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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

June 10, 2013 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Commissioner Arthur opened the meeting at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall.  
The Commission welcomed new Commissioners Adrianne Brockman and Ed Brockman. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman moved to appoint Commissioner Arthur to serve as acting chair.  
Commissioner Swinford seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:1.  Commissioner Arthur 
abstained. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Commissioners Randy Arthur, Puja Bhutani, Adrianne Brockman, 
Ed Brockman, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Chair Gaar was excused. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Ron Bunch, Planning and Building 
Services Director; Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources Planner; Sarah Selden, Associate 
Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Ms. Andreades reported that the Council was working with a recruiter with the intent to have a 
new city manager on board between mid-July and August; they had adopted a budget; 
decided not to go forward with the parking amendments that were recommended for approval 
by the Commission last year; and reviewed portions of the Comprehensive Plan update.  She 
indicated that they were about to approve the amendments to the West Lake Grove Design 
District (LU 08-0059A/LU 12-0046).  She reported that the Community Attitude Survey results 
had been published and that Mr. Bunch would continue to serve as Interim Planning Director 
through mid-July. 
 

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

 None. 
 
5. MINUTES 

5.1 April 8, 2013 

Commissioner Bhutani requested that the summary of Agenda Item 9, Other Business – 
Planning Commission, be expanded.  Acting Chair Arthur saw consensus and directed staff to 
expand that section of the minutes and bring them back to the next meeting for approval. 
 

  

EXHIBIT C-2 
LU 13-0010
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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). 

Mr. Bunch related that the City Council wanted the Comprehensive Plan to be finished as 
quickly as possible but they could agree to have the process go into the fall because they 
recognized the significant amount of work that had gone into the process.  He asked the 
Commission to continue the hearing until August 26 so staff could take the time to respond to 
Council direction.  Staff would involve the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) to the extent 
possible.  He provided the Commission with a new schedule. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman moved to continue LU 13-0010 to August 26, 2013.  
Commissioner E. Brockman seconded the motion and discussion followed. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani noted the packet contained a whole new report that was not available 
before.  She saw a need for the Commissioners to discuss the report, what the Council had 
done, and talk about the process going forward before they voted. 
 
Acting Chair Arthur invited staff response.  Mr. Bunch explained the City Council was asking 
the Commission to receive the report; review the information; and consider it during 
Commission deliberations.  He reported the Council had affirmed it met the objectives of the 
Council motion at their June 4 meeting.  He noted the CAC would review the report on June 13 
and the Commission work session was scheduled on June 24.  He advised that at the August 
26 hearing the Commission would have the opportunity to hear feedback from the CAC and a 
broad range of other stakeholders, including the Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition 
(LONAC), neighborhood association chairs, that the Citizens for Stewardship of Lake Oswego 
Lands (LO Stewards), and others. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani clarified that at this point she had thought the Council would provide 
specific direction related to certain policies that the Commission could consider while it 
reviewed Package 1.  She pointed out that a lot of work had gone into it.  She held that now 
they were being asked to review a whole new package and she was concerned about the 
content.  She asked if Mr. Bunch had involved other staff in production of the package and if it 
was a joint recommendation. 
 
Mr. Bunch indicated he had done what the City Council had directed him to do.  He advised 
that the City Council’s perception about the work that had been done thus far was that it was 
aspirational, too far-reaching, and went beyond the land use requirements of a comprehensive 
plan.  He thought that many of them felt it was something that they could not consider 
seriously as part of the Comprehensive Plan planning process.  He explained that what the 
Council wanted him to do, pursuant to their motion, was to evaluate it and then give the 
community an opportunity to provide feedback.  He added that the Commission had an 
opportunity to express its views about the process and/or the content. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani indicated she had not understood the review would only be done by 
Mr. Bunch.  She had thought it would be a joint effort with the Planning staff who had worked 
on it for three years.  She expressed her views regarding some of the things she had read in it 
so far.  Regarding the Housing section, she indicated that the changes had been tracked well, 
but the intent behind making certain policy recommendations had not been fully expressed.  
She explained she had asked if this was just Mr. Bunch’s analysis or if the staff had been 
involved in it or had a chance to review his report before it went to City Council because his 
analysis did not seem to be reflective of the work done in the past by the CAC and Planning 
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staff.  She indicated she was particularly concerned about a statement to the effect that the 
proposed Comprehensive Plan departed significantly from the existing Comprehensive Plan 
as far as putting high-density in neighborhoods.  She reasoned that if he had looked at the 
content of the prior Planning Commission, CAC and Planning staff analysis he would know 
that was not the case.  She asked when the report had been presented to the City Council.  
Mr. Bunch related that the report had been presented to City Council on June 4 and staff had 
an opportunity to review it last Friday.  He stated that he had completed the task he had been 
assigned and that the Commission had an opportunity to review it this evening and share its 
concerns with the City Council. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani explained her concern was that Package 1 represented three years of 
work by the community, that there had been an extensive public process, and the 
Commissioners had worked on it and discussed each line item.  She referred to a new packet 
that Mr. Bunch had produced.  She questioned whether there had been any Council 
deliberation on the content of the package when the Council had an opportunity to consider 
the staff response to the Council motion.  Mr. Bunch related there was not much deliberation 
at the May 4 Council meeting.  He also noted that there had not been that much deliberation at 
the June hearing and that the Mayor had asked for comments about whether it met their basic 
direction.  Mr. Bunch held that a Council vote of 5:1 indicated it did.  He advised that now it 
had been transmitted to the Planning Commission to consider as part of its deliberations. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani observed that this meant there had been no discussion of the policies 
contained in the package Mr. Bunch had put together; it had been done in a work session so 
there had not been public outreach and public review of the packet he had submitted.  Mr. 
Bunch noted that the CAC would look at it on June 13 and then the Commission would hold a 
work session.  He reported that the packet had been broadly distributed and that the basic 
request from the City Council was to consider the packet in Commission deliberations and 
forward a recommendation to the Council. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman inquired of Mr. Boone what would happen if the Planning 
Commission voted that night not to consider Mr. Bunch’s document; would that mean they 
would have no input into that document?  He advised that the Commission was ultimately 
charged with making a recommendation to the City Council; they were supposed to take staff’s 
input and meld it into their recommendation.  He acknowledged that in this case the process 
was slightly reversed.  He clarified that whether they went forward with the previous package 
or the new package, or melded the two together, it was up to the Planning Commission’s 
discretion. 
 
Commissioner Swinford indicated she had been anticipating that the Commission would get 
some direction that would recommend changes because of the political changes that had 
happened and this was the format they came in.  She appreciated having someone with 
expertise looking at the overall process.  She observed that while Mr. Bunch may not have 
been there for the whole process, neither had she.  They commented that the Commission 
needed to synthesize and pull this together into one document and come up with something 
that was going to be a guiding document for the City.  She acknowledged that there was 
obviously more work to be done and it was taking more time than anyone wanted.  She 
indicated she would like to participate in working with the suggestions because she hoped 
what would come out of it would be a synergistic, complete and better overall document. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani explained her concern.  She recalled that the last time the Council 
made a motion to amend the Comprehensive Plan in a study session there had been a lot of 
public concern and a vote on the motion was continued so they could get more public input.  
She clarified she was not saying the Commission should not look at Mr. Bunch’s work; she 
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was saying that if the Commission was going to use that document to amend a document that 
had been created with much more public outreach, then they needed to make sure that the 
document went out to the public – not just to specific groups.  She advised that they should 
make sure the document was aired in a public process so that they heard from the community 
that it did want to make those changes based on whatever the filters were.  Commissioner 
Bhutani clarified that this should be done before the Commission started to consider changes 
based on Mr. Bunch’s report.  Acting Chair Arthur asked her what she would consider to be an 
adequate public process.  She said she would ask staff to come up with that; that she had 
nothing specific in mind.  Commissioner Bhutani clarified that she thought it had to be more 
than inviting some stakeholders in the community.  She pointed out that the original proposal 
had gone through open houses, workshops, etc.; and the wording and each policy represented 
the aspirations of the people.  She respected what Mr. Bunch had done; it showed the 
expertise he had in comprehensive planning.  However, she advised that to use the proposed 
amendments submitted by Mr. Bunch to amend what the Commission had already reviewed, 
without getting any public comment on it, was premature. 
 
Commissioner Prager indicated he did not see material difference between the previous 
proposal and what Mr. Bunch had put forth; there had been some rearrangements of items, 
some word-smithing - working more towards land use.  Commissioner Prager indicated that for 
this reason he was not concerned about the overall, big picture, changes.  He did have some 
questions regarding specific policies, if the Commissioners got into it that evening.  He had 
one, higher level, question about timing.  He wanted to make sure that the Commissioners and 
the public got the final document in time to review and digest the final language.  He stated 
that if they got it five days before the hearing everyone would be scrambling to try and figure 
out what policies had changed.  He observed that Mr. Bunch had taken items out that could 
have budget implications and put them into action items so that the City was not obligated to 
implement them.  He indicated that he wanted to make sure that none of the policies that were 
in [the Plan] now had budgetary implications moving forward. 
 
Mr. Bunch confirmed that the intent was to identify policies that had the potential for budgetary 
implications beyond what the City essentially already did or could budget for; those had been 
specifically identified.  He advised that it was really up to the Planning Commission to 
recommend and the City Council to decide whether or not some of these policies should go 
back in.  He pointed out that one decision, for example, was whether the community was 
willing to step up and say that it was willing to have a “no net loss of Section 8 housing” policy 
that could possibly be subsidized by going through the Clackamas County Housing Authority. 
 
Mr. Bunch clarified that his intent and approach was to make the Plan operative; for example, 
in the Arts and in the Education sections he had tried to honor the work that had been done 
and keep the concepts while making those sections really useable and operative in the context 
of land use planning. 
 
Commissioner Swinford indicated that she thought it was important that the City involve the 
community and its various groups and individual citizens as much as possible. However, she 
observed that the Commission was honing this down to get to a conclusion.  She advised that 
the Commission needed to be very thoughtful; her concern was how to get the word out and 
accomplish the goal without adding more time onto the end of the process.  She remarked that 
there were more opinions per square mile in Lake Oswego than any other community she 
could think of.  She commented that while it was good to have those opinions and good to 
listen to them, the Commission also needed to keep the crossing of the finish line in mind, with 
a finished document. 
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Commissioner A. Brockman related that she had started looking at the document.  She felt it 
was tightened up and what had been done was necessary.  She related that some [policies] 
had been pretty open and could create problems with appeals to the Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUBA), of decisions that should not be appealable to LUBA because they were really 
not land use decisions.  She recalled that what had been done in the Arts section, for example, 
was what was necessary and appropriate.  She did not see huge policy shifts, but if the 
Commissioners saw some as they went through the document they could flag things they 
thought were major policy departures from what had preceded this document and make a 
related recommendation to Council.  She indicated that she did not see this as a huge 
stumbling block in the process. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani compared going with Mr. Bunch’s review with having gone through a 
master planning process with a lot of citizen review and coming up with the master plan; then 
having someone say, “Here’s another one.”  She commented that it might be better or worse, 
but before the Commissioners accepted it they should make sure the people who created the 
first master plan were on board and would accept the next one.  She saw another issue 
related to staffing resources.  She inquired how the Commission could take on a whole new 
review and get the work done by August when the long range planners were gone or on leave 
and there was a limited budget. 
 
Commissioner Prager wanted to discuss one specific aspect of the proposal because it was so 
important: the policy wording related to density spillover or creep into residential areas.  He 
recalled that the Commission had discussed that new zoning had to be ‘adjacent’ to existing 
medium and high density zoning.  He thought that the new document changed it back to the 
original term ‘near’ or ‘close proximity.’  He was concerned using those words would open up 
rezoning to areas the community did not want rezoned.  He wanted to discuss why Mr. Bunch 
had changed the wording.  Mr. Boone reminded the Commission that they were discussing a 
motion to continue and not deliberating.  If they wanted to deliberate they should open the 
public hearing.  Commissioner Prager indicated the answer might affect how he voted on the 
motion to continue.  Mr. Bunch offered to provide the answer to the Commissioners in writing; 
it would be part of the record. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani related that she had similar concerns about the changes in Mr. Bunch’s 
report that kept what was in the existing Plan.  She noted that the supporting documentation 
and planning analysis for the proposed Plan would explain the reasons the Commission made 
changes such as changing ‘close proximity’ to ‘adjacent.’  She advised that when they started 
looking at his recommendations they would have to go back and look at those records so they 
could recall all of the reasons and intent behind the changes they had made.  She recalled that 
the intent behind replacing ‘close proximity’ with ‘adjacent’ was to tighten the areas of high 
density housing and that that was still a work in progress.  She noted that there were still more 
discussions to be held about changing that wording to ‘abutting’ and the Commissioners were 
going to discuss that during their review of Package 1.  She indicated she was very concerned 
about how they could do that kind of review without having the benefit of the knowledge and 
information of Planning staff who were no longer there. 
 
Acting Chair Arthur invited staff response.  Mr. Bunch advised that staff could respond to those 
questions and provide very specific data on request for the work session and public hearing.  
He offered to respond to Commissioner Prager’s question in writing and provide the related 
analysis.  He had read the Housing Needs Report and compared it with the original Plan; what 
he could say now was that the intent for new high density zoning - mixed-use for example – 
was to develop it within the boundaries of the commercial districts and essentially maintain the 
boundaries as they exist, rather than having the potential to make them ‘abutting’ or ‘adjacent’ 
or to provide for zoning transitions.  He indicated that if that was not clear in his document he 
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wanted to take a look at it and report back to the Commission in writing.  Commissioner 
Bhutani explained that his recommendation was different from and was amending what was in 
the existing Comprehensive Plan and existing Community Development Code (CDC).  She 
advised that the Commissioners needed to see the record of their discussions and the related 
background information again so they could recall why they had made the policy decisions 
they had made several months ago or a year ago.  Acting Chair Arthur indicated he would 
appreciate it if Mr. Bunch would pull together the record of the past Commission discussions.  
He recalled Commissioners had indicated they would like as broad dissemination of the 
proposal as possible.  He asked Mr. Bunch to describe a public process and send the proposal 
to many groups, such as neighborhood associations and recognized advocacy, political or 
issue groups in Lake Oswego.  He wanted Mr. Bunch to assure the Commission that if the 
motion passed and when the proposal came back to them there had been some additional 
public input to guide the Commission. 
 
Mr. Bunch anticipated that the current process of involving boards and commissions, involving 
the CAC, and holding open houses and work sessions for many months would be expanded to 
involve neighborhood association chairs, and other groups such as LONAC and Keep Lake 
Oswego Great.  He advised that there were perhaps six or seven groups that had not 
traditionally been part of the process that staff would solicit comments from and make sure 
they were invited to the public hearings.  He commented that if the Commission wished to 
have even broader outreach to citizens, staff could utilize the website and work with the media; 
they would devise a way to make that happen.  Acting Chair Arthur indicated that was 
important and he would appreciate it. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani asked that outreach be done before the Commission held the work 
session on Community Culture; the Commission needed feedback from the community before 
it started amending Package 1 based on Mr. Bunch’s recommendations.  She indicated that if 
that could be rolled into the process she would be willing to entertain the motion. 
 
Mr. Bunch related that Council had a schedule and had made it a priority to get the Plan 
accomplished.  He had been directed to do the work as soon as possible and that crossing the 
finish line in a timely manner was critical.  He advised that staff would make an effort to do 
those kinds of things, but ultimately this was an opportunity for the Commission, the CAC and 
others to respond to the direction staff had received from Council.  He stated that Council 
acceptance of this was sufficient to meeting their direction and the Commission should be 
cognizant of the schedule.  He believed that the Council would want to act and it was really 
making an effort to involve the citizens and engage the Planning Commission and to honor the 
work that had been done thus far. 
 
The vote was conducted on the motion to continue the public hearing until August 26.  The 
motion passed 6:0. 
 
Ms. Andreades outlined the schedule of work sessions:  Community Culture (June 24); 
Complete Neighborhoods and Housing, Inspiring Spaces and Places, and Economic Vitality 
(July 8); Connected Community and Healthy Ecosystems and/or Land Use (July 22); and 
Community Health and Public Safety (August 12). 
 

7. WORK SESSION 

7.1 Clear and Objective Standards for Housing (PP 12-0007) 

Ms. Selden distributed sets of previously-distributed packets to the new Commissioners and 
invited them to meet with her to discuss them and ask questions so they could get up to speed 
on the effort.  She reported that the consultant had finished the Oregon Department of Land 


