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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

July 23, 2012 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City 
Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Chair William Gaar, Vice Chair Jon Gustafson and Commissioners 
Randy Arthur, Puja Bhutani, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Commissioner Johnson was 
excused.  Council Liaison Sally Moncrieff was also present. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Beth St. Amand, Senior Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris 
McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. CITIZEN COMMENT (Regarding issues not on the agenda) 

None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Moncrieff reported the Council had approved LU 12-0012; approved the process to 
sell two properties on McVey Avenue; agreed to annex parcels on Timber Grove Court and 
Goodall Road; tentatively approved the Lake Grove Village Center Urban Renewal Plan; 
authorized a financing agreement for the LO-Tigard Water Project; and reviewed the ballot 
information for the Library and Boones Ferry Road bonds. 
 
Councilor Moncrieff reported that the Council was about to consider adopting the revised 
Foothills District Framework Plan and hold a study session on Inspiring Spaces & Places, one 
of the Comprehensive Plan action areas.  She noted that the Council and Commission were to 
meet for a joint session on urbanization policies in the Stafford area the next evening.  She 
indicated that the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency (LORA) had contracted with Trammel 
Crow Northwest Development to manage construction of the North Anchor project.  Ms. 
Andreades reported that the Council had approved the Parks 2025 Plan and in doing so it took 
note of the Commission’s dissatisfaction with the process. 
 

5. MINUTES 

5.1 April 23, 2012 

Vice Chair Gustafson moved to approve the Minutes of April 23, 2012 as amended.  
Commissioner Swinford seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:1.  Commissioner Bhutani 
abstained. 
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5.2 May 14, 2012 

Vice Chair Gustafson moved to approve the Minutes of May 14, 2012 as amended.  
Commissioner Bhutani seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:1.  Chair Gaar abstained. 
 

5.3 May 30, 2012 

Vice Chair Gustafson moved to approve the Minutes of May 30, 2012 as amended by 
Commissioner Bhutani.  Chair Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 
 

6. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

6.1 LU 12-0018 – Comprehensive Plan Update – Complete Neighborhoods and Housing 

Commissioner Swinford suggested removing ‘rental’ from ‘government-assisted rental 
housing’ in C-5 because the Commissioners had not discussed rentals.  Commissioner Arthur 
suggested C-1 should call for identifying in addition to producing affordable housing units.  Mr. 
Boone clarified there were two kinds of collector streets: Major collectors and Neighborhood 
collectors. 
 
The Commissioners discussed Commissioner Prager’s suggestion to add ‘monitor’ to C-1 
language calling for the City to set affordable housing goals.  Staff explained they were trying 
to be consistent in moving action measures to the action plan.  Commissioner Bhutani recalled 
she had not attended the meeting when the Commission discussed these goals.  She inquired 
why the Commissioners had not kept the language about achieving targets.  Commissioner 
Swinford recalled concerns raised in testimony included where affordable housing would be 
located in a fairly built out City; that there was no good definition for ‘affordable housing’; that 
Lake Oswego would need to create a housing authority; and that Lake Oswego was too small 
a town to have a housing authority.  Commissioner Bhutani observed this policy had nothing to 
do with a housing authority or how the City would create affordable housing.  She pointed out 
that how and where it was done and the definition of affordability would be addressed in the 
action plan.  She recalled the policy about partnering.  Commissioner Prager recalled the 
Commission had considered keeping ‘achieve’.  During the discussion, the Commission 
acknowledged they could not guarantee the City would achieve a goal just because it had a 
policy that said that.  Commissioner Prager indicated he thought that they may have backed 
off a little too much by just saying they wanted to set a goal.  He indicated that adding ‘monitor’ 
would show the intent was to monitor progress towards the goal and it would strengthen it a 
little bit.  Chair Gaar recalled discussion that the Commissioners wanted to achieve a goal if 
they set one, but the City might not attain it.  He pointed out that they set it up as a goal and 
were going to track it as a goal and deliver an action item around it.  He recalled everyone had 
agreed to the language that came out of the discussion; however, he liked the idea of inserting 
language about monitoring progress.  Commissioner Bhutani observed that there were to be 
five-year targets but there was nothing that talked about achieving them.  She related that she 
did not agree with that.  Vice Chair Gustafson observed that any time the City set a goal the 
implication should be that it planned on achieving it.  He suggested the Commissioners be 
very thoughtful about being consistent and treating all of the goals as equal goals that would 
all be achieved.  He noted that the extra language would make this particular goal more 
important than the others.  He was inclined to leave the language as it was.  He recalled that 
citizen comments indicated this was a more sensitive issue.  He remarked that the proposed 
language could be stronger, but he did not think ‘monitor’ needed to be inserted as a way of 
strengthening it.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated she could live with it because when 
someone read the goals they looked at them in terms of trying to achieve them.  Chair Gaar 
then observed consensus to leave ‘monitor’ out. 
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Vice Chair Gustafson moved to approve LU 12-0018-1790 Findings, Conclusions and Order 
amended as follows:  Strike the word ‘rental’ from C-5 on line 25 of page 3; change the first 
part of the sentence in C-1 on page 3 of Attachment 1 to read, “Set broad 10- and 20-year 
goals for the identification and production of affordable housing units in Lake Oswego’.  
Commissioner Arthur seconded the motion and it passed 4:0:2.  Commissioners Bhutani and 
Swinford abstained. 
 

7. WORK SESSION 

7.1 Comprehensive Plan update – Economic Vitality (PP 10-0007) 

Review first draft of new Economic Vitality goals and policies, which includes revisions and 
additions to the existing Plan’s Goal 9 – Economic Development chapter. 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. St. Amand advised that this chapter assumed the City should plan for medium to medium-
high jobs growth and reflected the draft Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and public 
comment received in several different venues, including a business summit.  She clarified that 
the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) had not been satisfied with the initial level of feedback 
so it had worked to get additional feedback.  She reported that the current Comprehensive 
Plan zones that allowed employment included: commercial zones; industrial zones; mixed-use 
zones; campus/institutional zones; and public uses.  She explained that the new policies would 
lay the ground work for implementation policies in the Community Development Code (CDC) 
related to: location of commercial and mixed-use zoning; home occupations in residential 
zones; development standards in areas that transition from commercial to residential; and how 
existing commercial zones would function as a group instead of just as individual zones. She 
stated that Kruse Way played a large local and regional role and that the EOA anticipated that 
future jobs growth would come from financial firms; health care; and other types of businesses 
that required high-quality office space.  Ms. St. Amand observed that currently 9% to 12% of 
local businesses were home-based and there was not a lot of vacant employment land.  She 
explained that the City had 20 acres of vacant land, seven of which were located in the Mary’s 
Woods/Marylhurst area.  She added that the EOA reported there were about 120 acres of 
redevelopable land in commercial and mixed-use areas and the City would plan for those 
uses.  She reported that industrial needs were predicted to stay flat or decline.  She pointed 
out that the greatest need for commercial and mixed-use was in Downtown, Kruse Way, along 
Boones Ferry Road, and in 30 acres in the SW Industrial Area. 
 
Ms. St. Amand advised that all of the procedural purpose policies were going to be moved to a 
Land Use Planning chapter in the new plan so they were all in one place.  She indicated that 
this was where the reader would go to find out how to do something.  She suggested there 
might not be a need to keep details about specific areas that were in the current 
Comprehensive Plan and its Appendix if they were already implemented in the Community 
Development Code.  She asked the Commissioners to keep in mind that some areas, such as 
Kruse Way and Marylhurst, had similar key functions, yet there were things about them that 
made them different. 
 

Discussion 

Vice Chair Gustafson noted that an extra layer of review had gone into this topic.  He and 
former Commissioner Julia Glisson had served on a separate work group that had looked at it 
in great detail.  Commissioner Swinford inquired how the City addressed home-based 
businesses.  Ms. Andreades described the limitations the CDC put on them:  a home 
occupation had to have a current City business license; the use could not alter the residential 
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character of the neighborhood or infringe upon the right of residents in the vicinity to peaceful 
enjoyment of the neighborhood; there could be no employees other than family members who 
resided at the dwelling; no outside storage of goods and materials other than vegetation; and 
no more than 25% of the dwelling could be devoted to nonresidential use. 
 
Commissioner Prager recalled the Commissioners had once talked about a form-based code 
for the SW Industrial area.  Staff reported they had not heard much about a form-based code 
in that area; the thought was that a specific plan would be developed for the area.  They 
indicated that public comments showed strong support (48%) for retaining industrial park uses 
there and the City needed a place for industrial uses to go.  Chair Gaar recalled the CAC 
business roundtable was not well attended; perhaps 10-15 people attended.  He noted that 
there had been a very vocal group supporting preserving the area who felt that it needed 
special attention because it had a lot of unique uses that would not be found anywhere else in 
Lake Oswego.  Commissioner Swinford wanted to know what kinds of special uses.  Chair 
Gaar and staff recalled there were uses like a coffee roaster; food; packaging; hearing aids; 
and other unique businesses.  Staff observed the area had the flexibility of space configuration 
that allowed those types of uses there.  Commissioner Bhutani observed that form-based code 
regulated uses by form, not by use.  She suggested a hybrid of use and form which is the way 
it has evolved in other places; there could be an opportunity to create a specific plan for that 
mix in the IP Overlay District.  She pointed out that it was an important area because it was an 
entry to the City and the last remaining inventory of developable lands.  Vice Chair Gustafson 
commented that special attention needed to be paid to the area.  He indicated that he believed 
the comments about preserving the area stemmed from a desire to have some place in the 
City for those uses and were not about restricting additional types of uses there.  He 
advocated going in the direction of allowing more uses and more flexibility there in order to 
provide opportunities for a lot of different things.  He indicated that form-based code could be 
the best way to regulate development of a lot of different uses in an area.  Commissioner 
Swinford asked if there had been any talk about annexing more of the unincorporated land 
around there for redevelopment.  Ms. St. Amand reported the issue of annexation had not 
come up; the CAC work group had focused on key economic objectives and tried to ensure 
that the text was clear and understandable. 
 
The Commissioners discussed goals and policies in the following order. 

Goal 1.  Provide a full range of economic development opportunities that enhance 
prosperity and livability. 

Policy 2.  Maximize use of employment land through the following: 

a. Fully utilize existing buildings; 
b. Promote redevelopment of underutilized land; and 
c. Optimize the development of vacant employment land. 
 
The Commissioners discussed Vice Chair Gustafson’s suggestion to include a reference to 
adaptive reuse of existing buildings.  They observed that it was tied to sustainability and that it 
would likely require Code changes because the current code made it harder to choose reuse 
over new construction.  They noted that adaptive reuse could be a consideration when looking 
at setbacks for reuse of an existing building. Commissioner Bhutani advised that adaptive 
reuse was a very sustainable way, but there were other ways as well.  She recommended not 
limiting how it could be done and questioned if this should be left to the action planning phase.  
Chair Gaar observed that adaptive reuse fit the CAC concept that the City would start with the 
infrastructure it had and build that out and reuse and re-adapt it and make it work for the 
community before expanding into different areas. Vice Chair Gustafson observed that ‘utilizing’ 
was about more than just occupancy.  Commissioner Bhutani suggested calling that out by 
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saying something like, ‘Fully utilize existing buildings with special emphasis on adaptive 
reuse’.  Staff observed that captured the fact that there was a high vacancy rate and 
acknowledged there were other ways to do it.  Commissioner Swinford supported it because it 
would help steer people who looked at it in the future. 
 
Policy 1.  Designate adequate commercial and industrial land for a range of 
employment uses in order to: 

a. Supply goods and services for Lake Oswego residents and businesses; 
b. Support a strong local employment base; and, 
c. Contribute to the regional economy. 
 
Commissioner Prager inquired why this policy did not go beyond regional and what ‘regional’ 
meant.  Staff related that it was meant to capture the role of Kruse Way, the large economic 
engine residing within the City that plays a role in the region.  They pointed out that the 
analysis kept the focus on local, county and regional levels.  They noted that if the City had a 
port or an airport then the policy would call out the state as well. 
 
Policy 6.  Pursue a range of employment opportunities with an emphasis on target 
industry clusters identified in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

Commissioner Bhutani asked what ‘economic opportunities’ were and if the policy should be 
more specific.  She observed that ‘Opportunities’ could mean many things, such as uses, 
employment land, and programs.  She suggested that perhaps it should be defined.  Vice 
Chair Gustafson indicated he liked how broad ‘opportunities’ was because opportunities could 
come in many different forms. 
 
Policy 7.  Maintain an inventory documenting the supply of land for industrial and other 
employment uses. 

Commissioner Bhutani asked if Policy 7 should be an action item for Policy 1.  Ms. St. Amand 
acknowledged it sounded like an action item.  She explained this was an initial attempt to meet 
the intent of Goal 9 which required the City to maintain a competitive short term supply of land.  
She pointed out that it was a ‘work in progress’ and this was not the final version.  She 
reported that the DLCD would look at it and determine if it met the intent of Goal 9.  She noted 
that the idea was to have a short-term supply ready and available; she reported that the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis had looked at it; the City knew how many acres it had; it was 
keeping an eye on it; and it knew it was available. 
 
Policy 3.  Support existing businesses. 

Commissioner Prager commented this policy seemed a little vague and asked if it should be 
more specific and targeted.  He did not want to support certain businesses, such as 
McDonald’s and Walmart.  He wanted to support businesses that contributed more to the local 
economy and local prosperity. 
 
Commissioner Swinford asked what the intent was.  Ms. St. Amand explained that supporting 
existing businesses was fundamental, but it could take many shapes; the Commissioners 
could add more details on how to do that.  She indicated that staff left it at that because they 
had heard people call for loosening existing regulations and standards, saying that it was too 
hard to get things done.  She reported that people usually did not specify what to change when 
asked and it seemed to be different for every person.  Chair Gaar anticipated there would be 
an action item section for this.  He questioned what guidance it provided standing alone.  Vice 
Chair Gustafson commented that he understood where Commissioner Prager was going 
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regarding targeting businesses and there was probably a place in the plan for that.  He 
remarked that an existing business was a good one for the City even it if was a McDonald’s or 
a Walmart.  He noted there were already policies that did not allow new drive-throughs.  He 
indicated he would be comfortable with the policy as written.  Chair Gaar indicated he was 
comfortable with it as written as long as there would be related action items. 
 
Policy 8.  Encourage sustainable business practices. 

Vice Chair Gustafson suggested changing the wording to read, ‘sustainable business and 
development practices’ because developing a business should be done sustainably as well.  
Chair Gaar observed a consensus to agree with that. 
 
Policy 9.  Focus employment uses in designated areas at appropriate scales and 
intensities, such as in Employment Centers, Town Centers and Neighborhood Villages. 

This policy went on to discuss a. Employment Centers; b. Town Centers; and c. Neighborhood 
Centers in more detail. 
 
Ms. St. Amand related the CAC had examined the previous version of this policy in which a, b 
and c were very definition-like.  She explained that the CAC asked for them to be moved to the 
preamble where the text would explain why the City was doing it; later, staff crafted the current 
version with locational criteria in a, b and c that would convey the purpose of each of those 
places and how to differentiate them.  She reported that staff had taken out text dealing with 
cultural uses, paths and other things that could happen in those places because the CAC 
believed it distracted from employment uses and could be captured in other places.  She noted 
that the wording might change after the City Attorney reviewed it. 
 
The Commissioners discussed whether cultural aspects should have been removed.  
Commissioner Bhutani explained that she felt that just in terms of visually looking at those 
spaces, employment intensity was one thing that helped differentiate them and create a 
hierarchy.  She noted however, that cultural uses also defined and differentiated the scale of, 
for example, a town center versus a neighborhood village.  She suggested that the cultural 
language be added back; a library helped define the scale of a town center and community 
gathering spaces should be added back to neighborhood villages.  She observed that putting it 
in the definitions section made it harder to find.  She recalled that the Cogan and Cogan 
analysis talked about different uses under each one of these centers and that was defined 
everywhere except in this policy.  She inquired what happened to ‘community hubs.’ 
 
Ms. St. Amand stated that community hubs could be addressed here if the Commissioners 
wanted that, but they were not here because they were considered more of a conditional use – 
something that would happen on a temporary basis.  She explained that one had to determine 
how they operated and what they did and relate them to the Parks plan.  She asked if they 
should be in this chapter or somewhere else, such as Inspiring Spaces & Places.  
Commissioner Bhutani pointed out the Vision Map showed employment centers, town centers, 
neighborhood villages and a whole bunch of community hubs.  She stated that they had to be 
addressed somewhere and the hierarchy of the Vision had to be made really clear.  Ms. St. 
Amand recalled they were not addressed in great detail in Inspiring Spaces & Places.  She 
asked if that should be the repository chapter where all the descriptions were discussed in 
greater detail.  She noted that this chapter set the stage for every other chapter and the 
specific aspects that related to the action area could be in that chapter as well.  Commissioner 
Bhutani indicated she agreed with that.  Ms. St. Amand commented that that might be the way 
to go, then one could refer back to the Chapter, which set the stage for everything.   
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Commissioner Bhutani indicated if that was going to be the direction then that chapter needed 
to be revisited so the hierarchy could be made really clear and to ensure there was cross-
referencing between the different sections. 
 
Vice Chair Gustafson cautioned that calling out specific cultural opportunities such as libraries, 
public art, and community gathering spaces in the definitions of particular types of centers 
could make it look like those were the only places where the opportunities could be.  He stated 
that for example, it might look like parks, plazas and paths were not appropriate for 
employment centers or it might look like there could not be a library in a neighborhood village.  
He asked if there was a better way to classify where cultural opportunities and community 
gathering places were located. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani recalled the Cogan and Cogan memo talked about cultural 
opportunities in the form of libraries and theaters.  She stated that if they were larger 
institutions they would be put in town centers - not in neighborhood villages or employment 
centers.  She agreed public art should be everywhere; one should be careful about how to 
define ‘cultural’ and in listing what the opportunities were.  Vice Chair Gustafson observed the 
current Library was in the middle of a neighborhood and people could expect to see branch 
libraries in a neighborhood village.  Commissioner Bhutani clarified, ‘main library.’  Vice Chair 
Gustafson cautioned the planners to be very intentional about doing this and to make sure it 
was clearly thought out. 
 
Ms. St. Amand pointed out that the code considered a library a public facility.  She clarified 
that the criteria for town centers (but not neighborhood villages) included, ‘Where there are 
public facilities and services available’.  She questioned whether a branch library should be 
allowed in a neighborhood if they were designed to be focused in town centers.  She asked 
the Commissioners if they wanted to be that explicit about every single type that was allowed 
or take a more general approach.  Commissioner Bhutani advised it was a question of scale – 
not use; the main library was probably in a town center, but branch libraries or smaller uses 
could be acceptable in neighborhood villages.  She asked how to address that in the policy.  
Ms. St. Amand suggested a branch library was not the primary location, but a ‘supporting 
location.’  Commissioner Bhutani then suggested the policy could say, ‘supporting public 
facilities in the neighborhood village’ when it talked about that. 
 
Chair Gaar cautioned against getting bogged down in the details of cross-referencing at this 
point in the process.  He encouraged the Commissioners to think about the vision and talk 
about what the City did to focus on economic vitality and the community’s economic engines. 
He suggested that art and a library might be better addressed in another section of the plan if 
there was cross-referencing to sections that would answer questions regarding where a 
branch library or public art could be placed.  He would support the language as written if there 
was clear cross-referencing.  He held that in this chapter the Commissioners should focus on 
the driving engines of commerce instead of culture. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani indicated she was concerned about having cross-referencing in so 
many places, there was no way of tabulating that.  She clarified that the whole structure of the 
plan was to get away from those kinds of silos; it was a struggle and becoming difficult.  She 
observed that someone who read the plan should be able to understand the full gamut of 
things that contributed to economic vitality.  Ms. St. Amand suggested this particular policy 
could talk about the intensity of employment uses, and a new policy could be added that said 
that economic vitality was not just about economic engines, but had cultural aspects.  She 
clarified that it would say the City supported those uses and where they were allowed.  
Commissioner Bhutani suggested the new policy could include cross-references to Inspiring 
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Spaces & Places where the details were fleshed out.  She cautioned staff would have to keep 
track of them.  Chair Gaar indicated in that case the language in the new policy should be 
similar to that used in Inspiring Spaces & Places and it should direct the reader to Inspiring 
Spaces & Places to find out things such as whether a branch library or art were allowed. 
 
Vice Chair Gustafson inquired where the definitions specific to the Economic Vitality section 
were.  Ms. St. Amand explained that the most detailed definitions would be found in the 
Glossary at the end of the Plan and that part of the definitions would be in Inspiring Spaces & 
Places (ISP), which would give the overall sense of what they were trying to accomplish.  She 
clarified that she would not put the locational criteria in the ISP; Economic Vitality was focused 
on the employment uses in those places and would go into greater detail about where to 
locate them.  She indicated that individuals using the document would look there for those 
details.  Ms. St. Amand stated that Complete Housing & Neighborhoods was about what 
happened in the housing component of those places, ISP text would lay out how it all worked 
together and the specific policies that would make them work would be moved to the action 
area. 
 
Vice Chair Gustafson indicated that if this chapter’s definitions just focused on economic 
vitality, there would need to be a full, detailed, explanation of exactly what a town center, for 
example, was and what all of its components were somewhere else in the plan.  He suggested 
that the CAC think about listing cultural opportunities because things like parks and plazas 
were appropriate for employment centers.  Commissioner Bhutani advised the planners to 
have a consistent structure for cross-referencing; if they added a separate policy and cross-
referenced it back to the ISP to look at all those things then they should do it consistently for 
all sections.  Ms. St. Amand related that staff was considering using a matrix as a guide; it 
would define what each place was and did and refer to the different sections that addressed it. 
 
Policy 9(a)(iii).  In the SW Industrial Area, zoning preserves industrial park uses and 
provides for other employment (office) uses, and allows limited retail and services that 
are strategically sited.  Develop a special district plan for this Employment Center. 

The Commissioners inquired why this sub-policy did not talk about including residential use.  
Staff explained it reflected the fact that the area currently did not allow residential.  Vice Chair 
Gustafson asked if the policy could call for developing a special district plan that might allow 
residential.  He questioned prohibiting residential from such a large area and particularly in the 
section along Boones Ferry Road.  He noted that that section was well served by transit and 
he recalled public testimony claiming it was not particularly suited for industrial use.  
Commissioner Swinford noted the definition ‘Employment Center’ opened the door to 
residential use when it said, ‘may use residential in supporting retail uses.’  Mr. Boone asked if 
the Commissioners were talking about making an enclave for residential use or allowing 
residential use that would support the industrial use in a special district.  Vice Chair Gustafson 
suggested renaming ‘SW Industrial Area’ to something else because he saw the area 
becoming more than just industrial in the future.  Staff confirmed that the code did not call it 
out as ‘SW Industrial Area’ so it could be renamed.  Commissioner Prager questioned being 
so specific about this particular district when the policies did not call out any other special 
district.  Vice Chair Gustafson observed this area and Foothills were the only parts of the City 
where there was major redevelopment opportunity and Foothills was already being planned. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani recalled the report about employment centers talked about 
encouraging industrial uses there to move to the southwest area.  She indicated that it seemed 
to be an area that needed planning more than other areas.  She recalled that public feedback 
talked about having housing or supporting housing in this area and that the 2035 Vision 
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Design Types said an employment center ‘may include residential uses in select locations.’  
She reasoned that it would be good to have some general direction about having a plan for the 
area as it was a little different from the rest.  Chair Gaar supported being more general about it 
and calling for a specific plan for the area because it was unique to the City and required 
special attention.  He acknowledged that the Commissioners might have their ideas about it, 
but citizens he had heard at the CAC business open house had their own opinions about what 
should go on there.  Commissioner Prager talked about renaming it.  He noted the map called 
the area ‘SW Employment District.’  Vice Chair Gustafson and Commissioner Bhutani each 
indicated he/she supported that name.  Commissioner Bhutani pointed out the sub-policies 
needed to be more consistent in how they referred to types of arterial roads.  Staff agreed.  
Staff summarized that the Commissioners had agreed the sub-policy would say, ‘Develop a 
special district plan for the SW Employment District’. 
 
Policy 10. Encourage home occupations as a source of business activity and growth 
while respecting neighborhood character. 

Ms. St. Amand explained that this language was proposed to replace the existing policy 
language, ‘Allow home occupations subject to regulations that ensure compatibility with the 
surrounding residential neighbors.’  Commissioner Bhutani was concerned that ‘respecting’ did 
not imply that there were regulations.  She suggested the policy could say, ‘Encourage home 
occupations as a source of business activity and growth while ensuring compatibility with 
neighborhood character.’  Chair Gaar recalled past discussion about ‘neighborhood character’ 
and comments about building in flexibility; that neighborhood character could change, whether 
it was current neighborhood character or the character of the neighborhood in 2035.  Vice 
Chair Gustafson asked if the Commissioners wanted it to be stricter when that might make it 
harder to encourage home occupations.  Mr. Boone reminded the Commission it had indicated 
it would look at the code criteria for home occupations after periodic review.  He advised that 
‘compatibility’ was a moving target; the City allowed home occupations on a year-to-year 
basis.  He observed that as neighborhood character evolved, the home occupation was 
supposed to evolve as well in order to remain compatible.  Chair Gaar indicated he was 
inclined to accept the proposed language if related action items would be developed.  
Commissioner Bhutani indicated that if the other Commissioners were okay with it she would 
be fine with it.  She clarified she did not want to limit home occupations, she just wanted 
people who read this to know there were regulations.  Commissioner Arthur related he could 
accept it too, but if he had been pressed to suggest a change he would have said, ‘respecting 
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood character.’  Vice Chair Gustafson indicated he 
was fine with leaving it as written.  Chair Gaar observed a consensus to leave the language as 
proposed. 
The Commission took a five-minute break and then reconvened. 
 
Goal 2.  Redevelopment and development in employment zones will address impacts on 
and enhance the surrounding community and will be well-served by infrastructure. 

Ms. St. Amand observed this goal focused on the impacts of new development. 
 
Policy 1. Provide opportunities for new employment redevelopment and development 
while…’ (Sub-policies a. through l. were listed) 

Sub-policies f. – k. These were transportation-related items the CAC work group had put on 
hold pending drafting of related Connected Community goals. 
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Sub-policy c.  Complying with design and aesthetic standards to promote compatibility 
with Lake Oswego’s overall community character. 

Vice Chair Gustafson agreed with striking the word ‘overall’ because Lake Oswego was a 
collection of neighborhood characters - not just one overall character.  Chair Gaar recalled 
neighborhood association testimony expressing concern that neighborhood areas might get 
overrun if the City allowed an increase in development. 
 
Sub-policy e.  Placing new and existing utilities underground in employment zones. 

Commissioner Prager questioned why a sub-policy should be so specific.  Staff advised it was 
existing policy, it was a condition of development for new development.  Commissioner Prager 
observed there were many other development standards.  Commissioner Bhutani observed 
the undergrounding of utilities was a huge cost of development; it might be an action item, but 
it was a big deal and probably had a lot to do with aesthetics.  Chair Gaar observed the 
Commissioners wanted staff to revisit this sub-policy and perhaps consider taking it out or 
putting it in a different place. 
 
Sub-policy i.  Provide adequate, but not excessive, parking for customers and 
employees. 

Commissioner Swinford inquired why this said ‘excessive’.  Staff could not recall and would 
come back with more information.  The Commissioners recalled they were to talk about f 
through k later.  Mr. Boone advised what was ‘excessive’ was a policy choice; the current 
standard for maximum parking was 125% of the minimum required parking. 
 
Sub-policy h.  Provide for a safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle circulation 
system within the development. 

Commissioner Bhutani suggested this sub-policy should address connections to the 
development as well as within it. 
 
Sub-policy f.  Address the adequacy of all transportation modes to, from, and within the 
development site. 

Commissioner Bhutani suggested adding something about transit opportunities. 
 
Sub-policy l.  Encouraging redevelopment of existing strip commercial areas to 
promote pedestrian access, business activity and transit. 

Commissioner Prager noted the first part of the first sentence of the existing language, 
‘Prevent further expansion of strip commercial development’ was struck.  He asked if the code 
prohibited strip development.  Staff stated there was nothing in the code that prevented it from 
happening; nothing prevented owners from expanding the building.  They explained that 
design review would look at ensuring it was done in a visually compatible way.  The 
Commissioners asked how ‘strip commercial development’ was defined.  Staff pointed out the 
existing Plan defined it as ‘Commercial or retail uses, usually one story high and one story 
deep, that fronted on a major street and was oriented toward access by automobile.’  They 
explained that it was ‘typically characterized by street frontage parking lots serving individual 
stores or strips of stores.’  It differed from central business districts in at least two of the 
following ways:  1) no provisions for pedestrian access between individual uses; 2) uses are 
only one story deep; 3) buildings are arranged linearly rather than clustered; and 4) there is no 
design integration among individual uses.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated she would have 
language in this policy to prevent further expansion of strip commercial; keep the idea of  
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pedestrian-oriented development; and guide code changes.  She suggested the second 
sentence read, ‘Encourage redevelopment of existing strip commercial areas to promote 
pedestrian orientation, access and business activity.’ 
 
Commissioner Swinford stated that saying ‘Prevent further expansion’ was not being very 
business-friendly to owners who wanted to expand.  She suggested using language that 
meant subtly dissuade; rather than letting an existing strip center just sit there, the business 
could continue to be successful and grow and do some reasonable kind of expansion within all 
the guidelines of approval.  She reasoned that ‘Prevent’ might stick the City with a few 
eyesores that could have succeeded if the language had not been so cut and dried.  Vice 
Chair Gustafson recalled the example of redevelopment of the Lake Grove Shopping Center; it 
could be considered an expansion of strip commercial.  He stated that it did not live up to the 
vision of the Lake Grove Village Center plan; he questioned whether the community would 
have preferred it be torn down?  He commented that ‘Encouraging’ indicated that the City 
would prefer it to be pedestrian-oriented, but it was already there and it demonstrated the 
concept of adaptive reuse.  Commissioner Bhutani agreed that ‘Prevent’ might be too strong a 
word and the language ‘encourage’ or something like it could be used to indicate the City was 
providing an incentive.  Vice Chair Gustafson suggested saying, ‘Prevent new strip 
commercial development and encourage redevelopment.’  He agreed with adding language 
about pedestrian orientation.  Commissioner Prager observed that reflected that the City did 
not want new ones, but wanted existing ones to redevelop.  Commissioner Arthur agreed that 
made sense.  Staff agreed to change the language to include, ‘Prevent new strip commercial 
development and encourage redevelopment’ that ‘promotes pedestrian orientation, access, 
business activity and transit.’ 
 
Definitions 

The Commissioners inquired why the Definitions from the 1994 Comprehensive Plan 
(Shopping Centers; Regional Draw Businesses; and Strip commercial development) were 
included and why the definition Employment Area was struck.  Staff related that section served 
as a reference point for terms referred to in the text; now that there were Employment Centers, 
Employment Area was no longer relevant. 
 
Commissioner Prager remarked that the revised version did not reflect the fact that they had 
talked about regional draw businesses that they did not want to see, such as a Home Depot.  
He observed that Policy 17 addressed that but it was proposed to be struck.  The 
Commissioners recalled that they had discussed it with the housing component.  Mr. Boone 
and staff advised that those businesses were currently prohibited by the current Code 
everywhere except on the Walmart site.  He explained that a single use could not be more 
than 35,000 sq. ft. anywhere else and that policy had been implemented already.  Ms. St. 
Amand said the staff would examine whether Policy 17 needed to be retained and put back in 
the next version.  Commissioner Prager suggested it was good to have policy backup for some 
things even if they were implemented in the Code.  Chair Gaar agreed. 
 
Commissioner Prager observed that policies that talked about things like buffering, screening, 
height, bulk and scale types of controls on commercial and industrial developments were 
previously sprinkled throughout the plan and now seemed to be struck in all those places.  
Staff indicated that those things had been addressed in the housing section, but they would 
look at it again to ensure it was all covered by the current code or elsewhere. 
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Ms. St. Amand pointed out that Policies 17-20, which were proposed to be struck, were 
district-specific policies.  She explained that the CAC had asked staff to provide them with a 
report related to Policy 19 because Mountain Park had not been resolved; there were a 
number of neighborhood commercial sites sprinkled through Mountain Park and it had the 
Oswego Town Center Square site.  She clarified that they were all considered Neighborhood 
Commercial.  She recalled that the CAC wanted to more closely examine what they were and 
how they functioned in Mountain Park. 
 
A 50+ population policy. 

Ms. St. Amand referred to the staff memorandum which reported that Mary’s Woods at 
Marylhurst had submitted Attachment 6 in which they proposed a policy calling for the City to 
‘Develop strategies to utilize the entrepreneurial business experience of Lake Oswego’s 50+ 
population to strengthen the City’s economy.’  Vice Chair Gustafson indicated that it was a 
good idea conceptually, but he questioned whether the 50+ population needed to be 
specifically called out in the Plan.  Chair Gaar noted the fact that the City had an aging 
population which was constantly being addressed in the process.  Commissioner Swinford 
suggested the Chamber of Commerce might be the best entity to develop the strategies; a 
related policy could be to ‘Encourage and engage the City’s wise and experienced population.’  
Vice Chair Gustafson suggested it could be an action plan item to utilize the experience of that 
population differently than other age groups.  Commissioner Arthur suggested that when the 
letter talked about the 50+ population it referred to people who had a lot of experience and 
knowhow; who were still vital and insightful; who had the time because they were not actively 
working; and who were looking for some way to give back to the community.  He suggested 
that perhaps the Chamber or Marylhurst or some other community group could organize it 
since the City might not have the resources to do it.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated she 
supported calling it out as an action plan item, but not at policy level.  She suggested that it 
could call for working with the Chamber.  Commissioner Swinford suggested the work program 
might be an ACC program that matched skills.  Chair Gaar noted that a representative of the 
50+ Advisory Board served on the CAC.  He observed the consensus was to address the 
suggestion as an action item. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

8.1 Urbanization Policies – Periodic Review (PP 10-0007) 

Discuss Comprehensive Plan urbanization policies and their relationship to the Stafford area.  
Topic continued from July 9 meeting. 
 

Public Comments 

Dr. Gregory P. Monahan, Glen Haven Road, Lake Oswego, stated that he was the Co-Chair of 
the Sustainability Advisory Board (SAB).  He observed that the City had applied to expand the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to the property that would be the site of the tennis center.  He 
anticipated the UGB would have to be expanded again in order to facilitate a Luscher area 
master plan.  He suggested the Comprehensive Plan process should talk about eventual 
expansion of the UGB and where the city was going with it, as there was currently some 
ambiguity about it.  He noted that many of the current uses were technically in violation of the 
County EFU zoning. 
 

Staff Report 

Mr. Egner indicated that the Commissioners were scheduled to meet jointly with the City 
Council the following evening to discuss the urbanization policy.  He explained that since the 
last Comprehensive Plan update Metro and Clackamas County had designated the Stafford 
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area as an urban reserve area and Tualatin and West Linn reportedly were going to appeal 
that decision to LUBA after the state finalized its preliminary approval.  He said that the Lake 
Oswego City Council had decided not to participate in the appeal.  He indicated that the City 
had been adhering to Comprehensive Plan policies that essentially said the City would not be 
moving south and planning that area, but the urban reserves decision required some re-
evaluation of the policies.  He indicated that the County was interested in planning a Borland 
area employment center and its agreement with Metro was to invite all the affected cities to the 
table to participate in planning it.  He stated that if the County moved ahead the City would 
need to determine if it would participate and what policy position to present at the table. 
 

Questions of Staff 

The Commissioners wanted to know what the other cities hoped to gain if their appeal was 
successful.  They asked what the impact on Lake Oswego would be if the city did not get 
involved.  Mr. Egner observed the other cities were seeking assurance that the Stafford area 
would not be urbanized for a long time - perhaps until the urban reserves designation was 
revisited sometime in the future.  He explained that urban reserves identified a 40 to 50 year 
supply of land that was eligible for urbanization; and County Commissioners were interested in 
the area because they saw jobs going to Washington County and wanted more Clackamas 
County employment land.  He reported that the County had been holding a series of forums 
with Stafford hamlet residents to discuss overall density and planning; transportation; and 
infrastructure and utilities.  He explained that the cost of improving I-205 to accommodate 
more intense growth there was very high; they had to get water there; and there were ways to 
get sewer there, but it was expensive.  Mr. Egner recalled that the City had been concerned 
about the traffic impacts on Stafford Road, McVey, Childs Road, Bryant Road and Highway 
43.  He noted that to his knowledge the City had never done a traffic analysis. 
 
Mr. Egner recalled that the City had adopted the 2009 Aspirations Statement before the urban 
reserves decision was made and the concept was that there should be a strong east/west 
transportation connection that encouraged traffic to go east and west rather than north.  He 
added that the aspiration stated Lake Oswego and West Linn should not ‘nibble down’ from 
the top of the basin and that when sufficient intensity developed at Borland it would act as a 
town center and draw development down to it.  He reported that when the City applied to 
expand the UGB to include the Raseekh site, the county put a condition on their review that 
the City had to sign a memorandum of understanding that it would participate in planning for 
Stafford.  Mr. Egner clarified that ‘participate’ did not mean support urbanization.  He related 
that it was a good idea to participate in order to defend whatever position the City ultimately 
decided to take. 
 
Mr. Egner reported that the City Council had not asked the Commission to consider anything 
specific, they just wanted to exchange thoughts with the Commissioners at the upcoming 
meeting.  He explained that staff had posed some general questions regarding whether the 
City was absolutely set on never expanding into Stafford; how far south should we apply the 
policy to maintain a ‘rural character for Stafford; what time frame made sense; and would it 
make sense to do conceptual planning and address natural resource protection and transfer of 
development rights.  He recalled that the Aspiration Statement tied urbanization to improved 
transportation and high capacity transit on I-205.  He pointed out that the assumption was that 
the area would ultimately be urbanized, but it would happen far into the future. 
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The Commissioners wanted to know what had made Lake Oswego change its position to the 
one in the Aspiration Statement in 2009.  They asked if the need for urbanizable land was 
lessened by the current economic problem.  They wanted to know if the City could add land to 
the UGB in small bits over time. 
 
Mr. Egner believed the Council recognized that the County was interested in employment land; 
the Stafford area was relatively close to the central metro area; it was enclosed by I-205; and it 
could get services.  He explained that amending the UGB was designed to be a difficult 
process that would keep the supply of urban land tight and maintain rural land outside.  He 
recalled that when the City first started talking about bringing in the Luscher area, Metro staff 
had advised against it because of the timing; it would have been an awkward, last-minute 
addition to the last legislative expansion of the UGB.  He reported that when the City 
contemplated a quasi-judicial request to add the Luscher area and the Raseekh property to 
the UGB, the County was concerned that the City would never become involved in Stafford 
planning.  He pointed out that when the City reduced its request to just the Raseekh property, 
the condition to participate in overall planning of the area was added.  Mr. Egner clarified that 
the other two cities did not challenge Lake Oswego’s UGB request.  He noted that Tualatin 
had land to grow in another direction.  He clarified that the City could probably develop some 
park activities under the current County EFU zoning, but urban athletic fields were not on the 
zone’s list of uses.  He indicated that he did not know the details, but understood that the City 
had explored the possibility of getting a conditional use permit for athletic fields years ago and 
then backed away from it.  He added that the City may try to get the Luscher area into the 
UGB during Metro’s next round of major UGB amendments. 
 

Commission Discussion 

The Commissioners noted that Commissioner Johnson was not present to offer his 
perspective.  Commissioner Prager recalled the Housing Needs Analysis and the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis indicated the City had enough land available within its existing 
boundaries.  He imagined that the other cities probably did too.  Mr. Egner confirmed the two 
studies indicated the City had a 20 year land supply.  He reported that Tualatin was concerned 
about the potential traffic impacts of Stafford urbanization along Borland Road and I-205 and 
West Linn took a very conservative approach to growth and looked inward. 
 
Vice Chair Gustafson observed that having the high-level, conceptual discussion with the City 
Council now would help the Commission address the Comprehensive Plan.  He reasoned that 
if development in Stafford was not anticipated within the next 20 years, the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan did not have to be too specific and they could use the 2009 Aspiration 
Statement language as policy direction.  He added that there could be some language 
indicating that Lake Oswego had enough land to meet its needs and did not want to see the 
area developed, but it would be involved in early concept planning to guide what would 
ultimately happen in Stafford. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani inquired if forecasts anticipated there would be so much growth in the 
next 40 years that the City would need these urban reserves or if it was just that that area had 
the services.  Mr. Egner indicated the area met certain criteria and there had been detailed 
analysis that looked at some levels of feasibility; it had been compared to other areas around 
the edge of the region and based on the Metro criteria, it would be a better area to urbanize 
than areas further out because it was next to I-205 and had good service and access.  He 
clarified that other areas included more productive farmland. 
 



 APPROVED:  02/11/13 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of July 23, 2012 Page 15 of 16 

Chair Gaar recalled the Stafford Hamlet had a plan. He suggested there would be value in 
learning about what the people who lived there thought. He indicated that if the county turned 
that area into an employment center, it would have a huge impact on Lake Oswego.  Mr. 
Egner clarified it was an aspirational vision that guided the Hamlet; the Hamlet had reached 
consensus about it, but one could find conflict between rural character and urban development 
in the wording. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani agreed with Vice Chair Gustafson that the City should probably not 
look at urbanization of the area in the currently proposed Comprehensive Plan.  She indicated 
that the language in the 2009 Statement was good language to use if I-205 would be such a 
costly process that the likelihood of that happening was far off.  She advised that it called for 
waiting until I-205 was developed before looking at providing other kinds of urbanization in that 
area.  She also indicated she liked the idea of having green space separating the cities so they 
did not run into each other and the urban reserves area helped keep those boundaries. 
 
Mr. Egner observed the discussion reaffirmed operating under the 2009 Aspiration Statement 
and that when the City staff and officials went to meetings with the County and others they 
needed to know the general policy direction.  He commented that the City Council/Planning 
Commission discussion would help frame the urbanization policies. 
 
Commissioner Swinford indicated she thought what was written in the Aspiration Statement 
was good.  She indicated she would also like it to recognize that the area had unique 
topography and was not just flat farmland.  She saw a transportation issue due to the fact that 
one only had the ability to go south on I-5 across Boones Bridge.  She added that those 
looking at increasing the capacity of I-205 should also look at getting I-5 moving south to 
Wilsonville as well so there was no backup through the interchange.  She advised that it was 
important for the County to look at improving traffic if something was going to be happening in 
the area.  She encouraged the City to get involved, put the chips on the table, and bring in 
Luscher Farm and all of the property it wanted.  She indicated that if the City was going to 
change its tune and engage in conceptual visualization of the future it should be able to finish 
getting what a lot of people had said they wanted. 
 
Commissioner Prager observed that the Aspiration Statement indicated no urbanization until 
transportation issues were resolved and that if they were resolved, then the focus would be on 
the Borland area.  He wanted to call for a demonstrated need that the City needed housing 
and employment land outside the UGB and see the transportation issues resolved.  He 
questioned the need to work on a future town center in the Stafford area when the City was 
making an effort to focus on those within the City limits.  He commented that other cities likely 
were doing that as well. 
 
Mr. Egner reported that the regional need for a 20-year land supply was reassessed and 
calculated every five years in Metro’s UGB amendment process at which time Metro would try 
to do some regional balancing.  He reported that the Metro forecast through 2035 did not 
assign any development to the Stafford basin, but it added a large amount there between 2035 
and 2040. 
 
Chair Gaar talked about a needs analysis.  He recalled the CAC began the process by trying 
to ensure that the City was using the appropriate growth model; it chose the lower model 
because it fit the projected needs.  He pointed out that the sustainable approach was to 
develop within your own area.  He reasoned that if the county and Metro decided to encourage 
development in Stafford, it would impact Lake Oswego and the City should pay close attention.  
His inclination was to remain focused on what current information showed, which was a very 
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slight uptick.  He observed that the City had available lands to meet its needs and it should fill 
out on the inside first.  He recognized that the political dispute would be sometime down the 
road and there would be impacts to developing in Stafford.  Chair Gaar hoped this discussion 
would help frame some of the questions the Commission would discuss with the City Council 
the following evening. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

Vice Chair Gustafson recalled citizens’ concern about the Commission’s deliberative process 
at the last hearing; the concern was that the Commission was not listening to their comments 
and input.  He indicated it was likely that the Commissioners had been listening, but just did 
not agree.  He suggested the Commissioners think about some ways to make sure they 
reassured individuals they were listening during the rest of the Comprehensive Plan hearings; 
they could acknowledge that they heard them during deliberations. 
 
Chair Gaar reminded everyone that the Comprehensive Plan update process was working 
through steps and there were multiple opportunities and places to have their voices heard 
besides public testimony to the Planning Commission.  He added that there were a lot of 
opportunities to get involved and stay involved and if individuals felt they were not being heard 
they should continue to voice their opinions.  He explained that at the last hearing he had 
simply not agreed with some of the legal analysis that was being put forward regarding how 
one read through the language.  Commissioner Arthur suggested that the Commissioners 
recognize citizen concerns by re-stating them in a non-contentious manner; that the 
Commissioners be attentive and respectful and make a demonstration of listening and 
perhaps echoing what they heard, but also that they explain in more detail why they were 
making their judgments. 
 
Commissioner Prager alerted the Commissioners about an article that would likely be in the 
Lake Oswego Review that week.  He related that the newspaper had asked him some 
questions about the lake access issue and about being on the Planning Commission. 
 

10. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Ms. Andreades reviewed the Rolling Agenda.  She pointed out the first revised Foothills 
Framework Plan work session was scheduled on September 10. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 9:50 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Iris McCaleb  /s/ 
Iris McCaleb 
Administrative Support 


