
 
 
 
Comprehensive Plan July 25, 2013 
Citizen Advisory Committee   Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue 
Meeting #39 4:00 pm – 6:00 pm 
 
PLEASE NOTE THIS SUMMARY IS NOT A WORD FOR WORD DOCUMENTATION OF ALL 
INFORMATION PRESENTED AT THE MEETING.  TO SEE THE INFORMATION PRESENTED AND 
DISCUSSED PLEASE REFER TO THE MEETING MATERIALS ON THE CITY’S MEETING WEB 
PAGE: https://www.ci.oswego.or.us/planning/comprehensive-plan-update-citizen-advisory-committee-
cac-meeting-11   
NOTE: PAST MEETING DOCUMENTS CAN ALSO BE FOUND ON THE CAC WEBSITE:  

Members in attendance: Jeff Gudman (Chair), Dorothy Atwood, Tom Brennan, Christopher Clee, 
Doug Cushing, Tom Fahey, Nancy Gronowski, Liz Hartman, and Lynda O’Neill 

http://welovelakeoswego.com/citizen-committees/cac-meetings/ 

Members not in attendance:  Jim Johnson (Vice Chair), Michelle Alexander, Bill Gaar, Bob 
Needham, Teri Oelrich and David White 
Staff in attendance:  Scot Siegel, Debra Andreades and Andrea Christenson  
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
CAC COMMENTS 
None. 
REGULAR BUSINESS 
• Agenda Review & Announcements 

Councilor Gudman introduced Scot Siegel, the new Director of Planning and Building Services. CAC 
members were asked to review the June 13 and June 20 meeting summaries and send comments to 
staff. Copies of the most recent draft Comprehensive Plan schedule were distributed. The CAC 
wanted to know if they would see the final version of the draft Comprehensive Plan with all of the 
changes that had been made to date before it went to the Planning Commission. Councilor Gudman 
confirmed they would. Mr. Siegel clarified that Ron Bunch’s report was not another draft Plan but an 
analysis of the draft Plan chapters that had been developed to date. He confirmed that a report on 
citizen involvement would be in the record as part of the findings. That report had not been produced 
yet. 
 
Mr. Clee asked where the institutional memory was now that a lot of staff was gone. Councilor 
Gudman related they had extensive written notes, the audio record, and when a question came up 
related to a specific area there were people available by phone or email to explain exactly what was 
meant. Mr. ______ indicated he was very concerned about the recent radical departure in direction 
and format of the Plan and how the five sections that had already received preliminary approval by the 
City Council would look after they were revised. Mr. Siegel advised the document had to clearly 
demonstrate that the policies and action measures met statewide planning goals and provide clear 
direction on how they were to be implemented. He noted Mr. Bunch’s findings were instructive and 
reworked some of the language to accomplish that. There were some areas where the intent of the 
policy might have been changed. Mr. Siegel and his team would go through the document using the 
CAC lens (the record of its work) and make adjustments where necessary in order to maintain the 
integrity of the Plan the community had developed. Where there were potential policy conflicts and 
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concerns about things such as residential density, encroachment into neighborhoods or budgetary 
impacts they would provide options with alternative language for the Planning Commission to 
consider. 
 
Mr. Siegel was asked if he thought the action areas format was workable or if he would be trying to 
put the Plan back into a more traditional format. His opinion was that the action area framework was a 
valuable result of input from a values- and vision-based approach. Now the work that had to be done 
involved taking the value statements/language and putting it into a legally defensible plan. He 
acknowledged that as a planner he would have preferred to have heard the City Council direction 
earlier in the process and not after a plan had been produced that the CAC and Planning Commission 
supported, but was found to not be adoptable.  He noted that Mr. Bunch’s analysis related to both the 
draft plan and the existing Plan. His team would sift through it and reconcile differences. He related 
that the Planning Department was glad the CAC was willing to continue to participate and carry 
through. He noted the Department had been reduced to three [Long Range] planners and one was on 
maternity leave. 
 
Mr. ______ inquired about the philosophical difference between a “comprehensive plan” (meaning an 
“over-arching plan”) and a “land use plan.” He noted the CAC had worked for three years on a lot of 
aspirational language that Mr. Bunch had advised could not be put into policies. Mr. Siegel advised 
the term “comprehensive” had a specific meaning in terms of statewide planning goals. His own 
notion of a comprehensive plan was one that involved both science (legal) and “heart” (art) aspects.  
He wanted the language to be inspiring when people read the Plan. It should reflect a community’s 
values and what they wanted to see happen. The legal side of it required very precise and sometimes 
technocratic language to make policies that could be implemented and that would support findings 
that the City could hang its hat on when someone applied for a zone change or a neighborhood 
wanted a neighborhood plan. He advised that the way a sentence was crafted could connect an 
aspiration to something that could be acted on. Councilor Gudman observed that the existing 
Comprehensive Plan had aspirational elements. There was not a neat, clean, split between a land use 
comprehensive plan and a strategic comprehensive plan. 
 
Ms. Atwood related that she understood the state had agreed to the proposed use of action areas. 
After Mr. Bunch had explained there were things that were going to tie their hands legally she 
wondered if the previous staff had been incorrect and if they had led people down a path leading to a 
nonbinding agreement that could be legally challenged. She wondered if going back to the existing 
Plan format would get the City in trouble with the state. She said she wanted the time she and the 
CAC had spent to be valued. She hoped the aspirational pieces they had spent so much time on 
when they tried to collect the values of their community would be reflected in the Plan. Mr. Siegel 
described the constellation of action areas around a central land use chapter that he had drawn on a 
white board in his office. He was linking the action areas with statewide planning goals. He was 
looking for nexus with the state goals so the new structure of the plan clearly showed that statewide 
planning requirements were met. Elements of the Plan that did not directly implement a goal would be 
preserved and carried forward as action measures. 
 
Mr. Siegel was asked about the timeline. He related the intent to have the Planning Commission and 
City Council review and approve the final version of Package 1 (Community Culture, Complete 
Neighborhoods and Housing, Inspiring Spaces and Places, Economic Vitality, and Connected 
Community); and then review and approve the last three action areas in Package 2. The current goal 
was to put them into a complete final draft Plan and adopt it in January 2014. Councilor Gudman 
observed that an extra August CAC meeting would be necessary in order for the CAC to have the 
opportunity to look at Package 1 and provide comments before the Planning Commission reviewed it 
on September 9. Later in the meeting the CAC tentatively agreed to schedule the extra meeting on 
August 29. 
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Mr. Siegel was asked which version of the draft plan the final draft would be. He advised it would 
reflect the cumulative vision and input received up to that point though the CAC process and work 
sessions with the Planning Commission. It would have the benefit of Mr. Bunch’s analysis and the 
reconciliation that went along with it. He confirmed that his team was currently completing the analysis 
of the five sections in Package 1 that Mr. Bunch had not been able to complete. He noted Mr. Bunch 
had worked on the chapters that evoked the most significant comments related to land use. 
• Finish Review of Healthy Ecosystems Goals and Policies (not including Sensitive Lands) 

The CAC continued its review of Mr. Bunch’s analysis of Healthy Ecosystems goals and policies. The 
goals, policies, and action measures they commented on are highlighted below. 
 
Existing Comprehensive Plan Section 5.6, Open Space. 
Proposed Policy 1.  The City’s open space network will: 

a.  Balance the need to provide Meet public need for

d. Provide aesthetic and visual relief from urban development. 

 outdoor recreation opportunities and 
intact, undisturbed natural areas and associated fish and wildlife habitats. 

 
The Committee agreed with Ms. Gronowski’s suggestion to make the above changes in Item a. after 
she advised that these needed to ‘balance’ but this statement would be clearer if one was not trying to 
balance them here. Mr. Cushing questioned the reason for having Item d. He anticipated the open 
space network would be adjacent to urban development. Mr. Clee and Ms. Atwood suggested ‘the 
City’s open space network’ should be defined. It should clarify whether it was all public land or a 
combination of public and private land. Mr. Siegel recalled that Mr. Bunch had suggested saying, 
‘public open space.’ Mr. Cushing agreed that would make it a lot clearer. Councilor Gudman assumed 
it would include City easements. 
 
Mr. Clee expressed concern about using phrases such as ‘when feasible’ and ‘to the extent practical’ 
in the Plan because they had no meaning. Councilor Gudman asked if the CAC agreed with that. Ms. 
Atwood and Mr. Cushing agreed because the intent was to simplify things and the CAC was looking to 
use fewer words. Ms. Gronowski pointed out the awkward sentence structure of the proposed action 
measure under Policy 1. Ms. Christenson explained this was a very rough draft and both content and 
language would be subject to further review. 
 
Proposed Policy 3: The City’s land use regulations will require the preservation of open space 
as part of the development review and approval process. 
 
Proposed Action Measure: Promote the voluntary dedication of open space through methods 
such as life estates, land donation, and conservation easements. 
 
Mr. Cushing and Ms. Gronowski questioned whether ‘will’ was necessary in the policy language. He 
recalled the Dolan v. City of Tigard U S Supreme Court decision and suggested ‘will’ went too far. He 
suggested saying ‘may’ instead. That would give the DRC (Development Review Commission) leeway 
in imposing conditions of approval of development. He said there were many ways it could work for 
the City. Mr. Clee suggested saying ‘public open space’ here and throughout to be consistent. He said 
the term should be defined.  Ms. Atwood suggested starting the policy with the active verb, ‘Preserve.’  
Ms. ______ supported having the action measure because it was something they had not tapped 
before and it would move the City forward and make it stronger. Ms. Andreades advised that the CDC 
defined Open Space. Councilor Gudman recalled the CDC had been reworked by a lot of people and 
recently. He and Ms. Andreades advised the Plan and code needed to be consistent. 
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Existing Policies 5-9 
Some of these policies related to the Sensitive Lands program and would not be revised until program 
changes had been made. Councilor Gudman and Mr. Siegel advised the default mode until there was 
direction to carry them forward. Ms. Christenson explained the exception was Policy 9. Mr. Bunch had 
proposed to delete it even though it might relate to Sensitive Lands because it was redundant with 
Policies 1 and 2. She asked the CAC if it should be deleted. 
 
Policy 9: Consider the following resources eligible for protection: 
a.  Stream corridors and natural drainage ways; 
b.  Flood plains; 
c.  Tualatin River corridor 
d.  Wetlands; 
e.  Oswego Lake, it’s base and its canals; 
f.  Tree groves; 
g.  Forested ridgelines; 
h.  Viewpoints; 
i.  Steep slopes; 
j.  Weak foundation soils; 
k.  High groundwater areas; 
l.  Areas of geologic hazard (unstable soils); and 
m.  Scenic resources. 
 
Councilor Gudman observed the majority of CAC members agreed with deleting it. During the 
discussion, Mr. Clee had indicated he would delete if it the items listed in the policy were included in 
the definition, Open Space. Ms. Gronowski would delete it because those items were addressed in 
Policies 1 and 2. Ms. Atwood indicated she liked the enumeration a. through m. 
 
Existing Policy 8: Establish community open space buffers and protected view corridors 
between Lake Oswego and adjacent communities, for the purpose of defining the urban edge 
and preserving the open, rural character of lands outside of the City. 
 
Proposed Action Measure to replace Policy 8: Maintain and augment, when possible, open 
space areas and associated view corridors within the Stafford Basin. 
Mr. Cushing commented that limiting the Action Measure to view corridors within the Stafford Basin 
did not make any sense. Ms. Atwood suggested ending the sentence after ‘view corridors.’ 
 
Councilor Gudman observed that everything around the City’s other boundaries was pretty much 
developed and built out, but the Stafford Basin was relatively open. He interpreted this statement to 
mean the focus was Stafford and ‘augment’ meant if an opportunity was presented and the will of the 
City Council and citizens was to acquire additional land in Stafford. Mr. _____ observed this policy 
had been mostly accomplished and the only place left was Stafford. What had already been 
accomplished needed to be maintained. Mr. Cushing agreed because otherwise developers might 
have no reluctance to ruin a view corridor if it was not in the Comprehensive Plan concept. Councilor 
Gudman observed the consensus was to specify view corridors ‘between Lake Oswego and adjacent 
communities’ and remove ‘within Stafford Basin.’ 
 
Existing Comprehensive Plan Action Measures 
Mr. Siegel related that the existing action measures would be reviewed and updated and those that 
had already been implemented would be identified. 
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AM-5. Use a natural resources advisory body to advise Council on methods of open space 
acquisition, open space acquisition priorities and the designation and management of Public 
Open Space. 
 
Ms. Gronowski observed that the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board should be added to this action 
measure. Staff agreed this should refer to advisory bodies (plural). 
 
Existing Comprehensive Plan Section 5.7, Oswego Lake 
Goal: The City shall protect the natural resource, energy, aesthetic and recreation values of 
Oswego Lake. 
 
Proposed Goal: Protect the natural resource and aesthetic values of Oswego Lake. 
 
Proposed Policy 1: Coordinate with the Lake Oswego Corporation on the development of 
public facility plans and capital projects; maintenance of the Lake Oswego sewer interceptor; 
floodplain management actions; and land development proposals that could affect the water 
quality and aesthetic character of the Lake. 
 
The CAC decided to put a reference to ‘recreation’ back into the proposed goal and Policy 1. During 
the discussion, Ms. Gronowski held that there was no reason to take it out even if it was addressed in 
another chapter. Ms. Atwood reasoned that ‘Protect’ implied the City had some kind of role 
concerning the lake so they should not take ‘recreation’ out. Ms. ______ observed the area around 
the lake was within the City’s purview and the City controlled what went into the water. Councilor 
Gudman clarified that the Swim Park was the recreational focus. That was consistent with existing 
Plan policy. This was not trying to say the lake was a public lake. The City would eventually find out 
what a court decided in the lawsuit. Ms. Christenson observed that the commentary did not address 
energy. The City did not have that role. Councilor Gudman observed general agreement not to 
address ‘energy’ here.  
 
Existing Policy 2: Establish significant public viewpoints to assure that residents of the 
community can identify with and enjoy Oswego Lake. 
 
Proposed Action Measure in place of Existing Policy 2: Through the City’s parks and open 
space program establish viewpoints so City residents and visitors can access views of the 
lake and surrounding area. 
 
Ms. Gronowski questioned why parks had to be the vehicle for this. Viewpoints could also be 
established from street right-of-ways. Ms. Atwood recalled the example of the South Shore Overlook.  
Ms. Christenson suggested the Action Measure could just say ‘Establish public viewpoints.’ At least 
one CAC member voiced agreement with that. Mr. Siegel noted the proposed action measure 
language did not refer to any particular plan. Ms. Atwood suggested it could refer to ‘City plans and 
programs’ which would capture transportation plans. 
 
Existing Policy 4: Provide and support programs that improve the water quality of Oswego 
Lake. This could include silt prevention and silt removal programs in streams and storm water 
inflows where sediment buildups have the potential to limit beneficial uses. 
 
Proposed Policy 2 to replace Existing Policy 4: Maintain compliance with state and federal 
requirements to protect water quality of those streams and other runoff that flow into Oswego 
Lake. 
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Proposed Action Measure: Support the Lake Corporation’s efforts and other programs to 
improve the water quality of Oswego Lake. 
 
Mr. Siegel noted this policy addressed the City’s interest in the lake, which was about aspects of 
water quality. Mr. Clee asked if maintaining compliance was workable through delegating that 
responsibility to the Lake Corporation.  Mr. Siegel advised the City and the Lake Corporation each 
had responsibility for it. This policy addressed the City’s responsibility and authority.   

Ms. Atwood would go beyond just complying with state and federal laws and have Policy 2 call for the 
City to: Improve and maintain water quality of those streams and other runoff that flow into 
Oswego Lake.  
 
Mr. Brennan recalled the City was not just supporting Lake Corporation efforts.  It was doing things 
like green streets. They should recognize that. Ms. _____ noted this did not say anything about what 
went out of the lake.  The Lake Corporation controlled what was going on around the lake. Mr. Siegel 
observed there was CAC support for the action measure. He confirmed the Lake Corporation had to 
comply with discharge regulations. The CAC agreed with the way Ms. Atwood had revised Policy 2.   
 
Existing Policy 7: Allow innovative site and building design, including the clustering of 
buildings to preserve natural features associated with Oswego Lake. 
 
This was a Sensitive Lands related policy that was not proposed to be changed. Mr. Siegel advised 
staff would check to ensure that Mr. Bunch’s comment was correct that ‘the concept of allowing 
transfer of development density to the buildable portions of a development site; allowing clustering of 
buildings and innovative design is addressed by other policies: the Land Use Planning section and 
Complete Neighborhoods and Housing.’ 
 
Existing Policy 9: Design, construct and operate public works projects to preserve natural 
features of the Lake and to preserve the water quality of the Lake. 
 
Proposed Policy 1: Coordinate with the Lake Oswego Corporation the development of public 
facility plans and capital projects; maintenance of the Lake Oswego sewer interceptor; 
floodplain management actions; and land development proposals that could affect the water 
quality and aesthetic character of the Lake. 
 
There were no CAC comments related to the recommendation to delete the existing policy, which staff 
pointed out was addressed in Proposed Policy 1. 
 
Existing Policy 10: Cooperate with the Lake Corporation to safeguard the hydroelectric 
potential of the Lake as an energy source. 
 
A CAC member related that he was curious about why this policy had been included in the original 
plan. 
 
Existing Comprehensive Plan Action Measures 
 
Mr. Siegel noted that Mr. Bunch was not recommending any changes to these. Planning staff would 
be going through them to ensure the language was not too vague. 
 
Existing Comprehensive Plan Chapter 15, Willamette River Greenway 
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Ms. Atwood inquired whether Policy 1 to map the Greenway on the Comprehensive Plan Map should 
be an action measure instead. Ms. Christenson suggested the policy was more about showing the 
area subject to Greenway regulations than literally designating the Greenway. Ms. Atwood and Mr. 
Siegel then reasoned that the Greenway had already been designated so the proposed policy was 
needed to address the establishment of its specific parts within the City and to show any adjustments 
over time. 
 
Existing Policy 2 Require non‐water related and non‐water dependent structures to be set back 
from the Willamette River. 
 
Proposed Policy 2: Maintain development regulations which comply with the State’s 
requirements to protect the functions and values of the Willamette River Greenway, such as: 
a. Setbacks for non‐water related and non‐water dependent structures. 
b. Protection of natural vegetation, fish and wildlife habitat and water quality. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised that state and federal law addressed the rules to apply in shoreline areas. The 
existing policy was very detailed and the Proposed Policy would make the language more general. 
Ms. Atwood questioned whether this policy was needed if it was federal law. Mr. Siegel suggested the 
policy could simply state that the City would maintain the Greenway program with standards and 
procedures consistent with the law. 
 
Existing Policy 3: Manage lands within and adjacent to the Greenway to protect and restore 
natural vegetation. 
 
Proposed Action Measure in place of Policy 3: Develop and implement an overall management 
plan for open spaces along the Willamette Greenway to protect and enhance fish and wildlife 
habitat and the scenic and environmental values of natural vegetation. 
 
Existing Policy 4 (proposed to be deleted): Protect, enhance, and restore the fish and wildlife 
habitat values of the Willamette River and the Greenway. 
 
Mr. ______ agreed with Mr. Bunch’s comment that Policy 2 covered what was stated in Policy 3. For 
that reason, he could agree to the proposed action measure. Ms. Atwood would differentiate between 
natural vegetation and fish and wildlife habitat. Ms. Christenson advised the proposed language 
reflected the way the state goal was written. She suggested both Existing Policies 3 and 4 could be 
wrapped up in Policy 2. She related she was not aware that the City had ever had an action plan for 
the entire Greenway, but the CDC applied certain standards to property in that area. Mr. Cushing 
observed the action measure would have budgetary implications. Mr. Siegel indicated he thought Mr. 
Bunch intended to create an action measure that was more specific than the call in Existing Policy 3 
to just ‘Manage lands’ within the Greenway. 
 
Ms. Gronowski inquired if the recreation component of the Greenway could be addressed. Mr. Siegel 
advised that the statewide planning goal for the Willamette Greenway spoke to recreational use.  
 
Ms. Christenson was asked if she recommended having some specific Greenway policies in the 
Comprehensive Plan. She indicated she believed the state might have an overarching plan for the 
entire Willamette Greenway but individual jurisdictions along it might be required to have policies that 
addressed it. 
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Existing Policy 5 (proposed to be deleted): Minimize the visual impact of development on the 
Willamette River and the Greenway through measures such as setbacks, height restrictions, 
building materials and color choices and landscape screening. 
 
Proposed Action Measure to replace Existing Policy 5: Work with future developers, especially 
in the Foothills Area, to develop and implement plans that preserve scenic views of the 
Willamette River and its Greenway. 
 
Mr. Clee recalled areas with views, including George Rogers Park, Old River Road, and a little park 
on Stampher Road, and suggested removing ‘especially’ because it diminished the importance of 
other areas. Councilor Gudman suggested the intent could be to focus on Foothills because it was a 
large piece. Ms. ______ agreed, reasoning that if the City wanted something done with it in the next 
25 years this should mention it. Mr. Siegel then observed the CAC wanted to leave ‘especially’ in.   
 
Policy 6 (proposed to be deleted): Protect the water quality of the Willamette River by: 
a. Regulating development to prevent pollutants and soil erosion from entering the river; 
b. Ensuring discharge practices conform to state and federal standards, and other 

requirements; and 
c. Protecting and enhancing the natural functions and values of the ground and surface water 

systems which drain into the river. 
 
Mr. Bunch’s comments indicated this policy was redundant because these aspects were addressed 
elsewhere in this section and in the Plan. Ms. _____ commented that there were related regulations 
for everything except what the lake was discharging. Mr. ________ wanted assurance that the 
element of discharge was covered elsewhere and would not be lost. 
 
Policy 8: When appropriate, require dedication of public access easements within the 
Greenway and to the Willamette River as part of the development review and approval 
process. 
 
Proposed Action Measure (instead of Policy 8): When possible acquire public access 
easements within the Willamette River Greenway, such as through purchase, voluntary 
conveyance or when justified through the development review process. 
 
Mr. Clee recalled there was a desire to connect Foothills and George Rogers Parks, which was not 
specifically called out here. Ms. Atwood pointed out Action Measure 3 related to that (see below). Ms. 
_____ advised against specifying Foothills and George Rogers Parks because there could be other 
areas to connect to, such as the Luscher area. 
 
Existing Comprehensive Plan Action Measures 
3.  Acquire land and easements to protect the Greenway’s natural resources and provide for 

continuous public access along, and to, the Willamette River. 
 
Mr. Siegel observed the CAC agreed with the proposal to replace the existing policy with the 
proposed action measure.   
 
Existing Policy 9 (proposed to be deleted): Designate the Willamette Greenway as Protected 
Open Space. 
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Mr. Siegel advised the City already had designations that protected open space. Ms. Christenson 
suggested the City needed to review the Comprehensive Plan Map designations as they applied to 
open space because there was some confusion about how open space related to the zoning map. 
 
• Review Draft Revisions to Existing Land Use Planning Goals and Policies (Goal 2) 

Councilor Gudman asked Mr. Siegel to talk about his memo on land use (see his July 25 
memorandum, Draft Revisions to Land Use Planning Chapter, Goal 2 – Section 1).  Mr. Siegel 
advised the proposed Land Use section was a comprehensive update of the existing Land Use 
chapter.  It was the result of the work of the Long Range Planning staff that was now gone. They had 
done a fine job editing the existing language and recommending updates to bring it current and cross 
reference with the other action areas. They had also added language that referenced neighborhood 
plans that had been adopted since the last Comprehensive Plan update. They had reorganized 
policies into categories in order to make it more readable. Their rationale was explained in the 
comments. Councilor Gudman anticipated the CAC would continue to look at this topic at the next 
meeting. 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
CAC COMMENTS 
Ms. Atwood thanked CAC members and staff for electing to get back together. She suggested they 
celebrate by participating in a curling event after they completed their work. Councilor Gudman 
thanked them all. 
ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 

Meeting reference documents can be found at: 
http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/planning/comprehensive-plan-update-citizen-advisory-committee-cac-meeting-11 
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