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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

Planning Commission Minutes 
Special Meeting 

September 30, 2013 
 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City 
Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 
Chair Gaar advised that the special meeting had been scheduled until 7:30 p.m.  
Commissioner Bhutani indicated that she would be unable to stay beyond that time due to 
prior commitments. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Chair William Gaar, Vice Randy Arthur and Commissioners 
Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman, Puja Bhutani, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford. 
 
Staff present included Scot Siegel, Planning & Building Services Director; Debra Andreades, 
Senior Planner; David Powell; City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Gudman reported that the Comprehensive Plan Update Citizen Advisory Committee 
(CAC) had met and completed their review of Package 2.  He indicated that it was anticipated 
that the CAC would meet again to review the consolidated plan (Packages 1 and 2) in 
December.  He reported that the CAC had questioned why “the City of Lake Oswego” needed 
to be referenced in the plan amendments, because the Plan is not about any other city; they 
agreed that it should be removed. 
 

4. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 

4.1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments/Periodic Review for Package 1: Community Culture, 
Complete Neighborhoods and Housing, Inspiring Spaces and Places, Economic Vitality and 
Connected Community (LU 13‐0010). 

A request from the City of Lake Oswego for text amendments to Lake Oswego 
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies relating to the proposed Community Culture, 
Complete Neighborhoods and Housing, Inspiring Spaces and Places, Economic Vitality and 
Connected Community chapters (Package 1).  The proposal would amend goals and policies 
from the existing Comprehensive Plan, including:  Goal 1, Goal 2.2, Goal 5.8, Goal 8, Goal 9, 
Goal 10, Goal 11.5, Goal 12. The proposed amendments, Housing Needs Analysis, and 
Economic Opportunities Analysis are intended to meet a portion of the City’s Periodic Review 
work program required by the State. Staff coordinator is Scot Siegel, Planning and  
Building Services Director. 
 
This hearing was continued from September 23, 2013, to give the Planning Commission time 
to consider public testimony that had been previously submitted.  The public testimony portion 
of the hearing was closed, no new testimony was accepted. 
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Deliberations 

 
Commissioner Swinford stated that she had reviewed the public testimony and her notes.  She 
recalled that there had been much confusion about Neighborhood Commons, Commercial 
Corners, and Neighborhood Villages.  She expressed concern that if the Neighborhood Village 
was referring to a smaller-scaled, mixed use center that the addition of “Commercial Corners” 
would cause confusion.  She questioned whether “Neighborhood Villages” could be used 
instead and reference to “Commercial Corners” be deleted.  She added that she recognized 
that people were concerned about a business growing and expanding beyond the corner.   
Mr. Siegel explained that Commercial Corners were literally corners, typically one quadrant of 
an intersection and there were only three of them; and that Neighborhood Villages typically 
covered more than one quadrant of an intersection with commercial uses.  Commissioner 
Swinford observed that there was basically one definition being created for two areas. 
 
Chair Gaar observed that the proposed changes were more specific in this instance, breaking 
something out and giving it a specific name; he questioned whether it assisted staff or the city 
in developing code or making land use decisions.  Mr. Siegel explained that the code that 
implements the commercial corner was already in place and from a code standpoint it didn’t 
change anything.  He added that from a planning or rezoning perspective, designating new 
areas in the future, it would help because the concept of a Neighborhood Village was distinctly 
different than a Commercial Corner both in scale and in terms of the potential mix of uses. 
 
Commissioner Swinford concluded that after her conversation with Mr. Siegel, she thought it 
made sense even though it had an extreme limited use and was somewhat confusing. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani recalled that at the time they were doing the Visioning map there were:  
Town Centers, Employment Centers, Neighborhood Villages and Neighborhood Hubs.  She 
noted that there was concern over how to address hubs in the plan.  She recalled that the 
CAC had spent a lot of time on this.  She indicated that the confusion was in the terminology 
and it was the best they could come up with.  She advised that Neighborhood Villages were a 
much larger scale and that Neighborhood Hubs or Commercial Corners were considered the 
gathering places for that neighborhood.  She stated that she believed the concern was creep 
of commercial into neighborhoods of anything other than residential.  She pointed out that this 
concern was addressed by the zoning code. 
 
Commissioner Swinford questioned the need for a definition of neighborhood commons.  She 
indicated that it seemed redundant because if someone wanted to get together then they could 
contact the school and make arrangements to use one of those facilities in the neighborhood. 
 
Chair Gaar commented that he thought it was residual of the plan being paired down to 
address only land use, that it may have been included when the plan was doing more. 
 

Commissioner A. Brockman commented that if there was confusion in understanding 
something, then it needed to be worked on until it could be understood.  Chair Gaar 
questioned why there was a neighborhood commons. 
 
Ms. Andreades recalled that neighborhood commons was called out because it was a place 
where people were already gathering, although they weren’t established.  She observed that 
there was no description or definition of neighborhood commons in the Economic Vitality 
section, but there was in other chapters. 
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Commissioner Bhutani recalled during the visioning process these areas were identified by the 
community or neighborhood as their main gathering spaces (certain schools or parks) and that 
in the future if there were any community activities they would be focused in these areas 
(double purpose).  She clarified that they were not mentioned in this section because they 
didn’t have a commercial aspect to them.  She advised that they were intentionally removed 
from this chapter and left in the Complete Neighborhoods and Housing chapter. She said she 
would be very reluctant to remove them because they were identified through a huge public 
involvement process which included workshops and a visioning process. 
 
Commissioner Prager asked if it was typical to see a Vision Map and Comprehensive Plan 
Map.  Mr. Siegel said it was not unusual, but not typical.  Commissioner Prager asked if the 
Vision Map and Comprehensive Plan Map were tied together very well.  Mr. Siegel said not so 
much because the Visioning Map established the general areas or designations, the text 
translates those into land use categories and the Comprehensive Plan Map delineates them 
through different land use districts; they were connected and it flowed from vision to plan, to 
code, they were not repetitive. 
 
Commissioner Prager expressed concern because it seemed like they were going from a 
Visioning Map to Comprehensive Plan text and the Comprehensive Plan Map was floating. 
 
Mr. Siegel recalled his time on the Commission when they were considering the idea of a 
community visioning process.  He observed that over the years and the way it has unfolded, 
they have arrived at a place where the vision looks a lot like what Lake Oswego already has.  
Mr. Siegel indicated it was really about protecting what they already had and improving on it 
and that was why the Comprehensive Plan Map wasn’t changing as a result. 
 
Commissioner Prager suggested that as they moved forward through the end of the adoption 
process they make sure that the two were linked tightly.  He referred to Palisades 
Neighborhood Village in the middle of the Palisades Neighborhood however it wasn’t obvious 
what it corresponded to.  Chair Gaar advised that it corresponded to the commercial 
development in the area near South Shore and Greentree.  Mr. Siegel added that it included 
Neighborhood Commercial, R-3, R-0 and transitioned out into lower density single-family 
neighborhoods. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman held that the Visioning Map was an important element.  He 
advised that much of public didn’t understand what R-3, R-5, etc. meant.  He said this made it 
easier for the public to relate to and they could look at the Comprehensive Plan Map for more 
detail.  He added that the Visioning Map provided a quick way of seeing what already existed 
when making decisions related to potential development or zoning changes. 
 
Commissioner Swinford proposed that the neighborhood commons definition be changed to 
include any land that was public use. She held that sometimes it was good not to be so 
specific, that in this case examples were not helpful.  She recalled that there was concern of 
commercial uses such as food carts, coffee cart, and farmer’s market intruding into the 
“neighborhood”.  She suggested that each area should be able consider a request for their 
area and either approve or reject. 
 
In response to Chair Gaar, Mr. Siegel indicated if there was a special event where a food cart, 
as an example, was wanted, then the City might require a special event permit, traffic control, 
business licenses, etc.; a temporary commercial use would have to be allowed by the zone; if 
it were a school, the school board would need to approve; it could be an amendment to a 
conditional use permit.  He confirmed that it could open the land use process. 
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Chair Gaar asked, if by allowing these temporary uses, was there a risk of the use becoming 
permanent?  Mr. Siegel observed that with the current draft there were two places where 
Neighborhood Commons was defined, but there were no policies that would allow code 
changes or suggest allowing uses other than what was currently allowed.  He indicated that 
the statements were more aspirational, more about the vision and less about directing code 
changes. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman stated that the real concern was traffic.  She also indicated that 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code needed to conform. 
 
Mr. Powell indicated that he wasn’t clear how the Visioning Map corresponded to the policies 
and the Comprehensive Plan Map. He agreed with Mr. Siegel that reference to the 
Neighborhood Commons appeared to only be in the identification of the vision.  Mr. Siegel 
indicated that it related in every way except for the Neighborhood Commons and Cultural 
Nodes, which was another vision designation not expressed through plan policies or the plan 
map.  He added that the other designation, the town centers, employment centers and 
neighborhood villages were expressed in land use policies that established where different 
types of uses were allowed through code and zoning. 
 
Mr. Powell clarified that it might make sense not to have such a precise definition of a term 
that didn’t apply to a policy or appear on the Comprehensive Plan Map.  He suggested that a 
statement be added, where visioning was discussed, that the Neighborhood Commons were 
not carried through to policy.  Chair Gaar agreed that having an introduction that clarified the 
Visioning Map was background that informed the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur observed substantially similar, but different definitions for neighborhood 
commons in the sections for Complete Neighborhoods and Housing and Inspiring Spaces and 
Places chapters.  Mr. Siegel indicated that definitions needed to be the same regardless of the 
chapter they appeared. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman proposed that the examples of the activities be removed.  
Commissioner Bhutani agreed.  Chair Gaar recalled that the issue that had been identified as 
causing confusion was whether the neighborhood commons were background or part of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  He held that it was critical and needed to be addressed.  He advised 
that if it was background and vision, then it needed to say that, it needed to be clear; clarity 
would avoid disputes and the process of someone exercising discretion.  Chair Gaar 
suggested that staff provide language identifying that it was not part of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
Commissioner Swinford suggested the Vision Map on the City’s website have definitions that 
pop-up when a particular area was selected.  If the definitions were included in the Plan, 
Commissioner Prager asked whether or not the Vision Map was part of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  Chair Gaar believed they informed the Comprehensive Plan, but were not part of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Mr. Siegel responded that he thought the Vision Map should be part of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  He indicated that the current wording of Policy 5 was specific to cultural nodes and 
neighborhood commons; if the definition was made more general and not specific to the two 
areas, then it could apply to any district in any part of the city.  Commissioners indicated that 
was not the direction they wanted to go. 
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Mr. Siegel pointed out that throughout the Comprehensive Plan there was background text 
and policies that referenced specific designations on the Vision Map; the Vision Map should be 
part of the Plan. 
 
Chair Gaar observed consensus to remove the examples from the definition. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman moved to change the definition of neighborhood commons to: 
 
Neighborhood-scale gathering places.  They are centered around parks, schools and other 
public places.  Commissioner Prager seconded the motion. 
 

Discussion 

Vice Chair Authur indicated it was his understanding these were activities that currently 
occurred at these sites and that if the definition didn’t include these activities they would no 
longer be allowed. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman indicated that she was having a difficult time understanding what 
neighborhood commons were.  She was concerned that a small-scale farmers market, 
community gardens, food stands, neighborhood gatherings, coffee carts, they all generated 
traffic and the neighborhoods didn’t want traffic going through their neighborhoods. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani pointed out that there was a zoning code in place that defined where 
certain things could and couldn’t go and a permitting process that would take these concerns 
into consideration.  Commissioner A. Brockman advised that the Comprehensive Plan was a 
guide to the zoning ordinance and you needed to have parameters for the zone. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman said he would not support the language change.  He held that 
removing the examples worked; they still had to submit an application and go through the 
permit process.  Chair Gaar indicated that they would not support the motion because the 
concerns raised by A. Brockman were specifically addressed by the language itself; it said 
neighborhood scale gathering places that allowed for occasional, limited, commercial or 
community activities which support the surrounding neighborhoods.  He held that this limiting 
language was adequate. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman withdrew her motion.  She held that the definitions were needed if 
it was being left as is, because it clarified the intent. 
 
Chair Gaar moved to keep the definition as is, after removing the examples, Commissioner 
Bhutani seconded.  The vote passed 5:2.  Commissioners A. Brockman and Swinford voted 
no. 
 

Housing Location and Criteria Policy A-1 
 
Commissioner Bhutani suggested the following change to A-1: 
 
When reviewing requests for residential zone changes, in addition to applying the criteria 
outlined in the Land Use Planning action area policies, the following locational criteria apply:  
Maintain the following residential land use designations and locational criteria: 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman didn’t understand the change or reason and asked that it be 
changed to read: 
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Maintain the following residential land use designations and when reviewing requests for 
residential zone changes in addition to applying the criteria outlined…, the following locational 
criteria shall apply: 
 
Commissioner Bhutani advised that took them back to their original discussion last time about 
allowing the ability to look at considerations for changing zone or plan designations under Goal 
2, Section 5.  If going in that direction this language would allow it.  Drafted language doesn’t 
allow for consideration of zoning changes or plan designation changes as outlined under Goal 
2, Section 5.  She indicated that the proposed change would allow for that consideration.  
Commissioner A. Brockman observed that it said the same thing:  Maintain the following 
residential designations and locational criteria.  Commissioner Bhutani clarified that the 
original language said:  “in addition to applying the criteria outlined in the Land Use Planning 
action area…”  She explained that it was basically saying those criteria had to comply with the 
locational policies; all high and medium density housing had to stay within existing zones, it 
negated any consideration of plan or zone changes. 
 
Mr. Siegel explained that the policies in this section provided locational criteria for the different 
land use designations and zoning; the Land Use Planning Chapter for Goal 2 supplied the 
criteria for amending the zone in the Plan.  He indicated that the introductory statement under 
A-1 that was proposed to be removed didn’t change how the section would be applied, 
removing it or keeping it in, there were no proposed changes to the locational criteria.  He 
observed that other than tightening up the language he didn’t see how it would change.  
Commissioner Bhutani concluded that if that were the case that as long as there was flexibility 
to consider changes in zoning and plan designations under Goal 2 she was fine with it.  Mr. 
Siegel clarified that the proposed language would not shift the policy; it was still a policy of 
containment. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani observed that there was already a policy under Goal 2 which 
addressed zone changes through neighborhood plans; she questioned why it had been pulled 
out of and added to this section, the flexibility was already under Goal 2.  She explained that 
keeping it in the overall goal and policies implies we value our neighborhood plans, but they 
also must comply with certain criteria as other zoning considerations.  She pointed out that 
some neighborhoods didn’t have neighborhood plans or weren’t organized enough to create 
their own plans and there should be some process for them to have the same opportunities. 
 
Mr. Siegel pointed out that the proposed draft policy for medium density housing in A-1 
provided that possibility through a neighborhood plan; they could come together and decide 
that there were areas that were appropriate to rezone from low density to medium density.  He 
explained that it was in A-1 because under Goal 2 it referred to neighborhood plans, however 
under Goal 2 Land Use Planning, Policy 5 b. stated that:  an applicant demonstrates that the 
proposed zone/plan density change complies with the following criteria. 

1. If property is subject to an adopted neighborhood plan the applicants shall comply with any 
special zone plan/density criteria that may be required by the neighborhood plan. 

 
He explained that the neighborhood plan could have additional criteria or requirements for 
where a zone change would be acceptable.  He noted that under the Housing Chapter, A-1 b. 
it was recommending that as the city applied medium density residential plan designations it 
may do so where neighborhood plans allowed it.  He clarified that the Housing Chapter applied 
the medium density designation, and the Land Use Chapter it looked at any special criteria in 
the neighborhood plan; he explained that there were locational criteria in this chapter and 
procedural requirements in the Land Use Planning chapter; he pointed out that you couldn’t 
get to the Land Use Planning Chapter for a zone change if the locational criteria were not 
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supported.  Mr. Siegel confirmed for Commissioner Bhutani that the intent was to provide 
flexibility and the option for medium density through the neighborhood planning process. 
 
Mr. Siegel confirmed for Chair Gaar and Commissioner Bhutani that the only way to change 
the zone designation from low density to medium density was through a neighborhood plan or 
possibly a density transfer to a different part of the neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman commented that the containment policy was way over done. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani left the meeting at 7:50. 
 

Multi-Modal Mixed Use Area (MMA) 

Commissioner Swinford proposed that the definition be changed to include language that 
made it clear that “local governments” may apply a designation. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman expressed her concern over why an MMA was desired.  She 
explained that one reason was because parking standards could be reduced; however, was 
that something that Lake Oswego wanted.  She observed that it resulted in more congestion in 
the downtown area and cut-through traffic in neighborhoods.  She questioned whether an 
MMA was really needed. 
 
Commission E. Brockman agreed, he didn’t think it was necessary since the development plan 
in Foothills no longer existed. 
 
Mr. Siegel confirmed that the Foothills Framework Plan was adopted concurrently with the 
application of the Multi-Modal Mixed Use Area designation and the plan was predicated with 
having that designation in place.  He clarified that at this time the City Council had not 
repealed the Framework Plan and at it remained as policy. 
 
Chair Gaar held that the MMA provided flexibility and that when an MMA designation was in 
place it didn’t automatically mean that parking would be reduced and congestion would be 
increased. 
 
Commissioner Swinford clarified that after her discussions with staff and the Commission 
regarding the need for an MMA she was suggesting that only the definition be revised at this 
time. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman pointed out that the staff memo provided to the Commission last 
week stated that an area to be designated as an MMA had to meet certain requirements under 
the Transportation Planning Rule which included that parking must be less than other areas. 
 
Mr. Siegel noted that the City’s parking standards already allowed for parking at a lower ratio 
in the downtown area, standards didn’t require lesser quantity of parking, but allowed flexibility 
for lower parking if appropriate. 
 
Chair Gaar observed consensus to add Commissioner Swinford’s language to the MMA 
definition. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman referred to Mr. Ervin’s written testimony and indicated his 
agreement that market conditions needed to be taken into consideration and it shouldn’t be 
strictly controlled by the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Complete Neighborhoods and Housing 
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Commissioner Swinford referred to Goals 2 and 4 and the language, which was taken from the 
State Planning Goals.  She was concerned because it sounded like the City would be required 
to provide housing and how the City would accomplish this. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman advised that the language typically used was “provide opportunity 
for…”. 
 
Chair Gaar observed there was consensus to add this language to both Goals 2 and 4. 
 

Economic Vitality 

Commissioner Swinford suggested that under the Recommended Action Measures, number 8. 
be added:  Encourage private investment. 
 
Chair Gaar observed there was consensus to add number 8. 
 

Recreation 

Commissioner Swinford referred to Commissioner Bhutani’s comment regarding the Lake 
Oswego Swim Park, Policy 11 of Goal 5, Section 7: 

“Work with the Lake Oswego School District to preserve its rights to the existing swimming 
easement in the Lake Grove Swim Park." 

She questioned the need to have this statement since the School District was responsible for 
the Swim Park. 
 
Mr. Siegel explained that this policy had become a Recommended Action Measure in the 
Recreation Chapter. 
 
Chair Gaar left the meeting at 8:12 p.m. and Vice Chair Arthur assumed the role of Chair. 
 

Sustainability 

Commissioner Swinford referred to Goal 7-Sustainability, Policy 3, regarding reducing reliance 
on fossil fuels.  She questioned how the City would accomplish this. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman advised that there were the electric car charging stations, bicycle 
trails and smart cars.  She noted that we should not assume that there would be continued 
dependency on fossil fuels.  Mr. Siegel stated that this was the transportation chapter of the 
plan and there should be a connection with some mode of transportation or some means of 
providing fuel for transportation.  As examples he suggested preferred parking for car pools or 
valet parking, and less idling time.  Vice Chair Arthur suggested the following change for Policy 
3:  “Encourage transportation options and opportunities and ….” 
 
Vice Chair Arthur observed there was consensus to make the suggested change. 
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General Discussion 

Commissioner A. Brockman noted that Carole Ockert, Chair of FAN/FH, had expressed 
concerns regarding commercial corners and neighborhood commons and parking downtown 
and in the neighborhoods.  Ms. Ockert responded to Commissioners’ questions, providing 
clarification on previously submitted testimony.  She indicated that they were concerned about 
closed down schools and how they could be used for temporary businesses.  They were 
concerned that there would not be an opportunity for neighborhoods to discuss temporary 
businesses located in a school that had been closed and that the proposed language was 
encouraging this type of use. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised that because schools were in a public facility zone, currently a business 
could not operate in that zone and the proposed language would not change it.  He clarified 
that the City could consider a change at a future time, but it would require a code amendment 
and public hearing process. 
  
Mr. Powell reminded the Commission that the public hearing record had been closed. 
 
Commissioner Prager questioned whether the City had advertised that public comment would 
be accepted at this evening’s meeting.  Vice Chair Arthur indicated it had not.  Commissioner 
Prager was concerned that people were not aware that comments would be accepted since it 
wasn’t advertised.  Commissioner A. Brockman advised that Ms. Ockert had submitted written 
testimony and that the Commission was asking for clarification on that testimony. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman questioned how the Commission could spend more time 
considering public testimony, especially after receiving testimony at the hearing. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman expressed concern about recommendations from the CAC when 
the public had not been allowed to comment. 
 
Commissioner Prager recalled that when working for the City of Tigard, the Planning staff 
would organize testimony, create a matrix of public comment and provide a staff response.  He 
acknowledged it was labor intensive for staff, but was extremely helpful in aiding their Planning 
Commission to efficiently review testimony. 
 
Mr. Siegel reminded the Commission that this was something they had all inherited, that this 
was the second time the Commission had seen this material and that it had been tentatively 
approved. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur observed that receiving new meeting material late in the afternoon, after 
4:00 p.m. on the day of a Planning Commission meeting, did not allow the Commissioners 
enough time to review it appropriately. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman commented that they had several individuals express concern 
about residential uses in commercial corners.  She advised that it would be pushing residential 
uses into commercial (or at least on ground floors), they needed to maximize land for 
commercial uses.  She also announced that on Saturday at 9:30 a.m. she would be giving a 
45 minute presentation at the Heritage House on how to give testimony at legislative and 
quasi-judicial hearings. 
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Community Culture 

Vice Chair Arthur referred to Recommended Action Measures, Civic Engagement, second 
bullet: 
 
 Holding community meetings on topics of current interest in timely proximity to the topic of 

interest. 

He suggested that it be revised to “in timely proximity…”  Commissioner A. Brockman 
commented that she thought it was referring to geographic proximity.  She suggested “both 
timing and geographic proximity…” 
 
Vice Chair Arthur observed there was consensus. 
 

Vice Chair Arthur suggested the following corrections to various areas of the plan: 
 

 Historic Preservation, Summary of Major Issues, second bullet point; make the following 
correction: 
 
“…that the benefits of demolishing a landmark outweigh weight the benefits of preserving 
it, or where denial…” 
 

 Education, Background; first paragraph.  Vice Chair Arthur observed that five private 
schools were listed, he questioned whether the “Park Academy” should be added since a 
list of schools was being provided. 
 

 In Complete Neighborhoods and Housing under definition for Neighborhood 
Business/Commercial, second line: 

“…Neighborhood Village, Commercial Corner where both commercial or and residential 
uses are allowed…” 
 

 In Inspiring Spaces and Places, under Background, first bullet, language had been added 
regarding Oswego Lake.  He suggested that the eighth bullet (page 41): 

…Lake Oswego’s 22 neighborhoods adjoin and fan-out in all directions from Oswego 
Lake…” 
 
Vice Chair Arthur suggested that these two statements be combined.  There was 
consensus. 
 

 In Inspiring Spaces and Places, Policy 8.  He suggested that the word “protect” at the end 
of the sentence be replaced with “safeguards.” 

 
Vice Chair Arthur moved to recommend preliminary approval by the City Council of Package 1 
as submitted and amended, and the hearing be continued to January 14, 2014 for final 
recommendation of approval on the Consolidated Plan.  Commissioner E. Brockman 
seconded the motion it passed 3:2.  Commissioners A. Brockman and Prager voted against. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman indicated that she voted no because commercial areas needed 
more work, definition and consideration; the residential areas and other parts looked good. 
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Commissioner Prager voted no due to lack of lake policies as drafted; part of the criteria for 
legislative amendments was that they comply with applicable state law; he held that policies 
had been crafted that prevented public access to the lake which he believed was in violation of 
state law.  Vice Chair Arthur noted that this issue was the subject of an ongoing lawsuit. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur commented that there had been significant public input, perhaps not 
exhaustive, over a long period of time, and that taken as a whole the Comprehensive Plan 
updates in Package 1 generally struck a good balance.  He concurred it was not a perfect 
document, but it was a planning document and it would be reviewed and could be revised 
periodically. 
 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Vice Chair Arthur adjourned the meeting at 8:45 p.m. 
 

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


