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1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

Chair John Gustafson called the Planning Commission meeting to order on Monday, February 
13, 2012 at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 

Members present included Chair Jon Gustafson, Vice Chair Puja Bhutani and Commissioners 
Bill Gaar, Julia Glisson*, Jim Johnson and Todd Prager.  Council Liaison Sally Moncrieff was 
also present. 

*Commissioner Glisson left the meeting at 9:00 p.m. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Sidaro Sin, Development Project 
Manager, Economic & Capital Development Department; Sarah Selden, Laura Weigel and 
Johanna Hastay, Associate Planners; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, 
Administrative Support. 
 
Rick Williams, Rick Williams Consulting was also present. 

 
3. CITIZEN COMMENT 
 

None. 
 
4. COUNCIL UPDATE 
 

Councilor Moncrieff was not present at this point in the meeting.  She provided an update later 
in the meeting during “Other Business – Planning Commission.” 
 

5. MINUTES 
 
5.1 November 14, 2011 

Commissioner Glisson moved to approve the Minutes of November 14, 2011.  Commissioner 
Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:1.  Commissioner Johnson recused. 
 

5.2 November 28, 2011 

Commissioner Johnson moved to approve the Minutes of November 28, 2011 as corrected by 
Chair Gustafson.  Commissioner Glisson seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:1.  
Commissioner Prager abstained. 
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5.3 December 12, 2011 

Commissioner Gaar moved to approve the Minutes of December 12, 2011 as amended by 
Commissioner Prager.  Commissioner Prager seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:1.  
Vice Chair Bhutani recused. 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARING 
 
6.1 LU 11-0043 Specialized Food Stores in Campus Research and Development and Office 

Campus Zones.  Amendments to the Community Development Code, Chapter 50.11 
(Commercial Zones) to allow “specialized food stores” such as coffee shops, bagel shops and 
juice bars in Campus Research and Development (CR&D) and Office Campus (OC) zones. 
 
Chair Gustafson opened the public hearing.  When invited to none of the Commissioners 
declared a conflict of interest. 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. Hastay presented the February 13, 2012 staff report and noted that letters had been 
received from the Chamber of Commerce and Gramor Development.  She reported that the 
proposed amendments complied with the Metro Title 4 requirement that retail use was to be 
subordinate to the primary office complex use.  She explained that the amendments 
incorporated the suggestions the Commissioners had made during their January 9 work 
session:  The uses were limited to 5,000 sq. ft. and drive-through window service was not 
allowed. 
 

Public Testimony 

None. 
 

Deliberations 

Commissioner Johnson moved to recommend the City Council adopt LU 11-0043.  
Commissioner Glisson seconded the motion and it passed 5:0. 
 

7. WORK SESSIONS 
 
7.1 Downtown Parking Management Area (LU 11-0044) Review and discuss proposed 

amendments to the Community Development Code which would modify the parking standards 
that apply in the Downtown Redevelopment Design District. 
 
Mr. Sin related the intent was to maximize the use of Downtown parking; simplify parking code 
requirements; incorporate best management practices; and meet the Lake Oswego 
Redevelopment Agency’s (LORA’s) long term goal of creating a more vibrant and compact 
shopping district.  He recalled Rick Williams had provided the Council with a parking study with 
recommendations for managing the downtown parking supply, and that the Council had 
decided to move forward with phased implementation.  Mr. Sin explained that this was the first 
phase, that it would simplify and reduce parking standards; put a limit on surface parking lots; 
allow shared parking; and establish a fee-in-lieu program to help pay for a future parking 
structure.  He indicated that today most Downtown parking was at 50% to 60% occupancy 
during the peak hours of use and the proposed amendments would establish a trigger (85% 
peak occupancy) at which time the next phase would be implemented.  He went on to explain 
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that the next phase would include a uniform signage program; an employee and resident 
parking permit program; and a parking advisory committee. 
 
Vice Chair Bhutani pointed out that reducing parking minimums and restricting site area 
devoted to parking might create insufficient parking, and this strategy would only work if there 
was a ‘fee in lieu’ strategy that ensured additional surface parking in the short term and 
structured parking in the long term.  She also observed that eliminating the on-street parking 
as part of calculations for residential developments might result in non-conformity, and asked 
how this would be addressed. 
 
Ms. Andreades pointed out the proposed Parking District boundary and highlighted the 
proposed code changes.  She clarified that the District did not include the Oswego Point 
Townhomes and apartments or the R-2 zoned lots located between B, C and 5th.  She 
explained that there would be only two categories for the purpose of determining parking 
requirements:  residential and nonresidential; that the minimum parking requirement for 
nonresidential uses was one space per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area and the 
residential requirement was .75 spaces per unit.  She indicated that nonresidential uses could 
use on-street, shared, or onsite parking spaces to meet their requirement.  She clarified that 
residential uses were no longer allowed to use on street parking to meet their requirement and 
that would leave on-street parking open for commercial uses.  Staff proposed to change the 
current draft and remove an existing exemption that retail uses in an existing building did not 
have to provide any more parking than what was already available at the site. They explained 
that the buildings with the 27 businesses that had used that provision in the past four years 
would have the benefit of nonconforming status so they did not remain vacant due to an 
inability to provide the required parking to their new uses. 
 
Mr. Williams discussed the fees-in-lieu concept.  He indicated that the City or LORA would 
eventually use the fees to construct a shared structured parking facility.  He recommended 
taking the statement out of the draft code that explained a property owner could pay a fee to 
the City for the right to occupy on an unreserved basis a parking space in an existing available 
off-street or LORA-owned parking lot within the parking district.  He explained that it should be 
removed 1) because the fees the City charged should not be beyond the current capacity to 
provide that kind of space; and 2) it should be administrative policy – not code – to balance 
fees with the number of spaces.  He reasoned that putting a limit on surface parking lot size 
would leave more room for more intensive development.  He clarified that Metro had not taken 
an official position on that yet.  He and Ms. Andreades recommended the draft be corrected by 
adding language to indicate that within the parking district parking spaces could be in a shared 
surface parking lot or public garage.  Mr. Boone advised that an amendment proposed in LU 
08-0054 would remove the current code requirement that there had to be an exclusive 
easement for shared parking and that after that, one would not have an exclusive right to a 
space – it would be a ‘first come, first served’ situation. 
 
Mr. Williams observed Lake Oswego was on the cusp of transitioning from a suburban to an 
urban environment.  He said the proposed plan would help ‘right size’ parking for a mixed-use 
Downtown.  He explained that the parking strategy was to encourage intensification of land 
use and that actual peak demand was 1.88 parking stalls per 1,000 square feet.  He said the 
ideal overall build-out ratio was about two stalls per 1,000 square feet and that the minimum 
requirement would be half of that.  He said if a developer wanted more spaces he could take 
advantage of shared use and/or a parking garage.  He clarified that the plan depended on 
LORA being the lead partner and making an investment in off-street parking facilities.  He 
added that fees-in-lieu alone would not fund public parking facilities; that it was a tool to be 
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used with other funding mechanisms.  Mr. Williams advised it cost Tri-Met about $10,000 to 
build a park and ride space and that it might cost more in Lake Oswego due to the high land 
value.  He said the City would adjust the fees-in-lieu periodically as Downtown developed and 
as it got closer to actually building an offsite parking facility. 
 
The Commissioners were interested in what other cities did.  Mr. Williams related that Tualatin 
had been developing lots using the fees-in-lieu it had been collecting since the late 1980s.  He 
said the timing varied by city and by funding formula, but in general the target would be three 
to five years for a parking structure and that the cities owned the facilities.  He clarified that 
they offered access to a certain number of spaces but did not dedicate those spaces for those 
who paid the fees-in-lieu; they usually required an extra fee for that.  Mr. Williams advised that 
it would not be reasonable to charge the first fees-in-lieu payers an amount based on a 
parking stall in a parking structure when the City did not have a parking stall to offer them.  He 
said Tualatin and Corvallis based their fees on the cost of providing a surface stall, intending 
to re-evaluate it as the public parking supply progressed.  He added that Bend had raised its 
fees after it was able to provide a parking garage. 
 
Staff explained that if a developer needed or wanted more than the minimum required parking 
and could not fit it on their site, they would be able to pay fees-in-lieu and make use of shared 
parking facilities.  They recalled some cities put a cap on how much additional parking they 
could buy, or conditioned it on the available supply.  They added that LORA realized the 
parking strategy could only be successful if they identified ways to better use existing stalls 
that could serve as shared parking and that they would be the lead partner in the process of 
planning future off-street facilities. 
 
Commissioner Prager wanted to know what Metro’s concerns were.  Ms. Andreades related 
that Metro seemed to be concerned that the maximum of six spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of gross 
floor area was too high.  She said they also seemed to be concerned that an exception would 
allow larger lots than the 25% or 20,000 sq. ft. minimum requirement.  She indicated that staff 
found that after the parking requirements were reduced a maximum of six spaces would not be 
much different than what was allowed under the current code, which was 125% of the 
minimum requirement.  She clarified that few property owners got to the 125% because their 
proposal had generally maxed out their development site.  She said surface lots could be 
larger as long as they were available for shared parking.  Staff expected Metro to take an 
official position on the amendments by the time of the hearing. 
 
Commissioners Johnson, Glisson, Prager, Vice Chair Bhutani and Chair Gustafson each 
indicated he/she supported the fees-in-lieu option.  They noted it was an option – it was not 
mandatory and it helped promote the compact vibrant Downtown people wanted.  
Commissioner Prager suggested that the fee-setting methodology be described so people 
would know what it was going to be from year to year.  Commissioner Gaar wanted to know if 
staff had heard from anyone else in the development community besides Gramor, who had 
submitted a letter.  Mr. Sin confirmed that he knew of another developer who supported the 
strategy and might submit comments before the hearing. 
 
Mr. Boone clarified that existing residential developments that currently counted on-street 
spaces as part of their parking requirement would become nonconforming, but they could 
continue to operate without a change, envisioning on-street parking for short-term commercial 
uses.  He clarified that there was no guaranteed right to park in front of one’s residential unit 
now and that market pressure might cause developers of multifamily units to provide additional 
parking. 
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Chair Gustafson observed the Commissioners supported the fees-in-lieu option and removing 
the staff suggestion to remove the current code provision that exempted new uses going into 
existing buildings from the parking requirement. 

 
7.2 Comprehensive Plan Update (PP10-0007) 

 Receive Report from the Citizen Advisory Committee – Lake Access Work Group 

Ms. Selden and Ms. Weigel presented.  They indicated that the Planning Commission was 
scheduled to hear the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) recommendation related to 
Community Culture goals and policies on February 27.  Ms. Weigel read the February 6 staff 
memorandum aloud for the benefit of the large audience.  In it the staff reported that 
Commissioner Prager had asked the CAC to consider a policy regarding lake accessibility.  
The CAC had considered comments in support or opposition to it; had a work group look into 
it; and then decided not to take up the issue.  The staff memorandum listed the CAC’s reasons 
for not discussing the issue of lake access:  the CAC’s focus was on higher level goals and 
policies; the values and other elements related to the lake reflected in some of the public 
comments could be incorporated into goals and policies without specifically addressing and 
taking a position on the narrower issue of lake access; and the CAC was not the appropriate 
body to discuss the legal issue of lake access. 
 
Commissioner Gaar declared a conflict of interest and recused.  Commissioner Prager asked 
to be allowed to propose a policy related to lake access at the work session so people could 
be ready to discuss it at the hearing.  Staff confirmed there was still time to incorporate it into 
the staff report and the hearing notice. 
 
The Commissioners discussed how to proceed.  They observed the CAC had decided it would 
not talk about the issue of lake access, but that did not foreclose the Planning Commission 
considering it.  They observed the CAC had so many other things to work on it did not have 
time to get into the issue, and the CAC would consider other policies related to recreational 
use of the lake.  Staff explained those other recreational policies were general and higher 
level.  For example, they did not specify exactly where citizens were to play tennis or walk 
dogs.  They explained it created a capacity problem to add a complex, time-consuming, issue 
to a CAC work program that had to be completed by spring 2013; it was also a legal issue.  
Vice Chair Bhutani questioned whether the CAC had recommended that there should be no 
policy to address Oswego Lake at all in the Comprehensive Plan update, or that any policy to 
address lake access should consider their four stated recommendations? She also questioned 
why the CAC had chosen to go with the staff recommended Option 1, which was to not 
address lake access as part of the Plan update. She observed that staff’s recommended 
Option 2- Comprehensive Plan policy to explore this further, or Option 3- to form another CAC 
to explore this issue further, would still be consistent with the CAC recommendation regarding 
policy on this issue.  Chair Gustafson related that he had been present when the CAC decided 
not to address the issue.  He recalled it had been a short discussion and it had been clear to 
him that the CAC just did not want to discuss the issue.  He clarified that they had not said that 
the Planning Commission should not discuss it. 
 
Commissioner Prager addressed the argument that the issue was too narrow to discuss in the 
Comprehensive Plan update process.  He recalled that other staff reports suggested pretty 
specific policies; for example, the staff report regarding the Willamette River Greenway 
recommended a policy to require dedication of private property via public access agreements 
within the Greenway and to the river.  He said it was very specific and raised a lot of legal 
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questions as well.  He said the goal to continue to provide swimming access to Oswego Lake 
through the City’s swim park was site specific.  He advised that Statewide Planning Goal 8 
recommended that a comprehensive plan process look at accessing waters.  He held it was 
appropriate for Lake Oswego to consider a policy regarding how it accessed both rivers and 
the lake.  He stated that the community should consider it and then make it clear whether it 
wanted that policy or not and list the reasons.  He favored a policy to access the lake from 
public properties.  He believed the city could gain legal access.  He believed it would not take 
a lot of time to formulate a policy because policies simply stated the City’s vision and the policy 
makers would not be researching legal issues. 
 
Chair Gustafson, Commissioner Glisson, Vice Chair Bhutani and Commissioner Johnson each 
indicated the Commission should have a lake access discussion.  Their reasons included that 
statewide planning goals indicated it was the City’s responsibility to address the rivers and the 
lake; the existing Comprehensive Plan already addressed the lake; they wanted to hear the 
community’s thoughts regarding whether lake access should be addressed in the Plan; and a 
policy could be as specific or as broad as it needed to be.  Vice Chair Bhutani cautioned that 
the lake was integral to the identity of the city, and therefore any aspirational policy regarding 
the use of the lake needed to consider community impacts as these would be widespread.  
Commissioner Johnson related that he was more concerned about how the lake was planned 
in terms of land use than access because there was an un-zoned ‘black hole’ in the middle of 
the community.  He advised the Commission would eventually need to discuss lake zoning.  
He indicated that zoning controlled both private and public land use.  When asked, staff 
suggested such a policy could be incorporated into Goal 5, Section 7 policies related to water 
quality and natural resources of Oswego Lake.  They clarified the Comprehensive Plan Map 
designated the lake Open Space, but that had not been carried forward to the Zoning Map. 
 
Chair Gustafson observed a consensus to include Commissioner Prager’s recommendation in 
the draft the Commissioners would consider at the public hearing.  Commissioner Prager 
explained it was based on Statewide Planning Goal 8 guidelines.  He read his proposed policy 
aloud as follows: 

Provide and enhance low impact recreational access, including swimming, 
canoeing, and kayaking, from public waterfront properties at the Willamette and 
Tualatin Rivers and Oswego Lake. 

 
Chair Gustafson observed the public would be invited to testify at the February 27 hearing.  He 
encouraged people to help the Commissioners and staff by submitting written comments 
ahead of time. 

============================================================================= 
 Comprehensive Plan Update – Economic Vitality.  Review and discuss preliminary 

policy discussion questions and background report to prepare for the April 
Community Summit on Economic Vitality. 

Ms. Selden and Ms. Weigel presented.  They indicated that the next Community Summit 
topics were to be Economic Vitality and Connected Community and asked the Commissioners 
to consider their February 7 memorandum regarding Economic Vitality.  They clarified the 
CAC had not reviewed it yet due to scheduling and that if the CAC made any changes to it, 
they would bring it back to the Commission before the summit. 
 
The Commissioners offered suggestions regarding summit materials and questions.  They 
suggested asking participants to talk about connectivity with employment centers outside the 
City as well as inside the City.  Participants could discuss whether it was healthier for cities to 
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cooperate and support each other or compete with each other for jobs.  They could consider 
how to make it easier for employees and clients who lived outside the City to come into the 
City to work or shop.  They suggested the Places statement should be more about areas that 
made businesses thrive, than about areas that ‘activated’ streetscape. 
 
The Commissioners considered a suggestion that participants talk about prioritizing filling 
existing vacant office space over wholesale redevelopment.  Staff indicated the state was 
focused on filling vacant land, not vacant office space.  Commissioner Glisson suggested it 
might not be appropriate to prioritize using existing space over redevelopment, that ultimately 
the market would drive whatever happened based on the highest and best use of the land.  
The Commissioners suggested adding zone changes or more flexible allowed uses as a 
potential employment development strategy.  They suggested the City should have an 
economic gardening policy to nurture the startup and home-based businesses it already had 
so they stayed in the City as they grew.  Commissioner Prager cautioned that an emphasis on 
creative class opportunities should not impact the current mix of accounting, law and real 
estate businesses along Kruse Way. 
 
The Commissioners discussed whether it would make economic sense to have a policy to 
target industrial jobs.  They observed the City did not have much space for heavy 
manufacturing.  Suggestions were to find out why industrial business was declining and design 
strategies to stop the decline; take a comprehensive look at industrial sectors in the City and 
look at where the opportunities for certain types of industrial businesses could be; and look for 
examples of other cities’ success or failure in targeting certain industrial sector businesses.  
They noted that Kruse Way was a regional core area that should be protected and that 
perhaps Boones Ferry Road/Pilkington IP zone could be planned for certain types of industrial 
use and small scale manufacturing because it had good access to rail and I-5.  They 
suggested that industrial use could include incubators for small manufacturing businesses.  
The Commissioners recalled that the record of testimony by property owners about the IP 
Overlay zone would help explain the unique market pressures they felt there.  Some 
Commissioners questioned whether summit participants should get into those kinds of details.  
However, they agreed staff could provide them with examples of what could happen under the 
potential strategies to facilitate the discussion of what kinds of uses they wanted to see in each 
area.  Commissioner Prager suggested staff also provide specific examples of the pros and 
cons of allowing more customers and/or employees at a home occupation. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Chair Gustafson asked Commissioner Johnson about the proposal to expand the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB) to include the Stafford area.  Commissioner Johnson clarified he was 
acting as an employee of the Oregon Department of Agriculture and advising Mayor Hoffman 
regarding issues related to agriculture. 
 
Councilor Moncrieff related the City Council was about to consider a resolution to ask Metro to 
include certain Luscher area properties in the UGB.  She reported that Mayor Hoffman had 
created a task force to come to consensus and draft the resolution and that the group included 
representatives from the Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB), Natural Resources 
Advisory Board (NRAB), Sustainability Advisory Board (SAB), and the Park & Recreation 
Advisory Board (PRAB).  Chair Gustafson noted the Planning Commission had submitted its 
recommendation in 2006 when the Council enacted Ordinance 2464 that amended the 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 1, Goal 14 to allow parks properties outside the Urban Service 
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Boundary (USB).  He said the Council had found it would not impact urbanization of the 
Stafford area. 
 
Commissioner Johnson advised that parks planning needed to be connected with the planning 
process, especially because the Luscher Farm area was so large and more like a district than 
a park.  He explained that the first step was to determine who was to govern the area and that 
any UGB or USB expansion would have to go through Metro’s process.  He indicated that 
Metro would require the City to submit a needs analysis and outline a concept plan and the 
expansion would have to be reviewed by the Planning Commission before it went to the City 
Council.  He reported that the advisory bodies were concerned about more than just 
governance of the area; they each wanted the resolution to ensure certain things, such as 
where active and passive areas would be and whether agriculture would continue.  He 
indicated that Mayor Hoffman was trying to get them all to come together. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVMENT 
 
Commissioner Prager related that he had been contacted by a lot of members of the media 
and would likely speak to them.  Commissioner Gaar clarified that he had recused himself 
from participating in lake access discussions and did not want to receive any related 
communications. 
 

10. SCHEDULE REVIEW 
 

The Commissioners reviewed the items to be on the next two meeting agendas.  Chair 
Gustafson agreed the Planning Commission should try to make the lake access issue 
discussion an early agenda item on February 27. 

 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
 

There being no other business Chair Gustafson adjourned the meeting at 9:30 p.m. 
 

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


