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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

Planning Commission Minutes 
January 13, 2014 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City 
Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present were Chair William Gaar, Vice Chair Randy Arthur, and Commissioners 
Puja Bhutani, Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Councilor 
Jeff Gudman was also present. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Debra Andreades, 
Senior Planner; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and 
Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Mr. Siegel reported the Council was going to consider the goals proposed by city boards and 
commissions.  The Commissioners were invited to the Council Goal Setting Summit on 
February 11. 
 

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

None. 
 

5. MINUTES 

5.1 November 25, 2013 
 

Chair Gaar moved to approve the Minutes of November 25, 2013, as amended by 
Commissioners Bhutani and A. Brockman.  Vice Chair Arthur seconded the motion and it 
passed 6:0:1.  Commissioner Prager abstained. 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARING 

6.1 Comprehensive Plan Amendments Related to Periodic Review‐Consolidated Package 
(LU 13‐0068) 

A request from the City of Lake Oswego for final review and recommendation from the 
Planning Commission on the updated Comprehensive Plan as preliminarily approved under 
LU 13‐0010 and LU 13‐0045 and consolidated into a newly formatted document. 
 
Chair Gaar opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure.  Vice Chair Arthur disclosed he was of counsel at the law firm, Dunn Carney Allen 
Higgins & Tongue, which might have employees or clients who resided or had business 
dealings in Lake Oswego; he had recently represented clients who were being sued by the 
Lake Oswego School District; his son attended Lake Oswego public school; he was a 
shareholder in the Lake Oswego Corporation; and he had read news accounts about a court 
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ruling in the lake access case.  Commissioner Prager disclosed that he was a plaintiff in a 
lawsuit seeking public access to Oswego Lake.  No one present objected to any 
Commissioner hearing the matter. 
 

Staff Report 

Mr. Siegel reported that this was the consolidated Comprehensive Plan, that it included 
Packages 1 and 2, which the City Council had preliminarily approved and that it also contained 
the background information, updated graphics, exhibits and glossary.  He pointed out a 
second volume of Neighborhood and Special District Plans which were being carried forward 
from the existing Plan without any changes.  He recalled the Commission and the Citizen 
Advisory Committee (CAC) had each requested staff bring back the consolidated plan so they 
could ensure it all hung together.  He indicated that the CAC had recently reviewed the 
consolidated plan along with Metro’s comments about it in Metro’s January 8, 2014, letter and 
the CAC’s comments were detailed in the Staff Memorandum.  Mr. Siegel noted that they 
included incorporating the full text of the Vision Statement and the Vision Map into the 
introduction.  He pointed out that other comments had been submitted by Nancy Gronowski 
and Skip Ormsby that related to the transportation chapter and polices related to climate 
change, off-street parking, solid waste recycling and the urban reserve areas. 
 
Mr. Siegel reported that Metro had commented about compliance with Metro Functional Plan 
Title 7:  Housing.  He explained that the Functional Plan recommended that cities voluntarily 
adopt numerical housing production targets for affordable housing; and, that cities incorporate 
specific policies and action measures to promote housing at the price ranges and rent levels 
identified in the Housing Needs Analysis.  Staff advised that the proposed plan did address 
Metro’s concerns. 
 
Mr. Siegel highlighted some important changes the Council had made to Urbanization and 
Historic Preservation.  He explained that the Council had compared the proposed Urbanization 
policy, which said the City would only extend its Urban Services Boundary (USB) into areas 
that Metro had designated as urban reserves, with the existing policy, which specified a much 
smaller area (a few parcels adjacent to the City limits that were Tier 1 Urban Reserves shown 
on the 1998 Urban Reserves Map).  He clarified that the Council had reinstated the existing 
language.  In addition, he reported that the Council had preliminarily removed two Historic 
Preservation action measures and agreed that Councilor Bowerman should continue to work 
with members of Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB) and others in the community to 
find alternative language.  He indicated that the alternative language was detailed in the Staff 
Report, which recommended incorporating it into the plan.  Mr. Siegel pointed out the staff 
report detailed a small set of recommendations (e.g., definitions) that had been omitted that 
staff wanted to restore.  He noted that staff also planned to correct typographical errors as 
they were identified. 
 

Questions of Staff 

Mr. Siegel clarified that staff had brought the consolidated document back as requested by the 
Commission so they could ensure it was well integrated and worked as a whole.  In response 
to a question from Commissioner A. Brockman, he confirmed that if the Commission wanted 
to, they could comment on the Council’s changes to the plan.  He also explained that language 
that had been removed from Complete Neighborhoods and Housing (Recommended Action 
Measures E and F) and from the Historic Preservation section could be found in the staff 
report.  He also confirmed the CAC recommendations were in the January 10, 2014, staff 
memorandum. 
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Chair Gaar clarified for the record that the Planning Commission had the Comprehensive Plan 
less the Healthy Ecosystems section that dealt with Sensitive Lands.  Mr. Siegel reported that 
the Council had decided to go forward with the Sensitive Lands program and there was now a 
related work plan.  He indicated that staff planned to offer the Commission a process update in 
May.  Mr. Siegel anticipated the Council was going to repeal the existing Comprehensive Plan 
and replace it with the new Comprehensive Plan in February.  He advised that the new plan 
contained the state-required elements; however, Sensitive Lands related updates would be 
adopted into the new Comprehensive Plan after the new plan was adopted.  He stated that 
Goals 5 and 15 as contained in the current Plan would be carried forward in the new Plan.  He 
agreed with Commissioner Bhutani that the Planning Commission would need to look at the 
Comprehensive Plan again when the Healthy Ecosystems chapter and Sensitive Lands 
program changes were adopted to ensure consistency. 
 

Public Testimony 

Dorothy Atwood, White Oaks Drive, Lake Oswego, 97035, spoke on behalf of the 
Comprehensive Plan Update Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC).  She pointed out the 
Commission had the CAC comments on the Council changes.  She reported the CAC had 
unanimously agreed the CAC should volunteer to be the public body to review the Healthy 
Ecosystems section of the Plan.  She noted the CAC’s fourth anniversary was coming up.  
She thanked staff for doing an incredible job on the new Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Ms. Atwood outlined the CAC’s recommendations.  She stated that they recommended 
inserting the Vision Statement and the Vision Map in the introduction to the Plan so they could 
be seen together, and putting the related parts of the Vision at the beginning of each chapter.  
She reported they disagreed with the Council’s decision to remove several references to auto-
dependency in the transportation section and they disagreed with Council’s decision to remove 
the Multi-Modal Mixed Use Area (MMA) designation.  They saw affordable housing as a way to 
attract young families and populate local schools. 
 
Ms. Atwood explained that the CAC would incorporate the Vision Statement and Map into the 
Plan because the vision had been vetted in a very robust public process and so the reader 
could understand the context.  She clarified that they did not want the plan to be viewed as 
anti-automobile; however, as the City moved into the future they wanted to be cognizant of 
mobility issues.  They noted that the City’s youth and its aging population needed alternative 
transportation because many of them were not able to use cars.  They reasoned that young, 
one-car, families would move to Lake Oswego if there was public transit to use to commute to 
Portland.  She cited the example that when youth in Lake Grove wanted to go downtown there 
was no bus transportation.  She noted congestion on Highway 43 was directly related to 
dependency on the automobile.  She reported that the CAC had noted that side benefits of 
reducing that dependency were reducing Greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution and that 
having alternatives would increase flexibility.  She related that the CAC anticipated there would 
be a transition over future years from fossil fuels to electric or other fuels that would not 
degrade the environment.  She reported the CAC had found there would be no benefit to 
removing the MMA designation and that having it would mean the City could directly control 
traffic rather than have to follow Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) rules.  She 
asked the Commission to recommend that the Council adopt the CAC recommendations. 
 

Questions and Comments 

Chair Gaar and Vice Chair Arthur thanked Ms. Atwood for the work she had done on the CAC 
over the years.  Chair Gaar reported that CAC meetings were well attended; they had done a 
lot of hard work; and Councilor Gudman had helped shepherd them through some contentious 
times.  Commissioner Swinford asked who the Planning Commission’s CAC representative 
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was.  Chair Gaar clarified that he officially served on the CAC as the representative to the 
Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB).  Ms. Atwood described the CAC as a diverse 
group with diverse perspectives. 
 
Ms. Atwood was asked to elaborate on why the CAC wanted to keep the MMA designation.  
She indicated she understood from listening to staff that an MMA would allow the City to apply 
for leniency from ODOT rules about aspects such as parking and make its own rules regarding 
how it wanted to deal with the Highway 43 corridor through downtown.  She reported the CAC 
had unanimously agreed the MMA should be reinstated so the City had flexibility.  She advised 
that the Committee had wondered if the MMA existed because of some connection to 
development in the Wizer block or Foothills, but staff had indicated that was not the case.  
Commissioner Prager asked staff if removing the MMA affected the City’s ability to add or 
remove designations in the area in the future.  Mr. Siegel advised State Transportation 
Planning Rule definitions allowed a city to have an MMA.  He explained that it applied when a 
city changed a land use designation in their Comprehensive Plan or a zone to a more 
intensive one that would potentially have a significant negative effect on a state highway.  He 
advised that after removing the MMA there would not be a problem until the City changed 
zoning.  He clarified that it could affect a future plan the City might want to accomplish. 
 
Ms. Andreades confirmed for Commissioner A. Brockman that one criterion for establishing an 
MMA is was reduced parking.  She explained that the only MMA in the City was in downtown.  
Parking in the Downtown Redevelopment District was already reduced compared to the rest of 
the City per the parking modifier in the development code that was applied there that did not 
apply anywhere else.  Chair Gaar noted the MMA would not come into play unless there was a 
zone change.  He pointed out that no zone change was proposed for the Wizer block 
development.  He asked if the MMA would come into play in regard to development in the 
Foothills overlay.  Mr. Siegel advised staff did not have enough information to be able to say 
whether Foothills development would affect it.  He noted the Comprehensive Plan designation 
for the Foothills District and the Community Development Code (CDC) Foothills Mixed-Use 
Code site development standards were already in place.  The zoning could not change until 
there was agreement on a future street network plan and there was a way to pay for it.  He 
indicated that all of that was in the Plan and in the code regardless of whether or not they had 
the MMA designation. 
 
Jim Johnson, Dawn Street, Lake Oswego, 97035, testified that he concurred with all of the 
CAC recommendations.  He reminded the Commissioners that the CAC had a very diverse 
representation.  He related that he had initially not supported creation of the CAC, but his 
opinion changed after he saw how effective it was to bring all aspects of the community into 
the discussion and its recommended solutions.  He urged the Commission to give strong 
consideration to the CAC recommendations and to look at the Metro recommendation related 
to affordable housing and the CAC’s response to it.  He advised that adopting targets might be 
voluntary, but the City was still required to have strategies and measures in place to increase 
affordable housing.  He indicated he did not see anything in the proposed Comprehensive 
Plan that would address that requirement.  He stressed that was one of the most important 
things the CAC was recommending. 
 
Mr. Johnson indicated he supported the CAC recommendation to put the MMA back in.  He 
reasoned that even though the City may not need it at this time, it might need it in the future 
and it should be there when they needed it.  He advised that it would give the City the ability to 
react to situations in the future that might involve the state highway.  He encouraged the 
Commission to recommend that the Council put the MMA back in. 
 



 APPROVED:  02/24/2014 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of January 13, 2014 Page 5 of 19 

Mr. Johnson referred to the concept of reducing dependency on the automobile.  He advised 
that language about “equity” and “equitable choices” in transportation was important and 
should not be deleted.  He recalled Ms. Atwood’s testimony about the need for it.  He 
observed that Lake Oswego was part of the Portland metropolitan region and much of what 
the City did was tied to the larger region.  He advised that choices were going to become 
increasingly more important as they dealt with climate change, growth and the like.  He said he 
supported putting the entire Vision Statement in the Plan.  He noted there had been 
substantial public involvement in the process from early on.  He said the CAC should be proud 
of the Vision Statement because it drove the entire process. 
 
Mr. Johnson advised staff and legal counsel to look into the 1998 Urban Reserves Map 
because it might not be in place.  He recalled the Court of Appeals had sent it back to Metro 
and Metro had then gone to the current urban reserves process, which was also being 
appealed.  He advised that the result might be there would no urban reserves to refer to in the 
Plan. 
 

Questions 

Mr. Johnson was asked for more information about urban reserves.  He reported that the 
Court of Appeals in the Parklane case had sent the urban reserves decision back to Metro in 
1998.  He explained that Metro had chosen not to revisit it, and after years of discussion, 
Metro had decided to just make urban growth boundary amendments one by one instead of 
having designated urban reserves (using the Goal 14 process of prioritizing developed land 
over agricultural land).  He indicated that Metro then started using the current process which 
was being appealed and that the court ruling could come any day now.  He anticipated the 
Court would remand back to Metro again.  He advised it might not be the best idea to refer to 
urban reserves until it was all settled. 
 
Mr. Johnson was asked to explain what “equitable access to travel choices” meant.  He said 
his opinion was it was a Comprehensive Plan policy statement that got to the wide range of all 
classes (economic classes, cultural classes, and the like) having the ability to move around the 
region in a manner not unlike anyone else.  He questioned that the privileged class should 
have a greater ability to move around simply because of economics as opposed to people not 
having the ability to get to certain jobs in parts of the community because they could not get 
there.  He indicated he thought “equity” was about a lot of different issues and that was why 
the word stood out for him.  He held that taking away that language in statements related to 
the automobile was a statement that the community was stuck on the automobile.  He 
indicated that whether people liked it or not Lake Oswego was part of a larger metropolitan 
region. 
 
Dianne Cassidy, Wren Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, related that she had gone to the Oregon 
Department of Transportation website to research what an MMA was.  She read portions of 
the description aloud as follows: 
 

The local government designating an MMA must understand that in return for 
additional flexibility in development that the MMA designation provides there is a 
tradeoff in the amount of automobile congestion and longer travel times that may 
result.  The local government must also understand the development may not be 
business as usual within the MMA as low-intensity and automobile-related types 
of development are no longer permitted in favor of pedestrian-oriented 
development.  While congestion impacts considered through mobility 
performance measures will not be part of the approval criteria for future plan or 
land use regulation amendments in MMA areas, transportation facility providers 
have a responsibility for addressing safety and operation of all of their facilities. 
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MMAs are used where appropriate so that they could be more attractive to 
development as restrictions are lifted. 

 
Ms. Cassidy interpreted ‘flexibility’ to mean that the City was going to allow more dense 
development; it was going to favor pedestrian movements; and it was going to discourage 
automobile uses and even not allow their use in future developments in the area.  She held 
that they could ignore state highway transportation rules and standards intended to control 
congestion, so there would be greater congestion.  She added that some development might 
be disallowed because of the transportation rules.  She said she favored getting rid of the 
MMA designation downtown or anywhere in Lake Oswego because she preferred livability. 
 
Ms. Cassidy questioned the process of allowing another round of hearings after the City 
Council had studied the issues, judiciously considered the words and substance of the 
policies, and voted on the MMA and affordable housing elements.  She believed the City 
Attorney had advised them that another round was not necessary, but staff had advised them 
it was a good idea.  She said she felt this was an end run around the public and around the 
elected officials who were the voice of the public because someone did not like the changes 
the City Council had made.  She said she was extremely disturbed that the process was going 
backwards when the City Council had already voted and made a decision.  She indicated she 
thought the Council had allowed the CAC and Planning Commission to look at the document 
as a courtesy.  She said she was upset that she had to come back to testify and compete 
against others who had been trying to make changes. 
 
Ms. Cassidy explained she had her own opinions about “equitable.”  Her disabled son lived in 
Lake Grove near a bus stop, but that did not benefit him because there were not enough bus 
runs at the right times so he could get to his job on time.  However, she clarified that had 
nothing to do with the fact that she preferred to drive her car.  She held that the two situations 
were mutually exclusive in that she could still have her car and they could have an auto-
dependent community; and, they could be equitable by having the same great bus system 
they used to have.  Ms. Cassidy suggested the Planning Commission should make no other 
recommendation other than to recommend that the CAC recommendations be ignored. 
 

Questions 

Vice Chair Arthur asked Ms. Cassidy to share her thoughts about how the transportation 
system could be more equitable or how the bus system could be improved.  Ms. Cassidy 
noted there were only two mass transit routes in Lake Oswego and there was a timing issue.  
She stated that an example of that was that there had been no connection between Lake 
Grove and the WES station in Tualatin early enough for her son to get to his job in Wilsonville 
on time in the morning.  Her husband had picked him up every day, making them auto-
dependent.  She noted the bus system used to be much better.  She related that she 
understood funds to operate the bus system had been drawn off to pay for light rail.  She said 
she would like to see a bus system that went into neighborhoods were people lived, at the 
right times, to serve the people who wanted to use it.  She observed the terrain constrained 
biking and walking through neighborhoods. 
 
Carolyne Jones, Poplar Way, Lake Oswego, 97034, related that she had lived along Highway 
43 since the 1970s.  Her experience was that highway issues were always the number one 
topic at Glenmorrie Neighborhood Association meetings and they had to deal with ODOT 
several times.  She related that over time she had grown to respect ODOT officials because 
they were genuine authorities on traffic issues.  She found it comforting to have ODOT 
oversight and that the Council had set aside the MMA.  She indicated that to the best of her 
knowledge there was only one area in Lake Oswego an MMA could potentially affect, which 
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was the State Street/A Avenue intersection.  She noted that ODOT did not oversee Boones 
Ferry Road or McVey, so the core issue was the Foothills development.  She said she was a 
little alarmed at the amount of density in the Foothills plan and that it made her glad that 
ODOT would be overseeing and limiting new access to Highway 43.  She pointed out that their 
policy was no new curb cuts (for new driveways) along Highway 43 and she thought that was 
a good idea.  She reported that getting out onto the highway was becoming progressively 
more challenging; a driver had to be really quick and take risks to get onto the highway.  She 
indicated she could not imagine what it would be like after all of the Foothills development.  
She summarized that the Commission should give second thought to having a MMA.  She 
held that the City had an interest in high-density development because it meant more tax 
revenue, but it could also spoil the quality of life for those who used Highway 43 every day. 
 
Ms. Jones opined that the City’s mass transit issues were mostly due to the incompetence of 
TriMet Chief Executive Officers, not highway planning.  She indicated she hoped staff planned 
to incorporate the changes into the plan in a manner that made it a little easier to track.  Mr. 
Siegel explained that any changes the Planning Commission recommended would be 
incorporated into the staff report going forward with the draft consolidated Comprehensive 
Plan.  He advised that they would summarize the input of the CAC, Planning Commission and 
public testimony. 
 

Deliberations 

Chair Gaar closed the public hearing and opened deliberations.  He asked each 
Commissioner to discuss his/her issues so the Commission could list them.  Commissioner 
Prager explained that he just wanted a consistent plan with no conflicts and he did not see any 
conflicts between the two parts.  He indicated that there were aspects he disagreed with but 
he would not reiterate his objections because the City Council had made their decision and 
would probably stick to it.  He asked what would happen if the City removed the MMA it had 
now.  Mr. Siegel advised that the policy had been incorporated into the Plan when the City 
adopted the MMA and there was also a map that identified that area.  He indicated that the 
map was one of the requirements for MMA designation, so if the policy was dropped the map 
would go away as well. 
 
Commissioner Swinford referred to the list of Changes Made to Packages 1 and 2, per City 
Council Resolution.  She noted Community Health & Public Safety, Item 7 outlined that 
Recommended Action Measure (RAM) K - Water, applied to new development and existing 
uses would not be required to remove private wells.  She wanted to know if the City could 
supersede state law and not allow people to use their wells for anything, including irrigation.  
Mr. Boone advised that nothing in current code prohibited the use of wells and state law 
allowed it.  Mr. Siegel noted this was an action measure that was an advisory recommendation 
and the intent was to have fewer wells if public water service was available.  He noted there 
were codes that said if a property had a failing septic system and was within 300 feet of public 
sewer service the owners had to connect to it.  He suggested if the Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) said an area had a ground water issue the City would want that 
to be resolved.  Chair Gaar recalled the discussion had been about a future time when the 
community was built out and that at that time it would be safer if everyone were on the public 
water system.  He advised that the policy was to encourage that, knowing that the City had no 
legal ability to enforce or require it.  Mr. Siegel noted it specified “drinking water.” 
 
Commissioner Swinford advised they needed to be more consistent with the use of asterisks 
to indicate there was a definition.  She noted a particular definition for Affordable Housing had 
been chosen and added to the Glossary:  “Housing where a household spends no more than 
30% of its annual income on housing.”  She related that she had compared that with Metro’s 
letter and she thought the definition meant the City was compliant with the intent of Metro to 
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provide the pathway to having affordable housing.  She wanted it clarified that this was not to 
be confused with Low-Income Housing, which had a different definition.  Mr. Siegel clarified 
this definition was not specific to any class or category of income, it was relative to a particular 
household and did not mean a lot by itself.  He advised that it had to be applied in the context 
of whatever they were talking about:  low, moderate, or very low income, which were terms 
defined by other agencies and the county. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman addressed items raised in testimony.  She said she had no 
problem with including the Vision Statement in the plan.  She explained why she opposed 
including the MMA.  She recalled that the city used to have fabulous bus service at a time 
when most families had one car and youth did not drive cars; at that time the population 
needed bus service and could pay for it.  She observed that today was very different; every 
child she knew who turned 16 got a car and families had two cars.  She did not anticipate that 
Lake Oswego was going to have any better bus service in the foreseeable future given the 
cost and that meant that people were going to drive cars and they were going to want to drive 
downtown and park.  She said there were already places in the City that she would not go to 
because the parking was inadequate.  She advised that merchants would suffer when the City 
started reducing the parking in the central core and the residents would not have the kind of 
convenience they would like to have.  She reported that the [state] administrative rules said 
one of the conditions for having an MMA was reduced parking. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman indicated the Council decision to reduce the urban reserves area 
was a wise decision and pointed out that McVey was the access to the urban reserve area.  
She stated that as development increased traffic the City would have to go to great expense to 
widen McVey.  She thought the City Council had probably deduced that serving a large urban 
reserve area would cost money and generate traffic.  She indicated that she felt there was 
hostility towards the automobile in the plan.  She was not so sure the automobile of tomorrow 
was going to be like the automobile of today as there were going to be alternative fuels to use. 
 
Chair Gaar said having the Vision Statement up front made sense and gave continuity to the 
Plan.  He recalled that at the CAC meeting the group had been asked to think about it as 
allowing the City to have flexibility as it moved forward.  He explained that it might be that cars 
changed as the community changed and he wanted it to have that flexibility in the future.  He 
said if the Planning Commission heard a development proposal that made no sense with 
respect to parking he wanted them to be able to explore all options and to do that the MMA 
would need to stay in place.  He was concerned that the MMA might have been pulled in order 
to keep Foothills from developing.  He indicated he personally thought Foothills should be 
developed.  He commented that at the end of the day the Council would make the decision 
they thought was prudent and he would stand behind them.  However, he would comment and 
he would like the Commission to comment that the MMA should come back in.  He advised 
that it would allow future Councils and future citizens to have the conversation about parking.  
He indicated he supported the CAC recommendation to put RAMs E and F back in.  He 
supported the CAC recommendation to put auto-dependent language back.  He explained that 
he did not think there was there was hostility to the automobile; there was a desire to create a 
community that might have an option to be more mobile on foot, bikes and bus or transit 
system.  He recalled testimony that this was an end run or that there was something other 
than open dialogue in the community.  He noted the CAC was chaired by Councilor Gudman 
who had said “Have another conversation.”  The Commission was making recommendations 
because the City Council had asked for their recommendations.  This was how the community 
deliberated and it was a healthy process that he supported. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani indicated that she was glad to see the full plan and how it came 
together after four years and that staff had done a great job.  She stated that it was very clear 
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and the sections and appendix read well.  She commented that how it came together worked.  
She remarked that because the Commission had looked at all of the policies and voted on 
each of them the City Council probably knew where the Commission and CAC stood when the 
Council had made its decisions.  She appreciated the opportunity to look at it again.  She 
indicated she agreed with the CAC recommendations regarding the City Council’s changes.  
She noted a lot of them had been in the plan that had originally gone to the City Council.  She 
recalled that the Commission had recommended retaining the MMA; recommended that the 
language regarding affordable housing be retained; and recommended retaining the language 
regarding limiting auto-dependence.  She explained there was no hostility to the automobile 
and this was encouraging walkability.  She advised there was a proven trend of young folks 
not using cars and there had been a change in terms of how people were viewing what made 
a good suburb and it was not what existed right now.  She advised that in the planning 
profession there was a concerted effort to create mixed-use developments to create walkability 
and it was not because of hostility towards the automobile but rather a vision for a future which 
allowed one to walk; increased the social aspects of the community; made it more cohesive; 
provided social interaction; had local food access; and provided health benefits.  She indicated 
she thought that what the CAC and the Planning Commission were trying to convey was that 
they needed to have that flexibility; to have that push to allow for these trends to be 
accommodated in a plan that looked ahead 25 years.  She advised that it was not and should 
not be a static document; it should provide that flexibility.  She indicated she felt they had done 
their part in terms of making recommendations to the City Council and this was just going back 
and re-emphasizing that.  She stated that she appreciated the fact that they had been allowed 
to do that. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani recommended acknowledging all of the people who had worked on the 
plan during the four year process, including current and past City Councilors, Commissioners, 
CAC members, members of the public, and staff.  Chair Gaar asked how the others felt about 
that.  Many Commissioners voiced agreement. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani then explained her concern that the diagram of the Kruse Way 
Employment Center on page 68 did not include the Office Commercial (OC) Zone.  She 
recalled the Commissioners had considered it part of the employment center in their 
discussions.  She read aloud the OC Zone purpose statement: “To provide lands for major 
concentrations of regionally oriented offices and employment opportunities for a market area 
larger than the planning area.”  She noted that OC area was included in the Lake Grove Town 
Center on the map on page 72.  She related that she had asked staff about it and heard that 
the town center map showed the Lake Grove Village Center boundaries.  She advised the 
diagrams in the Comprehensive Plan should depict the centers as defined by the 
Comprehensive Plan.  She observed that the Lake Grove Village Center map might include 
parts of those designations, but it was different. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman agreed with Commissioner Bhutani that to apply the policies to 
the land, as one was supposed to do, the OC area belonged in the employment center.  She 
advised that it could be part of the employment center and also within the Lake Grove Village 
Center because the Village Center was about design, not uses.  Commissioner Bhutani then 
recommended that those two maps be corrected. 
 
Mr. Siegel noted there were four areas of OC within the Lake Grove Village Center Plan: 

 A triangular area created by Galewood/Carman/Kruse Way; 
 Property on Kruse Place, north of Kruse Way and adjacent to the WEB property along 

Daniel Way; 
 The Spring Creek office complex east of Boones Ferry Road; 
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 The Hasson Building at the intersection of Mercantile/Boones Ferry Road. 
 
Chair Gaar observed they would be included in an employment center under the 
Comprehensive Plan.  He noted that even though the map showed that kind of development 
close to residential uses, the developer would have to go through many steps to develop there 
according to code and with design review.  He polled the other Commissioners and observed 
that Vice Chair Arthur and Commissioner E. Brockman agreed.  Commissioner Prager said he 
would want to see a staff analysis before he would be comfortable changing the boundaries. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman addressed the comment that the City Council had already voted 
on some things.  He suggested these after-the-fact discussions and recommendations 
provided the City Council with additional insight.  He indicated that he supported the CAC’s 
recommendations.  He recalled mention of trends and it made him realize the plan was not just 
a snapshot of the present, but a plan for a long period of time.  He observed that younger 
people had a different perspective than their parents.  He said an example was that his son 
had tarped his car for a while.  He indicated they should allow flexibility for those new 
perspectives.  He recalled testimony that the reference to the 1998 Urban Reserves was not 
valid.  He recalled that Metro had suggested referring to the 2008 Urban Reserves, but they 
did not yet know what the outcome of the appeal would be.  He said he supported all of the 
other Metro recommendations.  He reasoned that based on his experience with Metro, he 
thought if that agency was making recommendations there were probably good reasons for 
them. 
 
Mr. Boone related that Mr. Siegel had asked him to take a look at the issue of urban reserves 
and that he planned to discuss that with the City Attorney.  He advised that the City Charter 
described an area of land where voter approval of annexations was required because there 
were concerns about allowing it to be developed.  He explained that whether or not a court 
overturned Metro’s determination of urban reserves it would not change what the Charter 
described.  Mr. Siegel pointed out that the pending urban reserves areas were described in the 
proposed plan’s narrative and background sections.  He explained that because it recognized 
those areas for future planning they were acknowledging their charter provision and 
acknowledging the current state of affairs. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman indicated he favored the Metro recommendation to refer to the 
2008 urban reserves.  He added that a good point had been raised regarding what they were 
going to do with McVey. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur indicated that he had found this version of the Plan was generally well 
integrated and balanced the interests and objectives in the community.  He stated that it was a 
good product and he appreciated everyone’s work on it. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur referred to the following statements in the Preface. 

The Council also desired that the Plan address changes in state land use laws 
and administrative rules.  Another goal was to make the plan clearer and “user 
friendly” for all those who refer to it, citizens, city staff and officials, developers 
and other agencies and jurisdictions. 
 
The City Council also wanted to understand changes to the 1994 Plan and avoid 
policies that might obligate the City to future actions that would have budgetary 
impacts. 
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Vice Chair Arthur suggested modifying the first statement to expand on ‘all those who refer to 
it’ by adding “decision makers, stakeholders, neighborhood and community groups” and by 
ending “as well as agencies and jurisdictions.”  He recalled the City Council motion was about 
unintended budgetary impacts so he would add “unintended” to the second statement.  Mr. 
Siegel indicated he believed that was consistent with the City Council motion.  Vice Chair 
Arthur suggested mentioning that the City had won a national award for their outreach video.  
Chair Gaar observed that the Commissioners supported those changes. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur indicated he appreciated that the following statement was in the ‘About the 
Comprehensive Plan’ section (page 11) because the Commission had discussed it. 

Where a conflict occurs between the Vision Map and the Comprehensive Plan 
Map, the Comprehensive Plan Map shall prevail. 
 

Vice Chair Arthur noted the staff memorandum reported how the special work group would 
revise and clarify Historic Preservation RAM A as follows: 

Revise and clarify RAM ‘A’:  “Promote the conservation of historic resources by 
providing education about measures such as adaptive reuse, maintenance 
strategies, deconstruction techniques, financial incentives for preservation of 
historic and older buildings, reinvestment in historic neighborhoods and buildings, 
and maintenance and rehabilitation of older homes.” deconstruction, 
and incentives for historic preservation” The CAC concurs with this change. 

 
Vice Chair Arthur related that after watching the recent City Council deliberations on the 
Carman House he would add providing education about “offsite preservation of historic 
structures through relocation.”  He recalled it had come up in the discussion.  He agreed staff 
could work to make the lengthy sentence more readable.  Mr. Siegel clarified these 
suggestions would be summarized in a document listing recommendations from the Planning 
Commission.  Staff would not be re-writing the plan. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur referred to the following Recreation action measure and suggested it should 
specify “appropriately regulated” swimming access. 

RAM P:  Continue to provide swimming access on Oswego Lake through the 
City’s Swim Park and through coordination with the Lake Oswego School District 
to preserve the Lake Grove Swim Park. 

 
Vice Chair Arthur recalled reading signs at those two parks that specified they were for 
residents of Lake Oswego and there were certain hours and aquatic uses.  He noted the Lake 
Grove Swim Park was restricted to the school district.  He explained what he proposed was 
clarifying language.  Commissioner E. Brockman indicated he was not sure the proposed 
language clarified who was regulating.  Vice Chair Arthur suggested it was whoever would be 
providing the swimming access under the laws, deeds, etc.  Mr. Boone noted the RAM said 
‘continue to provide’ which meant continuing to provide the existing level of access, not 
expanding or contracting it.  Commissioner A. Brockman suggested the language could 
indicate they would continue to provide the present level of services.  Vice Chair Arthur 
explained his language was more flexible.  Commissioner E. Brockman supported the 
proposed change.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated she was fine with it the way it was.  Chair 
Gaar indicated he would support the change but did have strong feelings about it.  
Commissioner A. Brockman indicated she was fine with it.  Commissioner Swinford asked staff 
to take a look at it.  Commissioner Prager explained he did not support the change because 
they had not said that for any of the other recreation policies.  Chair Gaar announced he did 
not see consensus on this. 
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Vice Chair Arthur referred to the Complete Neighborhoods and Housing Chapter and the 
former RAMS E and F that the City Council had decided to remove.  He asked the 
Commissioners to consider whether they should be removed.  He pointed out that the CAC did 
not concur with removing them and Metro had commented that removing them was not 
consistent with Title 7, Housing Choice, of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.  
Mr. Siegel read the removed RAMS aloud as follows: 
 

Former RAM E:  Develop strategies to facilitate affordable/workforce housing as 
part of future Lake Oswego urban renewal agency redevelopment projects. 

Former RAM F:  Work with Clackamas County Housing Authority, private 
developers, nonprofit organizations, the state and others to advance the 
retention, funding and development of affordable/workforce housing in Lake 
Oswego. 

 
Vice Chair Arthur asked staff if there was any middle ground.  Mr. Siegel observed that Metro’s 
comments spoke to retention of affordable housing.  He recalled there was language in the 
proposed plan that addressed retention or reuse under Housing Choice and Affordability as 
well as RAMS B and I as follows: 
 

B-1:  Provide and maintain zoning and development regulations that allow the 
opportunity to develop an adequate supply and variety of housing types, and that 
accommodate the needs of existing and future Lake Oswego residents. 

B-2:  Provide and maintain land use regulations that allow secondary (accessory) 
dwelling units, subject to standards that ensure compatibility with existing 
residences and residences on adjoining lots. 

B-3 Provide and maintain land use regulations and standards consistent with 
state law that allow opportunities for siting of special needs housing in all zones 
where residential uses are allowed. 
 
RAM B:  Encourage the remodeling, restoration, and reuse of existing housing as 
an alternative to tearing down functional buildings. 

RAM I:  Encourage innovation in development of housing types, financing, and 
use of construction methods and materials to reduce costs and increase housing 
availability. 

 
Mr. Siegel noted a number of other action measures talked about coordinating and working 
with affordable housing providers and the Clackamas County Housing Authority, so the plan 
came at it from several different angles. 
 
Chair Gaar recalled the CAC was concerned that action measures did not have the same 
strengths as policies; the CAC had been focused on strategies, as Mr. Johnson had 
discussed; and the CAC wanted to bring the concept closer to the forefront as put forth by the 
50+ group.  Mr. Siegel clarified that the two items removed by City Council were action 
measures, not policies. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur then suggested a recommended action measure that would say something 
like:  “Study and establish goals for affordable/workforce housing projects in coordination with 
Clackamas County Housing Authority, private developers, nonprofit organizations, and other 
interested parties.”  Commissioner A. Brockman observed that would cost money.  She 
advised one of the ways to have affordable housing was to stop tearing it down.  She noted 
that a lot of affordable housing had been torn down to build “McMansions” on those properties.  
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Vice Chair Arthur clarified that he was not suggesting that the City pay for affordable/workforce 
housing.  He was trying to reach some accommodation.  Chair Gaar recalled former RAM E 
was more focused on strategies and could be the middle ground Vice Chair Arthur was looking 
for.  Mr. Siegel clarified RAM E was specific to urban renewal agency redevelopment projects, 
and RAM F was about working with other agencies for retention, funding and development.  
He noted that RAM F could be interpreted in a lot of different ways. 
 
Commissioner Swinford related that she supported the changes the City Council had made (as 
reported in the January 3 staff report).  She explained she thought the City Council had more 
information and better reasons when they made them.  She indicated she thought it would be 
okay to delete the former RAM that was very specific to urban renewal.  She observed that it 
was honed very tightly and sometimes “less was more.”  She commented that might have 
been where the City Council was coming from.  She noted the language in RAM E of the 
proposed plan was very similar to that of former RAM F; however, it was a little more generic.  
She pointed out that, as an example, it said ‘support’ instead of ‘work with’ and it was about 
supporting efforts to preserve housing (as contrasted with building it). 

Proposed RAM E:  Support the Clackamas County Housing Authority (CCHA), 
private developers, nonprofit organizations, property owners, financial 
institutions, and others, in efforts to preserve affordable and special needs 
housing. 

 
Vice Chair Arthur indicated that he understood her point on that and perhaps RAM E did 
adequately address it.  He would expand ‘preserve affordable and special needs housing’ to 
“preserve affordable, workforce and special needs housing.” 
 
Vice Chair Arthur then referred the Commissioners to Connected Community Goal 3 – 
Accessibility, Policy D-5.  He noted that the January 10 staff memorandum showed the 
Council Change and the CAC response: 

13.  Page 115, Policy D‐5 (formerly Goal 4, Policy 5) Revised policy:  “Develop a 
coordinated transportation system that is barrier‐free (accessible), provides for 
affordable and equitable access to travel choices, and serves the needs of 
people and businesses.”  The CAC had concerns with this change but 
concurred. 

 
Vice Chair Arthur said he had struggled with what ‘equitable access to travel choices’ really 
meant and he appreciated Mr. Johnson’s and others’ testimony about that.  He also referred to 
the Metro letter (Exhibit F-5).  He said he thought transportation options should be listed in this 
policy.  He advised that a barrier free, accessible transportation system serving the needs of 
people and businesses was a component, but providing transportation choices was another 
important component.  He suggested modifying this policy to say, “Develop a coordinated 
transportation system that is barrier‐free (accessible), provides for affordable and equitable 
access to travel transportation choices, and serves the needs of people and businesses.”  He 
said he might put ‘provides for affordable and equitable access to travel choices’ in a separate 
policy if it was to be added at all, and he would word it differently.  Commissioner A. Brockman 
suggested adding a second sentence that defined Transportation System as it was defined in 
state land use goals and went on to clarify that “Transportation System includes all 
transportation choices, including…” (insert a list of all of them). 
 
Commissioner Swinford pointed out there was a definition for Transportation System Plan: 
 

Transportation System Plan (TSP): A plan for one or more transportation 
facilities that are planned, developed, operated and maintained in a coordinated 



 APPROVED:  02/24/2014 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of January 13, 2014 Page 14 of 19 

manner to supply continuity of movement between modes, within and between 
geographical areas and jurisdictions. 

 
Commissioner A. Brockman suggested adding the definition, “Transportation System” in that 
section.  Mr. Siegel indicated staff could develop a definition for all interests and modes and 
list what they were.  Commissioners A. Brockman, E. Brockman, Swinford, Vice Chair Arthur 
and Chair Gaar each voiced her/his agreement. 
 

Comments by Councilor Gudman 

Councilor Gudman related that after the Mayor asked him to chair the CAC about a year ago 
his singular goal had been to bridge the gap – perceived or real – on the views of the change 
in direction that had happened in early 2013, however long and messy it would be, while at the 
same time recognizing that everyone desired to have the process come to a conclusion 
sooner rather than later.  He had looked at the consolidated version of the updated 
Comprehensive Plan last week.  He said it was remarkable how few differences remained and 
that was a testament to the members of the CAC, the Planning Commission, his colleagues on 
the City Council, every person who had offered comment throughout the entire process, and to 
Mr. Siegel and his team.  He indicated he thought they should all be thanked.  He referred to 
the January 10 staff memorandum which identified all of the changes the City Council had 
made and the CAC’s comments regarding the Council changes and the Metro letter.  He noted 
the CAC had agreed to about 30 of the approximately 45 Council changes and that spoke to 
the abilities of everyone to come together.  He asked staff to specify what aspects the City 
Council, the CAC and the Planning Commission were in complete agreement about and what 
the Council, the Committee and the Commission did not concur on when the final plan was 
forwarded to the Council, so the Councilors would know where there was potential 
disagreement.  He thanked everyone who had been involved in the process. 
 

Planning Commission Action 

Chair Gaar referred to his notes, which listed things the Commissioners had consensus about: 

 The Vision should be at the front of the Comprehensive Plan;  
 The Acknowledgement section should list all of the people who had participated from 

the start of the process. 
 He noted all but Commissioner Prager had voted for Commissioner Bhutani’s 

suggested map change (a 6:1 vote) so the Commission was going to recommend that 
change. 

 
Commissioner A. Brockman noted the Commissioners had also agreed to changes suggested 
by Vice Chair Arthur. 
 
Mr. Siegel asked for confirmation that the map change was to include the OC designated 
areas adjacent to the employment center currently shown along Kruse Way; and, that those 
areas would be included in the Employment Center even though they would then be in both 
the Employment Center and the Lake Grove Town Center.  Chair Gaar confirmed that.  
Commissioner Bhutani clarified that OC was part of the Employment Center and a part of the 
Lake Grove Village Plan boundary; it was not a part of the town center designation as defined 
in the Comprehensive Plan.  She noted the Lake Grove Village Center Plan map included 
town center designations, employment designations, and medium- and high-density residential 
designations. 
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MOTION 

Chair Gaar moved to recommend that the City Council adopt consolidated Comprehensive 
Plan (LU 13-0068) with the changes the Commissioners had agreed to by consensus (related 
to moving the Vision Statement to the front; an expanded Acknowledgment section; 
employment district boundary corrections on the map (approved 6:1); and the page-by-page 
edits Vice Chair Arthur had suggested); and with the changes recommended by the CAC 
when they concurred or did not concur (including the CAC’s recommendations related to Metro 
comments).  Commissioner E. Brockman seconded the motion and discussion followed. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani recalled that they had also asked the City Council to look at language 
that provided greater flexibility in terms of housing, but that was not addressed in this packet.  
Chair Gaar recalled the Commission had forwarded that recommendation to the City Council 
before the Council made their decisions about changes.  He stated that the Council then sent 
the document to the CAC to discuss without incorporating that change.  Commissioner Bhutani 
indicated that the absence of language regarding housing flexibility should be considered part 
of the City Council amendments to the packet. 
 
The Commission recessed for a few minutes and then reconvened. 
 
Chair Gaar observed one result of his motion would be that the MMA would be back in the 
Plan because the CAC recommended that.  He noted there had been no Commission 
consensus on that.  He pointed out that another result of his motion would be to put back the 
transportation system emphasis on opportunities for other options besides automobiles. 
 
Commissioner Swinford indicated that overall, she tended to agree more with the City 
Council’s changes than the CAC recommendations.  She preferred to consider areas where 
they deviated separately rather than take the all-or-nothing approach of adopting the CAC 
positions.  Commissioner A. Brockman indicated she would let the CAC recommendations 
stand alone and go forward alone, without any comment from the Commission.  Commissioner 
Bhutani observed there were different opinions about certain items and asked if those could be 
taken out and voted on separately.  Commissioner E. Brockman indicated he still supported 
the motion because the vote would be simply regarding whether the Commissioners agreed 
with what the CAC recommended or not.  Vice Chair Arthur noted the Commissioners had not 
gone through the CAC recommendations line by line or page by page and taken a position on 
each one to find consensus.  Chair Gaar explained he had been looking for a way to move 
forward and was using the CAC recommendations as a vehicle.  The vote was conducted 
and the motion failed 4:3.  Commissioners A. Brockman, Prager and Swinford and Vice 
Chair Arthur voted no.  Commissioners E. Brockman and Bhutani and Chair Gaar voted yes. 
 
MOTION 

Commissioner A. Brockman moved to recommend adoption of the consolidated 
Comprehensive Plan (LU 13-0068) as formatted, because the two parts worked together and 
were not in conflict, and with the changes the Commissioners had discussed and reached 
consensus on that evening.  Commissioner Swinford seconded the motion.  Discussion 
followed. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani explained that what she liked about the CAC recommendation was that 
it addressed what was in the staff report in terms of changes made by Council and went item 
by item concurring or making recommendations.  She said in terms of making a motion to 
recommend only those items where there was consensus, it did not cover everything in the 
report and there were other issues she agreed with.  She understood that there might be items 
other commissioners didn’t agree with.  She asked if they could pull out the parts where there 
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was not consensus and then vote.  Commissioner A. Brockman suggested letting the CAC 
recommendations go forward on their own with no recommendation on them.  She related she 
felt the process of changing the proposed plan after the City Council had voted on the changes 
was very disconcerting.  She agreed with Commissioner E. Brockman’s perspective that the 
main purpose of the Planning Commission review was to ensure the consolidation of the two 
packages worked and that this vote was on the plan with the changes the City Council had 
made and with the things the Commissioners had reached consensus on.  Commissioner 
Swinford observed that what was really left were a few key points where there was not 
consensus and she questioned if those would be addressed with the City Council when they 
had already made a decision.  Chair Gaar commented that in his opinion they would. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur appreciated the approach under the current motion.  He indicated that the 
Commission had reviewed the Consolidated Comprehensive Plan that reflected the City 
Council revisions and the Commission had made comments on important issues and reached 
consensus on some of those; it made sense to proceed and adopt those in a recommendation 
to the City Council.  He suggested that the CAC comments be addressed individually since the 
Commission had not discussed them during deliberation. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman held that they should put some emphasis on the 
recommendations from Metro and look at them separately from the CAC.  Chair Gaar advised 
that the current motion would allow that. 
 
Chair Gaar clarified for Commissioner Bhutani that the motion was to approve the plan as 
written with changes by Council and with those items where there was consensus by the 
Commission.  Afterwards, the Commissioner would have the opportunity to raise individual 
motions for recommendations.  Commissioner Bhutani was concerned because she had voted 
no on Package 2 based on a larger issue of process.  Chair Gaar said she would be able to 
raise that issue.  Commissioner A. Brockman advised that what they were approving and 
finding was what they were being asked to do, did the two parts go together cohesively and 
were there conflicts.  She clarified that they were not making a recommendation on the 
substance of the plan.  She indicated that she had voted no earlier, but she would vote yes on 
this because the two documents did go together and worked smoothly.  Commissioner Bhutani 
stated that was what she would like the motion to be. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman rephrased the motion. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman moved that the there were two parts to the motion:  the first part 
was that the Planning Commission finds that the two pieces of the plan work together and 
there were no conflicts except those where there was consensus. 
 
The second part would be specific motions brought to the table with individual 
recommendations by Commissioners.  Commissioner Swinford seconded the motion. 
 
The vote was conducted and the motion passed 7:0. 
 
MOTION 

Chair Gaar moved to recommend that the City Council reincorporate the former Connected 
Community, Goal 6, Policy 8 designating downtown and Foothills District as a Multi-Modal 
Area (MMA), and also add back the related definition.  Commissioner E. Brockman seconded 
the motion.  Discussion followed. 
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Former Policy 8.  The downtown center and the Foothills District shall be 
considered a Multi-Modal Mixed-use Area (MMA) for purposes of applying the 
requirements of the State Transportation Planning Rule. 
 

Mr. Siegel read the above former policy aloud and advised there was an existing figure that 
could be incorporated to depict it.  Vice Chair Arthur asked Mr. Siegel what the implications of 
removing or keeping the MMA were.  Mr. Siegel advised it would have no immediate effect on 
the City’s acknowledged Comprehensive Plan land use designations and zoning map.  He 
explained that the MMA had been designated when the Foothills Mixed-Use Designation was 
adopted and that code was in place.  He indicated that it would have an effect if someone 
applied for a zone change and Comprehensive Plan amendment that would have a significant 
effect on the state highway that ODOT applied the Transportation Planning Rule.  He clarified 
that not having the MMA at that time would mean the City would be required to demonstrate 
once again that it met the criteria for an MMA; otherwise, that tool would not be available to 
the City. 

Commissioner Swinford indicated that she would not feel comfortable recommending changing 
the City Council’s decision to take the MMA out because the Council had heard a lot of 
testimony about it.  She advised that unless the Commission took the necessary amount of 
time to thoroughly research and consider it, that it be left alone.  Chair Gaar responded that he 
had taken the time to look at it; they had heard testimony from folks who understood the issue; 
the MMA was an opportunity, but not necessarily something that had to be used; there was a 
policy issue related to whether or not the City was going to cede authority to the state (ODOT) 
or keep it for its elected council; and if the City pulled the designation it would not be simple to 
put it back on.  He advised that there might be concerns about how it affected parking, but it 
offered flexibility to future City Councils.  He personally felt this was about Foothills, which 
might be one of the reasons the City Council removed the MMA.  He remarked that a 
Commission vote [to keep it] probably would not make any difference, but he wanted the 
record to be clear where he stood on the recommendation. 
 
Commissioner Swinford asked if the MMA had had any impact on what had been going on 
downtown in the past 12 months.  Mr. Siegel reported it had not had any impact that he was 
aware of in terms of land use decisions or zoning.  Commissioner A. Brockman indicated she 
had read the administrative rule, which said one of the conditions for having an MMA was to 
reduce the parking and that conflicted with the City’s economic development goals.  She 
advised that the function of the downtown business area was dependent on people going 
downtown and having a place to park.  She knew of places downtown where potential patrons 
were not going to find parking much of the time and would go someplace else where there was 
parking.  Mr. Siegel advised the MMA did not require the City to reduce its parking standards.  
The city had already met the criteria with the parking standards it had in place because 
parking downtown was less than elsewhere in the City.  Commissioner A. Brockman 
anticipated a backlash was coming related to the adequacy of parking downtown.  She 
advised that downtown was low on parking compared to what was recommended by traffic 
engineers.  She stated that because she was interested in a viable downtown for everybody 
she was going to vote no. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur asked Mr. Siegel if he could shed any additional light on why the City 
Council had made the decision to take the MMA out of the Comprehensive Plan and if it had 
affected development decisions.  Mr. Siegel reported the Council had not received any 
testimony in support of it; however, there was testimony from individuals asking that it be 
removed because of concerns about parking and traffic congestion.  He said the premise of an 
MMA was that ODOT would accept lower travel speeds along the state highway and that 
concerned people, even though there were benefits to traffic calming in an area where people 
were walking.  Mr. Boone clarified the MMA was not applied to ministerial or minor 
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development permits.  He advised that it could apply to major development conditional use 
permits, but the downtown zone was so open as far as what kinds of uses were permitted 
there, it would not likely apply.  He clarified that the issue had not come up yet, but it would 
come up if there was an application for a rezone. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani advised that reduced parking helped small shops that could not afford 
to provide parking.  She commented that shared parking and creative ways of providing 
parking actually encouraged economic vitality.  She also commented that it was to the City’s 
advantage to have local control. 
 
The vote was conducted and the motion passed 5:2.  Commissioners Bhutani, E. 
Brockman, Prager and Vice Chair Arthur and Chair Gaar voted yes.  Commissioners A. 
Brockman and Swinford voted no. 
 
MOTION 

Commissioner E. Brockman moved to support all of the Metro suggestions [in the Metro letter 
in Exhibit F-5] with the exception of the last one [related to Urbanization Policy A-1 regarding 
urban reserves].  Chair Gaar seconded the motion.  Discussion followed. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman indicated she thought the City Charter controlled.  Commissioner 
Swinford questioned approving or denying something presented in a letter in an exhibit.  She 
asked for staff’s perspective on Metro’s comment that removing Complete Neighborhoods & 
Housing RAMs E and F would not be consistent with Title 7, Housing Choice, of the Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan.  Mr. Siegel advised the first comment urging the City to 
establish numerical targets for the production of affordable housing was voluntary.  
Commissioner Swinford asked if accepting Metro’s suggestions meant the City had to 
establish targets.  Chair Gaar clarified that the result of passing the motion would be to follow 
Metro’s suggestion and put Recommended Action Measures E and F back in the plan.  He 
pointed out that these RAMs encouraged the City to set targets for affordable/workforce 
housing but they did not require it. 
 
Commissioner Swinford indicated she was not comfortable voting on all-or-nothing acceptance 
of the Metro letter.  Commissioner A. Brockman indicated that although the City had to comply 
with Metro requirements, she was reluctant to give blanket approval to Metro’s letter as they 
had no idea how the Metro suggestions would affect specific policies.  She advised that was 
something staff and legal counsel needed to look at.  Vice Chair Arthur suggested if they were 
uncomfortable voting on the whole letter they could address Metro’s suggestions one by one.  
Chair Gaar indicated that the Commissioners should be comfortable that the CAC was there to 
advise them.  He noted that the CAC had done the homework and looked at each one and 
then recommended following all of the Metro recommendations.  He indicated that he was 
comfortable with the CAC recommendations. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani suggested that if Commissioners were not comfortable approving what 
was in the Metro letter they could approve the related CAC recommendations shown in the 
staff memorandum.  Mr. Siegel clarified that the CAC did not concur with all of Metro’s 
recommendations.  He reported that they had considered the revisions to the solid waste 
section of the plan that Metro commented on and found that the plan contained sufficient 
policy direction in that area.  He pointed out that the CAC concurred with the language on the 
urban reserves that the City Council directed to be included in the plan and not with the Metro 
recommendation to broaden urban reserves.  Mr. Siegel and Mr. Boone advised it would not 
make much difference whether or not the City adopted Metro’s suggestion to change 
Connected Community parking-related Policy F-6 because the city code already allowed 
shared parking and was implementing it.  They clarified that Metro and the City were not using 
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the term ‘onsite’ in the same way.  They explained that the way the City defined it (which 
included an easement area) accomplished the flexibility Metro was looking for so that 
developers could determine whether the best location for the parking was onsite or in an 
adjacent parking lot or structure.  Mr. Boone confirmed the City code allowed someone with a 
perpetual right to use an onsite area to share it with someone else.  Commissioner E. 
Brockman then withdrew his motion. 
 
At 10:05 p.m. Chair Gaar recalled the Commissioners had discussed re-incorporating RAMs E 
and F, but there had not been a consensus.  He suggested they continue the hearing and 
meanwhile each Commissioner could study and think about what other motions he/she wanted 
to make. 
 
MOTION 

Commissioner A. Brockman moved to continue LU 13-0068 to January 27, 2014, 6:00 p.m.  
Chair Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 7:0. 
 
Staff agreed to provide the Commissioners with a summary of what they had agreed to 
recommend at this meeting before the January 27 meeting. 
 

7. WORK SESSION 

7.1 Clear and Objective Standards (PP 12‐0007) 

Review the two‐track review process for needed housing. 
 
This item was carried over. 
 

8. COMMISSIONFOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

None. 
 

9. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Mr. Siegel reported that the City Council was scheduled to vote on the Comprehensive Plan 
on February 18, 2014. 
 

10. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

None. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 10:15 p.m. 
 

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


