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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

August 26, 2013 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Vice Chair Randy Arthur called the meeting to order at 6:34 p.m. in the Council Chambers of 
City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Vice Chair Arthur and Commissioners Puja Bhutani, Adrianne 
Brockman; Ed Brockman; Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Chair William Gaar was excused. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Scot Siegel, Planning and Building 
Services Director; Paul Espe, Associate Planner; David Powell, City Attorney; and Iris 
McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Mr. Siegel reported that the City Council had awarded neighborhood enhancement grants and 
approved a development agreement for the Block 137 (Wizers) project.  He clarified that the 
Council would look at the Block 138 preliminary design before the proposal went to the 
Development Review Commission. 
 

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

Charles “Skip” Ormsby, Birdshill Road, Portland, Oregon 97219-8502, stated that he was 
representing the Birdshill Neighborhood Association/CPO.  He related that he was concerned 
about the structure of the 2012 proposed Lake Oswego Comprehensive Plan because it was 
difficult for the reader to navigate and understand the plan, particularly the transportation-
related section.  He hoped the revisions would be along the lines of the existing 1994 
Comprehensive Plan (essentially the Table of Contents).  He explained he had tried to outline 
the draft plan, but found it difficult.  Mr. Ormsby advised that documents in electronic format 
had to have navigational features.  He was going to send Mr. Siegel some typographical 
analogies to review.  He asked to see a prototype document.  He indicated he wanted to see 
things like an index of maps, scales on maps, summary sheets, and visual dictionaries to help 
the novice navigate the plan and understand the information. 
 

5. MINUTES 

5.1 May 29, 2013 

This item was carried over to the September 9, 2013 meeting for lack of a quorum. 
 
5.2 June 10, 2013 

Commissioner Swinford moved to approve the Minutes of June 10, 2013.  Commissioner A. 
Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 
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6. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 

6.1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments/Periodic Review for Package 1: Community Culture, 
Complete Neighborhoods and Housing, Inspiring Spaces and Places, Economic Vitality and 
Connected Community (LU 13‐0010).   
Staff asked the Commission to continue this hearing to September 9, 2013, to allow them time 
to respond to direction provided by the City Council. 
 
Commissioner Swinford moved to continue LU 13-0010 to September 9, 2013.  Commissioner 
A. Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 
 

7. WORK SESSION 

7.1 Comprehensive Plan Update/Periodic Review 

Vice Chair Arthur invited public comment on this section.  No one came forward to comment. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised that the three action area drafts contained components the state required 
the City to address during periodic review and components the state did not require.  He 
clarified that the staff recommendations and findings were summarized in the Staff Response 
to Council Motion.  He pointed out that the draft text documents only reflected the changes 
made by the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and the Planning Commission. 
 
Mr. Siegel confirmed that staff was looking at how to structure the document to make it 
coherent, electronically searchable, with an index, with the new definitions people had been 
asking for, and with similar components as the existing Plan: a preface, background 
information, goals and policies, and recommended action measures. 
 
 Economic Vitality (PP 10‐0007): Review draft goals and policies for the Action Area. 

Ms. Andreades reported that the CAC had examined the Staff Response to Council Motion 
and agreed with most recommendations related to making policies land use policies or making 
them Recommended Action Measures (RAMs).  However, the CAC did not favor changing the 
following policy: 

Policy 11: Designations of Employment Centers, Town Centers, Neighborhood Villages, 
and Commercial Corners shall be consistent with the following factors: 

d. Commercial Corners are: 

i. Comprised of commercial and mixed‐use zones that accommodate 
limited, lower intensity commercial uses and residential uses; 

ii. Located near or within residential areas; 
iii. Connected by pedestrian and bicycle facilities to the surrounding 

neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Andreades clarified that the CAC did not agree with the staff recommendation to remove 
the words ‘or within’ (d.ii).  She reported that the CAC preferred to retain those words in order 
to allow future flexibility to have, for example, a food cart or coffee stand on a corner in a 
residential zone.  She indicated that they did not think this would open the door to zone 
changes in residential neighborhoods because there were additional criteria an applicant 
would have to meet to get a zone change.  She recalled that they had also talked about 
another approach, amending the Community Development Code (CDC) to allow temporary, 
small scale, neighborhood-oriented, commercial uses in neighborhoods.  She confirmed that 
staff had seen requests for other uses in some zones that could not have been foreseen in 
1994. 
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Commissioner A. Brockman indicated she disagreed with the CAC because this language was 
an attempt to create locational criteria.  Mr. Powell agreed that it was a locational criterion, but 
he noted that there were several other criteria to be met for zone changes, including public 
need and an alternatives analysis.  Commissioner Bhutani inquired if food carts qualified as a 
commercial corner.  Ms. Andreades noted the language indicated a commercial corner was 
more of a mixed-use area.  She confirmed that the name ‘commercial hub’ had been changed 
to ‘commercial corner’ and centered on a key intersection rather than a corner.  She confirmed 
the City currently had no ‘commercial corners’ in residential areas; she clarified that the 
Westlake commercial center was not a commercial corner; it was part of a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) and zoned R-5, not commercial. 
 
The Commissioners then discussed the overall structure/organization of the plan.  One subject 
was the action-ability of RAMs.  Commissioner Bhutani expressed her concern that when they 
made non-land use policies, such as sustainability policies, into RAMs there might be no 
related policy directing support for the RAM.  She was also concerned that some RAMs were 
not detailed and specific enough.  She indicated there might be certain policies generated by 
public input that were meant to be broader in scope than land use regulations.  Mr. Siegel 
agreed that a RAM should call for something specific the City could support, whether or not it 
was related to land use.  He offered an example of how staff had addressed aspirational 
statements such as the statements about recycling.  He explained that they did not lend 
themselves to being implemented as land use regulations so staff had captured them in RAMs 
so they were not lost.  He indicated that they had made the language as specific as they could 
about what action was to be taken. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman advised that action measures could have power if the City used 
them and used them correctly as directives to implement specific non-land use related things 
through the land use code as long as the plan clearly stated they were not policies.  
Commissioner Prager said he did not feel the RAMs were really actionable on their own.  He 
advised if they were serious about action measures they should try to make them more 
specific and actionable. 
 
Mr. Siegel confirmed that the structure staff was trying to maintain was along the lines of the 
hierarchy Chair Gaar had talked about:  vision, goals, policies, and then action measures that 
supported the goals and policies.  He confirmed that staff had found and updated some 
existing Plan RAMs that did not fit.  He confirmed that staff’s approach was to honor the intent 
of the work done during the process. 
 
Mr. Siegel confirmed that staff would reword Policy 3. ‘Support existing and locally owned 
businesses’ with specifics after Commissioner Prager observed it was really an action 
measure and not land use; Commissioner A. Brockman noted that it was discriminatory; staff 
noted it did not explain how it would be used and by whom, and they recalled that the process 
had revealed that the community wanted the City to support local businesses. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani was still concerned that there might be no related, guiding, policy to 
direct a RAM.  Commissioner A. Brockman advised a policy was not always necessary to have 
an action measure.  Commissioner Bhutani explained, for example, that there should be a 
non-land use policy to guide very specific action measures related to sustainable businesses 
and development practices.  She commented that what was being done was too murky. Mr. 
Siegel acknowledged that staff was struggling with how to treat aspirational statements and 
they wanted input from the Commissioners about whether something was more of a policy or a 
RAM. 
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The Commissioners then discussed the following aspects of the Staff Response to Council 
Motion. 

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

Policy 4: Provide a diversity of spaces and sites to support the opportunity for 
business incubation and employment growth. 

Related staff finding:  Providing a diversity of spaces to support employment growth 
could be a land use decision if it is in the context of a zone change.  If intent is a land 
use decision, revise:  “Provide Require a diversity of spaces…” OR “Provide flexibility 
for a diversity of spaces….”  Result:  Land Use regulations would then facilitate/allow.  
Changes to proposed language or discussion of Comp Plan Goal, if NEEDED. 
 
Commissioner Swinford and Vice Chair Arthur pointed out “Provide flexibility’ was similar to 
the language in Policy 5 and other parts of the plan. 
 
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. 

Staff response:  Section 2.a is not a land use policy but 2.b and 2.c are land use policies 
because they intend to provide land development incentives in the “promotion” or 
“optimization.”  Revise as follows: Fully utilize existing buildings and maximize use of 
employment land through the following: 
a. Fully utilize existing buildings; 
b. a. Promote redevelopment of underutilized land; and 
c. b. Optimize the development of vacant employment land. 
 
Ms. Andreades advised that ‘fully utilizing existing buildings’ was not a land use policy 
because the buildings were already there and it was not clear how the City would implement 
that in the CDC.  Mr. Siegel suggested that one way to achieve better use of underutilized 
buildings was to offer better use flexibility in the code.  Commissioner Bhutani agreed it would 
help to add language to that effect. 
 
Policy 10: Focus employment and commercial uses in designated areas at appropriate 

scales and intensities, such as in Employment Centers, Town Centers, 
Neighborhood Villages and Commercial Corners: 

c. Neighborhood Villages accommodate a mix of lower‐intensity commercial 
uses to provide services for nearby residents.  They may include 
residential uses. 

i. In the Bangy Road/Meadows Road Neighborhood Village, allow higher 
intensity commercial uses when adjacent to a freeway or Employment 
Center. 

ii. In the Mountain Park Neighborhood Village, allow additional 
commercial uses where site conditions, such as parcel size and direct 
access to the major street system, can support businesses that 
provide specialized services and unique goods.* 
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Ms. Andreades reported the CAC had asked for a definition for ‘unique goods’.  She 
suggested language to the effect that they were “goods and specialized services that were not 
commonly found in other places.” 
 
Mr. Siegel related that the CAC had asked why only two neighborhood villages (Mt. Park and 
Bangy Road) had been called out and that staff planned to research the intent behind this new 
policy.  Commissioner Bhutani recalled that the Commissioners had previously discussed that; 
they had observed those areas had a different scale and intensity of uses than other 
neighborhood villages and they were close to the freeway and served more than just the 
neighborhood market.  Vice Chair Arthur commented that they might conclude that it was 
better not to have a definition [for ‘unique goods’]. 
 
Policy 11: Designations of Employment Centers, Town Centers, Neighborhood Villages, 

and Commercial Corners shall be consistent with the following factors: 

b. Town Centers: 

i. Are comprised of commercial and mixed‐use zones, and the Public 
Functions zone; 

ii. Are areas that supply services to a market area that is approximately 
equal to the city; 

iii. Are served by arterial roads; 
iv. Are served by transit on or near the primary arterials, and may include 

a transit center; 
 
Commissioner Swinford suggested replacing ‘Are served by transit’ with ‘May be served by 
transit’ because the City did not have a lot of transit.  Staff noted transit service in the City’s 
two town centers had been reduced, and there had been talk of having a transit center 
downtown for some time.  They advised having this sub-policy because it made ODOT, Metro 
and TriMet aware those were areas where the City expected to have transit service.  
Commissioner A. Brockman noted that Dan Williams was present.  He was currently operating 
a small, bus transit system.  The City might have more than just TriMet transit service.  Vice 
Chair Arthur related that he had wondered if it would be feasible for the City to have some 
alternative transit system or subsidize an internal route to augment TriMet service. 
 

c. Neighborhood Villages are: 

i. Comprised of commercial and mixed-use zones that accommodate 
lower intensity commercial uses; smaller public facility uses; and 
residential uses;  

ii. Areas that supply services to a market area that serves the adjacent 
neighborhoods; 

iii. Served by minor arterial roads and major collectors, and are located 
near or within residential areas; 

iv. Served by pedestrian and bicycle connections; 
v. Developed at a scale and in character with the immediately 

surrounding area. 
 
At the end of the discussion on (c.), Vice Chair Arthur observed that the Commission was in 
agreement to accept the staff recommendation to strike ‘or within’ (in iii.).  Commissioners A. 
Brockman and Bhutani advised that sub-policy v. needed to be more specific about scale.  
During the discussion Commissioner Prager supported striking ‘or within’ and Commissioner 
Bhutani reasoned that would not make any difference because ‘near’ meant it would have 
some residential zoning around it.  Commissioner A. Brockman suggested the City should 
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follow the example of other jurisdictions who wanted to prevent accidents and have a policy 
that only allowed commercial on one corner of an intersection.  She recalled the stacking 
problem at the Lake Grove Post Office.  Commissioner Swinford advised the City should be 
realistic and prioritize traffic flow.  She noted that this talked about pedestrians and bicycles.  
She reported that it had taken an hour and fifteen minutes to go about seven miles on 
Highway 43 the previous Wednesday.  She noted that having one bus that went down 
Highway 43 was not practicable.  Staff advised Goal 2, Policy 1 addressed that (see below) 
and vehicle mode was also addressed in Connected Community. 
 
Goal 2:  Redevelopment and development in employment zones will address impacts 
on and enhance the surrounding community and will be well‐served by infrastructure. 

Policy 1: Provide opportunities for redevelopment and development in employment 
zones while: 

e. Addressing the adequacy of all transportation modes to, from, and within 
the development site; 

 
Commissioner Swinford indicated she did not think this policy spoke to the car mode 
sufficiently.  She held a comprehensive plan should talk about what happened to vehicle 
traffic.  Vice Chair Arthur agreed it was important to address effective and efficient flow of 
traffic and coordinating it with other modes.  He recalled the emphasis was on providing 
avenues for pedestrians and bicycle traffic because they wanted to encourage people to bike 
and walk.  Commissioner A. Brockman agreed with Commissioner Swinford’s comment and 
indicated she would add language regarding adequate parking, which was also a problem.  
Commissioner Bhutani suggested they discuss that when they looked at Connected 
Community. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur announced a five-minute recess. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur reconvened the work session and invited public comment.  There was none. 
 
 Inspiring Spaces & Places (LU 13‐0010):  Review draft goals and policies for the 

Action Area. 
 

Staff Report 

Mr. Espe highlighted the changes that had been made since the City Council had given 
preliminarily approval last year.  He indicated that the vision statement had been modified to 
include community health and public safety and that most of the changes were related to 
consolidating Goal 14 policies from other locations into Goal 2 and making Goal 2 policies 
more explicit or more related to land use.  He noted that this was also addressed in the Staff 
Response to Council Motion.  He advised that the CAC had recently removed 20-minute 
neighborhoods language because it was repetitive.  He explained that the Inspiring Spaces 
and Places (ISP) chapter was a catchall for other action areas so it needed to remain open as 
somewhat of a living document. 
 
Mr. Espe then discussed the changes the CAC recommended to Goal 1 policies.  He 
explained that Policy 1, that included land use regulations, had been rewritten to include 
design criteria.  He advised that Policy 3, relating to preserving public view corridors, needed 
to be retained as proposed.  He reported that the CAC was concerned there would be 
budgetary impacts due to the administrative aspects of a complex view corridor management 
program.  Mr. Espe advised if they had code requirements limited to maintain the most 
important views, such as Oswego Lake and Mt. Hood it would be more attainable.  He pointed 
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out that the Staff Response suggested combining Policy 5, related to connections between 
parks and other natural features, with Policy 2, which was about incentives, use regulations 
and standards to address how new development addressed natural features.  He reported that 
the CAC wanted to keep Policy 5 separate and that they agreed with the Staff Response 
suggestion regarding Policy 6, which related to enhancing the unique character of 
neighborhoods and commercial districts.  Mr. Espe stated that the CAC also agreed with the 
Staff Response suggestion related to Policy 7 to protect Lake Oswego’s village aesthetic, but 
the Committee suggested it should be revised to be more land use oriented.  He advised that 
the CAC had found that Policy 8, regarding visual attractiveness, should be more clearly land 
use oriented. 
 
Mr. Siegel related that the CAC recommended that all Goal 14 Urbanization policies either be 
combined with Land Use Planning or put in a stand-alone chapter.  He explained that their 
reasoning behind this recommendation was because they were a unique set of policies that 
addressed land supply; urban growth boundary management; and because that set should be 
clear and discrete in terms of meeting state and Metro requirements. 
 

Discussion 

Commissioner A. Brockman advised the community would need to have a debate about 
‘incentives.’  She indicated that there were people who wanted incentives, but she, like a lot of 
other people, felt that no one who wanted to invest in the City could really know what could 
happen next door to them because of all of the incentives.  She suggested using broader 
language, such as:  “Adopt implementation measures and guidelines that ensure:”  She 
advised this language would allow for using incentives and other things such as design 
guidelines and a design handbook.  She observed that there was conflict between the two 
goals and the code. She held that no one could say residential development in Lake Oswego 
was ‘compact.’  She pointed out that Goal 1/Policy 6 talked about preserving the unique 
character of Lake Oswego while at the same time Goal 2/Policy 3 talked about creating a 
compact form. 
 
Commissioner Swinford suggested changing Policy 6 to say:  Enhance the unique character 
of Lake Oswego’s neighborhoods and commercial districts by adopting and updating 
neighborhood plans, code standards, and design districts as the City grows and 
changes. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman indicated that he supported the CAC recommendation to have 
Goal 14 policies together in a stand-alone section.  Commissioner Arthur said he appreciated 
that the document addressed the importance of public view corridors that were designated as 
being important to the general city; however, that needed to be explored and articulated even 
further.  Mr. Espe clarified the only changes to Goal 2 were changes that would make it more 
explicit as a land use policy. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani supported Commissioner A. Brockman’s suggested language:  ‘Adopt 
implementation measures and guidelines’ because it was broader.  She noted that Goal 2/ 
Policy 2 language was likely a mistake because it was the old language and that the revised 
version was:  In the Upper Stafford Basin, support a rural buffer* between any urbanized 
areas and the existing communities of Lake Oswego, Tualatin and West Linn to maintain 
the individual character of each community.  Mr. Siegel said staff would check on that. 
 
The Commissioners then discussed various parts of Goal 2 Policy 4. 
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Policy 4. Promote carefully organized patterns of growth through regulations, 
standards and incentives that: 
a. Reduce impacts on natural resources through a more efficient land use 

pattern; 
b. Allow a mix of uses in Employment Centers, Town Centers and 

Neighborhood Villages within an approximate 20-minute walking 
distance of residences; 

c. Minimize impacts on existing low-density residential neighborhoods by 
focusing new medium- and high-density residential development in 
Employment Centers, Town Centers and Neighborhood Villages; 

d. Provide design guidelines that enhance and preserve the unique 
character of Lake Oswego’s neighborhoods and commercial districts; 

e. Provide for diverse housing types and price ranges; and 
f. Provide opportunities for local economic growth. 

 
Commissioner Bhutani commented that Policy 4 was too specific.  She recalled they had tried 
to avoid using specific examples in order to have flexibility. 
 
Commissioner Swinford referred to (e.).  She recalled they had decided that the City was not 
in the business of providing diverse price ranges; that was a function of the market and 
individuals doing development.  She questioned what ‘diverse housing types’ meant; if it was 
about different residential design types it could be incorporated into (c.).  Mr. Siegel suggested 
(e.) could be removed because the Complete Neighborhoods and Housing chapter spoke to 
this and it was not relevant to Goal 14. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani suggested (b.) needed to be reworded because the proposed wording 
was a little confusing.  She observed that ’20-minute walking distance’ was different for 
different people.  She suggested rewording it to specify a half or quarter mile, if that was what 
the intent was.  Commissioner A. Brockman agreed it would be difficult to figure out what 20-
minute walking distance was because it was different for each person. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman referred to (a.) and asked for an example of a ‘more efficient land 
use pattern.’  Mr. Espe indicated it was clustering development or transferring density to 
preserve natural resources when there was an area that could not be built on because of 
natural resources.  He confirmed that every once in a while 100% density transfer was used, 
but it was rare.  Commissioner E. Brockman indicated his comment was that it was not used 
very much.  Commissioner A. Brockman supported Commissioner E. Brockman.  She 
suggested (a.) should specify, ‘through density transfer provisions.’ 
 
Commissioner Prager questioned whether Policy 4 really belonged in the Urbanization section 
because it seemed design related.  Mr. Siegel suggested when they put Goal 14 policies in a 
stand-alone chapter Policy 4 should remain in ISP because it addressed community character 
and design. 
 
Commissioner Prager questioned whether Goal 1/Policy 4 was really land use related. 
 
Goal 1/Policy 4: Create public spaces that reflect their unique settings, including 
community gathering spaces on both a larger citywide scale from cultural and civic 
events in cultural/civic nodes and a neighborhood scale in neighborhood commons. 
 
Mr. Espe advised it related to land use because implementation would likely be accomplished 
by creating those public spaces through a future land use effort, such as a neighborhood plan, 
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zone change, or a large scale development that would incorporate those kinds of amenities.  
Commissioner Prager explained he had initially assumed this was about something like a city 
park project and advised that it should be revised to convey what Mr. Espe had described.  Mr. 
Espe explained there could be a public space that ended up being a park, or there could be a 
gathering space incorporated into a development.  Mr. Siegel recalled the example of the Lake 
Grove Village Center Plan, which provided for civic spaces as part of development in certain 
locations.  He said staff would make this policy clearer. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani asked if the CAC recommended removing Urbanization Policy 5 (which 
addressed 20-minute neighborhoods).  Mr. Espe clarified the CAC had read the Staff 
Response that suggested combining it with Policy 2 because it was about to be redundant, but 
they wanted to keep it separate. 
 
 Community Health & Public Safety (PP 10‐0007):  Review draft goals and policies for 

the Action Area. 
 

Staff Report 

Mr. Siegel indicated that this area addressed Goals 6, 7, 13 and 14.  He reported that he had 
found that approximately one-third of the policies could be characterized as non-land use 
policies.  He advised that some of the policies had budgetary impacts but that was the nature 
of utility projects.  He clarified that they were prioritized though the Capital Improvement 
Program and the annual budgeting process.  He explained Public Facilities and Services were 
linked to land use because the impact of proposed developments on the public systems had to 
be considered.  He noted the draft plan referred to an action plan which meant there would be 
recommended action measures to support the policies.  He advised that none of the policies 
would require increases in residential density or impose mixed-use development on 
neighborhoods.  He indicated that staff recommended consolidating the Goal 14 policies with 
other Goal 14 policies from other chapters.  Mr. Siegel and Mr. Powell each agreed with the 
CAC recommendation to remove statements in the plan that simply required compliance with 
federal, state and local requirements. 
 
Mr. Siegel discussed the suggestion to keep the existing Comprehensive Plan’s goals in a 
chapter format.  He noted the proposed chapter brought many goals together and the value in 
doing that was that people could see the interrelationships.  He reported that the plan prior to 
the existing Plan had been organized thematically.  Commissioner Bhutani agreed the new 
organization created relationships between the chapters.  She asked how the non-land use 
policies were being handled.  Mr. Siegel advised staff had not yet started redrafting, but the 
approach would be to try to make a non-land use policy a land use policy, and if it was 
something supporting the policies they would make it an action measure.  Commissioner 
Bhutani suggested the Commissioners should identify the policies they did not want to be 
made action measures.  The Commissioners then discussed the following provisions: 
 
Public Facilities and Services:  Surface Water Management 

Policy 2. Restore, protect and enhance the environmental functions and values of 
rivers, the lake and stream corridors as a means to enhance water quality and 
fish and wildlife habitat. 

Staff response: Policy 2, directing the City to “Restore, protect and enhance rivers, the 
lake and stream corridors [to] enhance water quality and fish and wildlife habitat” 
would have budget impacts.  This policy should be reviewed for consistency with the 
Healthy Ecosystems chapter and forthcoming changes to the City’s Sensitive Lands 
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Program; it should be deferred until then, or reworded as a Recommended Action 
Measure instead of a policy. 
 
The Commissioners generally agreed this should remain a policy and not be made a RAM.  
The policy was to be flagged and left as an interim, “placeholder,” policy, because that would 
be consistent with the Commission’s approach to wait to address Sensitive Lands and Healthy 
Ecosystems in a holistic way. 
 
Public Facilities and Services: Public Safety Police and Fire Protection 

Policy 7. The Fire Department will strive to reach the location of fire alarms within the 
City within eight minutes or less. 

Policy 8. The Police Department will strive to reach the location of emergency calls for 
protection of life and property within five minutes or less. 

 
Mr. Siegel explained staff did not think the above policies were land use policies, they were 
city operational standards or aspirational statements, and they were not review criteria for 
major developments.  Commissioner Swinford recalled Police and Fire had asked for them to 
be in the Plan.  Commissioner Bhutani was concerned these might not provide enough 
flexibility for new development.  Vice Chair Arthur asked staff to verify that Police and Fire 
wanted these statements in the Plan and find out why. 
 
Commissioner Prager related that he could not comment on this draft because it was too 
general and not the final document.  Mr. Siegel said the Commissioners’ feedback would be 
helpful. 
 
Goal 14:  Urbanization Goals and Policies 
 
D. Planning and Coordination Policies 

Policy D.2 

The City may enter into intergovernmental agreements to extend sanitary sewer, 
water, surface water management and other services to other cities outside the 
USB, and continue or enter into new agreements with existing service districts to 
provide public safety services and domestic water provided the following: 

a. These arrangements are in the City’s financial interests; 
 
Mr. Siegel agreed to research why provision a. was in the document. 
 
Public Facilities and Services 

Wastewater Collection and Treatment 

Policy 1. Maintain code requirements that require developers to: 

a. Provide adequate wastewater collection to all new development; and, 
b. Pay an equitable portion of costs associated with extending service. 
 

Mr. Siegel agreed this should refer to both “new development” and “redevelopment.” 
 
Policy 3. Comply with applicable federal, state and local clean water requirements. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman would say ‘Enforce’ compliance…” as she recalled seeing an 
instance of non-compliance. 
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Surface Water Management 

New Policies: 

13. Ensure that construction and maintenance projects are planned and 
implemented to reduce short and long term harm and to improve the 
environment. 

14. Facilitate analyses, create designs, and implement solutions to reduce 
drainage and flooding problems. 

15. Develop incentives to reduce and off‐set the amount of impervious 
surface in the community. 

16. Use innovative features in transportation project design to reduce or 
eliminate stormwater runoff. 

 
Mr. Siegel agreed that these needed to be reworded as land use policies.  Commissioner 
Bhutani asked staff to research the intent. 
 
Water Supply, Treatment and Delivery 

Policy 3. Ensure the design, operation, and maintenance of the City’s water system 
provides adequate fire protection to the residents, businesses and 
institutions served by the City’s system. 

 
Commissioner Bhutani noted staff had flagged this as non-land use, however, the design of 
the infrastructure had land use implications.  She would keep this policy unless there was 
another policy like it in the plan.  Mr. Siegel advised the CDC ensured development had 
adequate public facilities and services.  He agreed staff would go through the plan and check 
for a policy about adequate public facilities in other parts of the plan. 
 
Energy and Environment 

Air Quality 

Policy 4. Implement transportation strategies to reduce air pollutants emitted from 
vehicle travel: 

a. Increase mass transit, bicycle and pedestrian opportunities through the 
design of City infrastructure projects and development requirements, as 
detailed in the Connected Community Goal 2, Policy 5. 

b. Support and implement regional trip reduction strategies, including 
employment, tourist, and recreational trip reduction programs, as detailed 
in Connected Community, Goal 7, Policy 1. 

c. Reduce traffic congestion to lessen localized pollution impacts of 
automobile travel through low-carbon fuels and transportation system 
management measures*, as detailed in Connected Community Goal 3, 
Policy 5. 

 
Mr. Siegel said staff could make this a RAM because part of it would be implemented in the 
Transportation Systems Plan (TSP); or, they could keep the policy and insert cross references 
to Connected Community.  He advised the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) had 
not designated the Lake Oswego area as one of the air quality containment areas so the City 
was not required to implement trip reduction strategies for air quality.  Commissioner Bhutani 
did not want to see this delegated to an action measure.  She suggested the policy could 
provide general guidance that did not call for some specific action.  Mr. Siegel agreed to craft it 
as a general policy calling for the City to ‘consider’ or ‘study’ or ‘develop a strategy for’ that 
would not obligate it to implement a specific program or expend resources beyond evaluating 
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approaches.  He clarified that there would be related RAMs that would be guided by 
Connected Community. 
 
Policy 3. Preserve and enhance the city’s urban forest*, open space, and natural 

resources to sustain their positive contribution to air quality. 
 
The Commissioners generally agreed to flag this policy for future review with Sensitive Lands 
and Healthy Ecosystems, which would be consistent with the approach they had previously 
agreed on. 
 
Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery 

Mr. Siegel explained that staff suggested making some of the first seven policies RAMs 
because they were basically regarding law-enforcement issues related to things like public 
nuisances and unauthorized dumping.  Commissioner Bhutani advised there should be an 
overall policy to anchor these if they were made RAMs.  Mr. Siegel then suggested a catch-all 
policy to the effect that the City would ensure recycling and reuse opportunities were 
accessible to all households, businesses and institutions, plus specific action measures to 
ensure they were accomplishing the goal in the CDC. 
 
Sound Quality 

Policy 1. Preserve and maintain the quiet character of residential neighborhoods, 
public open spaces, natural parks and parks with natural elements through 
zoning regulations as well as development and performance standards. 

 
Policy 4. Minimize negative noise impacts on noise‐sensitive land uses* through 

design features such as buffers when improving major transportation 
facilities*. 

 
Commissioner A. Brockman advised the two most important factors affecting quality of life in a 
community were noise levels and privacy.  She proposed to revise Policy 1 to: “Maintain the 
quiet character of residential areas through regulations which address new development infill, 
the interface between different types of abutting land uses and associated mechanical 
equipment through such regulations as adequate setback requirements, height restrictions, 
buffering and performance standards.  She suggested modifying Policy 4 to: “… ‘through 
design features, such as setbacks, height limits, and buffers.”  She agreed to email the 
language to staff.  She advised keeping these as policies and having related action measures 
to create related standards.  Mr. Siegel advised the Commission was going to see them in the 
package of code amendments crafted during the commercial code streamlining project. 
 
Energy Services 

Policy 3. Support small‐scale renewable energy projects while ensuring compatibility 
with surrounding uses. 

 
Mr. Siegel advised this was aspirational, but it could be rewritten to be a land use policy.  He 
suggested one way of supporting the projects was by making the development code more 
flexible regarding siting while ensuring compatibility with surrounding uses.  He reported that 
the CAC had recommended this new policy.  Mr. Siegel explained that after examining the 
input over the past three years he found that the community intent was to encourage more 
options for renewable energy.  However, he clarified that saying ‘support’ could create conflicts 
if someone proposed a major development that was a Leadership in Energy & Environmental 
Design (LEED) Platinum project with wind turbines or solar panels.  Commissioner Bhutani 
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recalled the Commissioners had talked about compatibility of things like solar panels, and that 
they might not be compatible.  She advised it was a balancing act.  Vice Chair Arthur observed 
the Commissioners wanted staff to research how this was crafted and the comment history.  
He noted they might be leaning toward making it a RAM.  However, Commissioner Prager 
indicated he would make it land use policy crafted as a more explicit policy. 
 
Access to Local Food (Draft Goals and Policies contained in Community Health and 
Public Safety) 

Policies: 

1. Support farmers’ markets, farm/produce stands* and community gardens that are 
compatible with the surrounding uses. 

2. Support the preservation and use of agricultural land as designated in the Luscher 
Farm Master Plan. 

3. Provide the opportunity for employment centers, town centers and neighborhood 
villages to have local food options within walking distance. 

4. Encourage Ensure that residents have the opportunity to grow and raise local food. 
 
Staff Response suggested policy language: 

1. Allow Support farmers’ markets, farm/produce stands* and community gardens 
through appropriate zoning, where such uses that are compatible with the 
surrounding uses. 

2. Support the preservation and use of Preserve agricultural land as designated in the 
Luscher Farm Master Plan. 

3. Provide the opportunity for in employment centers, town centers and neighborhood 
villages to have local food options within 

4. Encourage Allow residential gardens where residents may to grow and raise their 
own food. 

 
Mr. Siegel observed these policies had been shoehorned in and suggested it might be better 
to make them parts of other chapters.  He pointed out that the Farmer’s market was related to 
Economic Development and agricultural land was a Goal 14 Land Use Planning topic.  
Commissioner Swinford and Commissioner Bhutani each suggested some of it related to ISP 
and some to Complete Neighborhoods.  Mr. Siegel advised that ‘allow’ meant something was 
going to be addressed in the code.  He asked if (4) ‘grow and raise’ food meant chickens.  
Commissioner Bhutani recalled there were nuisance regulations for livestock, but she 
indicated she did not know what livestock were allowed on a lot.  Vice Chair Arthur initially 
confirmed for Mr. Siegel that the Commission was comfortable with staff finding a better home 
for these policies; however, later on in the discussion he observed that the Commissioners 
saw a theme here and wanted to hold them together. 
 
The Commissioners discussed Policy 2.  Mr. Siegel and Mr. Powell clarified that there was an 
adopted Luscher Farm Master Plan, but it was not a land use master plan – it was a parks 
management plan.  They advised that when the land was annexed it would go through the 
master planning land use process.  They explained that having Policy 2 could mean the future 
land use plan would have to support the designated use in the non-land use plan unless the 
Comprehensive Plan was amended at the same time the land use plan was adopted.  They 
were unsure of what the intent of this policy was and why it just focused on the agricultural 
component.  During the discussion there were questions about what the intent was in terms of 
what plan and what land it was referring to and whether this policy would mean a second ball 
field would not be allowed.  Mr. Siegel related that if staff decentralized these policies and 
moved them into other chapters it would be a challenge to decide where to put this policy.  
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Commissioner Bhutani then suggested these policies should be kept together in order to 
reinforce the theme of access to local food.  She interpreted Policy 2 as about preserving the 
agricultural land as defined in the master plan.  She advised it was not talking about the 
balance between sports fields and agriculture. 
 
Commissioner Prager did not support having Policy 2.  His position was the master planning 
process should speak for itself; they should not put something in the Comprehensive Plan that 
was meant to override the master planning process that required Commission and City 
Council approval.  He held that flexibility was needed and this policy could cause an 
unforeseen issue in the future in terms of planning for agricultural land versus non-agricultural 
land.  Commissioner Swinford suggested incorporating a call for community supported 
agriculture in Policy 1 so Policy 2 would not be needed.  Commissioner Bhutani suggested 
rewording Policy 2 to make the intent clear:  the community wanted access to local farm 
gardens and did not want them developed into something else.  Mr. Powell suggested there 
could be policy wording to the effect that when the Luscher master plan was done it had to 
have an agricultural component; without prejudging what that would be.  Vice Chair Arthur 
thanked Commissioner Prager for raising the issue.  He observed the Commissioners saw a 
theme here and saw value in holding these policies together. 
 
Mr. Siegel asked the Commissioners to discuss the staff-suggested changes.  He advised that 
Policy 3 did not address local food, only different places to do commerce.  He referred to 
Policy 4 and advised that gardens were allowed as accessory uses now.  He clarified that 
‘grown and raised’ was language the CAC recommended and staff was not suggesting that it 
be changed; however, he wanted to bring it to the attention of the Commission.  Mr. Powell 
advised there were some large animal opportunities and restrictions in the CDC now.  He 
explained that if this said ‘raise’ (meaning animals) then that might be a directive to adopt land 
use policies that allowed some.  He asked what they would want to allow, would they allow 
chickens? Would they allow cows?  Mr. Siegel related that was a sustainability-related 
question being considered in many other communities as well.  Vice Chair Arthur asked if the 
consensus was to have it read: “Allow residents to grow and raise their own food.”  
Commissioners A. Brockman and Swinford indicated their agreement.  Commissioner Bhutani 
referred to Policy 3 and recalled recent code amendments that allowed community gardens 
within town centers and employment centers.  She advised the policy was not talking about 
providing local food in grocery stores, it was about providing community gardens and farm 
stands.  She suggested the language be revised to reflect the intent. Mr. Siegel confirmed the 
Commissioners could see proposed amendments in the commercial code package that 
allowed community gardens in town centers. 
 
Community Health and Public Safety 

Natural Disasters and Hazards (Goal 7) 
 
Mr. Siegel related that no changes were proposed in this section. 
 
Goal 14:  Urbanization Goals and Policies 

Goal: Ensure that, as population increases, the City of Lake Oswego: 

a. Supports a compact form of urban growth that focuses on redevelopment 
within the current urban service boundary and preserves rural lands outside 
the boundary by using land resources in an efficient manner; 

b. Is well planned with carefully organized patterns of growth and strategic 
investment in infrastructure within its borders; and 
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c. Maintains full provision of services within the current urban service 
boundary. 

 
The Commissioners discussed what ‘compact form’ meant.  In the end the consensus was to 
clarify the intent by explaining that it was about compact form, as opposed to urban sprawl. 
 
During the discussion Commissioner A. Brockman suggested modifying b. to read:  “Is well 
planned with carefully organized patterns of growth which protect the quality of life and 
community values and coordinates strategic investments in the infrastructure within its 
borders.”  She indicated ‘compact form’ made her think of Northwest Portland. 
 
The Commissioners considered removing the words ‘compact form.’  Mr. Siegel and Mr. 
Powell advised that term was used in more than one place in the existing Plan.  They referred 
to one existing Goal 14 policy that called for the City to support the metropolitan area urban 
growth boundary as a means to reduce urban sprawl and ensure the development of an 
efficient and compact urban growth form.  They recalled another policy that used the term had 
to do with controlling costs associated with unnecessary extension of provision of public 
facilities and services.  They noted that another policy was to work to minimize expansion of 
the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) by providing opportunities to achieve and maintain a 
compact urban form and targeting public investments to reinforce the compact urban form. 
 
The Commissioners had questions regarding whether ‘compact form’ meant targeting 
neighborhood, town and employment centers or was talking about the entire area inside the 
UGB.  They had differing opinions about whether supporting ‘compact urban form’ was at odds 
with preserving neighborhoods and whether it was referring to redevelopment within medium 
and high-density residential areas.  Mr. Siegel advised ‘compact urban form’ was a term of art 
typically used in contrast with urban sprawl.  He noted the City was focusing on redevelopment 
because they did not want sprawl and that was the intent of the policy.  He advised that 
‘compact’ taken out of context could be perceived as threatening encroachment or increasing 
densities in neighborhoods, which was not what these policies were about.  He indicated what 
he was hearing was they should keep the intent, which was to support urban growth that 
focused on redevelopment.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated this was about redevelopment 
within medium and high-density residential areas to accommodate future needs as well as 
redevelopment within the centers.  However, she indicated she could agree to Mr. Siegel’s 
broader statement because if made the document flexible.  Vice Chair Arthur observed a 
consensus to define compact form in relation to sprawl. 
 
C.  Annexation Policies 
 
Policy C.1 Extend sewer and water services in the City’s Urban Service Boundary as 

follows: 

c. Require unincorporated property to annex or execute a consent for 
future annexation prior to the receipt of City water service. In no case 
will consent for future annexation be accepted where immediate 
annexation is feasible. 

 
Commissioner E. Brockman described a situation outside the City in Forest Highlands where 
this policy should not apply.  He explained that the issues were related to whether new 
development on that parcel was to be served by city water service after the City took the water 
district over and the cost of annexation (particularly the cost of connecting to city sanitary 
service).  He declined to suggest specific new language after he and Mr. Powell agreed the 



 APPROVED:  02/24/2014 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of August 26, 2013 Page 16 of 17 

situation was a very unusual circumstance that Mr. Powell would look into.  Mr. Powell advised 
this was a general policy that was in the existing Plan. 
 
Policy C.2 The City may initiate island annexations as allowed by state law to: 

a. Create logical City boundaries; 
b. Provide economic and efficient provision of City services to existing 

and proposed development within the subject area, and to adjacent 
land; and, 

c. Equitably distribute costs for those city services enjoyed by residents 
of island areas. 

 
Commissioner Swinford saw the need for more discussion about annexation policies before 
making any changes to them.  She reasoned that people might be reluctant to annex because 
they did not have a clue what the costs were and there were no incentives.  She related a 
Tigard homeowner had to pay $30,000 to hook up to that city’s sewer. 
 
Councilor Gudman described the City’s long standing annexation policy as “benign neglect.”  
He advised that although the existing Comprehensive Plan policy called for the City to pursue 
island annexation, it had not done that for many years.  He advised that the City had the power 
to annex a very large area in Lake Grove because of individual annexations that had occurred 
over the years, however the City had chosen not to do that because of the cost of 
infrastructure and because it would make people angry.  He advised the City only annexed 
when the owners wanted to be annexed.  Mr. Siegel and Mr. Powell pointed out the draft 
language said the City ‘may’ initiate island annexations while the existing Plan policy said the 
City ‘shall’ initiate them.  Vice Chair Arthur observed the draft language seemed to be 
consistent with current practice. 
 
Policy C.6 Provide incentives to encourage owners of property within the Urban 

Services Boundary to voluntarily annex to the City. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman suggested the City needed to provide people with information 
related to things like how much their taxes would go up to help dispel perceived negatives and 
understand the benefits of annexing.  He suggested the City could offer to let owners annex 
for free if they did it as a large group of properties that annexed at one time.  Mr. Siegel 
advised other jurisdictions had done that.  Commissioner E. Brockman volunteered to attend 
neighborhood association meetings to talk about it.  Mr. Powell observed that people in the 
unincorporated area might not be inclined to annex because they essentially had all of the 
benefits of someone who was inside the City in terms of things such as park amenities and 
downtown redevelopment without paying city taxes.  He noted that the hook the City had 
historically used was they were required to annex when they needed city sewer service. 
 
D.  Planning and Coordination Policies 

Mr. Siegel confirmed that the CAC had reviewed the existing policies and were okay with the 
staff recommendations.  He clarified that they were in Package 2 and that they would be 
brought to the Commission at a work session. 
 

8. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

Commissioner E. Brockman suggested the Commission needed to focus more on encouraging 
community involvement which could include attending neighborhood association meetings.  
Vice Chair Arthur suggested he circulate his ideas in writing so the Commissioners could 
discuss them at a future meeting. 
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9. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Mr. Siegel related that the Planning Commission would hear Package 1 on September 9 and 
Package 2 on October 14 and meet in work session on September 23. 
 

10. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

None. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Vice Chair Arthur adjourned the meeting at 10:35 p.m. 
 

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


