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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

June 24, 2013 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Commissioner Randy Arthur called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber 
of City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 
Commissioner Swinford moved to appoint Commissioner Arthur to serve as Acting Chair.  
Commissioner E. Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 4:0:1.  Commissioner Arthur 
abstained from voting. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Acting Chair Randy Arthur and Commissioners Puja Bhutani, 
Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman and Sandi Swinford.  Chair William Gaar and 
Commissioner Todd Prager were excused. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Ron Bunch, Planning and Building 
Services Director; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Jessica Numanoglu, Senior Planner;; 
Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 
Consultant Don Elliott, Clarion and Associates was also present. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Ms. Andreades reported that the Council had formally recognized the Westlake Neighborhood 
Association, reviewed the Luscher Area Master Plan, and approved the code limit on 
cumulative retail uses in employment areas.  She noted that they had studied Metro’s 
response to the proposed revisions to the Sensitive Lands program and provided direction to 
staff; and they were about to discuss city manager recruitment. 
 

4. CITIZEN COMMENT (Regarding issues not on the agenda) 

None. 
 

5. MINUTES 

5.1 April 8, 2013 

Commissioner Swinford moved to approve the Minutes of April 8, 2013 as amended by 
Commissioner Arthur.  Commissioner Bhutani seconded the motion and it passed 4:0:1.  
Commissioner A. Brockman abstained. 
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6. WORK SESSIONS 

6.1 Code Streamlining and Updates – Revised Draft Code Amendments (PP 12‐0007) 

Review of revisions to proposed amendments to the Community Development Code (CDC) 
previously considered at the Commission’s April 8 work session to consolidate 
commercial/mixed use zones; streamline the commercial, mixed use and industrial use table; 
and remove barriers to mixed use development. 
 
Ms. Numanoglu, Ms. Selden, and Mr. Elliott outlined the changes made to the draft since the 
Commission last considered it in April. 
 
Consolidation of Districts 

Mr. Elliott explained that the number of mixed-use and commercial zoning districts would be 
reduced to 8.  He indicated that each of the zones that allowed a mix of both commercial and 
residential were going to be renamed ‘Mixed Use’ districts and that the EC zone was to 
become Downtown Mixed Use (DMU).  He clarified that some small West Lake Grove zones 
had been merged into a Limited Mixed Use (LMU) District.  Mr. Elliott advised that this was 
because that area’s zoning was unnecessarily fine-grained.  He pointed out where the 
Highway Commercial (HC) and Office Commercial (OC) were merged into the Office Mixed 
Use (OMU) district.  He explained that the team no longer proposed to get rid of the Mixed 
Commercial (MC) District at the west end of Kruse Way and rezone some of it to General 
Commercial (GC) because of a number of objections and technical issues. 
 
Mr. Elliott indicated that the MC District would remain, but it would be called Interstate Mixed-
Use (IMU); the R-3 portion of the former joint OC/R-3 zone off Kruse Way would become its 
own zone.  He pointed out that four parcels abutting the west edge of the former Campus 
Research and Development (CR&D) zone, now called Campus Mixed Use (CMU) were 
proposed to be rezoned to CMU because they had developed into campus office types of 
development.  Mr. Elliott pointed to where staff proposed to make a corner of the old HC zone, 
IMU.  He noted that Centerpointe commercial development had been limited to 60 feet, but 
IMU would allow buildings there to be up to 95 feet.  He suggested the Commission talk about 
whether to allow such a significant height increase. 
 
Uses 

Mr. Elliott pointed out that there were broader use categories in the table. He advised that 
modern codes typically did not try to list every single possible use; the market came up with 
new uses very fast.  He advised that if the City needed to control uses it could put a size limit 
on them in each district.  He reported that so far there had been very few questions about this 
aspect of the project.  Commissioner A. Brockman was concerned about using broad use 
categories.  She suggested it might behoove the City to list everything it could possibly think of 
now. She cited Kunkel v. Washington County where the court held a similar kind of code 
provision was discretionary and there had to be notice and opportunity for hearing.  She 
advised that it was now incorporated into state statutes.  Mr. Boone related that currently when 
staff encountered new uses they used a similar use determination process.  He advised that 
with broader use categories, if there were cases where it was not clear from the description, 
they would likely want to give notice.  He characterized that as a risk that could be taken.  
Commissioner A. Brockman commented that that was ok as long as they were prepared to 
deal with it. 
 
Mr. Elliott noted that people had asked about farm stands.  He explained that a farm stand 
was proposed to be allowed as a primary use in today’s GC, EC and Foothills districts and as 
an accessory use in all other commercial zone districts.  He suggested parking should be 
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required when it was its own primary use because then it should be treated like any 
commercial use.  He clarified that if it was an accessory use there was no parking requirement 
because presumably the primary use would not have it if it did not have adequate parking. He 
recalled that as an accessory use it was typically either found on a community center or 
recreation center site or where someone allowed their parking lot to be used for a Farm stand.  
Commissioner A. Brockman commented that she had a problem with that.  Mr. Elliott recalled 
that people had discussed restricting farm stands to sites on larger streets such as arterials or 
collector streets.  Staff had considered where they could be and had seen several places 
where they would be fine without being on an arterial or collector street; for that reason they 
did not propose to limit them to arterial and collector streets. 
 
Mr. Elliott pointed out that the team had added and defined community gardens; it could be a 
primary use in the R-5 up to R-15 and Design District (R-DD) zones.  He noted the draft 
amendments did not require this use to have parking.  He and Ms. Numanoglu clarified this 
use could be an accessory use on a single-family residential lot if it was a large lot and the 
owners wanted to allow a community garden there.  They explained that this type of use was 
typically found with approved nonresidential uses such as churches and schools.  Mr. Elliott 
referred to an example of Denver public schools that had community gardens on their 
properties; they were accessory to the school use. 
 
Bonus Lot Coverage 

Mr. Elliott reported that there had been concern that encouraging mixed use by offering a lot 
coverage bonus for incorporating at least 20 residential units per acre would encourage very 
tiny units.  He explained that in response to that this draft set a minimum unit size of 500 sf.  
He noted that a table showed the densities that could be achieved in different zoning districts. 
 
Step Back from High-Density Residential 

Mr. Elliott related that there had been a required building step back for a commercial or mixed-
use development next to a low- or medium-density residential district starting at 25 feet.  He 
explained that the current draft added a step back from high-density residential starting at 10 
feet; the rationale was that the mixed use building could be bigger because the residential it 
was next to was bigger. 
 
Ideas No Longer Being Considered 

Mr. Elliott reported that several ideas were no longer being proposed: 
 

 Changing how height was measured in commercial and mixed-use districts. 
 Reducing the side setbacks adjacent to residential zones. 
 Allowing an additional 10 ft. of height along Boones Ferry Road in the West Lake 

Grove area.  The neighbors were very concerned about it and in the current 
configuration it was almost impossible to develop those sites. 

 Reducing the amount of parking required in a mixed-use development that included 
housing.  The overall feeling was that parking in Lake Oswego had a lot of issues 
associated with it and parking as a whole should be addressed in a separate process. 

 Avoiding under-development of mixed-use sites by imposing minimum densities in 
some districts. 
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Issues Discussion (to Guide Staff) 

Staff asked for guidance with respect to several issues before they crafted the final draft. 

Issue: Should the height of the Centerpointe corner be increased from 60 feet to 95 feet. 

Mr. Elliott explained that an area of the former HC district was proposed to become IMU.  He 
clarified that this new IMU part of Centerpointe could go to 95 feet instead of 60 feet, but the 
rest of the Centerpointe area, including the existing tall office buildings, would be consolidated 
with the Office Mixed-Use (OMU) zone.  Ms. Numanoglu reported that Ms. Selden had tried 
unsuccessfully to contact the affected homeowners association in the R-5 zone east of that 
site.  Ms. Numanoglu indicated that staff would try again to contact the homeowners 
association in the Westlake Neighborhood Association. 
 
Commissioner Swinford asked for the logic for not making the rest of Centerpointe IMU when it 
was along the interstate and was zoned Highway Commercial (HC) to begin with.  She asked 
if it would mean Metro would not see the kind of development it expected there.  Mr. Elliott 
observed that most of it had been developed into an office park and not the way the HC intent 
statement indicated; those buildings would be there for a long time.  Mr. Bunch said it would 
not be taking away what Metro wanted to see there.  He could not recall the reason the area 
had been designated HC, but he knew that Metro desired to retain regionally significant 
employment land and the City had gone through the Title 4 process related to designations. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani observed the IMU portion was directly across from single-family 
residential units and that raising the height to 95 feet would have an impact on them.  She 
reported that some of the residents there had told her that there might have been a height limit 
placed on it when it was developed and it might have expired.  She said she thought it made 
sense to make it IMU because of the uses there, but she wanted to know if there was some 
way to keep or go back to the development standards that set a certain height limit on it.  Ms. 
Numanoglu suggested some options.  She explained that one option was to use the specific 
standards that applied just to those lots; another was to apply a specific lot coverage limit 
because lot coverage was proposed to be increased from 50% to no limit; and another 
approach was to create a small pocket of GC there (GC maximum height was 45 feet and the 
zone limited development to 50% lot coverage). 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman recalled that when a past Commission approved Westlake they 
had considered the traffic and possible congestion it would generate on Kruse Way when 
Kruse Way was filled.  She hoped that was still being taken into consideration.  She recalled at 
that time there had been a lot of discussion and concern about the height and intensity of 
development on the parcels the current Commission was talking about (where Oswego Grill 
was now).  She suggested that staff should look at those files.  She questioned why it was 
proposed to be changed now.  Commissioner Bhutani said she felt Ms. Numanoglu was 
suggesting good options and that they should be discussed with the neighborhood 
association.  Commissioner E. Brockman indicated he favored the idea of making it GC, 
especially if it would limit the buildings to 45 feet.  He recalled that the parking lot and building 
foundations there were high above the road.  He indicated that to increase height to 95 feet 
there and have buildings towering over Kruse Way would not create a welcoming entrance to 
the City. 
 
Commissioner Arthur observed the consensus was the Commissioners were concerned about 
raising the maximum height to 95 feet.  Mr. Elliott acknowledged that. 
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Issues:  Should condos be allowed above the ground floors of buildings facing Boones 
Ferry Road or West Sunset; should townhouses be allowed in areas that were back 
from those roads. 

Mr. Elliott explained that two different types of residential uses were being recommended for 
inclusion as a broadening of the menu of development in West Lake Grove.  He clarified that 
areas formerly zoned WLG OC - which did not currently allow housing - would now permit the 
same type of housing allowed in the current WLG RMU zone.  Mr. Elliott referred to the color-
coded map:  Zone Consolidation in West Lake Grove.  He advised the current code for the 
darker blue portion was ambiguous about mixed use and it did not allow townhouses or list 
multifamily units or condos as permitted uses in that district.  He pointed out that when the 
code talked about density measures it talked about how to measure the density of a building 
that had both commercial and residential uses in it.  He noted that the proposal would allow 
townhouses and would clarify that there could be upper floor residential units on buildings that 
fronted Boones Ferry Road and West Sunset Drive. 
 
Commissioner Arthur recalled a memorandum in which Mr. Bunch responded to a question by 
Commissioner Prager regarding proposals to allow or minimize higher housing density in the 
City.  He asked if the proposal was consistent with City Council policy regarding additional 
housing density.  Mr. Bunch indicated his understanding was that the commercial districts 
along Boones Ferry Road and Downtown were appropriate places for higher density 
residential development.  He clarified that mixed-use provided the level of disposable income 
and the population needed to support economic activities in those areas.  However, he stated 
that he also understood that there was interest in mitigating those impacts on adjacent single-
family medium- and low-density neighborhoods, including where they abutted Boones Ferry 
Road.  He recalled the concerns related to design and height compatibility; traffic impacts; 
intensity levels of use that might affect the residential districts; and zoning creep into 
residential districts.  He related that he believed that if compatibility and quality of development 
were maintained the two uses could coexist.  Mr. Bunch advised that based on what he had 
heard he thought the Council might have an issue with setback in terms of height.  He was 
glad to see the reduction in parking had not been allowed. He advised the City needed 
housing for a variety of families of various incomes.  He indicated he thought it was wise to set 
a minimum 500 sf unit size limit. 
 
Staff confirmed for Commissioner Swinford that there was an existing development on 5th 
Street that had businesses on the main floors and condos above.  They clarified the height 
limit for the area along Boones Ferry Road meant there could be three stories.  They clarified 
the 500 sf limit on unit size was related to getting bonus lot coverage on lots in zones where 
there was a lot coverage limit; otherwise there was no minimum unit size.  Commissioner 
Swinford inquired whether the idea to allow condos in buildings along Boones Ferry Road and 
West Sunset Drive was because of a specific identified need there or because the team was 
trying to create more options for use.  Mr. Elliott clarified it was not location specific; it 
stemmed from a general desire to streamline and a trend to remove barriers to mixed-use in 
commercial districts by getting more housing in them.  He acknowledged that West Lake 
Grove zoning had been the subject of intensive discussion in the neighborhoods because they 
cared deeply about what was happening there.  He commented that he found that this was 
one of the most micro-managed and micro-zoned areas of the City when there really was not 
that much going on there.  He recalled the Code Streamlining Advisory Committee had 
explained that they were not seeing anything happen out there due to the constraints of lot 
shapes and sizes together with the added setbacks, step backs, lot coverage and density 
limitations.  He advised that something had to change there; the team had tried to achieve a 
careful compromise that streamlined things without hurting the neighborhood. 
 



 APPROVED:  11/13/2013 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of June 24, 2013 Page 6 of 19 

Commissioner E. Brockman confirmed that he thought allowing dwelling units on upper floors 
was okay.  Commissioner A. Brockman said she supported dwellings on second floors; it 
made it more viable and made sense.  She clarified that she did not favor offering bonuses as 
there was no real certainty and because that was a policy decision for the City Council to 
make. 
 
Commissioner Arthur asked if Commissioners had any concerns related to the proposed 
allowance of townhomes.  Commissioner A. Brockman related that traditionally that had not 
happened because people wanted the commercial together so that the assemblage of 
commercial uses worked.  However, she acknowledged that things changed, and if this was 
working elsewhere it was fine; personally, she thought they should be on second floors or be 
used as a buffer.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated it made a lot of sense; allowing this use to 
happen here was consistent with what they were doing in other zones in creating mixed use 
districts and was not inconsistent with the existing West Lake Grove (WLG) plan, which used 
townhouses as buffers to the residential areas.  Commissioner Arthur added that the City 
should be sensitive to compatibility issues as that was an important factor as well. 
 
Issue: The 500 sf minimum unit size approach to offering an incentive for mixed-use so 
it does not lead to cramming in as many small units as possible. 

Commissioner Bhutani indicated she was glad to see the change and was comfortable with 
the revised table because the amount of incentive changed with the zone and decreased in 
the Neighborhood Mixed Use (NMU) zone.  Her only suggestion was to relate 40-49 units per 
acre to a range of 15% to 20% because every zone was not getting an extra 20%; some were 
getting less or nothing at all.  She suggested that perhaps the team could set a range instead 
of a number in order to be more accurate.  Commissioner E. Brockman recalled the report 
stated that it was difficult to develop in the area because it was so restrictive.  He advised the 
Commissioners to keep viability in mind as they reviewed the amendments. 
 
Commissioner Arthur asked how the team had arrived at the 500 sf minimum.  Staff reported 
that there were currently quite a few studio units in Lake Oswego around 500 sf; the architect 
consultants felt it was a reasonable size because they knew there was market demand for that 
size now.  Staff indicated that the market would likely mean there would be a variety of sizes of 
units in each building.  They advised that there was a national trend toward even smaller units 
(200 to 300 sf) and this would not prohibit them or encourage them.  Mr. Elliott advised that 
really small units were not necessarily for low income because the cost per square foot was 
higher. 
 
Commissioner Swinford indicated she was a little hesitant to support bonuses for density and 
she was concerned about the signal this was sending.  She reasoned that bonuses would 
bring in higher density than the City was used to and it would result in smaller units.  Ms. 
Selden noted the general concept of mixed-use had been permitted in many zones for quite a 
long time.  She reported that the Lake Grove Village Center code set the precedent for tying 
providing amenities like housing with a lot coverage bonus.  She advised that the business 
and development community had indicated it was a challenge to develop in commercial zones 
and the community did not supported flat-out increased lot coverage.  She indicated that 
feedback was that it should be used to encourage housing as a component of commercial 
development; there was nothing in the current code about how large the units were to be. 
 
Mr. Bunch expressed his general view that the Lake Grove commercial district along Boones 
Ferry Road was an anomaly that existed primarily because of the nature and high disposable 
income of the adjacent residential neighborhoods and Lake Oswego in general.  He indicated 
that it was unique in suburban communities in that it was viable, vital and had more 
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restaurants and more consumer goods of high quality than a lot of other places.  He advised 
that it was important to keep maintaining the high quality and character of the area in mind 
while trying to foster a variety of housing types; it remained to be seen to what extent the 
bonuses would be applied there.  He cited the example of inner southeast Portland, which was 
developing just because it was inner southeast Portland.  He advised that understanding the 
market while promoting the kind of development the City wanted was critical to maintain the 
character of the area.  He cautioned that just because it was zoned a certain way did not 
guarantee that people would come. 
 
Mr. Elliott related that he did not feel strongly about the bonus; it had been SERA Architects’ 
concept.  He advised that when a developer decided what to build on a particular site he 
typically had a particular use in mind and ran the numbers to find out if he could get it 
financed.  He indicated that the bonus might get him to think differently and run two sets of 
numbers to compare and then decide if he was or was not going to take the bonus. 
 
Commissioner Swinford observed the bonus created more complexity.  She was concerned it 
could take on a life of its own, and evolve into something the City would regret later.  Mr. Elliott 
opined that the Lake Oswego code was complex in so many different ways that this particular 
item was low on the list of things that created complexity. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman advised that in the last few years the marketplace had been 
asking for mixed-use, higher density, and having things like restaurants within walking 
distance.  He indicated that this would attract people who wanted that quality of life and had a 
similar amount of disposable income as those in the neighborhoods.  He clarified that it was 
not encouraging low grade housing at all. 
 
Issue:  Is the new step back from high-density residential areas appropriate. 

Staff indicated that in this draft whenever there was low-, medium- or high-density residential 
next to mixed-use, the mixed-use building had to step back.  They explained that the step back 
started at 25 feet from low- or medium-density residential and that staff had just added the 
step back that started at 10 feet back from high-density residential.  They related that the 
newly proposed 10 foot step back was similar to the existing required commercial building step 
back from residential.  They clarified that the rationale for the smaller setback was that a large 
commercial building would be next to a large, high-density, residential building.  Commissioner 
Bhutani asked how tall those residential buildings could be.  Staff advised the range was 28 to 
35 feet. 
 
Staff explained the only reason they had included Table 50.04.001-11: Residential High-
density Zones Dimensions was because they had inserted a column for the R-2.5 zone after 
Mr. Elliott had advised that R-2.5 was really just another residential zone.  Staff clarified that 
was the only change to the table. 
 
Commissioner Arthur asked if the 10-foot commercial setback from high-density residential 
included the right-of-way.  Mr. Elliott clarified it did not.  Mr. Elliott then confirmed that the team 
had received the feedback it asked for on this issue. 
 
Issue:  Should community gardens be required to have parking. 

The current draft did not require it.  Staff observed they were not really commercial uses and 
people generally walked or drove short distances to them.  Mr. Elliott advised that the 
definition, ‘community garden,’ did not include selling, they were to grow food with one’s 
neighbors; ‘farm stands’ sold produce.  Mr. Elliott clarified that community gardens were really 



 APPROVED:  11/13/2013 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of June 24, 2013 Page 8 of 19 

not about retail sales of food, but the proposed standards did allow accessory sales of the 
crops grown there.  He had addressed that because people typically asked to be able to sell 
their crops; most cities’ said they did not care; the gardens added character to the City; and 
they would have to get a business license anyway. 
 
Mr. Elliott asked whether the Commission favored having community gardens enough to not 
require parking.  He advised that if parking was required he did not think there would be 
community gardens because of the challenges of getting permission for parking and because 
the investment in parking would not be economically feasible.  Commissioner A. Brockman 
indicated she would not allow them outright; there should be some standards related to 
aspects such as traffic and parking (it could be on the street if there was adequate parking 
there) for locating them in lower density residential zones.  She anticipated that if she had a 
community garden on her lot it would adversely impact the neighbors.  She related that she 
lived on a narrow, dead end, street where there was no room for parking and that people 
tended to turn around in her driveway.  She recalled that the City limited yard sales to twice a 
year because of the narrow streets. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman asked if the consultant meant that parking would not be 
economically feasible because it would be required to be on pavement.  Ms. Numanoglu 
recalled that onsite parking was generally required to be paved.  She recalled community 
gardens were often on school sites and other sites that had onsite parking.  She commented 
that she participated in a community garden on a school site in her neighborhood; most people 
walked there, but parking was available on the site.  Commissioner E. Brockman recalled 
visiting one in Multnomah Village and there had been a lot of cars there parked on unpaved 
ground.  Mr. Elliott suggested it might be good to take a site-specific look at a community 
garden. 
 
Mr. Elliott responded to their comments by relating that he favored having parking standards, 
rather than a review process; he would avoid a hearing if possible.  Commissioner E. 
Brockman acknowledged that a community garden might not exist if the parking standards to 
be met were too high.  He indicated he liked Mr. Elliott’s suggested approach to have 
standards that said: 

a.) It needed, to have parking; and 
b.) You don’t have to pave the parking. 

However, he thought there should be some type of input when a community garden was 
proposed in a location such as Commissioner A. Brockman described; it was not a good idea 
to just leave it wide open.  He indicated that it could just be Planning staff making a judgment.  
Mr. Elliott summarized that he was hearing that crowdedness and congestion was a major 
concern. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani observed that requiring parking basically meant it was going to happen 
in facilities like schools and churches.  She inquired where the idea of having community 
gardens originated.  Staff reported that the public had asked about community gardens during 
the Comprehensive Plan update process and people frequently asked staff about it.  
Commissioner Bhutani related that she had gotten the feeling during the process that people 
were really interested in having community gardens and the option to be able to access local 
foods within their own community.  She commented that requiring parking would automatically 
locate the gardens in places where they normally were located.  She indicated that having a 
review by staff when they were going on large residential lots would provide an internal review 
mechanism just to ensure there would not be traffic and congestion problems; that seemed to 
make a lot of sense. 



 APPROVED:  11/13/2013 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of June 24, 2013 Page 9 of 19 

 
Commissioner A. Brockman clarified that she would allow such a use to access on-street 
parking if it was adequate as long as traffic and fire trucks could get through.  She definitely 
thought there should be some kind of review process for the neighbors’ benefit.  
Commissioner Swinford indicated there should be some guidelines.  She agreed with 
Commissioner Bhutani that it would mean they would probably end up in certain areas, such 
as public open spaces.  She recalled seeing many small community gardens in New York City; 
the concept of community gardens springing up struck her as very creative. 
 
Mr. Elliott indicated he had clearly heard the Commissioner’s concerns; they wanted standards 
and a review process which he would work on.  He related that the person who ran community 
gardens in New York City had told him they had 600 of them now in part because they put 
very few restrictions on them. 
 
Issue:  Farm stand as an accessory use. 

Commissioner Swinford indicated she understood the Parsons’ farm stand at Carman/Kruse 
wanted to be able to continue to do business.  She inquired why the proposal went beyond 
that to allow a farm stand at many locations.  She was concerned they could draw a lot of 
traffic.  She asked if they would be like mini-Saturday markets; if they would sell other goods; 
and if staff wanted to encourage lots of farm stands. 
 
Ms. Numanoglu clarified that farm stands would be allowed as a primary use in three zones:  
Neighborhood Mixed Use, General Mixed Use, and Downtown Mixed Use and that parking 
was required.  She clarified that there would have to be 3.3 spaces per 1,000 sf of farm stand 
and that it would also be allowed as an accessory use in six commercial zones and three 
special purpose zones.  She advised that the current Parsons’ stand location was in a Campus 
Mixed Use Zone where it would only be allowed as an accessory use (subordinate to another 
use on the site).  She advised that Saturday markets were listed as a specific temporary use 
and were subject to different and separate standards; a ‘farm stand’ was defined as a 
temporary or permanent structure for the sale of agricultural products.  She commented that 
‘agricultural products’ was pretty open ended.  She clarified that this was not a situation where 
there would be multiple farm stands in one spot, it would be one, single-use type of agricultural 
farm stand - not a Saturday or Farmers’ market.  She advised that the owner of the site for the 
Parsons Farm stand was discussing the owners’ proposal to have a pavilion-like structure in 
the middle of the parking lot that could be used for their stand.  Ms. Numanoglu did not know if 
they were talking about making it year-round or not.  She clarified the proposed amendments 
would allow it as an accessory use in that zone. 
 
Commissioner Swinford related that her concern was that it would be a permanent structure 
that might only be open for business nine months of the year.  She recalled that when the 
current stand was closed it was not a pretty thing to drive by.  She thought of a ‘farm stand’ as 
being seasonal and therefore, she questioned that a permanent structure was a logical use of 
the space.  Ms. Numanoglu agreed that was a good point and it was one of the issues 
Parsons was struggling with; another issue was that they were currently nonconforming and if 
they moved into one of the spots the proposal would allow them to locate in, they would have 
to have some sort of permanent structure that met some minimum design review guidelines.  
She advised that Parsons had indicated that would impede their ability to do business; it was 
an important aspect of their business to convey the ambiance that they had just come out from 
the farm and put up a stand to sell produce.  She related that Planning staff had talked about 
the possibility of looking at farm stand standards to see if they could come up with some 
minimum design review standards.  She clarified that this would have to be addressed in a 
separate process because the currently proposed amendments did not address design. 
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Ms. Numanoglu clarified that staff was not looking to simply spot-zone for Parsons.  She 
reported that there had been a large outpouring of community support for farm stands and that 
the Planning director and City Council had gotten a lot of letters regarding keeping Parsons; 
having more of that type of use; and about people’s desire to be able to get fresh local foods.  
She indicated that staff had taken a citywide look at where having potential farm stands made 
sense.  Ms. Numanoglu advised that they had identified three zones where it seemed to make 
sense to put them as primary use and other zones where it seemed to make sense to allow 
them as accessory uses. 
 
Mr. Bunch advised that some communities had experienced farm stands gradually becoming 
green grocer businesses that were permanent, year around, businesses that sold a wide 
variety of produce and other food from outside the local area.  He stated that this issue was 
about how Lake Oswego wanted to look and function. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani suggested the Commission should address where they should be 
located.  Mr. Elliott noted that the team had once suggested they should only be on arterial 
and collector roads but that was not being proposed.  Commissioner Bhutani said she could 
see a Farm stand going on some of the streets that had been mentioned, including Mercantile 
Drive.  She indicated that they should look at the criteria.  Her initial thought was instead of 
defining which streets they should be on, they should define which commercial zones would 
make more sense.  She wanted to hear what the others had to say about it.  Commissioner A. 
Brockman indicated she agreed.  She added that in her opinion the street they were referring 
to was a collector street. 
 
Ms. Numanoglu pointed out that farm stands were proposed to only be allowed in the 
commercial districts and the three special purpose zones:  Campus Institutional (Marylhurst 
area) and Public Function (PF) and Park and Natural Area (PNA) zones where there was a lot 
more land potentially available.  She clarified that the use would not be allowed in any 
industrial zone; Limited Mixed Use (West Lake Grove) zone; Interstate Mixed Use zone; or any 
residential zone. 
 
Additional Items of Discussion 

Commissioner E. Brockman asked for more information about live/work.  Ms. Numanoglu 
advised that live/work was not specifically mentioned in existing commercial zone use tables 
but current practice was to allow a live/work development if the zone allowed both commercial 
and residential.  She noted that a built example of that were the live/work units at B/Second 
Street.  She explained that Mr. Elliott had not initially been aware of that and had made 
live/work a conditional use in an earlier draft because it was typical in other communities; staff 
had caught it and explained that made things more restrictive because it was allowed right 
now.  Ms. Numanoglu clarified that the Planning Commission and the Advisory Committee had 
agreed it should be a permitted use in zones that allowed both residential and commercial as it 
was mini form of mixed-use development. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani indicted she saw some inconsistencies in the use table column for the 
new IMU zone; it appeared that some uses had been put back in the IMU zone.  Mr. Elliott 
explained that he had attempted to take what was allowed in MC and apply the new names, it 
was not intended to be a change.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated that as an overall concept 
whatever was allowed in the IMU zone should be in either the General Mixed Use (GMU) or 
Industrial (I) zone; it was a hybrid between the GC and I zone in terms of uses.  She agreed to 
identify them in an email to staff.  Commissioner A. Brockman asked the team to make the 
proposal easier to understand by creating a summary of what could be in each zone now and 
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what could be in each new zone; putting it on the website; and letting each neighborhood 
association know they could find it there.  Ms. Numanoglu advised that had been done in the 
last session, but agreed it should be updated when they held a public open house and before 
the public hearing.  Commissioner Swinford advised that the Purposes section statements 
were difficult to read and the sentences did not flow well.  She questioned, as an example, 
why g.  Foothills Mixed Use (FMU) should be so much longer and more detailed than the other 
zones’ purpose statements.  Staff stated that it was because the purpose statement would be 
used to meet the criteria for adjustments within the zone, but agreed to look at moving aspects 
of it to some other section.  Mr. Elliott agreed that the language needed to be massaged and it 
should be more concise with Foothills.  Ms. Numanoglu confirmed that highlighted language 
under iv. IMU Zone Height Measurement that said ‘the maximum allowable height was 175 ft.’ 
referred to Crown Plaza and it was existing code, except that ‘MC’ had been changed to ‘IMU.’  
Commissioner E. Brockman referred to an “Editors note” and questioned what it was referring 
to.  Mr. Boone offered to research what the existing code’s Editor’s note (see below) meant 
when it referred to ‘the resources inventoried in 2003 and 2007’. 
 
[Editor’s note:  LOC 50.06.005.3.a.iv(4) is repealed upon enactment of an updated Sensitive 
Lands Atlas, which includes the resources inventoried between 2003 and 2007 per Ordinance 
2499, Section 6.] 
 
Mr. Elliott stated that the Commission had given him very clear guidance and a good sense of 
what it wanted. 
 
Acting Chair Arthur announced a five minute break and thereafter reconvened the Planning 
Commission to consider Agenda Item 6.2. 
 

6.2 Comprehensive Plan Amendments/Periodic Review for Package 1:  Community Culture 
(LU 13‐0010) 

Review of the Community Culture portion and staff analysis on proposed draft amendments to 
Comprehensive Plan provided to City Council.  Staff coordinator, Ron Bunch, Planning and 
Building Services Director. 
 
Mr. Bunch announced that his service as Interim Planning Director was ending and he hoped 
to be able to help complete the project on a contract basis.  He explained that the material he 
presented was the result of the City Council directive to review the Comprehensive Plan to 
ensure that it:  focuses on land use, to identify policies that might have impacts on the City’s 
budget and to identify policies that might have impacts on density of residential 
neighborhoods.  He reported that he had met with the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and 
heard their concerns about the process and public outreach.  He announced that the City 
Council had extended the timeline to October and that the CAC would continue to exist and 
review the material until the project was done.  He noted that if he stayed on as a contract 
employee he would work to ensure there was an effort to reach out and hear from the whole 
community about the proposed changes.  Commissioner Arthur indicated he appreciated the 
emphasis on community outreach because it was one of the concerns the Commission had 
expressed. 
 
Mr. Bunch recalled that Commissioner Bhutani had raised some important issues about how 
the material he presented had been prepared.  He explained that he had used his experience 
to try to ensure the focus of the goals and policies was on land use.  He asked the 
Commission to treat his work as a tool, not as a “done deal,” that the intent was to get input 
from the Planning Commission, the CAC and the community.  Commissioner Bhutani asked 
him to detail the CAC concerns.  Mr. Bunch recalled some had expressed concern about the 
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process and inquired who were the citizens who had concerns about the project and why.  He 
said that he explained that some citizens felt they were not part of the process and felt a bit 
disenfranchised.  He recalled Mr. Brennan’s comment that the CAC had tried to get citizens to 
participate for three years and there had been a lot of opportunities for people to participate.  
Mr. Brennan had emailed his concern that the citizen involvement process going forward 
would not be as in depth or as inclusive as it previously had been.  Mr. Bunch recalled that 
others on the CAC had been concerned that the broad nature of their work was being boiled 
down just to land use.  He recalled the comment that this was a “Comprehensive Plan” and it 
should be comprehensive.  Mr. Bunch related that the City Council had directed that the Plan 
was and should be oriented and focused on land use.  They had acknowledged that many of 
the concepts were good concepts, but might not necessarily relate to land use. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani recalled that what she had heard at the CAC meeting was overall 
agreement that the process they had gone through was good and valid; however, they 
believed that the changes that were being made were political in context and it was a political 
action.  She noted the Commission was supposed to make fact-based recommendations.  She 
related that the Commission had looked at the reports, including the analyses of Housing 
Needs and Economic Opportunity, the public comments and the surveys that showed what 
citizens wanted every time they examined a section.  She said they had wordsmithed every 
word of the policies; they had talked about reprioritizing and moving things into the action area 
or not moving them there; they had done this work over numerous meetings.  She held that 
Mr. Bunch’s report responded to City Council direction to identify policies that addressed 
certain areas, but it also revised them, then went a step beyond that and actually revised 
policies that had no bearing on budget, residential density or land use.  She advised that if that 
was the direction, then the whole process should be opened up again.  She added that it 
raised the question of whether there should be a review of a review of the Comprehensive 
Plan they had been working on for three years, or whether they should be doing a more 
targeted review of the policies that really mattered.  She recalled that when this had been 
previously discussed it was mostly wordsmithing and tightening. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani asked if the CAC had actually gotten into discussing the content of the 
report.  Mr. Bunch said they had not.  He reported that they had talked about it being political, 
but that was how things were now, and the City Council had given staff specific direction.  He 
stated that he was trying to facilitate it and if staff needed to develop further findings of fact 
related to specific policies or emphasis, then that could be done.  He advised that the bottom 
line was to ensure the process met the City’s requirements and responsibilities for engaging in 
outreach to its citizens.  He added that it was also important to meet the legal requirements of 
periodic review. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman indicated that what she had read so far made policy much clearer 
in many cases and the only change was to make the policies relate to land use.  She 
anticipated the City Attorney would likely say that was what they should want to do so that 
non-land use issues were not appealable to LUBA.  When she asked if anyone else had found 
real policy changes, no one indicted he/she had. 
 
Commissioner Arthur asked how the CAC reacted to having a more land use focused 
document.  Commissioner Bhutani recalled they had asked a lot of questions about the 
process because it was being revised without getting any public comment.  She indicated that 
there had been no consensus that this should be a land use-only document.  She asked if the 
CAC had discussed the actual content of the document and offered any recommendations or 
resolved anything after she left the CAC meeting.  She indicated she had been hoping to see 
CAC comments and public comments about it.  Mr. Bunch related the CAC had looked at the 



 APPROVED:  11/13/2013 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of June 24, 2013 Page 13 of 19 

Healthy Ecosystems, Wastewater, and Water related policies at its last meeting and that staff 
was going to make an effort to keep the CAC involved whenever they could.  He pointed out 
that they now had until October and that the CAC was going to be engaged until the end.  He 
suggested that the CAC could hold a special meeting in July when they would look at the 
document; that the Council wanted their feedback.  He recalled Mr. Brennan had commented 
that some of the policies, such as the Arts policies, did not seem to have the spirit or the 
pizazz they had previously had. 
 
Commissioner Swinford recalled a previous Commission suggestion to be sure to involve 
neighborhood associations and other groups so there was the broadest feedback.  Mr. Bunch 
related that staff had been meeting with the neighborhood association chairs on a monthly 
basis and they were attending Lake Oswego Neighborhood Action Coalition (LONAC) 
meetings.  He recalled that CAC member Bob Needham had commented that they had been 
providing copies of the materials to all the neighborhood associations, boards and 
commissions, LONAC, LO Stewards, and other community organizations. Mr. Bunch 
acknowledged that staff needed to devise a mechanism to reach many people who were not 
necessarily interested in or engaged in land use policy. 
 
Commissioner Arthur asked if the CAC would continue to have the same level of staff and 
other types of support.  Mr. Bunch said he would like to see that and he understood that the 
City Council was committed to that. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman commented on the mechanism for input.  He advised that just 
announcing the dates of meetings did not work very well; a small number of people could 
show up who might or might not be representative of the populace.  Mr. Bunch related his 
experience was that they should not assume that if only a handful of people showed up, the 
rest did not care; it was necessary to find really interactive ways to engage people. 
 
Commissioner Swinford asked how many members served on the CAC and how many 
regularly participated in CAC meetings.  Ms. Selden said 15 people served on the Commission 
and, until recently, had regularly participated. 
 
Commissioner Swinford asked whether the Planning Commission or the CAC was driving the 
decisions, she wanted to see the Commission take the lead.  Mr. Bunch advised that the 
Commission dealt with land use and his perspective was that the Commission had a 
responsibility to look at the document and determine how the land use policies and land use 
impacts would guide community land use and then make its recommendation to the City 
Council.  He indicated that Comprehensive Plan was an aspirational document and 
acknowledged that it was different from what a very invested group wanted to see happen.  
His view was that the CAC made the recommendations; the Planning Commission looked at it 
from a land use perspective; and the City Council ultimately made the broad policy decisions.  
He clarified that after the current City Council was elected they had decided they wanted to 
reassess the three-year project because they were unsure where it was headed. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani observed that the CAC had been created to represent the wide 
interests of the broader community and it had members representing most of the City’s boards 
and commissions.  She pointed out that the purpose of the CAC was to provide the 
Commission with diverse feedback and that it was a very valuable review body.  She remarked 
that the CAC, workshops and open houses made it a bottom up process, with the City Council 
making the ultimate decision.  She thought that the Planning Commission had already made 
sure when they were reviewing the Plan that it had a land use focus that came out of the 
process of citizen input.  She stated that the Plan was not as tight as what Mr. Bunch was 
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proposing, which disengaged the community from the plan that had taken three years to come 
together.  Commissioner Bhutani advised that the current process lacked transparency.  She 
indicated more CAC and citizen feedback was needed before the Commission looked at the 
proposal. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman asked for and received confirmation that state statutes called for 
the Planning Commission to recommend a plan to the City Council.  She viewed it as a flexible 
document that was open to be changed until the day it was adopted.  She indicated that 
perhaps the CAC needed to understand it was not etched in stone and they were part of a 
deliberative process that could change it.  She related that she had not read anything yet that 
was changed.  She recalled that other jurisdictions were also wrestling with how broad their 
plans should be and that perhaps they needed a legal opinion from the City Attorney regarding 
whether it should be oriented towards land use. 
 
Mr. Boone recalled he had previously advised the Commission about the impacts of putting 
items in the Comprehensive Plan that were not land use related and that if they were made 
part of the land use process the risk was they could be the subject of land use hearings and 
appeals.  He reported that the process had included discussions regarding the community 
vision and that the thought had been that at the tail end, the land use related parts would be 
identified.  He explained that the City Council had asked Mr. Bunch to go through the plan with 
a fine toothed comb to try to identify which particular items were land use related.  He pointed 
out that other jurisdictions were wrestling with the same kind of community vision concept and 
how to separate the land use aspects and non-land use aspects, either in the same document 
or in compendium documents.  He advised that some communities’ attorneys were telling 
them to make it land use related. 
 
Commissioner Arthur recalled Mr. Bunch had indicated that the City Council was interested in 
how to retain the aspirational goals and not lose all of that work.  Mr. Bunch advised he would 
make many of them action measures.  He pointed out that even the original Plan had an issue 
with many aspirational policies and that this process was continuing to refine the Plan.  He 
said his report should be viewed as a tool to help the City Council do what it wished to do 
while practicing the important principles of engagement and basic democracy. 
 
Commissioner Arthur indicated he appreciated the City Council’s willingness and sensitivity to 
reach out to the neighborhood groups, the CAC and other groups for public comment and to 
have transparency; that was key.  Commissioner Bhutani related she felt strongly that they 
needed to have feedback from the CAC and the public before they started reviewing and 
amending the policies.  She noted that the CAC was not going to meet again until July. 
 
Mr. Bunch asked the Commissioners to go through his document and give him some general 
direction.  He clarified that when the CAC provided feedback it would be brought back to the 
Planning Commission.  Commissioner Arthur observed consensus to have preliminary 
discussions that evening. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Analysis Summary Findings Goals and Policies in the Community 
Culture Action Area 

Concepts for Revised Goals and Policies for “Civic Engagement” 

Mr. Bunch explained that he had worked to ensure that the policies related to land use, while 
retaining the policy principles.  He suggested making some of the concepts Action Measures 
so they were not lost.  He stressed that citizen engagement was very important. 
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Commissioner A. Brockman indicated she had gone through this section looking for policy 
changes and not found any; that Mr. Bunch had just made the text clearer.  She had corrected 
some grammatical errors on her copy and would submit it.  She confirmed that she agreed 
with moving the concepts of some statements to Action Measures. 
 
Concepts for Revised Goals and Policies for “The Arts” 

Mr. Bunch indicated that this was a new chapter in the Comprehensive Plan.  He observed the 
City had a large investment in its art inventory and art related events such as the Festival for 
the Arts were very important to the community.  He recalled that the CAC and others had 
recognized the arts as an important part of the community identity and that in crafting the 
revised goal and policies he had tried to relate the statements to land use planning.  His 
revised goal was about providing the opportunity for artists and art-related land uses to locate 
and flourish in Lake Oswego.  He explained that the revised policies included providing 
opportunities for siting live-work housing for artists.  He reasoned that it could, for example, 
mean the ability to live and have a shop in the industrial area. 
 
Mr. Bunch made Policy 3 relate to using art to add interest to the pedestrian experience and to 
increase economic development as an Action Measure Concept.  Commissioner Arthur 
suggested the policy could be reworded to say: 
 
Policy 3.  Provide the opportunity to place public art as part of the streetscape as well 
as in public gathering places, gateways and civic spaces in Employment Centers, Town 
Centers, Neighborhood Villages and Commercial Corners. 

Commissioner E. Brockman recalled the example of the artist in the industrial zone.  He posed 
the question of how aggressive the City would be in looking for such opportunities.  Mr. Bunch 
anticipated that if the Commission recommended the related Action Measure Concepts, the 
Arts Commission could advise the City Council if the City needed to provide more of this kind 
of combined housing/work space in industrial districts or in residential accessory structures.  
Mr. Bunch agreed with Commissioner E. Brockman’s suggestion to craft a policy to make art a 
priority, to promote art, and state that the community focus was that art was a part of the 
community identity and barriers should be removed as necessary to promote art.  He reported 
that Toledo, Oregon was an example of a community that had established some basic 
principles related to how art fit into the community.  Commissioner A. Brockman supported that 
because there was something quite different about Lake Oswego and they ought to foster it. 
 
Concepts for Revised Goals and Policies for Education 

Mr. Bunch observed that Lake Oswego had highly educated citizens, it had a great school 
district as well as a lot of private schools and training facilities.  He commented that this 
section had been difficult to work on because there was little in the state statutes about cities 
being involved in education.  He explained that he had looked for what the City could do from 
a land use perspective and suggested the following revised goal: 
 
Provide opportunities for public and private schools, training facilities and related 
activities to locate and expand in Lake Oswego. 

Mr. Bunch advised that some of the proposed policies were well meaning but oriented to the 
public school system and were far afield from the land use perspective.  He suggested making 
them Action Measures.  He also suggested a new policy to have land use regulations that 
recognized the role of schools as public gathering spaces and activity centers.  He explained 
that would mean, for example, that a school could have a community garden.  He suggested a 
policy to have land use regulations that addressed compatibility with residential 
neighborhoods.  He changed proposed Policy 7 regarding coordinating with schools and 
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neighbors to plan for safe and effective transportation access, to Revised Policy 4, which 
called for the Transportation System Plan and Capital Improvement Program to address it. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman was concerned that a French immersion school in a church near 
his residence had not been able to remain there because it could not afford to meet some 
conditions of approval of a conditional use permit.  He felt it was a shame that they were 
forced to move; it illustrated that the City should try to make it easier for private schools or 
education outside of the public school system to occur.  Mr. Bunch advised that the City’s 
priority was to protect the livability of residential neighborhoods and avoid allowing uses that 
created impacts such as traffic problems.  He suggested they could consider having a 
statement that called for actively supporting/promoting educational diversity in the community.  
He planned to do some research.  Mr. Boone confirmed that the intent of the conditional use 
criteria was to protect a neighborhood from impacts like traffic.  He clarified that the 
Development Review Commission (DRC) did not impose conditions of approval just to be 
onerous, it was to mitigate impacts caused by a specific development based on the evidence.  
He cited the US Supreme Court decision in Dolan v. City of Tigard which called for an exaction 
to be roughly proportional to the impacts of the development on the public system. 
 
Commissioner Swinford suggested that the Action Measure calling for the City to meaningfully 
engage its youth in local government could include engaging them to work with the School 
District.  She would have the Action Measures talk about the higher education the community 
offered including the high caliber education at Marylhurst. 
 
Concepts for Revised Goals and Policies for Historic Resources 

Mr. Bunch explained that he had converted two policies to Action Measures.  He explained 
that one was proposed Policy 4 to incorporate a site’s historic elements when City 
redevelopment projects occur.  He advised it could not be implemented unless the site was on 
the Landmark Designation List.  He indicated that the other one was a slight modification of 
Policy 5 regarding protection of archaeological resources.  He explained that the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) directly managed archaeological sites..  He advised that if the City 
identified an archeological site it had to call the state.  Mr. Bunch indicated that many policies 
that had been carried over from the existing Comprehensive Plan were more appropriately 
made into Action Measures.  He noted the City had an active Historic Resources Advisory 
Board and wanted it to continue. 
 
Concepts for Revised Goals and Policies for “The Library” 

Mr. Bunch observed that this was not land use related but the Library facility and its programs 
were beloved and that literary and cultural activities were really important to the community.  
He explained that for those reasons he had tried hard to keep the Library in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  He acknowledged that the goal was  somewhat outside of the land use 
realm, but the revised policies related to the land use aspects of the Library, including location, 
accessibility, and uses.  Mr. Bunch pointed out that one of the Action Measure Concepts was 
to develop and periodically update a Library Facilities Master Plan; he had included that in 
case there was no such master plan now. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman suggested the locational policy should specify, ‘Consider the 
need’ to relocate…  She explained that she was making this suggestion because so many 
people had told her after the last vote related to the Library that they wanted it to stay where it 
was because they thought kids were safer there. 
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Concepts for Revised Goals and Policies for “Parks and Recreation” 

Mr. Bunch explained that he had revised the proposed goal because it read more like an 
Action Measure and that he would make a number of the policies Action Measures and move 
some to other chapters.  He noted that the neighborhood association chairs had asked for new 
Action Measure 4: 

“Involve Lake Oswego area citizens and other interest groups in the planning and 
implementation of park and open space land acquisition, conservation and 
development programs.” 

He recalled that this was a result of a high school getting new lighting, several years ago, that 
impacted the neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman was concerned that there was not enough guidance and 
locational criteria in Policy 4, if, for example, Metro should give the City a million dollars to 
provide parks.  Mr. Bunch agreed and planned to research whether the Parks Plan had 
locational criteria. 
 
Mr. Bunch recommended removing Policy 7 which called for the City to ‘Cooperate with Lake 
Oswego Corporation to protect the aesthetic and recreational qualities of Oswego 
Lake.’  He reasoned that it was a private lake and the city currently cooperated with the Lake 
Oswego Corporation from the municipal side on the water quality aspects of the lake.  He 
advised against mixing that with protecting the recreational qualities of the lake when it was 
not accessible or should not be accessible to the public because of its ownership status.  
Commissioner E. Brockman agreed with his recommendation.  Commissioner Swinford said it 
made sense. 
 
Mr. Bunch proposed to move Policy 10 regarding public access easements to the Willamette 
River Greenway to the Greenway chapter because a very specific state statute addressed 
Greenway boundaries. 
 
Mr. Bunch proposed to remove Policy 11 regarding continuing to provide swimming access at 
the Swim Park because it was a specific facility.  His perspective was that policies should not 
be oriented toward specific facilities.  He thought it was much too detailed to even be an Action 
Measure.  Commissioner Bhutani observed the policy had been deliberated in a public hearing 
with 200 people in the audience.  She indicated she felt it was troublesome that Mr. Bunch 
was moving things around now in such a small forum.  He explained his report was a tool and 
the Commission was not making a decision that evening.  Commissioner Bhutani was 
concerned that the Commission did not have the background information they were 
accustomed to getting prior to making this kind of decision.  She emphasized that without that 
information they did not know why certain policies were made policies and not action 
measures.  Mr. Bunch then agreed to make Policy 11 an Action Measure under Oswego Lake 
so it would not be lost. 
 
COMPLETE NEIGHBORHOODS AND HOUSING 

Comprehensive Plan Analysis Summary Findings Related to Goals and Policy A. 
Housing Location and Quality 

Mr. Bunch explained he wanted to correct an earlier mistake and share an example of how the 
housing policies were being looked at with the City Council and how they might be interpreted 
to have density impacts.  He indicated that the housing section would be discussed at a 
subsequent meeting. 
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The discussion then reverted back to the swim park policy Mr. Bunch had removed and 
subsequently moved to an Action Measure under the Oswego Lake section of Parks.  
Commissioner E. Brockman announced that Commissioner Bhutani’s comments had given 
him a perspective he had not had before, that it was about the amount of work and heart that 
had gone into the public meetings.  He suggested that the Commissioners needed to re-
evaluate how they were approaching this based on that.  He acknowledged that as a brand 
new Commissioner he did not have the background information Commissioner Bhutani was 
referring to which would give him the knowledge base behind the recommendations.  Mr. 
Bunch advised there was a substantial record associated with this and staff could provide it to 
him.  He reiterated that the Commission should consider his report a tool.  Commissioner 
Bhutani expressed concern about whether this document had been constructed with input 
from existing planning staff who could have provided some background.  She recalled that 
there had been a conscious decision at a public hearing to put this policy in two sections. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani then talked about Mr. Bunch’s interpretation of the Planning 
Commission changes related to medium-density housing.  She had understood that the whole 
concept related to medium-density residential zones was based on existing practice and that 
these policies were just clarifying it.  She noted that this section was related to another section 
of the Plan that talked about criteria that had to be met for rezoning and that the criteria was 
very stringent.  She held that in order to understand the intent of the Commission’s changes 
one had to have the background information and had to know that the two sections were 
related in order to interpret it correctly.  She advised that Mr. Bunch’s interpretation of the 
intent was different than a previous Planning staff interpretation.  She asked him to provide the 
Commissioners with the background information.  She reported that she had asked staff for an 
analysis and received it so she knew the Commission intent was not to allow rezoning, but to 
make clearer what factors were considered for a rezone.  She recalled that at that time they 
had been aware of the cross-connection with the criteria under Plan Goal 2.  She said she felt 
Mr. Bunch had interpreted this without context and that was a disservice to three years of work 
by the community.  Commissioner Arthur asked staff to provide the background information 
prior to the public hearing.  Commissioner A. Brockman reasoned that if different people 
interpreted the document differently there was a problem with the language; everyone who 
read it should be able to interpret it the same way.  She suggested that perhaps it needed to 
be worked on so that the intent was clear and whoever read it interpreted it the same way. 
 
Mr. Bunch reiterated his document was intended to be a tool and that it was highly contextual; 
all of the pieces worked together in relationship to land use goals.  His interpretation was 
based on his experience helping write the Goal 2 chapter in 1993 (when they had set up strict 
rezoning criteria); working on the development side of things; and response to concerns they 
had heard from the community.  He recalled that at the CAC meeting Mr. Brennan had asked 
why people who were concerned did not show up to express their feelings.  Mr. Bunch advised 
that when a public process got this far along and there was still acrimony in the community 
then they needed to look at the policies again, interpret them, and come to a common 
agreement.  He reported that the City Council was giving direction to staff to address these 
concerns and it was also considered a significant peace-making effort on their part to try to get 
policy statements and goals that fit. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani agreed that there should be agreement about where they were going 
and what the objective was.  She explained that what they had done, regarding density in the 
Comprehensive Plan housing section, was intended to protect the existing character of the 
neighborhoods.  She stated that the way that intent had been characterized was very different 
from what they had done and it was creating more divisiveness rather than bringing people 
together.  She commented that the Planning Commission’s intent was not to make sweeping 
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changes – it was to reflect existing practices.  She held that Mr. Bunch’s report was creating 
more divisiveness because it was saying that the Comprehensive Plan was promoting density 
in low-density neighborhoods when it really was not and was missing the intent.  Mr. Bunch 
indicated staff could convey that to the City Council.  He indicated Commissioner A. Brockman 
was correct that they had to get to a common interpretation, work through the process, and 
come to agreement.  He stressed his report was a tool and part of a process that was not over 
yet.  Commissioner E. Brockman thanked Mr. Bunch for all of the thought and time he had put 
into it. 
 

7. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

Commissioner Arthur asked the Commissioners to decide on a date for a supper and social 
time at his home sometime in the summer. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

None. 
 

9. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Ms. Andreades distributed an updated schedule and planned to schedule officer elections.  Mr. 
Bunch related that the next CAC meeting was tentatively scheduled on July 25. 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Acting Chair Arthur adjourned the meeting at 10:25 p.m. 
 

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


