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LAKE OSWEGO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY MEETING 
MINUTES 

June 12, 2018 
 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Studebaker called the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency (LORA) meeting to 
order at 3:03 p.m. on June 12, 2018, in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue. 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
Present: Chair Studebaker and Board Members O'Neill, Buck, Manz, LaMotte, 

Gudman, and Kohlhoff 
 
Staff Present:  Scott Lazenby, Executive Director; David Powell, LORA Counsel; Anne-

Marie Simpson, Recording Secretary; Kari Linder, Deputy Recording 
Secretary; Jordan Wheeler, Deputy City Manager; Dale Jorgensen, Police 
Captain 

 
Others Present:  Ted Jacobsen, DAY CPM; Adam Olsen, Mackenzie; Jeff Humphreys, 

Mackenzie; Carl Hampson, Mackenzie; Adrienne Clifford, Mackenzie; Bill 
Jensen, Howard S. Wright; Aaron Braun, Howard S. Wright; Jerry Johnson, 
Johnson Economics 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
4. STUDY SESSION 
 
4.1 City Hall and Police Facility Project 
 
Report and Attachments 
 
Report and Attachments with Continuous Page Numbers 
 
Mr. Wheeler provided background and an overview of the two options for consideration by the 
Board, as discussed in the Redevelopment Agency Report (Report and Attachments with 
Continuous Page Numbers).  Introduction of project team members followed, from DAY CPM 
(owner’s representative), Mackenzie (architectural and engineering services), Howard S. Wright 
(construction manager/general contractor), and Johnson Economics (development economics).  
The two concepts, addressing questions and requests of the Board (p 8-19), would be presented 

http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=9319dfe5-3dcf-4bdf-b8e6-2f3d9add3126&meta_id=f3e3cf40-0970-43e2-afc1-65a44f6e9729&time=100
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=9319dfe5-3dcf-4bdf-b8e6-2f3d9add3126&meta_id=f3e3cf40-0970-43e2-afc1-65a44f6e9729&time=100
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=9319dfe5-3dcf-4bdf-b8e6-2f3d9add3126&meta_id=02d3dd6d-af31-4fd5-a30d-550a7680fb80&time=102
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=9319dfe5-3dcf-4bdf-b8e6-2f3d9add3126&meta_id=02d3dd6d-af31-4fd5-a30d-550a7680fb80&time=102
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=9319dfe5-3dcf-4bdf-b8e6-2f3d9add3126&meta_id=7f3fe0d4-993d-451c-b386-cc9d1c143726&time=122
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=9319dfe5-3dcf-4bdf-b8e6-2f3d9add3126&meta_id=7f3fe0d4-993d-451c-b386-cc9d1c143726&time=122
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=9319dfe5-3dcf-4bdf-b8e6-2f3d9add3126&meta_id=66f486fc-8b98-4fb2-9b87-1e381b24a6bd&time=149
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=9319dfe5-3dcf-4bdf-b8e6-2f3d9add3126&meta_id=66f486fc-8b98-4fb2-9b87-1e381b24a6bd&time=149
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=lakeoswego_650625783d9e2def983122026b3d8a39.pdf
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=lakeoswego_650625783d9e2def983122026b3d8a39.pdf
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=lakeoswego_d1388d4a1314eccb687b2ba66a88b2ff.pdf
http://lakeoswego.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=lakeoswego_d1388d4a1314eccb687b2ba66a88b2ff.pdf
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by Mackenzie, Mr. Wheeler announced.  Subject to Board direction, the team hoped to move 
forward on a project path and be able to present an amendment to the design contract with 
Mackenzie in July. 
 
With an accompanying PowerPoint presentation, Mr. Hampson provided a high-level review of 
the design schemes, beginning with Option A (p 20-24).  As proposed, this scheme would create 
a combined city hall and police facility on the corner of A Avenue and 3rd Street, adjacent to current 
City Hall.  He referred to plan diagrams in discussing Police/City Hall functions and their locations 
in the building.  With the aid of a massing model, he discussed the building’s scale and relationship 
compared to the existing city hall; he also illustrated options for entry from A Avenue, connection 
to the parking on the south, and a potential configuration of the public-access portion on the south 
and east sides.  He addressed several questions from Board members about Option A. 
 
Mr. Wheeler noted that the question of redevelopment opportunities for the current city hall site 
had been raised, specifically in light of the encumbrance on a developer having to build parking 
for the city hall.  Mr. Johnson, who had been asked to study the impacts, observed that the 
property, with existing structures, might have a value of $3.5 million.  However, an obligation to 
provide structured parking for the City’s programs next door would be an encumbrance to a 
developer in terms of residual value. He discussed a number of considerations, concluding that 
the potential residual value for the current city hall property was small and that there was a limit 
to how much a potential developer could be asked to do in providing for the new phase.  Board 
Member LaMotte discussed disadvantages of the development opportunity of the current city hall 
property, notably the long-term commitment for parking, in comparison to the eastern portion of 
the block.  He asked which of the two portions, i.e., east or west, offered the better site for a 
developer.  In extended discussion, Mr. Johnson offered a number of considerations, with 
Member LaMotte favoring the east side for development potential.  Mr. Johnson next addressed 
Member LaMotte’s question about the market for office space that the current city hall might 
offer.  While the market was now excellent, that would likely not be the case in three years, Mr. 
Johnson indicated. 
 
As requested by the Board, Mr. Wheeler reported that the team had explored an option that would 
replace City Hall in its current location, Option A West (p 96).  On the premise that it would 
replicate the proposed Option A (i.e., Option A East) on the west side, the team found that this 
would add $10 million to the cost, for two primary reasons:  (1) temporary relocation of City Hall 
services, as well as Police and LOCOM functions, with the latter involving risk of unknown 
expenses; and (2) the need to rebuild some of the structured parking to meet the parking 
requirement on the west side.  While recognizing benefits of Option A West, staff considered the 
cost differential untenable. 
 
Board Member Buck initiated discussion of the need to address the parking requirement, 
regardless of the choice between East or West options.  Member LaMotte requested additional 
data and discussed assumptions illustrating that, minus the $5.1 million for relocation in Option A 
West and with addition of $5.5 million to Option A East for parking, costs of the two were 
essentially the same, in the vicinity of $45 million.  He urged the Board to address parking 
honestly, now rather than later. 
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Mr. Jensen responded to additional questions from Member LaMotte, who was seeking apples-
to-apples cost comparisons of East and West options, including aspects of site work.  Further 
cost analysis should provide an Option A West that mirrored the Option A East building; demolition 
cost for the existing City Hall was also needed.  In ensuing discussion, Mr. Jensen advised that 
the assumptions for Option A East could not be carried straight across.  Mr. Jacobsen indicated 
that comparative data, including cost estimates, was available (p 96). 
 
Chair Studebaker asked the team if they were comfortable with the cost estimates they had 
provided for the Option A East ($40 million) and West ($50 million) scenarios.  Mr. Jacobsen 
reiterated the two primary issues, i.e., relocation and parking expense for Option A West, which 
accounted for the $10 million difference; without parking, this option would cost $45 million.  In 
continued discussion, he responded to additional questions from Member LaMotte, who 
discussed the inevitability of dealing with parking and the advisability of Option A West. 
 
Mr. Wheeler noted that it was the Board’s choice whether to address the parking now or to build 
a project that utilizes the existing parking that is available.  Member LaMotte asked the Board to 
consider the consequences of failing to address parking sooner, rather than later.  In further 
discussion, Board Member O'Neill opined that the City would never sell any of the properties, 
which have value only to the City.  He suggested that discussion of a potential sale be taken off 
the table.  Board Member Kohlhoff expressed her view that Option A West should be built; she 
concurred that both properties should be retained. 
 
Mr. Hampson reviewed Option B, consisting of a new police facility to be constructed from the 
ground up and the renovation of existing City Hall.  The approach for the police facility was to 
create a two-story building above one level of parking.  This configuration afforded a smaller 
building footprint and enabled the remaining portion of the site to be used for at-grade parking.  
Displaying plan diagrams, he discussed police functions and public areas envisioned for the upper 
floors.  For the lower level, plans included car stackers to increase the parking count.  Total square 
footage for this scheme was approximately 41,000 square feet, he noted.  Mr. Wheeler stated 
that the second component, a City Hall renovation including key rehabilitation measures, brought 
the project total to $40 million for Option B.  Reviewing the latest assessment of the building’s 
condition, he identified key problems as water intrusion and general wear and tear.  Essential 
improvements would include repair of the exterior walls, replacement of windows, doors, flooring, 
and carpeting, and adding a roof with new mechanical systems such as HVAC and elevators.  He 
also recommended that the opportunity be taken, while the building was opened up, to undertake 
measures to improve the building’s performance in a seismic event.  Though this would not bring 
the building to the standard of an essential facility nor to current code, it would be cost effective. 
 
Responding to questions from Board Member Manz, Mr. Jensen indicated that both time and 
money could be saved by relocating all City Hall functions elsewhere during renovation.  
Significant cost was associated with measures that would be required to protect the public and 
staff during construction, along with considerable other disruption.  With regard to possibilities for 
housing staff temporarily in the new police facility, Mr. Wheeler advised that this analysis had not 
yet been done. 
 
Member Buck,   recalling the determination that the building had not been built to code originally, 
reminded his colleagues of the considerable expense of bringing it up to code and asked if the 
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proposed renovation would achieve that; Mr. Wheeler indicated that it would not.  Discussion 
followed as to background of the non-compliant situation, with Mackenzie staff offering 
perspectives.  Ms. Clifford clarified that they were not conveying that there had been an 
intentional choice to avert code requirements; it was simply the finding of structural engineers, 
based on the current building and the structural drawings and code in effect at the time.  Mr. 
Lazenby asked the Board to bear in mind that the original goal was to address the space needs 
of Police and LOCOM and to address water-intrusion problems of City Hall, not to bring it up to 
modern seismic standards. 
 
Member Buck asked about relocation costs for staff under the renovation scenario.  Mr. Wheeler 
drew the Board’s attention to the Option B budget estimates prepared earlier (p 50).  He discussed 
subsequent research on leasing rates and other factors that could lead to relocation costs of $2.5 
million or more.  Mr. Olsen noted that this was also addressed in the questions from Board 
members (p 15-16). 
 
Suggestions and questions about approaches for minimizing relocation costs ensued.  Member 
O’Neill emphasized the importance of obtaining realistic estimates to enable the Board to make 
a good decision on the project.  Mr. Jacobsen described several factors that had been considered 
in preparing the estimate, which he believed provided a reasonable assumption at this point. 
 
Member LaMotte posed additional questions of compliance with code and safety/seismic 
standards under Option B; Mr. Jensen noted that the measures included in the option would 
provide minimal improvements for the city hall building, and Member LaMotte expressed 
additional concerns.  He also questioned the need for parking stackers on the level below the 
police building; Ms. Clifford explained that the stackers were included as a means of 
accommodating personal vehicles of Police and other staff there, in addition to Police vehicles; 
an option without stackers also had been provided.  After expressing additional concerns about 
the expenditure of $11.5 million for a renovation that did not achieve code compliance, Member 
LaMotte acknowledged that a floor-by-floor approach would apparently not be feasible. 
 
Member O'Neill observed that the cost estimate for roof replacement appeared high (p 46).  Mr. 
Jensen responded to related questions, discussing elements of the detail (p 48) and emphasizing 
that the team had obtained pricing for the three largest risk elements of the renovation:  removal 
and replacement of the façade and new mechanical.  The team was very confident in their 
estimates in those key areas, he stated.  While the price of roofing itself showed volatility, he 
indicated that the estimates overall were realistic.  Member O’Neill reiterated his concern that 
the Board have estimates that were not inflated to ensure that they could make the 
renovate/rebuild decision that was in citizens’ best interests. 
 
In response to Mr. Wheeler’s call for further questions on Option B relocation, Member LaMotte 
asked about the extent of the search for options; he stated that Board members wished to avoid 
paying full-market rates to lease space or for buildouts that would be used only for two years.  He 
suggested various space options, including trailers on the site and future availability at the 
Marylhurst University campus, and questioned the wisdom of buildouts in the current office-space 
market.  Regardless of the project option chosen, relocation would be involved, and he stated that 
the costs could be reduced and other solutions could be found. 
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While acknowledging that the estimated relocation costs were probably conservative, Mr. 
Lazenby differentiated these estimates, which had been prepared for purposes of decision 
making, from the subsequent efforts that staff would make to minimize actual costs.  For logistical 
reasons, staff strongly preferred the shorter-term move of City Hall employees to trying to move 
Police and LOCOM.  Option B relocation costs were clearly lower, he noted. 
 
Member LaMotte outlined requirements for the LOCOM operation as he and other Board 
members understood them:  a secure space with sophisticated technology requirements that 
would accommodate two or three dispatchers at a time.  He suggested that currently-unused 
space at the Maintenance Center would offer a good relocation option for LOCOM.  In ensuing 
discussion, Mr. Lazenby and Mr. Wheeler identified concerns about necessary connection of 
microwave and CenturyLink phone lines and inadequate space for the dispatch consoles.  
Member LaMotte indicated that opportunities at the site remained to be explored. 
 
Captain Jorgensen clarified that three to four dispatchers work concurrently, with four being the 
full staffing level.  The more important issue is the agreement with Clackamas County whereby 
LOCOM serves as the County’s back-up dispatch center.  This requires the availability of a total 
of six consoles, as well as the necessary equipment to operate them.  With the additional technical 
requirements of server rooms in close proximity, he indicated, this was a significant undertaking 
for an 18-month relocation.  Member LaMotte clarified that his proposal was for a permanent 
relocation. 
 
Captain Jorgensen recommended strongly against separating the Police Department and 
LOCOM operations, noting that the Department manages LOCOM, unlike other emergency 
dispatch centers that are self-managed.  Board Member Gudman expressed agreement and 
also opined that the Board should avoid moving Police and LOCOM more than once.  Member 
Kohlhoff indicated that a second move, if necessary, would be acceptable in her view.  Member 
Manz asked if additional staff would be necessary with Police and LOCOM at separate locations, 
and how this compared to self-managed dispatch centers.  Captain Jorgensen described 
differences in governance and emphasized the integral role of LOCOM in serving the city’s needs 
through close physical proximity and management by the Police Department.  He also discussed 
how LOCOM functions as a mini-emergency operations center.  The effectiveness of this and 
other synergy would be lost or reduced, and additional staff could be needed, he indicated. 
 
Mr. Wheeler next drew the Board’s attention to the comparison matrix showing Options A and B 
(p 52-53) and noted that both options essentially met the $40 million budget.  With regard to the 
East/West discussion, he reiterated that relocation was the key driver for higher cost of Option A 
West.  He echoed Mr. Lazenby’s commitment to achieving maximum efficiency with relocation 
space, for either option.  It was anticipated that the team would be able to tighten up the budget 
somewhat, possibly offering opportunities to explore sustainability and cross-laminated timber.  
 
At Member O'Neill’s request, Mr. Wheeler and Mr. Humphreys clarified the “usable” square 
footage, i.e., excluding parking, shown in the matrix (p 52); in essence, the two options were 
comparable, with Option A at 60,000 and Option B at 58,000. 
 
Mr. Wheeler reviewed the team’s recognition early in the process of a high-performing building 
as an important value; this had been reinforced by Board and community input.  Despite the 
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budget factors, solar would be part of either the new city hall or police facility, he noted.  It would 
be the project team’s objective to reinvest any cost savings, e.g., relocation expense, in measures 
that would extend the life of the building or achieve a higher level of performance.  In concluding, 
he confirmed that both the project team and staff supported either of the options, A (East) and B, 
and were prepared to move forward with expediency.  Subject to the Board’s direction, they would 
anticipate groundbreaking in the summer of 2019. 
 
Member Kohlhoff expressed reservations about the project options and concern about the use 
of urban renewal funds for a purpose that she does not regard as urban renewal.  She advocated 
that the first step be consideration of the block as a whole.  In spite of possible temporary 
disruption and even additional cost, the outcome would be a better product that better serves the 
community.  She expressed full support for dealing now with all of the issues, specifically the 
parking, as recommended by Member LaMotte.  She confirmed that her inclination was to support 
Option A West because it opens up possibilities that will better benefit the city in the long run. 
 
Member O'Neill stated that an important factor in deciding between Option A East and Option B 
for him would be ensuring accuracy of the cost and square footage numbers; in particular, he 
questioned that for the same price, a new building with 2,000 more square feet of space could be 
built.  An apples-to-apples comparison was needed to determine whether or not demolition of the 
existing city hall would escalate the cost estimate for Option A East, in which case he would favor 
Option B. Mr. Jensen and Ms. Clifford reviewed the square-footage calculations, net of parking, 
advising that Option A East would provide 60,000 square feet and Option B would provide 58,000. 
 
Member LaMotte expressed his opposition to Option A East, citing several concerns, including 
convoluted access to the parking and his objection to investment in the existing city hall building 
that would not be code compliant and is substandard in various other ways.  His preference was 
for a campus approach.  He also requested more discussion and consideration of his relocation 
suggestions, notably siting of LOCOM at the Maintenance Center; neither the relocation cost nor 
the co-location of Police and LOCOM should be “the tail wagging the dog” in this decision, he 
asserted.  Additional refinements were needed first, but his preference was for Option A West. 
 
After confirming the additional 2,000 square feet provided by Option A East versus B and their 
comparable cost estimates, Chair Studebaker indicated that Option A East now looked better to 
him.  He expressed his support for Captain Jorgensen’s recommendation that the Police and  
LOCOM continue to be located together. 
 
Members O’Neill and Manz inquired about costs for demolition of the current city hall building.  
Mr. Olsen advised that this was estimated at $550,000. 
 
Member Gudman expressed agreement with those who did not favor Option A East because of 
the associated parking issues.  The points raised by Mr. Johnson with respect to the valuation 
and retention of the current City Hall property for some unknown period of time also factored into 
his decision.  At $50 million, A West was not acceptable; the only potential funding for the 
additional $10 million would involve going to the voters, which he stated was not a good idea in 
view of other matters that the City Council would be considering.  By process of elimination he 
therefore was prepared to choose Option B at this time.  He made note of the trade-off risk 
between Options A East and B:  the unknown costs of remodeling City Hall in Option B versus 
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the parking risk of Option A.  In brief follow-up discussion, Chair Studebaker asked about 
possibilities for retaining the City Hall property, perhaps to address the parking issue.  Member 
Gudman stated that his comments had been based on the assumption that the plan would be to 
encumber a future purchaser with parking on it.  If instead the alternative was for the City to retain 
the property, likely for parking, he could support Option A East.  
 
Member O'Neill noted that, under that scenario, an additional piece of information would be 
needed:  cost of leveling the site to accommodate underground parking, perhaps with some form 
of park above and drive-in/drive-out access to the new city hall. Mr. Jacobsen offered comments 
from the taxpayer’s perspective on the parking, and discussion followed.  He noted that if it was 
decided to proceed with Option A East, the result would be a new city hall and police facility, with 
parking available immediately.  After five years, if nothing was done with the existing City Hall 
property, no more money had been spent for the new city hall and police facility. 
 
Member Buck discussed the importance of making the best use of the current City Hall property; 
leaving it vacant would support neither that objective nor the purpose of urban renewal.  He 
opposed Option B because of his objection to a rehabilitation of the current City Hall that does 
not bring the building to a safe, secure standard.   He expressed support for Captain Jorgensen’s 
position on maintaining the operational efficiency of adjacent Police and LOCOM functions; 
however, he did not oppose a temporary move prior to moving the two back together, if necessary.  
Regardless of the configuration on either east or west sides, his priority was to have the block 
programmed in a way that best utilized the existing parking and the remaining urban renewal 
dollars.  A building constructed to current standards and a partner for programming the block 
should be the focus.  He would support moving forward with an Option A, either East or West, 
that would eliminate the remaining unknowns, he indicated. 
 
Member Gudman observed that it did not appear there was majority support for Option A West.  
Member Manz, noting that she had decided earlier in favor of Option B, now recognized other 
opportunities presented by Option A East, as well as by retaining the current City Hall property 
for demolition/parking possibilities and potential partnering for other purposes. 
 
Chair Studebaker moved to pursue Option A East. Board Member O’Neill seconded the 
motion. 
 
Member LaMotte discussed his concerns that the City would need to address parking with regard 
to the current City Hall property, one way or another.  Use of the key “Main Street” corner at A 
Avenue and 4th Street for parking was an issue of poor urban design; it was likely better suited as 
a park or plaza.  The current city hall building should be demolished, and no other investment 
should be made in it.  A better connection from parking to the city hall was needed.  He reiterated 
his view that costs of the east and west versions of Option A were the same, $45 million.  Option 
A West, with additional refinement, was his strong preference. 
 
Member O'Neill, reminding the group of the $40 million available to spend, asked if the team 
preferred to focus on one option, rather than three, coming out of this study session.  This 
appeared to be the desired direction.  Following brief discussion about potential modifications to 
the motion, Chair Studebaker clarified that the motion on the floor was to accept Option A East 
as presented. 
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