
 

 
 
 
Comprehensive Plan August 22, 2013 
Citizen Advisory Committee   Council Chambers of City Hall 380 A Avenue 
Meeting # 40 4:00 pm – 6:30 pm 
 
PLEASE NOTE THIS SUMMARY IS NOT A WORD FOR WORD DOCUMENTATION OF ALL 
INFORMATION PRESENTED AT THE MEETING.  TO SEE THE INFORMATION PRESENTED AND 
DISCUSSED PLEASE REFER TO THE MEETING MATERIALS ON THE CAC MEETING WEB 
PAGE: 
Members in attendance: Jeff Gudman (Chair), Dorothy Atwood, Tom Brennan, Christopher Clee, 
Doug Cushing, Bill Gaar, Nancy Gronowski and Liz Hartman.  

http://welovelakeoswego.com/citizen-committees/cac-meetings/ 

Members not present: Jim Johnson (Vice Chair), Michelle Alexander, Tom Fahey, Bob Needham, 
Teri Oelrich, Lynda O’Neill, and David White. 
Staff in attendance:  Scot Siegel, Debra Andreades, and Paul Espe 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Carolyne Jones, 2818 Poplar Way, posed the following questions and asked the CAC to provide 
answers to them in the near future:  She asked the CAC to confirm that there were no citizens present 
at its last meeting on July 25. She had seen no notice at the Library and had not been personally 
notified, so she asked if the public had been notified or not. She asked why names [of speakers] had 
been redacted from the minutes of the last meeting. Councilor Gudman related that the person 
summarizing the minutes from the audio recording had not been able to determine who was speaking. 
The CAC was going to place the correct names in the document. She asked if policies addressed on 
pages 3 through 5 of the July 25 meeting summary were new. Councilor Gudman confirmed they 
were. She asked that new policies and existing policies be identified so she could sort out what was 
new and what was not new. She said she questioned why those policies were being addressed now 
because they sounded like Sensitive Lands issues. She noted there were a number of new policies 
for the lake. It had been her impression they were orienting away from putting the full burden on 
stream corridor owners and orienting more towards watershed policy. For that reason she asked why 
these policies had been written to set up the lake for special treatment. Councilor Gudman promised 
to get answers for her. 
Jan Castle, 16181 Providence Cir., thanked the CAC for their work. She had heard Ron Bunch 
present to the neighborhood association chairs. She said she felt he had made an honest effort and a 
good attempt to honor the content of what the CAC had developed and had tried to put it in land use 
wording that could be used for code. She did not see that he had taken out anything specific to 
sustainability. She wanted to ensure the sustainability screen for this project continued to be honored 
and was not taken out. She had not studied the later sections. She just wanted to be on record as 
saying it made perfect sense to her for anything having to do with land use to be considered in the 
light of sustainability, and she wanted to make sure that stayed in. Councilor Gudman confirmed that it 
was going to stay in as a general statement that related to land use. 
Dianne Cassidy, 3601 Rend St.

 

, commented on the overall structure of the document. She had been 
looking at a diagram that had arrows showing where there were duplications within different action 
areas. She had counted seven duplications out of 13 goals. She said the structure as it was, was not 
user friendly; it was not something that an average citizen could read and understand very well; and 
there was a lot of jargon. A lot of that had to do with the organization. It was disjointed with overlaps.  
She believed Mr. Siegel was working on that. The way it was organized made it hard to go back to the 
state goals or reference anything. For example, it was hard to find transportation unless you knew it 
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was in Connected Communities. Those things did not make sense to the average person. This was a 
citizens’ document. It did not read like one. It did not look like one. 
Ms. Cassidy’s second comment was that Ecosystem had many problems with terminology such as, 
‘fish and wildlife habitat.’ Those four words appeared together all over the place, yet, there was no 
clear definition of what they meant. What fish, what wildlife, what kind of habitat, what was the extent 
of the habitat, what did it look like, etc? Was it for the frogs in her backyard pond? What were they 
looking for? What did the City care about? What were they trying to protect and say? As it is, it was so 
vague that it could be used capriciously, subjectively, unfairly, and it could ruin peoples' lives. It 
needed to be applied to everybody in the City the same way. If it was more specific, it would be more 
fair and transparent and people would not have to think that somebody was being treated differently. 
She then talked about the local food access item. She did not believe it was a land use issue. Now 
that it was a succinct goal and policy there was not one thing in it (like community gardens and 
produce stands) that could not be done under current code. A conditional use permit would address a 
zoning issue. Commercial zones were for produce stands. The problem was the code, not the zoning, 
so it was not a land use issue necessarily - it was how one treated it as an inside or an outside 
business. She was concerned that adding items such as the ones she had talked about to the 
Comprehensive Plan would grow and take on a life of their own. The easy way to deal with that was to 
make them action items.   

CAC COMMENTS 
Mr. Siegel confirmed staff would follow up and provide Ms. Jones with the information she asked for.  
He reported that at the last Planning Commission work session, the Commission reviewed the staff 
review of the Healthy Ecosystems chapter and offered direction. He responded to Ms. Cassidy’s 
comment on the structure of the document. He said staff was looking very closely at the structure to 
ensure it was coherent and addressed statewide land use planning goals and it could operate as a 
land use planning document. He noted that some of the language people were looking at in the 
Healthy Ecosystems chapter was existing Comprehensive Plan language. It was shaded so the 
Planning Commission could see the recommended additions and changes in the context of the 
current Plan. Staff would try to make it clearer which were new and which were existing policies in the 
next iteration of the draft Plan. Staff was compiling the draft Plan into Package 1 (with the five 
elements the Planning Commission and City Council tentatively approved last year that now 
addressed the City Council motion) and Package 2 (elements of the Plan the City Council had not 
taken action on last year). That was the status of the process. 
Ms. Atwood responded to Ms. Cassidy’s comments. She recalled that the user-friendly issue had 
been one of the first issues the CAC had brought up over three years ago. They had talked a lot about 
using the action areas format. They thought it was nice that instead of having a state government-
dictated goal format, they would have something that made more sense to livability and how the City 
functioned. 
Mr. Gaar spoke to promoting the sustainability framework. They should keep in mind that it was land 
use and there were state laws related to that. They had talked about that for three years. The SAB 
had recommended that all of the policies should go through a sustainability filter. It considered 
economic as well as environmental issues and looked for balance. He noted there were varying 
opinions regarding whether the Plan format was user-friendly and how well it worked. It was a 
different framework that people were not familiar with. His personal opinion was the framework 
worked quite well. He responded to the comments about Sensitive Lands. He noted that was current 
Comprehensive Plan language and the CAC had not been able to look at it when they considered 
Healthy Ecosystems. He reported that the Planning Commission had decided they were not going to 
deal with Healthy Ecosystems until it came back to the Commission as a “comprehensive” 
Comprehensive Plan that had been vetted at all levels because the pieces crossed over and one 
could not talk about certain aspects of Healthy Ecosystems without actually speaking to the Sensitive 
Lands issue. His opinion was it needed to be discussed with the community but the City Council was 
not allowing that to happen. At some point in time it would be discussed. He indicated he understood 
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the concerns about the language and the lack of definition.  He opined that was because they had not 
been able to stay on track.  the document had been changed and Healthy Ecosystems had been 
pulled out.  He had promised the NRAB that he would tell them when they should be involved in the 
Sensitive Lands piece. That never came about. What they were looking at was what had been crafted 
back in 1994. 

REGULAR BUSINESS 
• Agenda Review & Announcements 

The person who summarized the July 25 meeting from the audio recording had sometimes not been 
able to identify who was speaking. CAC members who made those comments were asked to notate 
who they were. Mr. Siegel planned to update the schedule. The Planning Commission had requested 
another public hearing so it could look at the entire Comprehensive Plan before the City Council took 
final action on it early next year. 
Mr. Siegel reported the Planning Commission had met on August 12 to review Connected 
Community, Land Use, and Healthy Ecosystems. The Commission recommendation had been to pull 
the Healthy Ecosystems action area out, until the Sensitive Lands review had been done. Councilor 
Gudman related the status of the Sensitive Lands issue. Metro had not accepted the City’s original 
proposal. The City planned to respond to that after it heard LUBA’s decision regarding Metro’s appeal 
related to tree groves. He confirmed that the City Council was thinking that the Comprehensive Plan 
could be adopted in a timely manner, without changing the Sensitive Lands-related 1994 policies and 
those could be addressed at some future point in time. Mr. Siegel advised the policies that were linked 
to Sensitive Lands were in the current Goal 5 chapter that addressed natural areas and open space 
and in the Goal 15 chapter about the Willamette Greenway. 
Ms. Andreades reported the Planning Commission had agreed with staff’s recommended changes to 
the Connected Community action area. Staff had created a matrix to show how each policy compared 
to the City Council motion. That was in the CAC packet. Mr. Siegel reported that they had received 
written comments from Mr. Cushing. Other CAC members who wanted to comment could email them 
to Ms. Andreades and they would be become part of the record. Mr. Siegel reported that the Planning 
Commission had looked at the Land Use Chapter, which was carried forward from the existing plan 
with updates to make it current. Most of this work had been done by former Long Range Planning 
staff. 

REVIEW OF ECONOMIC VITALITY, PER CITY COUNCIL MOTION 
Staff presented the August 14 staff memorandum which contained a matrix entitled, Staff Response to 
City Council Motion – Economic Vitality (Attachment 1) as well as the draft goals and policies 
(Attachment 2). Ms. Andreades explained that the proposed changes to the goals and policies were 
not intended to change the content, but to reword them to make it clear that the policy was a land use 
matter; or to move them to action measures if they were not related to land use. Of the 16 polices, 
staff found five that were not related to land use.  Staff also found that one policy could potentially add 
mixed uses into neighborhood residential zones. She pointed out that the background information for 
this action area was included in the Economic Opportunities Analysis (May 2011), which indicated that 
the City should support redevelopment in strategic locations to realize economic development. During 
the ensuing discussion the CAC looked at the analysis matrix and highlighted the following policies.  
Existing Goal 1: Provide a full range of economic development opportunities that enhance 
prosperity and livability. 
Existing 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. 
  



 

Comprehensive Plan Update Citizen Advisory Committee Minutes 
August 22, 2013 

Page 4 of 11 

 

Existing Policy 3: Support existing and locally owned businesses. 
Existing Policy 4: Provide a diversity of spaces and sites to support the opportunity for 
business incubation and employment growth. 
Mr. Cushing indicated he would change Policies 2 and 4 so they were land use related and could stay 
in the Plan. He could see making Policy 3 an action item. 
Proposed Policy 10 word removal. “Focus Locate employment and commercial uses in 
designated areas at appropriate scales and intensities…” 
Ms. Andreades confirmed for Mr. Brennan that removing ‘focus’ and replacing it with “locate” made 
the policy a land use matter. The remainder of the policy (sub-policies a-d) would remain the same.  
She clarified for Ms. Atwood that if a policy could not be edited to ensure it was land use related it 
would be made an action measure instead of a policy and it would stay a part of this chapter so it 
would not be lost.  She and Mr. Siegel clarified the actual Plan text was not going to be changed until 
later in the process.   
Existing Policy 10.c. 
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.* 

There were several questions related to this sub-policy. Staff clarified that subsection (c) did not 
require rezoning, it just directed where it should happen if it was desired.  Councilor Gudman noted 
that there was county land between Bangy Road and the freeway that would have to be annexed 
before this sub-policy would apply there. The area had shown no inclination to be annexed. Mr. Clee 
observed that this was a policy that reads like definitions. Staff advised that it set the hierarchy of 
design-type areas. The group discussed why two particular areas (c)(i) and (c)(ii) had been called out. 
Staff thought that they were just examples.  However, Mr. Brennan and Mr. Gaar recalled that the 
CAC had discussed each area in detail. They thought they had discussed good reasons for calling 
them out at the time and for distinguishing them as unique by their nature from other neighborhood 
villages. Councilor Gudman agreed that the Comprehensive Plan should be clear as to why those two 
areas were called out. Staff agreed to make that clear. 
Existing Policy 10.b. Town Centers accommodate a mix of Higher-intensity commercial uses 
including office and retail uses, as well as residential, public facilities, and cultural uses. 
Existing Policy 11.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; 
Proposed definition: 
Commercial HubsCorners accommodate a mix of limited, lower-intensity commercial and 
residential uses to provide services… 
The CAC considered how these policies addressed whether Commercial Corners could include 
residential uses. Mr. Cushing recalled that the understanding was that Commercial Corners were 
unique little spots and they might well be in residential areas. He said he could not point to any place 
on the map that exactly fit. Mr. Siegel asked the CAC what the intent was for Commercial Corners. He 
wanted to know if they were intended to be different zoning, or different design treatment, or 
neighborhood commercial. Each of those had different implications. Ms. Atwood interpreted it as not 
being about the density of residential uses, but about allowing commercial uses in a residential area. 
Mr. Gaar pointed out the definition, Commercial Corners, spoke to the uses. He recalled that the CAC 
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had discussed the example that a neighborhood might like a Saturday food cart opportunity. This 
policy would allow the City to draft code criteria for that. 
Mr. Siegel asked if Policy 11.d.ii meant they were to be located near residential areas, or within 
residential areas, or both. He flagged this as an issue to be addressed because staff was proposing to 
remove the words “or within”. Mr. Gaar interpreted the City Council motion as a directive to identify 
and discuss things that might have an impact on residential neighborhoods. It did not specify 
removing it. Ms. Andreades indicated that staff understood the motion to mean that the City Council 
wanted to remove language such as this in the Plan that would allow commercial uses in a residential 
zone that did not allow commercial uses today. Mr. Gaar anticipated that with this policy in place 
someone could pursue a zone change based on it without having to amend the Plan. However, there 
were many other criteria, besides this policy, that an applicant would have to address to allow 
commercial use in a residential area. He suggested that sometime in the future there might be a 
neighborhood that would want to have that kind of zone in the neighborhood.  Ms. Atwood recalled 
that the CAC had often talked about the “20-Minute Neighborhood”. Having this policy made it 
possible to start talking about that in the future. 
Councilor Gudman related that he heard many people say they did not want to permit commercial 
uses in their neighborhoods. While he agreed with that, he agreed with the CAC comments that this 
policy did not require it; that this policy would make it permissible to pursue if a particular 
neighborhood wanted it in the future.  He said the message also needed to be that at this time the City 
did not want to encourage commercial incursion into the neighborhoods. Ms. Hartman summarized 
that this policy was about allowing small opportunities – it was not an opportunity for big commercial 
uses.  Mr. Cushing agreed that this policy was not directing any increase at all.  Mr. Brennan recalled 
that the CAC had looked at the entire City when it looked at this policy. They had talked about specific 
places, such as Westlake.  Ms. Atwood suggested linking the policy to the map so the intent did not 
get lost in the future.  Mr. Gaar reasoned that the policy would allow a Commercial Corner that was 
mixed-use, limited, lower intensity commercial/residential use that would serve nearby residents, not 
cross-town patrons.  He commented that there were many reasons why a Walmart would never 
happen on a Commercial Corner in the middle of Palisades, for example. 
Mr. Siegel recalled when he lived in the area of the Westlake Planned Development’s commercial site 
people walked there from all over: Mountain Park, Oak Creek, Westlake, etc., to patronize the deli and 
coffee shop. It was a nice gathering spot. The Westlake PD had been the mechanism to allow it. 
Mr. Siegel indicted that Palisades was different because of its topography, but it could be argued that 
the shopping center on McVey was within a 25 to 30 minute neighborhood. How the Planning Director 
would respond to a question about whether the City would entertain a Commercial Corner in one of 
those neighborhoods would depend on the policy wording. It would depend on whether the policy said 
‘located near’ or ‘located near or within.’ After that the rest of the zone change criteria in the Land Use 
chapter would come into play.  It would present a really steep hurdle because one essentially had to 
have neighborhood support to get there. Those consequences should be explained. Mr. Clee asked if 
neighborhood support was required to get a zone change. Councilor Gudman advised it was not a 
specific requirement, but it made a zone change much easier to accomplish. Mr. Clee indicated he 
would feel more comfortable if the policy had checks and balances such as approval by the 
neighborhood. Mr. Siegel advised that there was a long list of criteria to be met for a zone change 
from residential to commercial. If there was a neighborhood plan in place the request had to comply 
with that plan. Mr. Cushing noted the checks and balances Mr. Clee was looking for were in the 
process. 
Mr. Gaar asked how he could get a burrito cart in his neighborhood; if it was a commercial use; and if 
he would have to get a conditional use permit. Mr. Siegel talked about different ways to approach that 
in the Plan or the code, including rezoning or a Plan policy that allowed amending the CDC to allow 
those types of small scale, neighborhood-oriented commercial uses in a residential zone. He noted 
that would be a significant policy change. Mr. Gaar anticipated it probably would not be allowed as a 
conditional use. He indicated that all the policy did was allowed the City to start thinking about this. 
The Planning Director would advise people about the checks and balances that had to be considered 
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and that it was a steep hurdle. For that reason, he was opposed to changing this policy. Councilor 
Gudman asked if anyone around the table wanted to make the change to this policy that staff was 
proposing. No one did so he concluded that there should be no change. 

REVIEW OF INSPIRING SPACES & PLACES, PER CITY COUNCIL MOTION 
Mr. Espe presented his August 16, 2013 memorandum with the attached matrix and proposed text 
amendments (see Attachment C). After this topic had been accepted via Council resolution it had 
been tweaked by the CAC; the definition, 20-Minute Neighborhood had been added; rural character 
had been more clearly defined; some policies had been moved here from Community Health & Public 
Safety; and a policy had been moved here from Healthy Ecosystems that was related to natural 
vegetation in public view corridors. He advised them to leave ISP open to accept more goals and 
policies from other topics until the other topics were finalized. The group then highlighted and 
discussed the following policies and recommendations. 
Goal 2 Land Use Planning: Maintain and enhance the appearance and quality of Lake 
Oswego’s natural and built environment to preserve Lake Oswego’s distinctive sense of place. 
Staff Commentary on Policy 1. Policy 1 should be re written to specify code requirements: 
“Provide regulations that ensure…” In addition, create a second policy addressing regulatory 
incentives and code flexibility; that policy should focus on encouraging exceptional or high 
quality design, above minimum code requirements. Financial and other types of incentives 
that are not land use policy should be addressed separately, e.g., as recommended action 
measures. 
Staff Commentary on Policy 2: This policy should be revised to make it more explicitly a land 
use planning policy, and to clarify its role relative to the Healthy Ecosystems chapter, as 
follows: “Provide regulations and regulatory incentives to achieve compatibility between new 
development and the natural environment, and to appropriately integrate natural features into 
new development”. 
Policy 5: Improve connection to parks, green spaces, rivers, water bodies and other natural 
features. Staff commentary: The existing policy is expanded to improve connectivity of the 
natural environment. It specifies the importance of preserving and enhancing the natural 
environment when developing building and design regulations. The same recommendation 
under Policy 2 pertaining to land use also applies to Policy 5. Policy 5 can be combined with 
Policy 2. 
Mr. Cushing indicated that the recommendations for Policies 2 and 5 were what the CAC intended. 
His experience serving on the DRC made him believe that the design criteria the staff talked about in 
Policy 1 would be beneficial. Mr. Siegel clarified that Policy 5 was not a Goal 5/Sensitive Lands policy. 
It was about access. Councilor Gudman suggested this policy was about being able to walk from the 
top of Mountain Park to Cooks Butte safely. Mr. Siegel suggested it could be a connection between 
Foothills and George Rogers Parks. Mr. Espe advised it could be about designing development in a 
clustered way so the open spaces were connectable.   
Existing Policy 3: Identify strategies to preserve public view corridors of Mt. Hood, Oswego 
Lake, and the Willamette River from encroachment by the built environment. 
Ms. Hartman noted that Policy 3 would have a budgetary impact. Mr. Espe confirmed that was his 
experience in another jurisdiction.  Councilor Gudman noted the report said it could be a policy choice 
or be made an action measure.  Mr. Cushing would keep it policy.  He indicated it would be hard to 
justify taking out a policy about protecting public views.  Mr. Gaar would also keep it even if it might 
have budgetary impact.  People would want to keep the fantastic view of Mount Hood, for example.  
Councilor Gudman summarized that the CAC wanted to retain it as a policy and they acknowledged it 
could have budget impacts.  He asked if the group agreed with the recommendation to combine 
Policies 2 and 5.  Mr. Gaar noted the survey indicated the community saw connected community as 
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important so he would leave it called out as a separate item. Councilor Gudman then observed the 
group wanted to keep it a separate policy. 
Recommendation regarding New Policy 6: Revise the policy: “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”. 
Mr. Gaar agreed the suggested change to Policy 6 made sense. Councilor Gudman also agreed. 
Later it was clarified that a consensus agreed. 
New Policy 7: Protect Lake Oswego’s village aesthetic by: 
a.  Preserving the residential character of Lake Oswego’s neighborhoods. 
b.  Protecting places of historical significance and encouraging preservation and 

rehabilitation of historic buildings. 
c.  Encouraging urban form that results in pedestrian friendly retail districts in existing 

commercial uses including buildings oriented to the street and active ground floor uses. 
Existing Policy 8: Preserve the visual attractiveness of the community by protecting public 
spaces and the streetscape from adverse visual impacts. Recommendation regarding Policy 8: 
Policy 8 should be clarified in terms of land use implementation; it should refer to 
landscaping, parking and building design standards. 
Mr. Cushing agreed with the staff recommendation to revise Policy 7 to make it a land use related 
policy and to combine it with Policy 6. He also supported the recommendation to clarify Policy 8.    
Councilor Gudman observed the consensus was to agree to that. 

GOAL 14: URBANIZATION 
Support future population and job growth within the City’s existing urban service boundary 
through redevelopment and a compact urban form, while maintaining and enhancing an 
attractive quality of life for Lake Oswego citizens. 
Mr. Cushing related that he kept hearing a ‘new south city’ was going to form in Stafford. Councilor 
Gudman indicated he did not believe that would happen any time soon. 
Policy 5: Foster 20-minute neighborhoods* to: 
a.  Serve the daily needs of nearby residents within a ¼ to ½ mile walking distance, 
b.  Promote community well-being; and, 
c.  Provide safe and convenient transportation connections. 
Mr. Gaar noted the staff suggested clarifying how this policy would be applied. Mr. Siegel stated the 
concept of the 20-minute neighborhood was mentioned in other chapters. Each would implement it 
differently. He asked how the City would foster 20-minute neighborhoods in terms of land use. He 
recalled Ms. Cassidy’s call to make sure the Plan was coherent in terms of the different planning 
goals. Mr. Espe anticipated 20-minute neighborhoods would be designed in areas that already had 
commercial zoning designations and it would enhance, but not encroach into, neighborhoods. Ms. 
Andreades questioned why 20-minute neighborhood should be in the ISP chapter. It would make 
more sense to have the policy in Connected Community. Ms. Atwood would keep it in every chapter it 
was in. 
Mr. Cushing suggested this was more far reaching than just fostering business. The definition 
discussed items such as bicycle paths, walkways and neighborhood identify. He asked if this policy 
should be revised to call for providing regulations or code language to encourage things like safe and 
convenient transportation connections. That might already be covered in Connected Community. 
Councilor Gudman related that he did not think even walking fast that he could get to the nearest 
grocery store from Holly Orchards in 20 minutes. He asked if the intent of this policy was to have a 
grocery store within 20 minutes of every neighborhood. Ms. Hartman suggested that was not really 
the intent. She agreed it did not necessarily make sense to mention it in the ISP chapter, unless the 
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Plan was trying to inspire people to actually use it. Mr. Cushing anticipated it could be the policy basis 
for DRC-conditions of development approval requiring walkways. 
Councilor Gudman observed there was agreement that they did not want to see a grocery store in 
every neighborhood. He wanted to make sure future readers understood that. Mr. Gaar noted the City 
Council had added this policy, not the CAC. CAC discussed this and no one could recall why. Mr. 
Gaar suggested if the 20-minute neighborhood was already specifically addressed in other places in 
the Plan and it would not get lost if they pulled it here, he would take this one out. Staff believed it was 
addressed elsewhere and they would check on that. Ms. Atwood suggested if it was not already in 
Connected Community, it should be moved there. It did not need to be in the ISP chapter. Mr. Espe 
observed the highest priority placement was in Connected Community. Councilor Gudman 
summarized that CAC wanted the staff to look to see if 20-minute neighborhood was mentioned 
elsewhere in the Plan. It might be in Connected Community. If it was found elsewhere, the CAC 
wanted to pull this policy out of the ISP chapter. 
The group discussed whether definitions should be in every chapter or in a glossary at the end of the 
Plan. Ms. Atwood favored putting them in a glossary. Councilor Gudman anticipated the final 
Comprehensive Plan would have a glossary. Ms. Hartman clarified for staff that the CAC had asked to 
see them in each chapter when they worked on that chapter. In the final version they could be all 
moved to the end of the Plan. Mr. Brennan could not recall that they had discussed having a glossary 
at the end of the Plan. Ms. Atwood recalled they did want it there. Ms. Atwood suggested it would be 
helpful to keep the asterisks that denoted a defined term in the final plan. Mr. Brennan anticipated 
they would be hyperlinked in the electronic version of the document. 

REVIEW OF COMMUNITY HEALTH & PUBLIC SAFETY, PER CITY COUNCIL MOTION 
Mr. Siegel distributed his August 16, 2013 memorandum with an analysis matrix and draft goals and 
policies attached (see Attachment D). He pointed out this action area addressed five statewide 
planning goals. The bulk of it was about public facilities. He suggested it would make sense to move 
Goal 14 Urbanization to the Land Use chapter or to its own chapter. He advised that Metro would look 
at how the City addressed Goal 14 when it considered the urban growth boundary. He had found that 
one-third of the policies were not land use related. He advised some current Comprehensive Plan 
policies were not land use related, as well. He noted the draft Plan the CAC had been working on 
actually moved in that direction and the staff recommendations would help move it closer. He had 
identified and flagged a number of policies that had budgetary impacts. Policies that read as 
aspirations, or were not direct land use policies, would be edited or made action measures. He 
reported that none of the policies directed the City to increase residential density or to introduce 
mixed-use development into neighborhoods. 
During the discussion, Mr. Siegel was asked for his opinion on whether Urbanization should be in its 
own chapter. Mr. Siegel suggested it should be. People would go to that chapter for specific reasons, 
which included when they were considering USB changes or rezoning for buildable lands.  It might get 
lost in the CHPS chapter. Combining it with Land Use could be confusing for people. Mr. Gaar agreed 
having it in a separate chapter would make the Plan a more user-friendly document. Councilor 
Gudman observed that no one in the group disagreed with that. 
Mr. Brennan commended Mr. Siegel for looking at the existing Comprehensive Plan and noting that 
there were many instances of non-land-use-related policies there as well. He appreciated that Mr. 
Siegel had noticed the CAC had made the effort to move in the right direction. Mr. Brennan recalled 
they had constantly asked if something related to land use. 
The group then considered the analysis matrix. Mr. Cushing noticed it listed the goals and they had to 
refer to the text document to read the related policies. However, by and large, he thought they had 
already cleaned them up.  Mr. Siegel related that most of the changes were language tweaks.  The 
CAC discussion highlighted the following policies and staff recommendations. 
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Goal 11, Section 4 – Public Facilities and Services: Wastewater Collection and 
Treatment 
Policy 3. Comply with applicable federal, state and local clean water requirements. Staff 
comment: Policy 3 may or may not be a land use policy. It simply requires compliance with 
federal, state and local clean water requirements. It can be retained as is, or reworded to 
describe the relationship between City development codes and state and federal requirements. 
Ms. Atwood and Mr. Gaar recalled the CAC did not think it was necessary to have this type of policy in 
the Plan. People would have to comply with those requirements anyway. Ms. Andreades agreed to 
delete it. 
Policy 8: Provide a wastewater collection service to other unincorporated cities under a 
contractual arrangement. Staff comment:  Policy 8 is not a land use policy; it pertains to 
contracting wastewater services to neighboring cities. Recommend deleting from the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
Mr. Siegel advised this was the kind of statement one would expect to find in the Wastewater Master 
Plan. Taking it out would not mean the City would not be able to contract with other cities. Councilor 
Gudman observed the CAC agreed with taking it out. 
Goal 6, Section 3 – Energy and Environment: Land Resources Quality (Solid Waste 
Management) Policies  
Staff commentary: Two out of 11 policies under Section 3 Solid Waste are land use policies; 
though, this is consistent with the existing Comprehensive Plan, which contains several non-
land use policies in Section 3. Policy 8 is a land use policy because it relates to code 
standards for screening of solid waste storage areas and facilities in developments. 
Policy 9 relates to land use standards for recycling and materials recovery uses. 
Several policies under Solid Waste Management might have budgetary impacts, particularly 
those related to new programs (Policy 1), education and incentives (Policy 3), and City 
operations (Policy 10). Some policies that have budgetary impacts would be binding: “Ensure 
recycling and reuse opportunities are accessible to all households, businesses and 
institutions, including convenient access to recycle items not collected curbside”. (Policy 2) 
Consider rewording those policies so they are recommended (aspirational) and include them 
as Recommended Action Measures. 
Policy 1. Implement a city‐wide solid waste and materials management program that: 
a.  Follows Oregon’s hierarchy for the management of solid waste: waste prevention, reuse, 

recycling, composting, and energy recovery, with safe disposal as the last option; 
b.  Ensures recovered, reusable and recyclable materials are put to the highest and best use*; 
c.  Is cost effective, efficient and environmentally responsible; 
d. Is consistent with regional plans, policies and state law; and 
e.  Meets regional and state materials recovery rates and recycling requirements. 
Ms. Atwood highlighted Policy 1, which staff would make an action measure. She indicated she 
understood the City Council motion was that any non-land use related things would be moved to 
some other document that provided guidance. The default seemed to be action measures. She 
wanted to figure out how to use this solid waste/materials management program statement as a 
guide.  She suggested they needed some sort of comprehensive guidance for non-land-use items. 
She asked how that was going to happen. 
Mr. Gaar asked what the legal issue was. Mr. Siegel related the City Attorney had advised that if it 
was not a land use matter, staff should be sure not to make it a policy. They should either reword it so 
it was land use related, remove it, or make it a recommended action measure. This was clearly not a 
land use policy. Ms. Andreades advised having it as a Plan policy could open the City up to a lawsuit 
on something that was not really a land use matter. 
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Mr. Brennan indicated he preferred the approach of making these types of statements action items 
because then he knew they would be included in the document going forward. Ms. Atwood explained 
that when a citizen on the street heard the term, “Comprehensive Plan” he/she did not understand it 
was just about land use. She noted the Plan was the guiding document about what they wanted their 
city to look like.  She indicated she felt the action plan had many inspirational ideas about what they 
wanted it to look like, but it did not have the same status as the guiding goals and policies. Mr. Gaar 
agreed the Plan needed to be an aspirational, visioning, document. That conflicted with the land use 
concept. He had been under the impression during the three years they had worked on the Plan that it 
could be both. Mr. Siegel advised that created an administrative nightmare. Mr. Gaar stressed that 
this concept of managing solid waste for the next 25-30 years was absolutely critical. He did not want 
to lose it. 
Mr. Cushing was concerned about relying on references to other plans instead of putting policies 
directly into the Comprehensive Plan. He noted staff proposed to move many Connected Community 
policies to other plans, such as the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and stormwater plans. He 
inquired about how much community input went into creating those plans. Ms. Andreades explained 
that other City plans, such as the TSP, were incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan. In Connected 
Community, for example, there was a statement, ‘The Transportation System Plan is included as part 
of the Connected Community chapter.” The Connected Community policies that were going to be 
covered in the TSP would not be “lost”. They were found in and implemented by the TSP, which was 
part of that chapter. 
Ms. Andreades asked if there should be a statement in a preamble to the Action Measures to the 
effect that they were aspirational and unrelated to a land use decision. Would that make the CAC feel 
they were getting what they wanted out of this process? Ms. Gronowski indicated the CAC had put 
things into chapters that made sense. Now they wanted to ensure that everything connected and 
related to each other. They did not want to lose action measures. She saw them as more about 
implementation. She suggested there might be some sort of diagrammatic way of showing the 
connections. Councilor Gudman anticipated staff would come back with an answer to Ms. Atwood’s 
question.  

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Ms. Cassidy indicated she was concerned that the City was going in the direction of greater size, bulk, 
number of units, number of stories and overall density downtown and in Lake Grove. Mr. Siegel 
thought the height limit there was 45’. She estimated that would be four stories. Mr. Siegel advised in 
the transition area the height had to step down to the neighborhood. Councilor Gudman recalled the 
height limit downtown was 60 feet.  
Ms. Cassidy said she was concerned about having a Comprehensive Plan that allowed residential in 
every commercially zoned area. She commented that it was “pretty scary” to try to imagine what the 
City would look like when the amount of area that was committed to medium to high density was 
completely built out. She indicated she would prefer to see Lake Grove development limited to three 
stories. She said she had “given up” on downtown. She was concerned the City would start to have 
scattered mixed-use developments in commercial zones. She questioned whether the City would be 
able to keep up with providing the public services, such as schools, libraries, stores, sewer service, 
and parks. She worried there would eventually be a tipping point where the City would become 
unlivable. She suggested going more slowly, and confining mixed-use to a given area where it worked 
best for now. The City could absorb it and see how it worked. If, after it saw a few projects, the City 
did not like the results of it could make a change. But if things happened too fast and in the wrong 
place it would be very difficult to pull back. She noted mixed-use was a fairly new concept for suburbs 
like Lake Oswego. It changed an area’s character at lot. Lake Oswego wanted to preserve its 
character. It did not need to be like every place else. She held Smart Growth worked the same way 
everywhere and this community would become like everywhere else. Eventually there would not be 
anything unique about Lake Oswego. 
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Councilor Gudman clarified there was nothing in the existing or proposed Comprehensive Plan that 
would change the existing zoning. Any zoning changes would have to be considered in a separate 
process. He was not aware there was any level of support for changing existing zoning anywhere in 
the City as an overall direction. He encouraged her to offer her comments to the Planning 
Commission and City Council, as well. Ms. Cassidy suggested that during the current lull in 
construction due to the economy someone should make a model of how an even partially developed 
Lake Grove or downtown would look so people would be able to see what it would look like. She 
thought they would be shocked. She confirmed for Mr. Siegel that she had looked at the illustrations in 
the Lake Grove Village Center plan and could visualize it pretty well herself. Councilor Gudman 
indicated that he had also been concerned about how quickly things might move, but he considered it 
a low probability because even prior to the recession when things were booming things were not 
moving quickly in the City. The Wizer property was a perfect example. 
Ms. Jones referred to the page 3 of the July 25 meeting minutes. She was concerned about the 
proposed new language for Section 5.6 Open Space Policies 1, 3, and 5-9. Policy 1, for example, 
called for the City’s open space network to ‘meet the need for outdoor recreation opportunities and 
intact, undisturbed, natural areas and associated fish and wildlife habitats.’ She wanted to find out 
how this so-called public need would be established. She asked if there was an objective standard for 
determining public need. She said they seemed to be operating on a premise of scarcity, which may 
or may not be true. She said the new language she referred to also raise the question of how much 
was enough. How much was enough should be addressed in proposed Policies 1, 3, and 5-9. 

CAC COMMENTS 
None. 

ADJOURNMENT 
The next meeting was scheduled on August 29, 2013.  Councilor Gudman adjourned the meeting at 
6:20 p.m. 

Attachments: 
A. Draft CAC Meeting Summary, July 25, 2013 
B. Staff Memo Economic Vitality with attachments  
C. Staff Memo Inspiring Spaces and Places with attachments  
D. Staff Memo Community Health and Public Safety with attachments 
See: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/planning/comprehensive-plan-update-citizen-advisory-committee-cac 
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