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Introduction

The City Manager’s Proposed budget was released April 18.  The Budget Committee, made up of the
City Council and seven appointed citizens, will review, discuss, and recommend their budget to the
Council.  The City Council is scheduled to adopt a final budget on June 4. 

The Budget Committee is scheduled to meet April 25, May 2 and May 9 at 6:00 in City Hall.   The
Budget Committee encourages citizens to learn about proposed changes to the budget and to provide
input.  Citizen comment is taken at both the beginning and end of the meeting. Attending the
meetings and providing direct input is very useful to the process.  If you are not able to attend a
meeting, an online opportunity is available here through Open City Hall for each meeting.  

This online comment period is for the May 2, 6:00 meeting at City Hall.
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As of May  1, 2013,  1:56 PM, this forum had:
Attendees: 99
Participants: 14
Minutes of Public Comment: 42

10 participants posted comments
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Janine Dunphy inside Lake Grove April 30, 2013,  7:59 PM

Dear Budget Committee:
It is encouraging to see the reductions of non-core services and FTE’s proposed by City Manager
Coffee.  I am in favor of all of them and believe even more could be considered.
In my comments at last week’s Budget meeting, I recommended eliminating any exercise/wellness
classes that are or would be conducted at the Adult Center.  To reiterate – LO is fortunate to have
several excellent health clubs, all of which have classes specifically developed for seniors.   Any
resident who is Medicare eligible and having a MedAdvantage plan from Providence, Kaiser or
Regence has full access to a health club.  In addition, those living in Mountain Park and all senior
retirement centers have health and fitness classes where they live.  I do not believe it is the role of
government to compete with the private sector on anything, especially in the specialized area of
senior health.  That whole aspect of the Adult Center’s efforts and goals should be eliminated and
handled by the professionals in the private sector in Lake Oswego.
In addition, please see that all of the the funds in the Oregon Community Foundation, dedicated to the
ACC,  are used for critical necessities for seniors, such as meals.  In the 1940’s when Senior Centers
first came into being,  the intent was to help low income seniors with basic services.  As with any
government program, that intent has changed and expanded over the years.  I have long believed that
the ACC should go back to the basics and serve only the social service needs of the neediest seniors
in our community.  By doing so, we could certainly reduce their staffing even further than the one
person proposed.  As it is, our staffing far exceeds that of any Center of comparable size and of
Centers serving many more lower income seniors than we have in Lake Oswego.
Please continue to focus on needs versus wants in all departments and services.  I thank all of you for
your efforts.

Name not shown inside Evergreen April 29, 2013,  7:04 AM

My only comment at this time is that, though no one likes to pay them, taxes are necessary to provide
the quality of life we all enjoy.  I believe it would be a mistake to lower the property tax rate as
proposed.  That relataively small cut for every homeowner ($50.00 a year for a home valued at
$350.00) would result in a big loss of City revenue that we can ill afford.  Likewise, any rebate to
residents linked to the water bill is also not advisable.  That money will undoubtedly be needed in the
future. I believe most of us live in Lake Oswego because we enjoy the amenities the City provides and
we should be willing to pay for them.   Core services (including the oft-mentioned street maintenance)
are not what distinguish Lake Oswego and make it a great place to live.

1 Supporter

Name not shown inside Lake Grove April 28, 2013,  6:13 PM

I want to commend the budget committee for the meeting held April 25.  It was informative and well
managed.  There are a few items I would like to address about things I heard during that meeting that
concerned me.
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1. The proposed $100 water rebate per utility bill sponsored by Mr. Goodman with suggested funding
from the Wasterwater Fund Balance is not worth pursuing. My water bill this month was about $200.
While I appreciate the gesture from Mr. Goodman....please keep the money for when it is needed to
build or repair something later.

2. Please take any taxes due to the City. Don't create a crisis when there is not one. Look at
annexation.

3. The golf course is so close to being self sustaining.  The budget committee mentioned the transfers
in from the general fund, but did not address the transfers out to the general fund. Please review both
over the past few years and perhaps cancel both in and out transfers. Let the golf course sustain itself
like any other business. The general fund has taken money from the golf course for years. It was great
when golf was booming. Not so anymore. The suggestion of outsourcing is insane in that this
operation runs on bare bones as it is with a manager/promoter/golf pro/instructor/front desk operator
keeping it all going. The City would have to pay to outsource this operation.

4. When you mention a Parks budget of $9M with a revenue stream of only $1.7M - $1.9M, please
keep in mind what makes up those numbers....the maintenance and upkeep of Foothills, Millennium,
Roehr, Sundeleaf, Westlake, the Walugas and the rest of the 600+ acres of parks and open spaces,
school athletic fields, and city beautification sites brings in $0. The cost of buying 455 Furnace and
the expenses charged to Parks for permits, research, etc. equalling almost $35K add to the expenses
of the Parks department with $0 revenue. The cost of putting on summer concerts, 4th of July
celebration, movies in the park, Farmers' Market and more is huge with miniscule return on revenue.
Both the Skate Park and the Swim Park yield little to no revenue. Luscher Farm and surrounding
properties return little revenue but require management and customer coordination.  When
suggesting that the sports division within Parks is a drain, keep in mind that the almost $100,000
revenues in Athletic Field Fees annually is budgeted at the Parks Department level, so the Sports
Division does not enjoy the benefit of that revenue in the view of its revenues and expenses. 

Mr. Budget Chairman, please understand what you are looking at before rash statements are made.

5. Finally, while we all love baseball, consider what the Parks department needs doing (based on
existing priorities) before shelling out $90K-100K to the "out of the blue request" from Little League
and Pacer ball.

Looking forward to the next meeting. Thanks for caring and sharing.

Name not shown inside Old Town April 28, 2013,  1:02 PM

It would be of great benefit to the City of Lake Oswego citizens to maintain the current level of City
Services including existing City Staff - even if that means increasing taxes a bit or charging fees for
services.  Our services, parks facilities and recreation opportunities are part of what distinguishes this
great community from others in the region. 
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Part of that level of City service is the completion of a Comprehensive Plan that is indeed
comprehensive and aspirational and not just selective to political desires.

Another important aspect of level of service is planning for the future of the city.  This includes
maintaining the Urban Renewable staff and activities so that the agency can plan for future growth
like Foothills in an inspiring and economically feasible fashion.   

It is also important to consider the community in the broader context of the region.  As LO citizens
age in place, it will be critical to provide alternate transportation modes such as the transit link to
Portland.

Thank you for listening.

1 Attachment
https://pd-oth.s3.amazonaws.com/production/uploads/attachments/11e6gnrtgxao.57q/blob (38.6 KB)

Name not shown inside Lake Grove April 27, 2013,  9:31 PM

We totally agree with the posting from "Inside McVey-South Shore".  It appears to us that all too often
proposals to destroy civic buildings are quick off the mark.  Is the problem deferred maintenance and
a some dating of a structure the reason to tear down and start over?  Our city hall is only 21 years old
and the citizens are told we need to tear down and start over.  Really?  As stated quite well we could
solve this problem more cheaply by some creative thinking.  Our citizens elected new council
members and a new mayor in the last election to implement better fiscal policies and sounder
judgements about what the city is under taking.  We have the previous mayor and council members
complaining already about how the city is going to be dragged down for not following the policies that
were the norm under their administrations.  We would like to see Mayor Studebaker and the new
council have an opportunity to place the city under sounder fiscal policies and a better managing or
our monies.  No more new high schools with severe problems that cost the taxpayer large sums of
money.  Where was the project manager for this building?  Did you wonder why the library proposal
went down to defeat?  We should not put viable commercial enterprises out of business so buildings
more in keeping with "the Lake Oswego image" could be constructed along with a parking garage.
The library yes--commercial businesses no.  Urban renewal districts should also not be used to
construct civic buildings.  Lake Oswego already loses hundreds of thousands of dollars for our school
district due to the urban renewal districts we already have.

2 Supporters

Robert LrChevallier inside Forest Highlands April 27, 2013,  4:05 PM

The best way to pay for increasing infrastructure costs ( water, sewer, roads) is to increase the tax
base.  Lake Oswego has a reputation of being difficult for developers even for quality projects that
improve our community.  (For example it took 18 months of process to approve the replacement
school and parish center for Our Lady of the Lake which adds to the costs of development).
Streamline the development process and let companies and developers know that we are open for
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business.  West Linn is adding economic development not cutting it. We have opportunities to
continue redevelopment of our downtown with the proposal for the Wizer block pending in front of
LORA on May 7th. (Retail and luxury apartments). 

We should continue pursuing development of Foothills as a long range benefit for the city.
Concentrate density in the core commercial areas downtown and Boones Ferry and not in the single
family neighborhoods.

Lake Oswegans  want to stay in the community when they downsize freeing their large home for
families with school age children. Create more opportunities for senior housing close to stores,
churches and public transportation.  Our budget priorities should reflect our vision for the community.
Otherwise the existing tax and rate payers will shoulder all of the burden of the needed infrastructure
improvements.

2 Supporters

Gerry Good inside Evergreen April 27, 2013,  2:31 PM

Here are some thoughts for additional steps to control rising personnel costs. 
Do a whole organization study of our city government particularly focusing on spans of control and
reporting relationships; it would be a great project for the new City Manager. There will likely be
opportunities to "flatten the organization" and combine positions (particularly managerial) so that cost
is reduced while the organization becomes more responsive and lower cost. Challenge someone to
produce savings, not endorse the status quo. Managers can easily manage 6 or more people
depending on the nature of the work; what is the City's actual number of people managed at each
level in the organization?
Have an organizational person (I hate to say this but most likely a consultant is needed) to build a "do
more" attitude and increase productivity among City employees. Many city workers I observe routinely
could be way more productive. Evaluating outsourcing of certain functions and giving city employees
the opportunity to "bid" on the work will help reveal just how low the productivity actually is.
Do more with less consultants. Almost every "project" that is discussed in public brings a call for a
consultant. City employees need to be challenged to do more on their own. If when I was working I
dared to mention a consultant for a project in my field of expertise I would have been given a series of
dirty looks if not more (I know I mentioned consultant above but that is one with expertise I doubt the
City has).

Name not shown inside Old Town April 27, 2013, 12:21 PM

It is time to increase regular funding for the Street Maintenance Program. I disagree that you should
reduce the rate of property taxes so bills remain steady...this then leads you to the " unsustainable"
budget. I am happy to pay for ongoing maintenance AND improvements to our city. Costs for services
rise. Why do you think the services we receive from the City are not worth their cost?  Hold the line on
parks, library, etc. It is time to negotiate for more cost participation in health care by our police and fire
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personnel. And time for all the budget tighteners to head to Salem and get some real PERS reform.
Firing people and cutting programs we want in Lake Oswego is wrong- headed.

1 Supporter

Name not shown inside McVey-South Shore April 27, 2013,  7:44 AM

I question all the "tear down" plans for the SS fire station, City Hall and the Maintenance Building.  If
the decision threshold for tearing down and building new is whether a building is over 40 or so years
old, then many LO homeowners should be leveling our homes!  This is, of course, ludicrous.  Is the
difference that homeowners and taxpayers use our own money while government uses somebody
elses!  Please reconsider this basic premise which drives so much of our public debt/spending. If you
consider this "tear down" approach flawed then the following should also be reconsidered:

1.  What about the current SS Firestation does not work?  It is the least used station of all the LO fire
stations.  Also, if we are honest, only about a third of fire calls are related to smoke or fire while the
rest are EMT calls which should not require the big fire engines and all the cost that goes with the
multiple responders.  

2. City Hall:  Yikes, does anyone read the expensive engineers facilities reports???  City Hall was
deemed safe and repairable by the report of several years ago, yet the official thinking has forged on
with the desire to build a new one at great expense and taxpayer debt.  The "mold" problem was also
addressed in the report and considered to be solvable yet nothing has been done.  Instead, officials
wait until they can claim dire health reasons in order to get a new building.  The other justification for a
new City Hall is space.  But if the Police and 911 (which we used to contract out) were to be moved
into a public safety building (perhaps constructed along with a refurbed SS Firestation on that
property) then the space issue would be moot.

3.  I just don't understand the need for a NEW maintenance building.  My bet is that this idea could
easily fall into the aforementioned "tear down" mentality.  The perception is that there has been not
enough maintenance taking place on our city facilities and properties, and it has nothing to do with
NEEDING a new building but more to do with WANTING a new building.  It may be that the
Maintenance Building could use some maintenance itself.  Try approaching whatever problems that
genuinely exist with the idea of "making do" rather than "making new". 

3 Supporters

Craig Stephens inside Old Town April 26, 2013,  8:45 PM

Suggestions regarding the Proposed Budget Decision Packages
1.)	Do not add $50,000 to the Street Operations budget to establish a right-of-way tree and vegetation
maintenance program, but instead continue to remove dead limbs and potentially hazardous growth
patterns as part of normal operations with a “hot-line” for residents to use to notify the city of required
maintenance and hazard removal.  There is no way to establish that a vegetation maintenance
program contributes in a positive way to “natural resource functions that should be protected and
enhanced” so there are no success criteria and there is no way to validate such a claim!  There is
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also a possibility of unintended consequences of over-spray of toxic chemicals as has been
experienced in the past.  Pruning and replacement of street or right-of-way trees should be done
using existing resources in light of the budget constraints relative to other needed programs.
2.)	Do not “hire a consultant” for $80,000 to “assist the City’s natural resource planner in the
reevaluation of lands currently mapped as sensitive lands and in the preparation of materials for
presentation of an alternative program to Metro” until or unless there are success criteria associated
with the expenditure.  There appear to be several reasons why this would be a waste of money and a
“dead-end” project, starting with the need for any “sensitive lands” program to be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and in particular Goal 5 as amended to include the Metro Titles, 3 and 13 in
particular.  As can be seen with Damascus (LCDC demanding that they specifically meet the
Statewide Planning Goals with Metro bringing the case), the compliance required by LCDC is to meet
the statewide planning goals, in this case Goal 5.  Metro will oppose the Plan if that is not done.  Goal
5 requires an “inventory”, not “overlays”.  The inventory should include community-agreed and
necessary Open Space and it should also include a Map showing riparian areas.  This can be done
by Staff.  The proposal to Metro would then be that Lake Oswego will implement Goal 5 for protecting
and enhancing those areas and clearly state this implementation in the Comprehensive Plan.  At that
point, about a year down the road, after adoption of the Comprehensive Plan Update,  a consultant
could be hired, if necessary(!) to help write development code that reflects the Comprehensive Plan
without undue burden on property owners or developers.  The success criteria for this effort would be
clear, it would need to meet Council and Planning approvals and it would replace the overlays and
present regulations with ones that actually meet the Comprehensive Plan requirements.  But first the
Comprehensive Plan must be adopted with the inventory and map and a way to implement on-going
changes to that inventory and map.  I would (of course, as you would expect I would say!) strongly
suggest that the Natural Resources Advisory Board be tasked with maintaining the inventory and map
in conjunction with staff to keep it current and per Council direction.   
3.)	Instead of eliminating positions charged with the responsibility of promoting sustainability, redirect
these positions to carry out the City’s Sustainability Policy in measureable ways, namely as a
volunteer coordinator.  (Cost for FY13-14 $62,000; for FY14-15 $108,000.)  Specifically, for one
element of this job, the Lake Oswego Sustainability Policy has, as a key element, maintaining
Integrated Pest Management (IPM).  Ivan Anderholm has stated that the contract services and city
personnel are meeting a version of Integrated Pest Management but the bill passing through Salem
now (HB3364) establishes Oregon State University (Agricultural faculty, Dr. Jepson in particular) as
the coordination point for IPM and implements a new definition, namely “science-based” IPM that
protects children, pets and the environment with best management practices.  It is suggested that the
new “sustainability/volunteer coordinator/IPM-oversight-and-training position” would coordinate with
OSU IPM and have oversight and help with training for pesticide (training for application is in the
annual budget at $12,000 per year) and other harmful chemical applications and provide field inspect
as to stream pollution, erosion abatement and watershed management so that public property in Lake
Oswego would set a good example.  Help with writing applications for grants for such things as
Metro’s Nature in Neighborhoods program would be another duty of this position.  (Iron Mountain,
Springbrook, Woodmont and Luscher all have home-grown volunteer efforts that need help and
coordination and have been asking for this for years!  The success criteria for this position would be in
terms of the value of the number of hours of volunteers.  Every volunteer group in Lake Oswego, even
beyond the Friends groups, has been asking for this position for years and the payoff is many times
the cost and will replace expenditures for outside contractors while still providing an active
sustainability program but one that is now measureable in equivalent dollars and hours of work to
actively enhance the community rather than simply “educational” in nature. 
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Comments on the idea of selling properties that are surplus:  1) As mentioned, sale of properties that
are deeded or that were acquired as Open Space require the proceeds to be spent on similar
properties and improvements.  2) Properties that were previously identified as Open Space and as
Goal 5 protected because the community designated that they had necessary natural resources have
been reclassified as PNA (Parks and Natural Areas) but in fact there was never a community debate
on removing Goal 5 protections.  I would suggest that in addition to a public hearing per the new
disposal policy for parks that at least the Natural Resource Advisory Board, if not a committee of
citizens, be allowed to investigate the community feeling as to the desire or lack of desire to protect
such a property before disposing or selling it.  3) There is really no need for large CIP expenditures.
Those indicated in the Parks Plan 2025 (referred to on page I-5 of the Proposed Budget) and the
Luscher Area Master Plan was not considered by the committees that aided in putting these plans
together.  The projected price tags for the proposed improvements are far beyond anything that is
necessary to simply maintain the open spaces as a natural area.  (As a reference for cost-effective
open space and natural area restoration, and for using Integrated Pest Management while doing it, I
suggest noting examples of the work Metro has done in areas where one of the objectives was to
reduce the management costs long term.)   Please consider these factors before selling any open
space properties that are “unused” but valuable as natural areas for public enjoyment for now and
future generations.

Comment on selling the WEB:  1) It is clear that we need and use this building right now, not to
mention in the future, and we need the north end of the property for building a new police/911
seismically secure building in a cost effective manner.  2) It is also clear that some consider this a
horrible on-going waste of money and will try to make anyone deciding to keep the building and utilize
it regret their decision.  Since the Council has determined to resolve the question this year, I suggest
you come up with some way to threaten to split the baby and hope that this will finally move the
community to understand that one of these two opinions has to be set aside.  I would suggest that the
money involved is not the most important part of this decision, doing the right thing is.

Comment on Economic Development:  As Chair Berg said clearly, the objectives have to be set and
measurable results monitored in order to pursue economic development.  To add to that I would
suggest an integrated approach with building on the platform of successful companies already in Lake
Oswego and on the educational expertise of nearby institutions of higher learning.  To be more
specific I suggest that economic development be anything but ignored and that it target a type of
business that builds family-wage jobs.  The healthcare industry and computer graphics industry are
two areas represented in Lake Oswego now that would make a good starting target for
knowledgeable and sustained economic development efforts.  

In short I think some thought should be given to strengthening Economic Development, focusing it
and measuring results.  Lack of results should not justify “pulling the plug”.  Lack of results should
lead to questions about the target and level of effort and generate renewed and continuing effort.
Easy to say, hard to do.  But since we have more than our share of both higher learning institutions
nearby and existing successful companies here in Lake Oswego, we know we can do it if we set our
mind to it.  Please make sure this is adequately funded in the budget including self-measurement and
management by objectives.    I believe that City Manager Coffee has said that the budget is adequate
for this but oversight seems missing now. 
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Overall Comment:  Thank you for providing clarity and allowing comment.  This is admirable as is the
process of deliberation by the Citizen’s Budget Committee.  Thank you!

2 Supporters
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Proposed Budget 2013‐14 
Committee Questions and Requests for Additional Information 

May 2, 2013 

QUESTION/REQUEST  ASKED BY/ 
MADE BY 

RESPONSE / COMMENTS 

Were Endowment funds taken 
into account for the ACC? 

BC Member 
Jackie Manz 

The Adult Community Center (ACC) is budgeted to take $7,000 in distribution from 
the ACC Endowment.  More information about the Endowments can also be found on 
pages 114, 118 and 119 of the Proposed Budget binder. 

Could we have more 
information about the purpose 
for and the value of the City’s 
sustainability work? 

BC Member 
Chris Ramey 

Please see memo from Susan Millhauser, see Attachment A. 

What under‐utilized properties 
could the City sell to generate 
resources? 

Councilor 
Skip O’Neill 

Please see memo by David Donaldson, see Attachment B. 

If more resources are moved 
into Streets, can more projects 
be implemented with existing 
staffing? 

Councilor 
Donna Jordan 

If the Budget Committee allocates additional dollars to the street fund for additional 
street improvements in 2013‐14, staff will reallocate personnel to ensure that the 
improvements are completed in the fiscal year. Depending on the total amount 
allocated, contract services may need to be obtained to complete the work on time. 

What are the utility fee trends 
and how do they compare to 
other jurisdictions? 

 

BC Member 
Jackie Manz 

Please see Excerpt from our Master Fees & Charges booklet, see Attachment G.1. 
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How did the Lake Oswego 
Tigard Water Partnership 
budget presented at the 
Oversight Committee differ 
from the Proposed Budget? 

Councilor 
Karen 
Bowerman 

The Proposed Budget includes the most current plan of one $101 million debt issue in 
FY2013‐14, while the budget presented at the Oversight Committee included a first 
(of two) debt issue of $80 million for FY2012‐13.  The Proposed Budget also reflects 
the current change of presenting Internal Fees for Service in Materials & Services, and 
not in the Transfers, a change in expenditure category only and not in amount.  See 
also Attachment C. 

Are Library District 
distributions changing and 
does this pose a risk to the 
City? 

Councilor 
Donna Jordan 

Library District distributions are not changing and the County has committed to 
funding the Library Network in next year’s County Budget at the level requested by 
member libraries. Thus there is no impact to the Lake Oswego budget. 

 

How is the 14%/16% 
Contingency/Ending Fund 
Balance Reserve in the General 
Fund computed? 

BC Member 
Craig Prosser 

The percentages are computed on each year’s operating budget, where capital outlay 
is not considered to be an operating item.  Therefore, the operating budget includes 
Personnel Services, Materials & Services, Operating Transfers, and any debt service 
payments.  (The Building Permit Center and certain unusual one‐time amounts were 
not included.)  The combined percentage of 30% represents 110 days of the City’s 
average annual expenditures.  This is a larger reserve than many Cities have available, 
but best practices have also considered 180 days worth of a reserve as an appropriate 
level in economically uncertain times. 

What are the benefits and 
purposed of Lake Oswego’s 
Economic Development 
Program? 

 

 

 

 

General  Please see Memo by Brant Williams, see Attachment D. 
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Professional and Technical 
Services come in at $713,000 
excluding Golf, Tennis, ACC & 
Public Art.  The Budget Notes 
offer explanations ‐ bank fees, 
analysis and reports for 
technical park issues and 
monitoring, repairs ‐ a great 
grouping of expenses.  What 
are the line item amounts for 
each category?  

BC Member 
Jackie Manz 

Please see spreadsheet from Ivan Anderholm, see Attachment E. 

To whom does Parks & Rec pay 
property taxes to and how 
much?   

BC Member 
Jackie Manz 

Parks pays Property Taxes on a Cell tower site within Westlake Park. This fiscal year the cost 
was $2,900, paid out Parks Acquisition and Development department. 
 FY2013‐14 Budget is $3k. 

Additional Fees and Leases Parks has paid in 2012‐13 fiscal year from Parks Mgmt – Misc 
Expenses are: 

The Lake Corp annual dues for two lots $6,950. 

Lease to the Oregon Department of State Lands for three docks along the Willamette River 
$2,600. 

Regarding the LOTWP, 
proposed staff at 8 FTE: Will 
additional staff be added in 
2014?  If so, what would the 
positions be?   

BC Member 
Jackie Manz 

I assume that you mean the proposed budget for 2014‐15? There should not be any 
increase in FTE’s. In fact, there will probably be a reduction since the bulk of the 
construction will be occurring in 2013‐14. With the completion of the project in 2016 
all of the FTE’s will be eliminated. 

What are the costs and 
benefits of privatizing Golf? 

BC Member 
Charles Collins 

Please refer to Attachment F. 
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List of questions  BC Member 
Craig Prosser 

Please refer to Attachment  G. 

List of questions  BC Member 
Kathleen 
Taylor 

Please refer to Attachment H. 

List of questions  Councilor 
Karen 
Bowerman 

Please refer to Attachment  I. 

 



 

 
 

 
 

503.635.0291 380 A Avenue PO Box 369 Lake Oswego, OR 97034 www.ci.oswego.or.us 

TO: Kent Studebaker, Mayor 
 Members of the City Council 
 David Berg, Chair 
 Members of the Budget Committee 
 Tom Coffee, City Manager 
 
CC: Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager 
 
FROM: Susan Millhauser, Sustainability Coordinator  
 City Manager’s Office 
 
SUBJECT: Summary of Sustainability Program Accomplishments  
 
DATE: April 30, 2013 
 
 
The City began a formal sustainability program in 2005 by creating a career part-time staff 
position to coordinate and plan initiatives across the City organization. Prior to 2005, while the 
City Council and staff had identified and implemented individual sustainability projects, the 
approach was opportunistic rather than strategic, and there was no coordination across the 
organization as existing staff did not have time to identify, prioritize, and manage additional 
projects, seek grant funding for project implementation, and track and report on progress.  
 
Since creating a sustainability position1, the City has successfully identified and implemented 
many strategic sustainability projects, with the goal of achieving triple bottom line outcomes 
that benefit the natural environment through resource conservation, save money, and 
contribute to community livability and employee health. The following is a brief summary of 
major program accomplishments, with links listed for additional information. 
 
Developed a Sustainability Plan for City Operations and Established Systems to Track Progress. 
With extensive input from a staff steering committee from across the City organization, the 

                                                      
1 The sustainability position was originally classified as Sustainability Planner and the position was housed in the 
Community Development Department. In 2009 the position was reclassified as Sustainability Coordinator and the 
position moved into the City Manager’s Office. In addition to coordinating and accessing resources for overall 
programs, the Sustainability Coordinator brings technical skills and expertise in the fields of energy efficiency, 
renewable energy, climate change, transportation options, employee commute options, and waste reduction and 
recycling to the City organization. 
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Sustainability Coordinator led the development of a sustainability plan for City operations, 
guided by the following vision: 
 

"A sustainable Lake Oswego is a community that meets the vital human needs of the 
present without compromising our ability to meet future needs. This requires 
consideration of both long-term and short-term effects on ecological, economic, and 
community systems. Operating sustainably means that we are leaving a legacy for the 
community of Lake Oswego and the planet." 

 

The City Council adopted the Sustainability Plan for City Operations in late 2007, which included 
action areas focused on energy and transportation (building and infrastructure energy, fleet, 
employee commute); water conservation; waste reduction and recycling; and procurement 
(purchasing and contracting). Additional action areas were also identified to address employee 
education and involvement and toxics reduction/pollution prevention; teams were kicked-off in 
2010 in these areas. In 2010, a report detailing progress toward Plan goals, accomplishments 
made in 2008 and 2009, and actions for 2010-2011 was completed. It included input from City 
staff and executive team, and was presented to the Sustainability Advisory Board (SAB) and City 
Council for review and approval. The 2007 Sustainability Plan and subsequent progress reports 
and related presentations are available here: 
https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/sustainability-plan-city-operations.  
 
The Sustainability Coordinator is currently drafting an updated progress report covering 2009-
2012 for review and input from staff, Sustainability Advisory Board, and the City Council. A 
presentation of the Progress Report is planned for the Sustainability Advisory Board’s May 2013 
meeting. While the Progress Report is still in draft format, several pages from the draft showing 
initial results in the energy and transportation action areas are included as Attachment A to this 
document to provide several examples of how the City has progressed in this action area 
(please note this is still a work in progress and only some pages are included).  
 
Water Conservation Specialist Position Created and Filled. In 2007, to lead implementation of 
the water conservation component of the City’s approved Water Management and 
Conservation Plan, the City’s Public Works/Engineering Division created and filled a water 
conservation specialist position. The provision of drinking water to Lake Oswego citizens and for 
City operations requires a large amount of electricity to pump, treat, and distribute drinking 
water, thus conservation of water leads to reduction in energy use and cost savings for the City. 
The Sustainability Coordinator works closely with the City’s Water Conservation Specialist on 
projects of mutual benefit to the City and community in this area. 

 
Council Formed a Community Sustainability Advisory Board. In 2008, the City Council approved 
the formation of a community-based Sustainability Advisory Board. The request to form a 
Sustainability Advisory Board came from members of the City’s Natural Resources Advisory 
Board who wished to look at broader issues related to sustainability, such as energy and climate 
change, waste prevention and recycling, and community action. The mission of the Board is to 
promote the sustainability of the community as a whole, considering public and private actions 

https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/sustainability-plan-city-operations
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and their effects on ecological, economic, and community systems. The Sustainability 
Coordinator provides staff support to the SAB, including working with chairs to develop and 
distribute the agenda, schedule presentations, and to coordinate and implement the Board’s 
annual work plan. Members of the SAB have been very active and engaged, with continued high 
interest in serving on the Board, providing a diverse set of experts on a range of sustainability 
topics. Information about the SAB’s current work plan, shared with the City Council in January 
2013, can be found at https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_sab.  

 
Additional Support and Organizational Visibility Provided for Sustainability Program. Starting in 
2007, the City has provided a part-time sustainability internship for recent college graduates or 
current graduate students, and has strong applicant pool every year for this annual 
opportunity. Having student interns provides the City with additional capacity to accomplish 
sustainability projects with limited funds, as well as access to new ideas and enthusiasm, and 
experience for students in local government service. In 2009, the Sustainability program staff 
moved into the City Manager’s Office to gain the high level-support and organizational 
exposure needed to more fully integrate sustainability into City operations.  
 
External Resources Leveraged to Implement Energy Efficiency Project and Programs. In 2009, 
the City was awarded a $157,900 federal Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant 
(EECBG), funded through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. The Sustainability 
Coordinator managed this three-year federal grant, including quarterly performance and 
financial reporting. She worked with City staff and the Sustainability Advisory Board to develop 
the required energy efficiency and conservation strategy and implementing projects and 
programs for review and approval by the City Council, and final approval by the U.S. 
Department of Energy in 2010.  
 
The EECBG projects and programs, implemented in 2010 through 2012, focused on physical 
energy efficiency retrofits and programs to reduce energy consumption from City operations 
(outdoor lighting retrofit for City facilities; developing an energy and emissions management 
system to track City electricity, natural gas, and water use and costs in one place; and 
establishing Energy Expert accounts for City facilities). Additionally, grant funds were used to 
develop tools and resources to engage and inform community members, businesses, and City 
staff in energy conservation measures, including a partnership with the Lake Oswego School 
District to establish a real-time energy monitoring system, providing additional $500 cash 
rebates for Lake Oswego homeowners (through partnership with Clean Energy Works Oregon) 
and businesses (through partnership with Clackamas County Energy Efficiency on Main Street) 
for energy efficiency retrofits, and establishing the trip tracking website for the 100 Mile 
Challenge, an active transportation education and incentive program.  
 
The EECBG-funded retrofit and rebate programs have resulted in measurable energy and cost 
savings for the City and Lake Oswego homeowners and commercial property owners who 
participated in these programs. Additionally, having established an energy management 
program has allowed the City to participate in further energy efficiency improvement projects 
offset by Energy Trust rebates. For example, outdoor lights at several City facilities were 

https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_sab
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retrofitted to increase energy efficiency, visibility and safety, and to comply with the City’s dark 
sky ordinance for public facilities. Sites include the Adult Community Center, the Library, City 
Hall lower parking lot, Westlake and Jean Rd. Fire Stations, Roehr Park pathway, and 
Operations. The retrofits, funded by the City’s federal Energy Block Grant, were completed by 
Public Works–Operations staff in 2012, resulting in: 

• 56 lights replaced with high efficiency LEDs (using existing poles),  
• 61% energy reduction with a net savings of 1,483 kWh per month,  
• Approximately $88 per month in energy savings, and 
• Overall savings of $23,000 when factoring in less frequent bulb replacement (parts and 

labor). 
 
Community-facing EECBG programs also have had positive financial and energy savings results. 
For example, the Sustainability Coordinator, in partnership with the Clackamas County Energy 
Efficiency on Main Street program and support from City Economic Development staff, was able 
to offer additional rebates of up to $1,500 for eligible energy efficiency upgrades to Lake 
Oswego main street businesses and commercial property owners. Services also included 
resource information and free energy walkthroughs conducted by Energy Trust of Oregon 
(ETO). The results included:  

• Nine Lake Oswego businesses received $6,696 in rebates from the City and an additional 
$9,277 from Energy Trust of Oregon, in addition to $7,371 invested by business and 
commercial property owners, and  

• Total annual savings of $7,270 and 100,340 kWh of electricity. 
 
The City’s participation in Clean Energy Works Oregon (CEWO), a whole-home energy efficiency 
retrofit program, is another successful example. The Sustainability Coordinator was able to 
negotiate the City’s participation in the program, resulting in use of EECBG funds to provide 40 
eligible homeowners with $500 incentives, in addition to the base CEWO/ETO incentives. Not 
only are these homeowners saving money and energy, they now have more comfortable homes 
with increased value due to the energy efficiency improvements, plus retrofits were made by 
area contractors who have been able to expand their businesses and create more jobs in the 
region. 
 
More information about the City’s energy block grant projects is available at 
https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/energy-efficiency-and-conservation-block-grant, as 
well as in the Sustainability Progress Report (for City operations projects). 

 
Conducted Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Inventories. In 2009-2010, the City conducted an 
GHG emissions inventory for City operations (for calendar year 2006) using a land and material 
management approach to better understand emissions embodied in the goods and services 
procured by the City for its operations, as well as direct and indirect emissions from operations 
(such as fleet fuel, natural gas and electricity use, refrigerants, employee commute, etc.). 
Another update was completed in 2012 for year 2010 to track progress toward goals outlined in 
the Sustainability Plan. Both of these inventories, as well as an initial inventory to establish a 

https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/energy-efficiency-and-conservation-block-grant
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baseline for City operations (year 2000) and setting up the energy management system were 
made possible with extensive intern time for data entry.  

 
Community Outreach and Education Programs Implemented. Planned by the Sustainability 
Advisory Board, with extensive support from the Sustainability Coordinator and Sustainability 
Intern, Sustainability Action Month 2009 was the first community-wide effort to engage and 
activate citizens around sustainability. The focus in 2009 was on energy and water 
conservation, with a goal of signing up community members for home energy reviews and 
water conservation audits. Sustainability Action Month 2010 built on the successes of 2009 as 
well as lessons learned, resulting in partnerships with many community organizations. In 2011 
and 2012, the Sustainability Advisory Board continued with Sustainability Action Month as the 
Board’s main outreach program, with a continued focus on energy efficiency, renewable 
energy, and active transportation, among other topics. For 2013, the SAB decided to spread its 
outreach efforts throughout the year, with a focus each quarter (roughly) on an outreach effort 
reflecting the Board’s goals and work plan. More information about the SAB’s 2013 work plan 
can be found here: https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_sab.  

 
Lake Oswego 100 Mile Challenge Launched. In 2012, the Sustainability Advisory Board, with 
support from the City’s Transportation Advisory Board, developed the Lake Oswego 100 Mile 
Challenge (https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/100-mile-challenge), an annual active 
transportation education, trip tracking, and incentive program to encourage use of car-free 
transportation options. The 100 Mile Challenge is open to anyone who lives or works in Lake 
Oswego. A portion of the City’s Federal energy block grant was used to fund the development 
of the trip tracking website needed for the 100 Mile Challenge, as well as purchase incentives 
for 2012 Challenge participants. The Lake Oswego trip tracking website is part of the larger 
regional DriveLessConnect trip tracking and carpool matching website, administered by Metro. 
 
Throughout the 2012 Challenge, which ran from July through December, 214 participants 
logged over 60,000 active transportation miles, reduced CO2 emissions by almost 40,000 
pounds, and saved over 2,000 gallons of gasoline and $13,500. Ninety-one people logged 100 
miles, which put them in the running for the grand prize – a new bike from the Bike Gallery. The 
grand prize winner commutes between Beaverton and Lake Oswego by bike and transit. Using 
active transportation not only benefits the participant through cost savings and increased 
health; it also helps to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality for everyone no matter 
what transportation choice they make to get around town. 
 
The 100 Mile Challenge for 2013 was launched on April 1, and is intended to run though 2013. 
The 2013 Challenge has support from local businesses such as the Bike Gallery, who donated 
this year’s grand prize, and several other businesses that have donated the monthly incentives, 
or prizes, for this year’s Challenge participants. A goal for this year’s Challenge is to increase the 
number of participants and work toward sustained support from local businesses for incentive 
sponsorships to reduce the need for the City to fund going forward.  
 

https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_sab
https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/100-mile-challenge
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Sustainability Web Pages and Other Outreach and Informational Materials Created and 
Maintained. Also related to community education and outreach is the City’s sustainability web 
pages. The Sustainability Coordinator is responsible for developing content and maintaining a 
set of sustainability web pages, and seeks to provide access to not only local but regional and 
state resources to benefit Lake Oswego residents and businesses, such as energy efficiency and 
solar energy financial incentives, waste prevention and recycling, transportation options, and 
much more. Links to other City departments and programs that are related to sustainability are 
also included on the Sustainability site to provide a one-stop place to find information and links 
to further resources and information (http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability). 
 
The Sustainability Coordinator has created an employee sustainability guide, a Lake Oswego-
specific waste prevention and recycling resource sheet, and tips for more sustainable living and 
business. These resources are linked to the City website and also available in hard copy for use 
at events.  
 
Provided Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Composting Expertise. The Sustainability Coordinator 
is the primary City staff person responsible for waste reduction and recycling information 
internally and assuring the City’s compliance with Metro’s Business Recycling Requirements. 
She also fields questions regularly from the general public and connects people with resources 
on where to recycle materials not accepted curbside, how to dispose of hazardous waste, and 
more. Regarding Metro’s Business Recycling Requirements (BRR), the Sustainability Coordinator 
was the City’s lead for developing the required local ordinance to implement BRR, including 
developing the compliance strategy via the City’ annual business license notification process. 
Additionally, the Sustainability Coordinator lent expertise in the City’s review of its Solid Waste 
and Recycling Franchise Agreement, and has been identified as the lead staff person to work 
with the Sustainability Advisory Board and Allied Waste/Republic Services to develop a 
community materials management plan.  
 
The City works in partnership with Clackamas County and Allied Waste/Republic Services to 
provide recycling and waste prevention resources for Lake Oswego businesses. As part of the 
Metro region Recycle at Work program, Clackamas County staff provide free technical 
assistance, waste audits, signage, internal collection bins, and more to help businesses reduce 
waste. The Sustainability Coordinator works closely with Allied Waste/Republic Services and 
Clackamas County Recycle at Work staff, helping to promote free technical services to 
businesses and celebrating businesses that are being recognized for their efforts in this arena, 
and worked with Allied Waste and other City Manager’s Office staff to gain approval from the 
SAB and City Council for the implementation of a commercial organics collection service for 
Lake Oswego businesses. The Sustainability Coordinator also creates City-specific recycling 
signage and works with other City staff to implement projects, such as food waste composting 
at several City facilities, provision of secure document shredding services, and zero waste City 
events. The Sustainability Coordinator also has worked with Public Affairs, Police, and other City 
staff to develop and manage community recycling events over the past several years, including 
community shred days, community clean up day, and block foam recycling. 
 

http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability


Page 7 
 

 
 

503.635.0291 380 A Avenue PO Box 369 Lake Oswego, OR 97034 www.ci.oswego.or.us 

Administered Required Oregon DEQ Employee Commute Options Survey and Implemented 
Employee Commute Options Programs. The City is required by Oregon DEQ to complete an 
Employee Commute Options (ECO) survey every two years for the City Hall site, a task taken on 
by the Sustainability Coordinator when the position was created. Expanding the survey to all 
City employees was an action identified in the Sustainability Plan, with additional information 
requested used to track sustainability progress and for input into the operational GHG 
emissions inventory. Based on the results of this biannual survey, additional programs have 
been developed to assist employees in using commute options such as transit, carpooling, 
biking, and walking, including the creation of a pilot employee vanpool, participation in the 
annual Bike Commute Challenge, free bike commute workshops, and other efforts to augment 
the City’s employee transit benefit program. These efforts have helped the City to meet its DEQ 
target to reduce drive alone trips to work, reducing commute-time traffic congestion and air 
pollution, among other benefits. 
 
Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Stations Installed via Federal Grant Program. In 2012, the City 
installed two Level 2 EV charging stations in the public parking lot located at 500 First 
Street, which are part of a growing network of EV charging stations in the metro area and 
Oregon. The charging stations were installed at no-cost to the City as part of the EV Project, a 
program of ECOtality funded through the U.S. Department of Energy. Stations can be found 
using ECOtality's BlinkMap web site. At the end of the pilot program, which runs through June 
30, 2013, the City has the option to retain the units at no cost. The units can be easily removed 
from the building and relocated to a new site at a future date. Working with City Economic 
Development staff, the Sustainability Coordinator was responsible for getting the stations 
installed, which involved garnering approval from the Sustainability and Transportation 
Advisory Boards, reviewing sites for suitability, and negotiating the site host agreement with 
ECOtality and City Attorney’s Office. More information is available at 
http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/electric-vehicle-charging.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – DRAFT Sustainability Plan Progress Report, April 2013, pp.1-6 

http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/electric-vehicle-charging
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A sustainable Lake Oswego is a community that meets the vital 
human needs of the present without compromising our ability to 
meet future needs. This requires consideration of both long-term 

and short-term effects on ecological, economic, and community 
systems. Operating sustainably means that we are leaving a 

legacy for the community of Lake Oswego and the planet.
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The City of Lake Oswego Sustainability Plan, adopted by the City 
Council in 2007 (Resolution 07-60), focuses on making City operations 
more sustainable, with a focus on efficient use of natural resources, 
financial savings, and employee health. This Sustainability Plan 
Progress Report tracks progress in key benchmark areas, lists the status 
of the 2012 milestones (established in 2007), and also highlights recent 
accomplishments.

The Sustainability Plan’s emphasis is on making wise business 
decisions regarding the investment of public funds while promoting 
the conservation and efficient use of energy, water, native habitats, 
and other natural resources, with consideration of the community 
implications of our actions. 

Incorporating sustainability into strategic decision making results in 
efficiencies that save time and money, enhance and restore the natural 
environment, and contribute to a healthy and vibrant workplace and 
community where all can thrive. 

The Sustainability Plan and its Appendix are available on the City’s 
website: www.ci.oswego.or.us/sustainability/sustainability-plan-city-
operations.

Key elements of the Plan include: background information about 
sustainability, the context for planning for sustainability, a sustainable 
city vision and guiding principles, and action areas. The Plan was 
drafted by a steering committee made up of staff from across the City 
organization. 

The following action areas are detailed in this Progress Report, with 
attention to the 2012 milestones. Some data from calendar year 
2012 is included, but mostly the data is complete through 2011 (City 
fiscal year runs from July 1 - June 30). This progress report will help to 
prioritize future City operations sustainaiblity efforts.

Introduction

Action Areas

• Energy and transportation
• Water conservation
• Waste reduction and recycling
• Procurement - purchasing and contracting
• Employee education
• Pollution prevention/toxics reduction

Each Action Area includes:

• Long-term goals–by 2027
• Milestones–by 2012
• Performance measures
• Achievements

smillhauser
Draft



Page 2Progress Report – Sustainability Plan for City Operations, April 2013 DRAFT

2027 Goals
• Zero net increase of carbon and other greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (from 2006)
• Energy sources are 100% renewable

2012 Targets Achieved Progress Details Measures

Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 7% below 
2000 levels (US Mayors’ Climate Protection Agreement).

No GHG emissions reduced by 2% from 2000 to 
2011. GHG emissions reduced by 13% since 
2006.

Pounds of CO2e, GHG 
per FTE, GHG per ft2

Decrease overall energy consumption by 10% from 
2006 levels (national Energy Star challenge).

Yes Energy consumption decreased by 11%. British Thermal Unit 
(BTU)

100% of energy used is from renewable sources (on site 
and from electric utility).

No 17% of electricity is purchased from renewable 
sources.

Kilowatt-hour (KWh)

All new construction and major remodels of City-owned 
facilities meet or obtain LEED Gold certification.

n/a No new projects in 2010 - 2012. City facility high 
performance building policy in progress.

Number of buildings 
certified

50% of City Fleet is fueled by alternative fuels/
technology

No 8% of fleet is hybrid gas-electric or propane (13 
vehicles). Retrofit 12 heavy-duty diesel vehicles 
to reduce air pollution (grant funded).

Number and type of 
vehicles

Increase overall vehicle miles per gallon (MPG) by 10% 
across entire fleet.  

Yes MPG has increased by 51% since 2008, based on 
best available data.

Fleet MPG, Gallons of 
fuel per FTE

Increase by 50% the number of City employees 
commuting by alternative commute options (non-single 
occupancy vehicle modes).

No Employees commuting by alternative modes has 
decreased 4% from 2008 to 2012 (21% to 17 %).

Percent of trips made 
by alternative modes 
(bus, carpool, vanpool, 
bike, walk)

The Energy and Transportation Action Area is focused 
on tracking energy consumption of City buildings, 
infrastructure (such as water treatment, traffic signals, 
and streetlights), vehicle fleet, and employee commute 

in order to find and prioritize opportunities to minimize energy use, 
reduce the City’s carbon footprint, and save money. 

Implemented actions are intended to increase energy and fuel 
efficiency, reduce emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) and criterion 
air pollutants, and increase use of renewable energy within City 
operations. 

Progress toward 2027 goals and 2012 targets are listed below, followed  
by graphs showing progress and summaries of key achievements.

Energy and Transportation
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Pounds of Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO2e) 
Generated at City Facilities, 2000-2011

Per Square Foot

66

52 49 45

2000 2006 2008 2011

Per FTE (Full-Time Equivalent Staff)

39,714 
44,940 

41,384 
37,021 

2000 2006 2008 2011

Total

13,435,238 

15,153,823 
14,293,903 13,123,770 

2000 2006 2008 2011
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Overall greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions from City operations 
have decreased by 2% since 
2000. This decrease is primarily 

from electricity-generated emissions, which 
dropped by 6% from 2000 to 2011, while 
natural gas-related emissions have risen. The 
increase in natural gas use is mostly due to 

the addition of the West End Building to City 
facilities.

GHG emissions per square foot have decreased 
by 32% since 2000 and emissions per FTE (full-
time equivalent staff person) have decreased 
7%, which indicates progress in the energy 
efficiency of City buildings.

Achievements
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
Inventory - To better identify opportunities 
to reduce GHG emissions from City facilities, 
an updated greenhouse gas inventory for 
City operations was completed for 2011.

Energy Management - To better track and 
understand energy use in City buildings, an 
energy management system was developed 
using two tools: 
• Portfolio Manager to track and analyze 

monthly electricity, natural gas, and 
water use and cost. Portfolio Manager 
is a free online building benchmarking 
tool developed by the federal Energy Star 
program. 

• Energy Expert from Portland General 
Electric to provide real-time electricity 
data and monitoring for usage anomalies 
for six City buildings. At City Hall, an Energy 
Expert kiosk was set up to share this 
information with the public and City staff. 

These projects were implemented as part 
of the City’s federal Energy Efficiency and 
Conservation Block Grant (EECBG).

Energy Efficiency: Building Monitoring - In 2011, 
a monitoring-based building commissioning 
project was started for City Hall and Library, 
using Energy Expert data. Measurement and 
verification systems were installed to identify 
low and no cost operational changes that 
are estimated to provide energy savings of at 
least 10%. This three year project qualified for 
$10,715 in Energy Trust of Oregon incentives. 

Energy and Transportation
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In 2011, the GHG emissions from electricity (Scope 2) 
used for City operations dwarfed the other sectors. A 
summary of the results from the 2011 GHG emissions 
inventory is included in the following table and graphs; 

the complete inventory report is included as an Appendix to this 
report. 

Annual electrical emissions from City operations are equal to the 
average electrical emissions of 882 homes. Although much of the 

electricity in the Pacific Northwest is generated by low-carbon hydro 
power, about 50% of power supplied by Portland General Electric is 
generated from coal and other fossil fuels. Efforts to reduce electricity 
and increase the percentage that is from renewable sources would do 
the most to decrease the City’s carbon footprint. 

13%

79%

8%

Scope I

Scope II

Scope III

Percent of GHG Emissions by Scope
CY 2011

459 533
14

5894

562
44

Natural Gas Fleet Fuel Refrigerants Electricity Employee 
Commute

Solid Waste

Scope I Scope II Scope III

City Operations GHG Emissions
CY 2011, MT CO2e

MT CO2e = Metric Tons 
Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

WRI Scope Emissions Category MT CO2e Description
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Fleet 553
Gasoline and diesel 
consumed by City fleet. The 
City operates 166 vehicles.

Natural Gas 459
Natural gas burned at City 
facilities, primarily for 
heating purposes.

Refrigerants 14 HVAC coolant.
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Electricity 5894
Electricity purchased from 
the grid and consumed at 
City facilities.
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Solid waste 44 Waste generate at City 
facilities.

Commute 562 Employee person vehicle 
commute.

Embodied emissions 
in purchased goods 
& services

This category was not 
calculated for 2011, but is 
significant. For 2008 it was 
half of total emissions from 
City operations.

WRI = World Resources Institute
MT CO2e = Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

2011 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory Results by Scope & Category
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Between 2006 and 2011, total 
energy use for City operations 
decreased 11%, meeting the 
Plan’s 2012 milestone. 

Of the energy consumed, electricity accounts 
for the majority at 86% in 2011. A clear 
downward trend in electricity use at City 
facilities, which decreased by 16% from 2006 to 
2011, shows that efficiency and conservation 
efforts have paid off. A majority of the 
energy savings came from reduced electricity 
consumption at the Water Treatment Plant, due 
in part to water conservation efforts by the City 
and the community at large.

Natural gas use, on the other hand, has 
increased by 54% in the same time frame. This 
is largely due to the purchase of the West End 
Building (WEB) in 2006. The WEB accounted 

for 41% of the City’s 2011 natural gas use, so 
conservation measures in this building would 
make the greatest impact. See the sidebar to 
learn more about recent HVAC improvements at 
the WEB.  
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Achievements
Energy Efficiency Improvements: Outdoor 
Lighting - Outdoor lights at several City 
facilities were retrofitted to increase energy 
efficiency, visibility and safety, and to comply 
with the City’s dark sky ordinance for public 
facilities. Sites include the Adult Community 
Center, the Library, City Hall lower parking lot, 
Westlake and Jean Rd. Fire Stations, Roehr 
Park pathway, and Operations. The retrofits, 
funded by the City’s federal Energy Block 
Grant, were completed in 2012, resulting in:
• 56 lights replaced with high efficiency 

LEDs (using existing poles), 
• 61% energy reduction with a net savings 

of 1,483 kWh per month, 
• Approximately $88 per month in energy 

savings, and
• Overall savings of $23,000 when 

factoring in less frequent bulb 
replacement (parts and labor).

Energy Efficiency Improvements: City Hall 
- With the installation of a new heating and 
air conditioning system controller in 2012, 
coupled with daily management by Facilities 
staff, electricity use and costs have decreased 
at City Hall. For example, January 2012 
electricity consumption was 87,331 kWh 
compared to 76,516 kWh for January 2013, 
resulting in $806 savings. The savings are 
due in part to the ability to “turn off” parts 
of the building during nights, weekends, and 
holidays, plus there is now better control 
of individual areas during the day. More 
comfortable temperatures discourage use of 
space heaters and fans (major energy users).
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Achievements
Energy Efficiency Improvements: West End 
Building - In late 2012, the West End Building’s 
failing heating and cooling system, originally 
installed in 1979, was replaced. In addition to 
making the building more comfortable for its 
occupants, the new system is anticipated to 
provide significant energy savings. As the new 
system has been operational less than a year, 
annual savings information is not yet available.  

Renewable Energy - The Water Treatment 
Plant purchases Clean Wind™ renewable 
power through Portland General Electric to 
partially offset GHG emissions related to the 
treatment and distribution of the community’s 
drinking water. The focus on electricity used 
to treat and deliver water is important as 
it represents almost half of the electricity 
used each year for City operations. Efforts 
to conserve water in City facilities and in the 
community directly translate to decreased 
electricity use. 

In 2011, renewable power accounted for: 
• 91% of the electricity used at the WTP, 
• 39% of electricity used to pump, treat, and 

distribute drinking water, and 
• 17% of total electricity used for City 

operations. 
Purchasing renewable power offset 3,002,411 
lbs. of CO2 in 2011, equal to 3,336,012 miles 
not driven or 180,325 trees planted annually. 
Since 2005, the cost to purchase green power 
has dropped from $0.015 per kWh to $0.0066 
per kWh, allowing the City to increase the 
amount of renewable energy purchased for 
the same price ($2,150/month). 

Water 
treatment 
and delivery 
accounted for 

45% of electricity used for 
City operations in 2011. Of 
that total, the largest electric 
user, the Water Treatment 
Plant, has reduced electric 
use by over 3,000,000 kWh 
from Calendar year 2008 
to 2011. Street lighting is 
the next largest sector for 
electricity use. Public Works-
Operations is currently 
evaluating opportunities to 
retrofit street lights in the 
public right-of-way. 

Percent of Electric Use by Sector,  
CY 2011

Total Electric Use (kWh) and Costs for City 
Operations, CY 2008-2011

Water 
Treatment

Street 
Lighting

General 
Buildings

Parks and 
Maintenance Signalization

2008 9,105,563 1,883,249 2,808,496 1,400,255 235,133
2009 7,383,579 2,473,362 2,835,302 1,449,621 223,154
2010 6,309,354 2,459,512 2,767,377 1,614,573 222,222
2011 6,013,089 2,705,474 2,864,213   1,645,874 221,903
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  CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
 

380 A Avenue 
PO Box 369 

Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

 
503-635-0270 

www.ci.oswego.or.us 
 

 
TO:  Mayor Studebaker 
  Members of the City Council  
 
CC:  Tom Coffee, City Manager 
 
FROM:  David Donaldson, Assistant City Manager  
 
SUBJECT: Follow up on City property that may be available for potential sale 
 
DATE:  March 20, 2013 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Staff was given direction by the City Council in early 2013 to maximize opportunities to sell existing surplus 
properties.  The general sense was the City owned a great deal of property, some of which was no longer 
needed or used.  In addition, many properties owned by the City have a cost associated with them for their 
annual maintenance and upkeep that could be eliminated if sold.  Finally, there could be value in returning 
properties to the tax rolls along with the potential benefit of building/excise fees. 
 
The issue of sale of City owned land came up in early 2012 when the City was approached by a potential 
buyer of the Walker property on Stampher Road (which includes a dock on the Willamette River), also 
known as Tryon Cove Park Annex.  The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) weighed in and 
opposed the sale for, among other reasons, the long term view expressed in the Parks 2025 Plan of 
providing access to the river for Lake Oswego citizens.  The majority of the City Council ultimately agreed 
and did not move forward with the sale.  The potential sale of the Walker property did prompt a larger 
discussion of selling city properties. During this time frame the Council also adopted a Park Disposition 
Policy (Attachment 1) that outlined the process for disposing of park property.  It is important to note that 
State law also requires a public hearing whenever any municipality sells a property. 
 
After spending several hours researching this subject, I believe it is important to understand how the City 
obtained property through the years, because the funding (or terms in which property was deeded or given 
to the City) mechanism that allowed for the acquisition often restricts the sale of the property in the 
future.  As staff reviewed our property inventory, the list of potential properties that could be sold that had 
any resale value was very small.   For many properties the only option with a sale was to buy another piece 
of similar property.  This does not appear to align with the goal of selling surplus property. 
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RESULTS OF PROPERTY INVENTORY RESEARCH  
 
Parks, Recreation, and Natural Areas 
 
The City owns a total of 201 properties that were purchased for parks, recreation, and natural areas.  This 
number is deceptive, in that it includes properties (parcels) as small as .05 acres, and also includes many 
combined properties that make one park. Examples include Iron Mountain Park (17 properties), Bryant 
Woods (14 properties) and four parks/natural areas with 9 properties each (Springbrook, Freepons, George 
Rogers, and Southshore Natural Area).  Depending on how they are classified, a better number for actual 
parks and natural areas is about 50 properties total.  Approximately 30 of these properties might be 
considered parks.  Together these properties total 573 acres.  The largest and best known include: 
  

• Iron Mountain  51 acres  
• Cooks Butte  43 acres 
• Luscher Farm  42 acres 
• Golf Course 40 acres  
• Springbrook Park  30 acres  
• Bryant Woods 28 acres 
• Brock Property 26 acres 
• Canal Acres 26 acres 
• West Waluga 23 acres  
• Stevens Meadow 20 acres  
• River Run 17 acres 
• Westlake Park 12 acres 

 
Open Space Related to Utilities and Storm Water Detention, and Property Related to City Facilities  
 
In addition, the City owns 31 properties that are other types of open space including storm water 
management detention areas or properties deeded as part of development requirements.  All added up 
there are less than 15 acres.  Finally,  the City owns another 32 properties used by Public Works for 15 
reservoirs and 18 pump stations; as well as 15 buildings including City Hall, four fire stations, the WEB,  
Water Treatment Plant, Maintenance Building, Library, Golf Course, ACC, Tennis and Golf facilities, the 
Workers Cottage, and the Water Sports Center on the Willamette.  
 
After analyzing this long list of properties, staff began the process of researching properties that may be 
surplus or not needed for any current use.  We also researched deed restrictions that would prevent the 
sale and/or restrict the use of proceeds from the sale. We revisited the Parks Plan 2025 vision and goals for 
the City’s park system for the next 15-20 years.  Finally, we looked for properties large enough to be 
developed (.2 acre minimum) and not heavily encumbered with sensitive lands or steep slopes, thus having 
some market potential. 
 
POTENTIAL SALE OPTIONS 
 
Two strong candidates for sale emerged through the analysis.  The first, 619 Maple Street, is a .9 acre parcel 
at the trailhead of the west end of George Rogers Park near the creek several hundred feet below the dam.  
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It was purchased using Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund money in 1972 at a cost of $45,000; 
with $22,500 coming from a Federal grant, $11,250 from the City, and $11,250 from the State. This 
purchase included three lots totaling about .83 acres.  In addition to 619 Maple, there are two undeveloped 
lots at the east end of the parcel.   
 
This property currently has a house on it that has been a rental in the past.  It is in poor condition and is 
scheduled for deconstruction at some point soon.  We may want to retain some parts of the property, 
particularly those on the north side of the creek and in the creek bed.  If sold, proceeds would have to be 
used to purchase replacement property for the same or similar purpose as the original purchase.  The 
property was originally purchased for trail access to George Rogers Park, as well as natural area/resources 
protection.  The City now protects natural resources, and thus there is no longer that necessity.  Proceeds 
from the sale of this property could be used to pay for trails, trail access, and natural area protection 
elsewhere in the park system.  Essentially, we would need to use the sale proceeds to acquire wetlands, 
open space, and improvable (for purposes of recreation utility) land.   Because of the manner by which we 
acquired the property, there is an extensive process to sell it that involves approval of both the State and 
National Park Service.  The process can take between three and six months. 

 
The second alternative is a parcel owned by the water utility that formerly was the site of a water reservoir.  
The property is .2 acres and is sandwiched between two homes at 1061 Sunningdale Road, directly behind 
Forest Hills Elementary School (Attachment 2).  It was bought for $10 from the developer in 1946, and the 
original reservoir has since moved.  There does not appear to be any restriction on the use of sales 
proceeds, but it was purchased for utility use and there needs to be a definitive legal ruling as to whether it 
could be sold.  I have spoken to one of the two adjacent neighbors to gain their perspective, as their 
interest in the property was one of the things that brought this particular property to our attention.  The 
neighbor bought the adjacent house a year ago, has done extensive interior remodeling, and is now 
considering possibly adding on to the house if they could obtain some of the neighboring property. 
 
We did look at other potential properties, including one on Kruse Way near the West End Building, a 
landlocked lot  just off Boones Ferry Rd., and a third .16 acre parcel on Laurel St.  The Kruse Way property 
has a City pathway running through it and does not allow access to Kruse, the landlocked parcel appears to 
have a storm water detention purpose, and the Laurel St. property is too small to develop. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Given the sheer number of properties the City owns, it is understandable to believe that there must be 
surplus properties that could be sold.  However, deed restrictions, parcel size, storm water needs, sensitive 
lands and natural areas, and community and neighborhood interest in the park system as expressed in the 
Parks 2025 plan, leave very few options for property disposal.  I would be happy to sit down with individual 
Councilors who wish to review the analysis of the property list and maps, which seems to independently 
parallel that of the PRAB and Parks and Recreation senior staff.  I can also make available the large and 
detailed spread sheets that provide a high level of detail on every property. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 1.  Asset Management and Disposition Policy 
 2.  619 Maple St. Map 
 3.  1061 Sunningdale Rd. Map 



Asset Management and Disposition Policy  
Lake Oswego Parks and Recreation Park Land  

 
 

INTRODUCTION  
This policy is a guide for the asset management and disposition determination of the park lands of 

the City of Lake Oswego (“City”). The City has a diverse portfolio of park land assets that has 
accumulated over many years and that supports the delivery of a wide range of parks and recreation 
services. Through this policy, the City will ensure a transparent, fair and equitable process before any 
disposal of park land occurs. The policy is based on the principles that park lands are assets that should 
be periodically assessed in terms of how well they advance the long term vision and goals of the park 
system and deliver services to the general public. Disposal of property that no longer furthers the long 
term vision and goals, or efficiently and effectively delivers parks and recreation services may be 
desirable and the City can realize significant alternative benefits from disposal of the property in 
accordance with all applicable laws. Though unique and exemplary circumstances may occur, the 
overriding philosophy is that park land assets are acquired for present and future needs of the 
community and should not be disposed of. This is particularly true of park land assets that fall into the 
following categories; riverfront, containing streams, and/or Sensitive Lands. 

DEFINITIONS 
  

Asset disposition or asset disposal is the process of determining that identified land no longer meets 
the service delivery needs of the City and should be removed from the City’s park land asset 
portfolio. 
 
Park is any parcel of real property that is managed and/or operated by the Parks and Recreation 
Department of the City of Lake Oswego.   
 
Asset management is the activity that aligns the City’s park land assets with the goals and objectives 
of the City.  
 
Surplus property is park land that is not practical, now or in the foreseeable future, to maintain or is 
not suitable or effective for its intended use or alternative use for City park purposes.  
 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) is the Lake Oswego Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Board whose powers are derived from Lake Oswego Code 12.51.055. 
 
Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB) is the Lake Oswego Advisory Board whose powers are 
derived from Lake Oswego Code 12.51.045. 
 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES  
 

Section 1. Asset management and disposition. The steps in this asset management and disposition 
policy are:  
 

(1) An inventory of park lands, kept up to date with periodic Parks and Recreation Department 
staff reviews to ensure that park lands are meeting long term vision and goals, and 
delivering the desired parks, recreation and environmental services, utilizing the assessment 
criteria listed in Section II;  

Attachment 1
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(2) Advising the City Manager of any parcels that are not meeting long term vision and goals, 

and performing cost-effective and adequate parks, recreation and environmental service 
delivery and of any discovery, through the review process, of an imbalance in parks and 
recreation service delivery or park acreage compared to established level of service 
standards and population demographics; 

 
(3) City Manager determination whether further study by Parks and Recreation Department is 

warranted and whether the City Attorney’s Office should research and report on legal issues 
concerning the property at issue and any potential disposition determination; 

  
(4) Parks and Recreation Department staff report to PRAB when a parcel of land is identified by 

the City Manager as being potentially surplus to the City’s service delivery needs, with the 
information listed in Section III to be discussed with PRAB in cases of potential disposal;  

 
(5) PRAB study and discussion of the Parks and Recreation Department staff report;  
 
(6) One or more public hearings by PRAB on disposal of a particular parcel, in accordance with               

established guidelines for public hearings as noted in the Lake Oswego City Code and, 
 

(7) A recommendation from PRAB to the City Manager, Mayor, and City Councilors, 
accompanied by a Department staff report to the City Manager, Mayor, and City Councilors 
of the findings and conclusions.  

 
(8) In cases where natural area park property is under consideration, NRAB shall be included 

with PRAB and the processes described in (4)-(7) above shall be performed jointly. 
 
 

Section 2. Property assessment criteria. The periodic property assessment reviews are a tool for the 
effective management and improvement of the delivery of parks and recreation services to City 
residents and are not intended in any way to indicate a ranking of park lands. Factors to be considered 
in assessment of each parcel include, where available, the following:  
 

Assessment of service delivery.  
(1) A determination whether the property advances the vision and goals identified in the 

adopted comprehensive plan for Parks, Recreation and Natural Area (i.e. Parks Plan 2025). 
 
(2) A determination of the current demand for parks, recreation and environmental services in 

the particular location, noting any change in demographics and environmental need that has 
affected the provision of services, and a projection of the future demand;  

 
(3) The nature, quality and quantity of services provided and the ways in which the property 

could provide services, including alternative services, to the public that fulfills parks and 
recreation goals; 

  
(4) Whether any unnecessary duplication of services exists, especially in the nearby area; 
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(5) The convenience of the location for intended users; and, 
 

(6) The suitability of the property for its intended or unintended uses or if it meets any other 
City/community needs. 

  
Assessment of physical condition.  
(1) Property description and size of the property and its major components;  

 
(2) Identification of the presence of river frontage, streams, habitat and/or Sensitive Lands; 
 
(3) The property’s suitability, in terms of size and space configurations, for the primary activities 

occurring on the property; 
  

(4) The condition of the property and its major components, including the structural soundness 
of any facilities, code compliance, and adequacy of electrical, plumbing and mechanical 
capacities, natural resources and their relationship to the larger system; 

  
(5) Compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act requirements;  

 
(6) Safety of the park environment for staff and the public; 

  
(7) Sufficiency of parking and public transportation in the immediate area; and,  

 
(8) Capacity of the property, either currently or with reasonable improvements, to provide 

needed services to the public.  
 

Financial considerations.  
(1) Costs to maintain the property, including past and present capital improvement costs, 

and to operate and provide services on the property;  
 
(2) Market value of the property;  

 
(3) Reasonableness of cost per use; and,  

 
(4) Costs of any planned capital improvements on the property. 

  
Other considerations.  
(1) Historical significance of the property; 

 
(2) Intent and funding mechanism used to acquire the property; 

 
(3) Suitability of the property for specified alternative parks and recreation uses; and, 
 
(4)  Any other important and helpful information concerning the property 

 
 

Section 3. Identification of potentially surplus property. The Parks and Recreation Department staff will 
prepare a report on the potential surplus land for review and consideration by PRAB (and NRAB in the 
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case of property containing natural resources) if a property in the asset portfolio is identified as not 
meeting parks and recreation vision and goals, service delivery needs, or alternative uses or methods of 
such service delivery are not practical for the parcel, and the City Manager has determined that the 
property may be surplus to all City uses, and that disposal will be studied by PRAB.. The staff will also 
consult with any stakeholders. The report will outline at a minimum:  
 

(1) The physical attributes of the property; 
  

(2) The reasons the property may not further park system vision and goals, or meet service 
delivery expectations and disposal should be considered;  

 
(3) Any recommendations of the stakeholders; 

  
(4) Current maintenance and operating costs; 

  
(5) Any applicable procedures or guidelines of the City; 
 
(6)  Any written report from the City Attorney’s office detailing the various legal issues, such as 

deed restrictions, encumbrances, encroachments and contractual matters connected with 
the property at issue;  

 
(7) The anticipated benefits and any negative consequences of disposal; 

  
(8) Historical factors associated with the property;  

 
(9) Any other information deemed desirable to assist a decision by the Advisory Board (s); and, 
 
(10) Parks and Recreation Department staff recommendation for expenditure of funds raised 

through a disposal.  
  
 

Section 4. Asset Disposal Considerations. A property will be considered for removal from the City’s 
asset portfolio only where:  
 

(1) It is not suitable or effective, now or in the foreseeable future, to advance the park system’s 
long term vision and goals or to provide its intended service delivery functions, and 
alternative City use of the property is not practical; or, 

  
(2) The City can realize significant alternative benefits by the disposal of the property. 

  
Asset disposal decisions should be done within an integrated planning and periodic review 
framework that considers vision, goals, service delivery needs, City objectives, financial and 
budgetary constraints, and resource allocation in a citywide context to assure that the best interests 
of the City’s Parks and Recreation Department and the City as a whole are served.  
 
Section 5. Public hearing, determination, recommendation and report. At least one public hearing on 
any potential disposal recommendation of a specific park property will be conducted by City Council. 
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PRAB’s recommendation (and NRAB’s where pertinent) to the City Manager, Mayor, and City 
Council for disposal of a park property will be accompanied by a report outlining Park and 
Recreation Department staff’s findings and summarizing its conclusions. At a minimum, the report 
will provide:  
 

(1) A description of the property and its historical significance;  
 
(2) The reasons for disposal, including the potential benefits to be realized specifically for the 

Parks and Recreation Department and also for the City as a whole;  
 

(3) As applicable, the appraised, real market and replacement values of the property, if known, 
and any costs associated with the recommendation;  

 
(4) The potential or alternative uses studied;  

 
(5) A summary of legal issues involved;  

 
(6) The public reaction, including stakeholder statements, to the recommendation of disposal; 

and,  
 

(7) A recommendation for the expenditure of any proceeds raised through a disposal. 
  

 
Section 6. Disposition of property.  The goal of property disposition is to obtain the highest possible 
value.  The process shall be competitive and transparent. The process shall follow at a minimum the 
following: 

(1) Select licensed Realtor. 
(2) Determine asking price, through assessed valuation and consultation with licensed Real 

Estate Broker. 
(3) Determine active or passive marketing on property based on urgency of disposition. 

Section 7. Any proceeds from the disposal of park land shall be allocated to, and expended by and 
for, the Parks and Recreation Department.  
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Line‐by‐Line Explanation of the Lake Oswego Tigard Water Partnership (LOTWP) Budget presented to the Oversight Committee as 
it compares to the Proposed Budget 

The explanation begins with the estimated amounts for FY2012‐13 because they affect fund balances. 

 

 

                                  (over) 

 

 

FY2012‐13 Estimate 
Presented to LOTWP 
Oversight Committee 

Shown with the 
Proposed Budget  Explanation 

Beginning Fund balance  213,207 213,207 No difference 
Intergovernmental  11,028,000 11,028,000 No difference 
Licenses and Fees  900,000 900,000 No difference 
Miscellaneous Revenues  4,000 4,000 No difference 
Transfers 

80,000,000 13,029,000
66,971,000 result of an earlier plan to issue $80mm in bonds; 
instead, a line of credit was obtained, and the outstanding 
balance is now estimated to be $13mm 

Resource Total  92,145,207 25,174,207 66,971,000 Direct result of the above 
 
Personnel Services  925,000 925,000 No difference 
Materials & Services  69,000 69,000 No difference 
Transfers  407,000 407,000 No difference 
Capital Outlay  20,094,000 20,094,000 No difference 
Contingency  0 0 No difference 
Ending Fund Balance  70,650,207 3,679,207 $66,971,000 Direct result of the above 
Requirement Total  92,145,207 25,174,207 $66,971,000 Direct result of the above 
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FY2013‐14 Proposed 
Budget 

Presented to LOTWP 
Oversight Committee  Proposed Budget  Explanation 

Beginning Fund balance  70,650,207 3,679,207 $66,971,000 Direct result of the above 
Intergovernmental  60,719,000 60,719,000 No difference 
Licenses and Fees  900,000 900,000 No difference 
Miscellaneous Revenues  60,000 60,000 No difference 
Transfers  0 88,000,000 Bonds are now estimated to be issued all at one time and in 

the amount of $101mm, reduced by the $13mm pay‐off of 
the outstanding line of credit of the year before 

Resource Total  132,329,207 153,358,207 21,029,000 Direct result of the above 
 
Personnel Services  1,149,000 1,146,000 $3,000 difference to round to whole thousands 
Materials & Services  107,000 531,000 Is the total of $107,000 and $424,000, Transfers for Internal 

Services now reported as Materials and Services 
Transfers  424,000 0 See above 
Capital Outlay  112,208,000 112,208,000 No difference 
Contingency  18,441,207 39,473,207 21,032,000 Direct result of above 
Ending Fund Balance  0 0 No difference 
Requirement Total  132,329,207 153,358,207 21,032,000 Direct result of above 
 



Lake Oswego’s Economic Development Program          May 1, 2013 
 
Purpose 

The primary purpose of the City’s Economic Development Program has been to improve the overall 
business climate in Lake Oswego. 

While many economic development programs focus on jobs and job creation, this is a relatively minor 
aspect of Lake Oswego’s program given that the City is mostly a residential community and the majority 
of jobs are located in the Kruse Way/Meadows office corridor, which is managed by national and 
regional real estate companies.  The primary objectives of the 2010 Economic Development Strategy, 
developed by community stakeholders, are to: 

1. Assist existing businesses through community marketing and retail promotions and events; 

2. Support existing businesses by providing, trainings, access to resources, and business‐
improvement grants; 

3. Assist in redeveloping properties to provide additional retail space for new businesses and new 
housing to increase the customer base for businesses; and  

4. Improve how the City provides services for businesses and developers. 
 

Efforts and Accomplishments 

Business Promotion 
 Implemented “Say Hello to LO” community marketing effort, leveraging City investment 1 to 5.6 

with cash and in‐kind sponsorships.  Achieved 23 million media impressions via TV, radio, print 
and social media.   Maintained “Say Hello to LO” website and Facebook page. 

Business Improvement and Assistance 
 Provided practical business trainings such as the Michele Reeves Downtown Revitalization 

workshops, Get Street Smart retail seminars, and social media training. 
 Prepared updated Retail Market Analysis helpful to both new and existing businesses. 
 Promoted targeted façade grants and assistance programs such as Energy Efficiency grants. 
 Welcomed new businesses with communications of available local and regional resources. 
 Supported the City’s partnership with the Chamber, the Lake Grove Business Association and 

Downtown Business Association. 
 Conducted outreach visits to existing businesses. 

New Business and Housing Opportunities 
 Advanced short term and long term redevelopment efforts in both Lake Grove and Downtown 

urban renewal areas such as North Anchor and Boones Ferry Improvements.  
 Developed the Foothills Framework Plan and financing strategy for new housing and retail in 

Foothills. 

Improved City Services for Business and Development 
  Initiated and supported Development Code changes helpful to business and development. 
 Assisted applicants in troubleshooting the permit process. 
 Worked with Planning to assign a planner as a business liaison focused on business‐related 

permit applications and issues. 

Business Recruitment 
 Supported Business Oregon, Clackamas County and Greater Portland Inc. regional recruitment 

efforts and assisted prospective new businesses seeking locations in Lake Oswego. 
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Parks Professional and Technical Proposed Budget for 2013‐14

Management Services 511-431000-000 Misc Professional & Technical 69,000$       

Reduced by $25,000 for completion of Luscher 
Plan.  Criminal background checks ($3,000); 
Environmental & monitoring reports ($10,000); 
program catalogue production ($15,000); Park 
sponsorship generation contract ($12,000);  
Park memorials ($4000 - revenue offsets this 
cost); Property repairs, improvements, park 
analysis & reports ($25,000) - also some $ in 
511-431800 for this to...we seem to be needing 
more of this and it can't be covered under this 
line item.  

511-431560-000 Computer System Implementation 42,500$       

Annual maintenance contract for On-line 
registration & facility reservation 

511-431610-000 Bank Service Charges 27,500$       Visa & Mastercard bank charges

511-431800-000 Other Consulting Services 20,000$       

BES invasive species removal ; analysis & 
reports for technical park issues (i.e. structural, 
engineering, surveys, etc.); 

159,000$       

Sports/Fitness 521-431935-805 Recreation Officials Serv 26,000$       

sports officials for adult leagues: coed soccer 
(fall & spring seasons), basketball, men's & 
coed slow-pitch softball leagues)

521-431935-810 Recreation Officials Serv 19,000$       

sports officials for youth leagues & events: (high 
school  basketball, girls youth lacrosse program 
and festival, 

521-431940-810 Contracted Classes 2,000$         

reduction due to move of sports classes/camps 
'820' with the exception of Skyhawks to remain 
under youth sports

521-431940-815 Contracted Classes 57,000$       

Contracted adult fitness class instruction:            
Yoga, Nia, Pilates, Fencing

521-431940-820 Contracted Classes 17,000$       

youth classes/camps (i.e. fencing, gymnastics, 
sports classes/camps except Skyhawks)

121,000$       

Page 1 of 3
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Parks Professional and Technical Proposed Budget for 2013‐14

Cultural 523-431000-840 Misc Professional & Technica -              

523-431000-877 Misc Professional & Technica 3,000            Office Equipment

523-431800-830 Other Consulting Services -              

523-431800-877 Other Consulting Services -              

523-431932-840  Contracted Services 3,000           Lounge and Teen Program Event Contracts

523-431940-825  Contracted Services 21,000         Adult Program Contracts

523-431940-830  Contracted Services 25,000         Youth Program Contracts

523-431940-835  Contracted Services 25,000         Camp Program Contracts

523-431940-855  Contracted Services -              

77,000           

Special Events 527-431000-859 Misc Professional & Technical 500

527-431932-853 Contracted Services 3,000

portable toilets, sponsor banners signage; 
market entertainment

527-431932-859 Contracted Services 7,500 sound engineer for Tree Lighting, 4th of July 

11,000$         

Outdoor 528-431940-867 Contracted Classes 8,000

Outdoor Programs , 6250 for outdoor & 1750 for 
HIKES bus trip

8,000$           

Parks 531-431000-000 Misc Professional & Technica 139,000$     Temporary Labor

531-431810-000 Physician Services 1,000$         Physician's services 

140,000$       

Athletic Fields 534-431000-000  Misc Professional & Technica 35,000$       Temporary Labor

534-431810-000 Physician Services -$            

35,000$         
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Parks Professional and Technical Proposed Budget for 2013‐14

City Beautification 535-431000-000  Misc Professional & Technica 21,000$       Temporary labor for street median clean up

21,000$         

Open Space 536-431000-000 Misc Professional & Tech 116,000$     

Includes Invasive Removal Contract $72,232.00 
& temporary labor

536-431810-000 Physician's Services -$            Physician's services

116,000$       

Acquisition/Pathways 540-431000-000 Misc Professional & Technical  $      25,000 

Repairs to park facilities, i.e. picnic shelters, 
roofs, playgrounds, etc.; annual repairs to water 
based facilities
Repairs to park facilities, i.e. picnic shelters, 
roofs, playgrounds, etc. ($20K); annual repairs 
to water based facilities ($5K)  (GRP Maint 
$15,000; Picnic shelter roofs (GRP1 - $10,000; 
GRP 2 - $5,000)

 $        25,000 

713,000$ 
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TO:  Members of the Budget Committee 
FROM:  David Donaldson, Assistant City Manager 
SUBJECT:  Budget Committee Question Regarding Privatization of the Lake Oswego Public 

Golf Course     
DATE:  May 1, 2013 
 
 
At the April 25th meeting to the Budget Committee one member asked that the City study the 
feasibility of privatizing the public golf course.  In response to that, I recalled that the issue was 
reviewed extensively in the December 2009 Golf and Tennis Feasibility Study conducted by the 
team of PBK Architects, National Golf Foundation Inc, and Tennis Planning Consultants.  The net 
result was they did not believe that contracting with a private company to run the golf course 
made sense at that time.  Some of their key findings pulled from the report include: 
 

 “Any form of privatization is not likely to improve the financial performance of the Lake 
Oswego Golf Course facility.  A management agreement would likely not add revenue 
and result in similar losses, plus the addition of a management fee.  The Lake Oswego 
Golf Course does not seem particularly attractive to the private sector, either in the form 
of a lease or outright sale.” 

 

 “NGF does not recommend a management contract or lease for golf course operations 
and, in fact, believes that attracting a lessee to take over the property would not be 
feasible even if recommended.” 

 

 “The primary reason a management contract is not recommended at this time are: 
Because the Lake Oswego Golf Course is currently so lean, there would be no labor 
savings for the City and, in fact, a management company would likely insist on having 
more staff than are currently being employed at Lake Oswego Golf Course.  Also, the 
management fee would become an additional line item expense on the Lake Oswego 
General Fund budget, which would mean a possible $100,000 to $150,000 loss instead of 
the $59,000 loss at present.  Therefore, the only compelling argument to be made for 
hiring a management company would be to significantly improve operational 
performance, and/or to remove any hint of political interference from day‐to‐day 
operations and policies.  NGF review to date has not revealed any notable operational 
deficiency that would lead to a conclusion that Lake Oswego is being mismanaged.  In 
fact, our findings are that the opposite is true and new marketing efforts initiated in 
2009 should be allowed to take hold.” 
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LO Budget Committee Questions 
Submitted by Craig Prosser 

April 26, 2013 
 

In thinking about our meeting Thursday night, and in anticipation of our discussions next 
week, I have developed the following list of questions I would like answered.  I have 
organized these questions by topic areas. 
 

A. Assessed Value and Property Tax Rates 
a. What proportionate share of Lake Oswego total Asses Value is made up 

of the following classes of property? 
i. Single Family Residential 
ii. Multi-Family Residential 
iii. Commercial 
iv. Industrial 

b. What is the average Assessed Value in Lake Oswego, by property class? 
i. Single Family Residential 
ii. Multi-Family Residential 
iii. Commercial 
iv. Industrial 

c.  What is the average Real Market Value in Lake Oswego, by property 
class? 

i. Single Family Residential 
ii. Multi-Family Residential 
iii. Commercial 
iv. Industrial 

d. What has been the primary cause (or causes) in the lack of the full 3% 
growth in Lake Oswego’s Assessed Value over the past couple of years?  
(For example, is this a result of the lack of new construction or the loss of 
Real Market Value?  If it is the latter, in which class of property is this most 
significant?  If in Residential and Multi-Family classes, in which value 
range - i.e. high, medium, low - is this most significant?) 

City Finance staff has analyzed property values in a different fashion.  The 
relevant information has been attached with Title: Property Taxes and 
Assessed Value.  Any additional research can be done going forward. 

 
 

B. Lake Oswego Utility Bills 
a. What is the proportionate share of the average bi-monthly utility bill made 

up by each of the billed utilities: 
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i. Water 
ii. Sewer 
iii. Surface Water 
iv. Street Maintenance 

Please see the attached Excerpt from our Master Fees & Charges booklet. 

b. How do Lake Oswego utility bill component rates (water, sewer, surface 
water, street maintenance) compare to other Portland area rates? 

c. Hillsboro and the Tualatin Valley Water District recently decided to go to 
the Willamette to meet their future needs.  They have said that this will 
affect their water rates. 

i. Do Hillsboro and TVWD know what the rate impact of this decision 
will be yet?  If so, what will the impact be? 

ii. Other jurisdictions are also talking about major projects.  What is 
the prognosis for other rates in the region? 

Staff has researched and referred verbally to other jurisdictions’ plans in the 
past.  Such information has been used with caution, because plans do not 
always come to fruition.  In official and written materials, we have preferred 
to make comparisons to implemented plans and rates.  

d. Tigard switched from bi-monthly utility billing to monthly billing 2 to 3 years 
ago to help customers better manage the rate increases it made. 

i. What additional costs did Tigard incur in this switch-over? 
ii. What has been the customer reaction to this change (positive? 

negative? or neutral?) 
iii. Has the change to monthly billing affected Tigard’s utility bill 

delinquency rate? 

The City’s utility billing department has been very lean (one person with 
intermittent help by another).  Many non‐value‐adding tasks are out‐
sourced.  Recently, a further position has been added to the billing function 
that would make the change‐over to a more frequent billing possible.  Staff 
believes that it would help rate payers plan expenditures, help reduce call 
volumes, and improve collections somewhat.  At the same time, meters 
would have to be read twice as often at an estimated additional cost of 
$40,000. 

 
e. Does Lake Oswego receive and process all Utility Billing payments in-

house or does it use a drop box service to receive, post payments, and 
deposit monies to City accounts?  

i. What are the advantages or disadvantages on in-house processing 
versus out-of-house processing? 



ii. What is the cost differential between these two approaches? 

The utility billing function is highly automated and out‐sourced for non‐value‐
adding functions, such as payment processing, printing and mailing of invoices.  
Meter reading is also done by a contractor.  This was introduced to save costs and 
number of FTEs, but has also reduced the department’s flexibility to take 
advantage of new opportunities.  I believe the cost savings have not justified the 
loss of in‐house resources and flexibility. 

f. Have Tigard and Lake Oswego ever considered consolidating central 
business functions such as meter reading and utility billing under the 
Tigard/Lake Oswego Water Partnership? 

This would be a good topic for the future and has been discussed informally.  

 
C. Street Maintenance sources of funding 

a. I believe Lake Oswego uses State Gas Tax, the Street Maintenance Fee, 
and General Fund contributions to pay for street maintenance.  What other 
sources are used by other Oregon jurisdictions? 

b. How many Oregon jurisdictions use General Fund to pay for street 
maintenance? 

c. How many Oregon jurisdictions use a local gas tax to help pay for street 
maintenance? 

Unfortunately, this sort of research is not available at this time.  Staff will certainly 
explore any reasonable and requested revenue enhancements in the future. 
 

d. Has Lake Oswego ever considered local gas tax dedicated to street 
maintenance?   

The City has not considered a local gas tax in the last 9 years (as an 
approximation). 
The 2009 Oregon Jobs and Transportation Act, which increased the state gas tax 
by $.06 among other things, imposed a moratorium on any new city or county gas 
taxes until 2014.  After January 2, 2014, a City may enact a local gas tax, or a 
change to its local gas tax, through a vote of the people. 
 

 
D. Lake Oswego Franchise Fee rates 

a. Please provide a list of all current franchised utilities within Lake Oswego 
along with the franchise fee rate the City charges them. 

See attachment 



b. How do these rates compare to the rates charged by other Portland-area 

jurisdictions? See attachment 
c. Lake Oswego raised rates for some franchisees recently for a temporary 

basis.  Have those rates been returned to their previous levels? Yes 

 
E. Parks Maintenance 

a. How many acres of improved park land does Lake Oswego have? 
b. What are the current standards for the maintenance of these parks?  (I.e. 

how often are they watered, mowed, weeded, planted, pruned, trimmed, 
equipment replaced, trash removed, trees removed/replanted, etc? 

c. What is the current authorized staffing ratios for Parks maintenance (i.e. 
staff per acre or staff per whatever) 

d. What would the staff ratios be if the Proposed Budget and Decision 
Package reductions were implemented? 

e. What would be the impact of Parks maintenance? 
To be provided shortly. 
  



UTILITY RATES 

Typical Bi‐Monthly Utility Bill 2004‐2014 

 

Based on a typical use for a single family home, 20 ccf for water and 16 ccf for wastewater 

Comparison of Neighboring Cities’ Typical Bi‐Monthly Utility Bills 

 

Based on a November 2012 survey of City fees and charges 

2004‐05 2005‐06 2006‐07 2007‐08 2008‐09 2009‐10 2010‐11 2011‐12 2012‐13 2013‐14

Surface Water $13.28  $14.60  $15.34  $15.80  $16.28  $16.76  $17.94  $19.20  $20.54  $21.98 

Street Maintenance $7.50  $7.50  $7.50  $7.50  $7.50  $8.00  $10.20  $12.04  $15.62  $16.02 

Wastewater $47.04  $47.04  $49.38  $54.38  $59.86  $77.86  $100.80  $117.94  $121.48  $125.10 

Water $42.02  $42.02  $42.02  $43.18  $44.56  $46.76  $53.08  $67.56  $84.79  $95.38 

$‐

$50.00 

$100.00 

$150.00 

$200.00 

$250.00 

$300.00 

114.24 120.86 128.20
149.38

182.02

216.74

242.43
258.48

111.16109.84

Hillsboro Tualatin Gresham Beaverton West Linn Oregon 
City Tigard Milwaukie Sherwood Wilsonville Lake 

Oswego Portland

Streets/Parks $6.36  $7.84  $34.84  $22.44  $10.90  $6.70  $11.06  $13.84  $16.02  $1.20 

Surface Water $11.50  $11.28  $19.68  $15.50  $10.62  $16.60  $15.50  $22.88  $26.54  $8.80  $21.98  $47.80 

Wastewater $74.66  $76.82  $52.60  $78.66  $61.68  $69.30  $74.66  $118.10  $81.38  $132.66  $125.10  $130.24 

Water $53.96  $59.60  $84.02  $73.40  $61.73  $71.90  $103.78  $58.34  $113.78  $91.80  $95.38  $96.54 

$‐

$50.00 

$100.00 

$150.00 

$200.00 

$250.00 

$300.00 

$146 
$156  $156 

$168 $169
$180

$205 $206

$247 
$258

$276

$237
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FRANCHISE FEES 

 

City of Lake Oswego Franchise Fees and Revenue 

Franchisee   Type  Fee   2011‐12 
Actual 

2012‐13 
Estimate 

2013‐14 
Budget 

Portland General Electric  Electric  3.5%   1,294,271* 1,379,052*  1,129,000

Century Link   Telecom  4.3%  71,266  66,000  68,000

Allied Waste   Solid Waste  5.0%  389,900*  347,000  334,000

MACC (Comcast, AT&T, 
Frontier) 

Cable  5.0%   616,441 581,000  535,000

Frontier (Verizon)  Telecom  4.3%  17,840  21,000  21,000

Northwest Natural Gas  Natural Gas  3.0%  722,150*  443,000  391,000

Electric Lightwave   Telecom  5.0%  15,646  15,000  15,000

NewPath   Telecom  5.0% or min 
$10,000 

7,500  10,000  10,000

    $2,835,014  2,158,000  2,003,000
*Includes temporary 1‐Year increase for Lake Oswego School District financial assistance.  Expired July/August 

2012.  A portion of PGE Franchise Fees are allocated to the Street Fund ($300,000 in 2011‐12, $700,000 in 2012‐13, 

$500,000 in 2013‐14) 

 

Franchise Fees – City Comparison 
City  PGE  Northwest 

Natural  Solid Waste  Comcast 
(MACC) 

Century 
Link 

Lake Oswego  3.5%  3.0%  5.0%  5%  4.3% 
Beaverton  3.5%  3.0%  4.0%res/5.0%com 5%  5% 
Hillsboro  3.5%  3.0%  3.0%  5%  ‐ 
Milwaukee  5.0%  5.0%  5.0%  7%  7% 
Oregon City  3.5%  3.0%  4.0%  5%  7% 
Portland  5.0%  5.0%  5.0%  5%  7% 
Sherwood  3.5%  5.0%  5.0%  5%  7% 
Tigard  3.5%  5.0%  4.0%  5%  5% 
Tualatin  3.5%  5.0%  3.0%  5%  7% 
West Linn  5.0%  5.0%  5.0%  5%  7% 
Wilsonville  5.0%  5.0%  3.0%  5%  7% 
Gresham  5.0%  5.0%  5.0%  5%  7% 
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Questions by BC Member Kathleen Taylor 
 
Street Preservation  See Memo by Erica Rooney, attached 
1. It would be useful to know more about the street preservation condition survey. If the overall 

condition was  68% in 2010, what was the breakdown? What percent, or how many miles, of the 
streets are at or above 75%. For those below, how many are so bad that they will need 
replaced? 

2. I am assuming 75% our target goal. Correct? 
3. What’s changed since 2010? 
4. What is the incremental cost to get all streets up to 75%, except for degraded streets?  
5. Once all the streets are at 75%, except degraded streets, what is the annual cost – say for the 

next 5 years.  
6. What other demands prevent us from keeping street preservation at or above 75%? 

 
Resources for Street Preservation   See Memo by Erica Rooney, attached 
7. If we approve a refund for sewer utility rate payers, would it be possible to increase street 

maintenance by the same amount and use the proceed for street preservation? Is this for one 
year only? 

8. What is State Revenue Sharing ( Gas Tax) currently used for? If not preservation, then could we 
require that SRS be used exclusively for preservation? What is SRS currently used for? 

9. If the state changes the restriction, would the City consider a gas tax? 
10. What other sources could be considered for Street Preservation? Streets deserve a dedicated, 

predictable resource.  
 

Fire Department   
11. It is increasingly rare for individual cities to manage their own fire departments in large 

metropolitan areas. We are surrounded by Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue on 3 sides. TVFR is a 
very highly regarded agency. I propose an independent evaluation to determine the benefits, 
risks and costs of merging with TVFR.  Please, see attached memo from Fire Chief Ed Wilson 
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QUESTIONS FROM BUDGET COMMITTEE ‐4‐28‐13 
 
 
General Comment 
Everyone should know that the state revenue sharing goes to the major arterial project each 
year.  This year it is Kerr Pkwy then next is country club, etc.    
In addition to that project we have traditionally budgeted $200‐800K for surface 
maintenance.   It’s never been enough but the GF monies went elsewhere.    
 
The Street Fund is made up of three major resources,; FY 13‐14 is estimated as follows 
 
State Motor Vehicle Fees & Gas Tax:    $2,030,000 
Street Maintenance Fee (on utility bill):    $2,369,000 
PGE Franchise Fees:        $    500,000 
 
Approximately $2.8 million is used for various street‐related expenses, such as signals, 
street lights, median maintenances, traffic signs, striping, electricity for lighting, supplies, 
pothole repair, and Operations staff. 
 
The Capital expenditures anticipated for FY 13‐14 are about $3.3 million , with $3 million for 
Roadways, $350,000 for RR crossing improvements, and about $80,000 for vehicular 
equipment for Operations. 
 
The State Motor Vehicle Fees are not specifically designated for arterials – they can and are 
used for a variety of things and services related to transportation operations and 
improvements.  However, we do allocate the Street Maintenance Fees to be specifically for 
roadway maintenance which includes arterials and local roads.  
 
 Since 2004, we have spent the Street Maintenance Fee on road preservation of over 50  
centerline miles of streets.  Over 45 of those miles were on local or residential streets, and 
only 4 miles of arterial roadways. Arterials were repaved only twice in that time frame:  
2007 for Boones Ferry Road and Country Club, and 2012 for A Avenue.  The City has focused 
the vast majority of funds and rehabilitation on residential and local roads. 
 
 
Street Preservation  
1. It would be useful to know more about the street preservation condition survey. If the overall 

condition was  68% in 2010, what was the breakdown? What percent, or how many miles, of the 
streets are at or above 75%. For those below, how many are so bad that they will need replaced? 
 
The City’s 2010 Pavement PreservationReport provided the following detail: 
Average PCI was 69 
  Arterials – 68 
  Collector – 69 
  Residential‐ 67 
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Percentage of Roads in various conditions: 
 

PCI Rang  Condition  Percent of Roads 
70‐100  Good  64% 
50‐69  Satisfactory  21% 
25‐49  Fair  12% 
0‐24  Poor  4% 

 
Examples of road surfaces in each of these categories is attached.   
 
Major roadway replacement usually occurs for Fair or Poor roads and is far more expensive than 
fixing roads in the Satisfactory and Good categories where life‐extending improvements can still 
be accomplished. 
 
 

2. I am assuming 75% our target goal. Correct?  
 
The target of the Street Maintenance Fee was PCI 70.  However, the 2010 Pavement Analysis 
report recommended that a PCI in the low 80’s is optimal  
 

3. What’s changed since 2010? 
 
Roads deteriorate over time, and if the overall maintenance program was not sufficient to 
maintain the PCI level, than it will drop.  Not enough resources, both monetary and in staffing 
have been assigned to keep the PCI level at 70. 
 

4. What is the incremental cost to get all streets up to 75%, except for degraded streets? 
 
The report indicated that in order to reach and maintain an optimal PCI of 82, the expenditures 
necessary were approximately $94, million by 2020.  
 
 

5. Once all the streets are at 75%, except degraded streets, what is the annual cost – say for the 
next 5 years.  
 
The proposed FY 13‐14 CIP indicates that an additional $3.1 million is needed each year for the 
next five years to attain the goal of a PCI of 70. 
 

6. What other demands prevent us from keeping street preservation at or above 75%? 
 
Street overlay projects are now more complicated than in the past because of requirements for 
ADA upgrades to occur at the time of construction.  This can result in the need to out‐source for 
design, rather than just administering an overly effort. 
 
In order to do more large projects, it will be necessary to put more staff resources into this 
effort, either by shifting existing staff from other utility projects or by hiring more FTE to work 
specifically on roadways. 
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Resources for Street Preservation  
7. If we approve a refund for sewer utility rate payers, would it be possible to increase street 

maintenance by the same amount and use the proceed for street preservation? Is this for one 
year only? 
 
The Utility funds can not interchanged.  It is possible to lower or raise fee amounts, but the 
funds must be used for the specific utility. 
 
 

8. What is State Revenue Sharing ( Gas Tax) currently used for? If not preservation, then could we 
require that SRS be used exclusively for preservation? What is SRS currently used for? 
 
See the attached document “Lake Oswego’s Street Fund Spending” for a quick layout of the 
distribution of funds, but State taxes and the Street Maintenance Fee. 
 

9. If the state changes the restriction, would the City consider a gas tax? 
   

 
10. What other sources could be considered for Street Preservation? Streets deserve a dedicated, 

predictable resources. 
 
The Street Maintenance Fee is a dedicated predictable source via utility billing.  However, it is 
not sufficient to meet the needs to bring the overall PCI up. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H:\Street Maintenance Fee\Budget Committee ‐ 5‐2013\Response to Kathy Taylor ‐ er‐4‐29‐13.docx 
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State of the Streets
Pavement Conditions

Good (PCI 70 to 100)

Fair (PCI 25‐49)

Satisfactory (PCI 50‐69)

Poor (PCI <25)
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Lake Oswego’s Street Fund Spending
5/2/2013
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TO:  Ursula Euler, Finance Director 
 
CC:  Tom Coffee, City Manager 
  David Donaldson, Assistant City Manager 
  Jordan Wheeler, Assistant to the City Manager 
 
FROM:  Ed Wilson, Fire Chief 
  Fire Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Budget Committee Question – Independent evaluation to determine the 

benefits, risks and costs of merging with TVFR. 
 
DATE:  April 30, 2013 
 
 
 
Question:   
It is increasingly rare for individual cities to manage their own fire departments in large 
metropolitan areas. We are surrounded by Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue on 3 sides. TVFR is a 
very highly regarded agency. I propose an independent evaluation to determine the benefits, 
risks and costs of merging with TVFR.  
 
Response:   
Communities consider contracting for emergency services for a variety of reasons.  Listed below 
are a few of the more common: 
 

1. Cost – Based on a Cost of Services Study conducted by the City’s Finance Director in May 
of 2011, properties within Lake Oswego Fire’s service area are charged a rate of $1.92 
per $1,000 of assessed value for fire and emergency services.  TVF&R’s current tax rate 
for property within their service area is $1.93 per $1,000 of assessed value. 

a. Lake Oswego Fire provides fire and emergency services under contract to the 
Lake Grove Fire District, Riverdale Fire District, and to the Alto Park Water 
District. 

b. The revenue received from these long standing contracts for service account for 
approximately 18% of the Fire Departments total operating costs. 

c. Service is provided to these contract districts from existing fire stations and with 
current staff. 
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2. Revenue Shortfall – Communities explore consolidation when they experience an 
eroding tax base due to annexations, falling property values, compression, etc. 

3. Services ‐ There is a desire to enhance available services (improved response times, 
specialty services, Paramedic response, training, group purchasing, etc.). 

4. Facilities ‐ To make use of existing facilities; achieve economies of scale, and to 
eliminate duplication. 

5. Labor/Management ‐ To improve poor labor management relations. 
 
The decision to consolidate or contract with TFVR for fire and emergency services is much more 
complex than the few bullet points that I outlined above.  Please feel free to contact me if you 
have any further questions regarding this topic. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Questions by Councilor Karen Bowerman 
 
 
 
I have a few questions on the proposed budget, and thought it appropriate to let 
you know prior to the upcoming budget meeting even though there may not be time 
to respond this week. 
 
1)  With two non‐revolving lines of credit maturing in 2014 (WTP $13 M and 
LORA $2.5 M outstanding) what is the plan for covering principal outstanding?  
The WTP loan will be paid back with proceeds of the $101mm bond issue, planned 
for September 2013.  The LORA Line of credit will be refinanced with a fixed 
interest rate when the related project(s) is complete. 
 
2)  As I requested at the last City Budget meeting, I'd like to see variance 
analysis between the LOTWP budget shown on pp. 173‐175 against the summary budget 
presented to the Oversight Committee two weeks prior (with Joel's expectation for 
its approval at our upcoming 5/13/2013 meeting).  Please go line by line on the 6 
revenue and 6 expense lines for “proposed 2013‐14.”  For example, in the two week 
period what caused the beginning fund balances estimate to move from $70,650,207 
to $3,679,207?  Transfers for capital project from $0 to $88,000,000?  Total 
revenue to rise from $132,329,207 to $153,385,207?  Contingency from $18,441,207 
to $39,473,207?  Etc.  Please see Attachment I‐1. 
 
3)  The total of all decision packages still requires that we dip into 
reserves in order to balance, right?  Given the desire for a sustainable budget, 
what additional decision packages would you suggest in order to avoid using the 
safety net of reserves?  E.g. in addition to golf (reference Charles’ request), 
what other areas would be logical to privatize or to establish a public‐private 
partnership, and what budgetary impact could be achieved?  Etc. To be discussed 
and deliberated at the Budget Committee meeting. 
   
4)  If LOTWP Full Faith and Credit Bonds of $101,000,000 (p. i‐8) were issued 
as Revenue Bonds instead, what would be the likely interest rate, issuance cost 
and total cost?  (One national‐‐not regional‐‐index I saw this week had the bond 
buyer GO index only .4% higher.)  Revenue bonds usually carry a higher interest 
rate and a larger debt service coverage ratio, than Full Faith and Credit bonds.  
They also require a debt sinking fund or some other ‘assurance’ set‐aside of 
funds.  The latter (or the avoidance of it) represents the important cost savings 
because such a set‐aside is financed through the revenue bond (we would issue 
closer to $107mm), earns minimal interest (0.5% at best) but costs 3.5%, for 
example. Staff will be providing an estimate of this cost. 
  
Thank you.  I'm so appreciative of the process being used. 
Karen 
‐‐‐ 
Karen D. Bowerman, Ph.D. 
Lake Oswego City Councilor  
P.O. Box 1063, Lake Oswego, OR  97034    
m: 503.858.5983 ~ Please make note of new number 
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Line‐by‐Line Explanation of the Lake Oswego Tigard Water Partnership (LOTWP) Budget presented to the Oversight Committee as 
it compares to the Proposed Budget 

The explanation begins with the estimated amounts for FY2012‐13 because they affect fund balances. 

 

 

                                  (over) 

 

 

FY2012‐13 Estimate 
Presented to LOTWP 
Oversight Committee 

Shown with the 
Proposed Budget  Explanation 

Beginning Fund balance  213,207 213,207 No difference 
Intergovernmental  11,028,000 11,028,000 No difference 
Licenses and Fees  900,000 900,000 No difference 
Miscellaneous Revenues  4,000 4,000 No difference 
Transfers 

80,000,000 13,029,000
66,971,000 result of an earlier plan to issue $80mm in bonds; 
instead, a line of credit was obtained, and the outstanding 
balance is now estimated to be $13mm 

Resource Total  92,145,207 25,174,207 66,971,000 Direct result of the above 
 
Personnel Services  925,000 925,000 No difference 
Materials & Services  69,000 69,000 No difference 
Transfers  407,000 407,000 No difference 
Capital Outlay  20,094,000 20,094,000 No difference 
Contingency  0 0 No difference 
Ending Fund Balance  70,650,207 3,679,207 $66,971,000 Direct result of the above 
Requirement Total  92,145,207 25,174,207 $66,971,000 Direct result of the above 
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FY2013‐14 Proposed 
Budget 

Presented to LOTWP 
Oversight Committee  Proposed Budget  Explanation 

Beginning Fund balance  70,650,207 3,679,207 $66,971,000 Direct result of the above 
Intergovernmental  60,719,000 60,719,000 No difference 
Licenses and Fees  900,000 900,000 No difference 
Miscellaneous Revenues  60,000 60,000 No difference 
Transfers  0 88,000,000 Bonds are now estimated to be issued all at one time and in 

the amount of $101mm, reduced by the $13mm pay‐off of 
the outstanding line of credit of the year before 

Resource Total  132,329,207 153,358,207 21,029,000 Direct result of the above 
 
Personnel Services  1,149,000 1,146,000 $3,000 difference to round to whole thousands 
Materials & Services  107,000 531,000 Is the total of $107,000 and $424,000, Transfers for Internal 

Services now reported as Materials and Services 
Transfers  424,000 0 See above 
Capital Outlay  112,208,000 112,208,000 No difference 
Contingency  18,441,207 39,473,207 21,032,000 Direct result of above 
Ending Fund Balance  0 0 No difference 
Requirement Total  132,329,207 153,358,207 21,032,000 Direct result of above 
 



Draft 5‐1‐13

 Favorable 
(Unfavorable) 

NO.
ADD/ 
SUBTRACT REV/EXP ITEM ITEM/DESCRIPTION EST. AMOUNT WITH EXPLANATION  EST AMOUNT 

 Decision Pkg items          

5 & 7 are in  Street Fund

1 SUBTRACT Expense 1)  Economic 
Development 
Program

Eliminate the Economic Development program 
and 1 FTE

Salaries $75k; Benefits $48k; and $2k M&S 
totals $125k (less offsetting costs $54k ‐ 
Unemployment, Health ins., payouts) Marketing 
$30k.

101,000                    101,000                   

2 SUBTRACT Expense 2)  Parks & Rec ‐ 
Maint & Program 
Mgmt staffing

Parks Maintenance ‐ Reduce 1 FTE through 
attrition.    Reduction of 1 of 4 Recreation 
Program Supervisors.

Salaries $120k; Benefits $82k; and $2k M&S 
totals $204k (less offsetting costs $61k… 
Unemployment, Health Ins., payouts)

143,000                    143,000                   

3 SUBTRACT Expense 3)  Planning & Bldg 
Svcs ‐ Long Range 
staffing

Reduction of 3 FTE in Long Range Planning Salaries $249k; Benefits $148k; and $4k M&S 
totals $401k  (less offsetting costs $169k… 
Unemployment, Health Ins., payouts)

232,000                    232,000                   

4 SUBTRACT Expense 4)  Public Affairs 
staffing

Reduction of 1 FTE in Public Affairs with 
reduction and redistribution of services

Salaries $109k; Benefits $61k; and $2k M&S 
totals $172k  (less offsetting costs $71k…  
Unemployment, Health Ins., payouts)

101,000                    101,000                   

5 ADD Expense 6)  Sensitive Lands 
Alternative Program 
Implementation

Hire a consultant for modifications to the 
Sensitive Lands Ordinance.

Hire consultant for $80k that is an expert in 
environmental protection to assist the City's 
natural resource planner in Long Range 
Planning.

(80,000)                     (80,000)                    

DECISION PACKAGES

Items where BC are 
assigning fund 

balance; no effect 
on revenues or 
expenditures

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO ‐ BUDGET COMMITTEE ‐‐ ADDITIONS AND SUBTRACTIONS AS OF April 25, 2013

GENERAL FUND
 Revenues and 
expenditures 

effecting ending 
fund balance 

2013‐14 Budget Committee Adds‐Deletes (Puts‐Takes)_April 25 Page 1 of 3

Planning. 

6 SUBTRACT Expense 8)  Sustainability 
Program staffing

Eliminate 1.1 FTE, reducing/eliminating and 
redistributing services, especially community 
outreach, but continue as a core value of the 
City.

Salaries $63k; Benefits $38k; and $4k M&S 
totals $105k (less offsetting costs $43k…  
Unemployment, Health ins., payouts)

62,000                      62,000                     

General Fund Decision Packages sub‐total                   559,000 

7 ADD   Expense Property Purchase 
(PC)

Hallinan Woods property purchase Estimated $750k for land purchase (750,000)                   (750,000)                  

8 ADD   Expense Artificial Turf for East 
Waluga Park Baseball 
Diamond Field  (PC)

LO Little League and Pacer Youth Baseball 
request ‐‐  Waluga Artificial Turf installation on 
the infield of Waluga Park Baseball Field #2.

Installation cost estimated at $150k.  
Requesting a one‐time 60/40 split with the City 
for $90k.

(90,000)                     (90,000)                    

9 SUBTRACT Expense PERS Reduction Reduce PERS based upon legislative change Citywide 1.4 mil ‐                            ‐                                

10 ADD   Revenue Property Tax Rate Property taxes – Proposed Budget reflects a 
tax levy rate of 4.82.  Revise to current rate 
4.9703

Revenue to add back into budget using $4.9703 
rate

800,000                    800,000                   

11 ADD   Expense LO School District 
Swimming Pool 
support  (PC)

Lake Oswego School District (LOSD) ‐ Request 
for funding assistance for the District 
swimming pool  (PC)

LOSD swimming pool annual operating cost is 
approximately $150k.  

(150,000)                   (150,000)                  
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Draft 5‐1‐13

Favorable 
(Unfavorable) 

NO.
ADD/ 
SUBTRACT REV/EXP ITEM ITEM/DESCRIPTION EST. AMOUNT WITH EXPLANATION  EST AMOUNT 

12 SUBTRACT Expense Vacancy Rate Reduce Personnel Budget for a 0.75% Vacancy 
Rate ‐ similar to FY 2012‐13

Estimate 0.75 percent of Full‐time and Part‐
time salaries plus benefits for departments  (not 
calculated on small depts with few employees).

219,000                    219,000                   

588,000               
PC = Public Comment item 588,000                ‐                                   

Net difference made by Budget Committee

Starting point, current revenues less current expenditures (1,268,000)          
Use of Beginning Fund Balance for PERS 562,000               

Total amount out of balance after Budget Committee adjustments  (118,000)             

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO ‐ BUDGET COMMITTEE ‐‐ ADDITIONS AND SUBTRACTIONS AS OF April 25, 2013

 Revenues and 
expenditures 

effecting ending 
fund balance 

Items where BC are 
assigning fund 

balance; no effect 
on revenues or 
expenditures

GENERAL FUND Continued

2013‐14 Budget Committee Adds‐Deletes (Puts‐Takes)_April 25 Page 2 of 32013‐14 Budget Committee Adds‐Deletes (Puts‐Takes)_April 25 Page 2 of 3



Draft 5‐1‐13

OTHER FUNDS
NUM
BER

ADD/ 
SUBTRACT REV/EXP ITEM ITEM/DESCRIPTION EST. AMOUNT WITH EXPLANATION EST AMOUNT

ADD   Expense Utility rebate Utility rebate to customers to due balance left 
after rate increases

$100 per billable account‐ also wants BC input 
on setting rates

(1,300,000)                (1,300,000)               

DECISION PACKAGES
ADD Expense 5)  Right of Way Tree 

& Vegetation Maint. 
Contract

Increase Contracted M&S in Street Operation 
to establish right‐of‐way program

Contracted Services for remove invasive species 
from public right‐of‐way

(50,000)                     (50,000)                    

ADD   Expense 7)  Street 
Maintenance Funding 
for Pavement 
Preservation Program

Need funding of $3.1 million per year over the 
next 5 years for a $15.4 investment to 
maintain a PCI of 70.

Possible sources:  A) $800k from keeping 
Property Tax rate  (supported by D. Jordan if 
have capacity for increased projects) .          B) 
Reduce GF services.     C) Reduce or eliminate 
non‐core svcs in Street.                  D)  
Reprioritizing Street Projects.

‐                           

Total                (50,000)                (50,000)                                 ‐   

WASTEWATER

Items where CBC are 
assigning fund 

balance; no effect 
on revenues or 
expenditures

PUBLIC WORKS FUNDS

 Revenues and 
expenditures 

affecting ending 
fund balance 

STREET

2013‐14 Budget Committee Adds‐Deletes (Puts‐Takes)_April 25 Page 3 of 3

SUBTRACT Expense Vacancy Rate Reduce Personnel Budget for a 0.75% Vacancy 
Rate ‐ similar to FY 2012‐13

Estimate 0.75 percent of FT and Part‐time 
salaries plus benefits to some departments that 
could allow for it.

68,000                      68,000                     

Public Works and Other Funds (1,282,000)                ‐                                       

Various FUNDS
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Introduction 
	  
	  
This report presents the results of a telephone survey among City of Lake 

Oswego, Oregon residents. CFM Strategic Communications (CFM), Inc., located 

in Portland, Oregon, conducted the research. The research objectives were to 

assess community attitudes and opinions on the quality of life in the City, 

satisfaction with the performance of City government, assess budget priorities, 

assess opinions of City regulations, determine preferred development of the 

North Anchor area and track changes in opinions from previous surveys.  

 
The research was conducted in two phases, using a questionnaire designed by 

CFM with input and final approval from the City. It was based on similar 

community surveys conducted in 2008 and 2010, with new questions and issues 

added to reflect current events and needs. 

 
Phase one was a telephone survey among a representative random sample of 

400 City residents conducted April 1 to April 4, 2013. The sample was generated 

using a combination of listed phone numbers and random digit dialing. A total of 

15% of the sample consisted of cell phone numbers. Screening questions were 

used to ensure each person was a City of Lake Oswego resident. The margin of 

error for the total sample is +/-4 percent at the 95 percent confidence level. Data 

used for analysis was weighted to reflect the age distribution of adult residents in 

the City based on US Census data. 
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Phase two was an online survey among 2,170 City residents conducted April 8 to 

April 15, 2013. The City and CFM compiled a list 13,181 unique email addresses 

for City residents from various City sources. Up to three invitations were sent to 

each valid address, unless a person had completed the survey or opted-out. For 

quality control purposes, each email included a hyperlink to the survey with a 

unique PIN that permitted only one completed survey per link. Additionally, open-

access links to the survey were posted on the City website and social medial 

pages and was distributed in the April 12, 2013 Lake Oswego School District e-

newsletter. Screening questions were used to ensure the participant was a City 

resident. A total of 1,674 surveys were completed from controlled emails and 496 

through open-access links. Results for the online survey are included in the 

questionnaire with percentage results. 

 

Among the 2,170 residents who completed the online survey, 2,080 did not 

participate in the phone survey, 53 were interviewed by phone, and 37 weren’t 

sure. Results from the online survey are not statistically valid. 

Definitions for area descriptions used in the report are: 

Area Combined neighborhoods 

East Evergreen, First Addition/Forest Heights, Foothills, Glenmorrie, Hallinan 
Heights, Lakewood, Mary’s Woods, Marylhurst, Old Town 

West Bryant, Holly Orchard, Lake Forest, Lake Grove, Waluga, Westlake 

North Forest Highlands, John’s Woods, Lakeview Summit/Village on the Lake, 
Mountain Park, North Shore/Country Club, Red Fox Hills, Uplands 

South Blue Heron, McVey/South Shore, Palisades, Westridge 
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Summary 
	  
Perceptions of Lake Oswego 
 
Residents continue to be impressed with the City of Lake Oswego.  

• Overall, residents rate the City 8.6, on a ten-point scale, as a place to live.  

• Ratings have been consistent since 2005. 

• Almost all residents say the City of Lake Oswego has maintained its 
identity as the region’s population has increased. 

 
Nevertheless, overall satisfaction with the City of Lake Oswego local government 

continues to slip. 

• Residents rate satisfaction with local government a 3.3 on a five-point 
scale, down .5 since 2005. 

• “The City has done a good job” and “it is more supportive and responsive 
to the residents” were the primary reasons people said they were satisfied 
with City government. 

• On the other hand, “improper budgeting and spending” was the primary 
reason people were less than satisfied with local government.  

• CFM has found that opinions and satisfaction with other local 
governments have slipped during the past five to eight years. While 
declining ratings are not unique to Lake Oswego, City government should 
engage the community to determine why satisfaction continues to decline 
and to identify ways to improve satisfaction with its efforts. 

 
Financial Issues 
 
Opinions of the City’s financial management are mixed.  

• A majority (52%) of residents agree the City of Lake Oswego makes 
efficient use of tax dollars, while just over a third (36%) disagree. 

• Opinions about financial management are identical to 2010 results but not 
as positive as opinions found in 2008.  

 
A solid majority says the City is putting about the right amount of emphasis on 

ten of 13 City departments, programs and facilities, but a close review of some 

areas is warranted.  
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• Generally speaking, residents think City support is about right for public 
safety (police, fire and rescue), special events, parks and open space 
maintenance, parks and recreation programs	   and classes, programs for 
people age 50 or older, and water, sewer and storm drainage. 

• A large share of residents said more emphasis should be placed in five 
areas: communication with citizens, street maintenance, City public library, 
youth programs and economic development.  

• Conversely, a large share say less emphasis is needed for the City indoor 
tennis center and “planning, zoning and permits.” 

 
The City should review and evaluate its efforts and support in those areas where 

residents say more or less emphasis is needed. 

 
Residents are most likely to prefer reducing City services and their costs to equal 

revenue to address expected budget shortfalls. Cutting services and taxes and 

maintaining services and raising taxes were less popular options. 

• Half the City’s residents agreed that some services should be cut or 
eliminated to increase funding on core services, such as police, fire, sewer 
or streets. What services should be cut and to what extent was not 
mentioned. 

 
Regulations and Planning 
At least half of City residents say regulations are meeting community needs in 

five of seven areas: neighborhood character and design, building codes and 

standards, streams and wetlands, commercial signs, and industrial and 

commercial businesses. Few residents say regulations are not strong enough in 

any area. 

• People have mixed opinions whether regulations on sensitive lands meet 
needs or are too strong, and a majority said tree regulations are too 
strong. 

• A review of City regulations is probably warranted considering the large 
share of residents who say all regulations tested are too strong. 

• How regulations are described can impact opinions. Residents had 
different perceptions whether regulations met needs or were too strong 
when the phrases “streams and wetlands” and “sensitive lands” were 
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used. Both refer to similar things. These results indicate clear, concise and 
easy to understand descriptions are needed to accurately assess public 
opinion regarding regulations. 

 
Shops and restaurants are the type of services residents are most likely to prefer 

in the North Anchor redevelopment project, followed by a library, space for arts 

and culture, and parking. 

 
Information Sources 

The Lake Oswego Review and the Hello LO newsletter dominated as the most 

popular sources of information about the City’s government. However, residents 

use a variety of other sources for information. 

• These results indicate the City cannot rely on just one or two media 
sources to inform and educate the community about what is happening in 
City Hall. 
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SURVEY RESULTS 
 
 
Quality of Life 
	  
Residents continue to 

give the City of Lake 

Oswego high marks 

as a place to live. 

When residents were 

asked to rate the City 

as a place to live 

using a ten-point 

scale, overall ratings 

averaged 8.6. Similar 

results were found in 

the 2005, 2008 and 

2010 community 

surveys. Ratings 

were similar among 

all demographic 

groups, ranging from a high of 8.9 among women to a low of 8.3 among 

residents of 11 to 15 years. 

 
	   	  

Quality of Life 
 
Q2: Overall, how do you rate Lake Oswego as a place to live? 
Please use a “0” to “10” scale, with zero meaning very poor place 
to live, and 10 an excellent place to live. 
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Satisfaction with City Government 
 
When asked to rate the 

overall satisfaction with 

the City of Lake Oswego, 

local government 

residents gave an 

average rating of 3.3, 

based on a five-point 

scale. Ratings have 

declined steadily during 

the past eight years, 

dropping from a high 

rating of 3.8 in 2005. 

Satisfaction ratings were 

similar among all 

demographic groups 

ranging from a low of 3.0 among residents in the South1 to a high of 3.6 among 

residents in the North. 

	  
	   	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Refer to the introduction for definitions of areas used in the report. 

Satisfaction with City Government 
 
Q3: Now, I would like you to rate your overall satisfaction with 
your City of Lake Oswego local government. This time use a 
five-point scale with one being very dissatisfied and five being 
very satisfied with the quality of your local government.	  
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It may be easier for 

some readers to 

understand the 

change in satisfaction 

with local government 

by using percentage 

responses. Since 

2008, top-two ratings 

(4/5), on a five-point 

scale, have dropped 

18 points to 41% from 

59%. Conversely, the 

share of residents who gave lower ratings (1/2/3), on a five-point scale, increased 

15 points from 40% in 2008 to 55% in 

2013.  

 

Top-two satisfaction ratings have 

declined in all demographic groups. 

 
The declining performance ratings are 

not unique to Lake Oswego. CFM has found that satisfaction and performance 

ratings for local government, school districts and for other institutions have 

declined during the past five years. Similar trends have been found in national 

studies. 

 
  

Top-Two Rating Trends: 2008 to 2013 

 2008 2013 Change 

All 59% 41% -18 

Men 55% 35% -20 

Female 64% 47% -17 

Resident 10 or less 50% 42% -8 

Resident 11 years + 55% 40% -15 
	  

Satisfaction with City Government: Trends 
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Why Satisfied 

People satisfied with City 

government (4/5) were asked why 

they gave the City that rating. The 

most frequently volunteered reason 

people rated satisfaction with local 

City government a four or five was 

“done a good job” (40%), followed 

by “more supportive/responsive to 

the people/community” (22%). 

Nothing else was mentioned by 

more than 10%. With a few 

exceptions, it is difficult to 

determine if people are 

commenting on current or previous 

council activity. The next 

community survey should provide 

better insights about satisfaction 

with the current Council. 

	  
	   	  

Why Satisfied 
 

Q4: Why are you satisfied with your City of Lake  
Oswego government?  

(If rated 4/5, n=163) 
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Why Dissatisfied 
 
On the other hand, those 

who gave lower satisfaction 

ratings for local government 

(1/2/3) were asked why they 

were dissatisfied. “Improper 

budgeting/spending” (28%) 

was the primary reason 

residents said they were 

less than satisfied followed 

by bad government 

leadership (14%) and “don’t 

listen/not responsive” (10%). 

Nothing else was 

volunteered by more than 

9%. Again, it is difficult to 

determine what comments 

refer to current or past 

events. The next community 

survey will provide better 

insights.  

	   	  

Why Dissatisfied 
 

Q 5: Why are you dissatisfied with your City of  
Lake Oswego government? (If rated 1/2/3, n=219)
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Perception of Efficiency 

When residents were asked if they agreed or disagreed with the statement, “The 

City of Lake Oswego currently makes efficient use of tax dollars,” 53% agreed 

and 36% disagreed, while 11% 

were not sure. Similar results 

were found in the 2010 

community survey, but the 

percent agreeing was five-

points lower than results found 

in the 2008 survey. Readers 

should note, the word 

“currently” was used in the 2013 

question but not the 2008 or 

2010 survey.  

 

Residents more likely to agree with the statement reside in the North area (69% 

agree), those age 35 to 44 years (67%), City residents ten years or less (61%) 

and the West area residents (60%). Residents in the South area (55% disagree) 

were the only demographic group where a majority disagreed with the statement. 

  

Perceptions of Efficiency 
 
Q6: Do agree or disagree: The City of Lake Oswego 
currently makes efficient use of tax dollars? * 
Previous years did not include the word “currently.” 
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Areas of Emphasis 

Residents were asked if the City should place more emphasis, has about the 

right emphasis or 

place less 

emphasis on 13 

City departments, 

programs or 

facilities. A 

majority of 

residents said the 

City was putting 

about the right 

amount of 

emphasis in 10 of 

the 13 areas. On 

face value, it 

appears the 

community is 

comfortable with 

current city efforts 

in most areas but 

a closer 

assessment 

suggests a large 

share of the 

community may 

want more or less emphasis in several areas.  

 

Areas of Emphasis 
Q 7-19: To provide priorities and funding guidelines to the Lake Oswego 
City Council, please tell me if you think the City should place more 
emphasis, less emphasis or currently has about the right emphasis for each 
of the following City services. 
 

 More 
emphasis 

Currently right 
emphasis 

Less 
emphasis 

Difference 
More/Less 

Police, fire and 
rescue services  8% 85% 5% +3 

Special events such 
as the Farmer’s 
Market, Summer 
Concerts, and 4th of 
July Parade  

10% 80% 9% +1 

Maintenance of parks 
and open space  14% 75% 9% +5 

Parks & Recreation 
programs and 
classes 

16% 71% 10% +6 

Services and 
programs for adults 
age 50 years or older  

12% 64% 10% +2 

Communication with 
citizens 32% 63% 3% +29 

Street maintenance  36% 60% 3% +33 
City public library 29% 59% 10% +19 
Services and 
programs for youth 27% 57% 5% +22 

Water, sewer, & 
storm drainage 
services  

20% 57% 17% +3 

Planning, zoning and 
permits 16% 46% 27% -9 

Economic 
development  32% 45% 15% +17 

The City indoor 
tennis center  9% 31% 33% -22 

Ranked by “right emphasis,” “not sure” responses excluded. 
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The community perceived the City is putting the right about of effort in the areas 

of public safety (police, fire and rescue), special events, parks and open space 

maintenance, parks and recreation programs	  and classes, programs for people 

age 50 or older, and water, sewer and storm drainage. In each area a majority 

said the city is putting the right amount of emphasis and about an equal share 

say more or less emphasis is needed.  

 

More emphasis should be considered in five areas: communication, street 

maintenance, the library, services and programs for youth and economic 

development. In each of these areas, a majority or plurality said the city is putting 

the right emphasis on each but a significantly larger share wants more emphasis 

on each than those who want less.  

 

Less emphasis should be considered in the areas of “planning, zoning and 

permits” and the City tennis center. For both a significantly larger share wants 

less emphasis than those who want less.  

 

Overall, these results suggest residents are generally pleased with the support 

the City gives to six of 13 departments and services. For the remainder, a closer 

review by the City is warranted to determine if more or less emphasis should be 

placed on each. 
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Financial Planning 

Residents were told the City would experience a budget shortfall in three to five 

years because 

operating costs are 

rising faster than 

revenues. With this in 

mind, residents were 

asked which of three 

discrete actions they 

would prefer the City 

take to maintain a 

balanced budget 

while providing City 

services and 

maintaining the 

community’s quality 

of life. 

 

Among the three options, reducing City services and their costs to equal revenue 

(46%) was the most popular, followed by maintaining services even if it means 

looking for new taxes (31%). Fewer residents were interested in cutting City 

service and cutting City taxes (17%).  

 

All demographic groups preferred cutting services to equal revenues over other 

options, except those age 65+ who were equally divided between reducing 

services (37%) and maintaining services even if it means looking for new taxes 

(36%). 

  

Financial Planning 
 
Q20: Based on projections, the City of Lake Oswego will 
experience a budget deficit within three to five years because 
operating costs are rising faster than revenues. Which one of 
the following three actions would you prefer the City Council 
take to maintain a balanced budget, provide City services and 
maintain the quality of the community?  
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Funding Core Services 

In order to fund increased spending 

on core services, such as police, 

fire, sewer and streets, 51% agree, 

while 37% disagree, the City 

should cut or eliminate some 

services. All demographic groups 

were more likely to agree with the 

statement, except East area residents and City residents of 11 to 15 years. Both 

were evenly divided. Readers should note the question did not state which 

services should be reduced or the amount of the budget reduction. 

 
  

Funding Core Services 
 
Would you agree or disagree the City of Lake 
Oswego should cut or eliminate some services in 
order to increase spending on core services, such 
as police, fire, sewer and streets? 
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Perceptions of City Regulations 

Residents were asked if they thought City regulations in seven areas are not 

strong enough, meet 

community needs	  or are 

too strong. At least half 

said regulations are 

meeting community 

needs for five of seven 

areas: neighborhood 

character and design, 

building codes and 

standards, streams and 

wetlands, commercial 

signs and industrial and 

commercial business. 

 
Less than half said 

regulations meet City 

needs for sensitive 

lands. A majority said 

tree regulations were too strong. 

 

While a majority of residents say regulations are meeting needs, there are 

significant differences between those who think rules are not strong enough and 

those who say rules are too strong in all areas. These results suggest a closer 

review of regulations is warranted in all areas tested. 

  

Perceptions of City Regulations 
 
Q22-28 Government uses a variety of regulations, such as 
zoning, building codes and permitting, to maintain community 
character and values. In each of the following areas, do you 
think current regulations by the City of Lake Oswego meet the 
needs of the community, are not strong enough, or are too 
strong to meet community needs and expectations in each of 
the following areas? 
 Not 

strong 
enough 

Meet 
the 

needs 

Too 
strong 

Difference 
not strong/ 
too strong 

Neighborhood 
character and design 
regulations 

6% 64% 23% -17 

Building codes and 
standards 

5% 60% 25% -20 

Regulations on 
streams and 
wetlands* 

9% 58% 21% -12 

Regulations on 
commercial signs  

5% 53% 30% -25 

Industrial and 
commercial business 
regulations 

7% 50% 19% -12 

Regulations on 
sensitive lands*  

8% 44% 33% -25 

Tree regulations 6% 39% 51% -45 
Ranked by “meets needs.” “Not sure” excluded. * Phrase testing. 
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Regulations on streams and wetlands and sensitive lands are similar. Both 

descriptions were used to assess if different phrases for the same area of 

regulations would affect public opinion. In this case, residents were more likely to 

perceive regulations were meeting community needs and less likely to perceive 

regulations were too strong with the phrase “streams and wetlands” than they 

were with the phrase “sensitive lands,” so how regulations are described can 

impact opinions. 

 

Community Identity 

Almost everyone agrees (95%) the City of 

Lake Oswego has maintained its own 

identity as the region’s population has 

grown.	  

  

Community Identity 
 
Q29: Would you agree or disagree the City 
of Lake Oswego has maintained its own 
community identity as the region’s 
population has increased?  
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Preferred Development in North Anchor 

Residents were asked 

which of six services and 

features they would 

prefer in the North 

Anchor redevelopment 

project to complement 

previous development in 

the downtown Lake 

Oswego area.  

 

Shops and restaurants 

(54%) were the most 

popular additions, 

followed by a library 

(32%), space for arts and 

culture (30%), public 

parking (25%), 

apartments and condos 

(19%) and a boutique hotel (11%). 

 

The order of importance for each option was similar among demographic groups 

with the following exceptions: 

• Residents age 18 to 34: Library (50%), arts and culture (42%), 

shops/restaurants (33%). 

• Residents age 65+: Shops/restaurants (44%), parking (36%). 

• North residents: Shops/restaurants (58%), arts/culture (41%). 

  

Preferred Development in North Anchor 

Q 30: The City of Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency has 
purchased property in downtown near B Avenue and State 
Street and First Street to create what is called the North 
Anchor redevelopment project. The project would 
complement past downtown redevelopment projects. 
Financing and market conditions are unknown factors. All 
things considered, which of the following would you like 
included in the downtown area near B Avenue and State 
and First Streets?	  

Multiple responses accepted. 
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Contact with City Staff and Officials 

Residents were read 

a list of City officials, 

staff and 

departments and 

asked which, if any, 

they’d had contact 

with during the past 

year. Nearly 90% of 

all residents had 

contact with at least 

one City official, staff 

or department. The 

largest share of 

residents had contact 

with library staff, 

followed by parks 

and recreation staff, 

elected officials and 

police. At least 10% 

had contact with 

other departments.  

 

Results from 

previous surveys are 

not included because responses were read in 2013 but volunteered in previous 

surveys.  
  

Contact with City Staff and Officials 
Q31: The following is a list of City officials, staff and departments. 
As I read the list please tell me if you have had contact with a City 
employee or official from each during the past year.	  
	  

	  
Multiple responses accepted. 
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Information Sources 
Residents were read a list of 

media and asked which were their 

main sources of information about 

local government. The Lake 

Oswego Review (63%) and Hello 

LO (58%) dominated as the two 

most popular sources. At least 

one in ten citizens chose word of 

mouth (32%), The Oregonian 

(27%), the City's website (14%) 

and emails from the City (10%) for 

local news. The rank order of 

sources used for information was 

similar among all demographic 

groups, except those age 18 to 34 

who are significantly more likely to 

use social media for news. 

 

Results from previous surveys are 

not included because media 

sources were read in 2013 and 

people were allowed to choose up 

to three. Responses were 

volunteered in previous surveys.  

  

Information Sources 
 
Q32: What are your main sources of information 
about the City of Lake Oswego’s government? 

	  
Up to three choices were accepted. 
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Characteristics of Participants 
 
The following are the demographic characteristics of residents interviewed by this 

project. Demographic results are not weighted. 

 

Gender   
 Male 50%  
 Female 50%  
Age Survey 

results Census 

 18 to 34 years 3% 16% 
 35 to 44 years 11% 16% 
 45 to 54 years 21% 23% 
 55 to 64 years 30% 24% 
 65 years + 35% 21% 

 

	  
Length of residence  
 10 years or less 26% 
 11 to 15 years 15% 
 16 years + 58% 
Children at home  
 Yes 41% 
 No 59% 
Landline/Cell phone  
Landline 96% 
Cell phone 4% 

 
Neighborhoods    

Mountain Park  10% McVey/South Shore  2% 
Westlake  10% Red Fox Hills  2% 
Palisades  9% Uplands  2% 
Lake Grove  8% Waluga  2% 
Bryant  5% Foothills  1% 
First Addition/Forest Hills  5% John’s Woods  1% 
Glenmorrie  3% Lakeview Summit/ Village on the Lake 1% 
Westridge  3% Blue Heron  1% 
Forest Highlands 2% Evergreen  1% 
Hallinan Heights  2% Mary’s Woods  1% 
Holly Orchard  2% North Shore/Country Club  1% 
Lake Forest  2% Old Town 1% 
Lakewood  2% Other  14% 
Marylhurst SE 2%   
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Online Survey 

In addition to the phone survey, residents were given an opportunity to complete 

the same questionnaire online. Objectives for the online survey were to provide 

guidelines to city decision makers on key issues, to gather information from a 

larger share of the community and the engage residents in local issues.  

 

The online survey exceeded expectations. A total of 2,170 people participated. 

Of these, at least 2,080 did not participate in the phone. Access to the survey 

was provided by email invitation and through City website and social media links. 

Controls were established for email participation, allowing just one response per 

email. No participations limits were established for open access sites. 

 

As a rule, results from the online survey were almost identical to the phone 

survey for Lake Oswego as a place to live, satisfaction with local government and 

efficient use of tax dollars. Results for other questions varied by a percentage 

points but guidelines for funding priorities and regulations were similar in both the 

phone and online survey. Other similarities included sources of information and 

area of residence. Online participants were more likely to have contact with city 

staff, officials or departments, were somewhat younger and more recent 

residents to the City than those from the phone survey. A higher percentage of 

women participated online but participation in the phone survey was controlled to 

ensure an equal number of men and women participated.   

 

Results from the phone and online surveys are included with the questionnaire 

found in the report. The online survey results were separated based on those 

people who responded from email invitations (online controlled) and those who 

responded via City website and social media options (online open). 
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This questionnaire includes responses from the 2013 City of Lake Oswego Community 
Survey for both phone and online surveys. Results for the phone survey are weighted to 
reflect the age distribution of the community for all questions except those regarding 
demographic information. Online results are not weighted. 
 
Lake Oswego 2013 Community Survey 
(Phone: N=400) 
(Online Controlled: N=1,674) 
(Online Open: N=496) 
 
Hello, this is __________ from CFM Strategic Communications calling on behalf of the 
City of Lake Oswego. We are conducting a survey for the City among residents to help 
plan for the future and learn more about citizen’s points of view. May I please speak with 
a (male/female) household member who is 18 years of age or older? 
 
S1. To the best of your knowledge, do you live inside or outside the City limits of 

Lake Oswego? 
 

Inside ->CONTINUE 
Outside/Unsure ->POLITELY TERMINATE 

 
1. GENDER BY OBSERVATION 
 

 Phone Online 
Controlled 

Online 
Open 

Male 50% 38% 44% 
Female 50% 62% 56% 

 
(* Questions asked in previous City surveys.) 
 
2. *Overall, how do you rate Lake Oswego as a place to live? Please use a “0” to “10” 

scale, with Zero meaning very poor place to live, and 10 an excellent place to live. 
RECORD. 

 
 Very 

Poor 
0 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Excellent 

10 

Not 
sure 
11 

Phone <1% -- <1% -- 1% 1% 2% 11% 30% 25% 29% <1% 
Online 

Controlled 
-- -- -- <1% -- 2% 3% 11% 30% 27% 27% -- 

Online 
Open 

-- -- -- 1% 1% 3% 4% 12% 27% 26% 24% -- 
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3. *Now, I would like you to rate your overall satisfaction with your City of Lake Oswego 
local government. This time use a five-point scale with one being very dissatisfied 
and five being very satisfied with the quality of your local government.  

4.  
 Very 

dissatisfied 
1 

2 3 4 
Very 

satisfied 
5 

Not sure 
6 

Phone 5% 16% 33% 28% 13% 5% 
Online 

Controlled 
6% 15% 28% 31% 10% 10% 

Online 
Open 

8% 19% 25% 28% 11% 8% 

 
IF R6 in Q3: Go to Q6 
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5. *IF R4/5 in q 3: Why are you satisfied with your City of Lake Oswego government? 
 

 Phone Online 
Controlled 

Online 
Open 

Done a good job/things went well/satisfied with them 40% 21% 17% 
More supportive/responsive to the people/community 22% 18% 21% 
Spent the money well/ Improved budgeting 10% 10% 19% 
Had new management/changes in the council/leaders/more 
qualified for the position  9% 9% 16% 

City became good/nice place to live 8% 7% 7% 
City is clean/preserving/helping the environment 8% 10% 3% 
Provided good community services (library, farmer’s market, etc.) 7% 9% 7% 
Provided safety/security/has a police force 5% 14% 7% 
City became beautiful/pretty/attractive 4% 8% 4% 
Improvements/developments with infrastructures 4% 6% 3% 
Supported/improved the school/education 4% 9% 7% 
They made improvements/progress 3% 5% 3% 
They are more conservative 3% 1% 3% 
They’re being responsible/doing what they are suppose to do 3% 2% 3% 
Well maintained/kept (roads/parks, etc.) -- 6% 4% 
Positive mention about staff (polite/friendly, etc.) -- 5% 5% 
Good decision making/forward thinking -- 5% 4% 
They are transparent/provide information to the public -- 4% 3% 
Proactive/involved/works on issues facing the community -- 2% 3% 
Has vision/ goals for the future -- 3% 1% 
Good/excellent fire departments -- 2% 2% 
Good planning -- 2% 1% 
Improving the quality of life for residents -- 2% -- 
Good/great facilities/amenities -- 2% 1% 
They are well balanced -- 1% 3% 
Became a family oriented place -- 1% 1% 
They are efficient -- 1% 1% 
Good communication -- 1% 2% 
Working on the issues regarding Foothills development -- 1% 1% 
Reducing rates (water/sewer, etc.) -- 1% 2% 
Support for youth/kids -- 1% 1% 
Improvements on the water system -- 1% 1% 
They support cultural events/programs -- 1% -- 
Worked on issues regarding private property -- 1% -- 
Well organized -- 1% -- 
They are accessible -- 1% -- 
None/not satisfied -- 2% 5% 
Other -- 1% 6% 
Not sure 5% 2% 3% 
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6. *IF R 1/2/3 in Q3: Why are you dissatisfied with your City of Lake Oswego 
government? 

 
 Phone Online 

Controlled 
Online 
Open 

Improper budgeting/spending 28% 26% 27% 
Bad government leadership/political fights 14% 21% 19% 
They don't listen/not responsive to people's concerns 10% 15% 20% 
Not progressive/not doing a good job 9% 10% 6% 
Increasing rates (i.e. water bills, etc.) 8% 11% 11% 
West End building mismanagement 7% 10% 8% 
Not satisfied with the developmental plans 6% 5% 3% 
Unsupported schools/education 5% 3% 2% 
Unable to make right decisions 5% 4% 6% 
Land policy issues/control over private property rights 4% 5% 8% 
Lack of transparency/not informing the public what is going on 4% 11% 5% 
Roads/streets not maintained 3% 4% 4% 
Doesn’t need to move the library/Library concern 3% 3% 2% 
Too focused on a certain area/focus on unimportant issues 3% 9% 6% 
They are against the light rail 3% 2% 1% 
Too much government control/too many rules/policies 2% 4% 5% 
They are too conservative 1% 2% 1% 
Taxes are too high 1% 4% 2% 
They are taking too much control on budget 1% -- -- 
Trolley issues 1% 1% -- 
Against the tree ordinance 1% 4% 3% 
They are too liberal 1% -- -- 
They are self-service/promoting their own agenda -- 5% 5% 
Parks and recreation concerns -- 3% 5% 
Not enough public transportation/transit support/streetcar issues -- 3% 3% 
Favor wealthy/special interest groups -- 2% 4% 
Lack of vision/goal for the future -- 2% 3% 
Lack desire to grow with businesses/economy -- 1% 2% 
Dysfunctional police force -- 1% 2% 
Need better housing plan -- 1% 1% 
Purchasing of Safeco building/issues -- 1% 1% 
They are cutting programs/services -- 1% 2% 
Too many overpaid employees/too much benefits -- -- 2% 
None/positive mentions/satisfied 4% 1% 2% 
Neutral 4% 1% 2% 
Other 7% 4% 6% 
Not sure 1% 1% 1% 
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Please tell me if you agree or disagree with the following statement. WAIT AND ASK: Is 
that strongly or somewhat agree/disagree? 

 
  

 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Not 
sure 

7. The City of Lake 
Oswego currently 
makes efficient use of 
tax dollars. 

Phone 14% 22% 40% 13% 11% 
Online 

Controlled 
10% 18% 42% 14% 16% 

Online 
Open 

16% 24% 36% 14% 10% 
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To provide priorities and funding guidelines to the Lake Oswego City Council, please tell 
me if you think the City should place more emphasis, less emphasis or currently has 
about the right emphasis for each of the following City services.  RANDOMIZE 
 
 

 More 
emphasis  

Currently 
right 

emphasis 

Less 
emphasis Not sure 

8. City public library Phone 29% 59% 10% 2% 
 Online 

Controlled 33% 51% 14% 2% 

 Online 
Open 24% 47% 26% 2% 

9. Parks & Recreation programs and 
classes 

Phone 16% 71% 10% 3% 

 Online 
Controlled 18% 67% 11% 4% 

 Online 
Open 16% 57% 22% 4% 

10. Police, fire and rescue services  Phone 8% 85% 5% 2% 
 Online 

Controlled 15% 73% 6% 6% 

 Online 
Open 18% 70% 8% 4% 

11. Water, sewer, & storm drainage 
services  

Phone 20% 57% 17% 6% 

 Online 
Controlled 18% 57% 14% 12% 

 Online 
Open 20% 53% 17% 10% 

12. Services and programs for adults age 
50 years or older  

Phone 12% 64% 10% 14% 

 Online 
Controlled 17% 60% 11% 12% 

 Online 
Open 14% 52% 18% 15% 

13. Street maintenance  Phone 36% 60% 3% 1% 
 Online 

Controlled 39% 53% 4% 4% 

 Online 
Open 48% 45% 5% 2% 

14. Maintenance of parks and open 
space  

Phone 14% 75% 9% 2% 

 Online 
Controlled 23% 70% 5% 2% 

 Online 
Open 22% 65% 11% 3% 
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  More 
emphasis  

Currently 
right 

emphasis 

Less 
emphasis Not sure 

15. Special events such as the Farmer’s 
Market, Summer Concerts, and 4th of 
July Parade  

Phone 
10% 80% 9% 1% 

 Online 
Controlled 

13% 75% 10% 2% 

 Online 
Open 

14% 69% 16% 2% 

16. Communication with citizens Phone 32% 63% 3% 2% 

 Online 
Controlled 

30% 61% 5% 4% 

 Online 
Open 

37% 51% 8% 3% 

17. The City indoor tennis center  Phone 9% 31% 33% 26% 

 Online 
Controlled 

13% 23% 45% 19% 

 Online 
Open 

11% 21% 55% 13% 

18. Planning, zoning and permits Phone 16% 46% 27% 12% 

 Online 
Controlled 

15% 43% 24% 19% 

 Online 
Open 

16% 34% 37% 13% 

19.  Services and programs for youth Phone 27% 57% 5% 11% 

 Online 
Controlled 

26% 53% 8% 13% 

 Online 
Open 

26% 50% 15% 10% 

20. Economic development  Phone 32% 45% 15% 8% 

 Online 
Controlled 

28% 38% 21% 14% 

 Online 
Open 

34% 31% 27% 8% 
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21. Based on projections, the City of Lake Oswego will experience a budget deficit within 
three to five years because operating costs are rising faster than revenues. Which 
one of the following three actions would you prefer the City Council take to maintain 
a balanced budget, provide city services and maintain the quality of the community? 
RANDOMIZE 
 
 

Phone 
Online 
Contro

lled 

Online 
Open 

Cut city services and cut city taxes 17% 8% 14% 
Reduce city services and their costs to equal 
revenue 46% 43% 49% 

Maintain services even it means looking for new 
taxes 31% 32% 22% 

(DON’T READ) Other 3% 7% 8% 
(DON’T READ) None 1% 1% -- 
(DON’T READ) Not sure 2% 8% 7% 

 
22. Would you agree or disagree the City of Lake Oswego should cut or eliminate some 

services in order to increase spending on core services, such as police, fire, sewer 
and streets? 

 
 

 Phone Online 
Controlled 

Online 
Open 

Agree 51% 36% 46% 
Disagree 37% 26% 23% 
(DON’T READ) Depends 4% 34% 27% 
(DON’T READ) Not sure 8% 4% 4% 
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Government uses a variety of regulations, such as zoning, building codes and 
permitting, to maintain community character and values. In each of the following areas, 
do you think current regulations by the City of Lake Oswego meet the needs of the 
community, are not strong enough, or are too strong to meet community needs and 
expectations in each of the following areas? 
 
 

 Meet the 
needs 

Are not 
strong 
enough 

Are too 
strong 

Not 
sure 

23. Tree regulations Phone 39% 6% 51% 4% 
 Online 

Controlled 34% 9% 49% 9% 

 Online 
Open 27% 8% 59% 5% 

24. Regulations on commercial signs  Phone 53% 5% 30% 13% 
 Online 

Controlled 60% 7% 16% 17% 

 Online 
Open 56% 8% 22% 14% 

25. Building codes and standards Phone 60% 5% 25% 10% 
 Online 

Controlled 55% 7% 16% 22% 

 Online 
Open 50% 8% 25% 17% 

26. Neighborhood character and design 
regulations 

Phone 64% 6% 23% 7% 

 Online 
Controlled 56% 13% 17% 15% 

 Online 
Open 49% 13% 26% 12% 

27. Industrial and commercial business 
regulations 

Phone 50% 7% 19% 24% 

 Online 
Controlled 44% 7% 11% 39% 

 Online 
Open 42% 6% 20% 31% 

28. Regulations on streams and wetlands  Phone 58% 9% 21% 11% 
 Online 

Controlled 46% 15% 18% 21% 

 Online 
Open 35% 12% 35% 18% 

29. Regulations on sensitive lands  Phone 44% 8% 33% 14% 
 Online 

Controlled 37% 13% 29% 22% 

 Online 
Open 28% 11% 46% 15% 
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30. Would you agree or disagree the City of Lake Oswego has maintained its own 
community identity as the region’s population has increased?  

 
 Phone Online 

Controlled 
Online 
Open 

Agree 95% 84% 79% 
Disagree 4% 7% 11% 
(DON’T READ) Not sure 2% 9% 10% 
 
 
31. The City of Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency has purchased property in 

downtown near B Avenue and State Street and First Street to create what is called 
the North Anchor redevelopment project. The project would complement past 
downtown redevelopment projects. Financing and market conditions are unknown 
factors. All things considered, which of the following would you like included in the 
downtown area near B Avenue and State and First Streets? ACCEPT UP TO 
THREE 

 
 Phone Online 

Controlled 
Online 
Open 

Shops and restaurants 54% 59% 61% 
A library 32% 32% 23% 
Space for the arts and culture 30% 37% 24% 
Public parking 25% 33% 36% 
Apartments and condos 19% 26% 27% 
A boutique hotel 11% 18% 20% 
DON’T READ None 9% 10% 15% 
DON’T READ Not sure 2% 5% 5% 
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32. The following is a list of City officials, staff and departments. As I read the list please 
tell me if you have had contact with a City employee or official from each during the 
past year. READ & RANDOMIZE. ACCEPT ALL THAT APPLY. 

 
 Phone Online 

Controlled 
Online 
Open 

Library staff 70% 75% 65% 
Parks and Recreation staff 41% 49% 47% 
Elected officials — Mayor or City Council 
member 36% 28% 43% 

Police 32% 34% 40% 
Finance staff which handles the city budget, 
Utility Billing, Dog and Business Licenses, 
Passports 

27% 25% 30% 

Adult Community Center staff 22% 25% 20% 
Planning Department 19% 22% 26% 
Fire 17% 14% 17% 
Building Department 14% 17% 17% 
Emergency medical 12% 8% 8% 
Citizen Information Center  12% 12% 15% 
Redevelopment and/or Economic 
Development 9% 6% 9% 

City manager’s office 8% 11% 16% 
Municipal court 6% 6% 7% 
None  12% 5% 7% 
DON’T READ Not sure 2% 1% -- 
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33. What are your main sources of information about the City of Lake Oswego’s 
government? READ & RANDOMIZE. ACCEPT UP TO THREE. 

 
 Phone Online 

Controlled 
Online 
Open 

Lake Oswego Review  63% 62% 68% 
Hello L.O. newsletter 58% 72% 66% 
Word-of-mouth  32% 24% 27% 
The Oregonian  27% 24% 19% 
City’s web site  14% 17% 18% 
Emails from the City of Lake Oswego that 
you signed up for  10% 24% 17% 

Neighborhood newsletters  8% 8% 7% 
Television  7% 2% 1% 
Utility Bill Inserts 7% 7% 5% 
The e-newsletter, The LODown  7% 17% 7% 
Social networking sites such as Facebook 
and Twitter   6% 3% 13% 

Televised Council meetings  4% 6% 7% 
Leisure News catalog 2% 2% 1% 
Streaming video of council meetings 1% 2% 5% 
DON’T READ: Other: SPECIFY  2% 5% 9% 
DON’T READ: Don’t know 1% 1% 1% 

 
And now just a few questions for statistical purposes: 
 
34. Is your age 
 

 Phone Online 
Controlled 

Online 
Open 

16 to 17 -- <1% 1% 
18 to 34 3% 3% 7% 
35 to 44 11% 15% 17% 
45 to 54 21% 24% 30% 
55 to 64 30% 27% 24% 
65+ 35% 29% 21% 
Refused  2% 1% 

 
35. *How many years have you lived in the City of Lake Oswego? 
 

 Phone Online 
Controlled 

Online 
Open 

10 years or less 22% 39% 35% 
11 to 15 years 15% 14% 15% 
More than 15 years 63% 47% 51% 
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36. *Do any children under the age of 18 years old live in your household? 
 

 Phone Online 
Controlled 

Online 
Open 

Yes 29% 36% 46% 
No 71% 63% 51% 
DON’T READ Refused <1% 2% 3% 

 
37. *What is the name of your neighborhood area or subdivision? DON’T READ. 
 

 Phone Online 
Controlled Online Open 

Blue Heron  1% 3% 4% 
Bryant  5% 5% 7% 
Evergreen  1% 2% 3% 
First Addition/Forest Hills  5% 8% 8% 
Forest Highlands 2% 3% 5% 
Foothills  <1% 2% 1% 
Glenmorrie  3% 3% 1% 
Hallinan Heights  2% 3% 1% 
Holly Orchard  2% 2% 2% 
John’s Woods  <1% 1% - 
Lake Grove  8% 6% 6% 
Lake Forest  2% 1% 1% 
Lakeview Summit/Village on the Lake 1% 2% 2% 
Lakewood  2% 3% 3% 
Mary’s Woods  1% <1% <1% 
Marylhurst  2% <1% -- 
McVey/South Shore  2% 4% 5% 
Mountain Park  10% 12% 6% 
North Shore/Country Club  1% 2% 4% 
Old Town   1% 2% 3% 
Palisades  9% 11% 10% 
Red Fox Hills  2% 1% 1% 
Uplands  2% 4% 3% 
Waluga  2% 2% 2% 
Westlake  10% 7% 8% 
Westridge  3% 3% 5% 
Other 14% 5% 6% 
Don’t know 7% 2% 3% 
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