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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

November 14, 2012 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Vice Chair Jon Gustafson called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of 
City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Vice Chair Jon Gustafson and Commissioners Randy Arthur, Puja 
Bhutani, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Chair William Gaar and Commissioner Jim 
Johnson were excused. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Ryan Stee, Parks Project Manager; 
Sidaro Sin, Development Project Manager, Economic & Capital Development Department; 
Beth St. Amand, Senior Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; Iris McCaleb, 
Administrative Support. 

Consultants present were Elaine Howard, Elaine Howard Consulting; Laurie Mathews, Director 
of Preservation Planning and Design, MIG, Inc. 
 

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

Gary Buford, N. State Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, indicated that he was speaking on behalf 
of State Street LLC, owner of 415 N. State St.  He stated that he disagreed with the 
Commission decision to include the property in the Foothills District and with what the City was 
doing down there; it was effectively ‘spot zoning.’  He pointed out that the property was in the 
East End redevelopment area.  He did not intend to ask for a zone change or develop high 
density housing on it.  He held that when the time was right and there was a need for it 
someone would step up and develop Foothills. 
 
Scott Bullard, Taylors Crest Lane, 97035, supported the draft Foothills Urban Renewal Plan 
and that the work on Goal 10 (Housing) was absolutely necessary.  He stated that Lake 
Oswego needed affordable housing in the form of a wider variety of housing product and 
Foothills was the place to put it.  He indicated that the City needed to be committed to 
reversing the compression that was taking place; people moved to Lake Oswego primarily 
because of its schools; it needed to have housing variety that would attract and retain younger 
families; allow residents to age in place; and enable city staff, police, firefighters, and teachers 
to afford to live in Lake Oswego.  He pointed out that Northwest Housing Alternatives had 
developed an extraordinarily high quality senior housing product in Lake Grove. 
 
Martha McLennan, SE Willard, Milwaukie, stated that she was the Executive Director of 
Northwest Housing Alternatives.  She advised that including affordable housing in Foothills 
and the Comprehensive Plan was critically important; it would provide housing for the young, 
the old, and the City’s work force.  During the questioning period, Commissioner Arthur asked 
what the difference was between ‘workforce’ housing and ‘affordable’ housing.  She clarified 
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that the term, ‘workforce housing’ was used in different ways.  She explained that the majority 
of Northwest Housing Alternatives’ residents worked; sometimes the term was used to 
describe the next level up and that workforce housing was sometimes used to refer to incomes 
between 60% and 120% of area median income.  She indicated that ‘affordable housing’ 
typically served people with incomes at or below 60% of the area’s medium income; that was 
about $26,000 for a single person and $29,000 for a couple. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Ms. Andreades reported the Council had renewed the contract with Allied Waste; reviewed the 
draft Wastewater Master Plan; and considered the staff report and updated findings for 
Foothills (LU 12-0032).  She advised that the Lake Oswego Development Agency (LORA) had 
amended the East End Redevelopment Plan to be consistent with the Foothills District and 
awarded a contract for the 2nd Street improvements. 
 

5. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

5.1 LU 12-0032 – Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan map and text and the Community 
Development Code that will implement the Foothills Framework Plan to create a new mixed 
use district. 

Staff corrected Conclusion language on page 5, line 32 to read, ‘contingent upon the Council 
making a specific finding that the proposed amendment is in compliance with Metro’s Title 3, 
LU 12-0032 is in compliance with all applicable criteria.’  A spelling error was corrected. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani moved to approve LU 12-0032-1796 Findings, Conclusions and Order 
as corrected.  Commissioner Arthur seconded the motion and it passed 3:2.  Commissioner 
Swinford and Commissioner Prager voted against.  Commissioner Swinford explained she had 
voted against it because she still had concerns related to transportation and the floodplain 
issue. 
 

5.2 LU 12-0033 – Comprehensive Plan Update – Connected Community 

Commissioner Arthur moved to approve LU 12-0033-1795 Findings, Conclusions and Order.  
Commissioner Prager seconded the motion and it passed 4:0:1.  Commissioner Bhutani 
abstained. 
 

6. FOOTHILLS URBAN RENEWAL PLAN 

6.1 Foothills Urban Renewal Plan – Review Proposed Plan for Conformance with Lake Oswego 
Comprehensive Plan (PP 12-0021). 

Mr. Sin and Ms. Howard presented.  Mr. Sin provided a review of the progress to date.  He 
explained the public involvement process had involved a work group and the group had found 
that, in general, the proposed urban renewal plan was consistent with the Foothills Framework 
Plan.  He explained that some were concerned that the process was going too fast and that it 
included affordable housing projects.  He reported that nine people had attended the public 
information meeting; some questioned the timing and raised issues related to transportation 
and public outreach.  He indicated that three comment cards were submitted at the meeting in 
support of affordable housing.  He noted that they had also received five letters in support from 
affordable housing providers.  He added that LORA and the Council had each held a study 
session before the draft plan and report were sent to the Commission and that the Council 
hearing was in December. 
 



 APPROVED:  02/11/13 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of November 14, 2012 Page 3 of 10 

Mr. Sin reported that the Buford property was not included in the urban renewal district but that 
did not preclude it from being zoned Foothills Mixed Use (FMU) in the future if the owner 
wanted to do so.  He explained that it had been left out because there was no project identified 
with the property and because it generated Tax Increment Financing (TIF) in the East End 
Redevelopment Area and would only add a minimal amount to the Foothills district.  
Commissioner Bhutani questioned the finding that there was no project associated with the 
Buford property.  She pointed out that the Framework Plan said the A Avenue Steps might 
require acquisition of some or all of the property to the east of State Street, which included the 
Buford property.  She noted that the district might need that property to design an ideal 
connection in that important location.  Mr. Sin clarified that after talking with the Foothills 
design team, the designers had confirmed that the stairs could be designed only using the 
property to the south of the Buford property.  Mr. Sin and Ms. Howard confirmed that 
establishing the urban renewal area boundary was establishing the ‘funding boundary’.  They 
clarified that it was a separate action from and would not affect the approved Framework Plan.  
They explained that the urban renewal boundary did not include the Buford property while the 
Framework Plan included the Buford property in the Foothill Mixed Use (FMU) designation.  
They indicated that if necessary, the property could be added to the urban renewal district later 
via a minor amendment or by arranging for some coordination between the two urban renewal 
districts.  Ms. Howard also clarified that it made no difference whether the Buford property was 
in or out of the Foothills urban renewal area in terms of the amount of taxes the owner paid. 
 
Ms. Howard highlighted aspects of the report.  She explained that the maximum indebtedness 
was $43.2 million and that was the maximum amount of money that could be spent over the 
22 year life of the urban renewal plan.  She pointed out that the project was projected to bring 
a substantial increase in assessed value from $11.5 million to $385 million.  She indicated that 
the related taxing jurisdictions could look forward to having revenue sharing at a relatively 
early time in the life of the plan.  She noted that the School District would benefit from 
construction excise taxes, local levy taxes, revenue sharing, and more state funding due to the 
additional students. 
 
Ms. Howard advised that state statutes required submitting an urban renewal plan to the 
Planning Commission for a recommendation and a statement in the adopting ordinance that 
specified the plan conformed to the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  She explained that the 
Commission’s urban renewal recommendation should be contingent on the Council adopting 
the related Comprehensive Plan changes.  She referred to the findings.  She pointed out that 
the two main results of the projects in the plan accomplished Goal 9, Economic Development, 
and Goal 10, Housing.  She indicated that the City would develop an underutilized area so it 
provided more tax base and provided a variety of housing opportunities. 
 
Commissioner Prager questioned why Goal 7 findings said the floodplain amendments 
complied with city regulations, but did not mention Metro.  Ms. Howard advised that urban 
renewal statutes only required a finding that the proposed district complied with city 
regulations.  Mr. Boone advised that the amendments would have to comply with applicable 
law, including Metro Title 3 requirements; the question was how.  He explained that it would 
have to be determined that the floodplain amendment met ‘substantial conformance’; or, there 
had to be a map amendment; or there had to be an exception.  Ms. Andreades reported that 
after Metro indicated it was not interested in processing a map amendment staff had removed 
the proposed floodplain amendment.  She indicated that unless the Council decided to put the 
amendment back in, the City was required to balance cuts and fills in the area.  She noted that 
staff was going to lay out some potential alternative options for the Council that could put the 
City into compliance. 
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Commissioner Swinford inquired about the cost of cuts, who paid for it, and what the 
environmental issues were.  Mr. Sin recalled it was estimated to be about $5 million.  He 
reported that ideas voiced during Council study sessions included a fee in lieu option; doing 
cuts in Tryon Cove and other riverfront areas; having private development fund it; shifting TIF; 
removing lower priority projects such as the A Avenue Steps and PGE Station; and using 
System Development Charges (SDCs).  He added that there would be some sort of natural 
resource mitigation process.  He confirmed that one of the alternative approaches was the City 
paying for the developer’s cut and fill.  Ms. Andreades clarified that the City’s position was that 
it was in substantial compliance because the floodplain was developed and committed and did 
not currently function as a floodplain, however, Metro did not agree. 
 
Commissioner Swinford asked if the total cost of urban renewal was still $43.2 million.  Ms. 
Howard clarified that affordable housing had been added to the project list and that she would 
research and provide the updated number.  Commissioner Swinford explained she felt there 
needed to be affordable housing, but she questioned why the City had to pay for it when there 
was all kinds of money available for affordable housing.  She asked how the cost had been 
arrived at.  Ms. Howard advised the related line item only paid for a portion of it in order to 
make it affordable and to ensure affordable housing happened.  She explained that the cost 
was factored on how many units would be reasonable in the area and the cost of developing 
those units. She clarified that it did not preclude other financing sources to help finance 
affordable housing.  Mr. Boone advised that this was an authorization of funds; a project had 
to be on the list in order to expend funds to accomplish it; it was not the same as appropriation 
of funds and it did not compel the urban renewal board to do it.  He noted that they could 
decide not to move forward with it. 
 
Commissioner Swinford wanted it on the record that the work group she had been asked to 
participate in had not been productive.  She reported that she was one of two new people at 
the meetings and that the others had served on the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC).  She 
observed that it was intended to be an open focus group and no new opinions were openly 
received. 
 
Commissioner Arthur asked staff to explain the difference between the geographical area of 
the FMU (about 40 acres) and the urban renewal district area (48 acres).  Mr. Sin advised they 
served different purposes and did not have to be exactly the same.  He clarified that the urban 
renewal boundary outlined the funding sources and projects and the FMU boundary showed 
the uses.  He noted that both supported the Foothills Framework Plan.  Ms. Howard suggested 
that the difference could be the water treatment plant and the park areas. 
 
Commissioner Prager asked what the procedure would be for a new City Council to undo what 
had been done so far.  Ms. Howard believed it could adopt an ordinance revoking the prior 
ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani referred to the financial analysis in the report.  She observed that it 
projected that assessed value in 2017 would jump by 356.4%.  She asked if that meant that 
most of the infrastructure improvements would be made and the first few blocks would be built 
in the next five years.  Mr. Sin and Ms. Howard clarified that related infrastructure 
improvements would be coordinated with development as development occurred.  They 
explained that the large jump from $12 million to $56 million reflected major development 
occurring on the initial blocks. 
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Public Comment 

Lana Vance, First Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, was not present to offer oral comments but 
had left written comments which indicated that urban renewal in Foothills was a marvelous 
idea; it had been needed for a long time; and the City should go forward with it. 
 

Discussion 

Vice Chair Gustafson noted that the Commission had already approved the Foothills 
Framework Plan and the FMU Comprehensive Plan designation and that they had already 
talked about the floodplain issue.  He pointed out that the question was whether this funding 
mechanism was in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.  Commissioner Prager 
commented that the floodplain issue seemed to be resolved and that had been his only 
concern.  Mr. Boone suggested contingency language for a motion. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani moved to recommend approval of PP 12-0021, contingent upon City 
Council adoption of the Comprehensive Plan amendments recommended by the Commission 
and with a finding that the Foothills urban renewal plan was in conformance with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Commissioner Prager seconded the motion and it passed 5:0. 
 

7. WORK SESSIONS 

7.1 Luscher Farm Area Master Plan – Update and Review (PP11-0019). 
 

Staff Report 

Mr. Stee, Parks Project Manager and Ms. Mathews (MIG, Inc.) presented.  Mr. Stee explained 
that staff had been directed to utilize the work group of board chairs to review the details of the 
entire master plan.  He indicated that the group had met twice so far and would examine the 
draft land use application at the next meeting.  He noted that comments would also be taken 
online and that staff was maintaining a comment matrix.  He reported that this was the first 
master plan application to be reviewed under the new Park and Natural Area (PNA) zone 
process and the process required a construction phasing plan.  He indicated that the planners 
were asking for direction regarding how to approach phasing. 
 

Discussion 

Vice Chair Gustafson appreciated that public input had been taken into consideration.  He 
suggested it would be helpful to be able to compare how a typical master plan would approach 
phasing and then consider the constraints caused by the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 
situation. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani observed it was a good plan that made potentially conflicting uses and 
existing and new uses work together well.  She suggested having a time sequence framework 
for elements like water rights, the historic overlay, and the tennis center amendments in one 
place.  She advised that the Commission needed some answers about which implementation 
pathway (annexation or working with the county) was the most feasible.  She indicated that the 
conflict between the Comprehensive Plan policy that development was only allowed within the 
UGB and working with the property outside the UGB had to be addressed. 
 
Commissioner Prager suggested phasing should first focus on the core area of the farm and 
sports area.  Ms. Mathews indicated that would be typical phasing and that some of the things 
planned in the core area could be implemented without bringing it into the UGB.  She advised 
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that the educational components could probably get approval under the county Exclusive Farm 
Use (EFU) Zone. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani suggested carrying treed landscape that buffered the new parking lot 
further than was shown.  Mr. Stee related the work group did not want to do that because it 
wanted to preserve as much agricultural land as possible.  He pointed out that topography and 
some larger trees already screened the existing parking lot.  Ms. Matthews agreed that there 
could be more screening.  Vice Chair Gustafson recalled there was a nice view of the farmland 
from the playground because there were no trees. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani wanted to know why the new entrance from Rosemont Road was the 
only location for it and how the affected wetland would be mitigated.  Ms. Mathews reported 
that it was the only location along that segment that offered appropriate driver sight distance 
and would not impact Heritage Trees or the historic character of Luscher Farm.  She explained 
that it was proposed in a location where there had already been mitigation for the Rosemont 
Trail.  She clarified that it would not be open to traffic on a daily basis, but would serve as a 
safety access and used for larger events; if the permitting process determined that more 
mitigation was needed that would be done. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani commented that she liked the fact that passive open space was 
located along the periphery and the more active recreational uses were in the interior. 
 
Commissioner Prager inquired whether commercial use such as a farm stand would be 
allowed.  Mr. Boone advised that concession facilities were a permitted use in a PNA zone.  
Commissioner Prager indicated that he could envision the parking lot being used for festivals, 
but he was concerned about the gravel there and on the trails.  Mr. Stee explained it would not 
be loose gravel.  He described the process of layering and compacting decomposed granite so 
over time it became a firm but permeable surface. 
 
Commissioner Swinford suggested looking at how the signal at Overlook could be improved; 
she recalled that drivers coming from Overlook did not look for oncoming traffic coming from 
Hazalia Field. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani inquired about the status of the Brock property.  Mr. Stee indicated that 
he was not aware that the City had any plans to purchase that private property.  Mr. Boone 
advised the City did not have any condemnation authority out there. 
 
Commissioner Prager suggested that the tennis facility, not its parking area, should front on 
the road.  Mr. Stee advised that the City Council had not yet discussed an actual design and 
the design was outside the purview of the master planning process.  Commissioner Prager 
inquired whether there was to be covered seating around the sports field.  Ms. Mathews 
related a seating wall would be incorporated into the hill around the new field. 
 

7.2. Comprehensive Plan Update – Community Health & Public Safety, Part 1 (PP 10-0007). 

Continued from November 5, 2012.  Ms. St. Amand indicated that the Commission would 
finish conducting its first review of “Energy & Environment” goals and policies.  She explained 
that these goals and policies included revisions and additions to the existing Plan’s Goal 6 – 
Air, Water and Land Resources Quality (Sections 1 and 3); Goal 11 – Public Facilities and 
Services (Section 5); and Goal 13 – Energy Conservation. 
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ENERGY CONSERVATION AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

Commissioner Swinford asked about wind turbines.  She recalled that it came up in regards to 
Foothills.  She noted that they were a visual issue and that they were an issue in Europe.  Ms. 
St. Amand indicated that there was a general policy about being open to alternative sources of 
energy but wind turbines were not called out in the proposed Energy section.  Ms. Andreades 
did not see them creating a compatibility issue in Foothills because it was a new District that 
would be developed.  Ms. Andreades commented that if they became the next energy source 
trend, the City could consider putting development code limits on them. 
 
Goals: 

B. Conserve Energy 
C. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and energy consumption to reduce costs 

and the social, economic, and environmental effects of climate change. 
 
Policies: 

1. Promote energy efficiency and renewable energy improvements to increase Lake 
Oswego’s long-term affordability and resiliency. 

2. Reduce the City’s carbon emissions, energy and water consumption, waste and 
toxics. 

Commissioner Bhutani observed the first policy sounded more like a goal and goals B 
and C seemed redundant.  She suggested consolidating B and C.  Ms. St. Amand 
advised that the CAC had deliberately separated ‘Conserve Energy’ into a separate 
goal.  She agreed that the two policies sounded like goals.  She explained that Policy 2 
called out ‘water consumption’ because the City’s greatest energy consumption was 
related to water treatment.  She pointed out that waste and toxics were now addressed 
in the next section.  Commissioner Bhutani suggested making the water-related policy 
Goal 3 and putting the related policies under it.  Vice Chair Gustafson agreed. 
 
Commissioner Prager and Vice Chair Gustafson suggested that if Policy 2 was talking 
about city government functions the policy should clarify that.  Ms. St. Amand advised 
that most Comprehensive Plan policies referred to city government functions; if they 
did not they should be clearly written to indicate they were about development by 
individuals.  She noted that the Comprehensive Plan would have a users’ guide that 
clarified that. 
 

5. Promote compact development, rehabilitation of existing buildings and energy 
and water efficiencies in Employment Centers, Town Centers and Neighborhood 
Villages. 

6. Promote energy‐efficient land use and circulation patterns through mixed‐use 
development in Employment Centers, Town Centers and Neighborhood Villages 
that are well served by transportation options. 

Commissioner Bhutani suggested reformatting and broadening Policy 5 to call for 
promoting compact development and rehabilitation of existing buildings in all higher 
density residential areas to encourage energy and water efficiencies.  She clarified that 
Policy 6 should also apply to higher density residential areas and that specific areas 
could be targeted during action planning.  Vice Chair Gustafson agreed. 
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7. Promote energy efficiency and renewable energy use through site planning for 
all types of development including residential subdivisions, multi‐family, 
commercial and industrial projects. 

Commissioner Bhutani suggested the above policy should say, ‘promote energy and 
water efficiency’ so it reflected the goal. 
 

11. Encourage the community to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from materials 
flows (foods, goods and services consumed in Lake Oswego). 

Commissioner Bhutani indicated that she would approach this from the system 
planning level and say, ‘Encourage the community to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from system efficiencies in materials flows.’  Ms. St. Amand explained that 
‘materials flows’ meant consumption and that the Greenhouse Gas Inventory indicated 
the greatest source of greenhouse gas emissions was consumption.  Vice Chair 
Gustafson advised that consuming less was not the only way to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions from materials flows; there were ways to consume the same amount of 
stuff in ways that produced less greenhouse gas emissions.  He indicated that one 
example was eating local food.  He cautioned that if there was to be a policy calling for 
all to consume less they should make sure the community agreed with that.  
Commissioner Bhutani differentiated system level efficiencies, such as focusing on 
taking out redundancies and streamlining the system, versus placing the burden on the 
consumer to consume less.  Staff stated that they planned to do more work on this 
policy. 
 
Potential new policy:  ‘Provide incentives, technical assistance, education and 
policy options for encouraging energy and water conservation and renewable 
energy opportunities.’ 

Commissioner Bhutani suggested the above policy because it reflected the results of 
citizen input.  She recalled that when the survey asked people where the City should 
focus its efforts, the results showed that 60% would encourage efficiency 
improvements and other green building techniques through a mix of incentives, 
technical assistance, education and policy options. 
 

10. Implement and enforce state energy codes through the building permit review 
process.  Encourage development to achieve energy efficiencies beyond state 
codes. 

Commissioner Prager suggested striking the first sentence because it was already a 
requirement to comply with state building codes.  He observed that the important part 
of this policy was to encourage efficiencies going beyond state codes. 
 

13. Utilize full life‐cycle cost analysis for new public buildings, and endeavor to meet 
the Living Building Challenge (achieve zero net energy and water consumption, 
and produce no wastes or toxics). 

Commissioner Prager suggested removing ‘Living Building Challenge’ because the 
program might go away in the future.  The Commissioners agreed; they would keep the 
language in parenthesis because it described what the Living Building Challenge 
concept was. 
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AIR RESOURCES QUALITY 

Ms. St. Amand pointed out that some of these policies were redundant.  She explained that 
the state required the City to address greenhouse gas emissions under both Energy and Air 
Quality.  She noted that staff was still refining this section.  Commissioners Bhutani and Prager 
questioned talking about greenhouse gas emissions under Air Quality.  Commissioner Bhutani 
suggested having it in just the Energy section.  Ms. St. Amand advised it referred to pollution 
impacts from industry and vehicles in the Air Quality section.  She clarified that the policy to 
‘Ensure commercial and industrial developments comply with all required state and federal air 
quality regulations and mitigate the impacts of air pollution through design and abatement 
measures’ had been struck because it was the Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) 
job to ensure those regulations were met, not the City’s.  She clarified that specific 
requirements were already in the code.  She suggested staff could add a policy that was more 
focused on prevention and called for the City to enforce or apply existing regulations if that 
was what the Commissioners wanted. 
 
Commissioner Prager reported that he had learned that indoor air quality was a major issue 
affecting human health.  He asked if it would be appropriate to address that in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Staff indicated that it would be more of a building code issue related to 
how the building was constructed and how its systems operated than a land use code issue.  
Commissioner Prager pointed out that landscape design and maintenance of parks could 
affect the amount of greenhouse gas emissions.  Ms. St. Amand pointed out that Policy 7 
called for the City to ‘Reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
municipal operations.’  She suggested that the related action plan could talk about using things 
like electric cars when the City was considering increasing its fleet.  Commissioner Prager 
agreed. 
 
Policy: 

2. Preserve and enhance the City’s urban forest, open space, and natural resources 
to sustain their positive contribution to air quality. 

Commissioner Prager inquired whether the Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB) 
had looked at the definition of ‘urban forest’ that this policy referred to.  Ms. St. Amand 
indicated that staff planned to verify that it came from the Urban Forest Management 
Plan. 

 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Ms. St. Amand advised that this section went beyond landfills and took the whole system 
approach; it emphasized recovery through means such as transfer stations and composting. 
 
Goal: 

Reduce the community’s overall amount and toxicity of solid waste.  Achieve maximum 
recovery of reusable and recyclable materials.  (Note: The CAC debated this wording, 
suggesting Optimize instead of Achieve.) 

Ms. St. Amand related that a CAC member had raised the issue that ‘Achieve’ implied a 
mandate with no limit and was overly ambitious; and ‘Optimize’ meant doing the best one 
could with what one had and continuing to push forward.  She indicated that staff was not sure 
‘optimize’ was the right word either.  Commissioner Bhutani suggested just starting with 
‘Maximize.’  Commissioner Swinford suggested that sounded too much like a mandate.  She 
suggested saying, ‘Optimize recovery’.  Vice Chair Gustafson suggested saying, ‘Improve’.  
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He and Commissioner Bhutani observed that what ‘Optimize’ meant would need to be 
clarified.  She indicated that the optimal situation could be that one did not recover those 
materials at all because it was a lot of work; and it could depend on what system one was 
looking at.  Ms. St. Amand indicated that staff planned to do more work on this goal. 
 
The Commissioners had no comments regarding the rest of this section, except that 
Commissioner Bhutani commented that it looked good. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

None. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

None. 
 

10. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

The Commissioners planned to discuss goal setting at the November 26 meeting. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 9:22 p.m. 
 

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

 


