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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

June 11, 2012 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Chair Jon Gustafson called the Planning Commission meeting to order on June 11, 2012 at 
6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present were Chair Jon Gustafson and Commissioners Bill Gaar, Jim Johnson and 
Todd Prager.  Vice Chair Bhutani was excused.  Councilor Liaison Sally Moncrieff was also 
present. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Johanna Hastay, Associate Planner; Beth St. 
Amand, Senior Planner; Susan Millhauser, Sustainability Coordinator; Evan Boone, Deputy 
City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. CITIZEN COMMENT 

None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Commissioner Johnson moved to incorporate Councilor Moncrieff’s update into the record.  
Commissioner Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 4:0. 
 
Councilor Moncrieff provided the update to the Commissioners just before the meeting was 
officially called to order.  She reported that the Council had approved removal of Tree Grove17 
and the budget hearing was scheduled for June 19.  She indicated that the Council had tabled 
the vote on the Community Culture resolution to July 10 in hopes of achieving consensus on 
concerns: 

 Whether the recreation policy should specify that facilities should be within a half mile of 
every residence. 

 The wording of the policy intended to call for providing safe transit to library facilities might 
be misinterpreted. 

 A question of why transit should be in any of the Community Culture policies. 
 The policy related to identifying historic artifacts. 
 A question regarding whether the document should be approved by a unanimous Council.  

Councilor Moncrieff had advised them that a unanimous Council provided better feedback 
and direction to the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and the Planning Commission. 

 
Chair Gustafson agreed feedback was very important.  He observed a different City Council 
would approve the Plan.  He cautioned that there was potential public involvement fatigue if 
the process went on too long. 
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5. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

Citizen Involvement in Land Use Planning Processes and Implementation of Updated Citizen 
Engagement Policies in the Comprehensive Plan (PP 12-0013). 

Ms. Selden explained the Action Plan would be a separate document implementing the 
Comprehensive Plan.  She asked the Commission to provide feedback to inform development 
of the Action Plan for the Citizen Engagement goals and policies in the Community Culture 
chapter of the Plan.  Commissioners offered the following suggestions: 

 Utilize the CAC to develop a civic engagement plan. 

 Get more input from City boards and commissions early in the process. 

 Hold the public hearing earlier in the process.  (Mr. Egner suggested that instead, staff 
could restructure open houses to take in information as well as offer information to the 
public in advance of hearings about complex issues). 

 Get as much input from the public and neighborhood associations ahead of a public 
hearing as possible. 

 Consider use of newer technologies. 

 Give advisory boards more timely notice of topics to be discussed at meetings. 
 
The Commissioners discussed how to weigh anonymous online comments.  

 Some Commissioners would not give them as much weight as comments from identified 
parties. 

 It was a safe and comfortable avenue for someone to offer a minority opinion. 

 It should be clear to online participants when it was just an online discussion or when it 
was public comment (public testimony) to the Planning Commission. 

 
Mr. Egner advised there were some existing Recommended Action Measures (RAMs) the City 
could do a better job on: 

 Recognizing exceptional civic efforts. 

 Encouraging student involvement.  Commissioner Gaar encouraged the City to involve 
schools. 

 Providing opportunities for citizens to post information of civic interest at City Hall. 

 Providing a speaker’s bureau to talk about planning issues.  Ms. Selden suggested the 
Commissioners think about the amount of City resources it should take. 

 
Other suggestions were: 

 Encouraging neighborhood associations to create action plans (Commissioner Prager). 

 Formulating targeted outreach, when required, to engage the community, stakeholders and 
those who do not typically participate in planning processes (Vice Chair Bhutani’s written 
suggestion). 

 Holding community meetings on topics of current interest in proximity to the “topic of 
interest.” (Vice Chair Bhutani’s written suggestion).  Mr. Egner related staff tried to hold 
Boones Ferry Road and Lake Grove Village Center meetings in Lake Grove.  Chair 
Gustafson directed staff to try to incorporate her two suggestions into related existing 
RAMs. 
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6. WORK SESSION 

6.1 Comprehensive Plan Update (PP 10‐0007) Review of overall Plan organization and schedule. 

Ms. St. Amand called attention to the updated schedule.  She pointed out that the process had 
experienced delay and the completion of the second phase of drafting goals and policies had 
been extended to summer 2013.  She explained that the process had been delayed for several 
reasons including the lake issue, Metro not yet providing its regional housing and jobs forecast 
and staffing resources being stretched.  She reported that to help expedite the process the 
CAC had formed an Economic Vitality work group to assist and staff was arranging joint 
meetings when possible.  All four Commissioners present concurred that the City should ask 
the state for an extension of the periodic review deadline. 
 
The Commissioners then discussed when neighborhood requests to look at lowering density in 
their neighborhoods should be considered.  Staff advised it could be added to the current 
program or added to the action planning process.  They advised Metro Title 1 called for no net 
loss of density in the community, so density would have to be shifted somewhere else in the 
City.  Commissioners’ comments were: 

 It should happen in the action planning phase after all the interconnected parts of the 
Comprehensive Plan were looked at. 

 It needed to be done in a comprehensive approach, with the big picture in mind, as part of 
Goal 10 and should not be done piecemeal. 

 The whole community had to share in meeting the density burden, it should not be dumped 
on one neighborhood and not another. 

 The issue was bigger than a single neighborhood. 
 Where density was going to increase there needed to be a City wide discussion. 
 The City should try to develop in a way that protected neighborhoods, but that did not 

mean that each individual neighborhood’s specific request should be addressed at the 
Comprehensive Plan level. 

 There was a way to preserve neighborhoods and still have some density through design. 
 It could not be piecemeal, but specific neighborhoods could be used as examples during 

the Comprehensive Plan discussion. 

=== 

6.2  Comprehensive Plan Update – Community Health & Public Safety, Part 1 (PP 10‐0007) 

Ms. St. Amand explained that the Community Health and Public Safety Action Area had been 
divided into two parts: 1) Healthy Safe People (HSP); and 2) Public Facilities and Services.  
She indicated that this work session reviewed the preliminary background materials and policy 
discussion questions for Part 1:  Natural Disasters & Energy and Climate Change. 
 
Natural Disasters.  Ms. St. Amand presented a PowerPoint summary of the staff report and 
Ms. Hastay was on hand to answer questions.  Ms. St. Amand explained that existing Goal 7 
called for protecting life and property from natural disasters and hazards; it addressed 
landslides, earthquakes and flooding.  She indicated that the recommendation was to add the 
hazards of volcanoes, severe storms and wildfires that were identified in the City’s Natural 
Hazards Mitigation Plan, as well as severe drought and severe heat.  She reported that there 
was a good possibility of a large earthquake in the next 50 years and that many insurers had 
stopped offering earthquake insurance in the Portland area.  She reported that the state and 
the City were refining landslide and foundation soils mapping and building codes.  She pointed 
out that staff had incorporated energy and climate change into this topic because climate 
change would increase hazards.  Staff asked if hazards should be considered development 
constraints.  They noted the developable land that was left in the City was often constrained 
parcels. 
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During the discussion the Commissioners: 

 Called attention to current litigation regarding a contention that the National Flood 
Insurance Program violated the Endangered Species Act. 

 Suggested making the public aware what the tradeoffs were between things like housing 
compatibility and preserving a slope. 

 Suggested providing better maps so people would not later ask why the City allowed them 
to build where they did. 

 
Commissioner Prager asked about permitting of structures on Oswego Lake.  Commissioner 
Johnson advised that an Army Corps of Engineers permit was necessary for structures 
proposed to be built within a navigable waterway.  He advised the federal government had 
declared that the lake was not navigable waters in order to take it out of the jurisdiction of the 
Corps.  Staff advised that floodplain regulations required the habitable floor elevation to be at 
least one foot above flood level and applied other provisions related to aspects such as the 
flow through walls.  They clarified that the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
required the City to use accurate maps and that there would be a map change that showed a 
lower floodplain level around the lake because the new dam made flooding less of a hazard 
there.  Mr. Boone advised the lake was not zoned, so the City could not regulate development 
in it.  Commissioner Prager noted the background report seemed to conflict with what 
Commissioner Johnson and staff had said.  He pointed out that page 17 talked about when 
permits were required for work in the lake for things like piers, it read, “Permits are generally 
issued only if the activity is found to be in the public interest.”  He held that there should be a 
local decision-making process for that as well.  Commissioner Johnson advised it was not 
local rules but state administrative rules that called for applying the public interest doctrine 
during review.  Chair Gustafson observed Commissioner Prager had identified a hole in the 
background information.  He questioned whether the community needed to be aware that 
there was a hole in protection because the lake was not zoned. 
 
Energy and Climate Change.  Ms. Selden presented this part of the staff report and Ms. 
Millhauser was on hand to answer questions.  Ms. Selden explained that there was a strong 
interrelationship between climate change and energy consumption; rising energy costs 
impacted residents and City operations and rising temperatures increased vulnerability from 
drought and flooding.  She reported that there were many kinds of opportunities to reduce 
energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions; an example was compact development 
in which people walked more and drove less.  She noted that the Background Report listed 
more of them.  Ms. Selden indicated that the State and other higher jurisdictions had set goals 
related to greenhouse gas reduction.  She pointed out that the City had a Sustainability 
Coordinator, a City Sustainability Plan, all City departments addressed energy use, and the 
City had a Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan.  She noted that the Community Greenhouse Gas 
Inventory had been completed. 
 
Staff observed that some related policies could be: 

 Provide more opportunities for energy efficient buildings. 
 Provide more opportunities to use renewable energy, such as solar. 
 Look for ways to have transportation options and land use patterns that help reduce 

greenhouse gases. 
 Reduce consumption of materials and increase recycling, such as doing deconstruction 

rather than demolition. 
 Food composting.  Ten local businesses were participating in Allied Waste’s organics 

collection program. 
 More local food production. 
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During the discussion the Commissioners wanted to know if the local building code could 
require green building techniques.  Staff reported it could not require more than the state 
Building Code required, but the City could offer incentives for going beyond the code. 
 
The Commissioners suggested: 

 The City could have a policy to encourage the state legislature to change the building 
code. 

 It would be helpful to hear examples of how other cities used local codes and green 
building incentives. 

 It would be helpful to hear how the public leaned when it came to making tradeoffs and 
balancing things like solar access and tree protection. 

 The public should be aware that existing goals did not talk about climate change. 
 The public should be aware of the Urban Community Forestry Plan, the Clean Streams 

Plan and all the other City plans that touched on goals and policies being considered in the 
Comprehensive Plan update process.  Chair Gustafson observed the draft Parks Plan was 
a good example because it contained a chart listing all of the other plans it addressed. 

 Invite other boards to come and talk to the Commission about things in the other plans 
they had helped fashion that they thought should be implemented in the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

 
Commissioner Prager noted the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan was updated every five years 
and asked if the Comprehensive Plan would have to be updated that often.  Commissioner 
Johnson advised the City could update something in the Comprehensive Plan any time without 
waiting for periodic review. 
 
Staff anticipated they would talk to the boards that fashioned relevant plans; and they would 
look for synergy during action planning. 
 

6.3 Review of Draft Parks Plan 2025 – A preliminary review and discussion of the Draft Parks Plan 
2025. 

Chair Gustafson stated that he had specifically asked that the draft Plan be presented to the 
Commission.  Vice Chair Bhutani had submitted a written note advising that she agreed the 
Planning Commission should have been given an opportunity to comment on the Plan much 
earlier in the planning process.  The Commissioners anticipated they would continue 
discussing it at their June 25 work session, when they would invite public comments.  Some 
Commissioners indicated that they had not yet had time to read it.  Staff indicated that Parks 
and Recreation had planned a public input meeting as well, but the Commissioners were 
inviting feedback on land use implications.  Commissioner Gaar recalled the Natural 
Resources Advisory Board (NRAB) wanted a plan that would be a system wide plan for 
managing all of the City’s parks and natural areas; the Board had been concerned that the City 
was not appropriately managing natural areas and that parks planning would push sports use 
at the expense of natural areas.  Commissioner Johnson had not yet read the Plan.  He 
contrasted a plan for managing something with land use planning.  He explained his position 
that a parcel such as Luscher Farm should be the subject of a land use district plan - not a 
parks plan - due to its size; impact on property around its edges; impact on Stafford; impact on 
traffic; and all the ideas circulating about uses, including local food production.  He noted that 
Parks and Recreation should be the applicant and present the plan for review by the 
Commission.  Staff recalled the Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB) concern that the 
historic buildings might be treated like other parks. 
 

  



 APPROVED:  08/13/12 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of June 11, 2012 Page 6 of 7 

Staff advised that the question for the Commission was whether the Plan was in compliance 
with the existing Comprehensive Plan and was it going in the same direction as the updated 
Comprehensive Plan.  The Commissioners indicated that they looked forward to hearing from 
Parks and Recreation staff and getting public comment about that. 
 
Commissioner Prager indicated that he had read the draft Plan and he wanted to know if the 
2002 Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan would be discarded when the Parks Plan 
2025 was adopted.  He pointed out that the older plan was more specific than the proposed 
plan, which was very vague and it seemed to be trying to lay the groundwork for certain things 
by the way it classified parks.  He looked forward to getting answers from those who 
developed the plan. 
 
Mr. Boone assured the Commissioners that Park and Natural Area (PNA) zoning would not 
allow Parks and Recreation to put anything in a park that they wanted without a review; it only 
allowed the uses that had been laid out in a master plan the Planning Commission and City 
Council had approved.  He noted that four legislatively approved master plans that existed at 
the time the PNA zone was adopted had been approved with the zone and those included the 
old Luscher Farm Plan.  He indicated that if Parks wanted to amend that master plan it would 
have to come back to the Planning Commission for approval.  Mr. Boone clarified that the draft 
Parks 2025 Plan was not a “master plan” because it was not site specific, it was a higher level 
look at factors to consider in acquiring property and a checklist of things to look at in making a 
decision about what kind of use to have on it.  He stated that it would help in developing a 
master plan that would go through the land use process. 
 
The Commissioners wanted to know the status of the current Luscher Farm master planning 
effort.  Mr. Boone read aloud from the Parks and Recreation website which indicated that the 
Luscher Area process was on hold pending the draft Parks Plan 2025; there was a five-year 
implementation plan.  Commissioner Prager suggested there might be hints in the 
implementation plan to look at. 
 
Commissioner Prager noted that the draft Parks Plan 2025 Plan barely mentioned the lake; 
that it was a gap in the Plan.  Chair Gustafson suggested that the public should be made 
aware of that gap.  The Commissioners asked staff to invite the other boards and commissions 
to the work session. 
 

7. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

Mr. Boone had responded to Commissioner Prager’s inquiry about what constituted a “land 
use decision” in his June 8, 2012 e-mail.  Commissioner Prager clarified he had requested this 
information to determine if the Parks Plan was a land use decision; after reading the Plan he 
found it was very vague and there were gray areas.  Commissioner Johnson asked if it was 
legally a land use decision.  Mr. Boone observed that aspects of it that concerned the 
application of Comprehensive Plan goals fit the definition; which meant that someone could 
allege the Parks Plan was inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and appeal it to the Land 
Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).  He clarified that did not necessarily mean the Planning 
Commission should have made a recommendation about it. 
 
Commissioner Johnson wanted to know when the City Council would discuss urban farming.  
Staff indicated that they did not have that information. 
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8. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

None. 
 

9. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

The Commissioners and staff examined the rolling agenda. 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gustafson adjourned the meeting at 9:40 p.m. 
 

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


