewer problems A problem that needs to be dealt with but the common answer is 
no money, but we have enough money to buy a building. 

Police Two police officers sitting outside Lakeridge HS so people don’t 
park on a certain street. 

Private streets Getting private streets without the vote of the people—what is this 
all about? 

WEB City should keep—possibly moving more city services to it for 
centralization.  Possibly moving library.  Not for private use. 

Transit Support streetcar expansion—preferably to Safeway site.  Separate 
bike paths from being near new roadways.  More bus routes. 

Sewer Interceptor  

Lake Grove City takes the lead in street and services provision-like downtown, 
so as to stimulate redevelopment. 

Partner with schools  To provide parks, fields, etc. 
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Appendix D 
Written Exercise 3 

 
Record the name of any city facility you’ve heard or read about that is an issue for the City, for one 
reason or the other.  // Next to each one, record what you’ve heard and any comments. 

 

Facility Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

 Mentioned Not 
Mentioned Mentioned Not 

Mentioned Mentioned Not 
Mentioned Mentioned Not 

Mentioned 

City Hall 8 19 5 20 3 24 16 63 

Library 12 15 17 8 12 15 41 38 

West End 
Building 19 4 21 4 19 8 59 16 

Maintenance 
Facility 0 27 0 25 0 27 0 79 

South Shore Fire 
Station 1 26 0 25 1 26 2 77 

Adult Community 
Center 2 25 5 20 2 25 9 70 

 

Group 1 

City Hall 

• What is the city going to do about this building if they move to West End? 
• Leave it where it is. 
• How bad is it really?  City bought WEB and suddenly city hall was too small and earthquake prone.  I 

smell a rat. 
• Do not put in the WEB. 
• Vacate and sell. 
• Obsolete?  Make upgrades or dispose of and consolidate to WEB. 

 

Group 2 

• Needs renovation.  Don’t have an opinion as to fix or rebuild.  Prefer WEB to be used as library. 
• Sell or lease. 
• No parking that is accessible. 
• Retrofit or condemn. 
• May move to Safeco. 
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Group 3 

• I know there are problems with this building—earthquake issues, crowding, and it needs to be 
addressed.  Would hate for it to leave downtown LO. 

• Straight answers on whether or not it is sufficient for its purpose.  If not, what needs to be done—
repair, expand, move, etc. 

• Maintenance for earthquake protection. 
 

Group 1 

Library 

• Leave it where it is. 
• Move it to Lake Grove—make it bigger and more accessible to more people. 
• Have another library on the south side of the lake. 
• Keep in place. 
• If space needs to be increased buy property around existing library to expand.  Consider future 

impacts of the Internet on need for library. 
• Parking. 
• Vacate and sell. 
• Do not move. 
• Too small, parking issue. 
• Leave it as it is—it is really good.  Not crowded. 

 

Group 2 

• Inadequate in terms of space, age, location, and holdings.  Needs to be replaced. 
• Leave it alone. 
• Expand and better access through parking, etc. 
• Need a larger library. 
• Do not move—use WEB as an extension. 
• Need new facility or possibly two facilities. 
• Expand and upgrade. 
• This issue has only recently come up for me—not aware of the specific limitations.  It’s served our 

family purposes well—but will fully support any needs expressed. 
• Bad location for many.  First addition folks are spoiled.  It could use an upgrade. 
• Move it. 
• Aging. 
• More space. 
• It’s small, but good location. 
• Best use of my tax dollars. 
• Want to improve it—may move to Safeco. 
• Size.  Seems small/out of date. 
• Good, but could be improved with better resources.  Integrate with Internet, DVD, etc is crucial. 
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Group 3 

• Could use some remodeling and updating. 
• Would love to have a branch at WEB.  Parking is hard—the lot seems designed incorrectly.  Spaces 

should be slanted. 
• Residential neighborhood surrounds with very limited parking—normally drop kids off and try to find 

parking. 
• Library needs more upgrading so that people have more room to sit down and read.  Parking is too 

small.  It’s hard to find a spot. 
• More parking area and a drive through window to pick up or drop off books. 
• Leave it alone—it’s good. 
• Either expand or relocate to a larger building with better parking. 
• Expand by adding a second location. 
• Keep current one.  Do not build a second one.  Increase parking spaces. 
• More than adequate.  No need to build a new one or move to WEB. 
• Bigger and nicer.  More central location or branch on the other side of the lake. 
• Current facility too small, we should either use it as a branch or expand.  WEB could be used as a new 

site. 
 

Group 1 

West End Building 

• Sell the building to relieve citizens of the current and future tax burden.  Hire space planners to make 
other buildings more efficient. 

• City shouldn’t have purchased. 
• Needs a better use plan and how to pay the $20 million cost. 
• Lease or sell—or house all city services in it. 
• Resolve purchase/use. 
• Sell it. 
• Don’t move the library.  Don’t put in a pool.  Don’t spend any more money.  Sell the building.  Don’t 

buy other buildings without voter approval. 
• For now, use it to house essential city services in Lake Grove.  Police and city hall—earthquake 

proof?  Educate public on costs saved that way. 
• Either sell the building or do something about it. 
• Actual decision as to usage—recreational, educational, both, city center, center for performing arts, 

for kids, etc. 
• Biggest mistake city has made in the 32 years I’ve lived here.  Has shaken my confidence in city 

government. 
• This purchase did not have adequate community input and was a bad deal. 
• Not necessary as a city use building.  Tax payers are paying the bill to maintain this facility. 
• Sell it—too big, too expensive. 
• Lost tax revenue and now costs us money to operate. 
• Move everything here.  Add a pool, develop a park, and make it a community centerpiece. 
• Community center, teen center, swimming pool. 
• Give us clear options.  I am open to keeping if it makes sense—selling if it makes sense.  Give us 

facts/options to make good long term decision. 
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• I’d love for it to become a true community gathering place with classes, workshops, a swimming pool, 
etc.  I’ve heard talk of moving the library into the WEB.  It would be great to have a library there, but 
not if it means losing the current library.  It is LO’s jewel. 

• More open use model.  Less approval process. 
• Decide what this will be used for. 
• Either use and plan for established for public or sell. 
• Sell it—useless expenditure. 

 

Group 2 

• Needs to be developed.  Prefer it to be library, recreation center, and senior center. 
• This is a good investment.  I think we should keep it—maybe move more city offices in. 
• Work hard to offer good use of the site.  In time people will come to enjoy and depend on it.  (Sports, 

athletic, civic, and private—all uses). 
• Too expensive, paid more than was worth and now want us to suck it up and finance it. 
• I hear a lot of rumors about selling it because some group is angry that the city bought it. 
• Don’t sell to land developers.  Lease out all or some.  Use it for community or possible extension of 

downtown library. 
• Needed—no community center. 
• What is the actual purpose? 
• Pool?  No pool?  Senior center?  Usage? 
• Do not panic and make a hasty decision in a down market. 
• Too expensive to maintain.  Public not included in decision to purchase.  What to do about budget 

for maintenance and expansion of programs for all. 
• Future plan?  Cost?  Use?  Library, etc.? 
• Sell it for private use. 
• Should be sold back to Safeco Insurance or anybody. 
• What is the ultimate use? 
• Cost of and development of.  Redevelopment plan alternatives to using or not using it. 
• Get rid of it. 
• Want to fix it to justify its purchase. 
• Why we bought it?  Cost and use? 
• Need to have better accountability for space and planning.  Bad time to own real estate. 

 

Group 3 

• Retain building—use as community center, recreational activities for families and seniors as well as 
meeting facility.  Move library there to provide better general access. 

• The city needs to proceed with developing it into a community center. 
• The city purchased this building and wasted a lot of money.  The city needs to find a use for this 

building or else get rid of it. 
• Utilize to the fullest extent.  Develop as money allows, move out of all rented facilities. 
• Sell it. 
• Sell it.  It’s a drain on city finances and not really needed. 
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• Don’t duplicate existing services and building s by putting a new library and center at WEB.  Be 
financially responsible.  Existing library and centers will still be city properties and the city will use 
those for other uses.  This will increase expenses.  Eventually undermining necessary expenditures. 

• Needs a defined purpose and funding, or sell it. 
• Sell it.  It’s not the time to keep.  We have enough buildings to utilize.  Even renting rooms from 

businesses for event and meetings.  Much more responsible.  Make what we have do, or we can do 
without. 

• Maintain as city buildings, but refinance to better manage the impact on taxes. 
• Decide what to do with it.  If it means keeping it, use the whole building and not let it sit empty. 
• Sell or lease. 
• City wide survey and go with the majority of respondents.  Lease it, develop it, or sell it, then move 

on. 
• Sell it.  We do not need it. 
• Divest.  We cannot afford it and we do not need it.  Cost to remodel building is unknown. 
• Purpose? 
• Why do we need a building of this stature? 
• No comment. 

 

No comments 

Maintenance Facility 

Group 3 

South Shore Fire Station 

• Make it earthquake ready. 
 

Adult Community Cente

Group 1 

r 

• Leave it where it is. 
 

Group 2 

• Leave it alone. 
• Do not move.  Too many people work at this location now. 
• Move or expand it. 
• Leave it where it is. 
• May move to Safeco. 
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Group 3 

• Need to be updated or relocate.  City has outgrown it.  Not enough room for larger classes so 
enrollment is limited. 

• Bigger, central location, new branch? 
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Appendix E 
Written Exercise 4 

 
Participants read listing of facilities.  For each facility, record what you’ve heard, if anything, and any 
comments. 
 

Group 1 

City Hall 

• Don’t know of any issues. 
• The government is moving out of it—they shouldn’t. 
• I do not really know or care about this building very much. 
• Good and seems to be updated.  Keep the same! 
• Incorporate into the WEB—heard all city buildings will be reviewed for space utilization. 
• Determine whether it is really adequate for needs, programs, services, and safety. 
• City claims it’s obsolete and unsafe.  It’s fine.  Leave it alone. 
• Have not heard anything.  If it’s not broken, don’t fix it. 
• Move it to WEB—it’s not earthquake proof and it’s too small.  Parking too limited. 
• City hall doesn’t concern me.  I have heard possibly moving it to WEB—leave it where it is now 

located. 
• Not sure.  Maybe downsize LO police and involvement. 
• Is it structurally safe or not?  The city should give us straight poop rather than 3.5 regarding Safeco. 
• Haven’t heard anything but that police/fire/library should move to the WEB. 
• None. 
• No comment. 
• Too small, not seismically sound.  Agreeable to relocating it in a financially reasonable manner. 
• Have heard nothing. 
• Keep existing city hall to avoid expenditure. 
• No idea, no opinion. 
• Haven’t heard much about its future. 
• Don’t know. 
• Heard there are construction issues/defects. 
• I’ve heard it’s going to be moved into the WEB—no opinion on this. 
• I don’t know what is up with this. 
• Please do not move and do not change the heart of downtown.  Fix up as required.  Definitely an 

issue. 
• Appears to be obsolete and some toxic issues.  Either renovate it or relocate to WEB and sell the 

structure.  Move some city departments. 
• Haven’t heard anything.  I use it and it’s fine. 

 

Group 2 

• Prefer to defer cost of new city all while developing WEB. 
• Move to WEB, remodel for police services only and courts. 
• No response. 
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• Make do with current facility. 
• No response. 
• Keep as is. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• Parking.  Embrace new business. 
• Move to WEB? 
• Parking is difficult. 
• You can’t fight it! 
• Heard it’s an overcrowded, out of date facility.  Use WEB instead. 
• Move to WEB?  Expand? 
• Add to it or move it. 
• Should move it to a better location. 
• Not sure of the issues.  I have visited it and it appears to be a nice building. 
• Nice as it is. 
• Retrofit or sell.  Have heard mold issues, but cannot be validated.  Earthquake retrofit. 
• Great facility—use to use. 
• Adequate as is. 
• Keep it downtown. 
• No response. 
• No response. 

 

Group 3 

• In my experience, City hall needs more parking. 
• I assume this is located with police and water. 
• I don’t think there are any problems with it. 
• City Hall is a nice modern accessible building—it is well located and should stay where it is. 
• Seismic problems.  Overcrowding.  Police and city hall shouldn’t be in the same building. 
• Appears to be a busy and crowded place, but seems to be functioning fine. 
• Too small, outgrown. 
• Parking limited. 
• Not an issue. 
• Very confused—I have no idea who to believe about what’s needed there. 
• Very nice interior, more art than I would have expected. 
• No issue. 
• Not aware of issues. 
• Fine as it is—no issue. 
• If there are code deficiencies either fix them or move somewhere else. 
• No issue that I’m aware of. 
• Not an issue for me. 
• Too many departments. 
• Emergency call center—get it up to date. 
• Earthquake protection should be done.  Do not relocate. 



 

49 
DHM | Lake Oswego Community Conversation – October 2008 

• I have heard they need more space and parks is in the WEB.  I think it is too expensive to replace.  
Find space somewhere else. 

• No issue. 
• Mayor claims it is overcrowded.  Reduce size of government and there will be less people the building. 
• Too bad it is not centrally located.  Should be a building that people notice and want to go to. 
• Perfect size for whatever our community does. 
• Concern not up to earthquake codes.  Should move to WEB—more central to most of LO. 

 

Group 1 

Library 

• I like the location as it is, walking distance from my home.  I’d like more story times throughout the 
day for different age groups. 

• Nothing. 
• I know there have been arguments about the library’s location, but I think it is perfect there.  It would 

be a waste of city funds to move it elsewhere. 
• Needs more updated books, more access to microfiche and getting better information.  Facility is 

updated, but needs better info access. 
• Haven’t heard anything—it should have a bigger location with more parking. 
• Should it be expanded or moved.  I say leave it as it is—don’t expand or move it. 
• Claims it is too small and/or obsolete.  Library is fine the way it is—serves city well. 
• Heard and read city wants to put second satellite library in WEB.  Not necessary—we can drive 

downtown to the library. 
• It’s too hard to park.  It’s highly used.  It needs to be bigger and it needs to be in Lake Grove where 

population center is. 
• Parking structure—build one—no.  Move it to WEB or expand it. 
• Moving it? Or whatever. . .  What would go in its place?  More houses?  No!!! 
• Some say it’s too small, others say it’s adequate.  I don’t use it so I don’t care. 
• Moved to Safeway on A Avenue, moved to WEB. 
• Moving to WEB should not occur.  Moving damages the neighborhood. 
• Needs updating, more parking available. 
• Too small, poor parking.  Buy homes around existing facility and build parking structure. 
• Heard nothing.  Relocation would make sense. 
• Keep existing library to avoid future expenditure.  Don’t get caught up with keeping up with other 

community’s libraries. 
• Haven’t heard anything.  I like and use the library.  Parking is limited and space is also limited—could 

expand. 
• We may keep it.  We should close it and move to WEB. 
• It is too small.  Move it to a larger building. 
• Don’t know anything—except might move to WEB as an option. 
• I heard it might move to the WEB—NO, NO, NO.  My son has moved all around the US and says 

LO has the best library.  It is so useable.  An additional library would be great in the WEB. 
• Don’t know about it. 
• Please do not move the library.  Again, the library helps make downtown a real place. 
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• Small for city growth, limited parking. Either expand through eminent domain, or relocate main 
facility to WEB. 

• We have heard the proposal to move it.  I use it regularly and find it highly functioning. 
 

Group 2 

• It’s substandard.  Needs larger space with more programs and holdings.  Prefer WEB as location. 
• This is a beloved facility.  Leave it alone. 
• Continue to update, expand, or move.  Beaverton and Tigard libraries are good examples. 
• Need much larger facility. 
• Keep this fine library where it is. 
• Keep as is. 
• Keep downtown—don’t move because it needs to be part of the community. 
• Need new library with two branches. 
• No response. 
• Upgrade. 
• Move to WEB, but I have a vague idea that there is another idea that has been proposed. 
• Current location not great for me.  Could use upgrade, I use it a lot.  Very important to me. 
• It’s frigging boring!  Needs some televisions or something.  What’s with all the books? 
• Great location that is outgrowing the facility.  Need to expand and annex the WEB. 
• Upgrade.  Move to WEB? 
• Move it or make it bigger in place. 
• No response. 
• Aging.  Rebuild, but rebuild downtown. 
• Nice as it is. 
• Expand, but don’t move. 
• Leave where it is—but may need to open another library in Lake Grove. 
• Have always found what I needed. 
• Keep it where it is or downtown—not in the WEB. 
• Size, too small, antiquated, move, update, or expand. 
• Bond measure for technical development?  New building? 

 

Group 3 

• The library needs easier public transportation routes to the library. 
• Where is the library? 
• Needs some major remodeling, renovation, and updating. 
• Current library is accessible and well stocked and a maintained branch at Safeco is a want, but not a 

need. 
• Seems crowded and dated.  Parking is an issue.  Would love a branch library at WEB. 
• Have not used the library for sometime, but am going to renew my card and utilize.  Spent many 

hours there when kids were growing. 
• Outgrown, needs updating. 
• Limited parking—also drop off for election ballots—very congested. 
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• Needs to expand so that people can have good resources.  Needs to have more room to sit down and 
read.  Need a place for children to have story time. 

• Some think it’s too small.  I disagree.  With cooperation between libraries in the county system there 
are plenty of books available. 

• Needs better parking or a drive up window where books can be picked up or dropped off. 
• No issues.  Personally think that library is excellent and has great access. 
• Could have more books, but no other complaints. 
• Fine as it is—no improvements needed. 
• Too small.  Not enough parking.  Not centrally located.  In a residential area. 
• Love it.  Use it.  Really appreciate it.  No issues with it. 
• Love it, but do not have an issue. 
• Privatize. 
• Expand or remodel.  Build an annex in Lake Grove. 
• Do not move it.  Low importance as an issue. 
• Keep current one.  Do not build a second one.  Expand parking for current location. 
• No issue. 
• Adequate.  No need to expand or move. 
• Much too small.  Seating issues.  Top deck, parking problems.  Bad location.  Needs to be heart of 

community—think of the new Tualatin library. 
• Seems to be doing well. 
• Most used in state—needs to be expanded—possible use of WEB. 

 

Group 1 

West End Building 

• This was purchased without voter consent at the peak of the market.  This was a political play and 
costs taxpayers (voters) too much. 

• City has the approval from the voters to purchase it.  They shouldn’t have even thought about it, let 
alone ask for approval. 

• I know there is a big debate about it in the city right now, but I do not know all the details or really 
care. 

• Sell, lease, or find a way to make money from this facility. 
• Sell or lease!!  If not possible, put all city services there! 
• Decide whether to keep or sell—I say sell. 
• It’s too expensive.  Parking is awful and it smells moldy.  Inconvenient location and a bad mix of 

programs. 
• Heard the city wanted to put in a pool and the library—don’t do it—it’s too expensive. 
• It’s a great visionary, long term investment we must keep it and move city services there now to justify 

it.  Improvements can come later. 
• Having it become a recreation center—fine, but don’t charge to use it.  It should be free, especially 

since we pay taxes. 
• Recreational facility—should be a place for young adults, kids, adults, public activities, functions, and 

library too. 
• I refuse to refer to it as the WEB.  That’s PR BS.  The city council got it dead wrong and needs to sell 

it now! 
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• Police, fire, city hall, tennis, swim center, senior center, and library. 
• This is a major CF—Lake Oswego’s version of the Wall Street bailout.  Should have an investigation 

how people are able to buy a $20 million building without a community vote. 
• Not necessary for city or public use.  Place for police cars to hang out. 
• Too commercially valuable—sell it.  Too much money and not enough required services for the city. 
• Personally have not heard anything and no comment. 
• Sell it to remove debt and use money to finance needed sewer. 
• Haven’t followed issue.  Sell it to a quality company for office complex consistent with the rest of the 

Kruse Way area.  Use proceeds for capital improvement. 
• Keep it.  I think we should keep it and make it the centerpiece of LO. 
• Heard different ideas.  Should be for families, teen center, and swimming pool. 
• Give us options with realistic costs/use.  We can make good decision if we have the facts. 
• Would love for the WEB to become a multi-purpose facility. 
• More clarity and better plan for profitable usage. 
• I feel like there is no true vision for this place.  Bought it and then decided “oh, what shall we do 

about it?”  Use SW Community Center as a model. 
• Either develop a long range plan to relocate city hall and all departments, or sell it. 
• Have heard it was forced on the public.  Useless facility in a bad location.  Too expensive.  Sell it. 

 

Group 2 

• Needs to be developed as library, recreation center and possible senior center. 
• Use this building!  City offices, library satellite, and consolidate. 
• Original plans I heard to make full service athletic.  Think you should continue with that.  Follow like 

Tualatin Hills in Beaverton—well loved and used. 
• Paid more than it is worth, do not ding taxpayers for politician’s mistake.  Rent out areas of the 

building for private uses. 
• I hear rumors that some group wants to sell it.  I think the city should not sell it. 
• Was voted on. 
• Tear down or sell to another company, or lease.  I would like to see it used for the community, or 

leased or partially leased. 
• Needed—we need public facilities and meeting places—for pool, community center, and recreational 

activities. 
• No response. 
• Define what it is.  I do not know city and city’s purpose for it. 
• Haven’t the foggiest idea where we are now.  Pool, senior center, community center, city offices?  

This is what has been floated previously.  Sell now? 
• Do not sell at low market price.  Hold tight and make a long range plan. 
• I don’t know what the problem with it is. 
• Too expensive and the public was not included in the purchase decision.  Budget for maintenance and 

expand programs for all. 
• Use!  City hall, library, etc.  Community center? 
• Sell it for private use. 
• Sell it. 
• Determine ultimate use or uses.  City should not overuse.  Pick one or two and build overall. 
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• Cost—manner of purchase.  Not real up front about use and costs.  Tell us why it was done the way it 
was done. 

• Sell it! 
• Since people are against it, keeping it as they did not regard the majority of opinions. 
• No property should be owned by the city unless utilized for running city government. 
• I would like them to sell it.  They want to use it so they don’t have to sell. 
• Heard cost was too high.  Use by city—not necessary to move library or adult community center. 
• Should develop a near-term usage plan that makes sense or else plan to sell as soon as the market 

improves. 
 

Group 3 

• No opinion. 
• No idea. 
• Don’t know about it. 
• Myth issue—use it for community recreation, meeting place, senior center, and branch library. 
• Would love to see this developed into a community center with pool and other amenities. 
• Was terribly disappointed when they did not agree to add a tennis facility.  Did not agree with adding 

a library or swimming pool. 
• Good asset, need to utilize more. 
• Do we know how much the renovation will cost yet?  Very high? 
• Sell it and use the money for the library. 
• Sell it. 
• Find an occupant.  Sell it or convert if into an arts center or a community education center. 
• No knowledge of subject. 
• Very bad purchase with sewer and water projects on the horizon.  Sell it now, costing one million a 

year in interest payments. 
• Don’t waste our money developing it.  It was a mistake to buy it.  Don’t spend our tax money 

duplicating something we already have. 
• Move city hall and library there.  Possibly petition and sell some of the unused land. 
• Sell it.  Redundant building.  There are other buildings that can be used to fulfill the needs.  Rooms 

can be rented from businesses.  That will help stimulate financial stability within the community. 
• Maintain as a city building but refinance to better manage impact on taxes. 
• Not needed. 
• Make a decision on what to do with it.  If it is to be kept, use the building for city offices, etc. to make 

it pay for itself. 
• Sell of or lease.  High importance as an issue.  Not a good use of tax money. 
• City wide survey.  Act on majority of responses—either sell it, lease, or use for city space to expand. 
• Sell it.  A $20 million dollar white elephant.  We do not need it. 
• Divest.  We do not need it and cannot afford it. 
• Purpose?  Nice location.  Parking would likely be no issue—great! 
• No way that this should have been purchased.  Ridiculous. 
• One of the best decisions made by the city.  City needs room to expand, centrally located so it’s closer 

to the rest of LO.  Worst idea is to let private enterprise be exploitive of public facilities. 
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Group 1 

Maintenance Facility 

• No issues that I’m aware of. 
• No comment. 
• I know there are some issues with the sewer system which I hope is resolved.  The pipes could bust in 

the lake which would be horrible. 
• Don’t know where it is? 
• Don’t know. 
• Don’t know. 
• Don’t know. 
• Have not heard about this. 
• Don’t know where it is—have heard nothing about it. 
• Haven’t heard anything. 
• Don’t know, keep up the good work. 
• Don’t know. 
• Don’t know—would be surprised if they want to move. 
• Nothing. 
• No comment. 
• No info. 
• Heard nothing. 
• Know nothing about it. 
• Out of sight, out of mind. 
• Haven’t heard.  Move to WEB and sell property. 
• Don’t know. 
• I know nothing. 
• Don’t even know where it is. 
• No comment. 
• No thoughts. 
• Might have to be relocated.  Lower priority issue in light of others facing the city. 
• I know nothing. 

 

Group 2 

• No opinion. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• Nada! 
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• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• Street facility. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 

 

Group 3 

• No opinion. 
• No response. 
• Don’t know about it. 
• Not aware of it. 
• No opinion. 
• No issue, it’s a sign graveyard. 
• Old. 
• Not aware where this building is. 
• Not an issue. 
• Not an issue. 
• Don’t know enough about it to comment. 
• Don’t know. 
• No nothing about it. 
• Looks fine, no issues. 
• No opinion. 
• Not aware of any issues. 
• I don’t know where it is. 
• No response. 
• No opinion. 
• Mid level issue, not critical, no funding increase. 
• Don’t know. 
• No issue. 
• No issue, no opinion. 
• ? 
• No opinion. 
• Unfamiliar. 
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Group 1 

South Shore Fire Station 

• Heard it’s old and needs to be remodeled or refurbished. 
• No comment. 
• I do not know about this. 
• Needs a better facility and updated. 
• Don’t know specifics. 
• Don’t know. 
• Don’t know. 
• Have not heard about this. 
• Seen it, but not aware of any issues. 
• Haven’t heard anything about it.  Seems fine to me. 
• Don’t know—haven’t heard anything. 
• What’s wrong with it?  Nothing that I know of. 
• Don’t know—would be surprised if they want to move. 
• Nothing. 
• No comment. 
• No info. 
• Heard nothing. 
• Know nothing about it. 
• Don’t know it. 
• Have not heard.  We should keep it. 
• Too old and unsafe. 
• I know nothing. 
• Know where it is, but have heard nothing. 
• Heard nothing. 
• No thoughts. 
• Not much of an issue. 
• I know nothing. 
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Group 2 

• No opinion. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• Small facility—or lease? 
• Nothing. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• Keep it as is.  It fills a large void in coverage. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 

 

Group 3 

• I don’t know anything about the South Shore Fire Station, but if it is an issue people may need to just 
put up with it because it is already built in a spot deemed appropriate.  It is a public service that serves 
all. 

• No clue. 
• What, where, and how? 
• No aware of it 
• Not an issue for me.  I don’t know anything about this at all. 
• It is not an issue.  I enjoy having it close as it is.  It’s needed in our neighborhood frequently. 
• Not on my radar. 
• Unfamiliar with any issues. 
• Not an issue. 
• Not an issue. 
• Don’t know. 
• I have no knowledge. 
• Don’t know anything about it. 
• I know nothing of this. 
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• No aware it needs any attention. 
• Not aware of it. 
• Not an issue. 
• Not needed. 
• Make it earthquake ready.  If it takes rebuilding—do it! 
• Not an issue for me—not on the radar. 
• Not a high priority.  There is only so much city money and there is a low priority.  I do not think we 

need stations as fancy as the Bryant station. 
• No issue. 
• No issue, no opinion. 
• Looks small—does it need to be bigger? 
• No idea, but I could guess it is tough to get onto South Shore out of the station. 
• Unfamiliar with any issue.  But if it needs to be upgraded, do so!!!  Community needs must be 

promoted. 
 

Adult Community Cente

Group 1 

r 

• Could use a facelift. 
• No comment. 
• I do not know about this. 
• Do not know much about this facility. 
• Heard it is being evaluated for space—should be more centrally located. 
• It is a great facility. 
• Wants to put in WEB.  Terrible idea.  It is conveniently located, good parking, homey. 
• The city wants to move to the WEB—No. 
• It’s a great thing.  Fulfills an important function. 
• Possibly moving it to WEB—it would be closer to my home. 
• Haven’t heard anything—would like a young adult’s center though. 
• I’m an old guy, but don’t use it.  I regret paying for other old people’s unnecessary coddling. 
• Moved to WEB. 
• Nothing. 
• No comment. 
• People want it at the current location. 
• Heard nothing. 
• Stop spending our tax money for this. 
• No idea.  Good to have one. 
• Have not heard.  Move to WEB and sell property. 
• Good for seniors! 
• Nothing. 
• Have heard it might move to WEB.  Might be nice to be in a building that has all ages in it. 
• No comment. 
• Heard it might be moving to the WEB.  No thoughts accept it brings people downtown. 
• No aware of one issue which has high city priority. 
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• I know nothing.  I like its location. 
 

Group 2 

• Consider moving to WEB if feasible. 
• Leave it where it is and perhaps put a satellite in the WEB. 
• Update and continue to grow as community ages.  Expand. 
• Need for more space. 
• This center is valuable to the senior citizens and should be kept in its present location. 
• Keep as is. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• No response. 
• Possible relocation. 
• Familiar, but know no details. 
• Present location not good for all in the community. 
• No response. 
• Great facility and programs.  Well used by many. 
• Move to WEB? 
• Remodel or move. 
• No response. 
• Aging.  Not sure what should be done. 
• No response. 
• Keep it where it is. 
• Leave where it is.  People who use it most usually walk there. 
• Leave it alone and where it is. 
• Keep it where it is!  Keep it close to downtown. 
• Perhaps relocate.  Not a good idea. 
• No response. 

 
Group 3 

• I don’t have an opinion. 
• No clue. 
• Is there a problem there? 
• This is a critical need for an aging population. 
• Not an issue for me.  Seems like a nice building in a beautiful setting. 
• Not an issue.  Taken a class there at one time. 
• Too small, classes fill up quickly due to small size.  Move to WEB. 
• No issue. 
• Not familiar with. 
• Not an issue. 
• Nice enough facility, took a class there, parking lot is dark and feels unsafe at night. 
• Do not have enough information. 
• Have taken a few classes there, but am not aware of any issues. 
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• Don’t move to Safeco—leave it as it is. 
• Not aware of any issues. 
• Not aware of it. 
• Not an issue for me. 
• Should be run by private ownership. 
• Remodel—make accessible on all levels for all users. 
• Very low issue, not important. 
• I feel this is a very important city resource and needs to be maintained and supported. 
• No issue. 
• No issue, no opinion. 
• Not centrally located.  Very small.  Needs to be light and bright on one floor. 
• Should not have been built by a high school. 
• Not an issue for me, but again the public facilities are what makes a community desirable. 
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Appendix F 
Written Exercise 5 

 
Participants presented information about each facility and asked to record comments 
 

Group 1 

City Hall 

• Across the US, many city hall facilities are not seismically sound.  The structure appears to be 
concrete.  Windows and doors need proper maintenance (caulking) to avoid leaks/water intrusion.  
All HVAC/roof systems have life expectancies—planning, budgeting should allow for updating at 
end of life.  Police couldn’t need an additional 24,000 sq feet—that’s probably 500 sp feet per police 
employee—find efficiencies and shared space. 

• Nonsense!  Why are the city departments feeling the need to grow so rapidly?  If the forecasting in 
1986 was so bad about today, what is to say their forecasting for the future is going to be better? 

• I really did not know the information on the sheet, but now that I see the facts it seems the building 
does indeed need to be rebuilt.  The police/emergency response teams need to be a structurally sound 
building because they are the people who we need in case of an emergency situation. 

• Needs to be updated to account for the geological seismic problems.  Roofs and HVAC system need 
to be working better and replaced.  More parking and deal with growth at city hall. 

• Relocate CDC, CA, CC to WEB.  Keep police and courts in the first addition area.  Lease existing 
building. 

• They should rethink how space is used to make it work for needs.  Repair where needed. 
• Repair as needed, leave it where it is.  Move police to a different area if necessary. 
• There is mistrust with the mayor and the city council—Independent oversight seems important to 

verify facts including building condition of City Hall.  The problem with moving city hall and other 
offices to WEB is not a good choice because the building is not equipped to be expanded traffic.  
Need budget and voter approval funding BEFORE moving any facility to WEB. 

• It’s scary.  Something needs to be done with respect to earthquake problems.  I don’t care about the 
crowding, but seismic inefficiency is not acceptable. 

• It sounds like it would make sense to move city hall to the WEB as it would be more cost effective 
than restoring the current building. 

• I do not believe that the LO police force is over-staffed, therefore I think it is somewhat ridiculous to 
have the argument of spatial needs.  It says there is a lack of a security system, the police force is its 
own security system—redundancy???  Maybe a remodel would be good, but a new building seems like 
a waste of tax dollars to me. 

• The building is only 22 years old and sounds like the Vista House.  If it’s that bad, tear it down and 
build it bigger with more adequate underground parking.  I’m opposed to its move to any other 
location.  It’s where it belongs.  Finance much of it with proceeds from West subdivision and sale of 
Safeco building. 

• Assuming that the studies are true, what guarantees do we have that we’ll do it right next time?  What 
do we do with the existing building? 

• Have trouble with this—City Hall is only a few years old—what were they thinking if it is so deficient, 
poorly constructed, etc.?  Whoever managed this should be shot.  If they need something new—move 
it to the WEB.  First responders closer to city growth centers. 

• City Hall was remodeled only a few years ago.  Why weren’t these issues addressed then?  If space is 
not sufficient then move a portion to available space in the WEB. 
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• Fix the issues needing repair (most should have been reserved for such as the roof and HVAC).  
Move emergency services to a new building and that will free up space for other city hall departments. 

• If the information provided is accurate, I believe it would be in the best interest of the city to replace 
the building in the most cost effective way while also considering the future needs of the city. 

• I recommend keeping the existing city hall, making necessary structural upgrades, but moving 911 
emergency services off site, possible to the West End Building to ensure an operational emergency 
services dept if a catastrophic event occurs. 

• Move certain functions (911/emergency responders) elsewhere to address space and seismic issues.  
Improve siding, windows, roof—it is irresponsible to move just because regular maintenance or 
upgrade is required.  What are you going to do with all that space? 

• Don’t spend money on a building used beyond its capacity.  Sell the property and move the tenants to 
the WEB. 

• We eventually need to replace it.  The things that are small should be done. 
• It’s older than I thought.  It is a nice building.  I would question that cost to fix is more than a new 

building.  Parking has been OK when I have gone there.  Why was it built to capacity to begin with?  
Long term planning is needed. 

• It’s a lovely building, but I’ve never felt it was inviting.  Parking is a problem.  I accept the word of the 
city on the problems.  If replacing the building is more cost effective, I would support it. 

• 40,000 square feet is sufficient.  Chewing gum and string will keep it safe for years.  Relocate 911 to 
less expensive space and stay within budgets by reducing government. 

• I think it is important to keep city hall in downtown LO.  However, in terms of space I think it would 
be OK to pull out some uses, specifically police and perhaps 911 moved out of the existing facility.  
Can be renovated to meet needs of remaining services.  Building is 20 years old so updates are to be 
expected. 

• The city did an adequate job of design in the early 1980’s, but did not plan for growth.  There were 
less than 18,000 people in LO then.  Now we have a population of 39,000 or more.  There was no 
plan for growth.  The building must either be expanded (up or out through eminent domain), moved 
to WEB, or develop outlying offices. 

• I doubt the accuracy of the information provided.  I have used the building approximately once a 
month with no problems.  Pleasant, efficient, and useable.  Slight parking problem—very slight. 

 

Group 2 

• Don’t see an immediate need to fix these problems.  Prefer to see WEB used to meet the problems 
with the library and recreational uses. 

• No comment. 
• Seems OK for now.  Other buildings seem older and outdated and need attention sooner that this 

site.  Do minor updates as needed. 
• Leave city administrators and courts there.  Also, city councilors and planning.  If police need to be 

elsewhere with dispatch they could move.  Flat roof—great idea—of course they need a new roof. 
• No comment. 
• How is there an asbestos problem?  My understanding is that is was not used after 1974 and the new 

one was built in 1986.  Repair roof, otherwise OK. 
• The parks and recreation department has moved out—how can they be at capacity?  Once again let’s 

maintain our buildings instead of letting them get to a point and then wanting to move or buy a new 
one. 

• It sounds as though the police need a new facility.  I have visited the facility many times and never 
noticed the problems. 
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• Upgrade security systems.  Consider moving non-police functions out or look at a new police facility, 
made to order. 

• Parking is insufficient.  Is the 2007 remediation study comparable to a new study vs. remodel or new 
building? 

• Interesting to read given the comments heard here today.  Question need for move.  Find additional 
space for police department.  Seems to make more sense, then make repairs. 

• Good to have facility at capacity, fully used.  Why do the Police need 2 ½ times the current space? 
• No response. 
• Facility is inadequate for growing city needs.  Available space at WEB.  Public funds for maintenance 

may be better spent on new offices/spaces. 
• Move would have to be justified. 
• Structure deficiencies—earthquake, disabled access, and parking. 
• Sell city hall and move to WEB. 
• No information on where replacement building would be located. 
• Security?  Insufficient!  It’s a police station. 
• I passionately object to the language in this description—very slanted. 
• Fix problems.  It’s a beautiful facility and should remain in downtown Lake Oswego. 
• Replace windows and roof as well as a new HVAC motor.  What security systems? 
• Sounds like they want to move it.  City should be remain downtown—maybe next door?  Move 

police. 
• Building is 22 years old—seems regular maintenance not done.  Question the condition outlined in 

the document. 
• Sounds like moving the police out and then some remediation is the best plan?  But who can tell from 

a small amount of information?  I am not a contractor or structural engineer. 
 

Group 3 

• Seems like it is fine.  Repairs could be done, maybe an annex building for overflow. 
• Build a new building, but why do the police need that much room?  They don’t do anything—read the 

police blotter in the LO Review! 
• Do nothing, deferred maintenance. 
• Such a young building to be having such problems!  I agree that a band-aid approach is wrong.  

Sounds like a new building is necessary.  Separate city hall and the police dept. 
• Don’t know of any problems. 
• Trying to incorporate city business with the police station does not appear to work very well.  Instead 

of more shopping, add a police station somewhere in the area. 
• Have community development department at the WEB to allow more space for other departments. 
• I’d suggest repairing the places that need to be done, but not replacing it. 
• Parking is not sufficient.  Notwithstanding what we were told, I don’t trust this evaluation.  A need 

but “no critical deficiency”?  Doesn’t make sense. 
• As an area, it feels to be in much better shape than the handout says.  We do need more room, but I’d 

want to see financial statements before replacing rather than repairing. 
• For emergency response for earthquakes.  I agree upon but 24,000 more feet for LOPD—I just don’t 

understand.  Updating the building is a waste of money, then build a new building. 
• Would make police and 911 facilities a higher priority than maintenance facility or ACC.   
• This may need to be rebuilt.  I can support this need. 
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• Replace building or relocate at WEB.  Sell land. 
• What’s meant by being deficient for earthquake events?  Seismic standards?  If it meets the standards 

then I say leave it.  If not, then the police HQ must change.  They are to be a source of strength and 
stability in an emergency. 

• The building needs to be a safe public facility and those item, mold, earthquake, security needs to be 
done. 

• City hall is fine as it is. 
• Emergency needs are on the top of my list.  In working with the CERT teams this area is vital to all of 

LO.  The mold has been a problem in other buildings—I believe the former city manager is at fault 
for these issues. 

• Fix what we have, move out low priority functions to leased space.  Do not build a new one. 
• Keep current one.  Central location with good access.  Keep WEB and use it also for some dept like 

parks.  Move police and 911 to WEB site since it needs easy access.   
• Fix the roof.  Add bus lines for employees to use park and ride.  Fix windows.  Move parks 

department to Adult Community Center. 
• Remodel.  Politicians can take the bus to work to open up more parking.  Forget replacing the 

building. 
• Agree—sell the building.  Build a bigger one with better parking in a more central location. 
• Parking is a huge problem.  Some of the rooms in the building are too small for major hearings.  But 

this building with some work is very useable for the community. 
• Agree with study.  Public facilities are the catalyst to community strength and desirability—gives 

citizens a focus. 
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Group 1 

Library 

• The library could be updated with technology (books as we know them will become obsolete in the 
future) to make current space more efficient. 

• Same as city hall. 
• I believe the library should stay at its current location.  There are some building safety issues that need 

to be addresses and should be done, but still in the same location.  Possibly building another two 
floors on the top—would this be the answer? 

• Many conditions need to be updated.  Keep current literature, books, access to all online info.  Facility 
needs various things, improved on such as flooring, electrical system, mechanical system, bookshelves 
braced for earthquake, and more!  Need access for handicap accessibility. 

• Expand and update in current location would be optimal.  Second option is to move to WEB and 
lease existing building. 

• Repair where needed.  I don’t believe the space needs to be increased.  All reports will say more is 
needed.  Modify the space to accommodate use for future. 

• Repair as needed.  Consider a branch library.  Not all buildings must be all things to all people.  Plenty 
of meeting space in town.  It is a wonderful facility. 

• Prefer to keep where it is.  If needed build a parking structure and buy a local house to keep that 
current location.  Again, traffic expansion at WEB location is a big problem! 

• The library is very, very important.  Make it what it needs to be.  Spend money in the most efficient 
way possible to make it the correct size and safe and usable for people. 

• I totally agree.  I believe we need to move the library to WEB to accommodate for the needs of the 
community. 

• It was built to house and serve the needs at that time, a rehabilitation seems like a good idea.  The 
building itself is wonderful.  It definitely has a “home” feel to it, relaxing, and enjoyable.  Main staple 
to downtown LO. 

• People seem to love the library where it is.  Again, it’s just over half the age normally used for 
commercial properties.  I really don’t care what they do because it doesn’t affect me.  I have a 
computer and buy books I want to read or refer to. 

• Only up to capacity when even happens.  Technology enables us to have any book and publication.  
Building is only 25 years old.  It should be repaired and get more life out of it. 

• Beauty in place.  All future library services can be handled by leveraging the Internet and creating an 
annex for storage.  Windows sills and water leaks are about maintenance—you don’t bag a new 
building. 

• Need an extension of library in the Lake Grove area.  Update building as necessary for future use.  
Beautiful facility sounds like building conditions can be fixed without closing facility. 

• Repair, improve as budget allows.  Buy additional ground around the library as it becomes available if 
needed for expansion.  Already a very nice facility. 

• The library seems to be meeting the needs it was built for, however, it also seems that the needs of the 
future will inadequately be met so I believe there needs to be planning for that and even further to 
prevent these problems once again. 

• I recommend keeping the existing library, but making necessary improvements including finishing the 
basement to provide the extra space needed.  As for any meeting/community rooms, that’s not 
needed at the library—it would be a redundancy with room available at the WEB. 

• What’s in the basement?  Do the repairs that are necessary—it’s normal maintenance for a building of 
this age.  Population growth is not massive.  Maybe add another library at Safeco building with more 
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meeting rooms, computers.  The current location is perfect for the library, or they can acquire more 
land around it to expand the current library. 

• Don’t spend money on a building that is used beyond its capacity.  Move the library to WEB and sell 
the property. 

• I believe it should be moved, but not to the WEB.  Another idea is to expand it. 
• Newer than I thought.  Don’t care much about it.  Don’t use it.  Have only dropped off ballots there.  

It feels like an old building inside, while city hall seems newer. 
• Fix the problems and keep the building.  Add on by condemning adjoining homes.  A taller building 

would be out of place.  Enlarge the footprint rather than going higher. 
• It is an important anchor.  Original plans were for much longer usage period.  Fix it and stop making 

such major projects come to the budget.  We need to save some money. 
• I love that the library is downtown.  I thin moving the library or even adding an additional library 

would dilute the services.  Can library be renovated to meet needs?  It is a small community library 
and an attempt to make it more than it needs to be in not warranted.  Building is 30 years old and 
updates are to be expected. 

• The problem is the same as city hall.  No plan for growth.  Repair the building condition, items, and 
expand through eminent domain.  Put a second library in the WEB.  This is a good facility (present 
location) and should be kept. 

• This is a wonderful building.  It is perfectly adequate.  I use it 4-5 times a week.  It is probably the best 
thing in LO. 

 

Group 2 

• Library needs to be replaced.  Much worse than Tigard, Beaverton, or Tualatin.  Needs larger space 
and larger holdings.  Bad location.  Looks very bad for the city to have this poor a library.  Want one 
central location like WEB. 

• No comment. 
• Sad to think outdated and inadequate in 20+ years, but both Beaverton and Tigard have had 

incredible libraries.  Patrons will use even more if it is larger, easier to access, and technologically 
current. 

• Library satellite branch could be at WEB which would free up some space in existing building and 
take some of the pressure off. 

• The information sheet raises this question:  why was this building so poorly maintained that leaks and 
seals are present. 

• Do repairs and keep building there. 
• If they need community rooms why don’t they use the community center next door or the WEB?  

Take care of maintenance issues.  Possibly use WEB as a library annex for Lake Grove area residents. 
• Two library facilities would serve the community much better.  Update the older facility and build a 

new facility on the other side of town. 
• Sounds like possibility for converting to a police facility, and build a new library elsewhere. 
• Lack of maintenance.  How long has basement been unfurnished and why? 
• Personally find current library setting charming, but appreciate its limitations.  I agree size and parking 

are concerns. 
• It’s undersized for need, highly agree.  Good facility.  Just too small and poor location. 
• No response. 
• Too small and maxed out usage by growing demand.  Need access to technology and media.  

Move/add branch at WEB. 
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• Need to improve or move to a larger building.  Parking. 
• Parking, earthquake vulnerability, size, and shelved volumes. 
• Move library to WEB and expand Adult Community Center to include current library space. 
• Relocation options not indicated.  Possible new sites?  Can new library be located at existing site? 
• What do the maintenance people do in this city? 
• No response. 
• Address and fix the most urgent conditions.  When money is available we should have two locations 

with this library remaining where it is. 
• Fix it—I’ve lived downtown by it for over 30 years and it doesn’t need to move. 
• It sounds bad, but it is still a top rated library.  It should not be moved from downtown. 
• Agree current location is small.  Building only 25 years old.  Consider Lake Grove location for 

additional library facility.  Make repairs to LO location and leave it. 
• Build or acquire a second facility in Lake Grove.  Maybe the old Wild Oats?  Impossible to know 

whether existing building could be fixed. 
 

Group 3 

• Does seem very small.  Parking situation needs improvement. 
• A brand new library would be amazing.  Parking is a huge problem there, but a new modern looking 

library would look good. 
• Fix deferred maintenance, make accessible, keep it where it is or move to WEB. 
• The library seems very dated to me.  Again, such a young building to be having these problems!  WEB 

is a great place to move some or all of the library. 
• More parking and more advertising to get people wanting to use it. 
• Turn it into the police station.  Not sure where a new one will go, but safety and security is really 

important.  Really enjoyed the library when my kids were younger. 
• Move to Wizer’s block.  When development happens city should contrite on getting it in the plans. 
• I absolutely agree with the solution.  I’ve been there a few time and found that there is not enough 

space for a reading area.  Need more room for community reading to kids.  Parking is so limited.  
Technology is good enough in my opinion. 

• Too many other expensive issues on the table—this falls off my radar. 
• Also deficient in parking.  A drive-through for book pick-up/drop-off would help.  It doesn’t seem to 

be undersized for current use as a library—a community room isn’t a requirement for a library if there 
is another community room in another LO building. 

• To continue with the excellence we must fix the problems with the library.  It is the hub of knowledge 
in our community. 

• We simply can’t afford to double the size of the library. 
• The library currently functions very well.  Online resources supplement or replace need for a larger 

library.  No upgrade need, just repairs. 
• Relocate to WEB if possible or on WEB land.  Sell for residential use or remodel for ACC. 
• Earthquake preparedness is important if patrons are between bookshelves during an earthquake—that 

can be dangerous.  I agree it can be larger, though I am perfectly fine with its current size. 
• The library is a tremendous asset to the community and should be a top priority for repairs and 

improvements. 
• Should not be funded by the government. 
• Need either a new library or build a second library in another area such as Lake Grove and specialize 

each location to allow for remodeling to make better use of the facilities. 
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• Good location, improve current facility and do not relocate.  Improve maintenance funding and 
planning.  Community room unneeded. 

• I don’t agree with the stated deficiencies.  Parking is the most serious problems. There is adequate 
disabled access.  Fix the current one, don’t tear it down.  Meeting rooms at Lakewood Center and 
WEB. 

• Fix leaks.  Fix floors.  Hold meetings at community center or city hall. 
• Remodel.  Drop videotapes and CD’s to make more room for books.  Use Adult center for meetings. 
• Build a bigger, better library in a central location or a branch that would serve the other side of the 

lake. 
• The library needs to be bigger it needs to have major work.  Also, needs a media center capable 

enough to have kids be able to do projects.  Great thing just needs to be taken care of. 
• Agree with study—main facility likely best moved to WEB.  Current building should be retained for 

public use—too valuable to turn over to private interest. 
 

Group 1 

West End Building 

• Appears that the WEB is a political signature by the current mayor and council members trying to 
create their signature/stamp.  It’s being under-utilized, is reaching end of life on the same 
HVAC/Roofing systems as the other, more centrally located buildings. 

• Just the projected space needed for City hall alone comes to 69,404, which leaves only 19,000 sq feet 
in the West End Building. 

• I think that the West End Building should be used as a community center.  Yet, I think this has to be 
planned with some foresight with acknowledgement that funding may not allow us to have everything 
we want in the building.  I do not think the space should be used to house the library or other current 
community centers. 

• What plan?  Need to get a plan for how to use this facility.  If not, it needs to be sold!  Issues of the 
building’s emergency access system, more current mechanical system updated, exterior walls sealed, 
and better handicap access. 

• Lease!  West Wing!  Second option would be to update necessary items and move city hall to the West 
Wing. 

• Do not repair until resolution on keeping facility/use plan.  This building is an albatross—sell it! 
• Too expensive.  Parking is too far from building; smell moldy; needs to be completely remodeled, 

HVAC system does not function properly, inconvenient, too many programs in one place. 
• What was the city council thinking when they purchased this building.  The condition is similar to city 

hall.  What is the earthquake stability of the building and I say it is wise to sell the WEB and return to 
planning for the future.  Again, traffic is a big problem. 

• This seems to have fewer things (and less important things) wrong with it than city hall and the 
library.  And it is more easily accessible to Lake Grove population than downtown. 

• I say we need to utilize the building for a community center, library, and city hall. 
• Allowing the space to be utilized is a great idea.  Recreational usage seems best.  Community center.  

Service it to useable condition, full remodel seems unnecessary. 
• Funny, it doesn’t need seismic updates like newer city buildings.  This is the prime remaining piece of 

commercially developable land in the metro area.  It is bad business investment to take it off the tax 
rolls and just move bunch of city services there. 

• Railroaded—shoved down out throat.  City officials misrepresented the cost of purchase and cost of 
repair.  Too many uses suggested.  WEB can’t fill them all. 
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• Gosh—if the library needs replacement because of water leaks—what did they buy the Safeco 
building for if it was older , had mechanical difficulties, etc.—Sounds like they are making a case for 
condemnation—pools, gyms and fitness centers use a lot of the space so desperately needed by our 
first responders and police! 

• Waste of a large space.  Could house library extension for people to use in Lake Grove area.  Repairs 
seem unnecessary at this time. 

• Do not move anything else into this building—too commercially valuable to be off the tax roles.  Sell 
the building as we cannot afford it with all of out other needs. 

• I do not have much of an opinion on this issue, but if the city purchased it they should plan on 
making use out of it by actually putting city services there. 

• This was pushed down our throats by an arrogant mayor and city council.  We must now make do 
with the financial buy-out.  A long-term plan must be developed, but not funded until basic services 
(water, sewer, etc.) are addressed. 

• It’s the same age as the other buildings or older and requires the same maintenance and 
improvements.  Keep and use as office/administration space to minimize structural changes.  Lease 
out excess space!  Keep library where it is, but can add meeting rooms here.  Move certain 
administrative functions here, but keep city hall. 

• Building where sensible—not maintenance.  Make this site a centerpiece for the community. 
• Deal with the deficiencies.  It should be a community center for all with a swimming pool, teen 

programs, and facilities. 
• Nice location.  We probably need to use.  Give us good faith costs to upgrade.  Trust in local 

government is low.  No more surprises.  Probably does not make sense to sell in today’s economic 
climate. 

• I support the plans for indoor recreation program.  I’m well aware that there is a lot of negative 
feeling about the building.  Mt Park had a similar problem and couldn’t get community agreement.  
However, a new approach was led by a new executive director and I think it will pass this time.  I’ve 
worked on the campaign and people have really been turned around.  Look at how it was done in Mt 
Park. 

• Way too much to expect from an old office building—if money is not there for tear down and 
replace, then find temporary, profitable use for the property.  We have no need for sewer intercept 
offices! 

• I think multi-generational community center in the vein of the SW Community center is exactly what 
LO needs.  Please give me additional services, not simply the same services I currently have in a new 
location!  The building is 30 years old and updates and repairs are to be expected. 

• Totally botched from the get go!  The costs were not vetted properly and will exceed the sewer 
project.  This is one of the worst “sold” cases for acquisition that I’ve seen in the 23 years I’ve lived in 
LO.  I think the city is in over their heads as to available future resources and needs to rethink its 
ownership. 

• I would never use this facility.  I don’t like big, impersonal multi-use buildings—just as I don’t go to 
malls. 

 

Group 2 

• Prefer to see it developed as library, recreation center with pool and gym, if possible.  Do not need to 
be city hall or police.  Great location to provide service to the west side.  Like indoor recreation. 

• What is the current appraised value?  Underutilized—renovate and move satellite or entire 
departments to it. 

• It is fairly clean and concise. 
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• What are the mechanical systems that are dying?  The green space in front would be great for some 
city tennis courts and a public pool. 

• The info sheet badly needs a list of proposed future uses. 
• Good multi-use fitness center. 
• Very underused, never heard about the condition of the building.  What is the city going to have to fix 

if they want to lease it to others?  How can they sell a building at this time?  What is it worth 
compared to purchase price? 

• What are the costs of needed repairs?  What are the costs of indoor recreation programs? 
• Multi-generational community center sounds like a good idea. 
• Building condition?  Who pays for upgrades and how?  Why have they been allowed to go without 

maintenance? 
• What are the accessibility constraints for disabilities?  Just how much can the place accommodate with 

all the proposed changes?  Sounds like major reconstruction/overhaul is required. 
• Need to forget unpleasant history and put together comprehensive plan.  Credibility is a significant 

issue.  Is the building in the condition described? 
• Sounds fine.  Has a clear understanding of the issue and solution. 
• Need more information on the service life/mechanical systems.  Need building plans for additional 

services. 
• Community center would be great!  How much water intrusion?  This is the Pacific Northwest after 

all! 
• Water intrusion, mechanical systems nearing end of life. 
• No comment. 
• Seems clear. 
• How big is the lot?  Can it be used for additional buildings, larger campus, parking structures? 
• Uses—changes all the time. 
• Affordability.  Too much controversy over the purchase.  Sounds like it will take too much money to 

make this building adequate for what the city wants. 
• Does not need pools, gyms, fitness room or community rooms. 
• Swimming pools seem like a bad use—don’t need it.  Sounds like a lot of money is needed to make it 

useful. 
• Building absolutely under-utilized.  How much space is Parks and recreation using?  Cost to use for 

multi-generational community center and why the need?  I question the city’s decision to purchase.  I 
also question the ADA access comments in use until 40 years ago as an insurance regional 
headquarters. 

• All sound cheap to fix except for water intrusion.  Vacant space is bad, but we couldn’t sell this right 
now.  Indoor recreation is not a priority for me.  There’s lots of it right now. 

 

Group 3 

• The new recreation is nice, but the space might be better used for 911 dispatch if they need 2 ½ times 
more space. 

• No sure about it, but I like the idea of an indoor recreation center for LO. 
• The number one issue—use as a multi-generational community center.  This is where I want my 

money to go for. 
• I love the idea of the WEB and enthusiastically support its development.  I think all the grass is a huge 

waste—water, labor, and chemicals.  Would love to see a community center developed.  New building 
instead of existing?  Don’t want to have a Lakeridge HS issue here, costing more than new. 
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• Find a real use for it.  The city wasted a lot of money purchasing a building not in use.  Either sell it or 
find a good use for it. 

• I was under the impression the building was being sold.  Don’t know enough about the politics to 
know what is on the table for this building of late. 

• Move community development in. 
• Not an issue—we should sell it. 
• Sell it.  The condition needs like the other buildings on the tear down/replacement block—yet we 

bought it. 
• Put the community events here.  Move the city hall folks here. 
• Improve building conditions and expand programs and utilize building properly. 
• Selling this would free up cash flow for other projects.  We can’t afford to rehab this place for the 

uses currently envisioned.  This was a vanity project of the current mayor and city council. 
• I do not support development of this building. 
• Upgrade and expand to accommodate city hall, library and ACC. 
• SELL IT.  We are great without it.  Sure we could find uses for it.  I don’t believe it’s a must or a good 

idea for our community. 
• Needs to be maintained, but refinanced to better manage taxes. 
• Sell it back to Warren Buffet and use funds to reduce property taxes. 
• This is a great example of people doing what they want not what the citizens want.  If it is to be kept 

as a public building, make it City Hall as it has parking, and room for many departments. 
• Sell off.  Wrong location for community usage.  Solution in search of a problem.  Building inadequate 

for public use and conversion costs will be too high to be practical. 
• Keep it for the technical area that doesn’t fit into the library and meeting rooms and more youth 

recreation field space.  Use it to ease overcrowding at city hall. 
• Sell it to pay for other building improvements. 
• Divest.  Cost of this community club is beyond reason especially with remodeling costs factored in. 
• Good location.  How about city hall and library there?  Recreation facility is not necessary. 
• What a joke.  There is no need for any of this to be used and/or bought in the first place.  We do not 

do enough in this city to warrant such a building.  Very disappointed in the city for this purchase. 
• Best purchase made by the city in recent time.  Large tract need to be in public hands so it may be 

used for common good—but enterprise has only profit motives for a small number of people.  I 
would discourage use by private interests. 

 

Group 1 

Maintenance Facility 

• It’s a maintenance facility!  It was the people working in it who should be maintaining it.  Get on it. 
• Maintenance can’t even fix their own building. 
• As with the rest of the buildings, the maintenance services building is in poor condition.  Perhaps the 

solution would be expanding the land are so that the vehicles would be separate from the personnel 
access areas. 

• It needs a new roof.  Great location and might need more room in the yard.  Building might need to 
be replaced.  Long-term look at this structure would be smart and the growth of the need that will be 
put on it by the growing city. 

• Sell—move to WEB at the back of the site or portion of the West Wing.  If necessary, expand to 
accommodate updated maintenance facilities. 
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• It sounds like a disaster.  However, they should leave it where it is and repair as budgets allow.  
Amazing how many services get taken care of when it’s such a problem. 

• Move to an industrial area that already has accommodations for environmental needs. 
• I believe it is impractical to move city equipment to WEB. 
• WOW! Is this even a safe place for people?  Fix the unsafe things and make it environmentally sound. 
• Tear down the building and replace with a new structure. 
• Probably the oldest building thus far, definitely needs improvement.  Correct disposal of waste, and 

other materials seem to be needed, seeing it as a maintenance facility.  Shouldn’t a maintenance facility 
be able to maintain itself. 

• Replace the building and have city vehicles park closer together. 
• Bulldoze and rebuild?  May need more than one facility for all it uses. 
• From the list of maintenance deficiencies listed in all other buildings, you would think that there is 

little or no building maintenance done in LO.  Can’t see why a modern building with a crane can’t be 
installed on side—remember LO is rapidly running out of land. 

• Put of all these facilities this one seems to really need funding for updating. 
• Make improvements at the current site as budget allows.  The city will not be growing too much 

more.  If the site has worked so far, it should be OK for the future. 
• If the building’s services are not being met and it would be more efficient to replace the building, then 

it should happen eventually. 
• Make necessary repairs to existing structure.  If more storage/garage space is needed, use steel 

construction to house large equipment to be a fiscally responsible solution. 
• Build new building on same site.  I believe growth of city is limited and the amount of land should be 

adequate to address future needs as long as building is upgraded.  Get funding from sale or lease of 
WEB. 

• Replace the building, upgrade the site, and maintain the location. 
• Replace it, if most cost effective! 
• Probably needs complete replacement.  Current location is probably good. 
• Plans for the maintenance building seems reasonable to me.  Money is a big issue for me so I’m not 

sure how I’ll pay my share if everything passes. 
• It is a shop—it is nice and it needs to have critical systems addressed only when the budget will 

permit. 
• The building is relative small.  Replace.  Possible to replace in place.  What about using the old Wild 

Oats building and renovating existing space for vehicles only?  Building would be close to each other. 
• The problem seems to be one LO has suffered from for decades—poor planning.  But, with little 

industrial land, LO city has limited choices.  I am not aware of their projected alternatives. 
• Don’t know anything about this. 

 

Group 2 

• Seem like minor problems that can be deferred.  Not pressing issue to resolve unless large external 
costs which are not mentioned. 

• This should have been addressed years ago when the city was busy acquiring parks and rebuilding 
downtown.  Perhaps move to WEB and use. 

• Information makes it look like it is in desperate shape, and needs attention.  A well-run city needs a 
well built and well designed maintenance facility. 

• Make it safe and continue to use. 
• Info sheet should also state the pluses, what the building has that is good. 
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• What is the cost of repair vs. a new building? 
• How come we have never heard about this building and its problems?  Is the city taking care of any of 

its properties?  It seems like everything has maintenance issues. 
• Sounds like the facility needs to be totally replaced. 
• Sounds like new facility needed.  Find new use for this facility or sell it. 
• Fix it.  The building is almost 30 years old. 
• Thanks for the info. 
• Why not outsource vehicle maintenance?  City doesn’t need to do it. 
• Sounds like it has a lot of problems. 
• How can we use a building for city services that doesn’t meet city codes?  Plans for new facility?  

Costs based on what? 
• Pool initial planning for construction in 1979.  If other, more current space is available, then go for it! 
• Ventilation, floor drains, oil interceptors, and failure to meet extant codes. 
• Sell the Maintenance service or put city hall into the Maintenance service building. 
• Not clear how adjacent offices has impact study been conducted.  Cost/benefit of new vs. old. 
• So what? 
• Least important. 
• Sounds like it needs lots of repair, but the location is good. 
• Fix the roof.  Add ventilation to roof at that time.  Floor drains are not a problem at all.  Insulate the 

walls. 
• Sounds like they need a new facility. 
• Would like more details.  Number of vehicles being maintained.  Option to privatize that vs. replacing 

or revamping. 
• Sounds like the building should be replaced on existing site.  Not many industrial space in LO.  Where 

did the estimate come from? 
 

Group 3 

• Needs something, who knows what though.  New building probably better than repairs. 
• Seems like a very unsafe place to work—Fix it. 
• Last priority. 
• Sounds right for ecological reasons.  This building should be replaced.  This building should be 

replaced.  Seems like a huge waste of previous money spend on such a poorly planned building. 
• Out of mind. 
• Common theme with all buildings—poorly maintained. 
• Fix up. 
• No need to do this. 
• They should have seen it coming. 
• Replace it. 
• Tear down and rebuild, or remodel. 
• No opinion. 
• May need to be done. 
• Don’t know if there is room to replace onsite.  Sounds like it needs to be done. 
• Sounds like it needs to be addresses. 
• Looks like it should be replaced. 
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• Fine as is. 
• Make a good decision on what to do.  If it is too costly to repair, rebuild.  People need good places to 

work. 
• Study outsourcing vehicle maintenance as alternative.  I have no confidence in cost study. 
• Sounds like replacing may be better than fixing, but replace it with a moderate, not super-expensive 

building like LO tends to build.  We do not need the most beautiful service building in the country. 
• Fuel trucks at gas stations like everyone else.  Do not spend money on new offices. 
• Allocate line of credit interest for WEB towards building a new maintenance facility. 
• Very nice location now that Bridgeport has been built.  Consider selling and building in a less 

desirable location.  Maintenance building location—how about some less expensive real estate? 
• Perfect for the maintenance department.  Minor upgrades, but very centrally located for all projects to 

be taken care of. 
• I favor all public facilities improvements to keep LO unique and upscale.  Public improvement as a 

catalyst for private investment. 
 

Group 1 

South Shore Fire Station 

• Do the firemen really need drive through bays?  Is it really that inconvenient?  How many people visit 
the fire station annually?  Yeah, like all other buildings above, they get old and need maintenance.  Go 
visit Boston, NYC, etc. –they do the best they can with what they have and deal with it! 

• It’s old and needs to be replaced.  Five stations need always to be in top shape.  That is one of the 
services government must provide to the community without any deficiencies. 

• This building, like the rest, needs to be expanded and repaired.  As with city hall, an emergency 
services location should be a priority for the communities funding. 

• It might need a whole new building.  Many issues with this facility and they need to address long term 
and have the cost be met over time!  The various issues could be fixed each year as the money is 
available. 

• Expand and update—Southeast LO needs services located here. 
• Repair it! 
• Fix it—it seems to be a large piece of land. 
• Emergency responders need adequate facility.  Again, a budget is necessary. 
• #1—this must be made to be seismically safe.  No questions.  I don’t care that it’s old, but in an 

earthquake they couldn’t help anyone.  Fix it to be safe.  Doesn’t need to be fancy. 
• Can we repair the current structure?  I would hate to lose the fire station for this part of the city.  It is 

close to my house. 
• Definitely could use an update.  I definitely believe it has priority over police headquarters.  Needs to 

be in good working order for any emergency needs. 
• Based on the description provided, the site should be moved to provide adequate ingress and egress 

and a new building shouldn’t be built. 
• May need to be bull dozed and rebuild. 
• The building is nearly 40 years old—not sure why it is not simply replaced (assuming it is as defective 

as advertised).  If such a priority—probably should have been in front of the WEB. 
• Replace or repair electrical and mechanical systems—all needs can be met without having a new 

facility built. 
• No comment. 
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• If the needs are not being met then it is important that something is done soon to replace the 
building. 

• Make necessary repairs to existing structure. 
• Expand/upgrade if a fire station is absolutely required. 
• Retain the location.  Upgrade as needed with a look to future needs.  It is cheaper to build not than in 

the future. 
• Repair and expand facility. 
• Steel roof is end of life?  Give me a break!  Don’t have much more to comment.  Sometimes you have 

to live with what you have. 
• I’ve been in the fire station.  Like the maintenance building, I think we need to give our hard-working 

public workers the tools and facilities they need to do the job. 
• It sounds like it will be closed.  I think it would be best to maintain it with improvements if it fills a 

need. 
• Again, small building—replace. 
• A 37 year old building should still be utilitarian and the city should be thinking of the economics of 

rehabbing vs. relocation.  The latter may be limited due to availability of sites and city budget 
limitations.  Bond measures are questionable. 

• Cannot evaluate. 
 

Group 2 

• Does not seem to be significant problems that must be addressed.  Why is this a pressing need? 
• No comment. 
• Needs new or expanded facility.  LO has grown and its buildings have aged.  Time to move forward! 
• What does “out of date” mean?  What is “turn out” equipment?  What are the constraints for persons 

with disabilities? 
• Info sheet should list proposed fixes to this facility. 
• Station is OK. 
• What was done during the update a few years ago?  What is the cost of retrofitting?  Seems more 

important to fix than the maintenance building. 
• Doesn’t make sense, I know the building was seismically upgraded.  Other issues sound like 

maintenance issues. 
• Sounds like it’s not adequate for the need. 
• General maintenance issues again—fix it! 
• No response. 
• Compelling case for upgrade.  Very critical service. 
• This is a necessary piece of the city and should be expanded to accommodate any needed additions. 
• Facility may need minor upgrade or remodel.  Basically adequate as is. 
• Need to upgrade is real. 
• No response. 
• I do not believe the SS Fire Station needs any help. 
• Why is drive-thru capability necessary? 
• So what? 
• Building condition does not match information on public record. 
• Too small, needs more land to enlarge facility and remodel. 
• Fix the building and leave it there! 
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• Sounds like facility is outdated.  How will it be paid for? 
• Building seems OK. 
• Sounds like it needs minor work. 

 

Group 3 

• It seems like the building desperately needs renovation.  Barring that, it should be moved. 
• Definitely could use a renovation.  I didn’t realize it was that bad. 
• Repair, replace, deferred maintenance, and make handicapped accessible. 
• Sounds like it needs to be replaced.  1971 is not old.  I’m disappointed that such a poorly designed 

building was built in the first place. 
• I didn’t know that there were any problems with the fire house. 
• It looks like most of the maintenance needs are no more than what would be on an older house. 
• Needs to be replaced. 
• I agree with updating the building so that it can be used effectively. 
• This is what I hire a city manager and staff to handle.  It’s no mystery that this was coming up, there 

should be a plan in place to handle it efficiently and effectively. 
• Don’t know much about this, but from the description it sounds liked it needs work. 
• These conditions are inexcusable.  EMS services need to be current to permit efficient and timely 

response.  If the building is degrading, it needs to be addresses. 
• No opinion—obviously could use an update, but I don’t know if it’s any kind of priority for me given 

a finite amount of resources. 
• Facility may need upgrades—not a short term need. 
• Don’t know if there is sufficient land to expand building onsite.  Study feasibility of updating vs. 

replacement.  Is there any other space that could be used? 
• While I believe some of these deficiencies can be lived with, I believe that a fire station with current 

seismic deficiencies is not good.  The fire department is a source of stability in an emergency. 
• It appears to have issues that will need to be addresses in the next few years. 
• No response. 
• Must be able to be used as an emergency facility.  Needs updating for normal use. 
• Rank ahead of quality of life issues. 
• The two newer stations are fancier than they need to be with public money.  Yes, fix up but don’t 

rebuild.  Do not need disability access—look at the other stations.  Don’t need drive through. 
• Money better spent on other projects.  Not a tear down building, it should be maintained and used as 

it is. 
• Remodel.  No need for drive through.  Stop traffic and back in trucks.  Men only at this facility. 
• Does not need to be fancy, but make sure it is adequate. 
• Needs major work including parking, turnaround, and very dangerous for fire trucks coming in and 

out.  Why have a building for public service that doesn’t work. 
• Fully agree with findings on sheet.  Likely needs total rebuild—I fully support infrastructure 

improvements.  Public needs must be met, it’s what makes a community valuable and vital. 
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Adult Community Cente

Group 1 

r 

• Awesome location.  Could use a facelift.  There’s so much room in this building not being used 
efficiently. 

• The conceptual plan by the city for multi-this and multi-that is simply too grand and unnecessary for 
any government.  The center should be fixed/improved where it is right now. 

• Since the building is primarily for those 50 or older, adequate disability access should be a priority.  
Obviously, as with everything else the repairs need to be addresses.  Wherever shall we find the funds 
to service all this projects, though? 

• Possible move this facility to the West End Building.  There are various issues from plumbing, 
mechanical and electrical systems, leaky roof, and lack of accessibility for disability that make this a 
hot spot to fix or move! 

• Adult community center—move to WEB. 
• This facility can be repaired and improved by remodel.  The city has provided adequate service for 

seniors.  The location is perfect. 
• This is a wonderful building in a convenient and beautiful setting.  Parking is close and easy and it is 

within walking distance of many people.  It should be updated and left where it is. 
• Fix problems at the site.  Do not move to WEB.  Roofs and seismic showing could be done to 

existing buildings—funds could be used by selling WEB. 
• Nice facility, beautiful setting, important mission.  Fix the roof just like I have to on my 85 year old 

house.  What’s the big deal?  Put some ramps in.  It’s nice!!!  They are all small problems that can be 
resolved.  It’s maintenance. 

• I would like to see the center moved to the WEB to accommodate for the increase in age in the 
population of Lake Oswego. 

• Maybe some modifications could be made, seeing that it has been remodeled somewhat recently in 
the past. 

• This is the least important building on the priority list and the least amount of resources should be 
expended on it.  Multi-generational center is a code word for the Safeco building.  I’m opposed to 
community centers—adult or otherwise, on principle. 

• Charming building, well located.  Find a solution to remodel and bring up to date with technology and 
facilities. 

• Great building, great location, do maintenance on the roof.  If LO wants to have all these extended 
services they should really they should really think about all the other centers in the area (Mtn. Park 
Rec. Center) and seek to coordinate activities across the community. 

• More appropriate updates for use for people with disabilities as many elder people have physical 
limitations. 

• Repair and update as needed/required.  Consider a second location to compliment existing facility 
with community consensus. 

• Doesn’t seem to be much of an issue. 
• Make necessary repairs to the existing structure. 
• What is the city going to do with building?  Move social services/offices to another facility. 
• Move the site to the WEB and sell the property. 
• Push the roof up for a second floor.  Make necessary repairs to meet standards for the disabled. 
• Never been there.  Looks like a nice building and setting.  Not much to comment, but our population 

is aging so having such a facility is nice. 
• No opinion. 
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• Adult like a place that is not multi-generational.  That is why they built the Adult center. 
• I’m torn on this one.  If the WEB turns into a multi-generational community space then it makes 

sense to move it.  However, the building configuration can be changed and the building HVAC, 
plumbing, and electrical can be updated. 

• Simple.  Great location, adapted to needs of seniors and don’t get carried away.  Just fix the needed 
repair items, keep costs down, and leave well enough alone.  I think most seniors don’t have a 
problem with the existing building. 

• A wonderful pleasant place in an excellent location.  It is perfectly adequate.  Useful and comfortable. 
 

Group 2 

• Prefer to see water programs added, possibly at the WEB.  Otherwise, it seems to be fine.  Would be 
better jointed to a multi-generational recreation space. 

• No comment. 
• Aging also.  Doesn’t seem as desperate as some other buildings.  I think a lot of LO is dark and dated 

and needs to reflect a newer and younger crowd that is moving in. 
• Fix the things that don’t work.  What are the constraints for persons with disabilities? 
• Sheet should list whatever proposals there are to fix the problems. 
• Fix roof, possible to build on additional space. 
• Is the city maintaining any of its buildings?  What do they store that they need additional storage?  

Maintenance needs to be done instead of moving it.  Weren’t these problems noted when they added 
on in 2002? 

• No response. 
• No response. 
• General maintenance issues again—fix it! 
• I didn’t hear major complaints about the center. 
• Community is getting older.  This facility will become more important to me as well. 
• No response. 
• Adequate, but may need upgrade/remodel. 
• Does it need improvements? 
• Accessibility, mechanical systems, and parking. 
• No comment. 
• Where is the larger, multi-purpose, multi-generational center?  Info sheet does not provide enough 

information on alternatives. 
• Close to force into WEB. 
• No response. 
• Leave it where it is.  The space in back has a shed which could come down and the space better used. 
• Leave it there.  Fix the needs.  It’s cheaper than moving it. 
• Current center seems very useful as is.  It’s a stretch to say it needs to be changed.  It should not be 

moved. 
• Building looks nice to me. 
• The space description we are being given identify only deficiencies and those vaguely and with no 

sources for information.  This building seems fine and/or easy upgrade. 
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Group 3 

• Seems like it also needs improvements.  The city’s conceptual plan seems like a good idea. 
• Looks like a decent building, fix the problems and leave it as it is. 
• Fix deferred maintenance. 
• I love the idea of moving ACC to the WEB and then using the space for something else, after tearing 

down the building. 
• I didn’t know that there was an Adult Community Center. 
• Very good looking building. 
• Need to relocate to WEB so that it can be rebuilt and then move back to current location. 
• I’m not sure about the multi-purpose reason. 
• What “multi-purpose, multi-generational” center? 
• Parking feels unsafe at night. 
• Based on information, I would say to fix current deficiencies. 
• No opinion. 
• I don’t see a pressing need for the city to upgrade this property. 
• Poorly located with limited public transportation.  If it would work to relocate to WEB, sell this space 

for residential. 
• More options besides rebuilding?  Sell and purchase another location?  What community center is 

being referenced? 
• This center looks like a great community resource that needs to be maintained. 
• ACC should be operated by church groups. 
• Needs to be accessible to all who use it.  As a default community center accessibility is the key. 
• Low priority.  Fix current one as it is in good location.  Does not call for large amount of public 

funds. 
• Needs maintenance so good senior services can continue.  Many of us have elderly parents who need 

these services. 
• Fix the roof. 
• Remodel within budget. 
• Really needs to be bigger, brighter, and on one floor. 
• Never been, have no idea. 
• As a public facility it’s what gives LO its attractiveness.  Shared common infrastructure is vital. 
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Appendix G 
Written Exercise 6 

 
After commentary about not providing cost information, hand participants a listing of possible solutions to 
the city’s facility issues.  Participants circle a number for each facility to indicate an overall approach the city 
should take to its facility issues.  // Record comments. 

 
City Hall 

1. Move all of City Hall to the West End Building.  This would require renovating the building.  Sell the existing City Hall 
property. 

2. Temporarily move City Hall to the West End Building until a new City Hall can be built at the existing City Hall site or at 
another downtown location. 

3. Keep City Hall in the existing building until a new City Hall is built at another location downtown. 
4. Keep the existing City Hall and make necessary improvements over time. 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 3 5 8 16 
2 2 1 3 6 
3 0 0 0 0 
4 21 17 16 54 

 
Police and 911 Emergency Dispatch 

1. Move the Police Department and 911 Dispatch to the West End Building.  This would require renovating the building. 
2. Build a new Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center on the West End property.  Sell the remainder of the property for private 

development. 
3. Find another location for a new Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center other than the West End property. 
4. Retain Police and 911 Dispatch in the existing City Hall. 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 6 10 9 25 
2 1 3 5 9 
3 8 2 3 13 
4 11 7 8 26 

 
Library 

1. Move the Library to the West End Building.  This would require renovating the building.  Sell the existing library property. 
2. Provide a branch Library at the West End Building leaving the existing Library as is. 
3. Build a new Library at another location in downtown. 
4. Keep the existing Library with no increase in library space. 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 1 3 9 13 
2 12 12 8 32 
3 0 6 6 12 
4 10 2 3 15 
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West End Building 
1. Renovate the West End building for Police and 911 Dispatch.  Lease the remainder of the building. 
2. Build a new Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center.  Sell the remainder of the property. 
3. Renovate the building for a permanent City Hall. 
4. Renovate the building for a temporary City Hall until a new City Hall is built downtown. 
5. Build a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center using the existing building. 
6. Keep the building and maintain the current uses as Parks and Recreation Department offices and program space. 
7. Sell the property and move the Parks and Recreation Department to another office location. 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 1 4 2 7 
2 1 2 3 6 
3 2 5 5 12 
4 1 1 1 3 
5 8 6 7 21 
6 0 2 1 3 
7 11 4 7 22 

 
Maintenance Services Building 

1. Replace the building at its existing constrained site. 
2. Build a new building at a new expanded site. 
3. Keep the existing building and make necessary improvements over time. 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 9 1 9 19 
2 6 8 6 20 
3 11 15 11 37 

 
Adult Community Center 

1. Move the ACC services to a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center at the West End Building.  Sell the existing 
property. 

2. Keep the existing building and maintain the current level of senior services. 
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
1 4 5 11 20 
2 21 19 15 55 

 
South Shore Fire Station 212 

1. Replace the building at the existing site. 
2. Keep the existing building and make necessary improvements over time. 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

1 16 3 16 35 
2 9 22 9 40 
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Appendix G 
Written Exercise 6 

 
Comments on back of Written Exercise 6 about the choice for West End Building.   
 

1. Renovate the West End building for Police and 911 Dispatch.  Lease the remainder of the building. 

West End Building 

2. Build a new Police Station and 911 Dispatch Center.  Sell the remainder of the property. 
3. Renovate the building for a permanent City Hall. 
4. Renovate the building for a temporary City Hall until a new City Hall is built downtown. 
5. Build a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center using the existing building. 
6. Keep the building and maintain the current uses as Parks and Recreation Department offices and program space. 
7. Sell the property and move the Parks and Recreation Department to another office location. 

 

Group 1 

• (2)  Move police and 911.  Sell remainder.  Move parks and recreation to city hall and trim excess 
personnel. 

• (7)  No comment. 
• (4)  This should be a temporary city hall, but not a new community center. 
• (7)  Sell the facility!  Need more room for expansion if it is to be used by all. 
• (7)  First option is the sell or lease.  If not, move ACC in and sell existing building.  Also move 

maintenance services to WEB. 
• (7)  No comment. 
• (7)  Sell it! 
• (7)  Has as many maintenance issues as all the other buildings and rather than fixing or remodeling, 

sell with the proceeds used to fix other existing facilities. 
• (3)  This is a very visionary purchase.  My kids will need this to raise their kids in LO.  Make it useable 

and cost effective to meet only needs now.  Other things (community center) can come but when the 
financial climate has improved. 

• (5)  Have it used for recreation, library, meeting rooms, public access. 
• (5)  The city lacks a multi-generational facility for teens, young adults, etc.  We need some sort of 

establishment.  Could be put to good use. 
• (7)  Safeco should have never been purchased and should be sold when market conditions improve. 
• (5)  Since it seems we’re stuck with it, make it a multi-purpose building leasing the facilities for 

community private event.  Make necessary improvement. 
• (3)  Make sure city hall includes police and 911 in some facility.  This is a renovation not a new 

building since it is already in such great shape compared to the existing city hall—which was custom 
built and 6 years newer.  Obviously, use a different contractor and architect.  Sell the existing city hall 
to private developers. 

• (1)  Make this facility useful to residents in Lake Oswego to house facilities that help pay for 
renovations over time. 

• (7)  Too valuable as a commercial/tax generating property to be used for a center—not a necessity. 
• (5)  Make use of it for what we paid for. 
• (7)  Sell building OR lease it out to create income for the city to help with updating all of these other 

facilities. 
• (7)  If building is usable, move police/911 here.  May add library branch.  Sell remainder.  Evaluate 

against cost of new facility vs. renovation. 
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• (NR)  Except for maintenance, consolidate all the city functions at the WEB.  Add a community 
center including pool and fitness center. 

• (5)  Swimming pool included. 
• (5)  What are the costs involved with any option?  The location is great and long term we will 

probably want this building and its options. 
• (5)  No comment. 
• (NR)  Reduce parks department and staff, and allow more usage by city residents for no-structured 

(rented) space. 
• (5)  No comment. 
• (7)  This facility is just too costly and with the economic future of the nation in peril this is not the 

time to be spending millions.  Selling may be difficult also. 
 

Group 2 

• (5)  Great location.  Should be kept in some form as library, recreation center, or existing usage.  
Prefer multi-generational recreation center. 

• (3)  Use this centrally located, easily accessible, large property for city hall, police, and 911 and if 
possible, a new library annex—prioritize this move. 

• (5)  Turn into an indoor recreation space and even consider outdoor recreation space as space and 
money allows, i.e. fields, courts, indoor basketball, etc. 

• (1)  Put police/911 and a satellite library and lease the remainder. 
• (3)  Move in police.  Use some of the space as a branch library. 
• (5)  No comment. 
• (5)  Use it to create an adult community center/library/parks and recreation offices/center.  Lease out 

any additional space for businesses or community related things. 
• (5)  Build a much needed recreation facility.  Keep parks and recreation in the WEB. 
• (2)  Consistent with police/911 choice. 
• (7)  I am not convinced purchasing this building in the first place was a good decision.  Parks and 

recreation may need to relocate. 
• (5)  Can this building accommodate more than recreation center and pools?  If so, add additional 

space for seniors/adults—a branch of the Adult Community Center. 
• (6)  Don’t fire sale in down market.  This would be unwise. 
• (4)  This place is cursed. 
• (3)  Consolidate city services into one building complex.  Remodel to accommodate space and 

technology needs.  Sell old properties and/or move sites in to green space, open spaces, and parks. 
• (3)  Move the seat of power to Lake Grove, closer to the freeway. 
• (5)  Sell to private developer minus new police and courts building and parking. 
• (3)  Should house city hall, 911, Police, and library because those are the most used city services giving 

people a better feel for their city.  Also, maybe you could have city workers do some reading at the 
library and maybe they would learn something. 

• (6)  It seems viable.  The large site should be a community pool. 
• (NR)  Library, community center, and pool. 
• (7)  No comment. 
• (1)  Good place for police and 911.  Lease a portion of the building. 
• (7)  No comment. 
• (7)  I think we should sell it.  Keeping it makes/forces too many other moves to justify its cost/utility. 
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• (1)  No further comment. 
• (1)  Fix would be OK also.  But can’t really sell in this market. 

 
Group 3 

• (5)  Joint community center and library. 
• (3)  Not exactly sure what to do with it, perhaps move it to the current library? 
• (5)  Build multi-generational community center—perfect spot, central location.  Consider 

transportation. 
• (5)  I do not want to renovate the existing building.  I want a properly planned and built community 

center with library, police, offices, plus recreation facilities, etc. for the community. 
• (5)  We bought it for a reason, now let’s find a way to use it in the best possible way. 
• (1)  Relocate the police station there.  Annex library—maybe not books, if too much remodeling 

would need to be done, but some programs that may not require shoring up the floor for book 
weight. 

• (6)  Move senior center and building department into it. 
• (2)  Build police and 911 on property.  Building should be library branch and Parks and Recreation 

dept. 
• (7)  No response. 
• (7)  I guess I’m for the status quo of three years ago. 
• (2)  Don’t lease part of it—the city shouldn’t be in the property management business.  Either use it 

all, tear it down, and build the right building for LO, or sell the entire property. 
• (5)  Expand community center facilities, accessibility for all ages to functions and other needs. 
• (7)  Sell, use savings to finance other projects. 
• (2)  Since we have this property, tear down the old building.  Move city hall, library, and police to this 

property.  Sell any old properties. 
• (3)  This property/building should be used to accommodate as many city services as possible.  It 

would be great to have city hall/library/police/community center located there with enhanced public 
transportation.  Use it and sell what is vacated. 

• (5)  Insufficient options.  I’m still pro-sale unless enough other buildings can be sold to fund a 
majority of the remodel and maintenance. 

• (4)  Renovations should accomplish future goals as well. 
• (7)  Sell back to Warren Buffet and use the money to reduce property taxes. 
• (3)  This is enough space for the entire city hall and parks and recreation.  If it is to be kept in the city 

building inventory, make the needed renovation and make it work. 
• (7)  Money.  All other facilities give hints of cost, but all options here are too simplistic and indicate a 

bias to keep and use as if money did not matter. 
• (5)  Keep.  Put the police, 911, parks programs, council room, and could the land be used for more 

field space.  Put some city hall departments there. 
• (7)  $20 million dollars and still unusable?  I would like to see cost estimates for moving other 

functions of city vs. a new building. 
• (7)  We cannot afford it.  Cost/benefit with tens of millions in projected remodeling costs can not be 

justified. 
• (3)  Confused by the options.  Either make a city center for services or sell it. 
• (7)  Sell. 
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• (3)  Problems with the choices.  Refer to too many different items that are not mutually exclusive.  
Choosing one item should not exclude an unrelated one, i.e. moving city hall and having a 911 
dispatch center are not mutually exclusive. 
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Appendix H 
Written Exercise 7 

 

1. Should the City continue to invest in the existing City Hall building or replace it with a new City Hall?  
City Hall 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Invest 20 19 15 54 
Replace 4 4 9 17 

DK 1 1 3 5 
 

2. If City Hall is replaced, should it stay in downtown or be relocated to the West End Building? 
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Downtown 15 12 11 38 

West End Bldg 3 6 11 20 
DK 3 5 1 9 

 
3. [If circled “downtown” to Q2] If moving City Hall to the West End Building is less expensive than building a new City Hall 

downtown, does this change your answer?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 3 2 3 8 
No 13 10 10 33 
DK 3 2 3 8 

 

4. If the City retains the existing City Hall building, should it find another location for a Police Station and a 911 Center that is safe 
and secure?  

Police and 911 Dispatch 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Yes 11 15 15 41 
No 7 6 6 20 
DK 7 3 5 15 

 
5. [If circled “yes” to Q4] Should the City relocate Police and 911 Dispatch to the West End property or to another unidentified 

location in the city?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
West End property 6 7 13 26 

Another unidentified 
location in the city 5 4 2 11 

DK 5 5 3 13 
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6. Should the City find a way to provide for expanded library services to meet the demand?  
Library 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Yes 19 22 22 63 
No 6 2 5 13 
DK 1 0 0 1 

 
7.  [If circled “yes” to Q6] If yes, should the City provide for expanded services at the West End Building or somewhere 

downtown?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

West End Building 10 12 14 36 
Somewhere 
downtown 3 3 5 11 

DK 3 3 2 8 
 

8. Assuming the City should provide for expanded services at the West End Building, should the City provide:  1) a new main library 
and sell the existing library property, or 2) create two libraries with a smaller branch library and leaving the existing library as is.  

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

New main library 2 5 9 16 
Create two libraries 17 17 14 48 

DK 3 0 1 4 
 

9.  [If circled “create two libraries”] If providing two libraries in Lake Oswego is significantly more expensive, does this change 
your answer?  

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Yes 8 4 4 16 
No 8 11 10 29 
DK 3 3 1 7 

 

10. Should the City build a new multi-generational Recreation/Community Center?  
Recreation/Community Center 

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Yes 9 12 10 31 
No 13 11 12 36 
DK 2 2 4 8 
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11.  [If circled “yes” to Q10] Should it be provided at the West End Building or at another location in the city?  

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

West End Building 9 10 10 29 
Another location in 

the city 1 1 2 4 

DK 1 2 2 5 
 

12. Prioritize the following for using public funds (Rank from 1 to 4 with 1 being the top priority): 
Funding Priorities  

 
Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 

Provide a larger Library 59 60 67 186 

Provide a new City Hall 52 39 50 141 
Build a new Multi-
Generational 
Recreation/Community 
Center 

43 51 47 141 

Improve the Police Station 
and 911 Dispatch Center 88 77 86 251 

Weighting:  #1=4 points, #2=2 points, #3=2 points, #4=1 point, then combined by group 
 

 
General Questions 

13. Should the City explore building a combination new Library and new City Hall at a location in downtown?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 2 4 8 14 
No 18 17 16 51 
DK 5 4 3 12 

 
14. If it is determined to be less expensive to have City Hall, a Police Station, 911 Dispatch or a new Library at the West End 

Building, should the City keep the West End Building and seek voter approval of a bond measure to pay for the property?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 8 14 16 38 
No 14 6 7 27 
DK 4 3 5 12 

 
15. Should the City continue to explore different options for a Recreation/Community Center at the West End property, including a 

smaller community center and/or one that would be less costly to taxpayers?  
 

Selections Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Combined 
Yes 10 12 12 34 
No 12 11 9 32 
DK 3 1 4 8 
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Appendix I 

Written Exercise 8 
 

What is the most important message you have for the Mayor and City Council about the city’s 
facilities?  . 

Group 1: 

• Sell the West End Building—bring the community back together to get people involved in our 
community. 

• Government ought to be as small as possible.  It shouldn’t behave like an investment entity by 
holding “prime” located real estate. 

• I understand that is buildings are important for the future of our community, yet ultimately the most 
important investment we can make in our future is education!  This is what our city should be 
addressing. 

• Look at the issues strategically about the existing facilities and the cost to update these properties if 
the city keeps them long term.  The WEB could be sold down the road, but let’s make it work now 
and recover the $20 million that was spent already on the property.  We also need more library access 
for the children on the south side of the lake areas and Lake Grove.  For sure add one at the WEB if 
this becomes a community center. 

• Evaluate the financials, budgets!  Be fiscally responsible to taxpayers!  No more taxes! 
• Key message:  Prioritize selling WEB ASAP.  Then plan for remaining building. 
• I feel like the citizens are being railroaded.  We are adults and can process real information presented 

in an impartial fashion. 
• Maintain our public buildings!  It saves money over time.  We do not need to be turning away 30 year 

old buildings.  Transparency please!  Budget and get voter approval for projects and purchases. 
• Think long term.  Carefully prioritize limited taxpayer resources.  Be transparent with the public. 
• I want to keep the WEB and use it for a recreational, multi-generational adjunct library building.  Also 

include the SAC in the building—it might mean redesigning the building, but the site is here for us to 
use. 

• Do something for the community.  Make it useful to many generations.  Make a difference by giving 
the community something it lacks—instead of transferring the locations of stuff it already has. 

• It is probably not the consultant’s fault, but I am struck that there was a bids in the process to the 
Safeco building.  That’s been the problem with the current city council. 

• Transparency.  We citizens have been burned too often as to issues and cost.  We have been sold one 
thing and delivered something else.  We need to know up front what we need and what we get for out 
tax dollars.  An additional $50 to $100 bucks per $100,000 adds up. 

• LO city management handling of current property rivals how well Bush handled Iraq.  LO has a great 
opportunity to expend its thinking and use other resources in the area than the current narrow focus. 

• Property in Lake Oswego is the most expensive in Oregon—use what we have wisely.  Keep taxes 
down—remodel where necessary, but not excessively. 

• Prioritize city needs starting with basic city services down to “wish list” and budget accordingly. 
• Whatever the decision is the city decides, we need to consider the future and not only focus on the 

needs of the present so as to prevent these problems in the future. 
• Do not look to the citizens of LO as a bottomless well of money to fund all your projects.  You must 

utilize our existing structures and maintain their structures.  It is essential that you be mindful of 
increasing our tax revenues to help fund BASIC city services, 



 

90 
DHM | Lake Oswego Community Conversation – October 2008 

• I have not been involved in the past as I should have, but getting well moderated community input is 
important (like today) which looks at issues holistically, but projects must be prioritized, and decisions 
cannot be made without full information about cost and need.  Keep doing this. 

• Everyone wants what they want (library, senior center, etc.) in this neighborhood.  The location of the 
West End Building is the single greatest reason along with the size of the property, to retain it.  The 
needs of the community as a hole are best served by consolidating as many functions as possible in 
one location. 

• No comment. 
• City officials:  Give up options.  Be transparent.  We are part of this community.  People of Lake 

Oswego love living here.  We live here for a reason.  The folks of LO want to keep the city a great 
place.  Work with us and we will work with you. 

• I’ve already said it all. 
• Please pass on to the city council that we need to see our current goals and projects through a lens of 

fiscal responsibility.  Please encourage citizen creativity in development—less codes and restrictions. 
• Stop buying buildings!  Use WEB for multi-use facilities.  Please don’t give me the same services in a 

new place away from the downtown core. 
• There is one major issue and it revolves around the West End Building.  Is it a “pig in a poke” or a 

windfall?  I think the city has to develop a 5-10 year plan of expenditures and resources from which 
funding is available.  It will be limited and not be ever-ending.  If we keep the building, OK but plan, 
plan, plan and don’t break the city with no foresight.  Eliminate some projects if necessary. 

 
Group 2 

• Keep WEB.  Move library, recreation, and other services out there to more fairly geographically 
balance city services.  Leave city hall, have a library branch if you must keep the existing location. 

• In light of the geography of Lake Oswego, the aging population, and the current economic climate I 
think the following should be a priority.  Consolidate services to WEB, sell or lease city hall, and 
maintain remaining facilities.  Try to bring this city together and tie it with a bow in the middle which 
would be the WEB. 

• I want to believe that our elected officials really do desire to serve their communities to the best of 
their abilities.  I have faith in most of what you do and understand you can never please everyone.  
When planning for the future and the big picture, sometimes cities and officials need to take risks and 
many times the “people” can’t see it.  Hang in there.  Plan well, think it through and try to do what’s 
right for the city and its future.  Take risks!  PS—Stop worrying about the trees so much—we actually 
have lots and lots of trees! 

• The message I want to send to city council is that I want LO to continue to be a quality community in 
which to live.  My concern is that the city officials are not using our citizen tax dollars wisely.  I want 
the city to maintain the buildings and facilities like I have to maintain my home.  Everything is not 
disposable and I don’t want my community to act that way.  I don’t want buildings to be poorly 
remodeled as was my experience when Bill Korach took on and managed (poorly) the remodel of 
Lakeridge HS costing the community millions more that was agreed upon. 

• Do not rush to decentralize services!  Every house and building in existence always needs ongoing 
maintenance, like a person needs nutrition and health care.  A need for maintenance does not justify 
abandoning the building.  LO now has a unique sense of place, of being a genuine small town, unlike 
most suburbs.  Much of this is due to the fact that downtown LO is a commercial, residential, and 
government administrative center. 

• Keep spending and cost down.  Decrease property tax with the left over funds. 
• I feel that only a select few know what’s happening with the buildings in LO.  Information needs to 

go out to citizens and the city needs to find out what the people think on these issues, not just a select 
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few that have time to go to city council meetings.  Awareness of these issues to the average 
homeowner.  Let’s work on maintenance of these buildings before they get out of hand. 

• We are all interested in improving city facilities, adding recreational and multi-purpose facilities, but it 
is most clear that WEB is best.  Lake Grove and other farther out neighborhoods are at a loss and 
disenfranchised when facilities are concentrated in downtown.  We need to step back and determine 
what needs to be done, what we want to pay, and how to proceed.  If the WEB fits, fine.  If not, then 
develop a plan. 

• Fiscal responsibility—get best and highest use from/for existing facilities whenever possible.  Top 
priority is Police and 911.  Spend less money! 

• Maintain a sense of community—utilize smart business decisions in maintaining existing buildings 
during this time of economic uncertainty.  Better represent the Lake Grove are by providing 
alternative locations for satellite library and 911 call center.  There are not enough police assigned to 
the city right now to warrant relocation.  Use what you have.  Is it a want or a need? 

• Keep the community as a whole as a top priority.  Accessibility of community services is key, while 
retaining the spirit of downtown.  Staying smart fiscally in the long term.  What I would love to see is 
branch options, especially for the library.  Keep city hall downtown.  Move the police department. 

• Take the time to build consensus.  It is not necessary to move at warp speed.  Take care of the sewer 
project, make a long range plan for facilities.  Don’t sell in down market. 

• No response. 
• Invest in our futures—invest in technology upgrades and green building technologies.  Keep a green 

mind set to reuse what we have and make it better—don’t throw away what we currently have to 
build new.  The WEB is out opportunity to invest and ensure it will be more green in the future.  If it 
is sold, we have no way to ensure it will be a good neighbor in our community. 

• Somehow you need to heal the “disconnect” effect between Lake Grove and Lake Oswego.  We are 
all to feel the same sense of community!  Act wisely on future plans for Lake Oswego in this time of 
economic hard times we must use good sense. 

• More and better communication of the city’s facilities issue, etc.  The proposed cost of the various 
scenarios should be available. 

• City personnel need to be better trained.  Mayor should not throw people who live in Lake Oswego 
out of your office. 

• Keep up our infrastructures.  Maintain downtown with civic facilities.  Swim/Recreation center at 
WEB.  Bike path to Portland.  Don’t over-utilize WEB from start.  All your facilities outgrow 
themselves. 

• Explain how you or why you bought the WEB without knowing how to pay for it or how to sell the 
idea to the taxpayers—explain your vision.  Accountability for the purchase.  Admit the errors of 
presentation of the vision to the public. 

• Mayor is a poor listener and weak, but bullying leader.  When public criticism arises, she spends funds 
(focus groups) shopping for folks who agree with her.  I am so looking forward to sweeping this 
group out! 

• LOACC should be left at existing site.  Improve and maintain.  The library should be left where it is 
and provide for another smaller library with space for special events such as readings.  I am so proud 
of our library being part of this city.  Leave city hall where it is and maybe move police and city hall. 

• Take care of what we have by keeping upkeep current and timely.  Don’t spend my money foolishly 
then ask me to go along quietly and kick in more money to make what you did OK. 

• Avoid moving all downtown facilities off site.  Keep LO city, a city with a village-like atmosphere.  
Move police/911 to a better locale if needed.  Add library services in the Lake Grove area. 

• I would tell the mayor and city council that we need to utilize the properties we presently have.  I 
would ask why buildings that are only 25 years old have the number of maintenance issues that well 
outlined.  Why hasn’t ongoing maintenance been done?  City hall—fix the roof, move police and 911 
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to WEB.  Library—annex or branch—either at WEB or existing building.  Maintenance—private 
vehicle maintenance, repair remainder.  WEB—use for police and lease out the rest.  ACC—leave it 
alone. 

• We need to address the need for the three communities in LO to feel interconnected and well-
serviced.  Good public transit, branch services, and wise central decision-making are key to this.  The 
feeling that out citizens and our government have chosen poorly in facilities acquisition and especially 
maintenance makes us have a hard time trusting the city leaders to meet this challenge.  Help us regain 
that trust by wise planning going forward. 

 
Group 3 

• Public transportation in and out of the city is very subpar.  It needs to be improved with better bus 
lines and a new transportation center. 

• No response. 
• Maintenance needs to go up!  Buildings should last way more than 20 years.  Public transit needs to 

improve dramatically. 
• Develop and implement a plan to manage deferred maintenance on all city facilities.  Develop plans 

for multi-use of WEB including multi-recreational community center, and library with same key city 
offices.  Review current transportation and develop a plan for transportation. 

• Keep the WEB.  Don’t spend a lot of money renovating it at this time.  Plan a community center with 
recreation facilities in the future.  Keep the beautiful plantings and artwork in the city.  We live in a 
beautiful place and it keeps our property values up. 

• If we keep up with the maintenance of city buildings we won’t have the same problems in 20 years.  
The biggest issue I have is that we nee to fix Lake Oswego’s public transportation.  The city will run 
smoother if the transportation is better. 

• Please maintain these beautiful buildings we have.  Utilize the WEB since we have the space.  There 
are so many issues, more than I dreamed.  Instead of new retail, let’s clean this place up. 

• Utilize the WEB to its fullest.  Keep city hall and library downtown.  Move adult community center. 
• Most importantly from what I’ve learned today is that this city does not maintain what we have.  Yes, 

we need more space, but smaller amounts paid in maintenance would prevent a lot of rebuilding. 
• Most importantly, I have learned that we have a building—WEB—that is not being used.  We need to 

either sell it or put the library into it, and put the community recreation center into it.  And then 
enforce busing system to make it accessible to everyone.  Roads need to have sidewalks.  Parks need 
to be upgraded.  Build more parks for the city.  We can’t put money into everything to relocate.  
People must maintain the building so that it can be used more efficiently. 

• I am not anti-government and have been involved off and on in the past nine years with my 
neighborhood association and LO advisory boards.  Yet, I now find myself completely distrustful of 
LO council.  The way decisions are made and info is given out must change.  It is inexcusable that all 
these maintenance bills are coming due now, with no planning, no warning, and after spending tens of 
millions of dollars on fluff.  Never again. 

• Maintain LO facilities much better than we have!  Keep WEB, move dispatch and some other 
departments there.  Make a second library there.  If the grass areas are converted to soccer fields, etc. 
do that. 

• The proper use of current funds.  Utilize our current facilities.  Expand where it’s needed.  Update 
our maintenance facilities.  And put in action to bring the overall safety to the forefront.  Fix the 
problems at hand to prepare for the future.  Allowing for expansion and prosperity.  Current policies 
and past policies need to be changed.  Overview of city is great, but a city can look great, but if the 
infrastructure sucks then the city isn’t that great. 
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• Do some real planning and communicate what you’re doing to the community.  Be respectful of all 
opinions.  Ask for meaningful input before making big decisions.  In other words, be very different 
than the outgoing people. 

• Pathways and bikeways are an important part of what make LO livable.  Continuous improvement in 
paths is important to me.  It sounds like we have not maintained our capital in our buildings, it needs 
to be our focus if we want to use our future money for other uses. 

• Have the courage to do what is right and not what will get you reelected.  Use the most available 
resources and sell other properties if they become surplus. 

• How are you going to prepare, budget and execute plans so this current mess of maintenance won’t 
be an issue in the next year, next debacle, next 20 years. 

• Do a better job of long term planning and make sure existing and future buildings are adequately 
maintained. 

• Time will and events will cause you to see that government does not work well. 
• I would like to see a specific plan if all these ideas are to be considered.  That determines with citizen 

input what does to WEB.  The true cost of renovating vs. rebuilding.  Then make it happen. 
• Manage the city resources better than your predecessors.  Invest in cost effective ways of maintaining 

your facilities.  Planning is a twenty year horizon. 
• Put money into maintaining what we have.  It is glamorous to take credit for new buildings.  It is not 

glamorous to bring about maintaining existing buildings.  Therefore, maintenance has been deferred 
and is long overdue.  City Hall and the library are beautiful buildings that are not that old.  They 
should be fixed, not updated.  Keep WEB for future development.  Spent the money now for 
maintenance.  Keep that property for when we need a large space and have money after we have 
caught up on maintenance and now have money to spend on a new building.  Keep what we have.  
Use the money for maintenance.  We do not need to look gorgeous, but have poor electrical or 
inadequate space. 

• Sewer interceptor should be done either on the lake bottom or on dry land.  Reduce risk and cost.  
Get cost comparisons for WEB renovation vs. library and city hall.  Change city planning and permit 
department personnel. 

• How about a ten year plan encompassing the maintenance remodeling issues?  Bear in mind the lost 
tax revenue you will enjoy if the city decides to keep the WEB. 

• This city needs to solve the library issue.  In order to do that we must have a better understanding of 
the WEB capacities and costs.  Without details in dollars it seems like the main library at the WEB 
and a branch library in the library’s existing location would be a great goal. 

• Look into selling the WEB, waste of out tax dollars.  City buildings in LO need to be maintained not 
at our expense.  If we do this with our houses, we would be out of luck.  The city should follow suit.  
We are not expendable. 

• It seems as if most participants are concerned about the lack of knowledge with which to make 
decisions about WEB.  When the anger over how the purchase was made was settled, people had 
considered items over how the WEB should be used. 
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Appendix J 
City Facility Handouts 

City Hall 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Location: 380 A Avenue 
 
Date of Construction: 1986 
 
Building Size: 39,404 square feet 
 
Description: Three stories of offices over one level of structured parking  with additional surface parking behind the  
building. 
 
Uses: Police, 911 Dispatch, Community Development Department (Planning, Engineering, Building), City Administration, 
Courts, City Council Chambers 
 
Building Condition  
Several significant deficiencies include:  
• Structure is deficient for earthquake events, especially for Police and 91Dispatch   
• The building siding and windows allow water intrusion that has resulted in mold and insect infestation   
• The roof leaks and is near the end of its life   
• HVAC systems are near the end of their life   
• Security systems are insufficient and/or do not exist   
• Parking is insufficient  
 
Program Space Needs  
City Hall is currently at capacity and has been since it was constructed. Police and 911 Dispatch need approximately 24,000 square 
feet of additional space, approximately 2 1/2 times what they currently have. Other City Hall departments need approximately 
6,000 square feet. This is based on typical office space standards for similar facilities. 
 
A2007 remediation study of City Hall determined that replacing the building would be less expensive than repairing the various 
deficiencies. Even though there is no critical deficiency that would justify immediate action to repair or replace the building, the 
results of the study might indicate that spending money on needed capital maintenance improvements would not be a good use 
of those public funds. 
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Adult Community Center 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Location: 505 G Avenue 
 
Date of Construction: 1975 with additions in 1986 and 2002 
 
Building Size: 12,526 square feet 
 
Description: One story wood frame building with a full basement 
 
Uses: Provides social services, recreational opportunities, and educational programs for adults age 50 and over. 

 
Building Condition  
The Adult Community Center’s deficiencies include:  
• Plumbing, mechanical and electrical systems nearing the end of their service life   
• A leaky roof   
• Various accessibility constraints for persons with disabilities  
 
Program Space Needs  
The Adult Community Center currently lacks space for health and wellness programs, and is deficient on storage space. The space 
is also poorly configured due to building additions over the years. 
 
The City’s conceptual plan for a Community Center incorporates future Adult Community Center spaces into the larger multi-
purpose, multi-generational center. 



 

96 
DHM | Lake Oswego Community Conversation – October 2008 

Library 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Location: 706 4thAvenue 
 
Date of Construction: 1983 
 
Building Size: 27,738 square feet 
 
Description: Two stories with a partial finished basement. 
 
Uses: Library services 
 
Building Condition  
Various deficiencies include:  
• Various accessibility constraints for disabled persons   
• Water leaks in the west side wall   
• Failing window seals   
• Bookshelves not braced for an earthquake   
• Mechanical systems nearing the end of their service life   
• Flooring needs to be repaired   
• Electrical system at capacity  
 
Program Space Needs  
The Library is currently undersized given the amount of public use of the building. Based on two independent stud- ies, the Library 
needs to be approximately twice its current size to meet the future needs for library patrons. Various space deficiencies include: 
• Inadequate space for new collections and materials   
• Inadequate volunteer and staff work space   
• Lack of meeting rooms and a community room for readings and presentations   
• Minimal public circulation and seating space   
• Inability to accommodate technological changes  
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South Shore Fire Station 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Location: 1880 South Shore Boulevard 
 
Date of Construction: 1971 
 
Building Size: 5,463 square feet 
 
Description: One story concrete block structure 
 
Uses: Fire services primarily for southeast Lake Oswego 
 
Building Condition  
This South Shore Fire Station is older and out-of-date. The primary building deficiencies include:  
• Mechanical and electrical systems nearing the end of their service life   
• Windows need replacing   
• Roof is near the end of its service life   
• Various accessibility constraints for persons with disabilities   
• Does not meet current seismic standards for an emergency response facility  
 
Program Space Needs  
Given its age, this fire station has several deficiencies associated with space and the function of the building.The apparatus bays lack 
the drive-thru capability and have insufficient depth to meet apparatus needs. There is no turn out equipment storage space, the 
bunk rooms are inadequate for co-habitation by both genders, and the EMS sup- plies are located in the laundry room. 
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West End Building 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     

     

    

   

   
     
 
Location: 4101 Kruse Way 
 
Date of Construction: 1980 
 
Building Size: 88,872 square feet 
 
Description: Two story office building originally designed as an insurance company’s regional headquarters. 
 
Uses: Parks and Recreation Department offices, indoor recreation programs, and Lake Oswego Project offices. 
 
 
Building Condition  
The West End Building’s primary deficiencies include:  
• The emergency access systems in the building’s west wing   
• Mechanical systems nearing the end of their service life   
• Certain portions of the building’s exterior walls allow water intrusion   
• Various accessibility constraints for persons with disabilities  
 
Program Space Needs  
The West End Building currently provides adequate space for Parks and Recreation Department offices and indoor recreation 
program space. Significant portions of the building are currently underutilized. The kitchen is no longer in use and the west wing of 
the building is vacant. 
 
Future enhanced indoor recreation programs (including pools, gyms, fitness rooms and community rooms) have been planned 
for as part of a conceptual plan for a new Multi-Generational Community Center. 
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Maintenance Services Building 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Location: 5705 Jean Road 
 
Date of Construction: 1979 
 
Building Size:11,600 square feet 
 
Description: One story wood frame and metal structure 
 
Uses: Maintenance administrative offices, sign shop,  weld shop, vehicle  maintenance shop, lockers, lunch room,  
storage areas and meeting rooms 
 
Building Condition  
Several significant deficiencies exist with the building including:  
• Inadequate and/or ageing mechanical and electrical systems   
• The vehicle maintenance shop has no ventilation system, no floor drains, and no oil interceptors   
• Offices have poor or no ventilation   
• Storage areas are poorly designed and do no meet code requirements   
• Offices next to the vehicle  maintenance areas result in noise, dirt and ventilation problems   
• Welders do not have exhaust capability   
• The roof in the shop area leaks  
 
Program Space Needs  
The building is undersized and inadequate for most of its operations:  
•   There is no overhead crane, vehicle lift(s), or lubrication system for the vehicle maintenance shop  
• Undersized offices,  meeting and training rooms, vehicle  maintenance area and storage for  materials and parts   
• No loading dock to receive large parts   
• Access to the vehicle bays is inadequate for larger vehicles  
 
The City’s Municipal Facilities Plan estimates that the cost of repairing the deficiencies  may be three times the cost  
of replacing the building. 
 
Site Space Needs  
The Maintenance Services site has a number of other deficiencies including but not limited to:  
• The truck wash pad drains directly into the stormwater system   
• The fueling station blocks access to the vehicle maintenance shop   
• Access to the site mixes public/staff access with large vehicle access   
• Undersized and inadequate vehicle storage barn building  
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