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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

Planning Commission Minutes 
October 14, 2013 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Vice Chair Randy Arthur 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 were Vice Chair Randy Arthur and Commissioners Adrianne Brockman, Ed 
Brockman, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford. Chair William Gaar and Commissioner Puja 
Bhutani were excused.  Councilor Jeff Gudman was also present. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Evan Boone, Deputy 
City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Gudman reported that the Council had heard annexation requests and decided to 
move forward with the sale of the West End Building to Kensington Investment Group, LLC. 
 

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

None. 
 

5. WORK SESSION 

5.1 Comprehensive Plan Update/Periodic Review (LU 13-0045) 

Review of proposed amendments to the Urbanization chapter (Goal 14). 
 

Staff Report 

Mr. Siegel reported that this was the final installment of the updated Comprehensive Plan 
which was part of the periodic review process required by the state.  He explained that during 
the review process, Urbanization had been moved from Community Health and Public Safety 
to its own chapter and that staff had evaluated it for consistency with the City Council motion 
of April 2013.  He advised that staff had found that this chapter was primarily a set of land 
use policies; there was no direction in it that would increase residential density within 
established neighborhoods or add mixed-use to neighborhoods where it was not currently 
allowed or zoned; and the policies were budget neutral as long as the City’s annexation 
policy was to expand by voluntary annexations. 
 
Mr. Siegel outlined the chapter and explained that it was about managing the urban land 
supply over a 20-year planning period [Section A]; the Stafford basin [Section B]; Annexation 
policies [Section C]; and Planning and Coordination [Section D].  He noted that the 
introduction recounted the history of the City’s growth plans and that the City’s stance 
historically had been not to expand into the Stafford basin.  He advised that Metro had 
formally adopted urban reserves for the entire basin which identified where cities were to 
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grow next as they used up their existing land supplies within their urban growth boundaries 
(UGBs).  He indicated that West Linn and Tualatin had initiated a legal challenge to that and 
Lake Oswego was watching what happened.  He explained that the draft plan tried to prepare 
in the event that the area was brought into the City’s UGB at some point.  He clarified that a 
concept plan would have to be prepared for that area under Metro planning rules.  Mr. Siegel 
advised that the proposed Comprehensive Plan policies would have the City participating in 
the process rather than not engaging and it included some very specific language about the 
kinds of features that Lake Oswego would want to see in that area.  He indicated that it 
essentially focused growth in what was potentially envisioned as a town center near Borland 
Road/I-205, and not close to Lake Oswego city limits. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised that the City’s policy on annexation was to allow property owners to annex 
voluntarily and not force properties in the small islands of un-annexed land within the UGB to 
annex.  He noted that under state law the City could force annexation of such islands without 
owners’ consent.  He indicated that some of those islands were in Forest Highlands, 
Rosewood and Lake Forest.  He observed a patchwork of unincorporated lands within the 
City’s USB could create inefficiencies in delivering services and created confusion and 
concern about things such as who was responsible for road maintenance and police service.  
He added that intergovernmental agreements for provision of urban services were 
alternatives to annexation. 
 
Mr. Siegel reported that the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) had reviewed the most recent 
version of the draft and they wanted the City to take a more proactive stance on urban 
reserves and not sit back and wait for things to happen.  He pointed out that they had 
changed a Recommended Action Measure (RAM) and a definition, as follows: 

RAM E. Monitor Participate in Metro’s urban growth management 
planning process and evaluate the feasibility of providing urban 
services to areas adjacent to Lake Oswego’s Urban Services 
Boundary that Metro designates as urban reserves. As appropriate, 
Ddevelop urbanization plans for land use and facilities in any urban 
reserve areas designated by Metro. (See also, Annexation Policies.) 
 
Rural area: Land outside the Urban Growth Boundary. Lots and parcels greater than 
20 acres in size. 

 
Discussion 

Commissioner A. Brockman commented that this chapter seemed to be codifying existing city 
policy; it was well written and organized and she appreciated that.  She and Commissioner 
Swinford each indicated she wanted the draft to clarify what the phrase ‘compact urban form’ 
meant.  Mr. Siegel agreed.  He indicated he understood from prior Commission discussions 
that the intent was to have policies and zoning that would help them avoid urban sprawl. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman suggested expanding the definition of Public Facility to specify 
what ‘other governmental facilities’ were so citizens did not have to guess.  She noted some 
of them were listed under the definition Urban Services. 

Public Facility: A public facility includes water, sewer, stormwater, 
transportation facilities and other governmental facilities. 
 
Urban Services: Water, sanitary sewer, surface water management, 
police and fire protection, parks, and transportation including streets, 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, as defined by Metro Code 
3.09.050. 
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Mr. Siegel advised that the definition Public Facility listed the mandatory elements the state 
required the City to address in its Public Faculties Plan.  He agreed that staff would specify 
other categories of government service facilities here to make the statement clearer. 
 
Commissioner Prager suggested the background information should discuss the cost and 
benefits of annexing and why the existing plan policy had been changed so drastically.  Mr. 
Siegel said he understood the change in the City’s annexation policy was because the City 
did not want to force annexation and bring in a large group of people who were not happy 
about it.  He related that that the Council had instructed staff to send more than just a notice 
and invitation to annex to property owners of land in the area of a property that had applied to 
be annexed.  Mr. Siegel indicated that they were to detail the costs and benefits of annexing.  
He clarified that it was a challenge because it depended on things like the rates of the utility 
districts the other properties were moving out of and on things like whether the owner wanted 
to annex because their septic was failing, or if they planned to develop their land.  He agreed 
to address that in the background discussion.  He indicated it would be helpful to hear the 
Commission for Citizen Involvement’s (CCI’s) ideas about what kind of information to provide.  
Commissioner A. Brockman agreed that Lake Oswego had made the right choice to wait until 
property owners wanted to come in and were glad to come in.  She recalled the City of 
Portland had experienced a lot of hostile people when they annexed East County against 
their will. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman recalled testimony at a recent City Council meeting showed that 
people who were objecting to annexation were confused about why the City used a 
piecemeal method to annex and they were fearful about the cost.  He added that some 
wanted to know what happened to the effort to bring in about 800 people in Rosewood.  He 
related that he had talked to one of the City’s engineers about the budgetary impact of 
individual annexation versus group annexation and the engineer’s opinion was that it took a 
lot more staff time to work on individual annexations.  Commissioner E. Brockman suggested 
the approach that in areas where over 50% of the property owners wanted to annex, the City 
would educate the others about the costs and benefits of annexation.  He suggested that it 
could be done through the Comprehensive Plan background section; the material the staff 
sent to property owners; and presentations at neighborhood association meetings.  He 
reasoned that this approach would be viewed as a neighborhood decision and not about the 
City using a heavy hammer; and, it would be a cheaper, more palatable approach.  Mr. Siegel 
added that the information could also be presented on the City website. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman observed that city water and sewer rates and taxes were not 
attractive to those who did not have to pay them now, unless, perhaps, their septic system 
failed.  Commissioner Swinford inquired if the City really knew what it was already spending 
to provide services to un-annexed areas and what efficiencies it would realize by providing an 
incentive for small groups of properties to annex.  Mr. Siegel advised that the City did not 
provide many services to the unincorporated areas although some other cities provided more.  
He advised that the State law allowed cities to phase in that proportion of property taxes 
when properties were annexed as a kind of economic development tool.  He noted that would 
be a shift in current policy and it would have a budgetary impact.  He pointed out the Plan 
contained RAM P (see below) which could be updated to explain the costs and benefits of 
annexation.  Commissioner A. Brockman and Vice Chair Arthur voiced agreement. 

RAM P. Provide public information to explain the benefits 
associated with being within the City limits. 
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Commissioner E. Brockman suggested the language of RAM Q (see below) should be more 
proactive.  He agreed when Vice Chair Arthur suggested replacing ‘Encourage’ with “Develop 
strategies and provide incentives for…” 

RAM Q. Encourage developed properties within the unincorporated 
portion of the Urban Services Boundary to annex to Lake Oswego. 

 
Commissioner A. Brockman inquired why it was so important to have people who would 
eventually annex to the City when their septic system failed, do it sooner.  Commissioner E. 
Brockman replied that the City was wasting money annexing piecemeal and public testimony 
at the recent City Council meeting criticized how the City was doing it.  Vice Chair Arthur 
observed that it did seem inefficient and was not good planning to bring properties in on a 
piecemeal basis if there was an island area that would lend itself to annexation. 
 
Section A Comments 

Policy A‐2.  In any areas where the Urban Service Boundary has 
been expanded, new development will be required to pay for the 
extension of urban services* (sewer, water, surface water and 
transportation). 

Commissioner Prager recalled in the past the Commissioners had talked about having 
developers pay the full cost.  Mr. Siegel confirmed the existing Comprehensive Plan called for 
them to pay the full cost.  He was not aware of any change or shift in that policy.  However, 
he advised that in reality System Development Charges (SDCs) did not cover the full cost.  
Commissioners A. Brockman, Prager, E. Brockman and Vice Chair Arthur each voiced 
support for specifying ‘full cost.’  Commissioner Swinford asked if there might be situations 
where the City would not ask a developer to pay the full cost of extending urban services.  
Mr. Siegel suggested a hypothetical situation might be if there was some public benefit of 
bringing in land for public facilities or expanding sewer and water services to get to a 
development site that would also service an area of the City where the City had an interest in 
seeing service. 
 
Section B Stafford Basin Policies Comments 

B‐3.  If concept planning occurs in the Stafford Basin Urban 
Reserve*: 

b. Advocate for the following plan features to be included: 
iii.  Concurrent provision of high‐capacity transit service 

along I‐205. 

Commissioner Swinford suggested that it was “high-speed transit” rather than ‘high-capacity 
transit’ that would benefit people in the area and help them to get to work and back quickly.   
Commissioner A. Brockman anticipated this line would hook into the Oregon City and 
Wilsonville lines.  Mr. Siegel advised that ‘high capacity’ was currently code for either light rail 
or bus rapid transit.  Commissioner Swinford suggested they needed to be thinking from an 
efficiency standpoint.  Commissioner E. Brockman suggested speed was part of efficiency.  
Commissioner A. Brockman commented that there would have to be something else that 
worked for them because Highway 43 could not handle the traffic.  Mr. Siegel agreed to 
change iii. language to: “efficient, high-capacity, transit service.” 
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Section C Annexation Policies 

C-2. The City may initiate island annexations as allowed by state 
law to: 
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 E. Brockman asked staff to interpret what sub-policy c. meant.  Mr. Siegel 
observed it was not very specific.  He advised the City did not currently provide many 
services to island areas.  He interpreted this policy to mean that if the City extended services 
to an island by taking over for contracted Sheriff’s service, for example, ‘Equitably distribute’ 
might be through every property owner in the island area paying their share through an 
assessment of some kind or through taxes.  Commissioner E. Brockman questioned what 
purpose this sub-policy actually served.  Commissioner A. Brockman suggested deleting sub-
policy c. and relying on sub-policy b.  Vice Chair Arthur observed sub-policy b. spoke to fairly 
allocating cost.  Mr. Siegel agreed to delete sub-policy c. 
 

C-6. Provide incentives to encourage owners of property within the 
Urban Services Boundary to voluntarily annex to the City. 

Vice Chair Arthur noted the above policy related to the Commissioners’ earlier discussion. 
 

C-3. Ensure that annexation of new territory or expansion of Lake 
Oswego’s Urban Services Boundary does not: 
a. Detract from the City’s ability to provide services to existing 

City residents; and 
b. Result in property owners paying for urban services which 

do not benefit their property. 

Commissioner Prager inquired what property owners might be paying for that did not benefit 
their properties.  Commissioner A. Brockman advised state law provided that a fee had to be 
directly related to a benefit the property owner got.  The Commissioners tried to think about 
what situations could arise where residents had to pay for services they were not getting.  
They thought about situations where the City might improve a road segment in a newly 
annexed area that did not run past some residences; where residents had formed a Local 
Improvement District (LID) to improve their street and the City had never improved the street; 
and where someone did not want garbage service because they never used it.  Mr. Boone 
indicated he thought it was about more general services, such as planning and library 
services.  Mr. Siegel noted this was an existing policy from the 1994 Plan.  He pointed out 
that there could be fiscal impact in that it could diminish the City’s overall level of service; 
there was the aspect of fairness; the City billed water according to water consumption; and, 
the City required its residents to be connected to the City’s sewer system.  Mr. Boone pointed 
out that Policy C-4 called for ensuring there were urban services available prior to 
annexation.  He advised that when an area was annexed the City could decide to continue to 
allow the existing water service district to serve some properties on the City’s behalf.  
Commissioner Prager suggested they remove this policy because no one knew exactly what 
it meant.  Vice Chair Arthur observed the consensus was to take it out due to the lack of 
clarity. 
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Section D Planning and Coordination Policies 

D-3. Enter into and maintain an Urban Growth Management 
Agreement with Clackamas County for lands within the Urban 
Services Boundary to: 
c. Ensure high standards of urban design compatible with the 

surrounding community; 
d. Provide certainty and predictability through consistent 

development standards and policies; 
 

D-4. Develop, coordinate and implement the Public Facility Plan 
(PFP) for lands within the Urban Services Boundary to ensure 
predictable and logical provision of urban services. 

Commissioner E. Brockman referred to D-3.d. and noted the current tree grove policy was 
uncertain.  Commissioner A. Brockman referred to D-3.c. and asked what ‘high standards of 
urban design’ meant.  She asked Mr. Boone to look at this section because she was not sure 
some of the things that it said were doable.  Mr. Boone noted that D-4 was what the Urban 
Growth Management Agreement with Clackamas County was supposed to do, which was to 
encourage and direct that the City’s agreement with the County provide for a level of 
development, in areas of the USB that would eventually come into the City, were consistent 
with the level of development in the City.  He clarified for Commissioner A. Brockman that the 
City was not asking the County to apply all of the City’s regulations.  He noted that in some 
aspects, such as tree code provisions, the City asked for that; otherwise this was about 
encouraging the County to beef up aspects of county regulation like partitioning and setbacks 
so they were compatible. 
 
Recommended Action Measures Comments 

RAM A. Update System Development Charge rates and annually 
adjust rates to reflect increases in construction costs. 

Commissioner Prager asked why the above RAM was not a policy.  Mr. Siegel reported it 
was an action measure that had been carried forward.  Commissioner Prager asked if current 
SDC rates reflected this policy.  Mr. Siegel advised the Public Facilities section spoke to that 
and that was the appropriate place to make it a policy.  Commissioner A. Brockman 
suggested changing the wording to “Update System Development Charge rates annually and 
adjust rates to reflect increases in construction costs.”  Mr. Siegel agreed. 
 

RAM B. Actively seek changes in state legislation to allow the 
collection of System Development Charges for schools, fire 
stations, law enforcement facilities, and libraries. 

Mr. Siegel reported that cities were currently only allowed to collect SDCs for streets, sewer, 
water, and parks.  He advised that cities had been asking for this since the 1990s.  Mr. Boone 
advised the League of Oregon Cities had been coordinating this effort and there was tension 
between it and the Homebuilders Association about what SDCs should cover. 
 

RAM C. Maintain and update the Develop and adopt Quality of Life 
Indicators*. 

Commissioner Swinford suggested explaining what ‘Quality of Life Indicators’ was.  Mr. 
Siegel observed the asterisk indicated it was a defined term that should be in the Plan, so he 
would check on that.  Commissioner Swinford asked what would happen if some other index 
replaced the Quality of Life Indicators in the future.  Commissioner A. Brockman suggested it 
was a good benchmarking tool to measure from and Mr. Siegel agreed.  Vice Chair Arthur 
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noted it was in place and should be left in the Plan unless someone had a suggestion for a 
more generic term.  There was none.  Mr. Siegel anticipated that Quality of Life Indicators 
could be looked at after the Comprehensive Plan was updated. 
 

RAM E. Monitor Participate in Metro’s urban growth management 
planning process and evaluate the feasibility of providing urban 
services to areas adjacent to Lake Oswego’s Urban Services 
Boundary that Metro designates as urban reserves. As appropriate, 
Ddevelop urbanization plans for land use and facilities in any urban 
reserve areas designated by Metro. (See also, Annexation Policies.) 

Commissioner E. Brockman inquired what it meant to ‘Participate in Metro’s urban growth 
management planning process.’  Mr. Siegel and Councilor Gudman advised that the City 
interacted with Metro on both staff and Council levels.  Mr. Siegel explained that staff 
participated in Metro advisory committee meetings and provided comments at staff level.  
Councilor Gudman advised that he was the City’s liaison to the Metropolitan Policy Advisory 
Committee; Councilor Jordan was the Council’s liaison to Metro’s Joint Policy Advisory on 
Transportation (JPAC); and Councilor O'Neill was the liaison to the Southwest Corridor Study 
Group.  Mr. Siegel indicated that Metro was in the process of comparing staff’s inventory of 
buildable lands with growth projections and the capacity of the UGB to see if there was a 
need to expand the boundary and where.  He added that the City also participated in regional 
transportation planning and other Metro efforts. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman remarked that he would like to see even more dovetailing with 
Metro than the City did now; Metro was not the enemy and the City should work with them as 
much as they could.  Commissioner A. Brockman recalled Metro’s predecessor, the 
Columbia Region Association of Governments had functioned much better than Metro did 
because local jurisdictions’ staff each brought their own information and worked together 
instead of having an independent Metro staff generating information. 
 

RAM G. Develop design and zoning standards for development 
within designated Town Centers and Employment Centers Design 
Type areas that: 
i. Promote compact urban form, 
ii. Are compatible with surrounding development 
iii. Ensure pedestrian scale design, and; 
iv. Encourage transit usage in order to reduce auto dependence. 

Commissioner Prager commented that RAM G seemed out of place in this section.  He asked 
what policies this reflected.  Mr. Siegel advised it memorialized that Metro required the City to 
formally recognize town center areas and employment centers and it reflected Land Use 
policies.  He noted that he planned to compare the Urbanization and Land Use chapters to 
ensure they were consistent.  Vice Chair Arthur observed that if this was addressed 
elsewhere it might not be needed in this section. 
 

RAM K. Monitor and implement Annexation Agreements the Kruse 
Way Settlement and Annexation Agreement to ensure annexation of 
eligible property occurs as specified. 

When asked what the ‘Kruse Way Settlement and Annexation Agreement’ was Mr. Boone 
recalled it was a settlement of some litigation between the City and the County regarding the 
Kruse Way area.  He believed the agreement had expired.  He could not recall that the City 
had any other annexation agreements.  When asked if this RAM was necessary he 
suggested that staff could take a closer look at that. 
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Commissioner E. Brockman suggested the following RAMS did not support the policy well 
enough. 

C‐6.  Provide incentives to encourage owners of property within the 
Urban Services Boundary to voluntarily annex to the City. 
 
RAM P.  Provide public information to explain the benefits 
associated with being within the City limits. 
 
RAM Q.  Encourage developed properties within the unincorporated 
portion of the Urban Services Boundary to annex to Lake Oswego. 

Mr. Siegel agreed the action measures were not very good incentives.  He asked the 
Commissioners to suggest incentives.  He noted that one current incentive was that staff let 
property owners know when a neighboring property was annexing and offered to help them 
file the paperwork and be included in the group to make it as easy as possible.  Other 
potential incentives could be things like waiving fees and phasing in taxes.  Vice Chair Arthur 
suggested that the policy could say, "Encourage owners of property within the USB to 
voluntarily annex” and the action measures could include, “Develop and provide incentives…” 
and “identify strategies…”.  Commissioner A. Brockman indicated that she generally did not 
support incentives like reduced property taxes because it was not fair to the rest of the 
property owners who had to pick it up.  Others voiced agreement when Commissioner A. 
Brockman suggested the action measure could say, “Develop a list of methods for 
encouraging annexation.” 
 

Public Comment 

Diane Cassidy, Wren Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, submitted her own written comments and 
also written comments from Lisa Volpel, Kenny Street, Lake Oswego, 97035.  Ms. Cassidy 
indicated she was concerned that the draft Comprehensive Plan contained jargon what was 
not very well defined; examples were ‘compact form,’ and ‘high-quality’.  She noted the term 
‘strategic investment’ in Goal 2 was actually talking about expenditure, not investment: 

Goal 2. Is well planned with carefully organized patterns of growth 
and strategic investment in infrastructure within its borders; and 

She was concerned that Lake Oswego was establishing policies in regard to the Stafford 
Basin without considering what Stafford wanted and when the Stafford Hamlet was in the 
process of doing their own concept planning with County oversight. 
 

B.  Stafford Basin Policies 

B-3 If concept planning occurs in the Stafford Basin Urban 
Reserve*: 
a. Participate in a primary decision-making role for Urban 

Reserves 4A, 4B and 4C. 
b. Advocate for the following plan features to be included: 

i. Development of a walkable, transit‐oriented, mixed‐use 
town center near the I‐205/Stafford interchange. 

ii. A design and development pattern that results in 
strong transportation and transit connections to the 
east and west along I‐205. 

iii. Concurrent provision of high‐capacity transit service 
along I‐205. 

iv. In the Upper Stafford Basin, retention of the rural 
character and related land uses (Policy B‐1) and a rural 
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buffer between existing communities and future 
urbanized areas (Policy B‐2). 

c. Support the area’s inclusion in the UGB only if i-iv, above, 
are part of the final plan. 

 
She noted that the Hamlet had not asked for Lake Oswego’s participation and reported that 
they seemed prepared to be quite aggressive in repelling any efforts of Lake Oswego or West 
Linn or any other city to try to put its stamp on what they were trying to do. 
 
Ms. Cassidy asked for clarification regarding what the following policy meant in regard to ‘a 
requirement for annexation agreements.’ 

D-1  Enter into and maintain intergovernmental agreements with 
any sanitary sewer or water service provider within the Urban 
Services Boundary, and include a requirement for annexation 
agreements for unincorporated lands to receive either service. 

Mr. Siegel and Mr. Boone advised that when septic systems failed in areas of the City’s USB 
and the property was within 300 feet of a sewer line it was required to annex and connect to 
the line.  They noted that there were areas of the USB that the City was unable to serve with 
its own sewer now that were near service lines of other providers, such as the City of 
Portland.  They explained that the City had an agreement with providers such as the City of 
Portland to the effect that Portland would provide the service as an agent of Lake Oswego 
and require the property owner to negotiate an annexation agreement with Lake Oswego.  
They clarified that Lake Oswego would eventually serve them when it was possible for Lake 
Oswego to extend service to a requisite number of property owners. 
 

RAM G. Develop design and zoning standards for development 
within designated Town Centers and Employment Centers Design 
Type areas that: 
i.  Promote compact urban form, 
ii.  Are compatible with surrounding development 
iii.  Ensure pedestrian scale design, and; 
iv. Encourage transit usage in order to reduce auto dependence. 

 
Ms. Cassidy explained that she was bothered by provision iv. because she lived in a 
suburban area which was sometimes described as a “food desert” or “park desert” and 
probably was an “auto-dependent area.”  She stated that she needed to use her car to go 
places.  She indicated that when she saw policies like this she was concerned there might be 
little or no parking where she wanted to go.  She suggested that statements that indicated the 
City would like to reduce auto-dependence should be changed to something like, “Encourage 
alternatives to auto use.”  She said that kind of statement indicated she had choices and was 
not limited.  She noted that most people preferred the carrot to the stick and it would promote 
economic vitality because a lot of businesses did not want to be stuck without having 
adequate parking. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman advised that it was appropriate for Lake Oswego to say what 
they would do with the Stafford Basin if they were called upon to provide services there.  She 
stressed that what was done in the basin affected Lake Oswego.  She asked them to think 
about all of the traffic that would use McVey to feed into Highway 43 if there was no compact 
urban form that would support transit.  Ms. Cassidy agreed the City should have goals that 
spoke to Lake Oswego providing services and might keep the City from being overwhelmed 
by the traffic, but she noted that did not necessarily mean they would have to annex; an Inter-
Governmental Agreement (IGA) might be an alternative.  She described the Stafford Hamlet’s 
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concept plan as “quite progressive and compact.”  Commissioner Swinford noted Ms. 
Cassidy’s written submittal questioned the definition of the southern boundary.  Mr. Siegel 
suggested it might be more precise to say, “The Portland Metro Urban Growth boundary 
coincides with the City’s urban services boundary” because the southern boundary of Lake 
Oswego currently did not coincide with the Urban Growth Boundary.  He said he would 
review Ms. Volpel’s written comments and take them into consideration as well in preparing 
the hearing draft.  Vice Chair Arthur referred to Ms. Cassidy’s point about jargon and 
indicated he thought there were phrases used that were imprecise and could be broadly and 
differently interpreted.  He suggested that such language should be reviewed to see if it could 
be improved or tightened or added to. 
 

6. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

Mr. Siegel announced that the annual CCI meeting was scheduled for May.  The Commission 
decided to hold a mid-year work session to consider several issues, including whether 
citizens should be able to review application material as it was submitted and not have to wait 
until two weeks before the hearing; whether participation by neighborhood associations in 
preapplication meetings should be codified; and whether informal public comments at 
Planning Commission work sessions should be made a part of the formal public hearing 
record.  During this discussion Commissioner A. Brockman addressed concerns that the 
public was not clear about how to testify by suggesting holding workshops on how to provide 
testimony.  Commissioner E. Brockman planned to attend neighborhood meetings to talk 
about it.  Vice Chair Arthur thanked Commissioner A. Brockman for her presentation to the 
Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition (LONAC) on October 5.  He asked Mr. Siegel to 
look for a date for the CCI mid-year work session. 
 

7. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Mr. Siegel stated that the public hearing for the Comprehensive Plan Update/Periodic 
Review-Package 2 (LU 13-0045) was scheduled for October 28.  He also confirmed that he 
would look for a date for a CCI work session in 2014. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

None. 
 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Vice Chair Arthur adjourned the meeting at 8:40 p.m. 
 

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


