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1. CALL TO ORDER 

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

 
2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Chair Gustafson and Commissioners Randy Arthur, Bill Gaar, Jim 
Johnson, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Vice Chair Puja Bhutani was excused.  Council 
Liaison Sally Moncrieff was also present. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Sarah Selden, Associate Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris 
McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. CITIZEN COMMENT 

None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Moncrieff reported the Council was reviewing the Comprehensive Plan section on 
Community Culture and studying the Parks 2025 Plan.  She indicated that they were also 
going to consider the resource conservation resolution the Commission had recommended.  
Ms. Andreades reported the Council was preparing to sell two City-owned properties on 
McVey. 
 

5. MINUTES 

5.1 April 4, 2012 

Commissioner Johnson moved to adopt the Minutes of April 4, 2012 with one correction.  
Commissioner Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 
 

6. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

6.1 LU 12-0019 – Comprehensive Plan Update – Inspiring Spaces & Places 

At the suggestion of Commissioner Arthur the findings were amended to clarify that language 
regarding the natural environment’s encroachment into ‘view corridors’ should specify, 
‘encroachment into identified public view corridors.’ 
 
Commissioner Arthur moved to approve LU 12-0019-1789 Findings, Conclusions and Order 
as amended.  Commissioner Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 5:0.  Chair Gustafson 
abstained. 

 

 
 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 
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EXHIBIT C-2 
LU 12-0018 
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7. PUBLIC HEARING 

7.1 LU 12-0018 – Comprehensive Plan Update – Complete Neighborhoods & Housing 

Chair Gustafson opened the public hearing and outlined the applicable procedure. 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. Selden presented the June 28, 2012 staff report.  She explained that the plan had to 
comply with Statewide Planning Goal 10, which requires cities to provide adequate land and 
appropriate zoning to accommodate a range of housing types at prices and rent levels that 
meet the needs of Lake Oswego’s current and future population.  She indicated that since the 
city was primarily built-out, the 2035 Vision Map and this chapter did not call for major 
changes.  She clarified that it focused on preserving single-family neighborhoods; having new 
housing in commercial mixed-use areas where there is redevelopment potential and access to 
transit; and increasing the opportunity for smaller, low-maintenance, and affordable housing 
types.  She explained that the population was aging; household size was shrinking; the 
number of households with children was declining.  Ms. Selden reported that the median age 
was 45.8; the percentages of the population over ages 55 and 75 were growing and nearly 
one-quarter of households with children under age 18 were renters.  She reported that the 
median housing price had gone down considerably since a 2005 high; housing trends showed 
a preference for smaller, lower maintenance, homes; and people would give up space in 
exchange for opportunities to walk places. 
 
Ms. Selden explained that five Complete Neighborhoods & Housing goals were proposed and 
four categories of policies would carry them out:  Housing Location and Quality; Housing 
Choice; Housing Affordability; and Complete Neighborhoods.  She recalled that there had 
been much discussion about affordable housing; housing was considered affordable when it 
cost no more than 30% of a household’s monthly income.  More specifically, she noted that 
the Comprehensive Plan Update had focused on the definition used by the 2005 Affordable 
Housing Task Force, which looked at what was affordable for households that earned no more 
than 80% of the median family income.  She reported that in 2012, Clackamas County’s 
median family income was $73,000 and 80% was $58,400; census data showed that 30% of 
households in the city and 45% of regional households fell within that category.  She pointed 
out that at this income level, a home sales price of $290,000 or less and rent of $1,450 or less 
per month would be considered ‘affordable.’  Ms. Selden went on to report that those 
households earning 50% of median income, or $36,000, made up 19% of Lake Oswego 
households and 30% of regional households; at that income level, affordable home and rent 
prices were about $181,000 and $913.  She explained that a county report used 2010 Bureau 
of Labor Statistics information to identify some professions that would fall within those ranges, 
including an elementary school teacher, EMT, dental assistant, nurse’s aide, and retail 
salesperson.  She indicated that the City’s 2009 Employment Opportunities Analysis showed 
that approximately 3,400 jobs in Lake Oswego earned less than $25,000 per year.  She 
observed that there were currently two income restricted housing developments in the city:  
Oakridge Park (45 senior apartments) and Hollyfield Village (30 senior apartments); she noted 
that Hollyfield’s term for affordability was about to expire and Northwest Housing Alternatives 
was in the process of acquiring the property to preserve its affordability.  She added that many 
comments had been received regarding the policy of no net loss of affordable housing and that 
it might need clarification. 
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Ms. Selden explained that the Plan was required to comply with the state’s metropolitan 
housing rule, which requires the City to provide an overall density level; ensure there was 
opportunity for 50% attached/50% detached housing; and to provide clear and objective 
standards for all needed housing.  She indicated that staff would be working on clear and 
objective housing standards and would have a work session with the Commission this fall.  
She reported that Title I of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan – called for the 
City to have no net loss in housing capacity; she noted that there were no longer any Title 7 
affordable housing reporting requirements.  She stated that the Citizen Advisory Committee 
(CAC) proposed that the city be proactive in encouraging affordable housing, including 
developing targets, and monitoring them over time.  She informed the Commission that the 
Council would study and adopt the goals and policies in the fall and the Commission would 
consider recommending the entire Comprehensive Plan for adoption in 2013.  Ms. Selden 
clarified that the updates needed to comply with the state requirement for clear and objective 
standards which staff was working on.  She noted that staff was focusing on updating the 
standards for multi-family housing and attached single-family of three or more units.  She 
clarified Statewide Goal 10 also required the City to provide opportunities for half of all housing 
to be attached and half detached.  She reported that Lake Oswego zoning met that rule by 
having areas zoned for multi-family housing and by allowing zero-lot line dwellings in low-
density residential zones. 
 

Public Testimony 

Carole and Karl Ockert, Cumberland Road, Lake Oswego, spoke on behalf of the First 
Addition Neighbors (FAN)/Forest Hills Neighborhood Association.  They reviewed the results 
of a survey of residents and businesses the Committee had conducted.  They stated that 
1,285 surveys had been sent out with a 26% response rate.  They reported that survey results 
indicated that people overwhelmingly wanted to maintain the existing predominantly single-
family housing character and they did not want to increase neighborhood density.  They 
related that if the Library were moved, people wanted to see single-family housing or a new 
park on that site, definitely not multi-family housing.  They recalled that the top issues that 
people identified for their block were traffic and parking, and preserving neighborhood 
character; the top issues for the neighborhood as a whole were preserving neighborhood 
character and pedestrian safety.  They reported that residents wanted distinct, small town 
ambiance and that the top citywide concerns related to preserving the character of Lake 
Oswego and restraining City expenses. 
 
Jim Bolland, Fifth Street, Lake Oswego, stated that he was Co-chair of the Lake Oswego 
Neighborhood Action Coalition (LONAC).  He suggested the Commission continue the hearing 
to give neighborhoods enough time to respond to the proposed goals and policies.  He 
submitted and discussed LONAC’s positions and pointed out that they had been approved 
with only one vote in opposition. 
 
Housing Affordability.  Mr. Bolland reported that LONAC supported affordable housing, but 
opposed creation of a new bureaucracy in the form of a housing authority; creation of a 
housing trust fund; and any requirement for one-for-one replacement of demolished affordable 
housing and condo conversions through direct unit replacement or an in-lieu fee.  He stated 
that LONAC held that those things would be too onerous, especially for a town with such a 
small population.  He indicated that there had been no financial analysis of what it would take 
to do that; the impact on taxpayers; and what else would not get done in order to do that.  He 
added that builders and developers had expressed concern about a fee-in-lieu process. 
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Housing Location and Quality.  LONAC opposed mixed-use policy changes that would 
result in housing in the Kruse Way employment district.  Mr. Bolland stated that they opposed 
converting commercial zoning to mixed-use residential zoning in the Lake Grove Village 
Center and other commercial districts that already allowed, but did not require, housing.  Mr. 
Bolland recalled the CAC had talked about using surface parking lots to build garages with 
apartments on top.  He advised that Kruse Way was a ‘gem’ of the metropolitan area and the 
commercial real estate industry considered it to be prime Class A office space, to require 
housing combined with parking garages would devalue it.  He encouraged the Commission to 
consult with the property owners.  He observed that Lake Grove Village Center planning had 
taken years and involved business owners and neighborhood representatives.  He stated that 
the Plan was very specific about where and how housing would be allowed there and the 
proposed policy had the potential to undo that work. 
 
Zoning.  Mr. Bolland stated that LONAC opposed any Comprehensive Plan policy changes 
that would result in up-zoning to higher residential densities in existing single-family 
neighborhoods; it opposed new locational criteria to place medium density housing within a 
half-mile of town centers, employment centers or neighborhood villages that were along 
arterials, major collectors and neighborhood collectors.  Mr. Bolland observed that neither the 
state nor Metro was requiring the City to add density, this was potentially a ‘self-inflicted 
wound.’  He noted Policy A-1 called for the City to ‘Zone residential land according to the 
following locational criteria…’ when the existing plan called for the City to ‘Maintain’ use 
designations; he emphasized they were two very different words.  He stressed that the ‘half 
mile’ criteria - which factored streets as small as neighborhood collectors - would result in up-
zoning of much of the community.  He presented a map to show impacted areas.  He advised 
that Lake Oswego was a built-out community and ‘zoned to the hilt’ and it would be a mistake 
to propose policies that would negate neighborhood planning and had the potential for far 
reaching effect and controversy. 
 
During the questioning period, Commissioner Johnson explained he interpreted the zoning 
policies to mean the City would look at them when an individual proposed a zone change; they 
did not call for wholesale changes.  Ms. Selden concurred and clarified that the intent was to 
establish criteria to be used when an applicant proposed a zone change.  Mr. Egner indicated 
that the proposed half-mile limitation would add geographic limitations that meant the 
proposed zone change could not be further away than a half mile.  Ms. Selden pointed out that 
the existing streets classification map showed there were no neighborhood collectors in either 
FAN or Evergreen.  Mr. Bolland advised the Commission to add language that clearly stated 
the intent was not to rezone and the policy only applied to specific kinds of applications.  
Commissioner Swinford inquired about the extent to which LONAC members had talked with 
the planners.  Mr. Bolland indicated that LONAC members typically attended CAC meetings 
but the opportunity to speak was limited to a few minutes. 
 
Dave Senenberger, Hillshire Drive, Lake Oswego, agreed that neighborhoods needed more 
time to review the proposed changes and provide constructive feedback.  He advised that 
adding residential housing in the Kruse Way area was a mistake, it was a pristine campus now 
and to add housing would dramatically impact the value of that property.  He saw establishing 
a local “HUD” as just piling one bureaucracy on top of another; there was no need for that in a 
built-out city.  He related that he had the impression the Commission was overreaching; it 
tended to want to make Lake Oswego like Portland, but that did not fit, Lake Oswego did not 
need things like a $40 million library.  Chair Gustafson assured those who testified that there 
was plenty of time yet in the process to provide feedback. 
 



 APPROVED:  10/22/12 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of July 9, 2012 Page 5 of 16 

Tom Cusack, Jefferson Pkwy., Lake Oswego, stated that he was a retired director of the 
Oregon Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  He related that he was 
pleased with the process of using the CAC and with the job it was doing.  He supported having 
affordable housing production goals and held that affordable housing goals in urban renewal 
districts would mean the City would not have to look in other neighborhoods for places to put 
it.  He suggested that the language clarify that the ‘no net loss’ policy related to affordable 
housing was exclusively related to government-assisted housing, that it was intended to deal 
with expiring contracts related to HUD-subsidized projects.  He recalled that the state housing 
agency had just recommended funding for Northwest Housing Alternatives for use in 
preserving one of the two existing projects in Lake Grove.  He advised that the Housing Needs 
Analysis report numbers needed to be tweaked.  He explained that programs used to fund 
housing had specific income and rent limits which were a little bit different than the straight 
mathematical calculations which overstated available rents by about 11%.  Mr. Cusack agreed 
with Commissioner Johnson that the proposed policies did not mean the City would create its 
own housing agency, it would partner with others.  He noted that Clackamas County was the 
housing authority that would administer the local housing program. 
 
Bill Ward, Upper Drive, Lake Oswego, stated that he was the Chair of the Lake Grove 
Neighborhood Association.  He referred to the medium-density zoning policy and stressed that 
Lake Grove did not want more dense zoning.  He questioned how that would meet the goal to 
preserve the unique character of existing neighborhoods.  He indicated that the Lake Grove 
Village Center Advisory Committee had never discussed up-zoning because none of them 
wanted it to happen; some people in the neighborhood even felt the existing R-7.5 zoning was 
too small; many desired to retain the bigger lots.  During the questioning period, Mr. Ward 
clarified that he believed the policies called for up-zoning because of the half-mile provisions 
under A-1(b) Medium-density residential zoning.  Commissioner Gaar observed Policy A-1 
called for zoning that would support the City’s housing goals.  He questioned how (b) could 
mean up-zoning if it was not needed and was inconsistent with the preferences of future 
households (Goal 1); and if it did not preserve and enhance the character of existing 
neighborhoods (Goal 3). 
 
Carolyn Krebs, Denney Court, Lake Oswego, indicated she opposed the medium-density 
provisions in A-1(b) because she did not want an applicant for a zone change for a site that 
met the locational criteria to be able to get it.  Lake Forest Neighborhood would be impacted 
by this policy as it was mostly located within the half-mile distance.  She urged the 
Commission to refer it back to CAC and recommend it seek input from recognized 
neighborhood associations; public comments showed that the public did not feel higher density 
was needed in single-family residential areas.  She indicated she was also concerned about 
locational criteria that would zone high-density housing adjacent to mixed-use town centers, 
employment centers and neighborhood villages.  She reasoned that many single-family 
residence owners would not want a new apartment or condo project next door, it would lower 
their quality of life and did not support the stated goal of preserving and enhancing 
neighborhood character. 
 
Ms. Krebs indicated she opposed mixed-use policy changes that would result in housing in the 
Kruse Way employment district and convert commercial zoning to mixed-use commercial 
zoning in the Lake Grove Village Center.  She clarified that housing was already allowed (but 
not required) in commercial districts.  She recalled that the Lake Grove Village Center 
Advisory Committee had rejected village mixed-use zoning because they were very aware that 
business and commercial property stakeholders were opposed to requiring housing in the 
general commercial zone.  She anticipated that a mix of uses that included residences would 
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occur without zone changes.  She reported that she had recently attended a pre-application 
conference for a condominium project in the Village Center and noted that there was already a 
diverse range of housing choices in close proximity to Kruse Way.  She held that requiring 
mixed-use on each property might actually limit redevelopment because it was far too 
restrictive; 61% of public input took the position that the Class A office space should be 
preserved.  She indicated she opposed creation of a new bureaucracy in the form of a housing 
authority and housing trust fund.  She reported that during the LONAC votes she had voted 
against requiring one-for-one replacement of lost affordable housing and condo conversions or 
a fee in lieu.  She pointed out staff had not provided a financial analysis and that moving 
forward with this policy was premature. 
 
Dianne Cassidy, Wren Street, Lake Oswego, agreed that the neighborhoods had not had 
enough time to respond to the proposal.  She agreed with Mr. Bolland’s comments.  She 
advised that Housing Affordability policies should clearly define ‘affordable,’ and that the public 
might not understand it was tax-supported housing.  She advised the City already had 
affordable housing, it had detached housing as low as $140,000 and condos under $100,000.  
She pointed out that there were affordable multi-family apartments that might be a little bit 
higher rents than other areas, but rent was market-driven.  She opposed creating a housing 
trust fund or having the City act as a developer or subsidize housing.  She observed that the 
City only had 36,000 people; some of them were struggling; the City would be taking more 
money out of their pockets in order to serve other people; and they might have to apply for 
subsidized housing themselves in order to continue to live in the City.  She indicated that 
incentives such as reduced fees, an expedited review process and density bonuses should be 
available to everyone, not just builders of subsidized housing; if the City could help keep the 
cost of a high-end house down it would have a trickle-down effect.  Ms. Cassidy stated that 
Goal C-1, to set targets, was inappropriate for a City government and ‘pie in the sky;’ the City 
was not a developer and there was no way it could force developers to build.  She advised that 
subsidized housing was more costly to build and operate than private housing.  She stated 
that she objected to the 20-minute neighborhood concept; the City could not dictate where 
people lived and worked; Lake Oswego was a suburban community; and she was happy 
knowing that she could walk five minutes to Bus 36.  She held that the proposed goals and 
policies reflected currently popular planning trends that disrespected a suburban life style, 
which was the way that Lake Oswegans lived and wanted to live. 
 
During the discussion staff confirmed that there would be a preamble for each policy section 
and a definitions section; they would address what was ‘affordable housing.’  Staff indicated 
that the public would have an opportunity to review and comment on those aspects of the plan.  
Staff stated that the CAC had been considering housing to be affordable when households 
spend no more than 30% of their income on housing, and focusing on housing for households 
earning 80% or less of the median family income.  Staff was asked if they had specific 
statistics for median income for Lake Oswego.  Ms. Selden related they had used 2012 
Clackamas County data and the 2010 Census data in the Housing Needs Analysis.  She 
clarified that the state required the City to plan for the housing needs of regional residents, not 
just Lake Oswego residents. 
 
Dan Vizzini, Verte Court, Lake Oswego, stated that he had previously chaired the Planning 
Commission and the Affordable Housing Task Force.  He congratulated staff and the CAC for 
incorporating some Task Force recommendations.  He related that he had never advocated 
pushing the notion of creating an organizati 
on because he knew it would be met with resistance and because there were other things that 
could be done in the area of policy first.  He stated that he was more interested in the idea of 
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the City partnering with existing public agencies to increase opportunities for developers to 
build affordable housing units.  He then talked about some of his concerns.  Mr. Vizzini stated 
that he was disappointed to see environmental considerations had been removed from the 
goal statements; quality of life was intimately tied to the natural assets citizens enjoyed.  He 
suggested removing ‘existing’ from goal language regarding preserving and enhancing 
existing neighborhoods because there might be new neighborhoods to be protected in the next 
20 to 30 years.  He advised that the policy that established the half-mile perimeter locational 
criterion would not open the door to re-zoning because there were many other Comprehensive 
Plan policies a zone amendment had to address.  He noted connectivity was a factor, a half-
mile was a long way and might be next to impossible if one had to go up to and over the 
Sellwood Bridge and then down again to go between Foothills Park and Oak Grove, for 
example. 
 
He suggested policy A-4 allows mitigation to occur on adjacent properties or in special 
receiving areas, that way new groves could be created when trees were removed in Lake 
Grove Village Center and buffering trees could be planted on the neighbor’s property when a 
site was required to plant buffering screening. 
 
Regarding C-3, Mr. Vizzini indicated that he had concerns with incentives such as reduced 
fees and waivers; his personal preference would be for the City to budget for and set aside a 
trust fund over time to be used to provide grants to developers to offset the cost of permits for 
affordable housing.  He recalled that the developers on the Task Force supported this idea 
because they did not want the cost shifted to other permittees. 
 
Mr. Vizzini indicated he would like to see a policy to allow Transfer of Development Rights 
(TDRs); a property owner would be able to sell the development rights for part of their property 
they did not intend to develop.  He explained those rights could be picked up by a developer 
who wanted to build additional units in receiving areas adjacent to a town center or downtown.  
He stated that it would help economic development downtown; help preserve lower density 
neighborhoods; and it would create an affordable housing unit where one otherwise would not 
exist.  He added that TDRs could also be used to preserve natural areas.  He suggested 
offering contract payments to older owners of undersized homes on large lots in return for the 
owners preserving the development rights for that property for the future; it would help lock 
down the land value of the property so there was no speculative pressure on land value that 
made housing unaffordable. 
 
Mr. Vizzini suggested creating a housing utility and having System Development Charges 
(SDCs) for new development over a certain size or value; the SDCs would help fund a trust 
fund for affordable units.  He indicated he was pleased to see the proposed goals and policies 
went much further than those in the existing Comprehensive Plan in actually doing something 
real about affordable housing in Lake Oswego.  Chair Gustafson thanked him for his past work 
on affordable housing. 
 
Charles B. (“Skip”) Ormsby, SW Birdshill Road, Portland, stated that he represented the 
Birdshill Community Planning Organization (CPO)/Neighborhood Association (NA).  He 
indicated he was concerned about the input time frame, that Birdshill had been left out of the 
process.  He asked that the maps on the We Love LO home page be corrected because the 
legend overshadowed part of Birdshill.  He asked the City to create maps that illustrated where 
the water came from for Lake Oswego and where the effluent went into the rivers; the maps 
were necessary to understand the capacities of the system.  He indicated he had asked for a 
list of initiatives and projects with respect to the Birdshill CPO/NA and been rebuffed by 



 APPROVED:  10/22/12 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of July 9, 2012 Page 8 of 16 

government entities between here and Washington, DC.  He referred to the recent attempt of 
the potential transfer of the Highway 43 corridor done stealthfully behind their backs.  He 
stated that Birdshill was going to be granted standing on the Tryon Creek Wastewater 
Treatment Plant Facility Committee even if he had to initiate an enforcement order to have it.  
He noted that they would prefer to have self-appointed people like the Oak Lodge Sanitary 
District.  He observed that Lake Oswego could learn a lot from that District’s successful public 
involvement process and bond passage.  Mr. Ormsby related that Birdshill did not want the 
type of density being considered in LU 12-0018.  With regards to the policies calling for a half-
mile radius, he suggested it be evaluated by actually walking it and try pushing a wheelchair 
uphill to get a better understanding.  Mr. Ormsby indicated he wanted to see how citizen 
comments were processed and evaluated; their comments seemed to go into a black hole.  He 
indicated that he agreed with LONAC about not having housing in the Kruse Way area. 
 
Dan Williams, Tualatin Street, Lake Oswego, commented that the FAN survey brought critical 
points to light; it told the City loudly and clearly that the nature of Lake Oswego neighborhoods 
must be maintained.  He asked the Commission to seek more information from citizens before 
moving forward; it was important to remember that the City was essentially built out and the 
state and Metro were not mandating additional density; citizens did not support increased 
density.  He questioned spending so much staff time on that issue when the City had other 
problems to deal with. 
 
Mr. Williams recalled the ill-advised West End Building (WEB) purchase and advised against 
government trying to involve itself in and outguess the market, which worked pretty efficiently.  
He observed that the current downturn in the economy provided opportunity and the City was 
becoming more affordable; his house and many others’ houses were worth considerably less 
now than five years ago.  He cautioned that the proposed new affordable housing policies 
should be gone through more carefully and deliberately to ensure they were consistent with 
what the people of Lake Oswego wanted. 
 
Karen Ingels, Alto Park Road, Lake Oswego, stated that she agreed with what Mr. Williams, 
Mr. Bolland and Mr. Ward had said.  She wanted to preserve low-density, single-family, 
neighborhood zoning or even down-zone from R-7.5 in Forest Highlands because it did not 
work with the existing properties and infrastructure.  She observed confusion regarding 
whether there could be substantial up-zoning.  Staff had mentioned the policies were written in 
a way that would protect existing zoning, but the half-mile provision took in substantial portions 
of the City that could potentially be up-zoned.  She asked how the half-mile distance had been 
arrived at.  She suggested tightening it down to one-eighth of a mile for more protection.  She 
reported that people at the open houses wanted to maintain zoning.  She asked if there was a 
process to down-zone areas when other areas were up-zoned.  She agreed with Mr. Bolland 
about keeping the hearing open to allow more time for review. 
 
Carolyne Jones, Poplar Way, Lake Oswego, agreed with Mr. Bolland and asked the 
Commission to slow the process down.  She commented that neighbors had been slighted in 
terms of opportunity to provide input and communications were vague on what the intent of the 
changes actually were.  She talked about pathways and the statement that owners would be 
‘encouraged’ to donate their private property for public pathways should be corrected to say 
‘forced without compensation.’  She held that taking peoples’ private property rights for the 
public good was not and had never been a public value in Lake Oswego.  She indicated she 
felt that written comments she had submitted at the March 21, 2012, CAC meeting had been 
distorted.  She reiterated what she had said, that the U.S. Supreme Court had ruled in Dolan 
v. City of Tigard that it was illegal for cities to force citizens to provide pathways during 
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development processes.  Ms. Jones held that it should be illegal to put that policy in the 
Comprehensive Plan; the City should either provide a written explanation of the basis for doing 
that or leave the policy regarding providing pathways out of the Plan. 
 
Chair Gustafson closed the public hearing.  The Commission took a five minute break and 
reconvened. 
 

Deliberations 

Housing Location and Quality 

The Commissioners considered the issue that neighborhood associations had not had enough 
time to review the proposed goals and policies.  Most indicated they preferred to move them 
forward after considering how to clarify, refine or modify certain policies.  They observed this 
hearing was far from the final step in the process and there would be other opportunities for 
neighborhoods to provide comments to the CAC, Commission and City Council.  They pointed 
out that if the Council wanted to change the work program and related budget it could do so 
and they noted that there were neighborhood representatives on the CAC.  Commissioner 
Swinford stated that she would have preferred to slow the process in order to do it right and 
noted that it had been a short time since the packet was issued.  She reasoned that the 
housing issue was important enough to spend more time on; and the Commission should hear 
more testimony from neighborhood associations.  She noted that testimony consistently called 
for the planners to clarify and simplify the policies so they could be more easily understood by 
more people; people did not want density and mixed use coming right into their 
neighborhoods. 
 
Commissioner Prager referred to Goal 3 ‘Preserve and enhance the character of existing 
neighborhoods.’  He suggested the word “existing” be stricken because there could be 
additional neighborhoods in the future.  Chair Gustafson agreed.  Commissioner Gaar stated 
that he looked at it differently.  He said the existing neighborhood could be one 10 years from 
now or 25 years from now; existing speaks to the existing neighborhood at the time a zone 
issue was being considered; he noted when looking at criteria “enhancing” could be a more 
subtle approach, it did not necessarily mean an upzone.  Commissioner Johnson agreed with 
Commissioner Gaar.  He stated that the goal needed to be read in context with the policies 
that followed it; a plan goal was applicable when looking at something that changed the plan or 
changed the zoning code.  He added that this was one set of policies that did not stand alone, 
there were other policies that needed to be looked at and there were a lot of policies to protect 
neighborhoods.  The Commission generally agreed that ‘existing’ meant whatever 
neighborhoods existed at the time the City looked at a zoning issue. 
 
The Commissioners recalled the concern that Policy A-1 would increase density; they 
considered ways to reword it so it would not be misinterpreted, but then asked staff to work on 
it and to solicit input from LONAC and others.  Ms Selden explained that staff had worded 
Policy A-1 to introduce criteria to apply to changing a zone which included locational criteria.  
The Commissioners observed the language needed to make it clearer that applications for 
zone changes had to meet not only this criterion, but the rest of the Comprehensive Plan and 
all the other Zoning Code requirements for rezoning; the policy did not mandate automatic, 
wholesale, rezoning.  The Commissioners noted that the criteria put a geographic limitation on 
where zones could occur and that would have to be consistent and in context with the rest of 
the Plan and Zoning Code requirements for zone changes.  Commissioner Gaar indicated that 
a neighborhood should have the flexibility to morph if it wanted to; for example, if the library  
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site became a park and then the neighborhood wanted to see clustered housing there it should 
be able to have that.  Ms. Selden indicated that these issues and concerns would be 
addressed in the findings. 
 
Commissioner Prager indicated that he was comfortable with A-3 and A-4 as written.  He 
referred to A-1(b) and recalled that the Commission had previously agreed to use the term 
multi-family instead of multiple family.  The Commissioners considered medium-density criteria 
which set a half-mile distance limitation.  They asked questions related to how a half-mile had 
been chosen over some other distance and if a specific distance was necessary in a policy 
statement.  They noted the high-density residential zone language said, ‘Adjacent’ to mixed-
use town centers.  Chair Gustafson commented that a half-mile looked different depending on 
factors like topography and road configuration.  Commissioner Johnson pointed out that this 
policy at least put some kind of limitation on how far ‘near’ was so the City would not find itself 
trying to explain to LUBA how far it was; this was only one set of factors that would be applied 
along with all the other factors dealing with things like protection of neighborhoods, natural 
resources and the transportation system. 
 
Mr. Egner pointed out that ‘or’ and ‘and’ were used to link criteria and that was important; for 
example, a higher density planned development had to be on a site that was at least five acres 
or else meet other criteria.  Ms. Selden related that the CAC had considered other distances 
and just saying, ‘near’ was not sufficient.  She indicated that the CAC felt some specificity 
would be better than fuzzy guidelines; they considered one-quarter or one-half mile as a 
typical standard for walking distance.  She stated that they chose a half-mile because they 
worried about limiting things too much; the concept was that higher-density developments 
should have shorter walking distances than R-5, for example.  She noted that R-5 was where 
one would expect to be a little further away from commercial districts.  Ms. Selden clarified that 
‘adjacent’ was defined in the code as coming right up to something.  She suggested the 
Commissioners look at the street classification map and discuss whether half-mile was the 
right distance. 
 
Commissioner Johnson asked if the definitions in the Code applied to the Comprehensive Plan 
were specific to the zoning code.  Mr. Boone responded that the Comprehensive Plan had its 
own set of definitions and to the extent that it stated that the definitions were borrowed, the 
context would be looked at.  He noted that the code was a land use regulation and was 
supposed to implement the Comprehensive Plan, so it would be looked at for guidance, but 
not necessarily control. 
 
Chair Gustafson stated that he did not think it was likely that LONAC’s concern would change 
if the distance were reduced to one-quarter mile.  Commissioner Gaar suggested that if more 
information or models about distance could be found they should be presented to the City 
Council.  He observed that there were a lot of other criteria to be met in order to get a zone 
change and that the City was largely built out and there was not much opportunity for new 
development.  Chair Gustafson emphasized the importance of the criteria needing to be 
clarified. 
 
Ms. Selden explained that staff was proposing to move the criterion that stated “and where 
there are public services and few physical constraints” because it applied to all the zoning 
areas and did not need to be repeated under each one.  Chair Gustafson observed a 
consensus to leave the half-mile distance in the policy as CAC proposed and move the 
criterion as staff suggested. 
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Commissioners Gaar, Johnson and Chair Gustafson recalled testimony about A-4 and 
indicated they supported the suggestion to allow required mitigation to be done offsite. 
 
Commissioner Swinford referred to Policy A-3 which called for orderly, incremental, transitions 
between low and higher density uses, she wanted to know where such transitions might 
happen if the City was almost built out and if they would place an undue burden on property 
owners.  Staff discussed the example of the Lake Grove Village Center Plan’s Village 
Transition Zone, which used design and density controls to create a step-down from higher 
density commercial to residential.  They noted that policy would also apply in commercial 
areas where a residential building was next to commercial uses.  Commissioner Johnson 
anticipated this would address a past Commission concern that a zone change application 
would create a beachhead into a neighborhood. 
 
Housing Choice 

The Commissioners discussed suggestions to just say ‘provide opportunity for’ or ‘encourage’ 
secondary dwelling units (SDUs).  Commissioner Prager suggested the policy target certain 
areas for secondary dwelling units.  Commissioner Swinford wanted to know what the 
incentives were and if they were monetary.  Ms. Selden indicated that incentives had not yet 
been defined, that it would be part of the action planning phase.  Commissioner Johnson 
advised that SDUs were already allowed by the code so the opportunity was already there to 
create them; the problem was there were barriers to creating them.  He noted that they 
needed to do a better job developing opportunities.  Mr. Egner pointed out that one of the 
barriers was the cost of the SDCs.  Ms. Selden indicated that the CAC had used ‘provide’ 
instead of ‘encourage’ because its general approach was to try to take ‘encourage’ out of 
goals and policies because it was too general and undefined.  She recalled the Commission 
had discussed this policy at its last work session and talked about putting something in the 
findings about exploring where incentives should be used and what were appropriate 
incentives for SDUs as part of the action planning phase.  The Commissioners generally 
agreed to keep the proposed language. 
 
Housing Affordability 

Commissioner Johnson observed that Policy C-6 called for partnering with public agencies 
and did not call for creating a City housing agency.  He suggested making it clear in C-5 that 
there was to be ‘no net loss of government-assisted affordable housing.’ 
 
Ms. Selden clarified that the staff report talked about possible approaches that included a City-
created program and identifying an existing employee to spend some of their time as the 
housing liaison, partnering with different agencies to help implement the housing goals and 
policies.  She anticipated the approach and the determination of how many affordable housing 
units to target (Policy C-1 targets) would be fleshed out in the action planning phase.  Chair 
Gustafson suggested addressing the concern about a City housing authority ahead of the 
Council hearing.  Commissioner Johnson advised it was important for the City to stay involved 
and be sure it had a seat at the table when housing was proposed because some funding and 
other related decisions by the county and others could be made outside of the land use 
process.  Commissioner Swinford cautioned the City to not try creating a housing authority, 
and particularly not at the current time.  She advised it would require a lot of City resources 
and a large effort for a particularly small segment of the community.  She indicated that the 
current economy and market had created a high number of affordable housing units and 
questioned the need for specific targets.  She agreed that the City needed to respond when 
the county and others proposed affordable housing developments.  Mr. Egner reported that 
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Clackamas County staff was beginning a series of brainstorming meetings with staff from cities 
and agencies and those ideas would inform the process as it moved forward.  He indicated 
that today there was no staff assigned to the issue, it was response driven, and there was no 
proactive program.  Ms. Selden observed that the existing policies were weaker than the 
policies that were proposed and that the City needed to be more proactive to increase the 
current number of affordable units.  She noted that the detailed approach and the targets could 
be spelled out in the action planning phase.  Commissioner Gaar suggested C-6 could say, 
‘participate where appropriate with public agencies, including Clackamas County…’  He was 
concerned that ‘achieve measurable goals’ (C-1) meant the City would move into the 
affordable housing market.  He advised the City to leave that to the market.  He indicated it 
was critical to define what ‘affordable housing’ was. 
 
The Commission discussed what ‘affordable housing’ was.  Ms. Selden related the proposed 
policy was intended to generally apply to housing that cost no more than 30% of household 
income for those households earning 80% of median income or less, which was consistent 
with the Affordable Housing Task Force definition.  She explained that Federal housing 
assistance was typically available to households earning 60% or less of median income and 
30% or less than median income was considered extremely low income and might be more 
likely to get funding.  She noted that it could be that different types of housing would be 
appropriate for each range; units affordable to households earning 60-80% might be units that 
were more feasible to mix in with market rate housing.  They observed that Oakridge was 
affordable for seniors earning 50% or less of median income, and that production targets could 
be set for each range of incomes. 
 
Commissioners’ recognized that creating affordable housing in Lake Oswego might be more 
expensive than in other communities.  They observed that the City might want affordable 
housing incentives so residents could age in place and that perhaps the City did not want to 
experience loss of any housing that was affordable (particularly not government-subsidized 
housing).  Community schools and residential property values should be protected.  Chair 
Gustafson observed that just having condos and smaller homes available as well as larger 
single-family homes made an area more affordable, along with the market rates.  Mr. Egner 
asked how to apply the ‘no net loss of affordable housing’ policy when someone wanted to 
tear down a 700 sq. ft. house and replace it with a 5,000 sq. ft. house.  Ms. Selden observed 
that “require no net loss of government assisted housing” narrows that and she suggested 
another option could be to soften the wording by not making it a requirement.  Chair Gustafson 
questioned having a policy for truly subsidized housing if the community just did not want to 
lose its existing affordable housing, once lost it would be hard to get back.  Mr. Boone clarified 
Comprehensive Plan policies were not direct criteria for individual development applications 
but they were for conditional uses and major developments.  He indicated that they would not 
be applied when someone proposed to tear down a small house and replace it with a larger 
one. 
 
Commissioner Swinford explained she would be more comfortable using the words, 
‘government-subsidized housing’  so there was no possibility the policy could be misconstrued 
to apply when someone wanted to replace a small house in poor condition with a newer, 
better, more efficient dwelling.  Commissioner Arthur agreed.  Staff indicated they could agree 
with testimony that suggested saying, ‘government-assisted or income-restricted.’  Chair 
Gustafson observed a consensus to say, ‘Require no net loss of government-assisted 
housing.’ 
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The Commission discussed Policy C-1 which covered setting and achieving measurable goals 
for the production of affordable housing units.  Chair Gustafson recalled that there had been a 
proposal to change or remove the word ‘achieve.’  Commissioner Johnson questioned why 
you would set targets if you weren’t going to try to achieve them.  Commissioner Gaar 
responded that they were goals to shoot for and they might be missed.  He concern was ‘and 
achieve.’  He wanted to achieve them, but he wanted to set the opportunity for them to occur.   
Commissioner Prager suggested using wording that was part of the staff report, ‘Set broad ten 
and twenty year goals for the production of affordable housing units in Lake Oswego along 
with specific five year targets based on near term conditions and resource availability.’  Chair 
Gustafson observed a consensus to use that language. 
 
Chair Gustafson recalled that the Commission had previously discussed changing Policy C-6 
to read, ‘Participate with public agencies where appropriate.’  He noted that underlying 
reasoning was that it would probably always be in the City’s best interest to have a seat at the 
table.  Chair Gustafson observed a consensus to make the change.  Commissioner Johnson 
indicated that they would have preferred to keep the originally proposed wording, but he would 
agree to the change. 
 
Chair Gustafson referred to Policy C-7 which called for the City to establish incentives and/or 
other programs to promote remodeling and retrofitting of older, more affordable, homes.  He 
recalled that when the Commissioners considered the housekeeping amendments they had 
talked about making it easier to remodel a house than to tear it down.  He indicated that this 
policy would increase the likelihood it would be preserved as an affordable home; it was a way 
to provide less-expensive housing.  The other Commissioners agreed. 
 
The Commission next discussed Policy C-3 which called for the City to promote development 
of affordable housing in multi-family residential and mixed-use locations near public transit and 
commercial uses through incentives and then listed specific types of incentives.  
Commissioner Prager noted the staff report suggested additional financial tools to use, 
including a City housing trust fund; Section 8 rent subsidies; and property tax exemptions.  
The Commission declined to add those to the list and instead agreed to remove the entire list 
of incentives from the policy and leave it open. 
 
The Commissioners planned to revisit Policy C-4 and consider how it fit with C-1 during the 
next round. 
 
Complete Neighborhoods 

Ms. Selden referred to the staff report which noted that Policy D-1 called for creating thriving 
mixed-use Town Centers, Employment Centers and Neighborhood Villages by providing 
incentives for housing.  She indicated that staff suggested removing ‘employment centers’ 
because the focus of employment centers was more on employment.  Mr. Egner pointed out 
that Employment Centers could be better addressed in the Economic Vitality section.  The 
Commissioners generally agreed not to remove it because they wanted to have thriving 
employment centers as long as they did not conflict with the economic welfare of the area.  
Commissioner Prager explained he was conflicted about leaving ‘employment centers’ in but 
did not know enough yet to suggest striking it.  He suggested the Commission ask the CAC to 
get more input from the business community regarding whether it was a good idea to mix 
different uses in Kruse Way, for example.  Chair Gustafson and Commissioner Johnson  
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observed that just because housing was allowed there did not mean the owners had to build 
housing there; the opportunity for doing that should be there.  Staff clarified that housing was 
currently allowed in the CR&D zone along Kruse Way. 
 
Ms. Selden referred to comments e-mailed from Vice Chair Bhutani regarding suggested 
alternate language for Policies D-2 and D-5.  Vice Chair Bhutani stated that D-2 should not just 
call for creating new hubs, but should also call for strengthening and enhancing existing hubs.  
She suggested it read, ‘Create community gathering places or hubs throughout the City by 
strengthening existing neighborhood-based locations for social interaction at schools, small 
commercial developments, parks or public places.  Where possible, locate new or enhanced 
community facilities such as parks to reinforce these community hubs.’ 
 
Commissioner Johnson recalled one new potential hub the City would have the opportunity to 
create.  He related there were communities such as the one he lived in that were within the 
Urban Services Boundary (USB), but not within the City.  The Commissioner agreed that the 
second sentence was not necessary because it was already covered in existing language.  
The Commissioners generally agreed to keep the proposed language, but strike the word 
‘existing ’in ‘existing schools.’ 
 
Vice Chair Bhutani had suggested striking the last line of D-5, a policy about neighborhood 
plans, because it seemed more appropriate for an action plan.  Mr. Egner advised the policy 
came out of the Infill Task Force and the last sentence was intended to make it clear that part 
of implementing a neighborhood plan was to adopt a zoning district or overlay to formalize 
design-related elements.  He recommended keeping it.  Commissioner Johnson explained it 
might be almost an action item but given the history of neighborhood planning it needed to be 
in the policies.  He held that the community had done a lot of work on neighborhood planning 
and it was important to have a policy to ensure a plan was carried out and not put on a shelf. 
 
Commissioner Johnson recalled Mr. Vizzini’s suggestion to look at using Transfer of 
Development Rights (TDRs) and SDCs as tools.  He suggested the Commission ask the CAC 
to explore that.  He suggested a related policy might be necessary that would enable the City 
to consider how to use them in the action planning stage.  Chair Gustafson asked if the 
concept was to transfer density from one lot and essentially down-zone it at the expense of up-
zoning a site at another location.  Commissioner Johnson clarified it did not necessarily have 
to be a transfer of density, it could be a transfer of density, or use, or something else. 
 
Commissioner Johnson moved to recommend the City Council adopt LU 12-0018 as the 
Planning Commissioners had discussed and amended during the hearing.  Commissioner 
Prager seconded the motion and it passed 5:1.  Commissioner Swinford voted against. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

8.1 Urbanization Policies – Periodic Review (PP 10-0007)  Discuss Comprehensive Plan 
urbanization policies and their relationship to the Stafford area. 

This item was moved to the July 23, 2012 Planning Commission meeting agenda. 
 

8.2 Draft Parks Plan 2025 (PP 11-0019)  Review and forward Planning Commission 
recommendations to City Council.  This matter was closed to public comment. 

Staff had drafted a Planning Commission Memorandum to the City Council and Parks Director 
Kim Gilmer.  The Commissioners questioned whether the last paragraph actually reflected 


