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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

EXCERPT OF LU 13-0068 
January 27, 2014 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City 
Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
  

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present were Chair William Gaar, Vice Chair Randy Arthur, Puja Bhutani, Ed 
Brockman, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Commissioner Adrianne Brockman was 
excused.  Council Liaison Jeff Councilor Gudman was also present. 
 
Staff present were  Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Scot Siegel, Planning and Building 
Services Director; Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City 
Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

6.1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments Related to Periodic Review‐Consolidated Package (LU 
13‐0068) 

A request from the City of Lake Oswego for final review and recommendation from the 
Planning Commission on the updated Comprehensive Plan, as preliminarily approved under 
LU 13‐0010 and LU 13‐0045 and consolidated into a newly formatted document.  Continued 
from January 13, 2014, for deliberations. 
 

Deliberations 

Chair Gaar opened deliberations.  Commissioner Bhutani referred to Design Type Boundary 
maps in the existing Comprehensive Plan and pointed out that Figure 28 included Office 
Campus (OC)/Residential-3,375 sq. ft area per unit (R-3) as a part of the Kruse Way 
Employment Center, but for some reason it had been dropped off of the proposed Plan’s 
diagram of the Employment Center (Figure 3).  She said it was clear from the definition of 
Employment Center in the existing Plan that that they should show it as part of the 
employment center because that definition actually listed the zones that were included in 
Employment Center:  Highway Commercial (HC), Campus Research and Development 
(CR&D), Office Campus (OC), Residential-Minimum Area Determined by Floor Area Ratio (R-
0) and some R-3.  She believed at that time there was no Mixed Commerce (MC) zone, so 
another concern was the employment center diagram showed HC in the area that was zoned 
as MC, which was not correct.  She suggested adding back all existing OC/R-3 areas along 
the Kruse Way corridor to the map of the Employment Center and removing the OC zone 
south of the Kruse Way corridor from the Town Center diagram to make it consistent with the 
Lake Grove Village Center Plan and to make it clear that OC was not to be changed into a 
mixed-use area. 
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Mr. Siegel advised that the 1999 Plan amendment that designated the employment area 
implemented the Metro 2040 growth concept.  He explained that later on the boundaries and 
zoning had changed and that Metro had moved away from that concept and adopted Title 4 of 
the Regional Plan and a new map that showed employment areas.  He distributed copies of 
that map.  He advised that the maps in the proposed Comprehensive Plan were intended to be 
consistent with the regional plan and to reflect the Town Center that had been adopted 
through the Lake Grove Village Center Plan.  He noted the Avery property at the corner of 
Kruse Way/Boones Ferry Road used to be OC/R-3 and had been rezoned to General 
Commercial (GC) through the Lake Grove Village Center planning process.  When asked, he 
related that he did not see any harm in having the same OC area in both the employment and 
town centers.  Commissioner Bhutani noted the Lake Grove Village Center did not dictate use 
– the Comprehensive Plan did. 
 
MOTION 

Commissioner Bhutani moved to include all the existing OC/R-3 zones along the Kruse Way 
corridor that were included in the existing 2040 Design Type Boundary Map as part of the 
employment center.  Commissioner Swinford seconded the motion and discussion followed. 
 
Commissioner Prager asked if staff had any issues with doing this.  Mr. Siegel indicated they 
did not because it was a general designation, not a plan district or zone.  Commissioner 
Bhutani and Chair Gaar agreed that if this created an issue with Metro it should be brought 
back to the Planning Commission for consideration.  The vote was conducted and the motion 
passed 6:0. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani suggested it was a good idea to list which zones were included in 
Employment Centers and Town Centers in the Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Siegel advised them 
to list the Comprehensive Plan designations instead of the zoning. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani noted Figure 3 showed an area of the Kruse Way Employment Center 
south of Kruse Way as HC when it should be MC.  She pointed out that the Zoning Map 
showed it as MC.  She advised that the Zoning should be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
MOTION 

Commissioner Bhutani moved to reconcile the HC to say “zones” so there was consistency 
between the Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan.  Chair Gaar seconded the motion and 
discussion followed. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised that sometimes the Comprehensive Plan and zoning was inconsistent; for 
example, anticipated zoning of Foothills was being postponed until there was a plan for the 
infrastructure.  Chair Gaar noted the motion just called for staff to look into it; reconcile the HC 
and the MC; and explain it to Council.  The vote was conducted and the motion passed 6:0. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman noted that the Staff Memorandum suggested options related to 
the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and Metro recommendations.  Mr. Siegel encouraged 
the Commission to advise the City Council as to whether the parts of the proposed plan 
worked together as a whole.  Commissioners Swinford, Bhutani, E. Brockman, Vice Chair 
Arthur and Chair Gaar each indicated she/he saw no need to comment or modify specific 
recommendations of the CAC and Metro.  Some observed that the Commission had already 
voted on the consolidated package and on separate amendments raised by individual 
Commissioners.  They pointed out that the record showed where the Commission and 
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individual Commissioners stood on different aspects of it; they would just forward the CAC and 
Metro recommendations to the Council without comment.  There was some disagreement 
about whether the previous vote had been on the format of the consolidated plan, or its format 
and content.  Commissioners Bhutani and Prager indicated they thought they had voted on the 
format.  Commissioner E. Brockman indicated that he did not agree with all of the content.  
Ms. Andreades recalled that after that vote Chair Gaar had invited Commissioners to pose 
individual motions if they wanted to modify specific aspects of content in the plan they had 
already voted on. 
 
MOTION 

Chair Gaar moved to forward CAC and Metro recommendations to Council for their 
consideration.  Commissioner E. Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur and Chair Gaar clarified that the Commission was not particularly endorsing 
them or not endorsing them, they were just passing them along to the Council without 
comment. 
 
Ms. Andreades pointed out comments which had been submitted by Nancy Gronowski (Exhibit 
G-3) during the hearing.  Commissioner Bhutani agreed that there certainly needed to be a 
discussion about RAM D and about #87 related to attracting a young population.  She 
recommended that staff address those with the City Council.  She indicated she supported the 
suggested wordsmithing changes except that she would not remove use of the word 
‘intending’ because it clarified how policies were to be interpreted.  Commissioner Swinford 
questioned that neighborhood plans were guiding documents (#12); they were the results of 
the guiding document that was the Comprehensive Plan.  She also questioned that there was 
an Oregon Tilth program any more (#149).  Ms. Andreades confirmed there was not and 
planned to make the wording more generic.  Commissioner Swinford explained she did not 
support #48 because she did not think it was appropriate to do a complete rewrite of an idea at 
this juncture.  Chair Gaar observed general consensus to let staff make the wordsmithing 
changes and pass the Commissioners’ comments on to the City Council. 
 

Affordable Housing: Housing where a household pays not more than 30% 
of its annual income for housing. 

 
Commissioner Bhutani noted the definition Affordable Housing had been added at the Council 
level and had never been reviewed by the Commission.  She advised it was an incomplete 
definition and there should be some reference to the income of the person to reflect the 
context it was used in the Comprehensive Plan.  She explained that under the above definition 
someone could have a million dollar ‘affordable’ home if it cost them no more than 30% of their 
income.  She noted the Affordable Housing Task Force definition specified residents earning 
less than 80% of the median family income in the region and Metro’s definition specified zero 
to 50%. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised the proposed definition was from the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and that when the City actually looked at an affordable housing 
program it could identify the targeted household income.  He explained that it might be 
affordable housing/low-income, affordable housing/moderately low income, or some other 
group.  He clarified that the proposed definition could operate in any of those contexts.  
Commissioner Swinford observed people might be confused about the terms ‘affordable’ and 
‘low income’ which were two completely different things.  She suggested using the HUD 
definition was probably the appropriate thing to do now and that the definition could be refined 
for Metro, or for the County, or citywide, at the appropriate time.  Mr. Siegel advised that if a 
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developer was pursuing affordable housing tax credits the federal guidelines and rules would 
tell them which classification they had to target.  Commissioner Bhutani held there should be 
some reference to income.  She suggested that they might add language to the effect of 
income as defined by Metro, or HUD, or whomever, so it made sense in the context in which it 
was being used. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised that the City of Ashland’s affordable housing ordinance defined each of the 
levels of affordable housing they targeted.  He explained that one reason they had to specify 
targets was because they were requiring developers who applied for a density bonus to have 
some mix of affordable housing in their developments.  He pointed out that Lake Oswego did 
not have an ordinance like that or a housing authority and the proposed definition gave the 
City the broadest flexibility in working with affordable housing programs.  Commissioner E. 
Brockman commented that this was a broad stroke and when it got down to where more detail 
was needed then the detail would be figured out.  Commissioner Bhutani declined to put her 
suggestion into a motion. 
 
Chair Gaar closed the public hearing.  Mr. Boone announced the vote on the findings would be 
held on February 10.  The Commission recessed for ten minutes and thereafter reconvened 
for the next hearing. 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 10:00 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Iris McCaleb 
Administrative Support 


