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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

September 10, 2012 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Chair William Gaar called the Planning Commission meeting to order on September 10, 2012 
at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Chair William Gaar; Vice Chair Jon Gustafson and Commissioners 
Randy Arthur, Puja Bhutani, Jim Johnson, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Council Liaison 
Sally Moncrieff was also present. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Beth St. Amand, Senior Planner; Kim Gilmer, 
Parks & Recreation Director; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, 
Administrative Support. 
 

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

 None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Moncrieff reported that the Council had adopted Ordinance 2580; discussed the 
water partnership and heard a Metro update.  She indicated that they were also going to study 
Connected Neighborhoods. 
 

5.  PUBLIC HEARING 

5.1 Comprehensive Plan Update – Economic Vitality (LU 12-0031) 

A request from the City of Lake Oswego for Comprehensive Plan text amendments to goals 
and policies in Goal 9, Economic Development, and assembly of the new goals and policies 
into a new Economic Vitality chapter as part of the Comprehensive Plan update (Periodic 
Review). 
 
Chair Gaar opened the public hearing and outlined the applicable procedure.  He asked the 
Commissioners to declare any conflicts of interest.  None were declared. 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. St. Amand explained that Economic Vitality was a new action area and the Vision 
Statement was the result of an extensive community outreach process: 

We are a community where people can live, work, play and meet their daily 
needs for goods and services.  We build upon the intellectual capital of the 
community to attract new ventures, retain local businesses and connect to 
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the global economy.  We are business-friendly and a regional model for 
employment and mixed-use centers that attract quality jobs. 
 

Ms. St. Amand explained that Economic Vitality revised the Goal 9 goals and policies in the 
existing Comprehensive Plan, except for procedural language that was being moved to a Land 
Use Planning chapter and policies that had been eliminated because they were duplicative or 
already addressed in the Community Development Code (CDC).  She clarified that Economic 
Vitality policies would help the City comply with the state mandate to provide an adequate land 
supply for economic development and employment growth and link that with local planning 
and coordination with other jurisdictions.  She added that the state also required the Draft 
Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) in Exhibit F-6 and that the EOA was over a year old 
and had not been revised.  She reported that the proposed goals and policies had been the 
subject of extensive review and that the process had begun with a business summit and a 
public open house.  She recalled that the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and a CAC work 
group had worked on them.  Ms. St. Amand highlighted the most recent changes. 
 
Under Goal 1. Provide a full range of economic development opportunities that enhance 
prosperity and livability. 

Ms. St. Amand reported that the CAC recommended a new Policy 9 to address the age 50+ 
demographic even though the Commission had decided not to recommend it.  She related that 
after the Commission talked about translating the Vision Map into text amendments, the CAC 
had revised Policies 10 and 11 again in order to define Employment Centers, Town Centers, 
Neighborhood Villages and Commercial Hubs.  She noted that Policy 10 focused on the scale 
and intensity of each type of place and Policy 11 listed the locational criteria for each type of 
place.  She stated that the staff report contained a map that showed how the proposed 
boundaries of those places compared to existing zoning.  She indicated that the CAC had 
decided to differentiate between ‘commercial hub’ - which played an economic role as a lower 
intensity commercial area - and non-permanent hubs that played a community role and were 
collocated with parks or schools.  She stated that ‘community hub’ would be addressed in 
Community Culture or Complete Neighborhoods & Housing. 
 
Under Goal 2. Redevelopment and development in employment zones will address 
impacts on and enhance the surrounding community and will be well served by 
infrastructure. 

Ms. St. Amand reported that existing policies related to new development impacts on 
infrastructure and nearby neighborhoods had been grouped together.  She added that policies 
that were already incorporated into the CDC had been removed.  She indicated that the 
transportation policies in this section had been reviewed to ensure they were consistent with 
Connected Community policies. 
 
Ms. St. Amand noted there were additional issues for the Commission to consider.  She noted 
that there were two atypical districts whose boundaries did not directly correlate with 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zoning that could be called out in their own specific policies:  
Bangy/Meadows Road Village (as identified by the public input process) and the West Lake 
Grove Village (which was part of the Lake Grove Village Center).  She noted that the staff 
report suggested options for addressing them.  She pointed out that the staff report contained 
Table 3, which compared current policies that addressed compatibility, buffering and screening 
with revised policies.  She explained that the report listed four additional changes the CAC 
recommended for clarity and consistency.  Staff found the proposal was consistent with 
applicable state and regional requirements and with Lake Oswego Comprehensive Plan 
policies. 
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Questions of Staff 

Mr. Egner clarified the area east of Bangy Road was in the City and the area west of it was 
generally out of the City.  He stated that Trader Joes was inside the Urban Services Boundary 
(USB) but outside the City limits. 
 

Public Testimony 

Dianne Cassidy, Wren Street, Lake Oswego, indicated she was concerned that the whole 
Comprehensive Plan update process was couched in technical planning jargon that most 
citizens would not understand.  She stated that citizens would not understand that the half-mile 
radius and ‘walkable neighborhood’ could change the character of a residential neighborhood 
to something more commercial.  She advised the Economic Vitality policies could not be 
considered in isolation and should be considered while also looking at Complete Housing and 
Neighborhoods.  She referred to a pathway from Kruse Way to Oakridge that went too close to 
existing condominiums. 
 
Lisa Volpel, Kenny Street, Lake Oswego, indicated she was concerned about the locations of 
the village centers and the up-zoning that went along with them.  She stated that the Village 
Center shown at Pilkington/Jean Road was currently a commercial center that was not doing 
well and that one of the reasons was because there were better commercial zones nearby that 
residents could walk to.  She suggested it should function more like a neighborhood hub.  She 
explained that her mostly R-10 neighborhood did not want up-zoning; it did not have the 
infrastructure to support that intensity of development.  She indicated the R-7.5 properties that 
had been developed there were not selling and they were out of character with the rest of the 
neighborhood.  During questioning Ms. Volpel clarified that she did not want the City to use the 
fact that there was an existing commercial area there to facilitate up-zoning in the residential 
area.  She confirmed that she would not be opposed to someone tearing the existing 
commercial buildings down and developing a two-story, mixed-use, building with ground floor 
retail and residential upstairs, or even higher density housing, as long as it stayed within the 
existing boundary.  She clarified that when she referred to ‘up-zoning’ she was talking about 
the change from R-10 to R-7.5 that happened when the City annexed property in the 
neighborhood.  Ms. Volpel indicated that the neighborhood was not happy about it; it had a 
large impact on them because they did not have sewers.  She noted that there were giant 
rocks that made it very expensive to install infrastructure. 
 
Vice Chair Gustafson asked staff to confirm that the Plan policies the Commission was talking 
about affected the development potential of the existing NC zone there and that they were not 
about up-zoning the residential area around it.  Staff confirmed that and clarified that the 
Village Center would have the exact same boundary as the current NC zone.  Commissioner 
Johnson observed that even if it were designated on the map, any proposed zone change 
would also have to be consistent with the criteria in the Comprehensive Plan compatibility 
section dealing with bridgeheads and intrusions into residential areas.  Ms. Volpel 
acknowledged that she had been under the impression that if residential was within a quarter 
mile of a neighborhood village center that would allow up-zoning.  Vice Chair Gustafson 
explained, that had not been anyone’s intention and he understood staff was working on 
making that clearer.  Ms. Volpel requested they put clarifying language in the Plan.  Chair 
Gaar encouraged her to participate in Plan implementation and action planning discussions at 
the CAC next year. 
 
Cheryl Uchida, Quarry Road, Lake Oswego, asked if the Economic Vitality process chart 
reflected two particular meetings.  Ms. St. Amand clarified that the April 5 business summit 
was listed and explained that the recent focus group Ms. Uchida asked about was part of the 
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code streamlining project, which was a separate project.  Ms. Uchida questioned the 
statement in the staff report that the West Lake Grove Village Center was part of a larger town 
center boundary.  Ms. Uchida noted it was not part of the Lake Grove Village Center Plan.  Mr. 
Egner indicated that Metro maps identified two town centers in Lake Oswego: one was 
Downtown and the other one was on the west side.  He clarified that the one on the west side 
included both the Lake Grove Village Center and West Lake Grove Design District.  Ms. 
Uchida commented that would confuse people.  Ms. St. Amand agreed and pointed out that 
the staff report had highlighted the issue.  She explained that there had been some debate in 
the public process about whether West Lake Grove qualified as a neighborhood village.  She 
related that it had its own distinct identity; its own mixed-use zoning; and there was clear 
demarcation between its zoning and what was in the Lake Grove Village Center.  She 
suggested that the draft Plan could say it had smaller scale than everything to the northeast. 
 
Ms. Uchida recalled discussion related to changing the zoning of the area where the marine 
supply business was located.  She suggested that there needed to be a lot more vetting and 
work on that area before the City tagged it as a village center or a town center.  Staff advised 
the marine supply site was in the SW Employment District and it transitioned to the West Lake 
Grove District at the railroad tracks.  They noted there was another transition to the Lake 
Grove Village Center at Madrona.  Staff advised that Policy 12 called for a special district plan 
for the SW Employment District.  Mr. Egner recalled that the Lake Grove Village district 
planners had chosen not to apply that district to the West Lake Grove area because a plan for 
West Lake Grove had just been completed; the character and uses in each area were 
different; West Lake Grove was smaller scale and had its own set of design standards; and it 
should stand on its own.  He noted that West Lake Grove’s current zoning was mixed-use 
zoning that would fit the Policy 11 definition, ‘Neighborhood Village.’  Commissioner Johnson 
recalled that a previous Planning Commission had referred to the West Lake Grove District 
Plan as ‘the GAP Plan.’  He recalled that they had focused on the fact that the area was an 
entrance to the Lake Grove area and that was why the design standards were a key 
component of that plan. 
 

Deliberations 

Chair Gaar closed public testimony and invited the Commissioners to comment on the goals 
and policies. 
 
Goal 1 – Policies: 

Policy 7.  Maintain an inventory documenting the supply of land for industrial and other 
employment uses. 

The Commissioners considered a suggestion to also list commercial and campus/institutional 
uses.  Commissioner Johnson advised that state law specifically called for an inventory of 
‘industrial land’ and ‘employment land’.  Ms. St. Amand confirmed that commercial and 
campus/institutional lands would be included in the inventory called for by the proposed policy 
because ‘other employment uses’ was an umbrella term that covered every commercial use.  
She pointed out the definition, ‘Employment zones’ said they were all zones that ‘allow 
employment uses:  commercial, industrial, campus institutional, public functions and mixed-
use zones.’  She asked if the Commissioners wanted to add a separate definition for 
‘Employment uses’ which would list those uses.  Commissioner Johnson clarified that he had 
no problem with including ‘industrial’ in the list, but it was important to distinguish ‘industrial’ 
from the rest of employment lands so people could find it and to highlight the fact that the City 
had done the required work related to industrial lands.  Chair Gaar observed consensus to 
leave Policy 7 as proposed and, for clarity, to add the definition, ‘Employment uses’ which 
would include ‘industrial.’ 
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Policy 9.  Support business development and harness the entrepreneurial and 
management experiences of the City’s 50+ population. 

Commissioner Swinford inquired how the CAC had arrived at its recommendation to include a 
policy related to the 50+ age group.  She recalled the Commissioners had decided it did not 
have to be a Plan policy and could be developed as an action item.  Commissioner Johnson 
cautioned that would make it an action item without a basis in Plan policy.  He and Chair Gaar 
related that the CAC recognized there was an older skill set that had experience and 
resources and could provide an economic engine in and of itself.  They stated that many of 
them chose to retire and stay in Lake Oswego and the demographic was special and 
concentrated in Lake Oswego (especially when focused with an education center like 
Marylhurst).  They indicated that it could be considered a significant resource that the 
community should take advantage of; its experience would contribute to economic vitality.  
Commissioner Swinford suggested it might be counter-productive if it made people see Lake 
Oswego as a seniors’ community with some very highly educated people.  She stated that the 
focus on people over 50 who lived in the City was not in sync with what the community 
wanted, which was to attract young, vibrant, businesses with growth potential.  Commissioner 
Prager also questioned why this policy should be in the Plan; it was odd to single out a certain 
demographic in a policy and he did not see much connection to land use.  Commissioner 
Bhutani indicated that she had no objection to including this as part of employment policies.  
She pointed out that it would not be excluding other age groups – just focusing on the fact that 
Lake Oswego had this great resource could help the city grow its businesses and employment.  
She suggested that perhaps a specific action area associated with this policy was necessary.  
Vice Chair Gustafson agreed that it seemed a little odd to single out a single demographic, 
especially when much of the Plan addressed the desire to get young energy and vibrancy into 
the City.  He liked the way it addressed the fact that Lake Oswego was an aging community 
and that group was an amazing resource.  He observed that while it might be slightly out of 
balance to have this policy, which seemed to be prioritizing a single group, the Commissioners 
had previously discussed addressing it during action planning when different demographics-
related goals could be addressed more equally.  He concluded that he could live with keeping 
it in. 
 
Commissioner Arthur suggested replacing the reference to ‘50+’ with language about 
effectively utilizing the experiences of the City’s population in general.  Chair Gaar suggested 
the language might not have to specifically mention age 50; the focus should be about the 
City’s business-experienced population.  He advised that the City should not miss this unique 
opportunity to utilize the substantial business experience and acumen in the community that 
had been identified in the Marylhurst memorandum.  Vice Chair Gustafson asked if it would be 
a strong enough policy without the age component.  Commissioner Johnson confirmed it 
would be.  He interpreted the Marylhurst memorandum as conveying that the City not only had 
an aging population, but it had a place where it was really focused; that was unique to this 
community; and the community should take advantage of it.  He was interested in having the 
Marylhurst folks respond to the Commission discussion.  He stated that if the concern was that 
the Plan was not saying enough about other demographic groups, then related policies could 
be added instead of taking this policy out.  He noted Kruse was a type of ‘employment 
demographic’ and this policy was getting at an ‘age district’ focused on Marylhurst that was 
another type of ‘employment demographic.’  Vice Chair Gustafson agreed, a ‘district’ would be 
easier to identify; the community had the Marylhurst employment center with a unique 
population.  Commissioner Johnson observed there was a lot of expertise throughout the 
community that was over age 50 and did not live in Marylhurst.  He stated that sometimes 
there was an element in a plan that did not specifically fit.  He indicated that he did not favor 
removing the policy entirely.  Commissioner Swinford observed the Stafford facility was not 
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part of Marylhurst.  Commissioner Johnson noted that that was not a large district.  
Commissioner Swinford indicated if the City wanted to attract people who were successful 
businesspeople of a variety of ages, the language could be about supporting business 
development and harnessing the entrepreneurial and management experience of the City’s 
population.  She noted that during the next 25-year cycle Lake Oswego could become a more 
youthful community; taking the reference to age out could leave the policy open to some very 
successful 30- or 40-somethings. 
 
Commissioner Johnson related that the CAC recommendation was unanimous.  He recalled 
that the group had convinced him and Chair Gaar that specifying ‘50+’ recognized the fact that 
Lake Oswego had people with entrepreneurial experience and that was unique and special.  
He observed that the City did not have a cluster of 30-something areas (such as the Pearl 
District), but it did have the Marylhurst area.  Commissioner Swinford related that her 
experience was that Marylhurst was a university and offered different programs and a variety 
of high-quality, assisted care-type living; it did not set itself apart as a 50+ brain trust.  She 
held that the Plan should not take it for granted that it did.  Chair Gaar observed the proposed 
policy called it out as a resource and that in 2035 it might exist in Marylhurst and in other 
neighborhoods.  Commissioner Prager supported striking the policy because it had no land 
use applicability.  Commissioner Swinford clarified it was a great concept, but Economic 
Vitality was not the place for it.  Vice Chair Gustafson supported leaving the policy in because 
the Marylhurst area and the 50+ population were unique assets to the community.  He stated 
that it was one policy tailored to the older population.  He pointed out that the balance would 
come because the rest of the Plan would address attracting young entrepreneurs to the City in 
different ways.  Chair Gaar indicated he could agree to leave it in and he would be fine with a 
change in the language as long as the concept remained and there was consensus.  
Commissioner Bhutani related she would support leaving this policy in because the value of it 
was that it called attention to a specific community resource.  She stated that if the concern 
was that it produced imbalance with supporting younger businesses then that could be 
addressed when the community looked at the action areas for some of the other goals.  
Commissioner Arthur indicated he was generally inclined to leave the policy in, but he was 
sensitive to the ‘50+’ language and would support taking it out because it was too limiting.  He 
suggested that replacement language might be something like, ‘the City’s commercially 
seasoned population’ or, it’s ‘financially expert population.’  Commissioner Johnson supported 
leaving it in.  He advised that an educated, aging, population was among the cultural and 
physical elements that comprised the landscape.  He pointed out that it was a resource that 
could be used to develop the community and in that respect, it was similar to a land use 
element. He remarked that another reason he wanted this to move forward was that he 
wanted to give Tom Brennan from the 50+ Advisory Council and the Marylhurst folks a chance 
to discuss it with the City Council.  Chair Gaar then announced that he did not see the 
Commissioners getting to full consensus.  He observed that they were generally in agreement 
about leaving it in, but he recognized that some of them did not agree with that. 
 
Policies 10 and 11.  Employment centers; town centers; neighborhood villages; and 
commercial hubs. 

Commissioner Bhutani suggested that the Vision Map should reflect that there were two kinds 
of hubs.  Staff stated that they planned to include that in the findings.  Commissioner Bhutani 
inquired what the ‘public function zones’ referred to in 11(a)(xii) were.  Mr. Boone  clarified 
there was one zone called ‘Public Function’ where public uses such as City Hall and the fire 
station and schools were located.  Staff planned to add a definition to reflect that. 
 
Commissioner Prager inquired why Mountain Park was called out under Neighborhood 
Villages.  Staff explained that the Mountain Park Neighborhood Village had different uses than 
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the Neighborhood Villages described in the first line of Policy 10(c).  They clarified that it was 
the only Neighborhood Village that went beyond mainly local service; it had some regional 
draw uses such as Hanna Andersson.  They observed that it was a hybrid that had been 
created by the Mountain Park Master Plan – sort of a ‘neighborhood commercial, plus’.  Staff 
pointed out that its limits on commercial uses did not fit General Commercial and it was not 
quite Town Center scale.  Commissioner Johnson related the CAC had talked about that and 
the size of the parking lot.  Chair Gaar suggested adding an explanation of why it was called 
out.  When asked if he wanted to make a change, Commissioner Prager indicated he had just 
wanted to have the discussion. 
 
The Commissioners discussed Commissioner Swinford’s suggestion to make the difference 
between ‘community hub’ and ‘commercial hub’ less confusing by calling ‘commercial hubs’ 
‘business hubs’.  Staff indicated that a ‘commercial hub’ was just a smaller scale place where 
business happened and the term ‘commercial hub’ reflected the CAC recommendation.  They 
acknowledged that using ‘hub’ for both areas was also a problem because one was actually a 
commercial district and the other was a gathering place at a school or park.  The 
Commissioners’ agreed that people might not necessarily think that a ‘commercial hub’ was 
small scale; or understand the reasoning behind the CAC’s recommendation.  At the end of 
this discussion, they agreed with Commissioner Johnson’s suggestion to issue a finding that it 
was confusing and work on it when the draft came back to the Planning Commission later on. 
 
Policy 13.  Encourage home occupations as a source of business activity and growth 
while respecting neighborhood character. 

Staff explained that existing language that referred to ‘regulations that ensure compatibility’ 
was proposed to be struck.  The Commissioners considered Commissioner Johnson’s 
suggestion to continue to use ‘compatibility.’  He argued that when non-residential use was 
proposed in a residential neighborhood people talked about ‘compatibility’.  He advised that 
‘character’ was related to a vision and design standards and did not get into the real, day-to-
day, issues related to things like traffic.  He held that under the proposed language, the 
existing regulations would still apply, but when the regulations were changed and the Plan 
said, ‘character’ the result might not be ‘compatible.’  Commissioner Bhutani noted that home 
occupations had to comply with the regulations.  She indicated that she would be fine using 
both ‘character’ and ‘compatibility,’ an element of ‘compatibility’ was that use had to be 
compatible with existing use.  Mr. Boone advised that a home occupation had to be in a 
residence and it had to be compatible with neighborhood character because it was in a 
residence, then consideration was given to the impacts.  He reminded the Commissioners that 
taking a look at home occupations was on their future work plan.  Chair Gaar observed 
consensus to have both ‘character’ and ‘compatibility’ in the proposed policy. 
 
Policy 3.  Support existing businesses. 

Commissioner Prager indicated he wanted to see emphasis on local businesses.  He noted 
the vision was to ‘retain local businesses.’  Chair Gaar agreed that concept should be in the 
policies and he believed it was reflected in the policies that called for a strong, local 
employment base and supporting existing businesses.  When asked if a ‘local business’ was a 
locally owned McDonald’s, Commissioner Prager clarified it was generally a business whose 
owners were local.  He recalled that people advocated using Cannon Beach as a model for 
downtown Lake Oswego during the Downtown Analysis by Civilis Consultants earlier in the 
year.  He explained that the Cannon Beach land use code includes incentives for locally 
owned businesses.  He also explained that the Community Economic Development Objectives 
from the Economic Opportunities Analysis includes a recommendation to “support existing and 
locally owned businesses.”  Commissioner Johnson and Mr. Boone advised a city could limit 
sizes of business; for example, it could limit ‘big box’ businesses.  Mr. Boone cautioned about 
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saying that an owner could not get a business license if they did not live in the city.  
Commissioner Johnson confirmed that the City could not prohibit out-of-state businesses.  He 
responded to Commissioner Prager’s inquiry as to why there was no Starbucks in Cannon 
Beach by suggesting that city might have a size restriction or some other regulations that did 
not fit Starbucks’ model.  He recalled that McDonald’s looked different in some places in order 
to be allowed there under that jurisdiction’s code.  Vice Chair Gustafson inquired why the City 
could not target business owners who lived in the community if it could target the 50+ group in 
the community.  Commissioner Johnson made the distinction that the former was regulation by 
ownership.  Staff suggested the City could use a voluntary, incentives-based, approach and 
create programs and strategies aimed at encouraging locally based businesses.  They 
suggested that the Economic and Capital Development Department could offer a grant 
program that was only open to Lake Oswego residents.  Mr. Boone clarified for Vice Chair 
Gustafson that saying, ‘support locally owned businesses’ was fine because that was not to 
the exclusion of others; the line would be drawn in the implementation stage.  Commissioner 
Prager pointed out Policy 1(b) talked about supporting a ‘local employment base’ not ‘locally 
owned’ businesses.  He suggested modifying Policy 3 to say, ‘Support existing and locally 
owned businesses.’  Chair Gaar observed the Commissioners agreed with his suggestion. 
 
Goal 2.  Redevelopment and development in employment zones will address impacts on 
and enhance the surrounding community and will be well-served by infrastructure. 

Policy 2.  Prevent new strip commercial development and encourage redevelopment of 
existing strip commercial areas to promote pedestrian orientation, active streetscapes, 
access to businesses and transit. 

Commissioner Swinford questioned why the revised policy did not address expansion of 
existing strip commercial areas.  She recalled the Commissioners had talked about allowing 
an owner who had built a business in a strip development to be able to expand it and keep the 
business there.  Vice Chair Gustafson observed, this was only preventing new strip 
commercial development and it was not preventing expansion; the owner could expand and 
redevelop an existing development. 
 
Policy 4.  Related to what was required in site plans for all new industrial and 
commercial development.  [This policy was proposed to be struck] 

Commissioner Prager advocated keeping this policy because it served as the basis for related, 
existing, code that addressed compatibility.  Staff explained the policy had been struck 
because it was too regulatory and dictated what was required in the application process.  They 
clarified that most of it was already implemented in development standards.  Commissioner 
Johnson recalled the Commissioners had talked about removing the code-like language, but 
not the broader concept related to compatibility that would ensure the code did what they 
wanted it to do.  The Commissioners considered whether Policy 1(b and c) would accomplish 
that as it called for addressing impacts and standards that promoted compatibility.  
Commissioner Bhutani questioned whether it was clear enough in the Policy 1(b) language 
‘visual aesthetics’ that it included the things that Policy 4 was getting at.  Mr. Egner discussed 
the example of Foothills redevelopment.  He indicated that one would not want to design the 
first buildings there to be compatible with the existing, surrounding uses; the idea was to 
design to planned uses.  Vice Chair Gustafson agreed. He pointed out that Policy1 (b and c) 
did a good job of capturing what was in the stricken Policy 4 and that Policy 1(c) text said 
‘compatibility with Lake Oswego’s overall community character.’  He observed that if Foothills 
was redeveloped it should definitely fit the community’s character and feel like Lake Oswego.  
Chair Gaar observed a consensus agreed with that. 
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Definitions 

There were no comments or questions about this section. 
 

 Bangy Road/Meadows Road Village Options 

a.  Add language to Policy 10 c. specifying the following: “In the Bangy Road/Meadows 
Road Neighborhood Village, allow higher-intensity commercial uses when adjacent to a 
freeway or Employment Center.” 

b.  Include a finding that the CAC work with the public to define the boundaries of this 
Neighborhood Village. 

Ms. St. Amand pointed out that the staff report suggested two options.  She asked the 
Commission for direction.  She indicated that the Vision Map identified a neighborhood village 
in the area of Bangy Road.  She clarified that Goal 1 Policies 10 and 11 matched 
Neighborhood Commercial and mixed use with a Neighborhood Village, but those zones did 
not exist in this area. 
 
Commissioner Johnson observed the area was more of a regional commercial destination 
than a neighborhood village because businesses such as Olive Garden, Chevy’s, Trader Joe’s 
and the furniture store drew from outside Lake Oswego.  He questioned drawing a boundary 
around a neighborhood village that did not exist.  Mr. Egner suggested it was a neighborhood 
village for Kruse Way employees who went to lunch there.  Commissioner Johnson observed 
that Kruse Way was commercial in and of itself and the restaurants in the Bangy area were 
serving lunch to many people from outside Lake Oswego.  Vice Chair Gustafson suggested 
adding language to allow higher density commercial uses because it would address the higher 
intensity uses that were there now and it made sense for that location.  He added that the 
process would then solicit feedback about it from the public and the CAC would review it.  
Commissioner Johnson explained that he could have agreed with that if there was no 
connection to the larger commercial area on the other side of the freeway via Bonita Road.  
Commissioner Swinford observed the area was a very small area where the only residential 
use was some apartments.  She asked if staff anticipated the area to the south being brought 
in and developed and if it would become a little evolving neighborhood.  Ms. St. Amand related 
that she understood that the initial reason for having this village was so residents in the 
residential area could go here where there were commercial services, instead of all the way to 
Kruse Way, which was mostly employment.  Mr. Egner noted it would also serve employees in 
the Kruse Way district. 
 
Chair Gaar observed one option provided the opportunity for increased density and 
development along those arterials but that did not necessarily mean it was going to happen; it 
meant that the City would pay attention to those neighborhoods.  Mr. Egner advised the Mixed 
Commercial and Highway Commercial zoning there was close to General Commercial zone 
intensity.  He clarified that adding the language about higher density would recognize there 
was a desire to make the place a more walkable, pedestrian-focused, village for residents in 
the high-density housing next to it; in the surrounding neighborhoods; and for Kruse Way 
employees.  He pointed out that it was zoned Highway Commercial, but it could also have a 
Neighborhood Village symbol on it.  Vice Chair Gustafson observed the suggested language 
was non-threatening language that would just allow that to happen.  Chair Gaar indicated that 
he was willing to use the language that allowed higher density and then think more about it 
when the draft came back to the Commission.  He stated that he was not yet ready to 
designate it as a neighborhood village. 
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Commissioner Bhutani observed that each of the neighborhood villages on the map were 
different.  Commissioner Johnson observed that Mountain Park and Kruse Way might not be 
regional centers, but they tended to have a more outside-the-community focus.  He contrasted 
them with Palisades, Lake Grove Village and Jean Road, which were more inwardly focused.  
He related that people came to the Bangy Road area from outside Lake Oswego; it was a 
destination because of what was there.  Commissioner Bhutani agreed that people came from 
everywhere to go to Trader Joe’s and in that respect, it was a destination, but it also had a 
local element.  Commissioner Johnson observed that was a small part of it.  He suggested that 
Olive Garden had not located there just to serve the local business population; people came 
off the freeway to go there.  He opined that it did not make any sense to draw a boundary 
around a village that did not actually exist.  Vice Chair Gustafson commented that the area 
might be a distinctly different area, but it should be recognized in some way.  He suggested 
that it might be given some other name, or described as a different kind of neighborhood 
village.  Mr. Egner agreed the Bangy/Meadows Road area was a different kind of place; it had 
an employment center under it and a neighborhood village symbol on top of it.  He remarked 
that after re-reading the definition he agreed with Commissioner Johnson that it was not a 
neighborhood village; however, it did meet the definition of an Employment Center.  He asked 
if it should be treated like the SW Industrial Area and addressed by a policy that anticipated it 
would be further studied in the future and then planned.  Commissioner Johnson observed 
there was a lot of unincorporated land in the area.  He indicated that the City needed to think 
about what would happen there long term as well as thinking long term about the Pilkington 
area.  He advised that there were multiple edges between different kinds of land uses.  When 
Commissioner Swinford asked how far it should extend, Commissioner Johnson said he did 
not know, the whole area was in a state of flux. 
 
Vice Chair Gustafson suggested recommending option (a.)  Commissioner Johnson indicated 
he could agree to that.  Chair Gaar observed there were no objections to recommending 
option (a.).  Commissioners Prager and Arthur then suggested reformatting Policy 10(c) into (i) 
regarding Mountain Park and (ii) regarding the Bangy Road area.  Commissioner Johnson 
agreed it was a good solution. 
 
Vice Chair Gustafson moved to recommend that the City Council adopt LU 12-0031 as 
amended by the Planning Commission.  Chair Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 7:0.  
The final vote was scheduled on September 24, 2012. 
 
The Commission recessed for five minutes and then reconvened. 

 
6. WORK SESSION 

6.1 Comprehensive Plan update – Extension of Public Services (PP 10-0007) 

First review of goals and policies addressing Extension of Public Services (currently 
Urbanization – Goal 14).  The revisions incorporated direction from recent Planning 
Commission work sessions and the joint meeting with City Council on the Stafford area.  This 
section is part of the Community Health and Public Safety Action Area. 

There was no discussion; this item was carried over to the September 24, 2012 meeting. 
 

7. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

7.1 Update on the Luscher Area Master Plan (PP 11-0019) 

Ms. Gilmer provided the update.  She reported that staff had collected public input for the 
Parks Plan 2025 and this plan at the same time.  She indicated that the Council then decided 
the Parks Plan should be done first.  She related that this was the first master plan to be 
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processed since the Parks & Natural Areas (PNA) code was adopted and it prescribed a 
process and criteria for approval of master plans.  She explained that the Commission’s role 
was to determine whether the proposed master plan met the criteria.  Ms. Gilmer stated that 
initially Parks and Recreation staff was advised that because it was a quasi-judicial decision, 
the Commission had to be a little bit ‘hands off,’ but staff had since changed its approach. 
 
Commissioner Johnson asked Mr. Boone to clarify whether or not this was a quasi-judicial 
process.  Mr. Boone advised it was looked at as quasi-judicial because it involved four or five 
parcels.  He explained that the ultimate question was whether the application met the criteria 
in the PNA zone for approval of a master plan for those sites.  Commissioner Johnson 
remarked that he was not sure about that because it was a large district plan. 
 
Ms. Gilmer anticipated that after the Council considered the plan on September 25 the 
planners would finish the narrative portion of the technical analysis.  She recalled the history of 
the area, that the City had purchased Luscher Farm in 1991 and subsequently acquired more 
land in the area.  She pointed out that Hazelia Field was the only parcel that was currently 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), and the other parcels were subject to county 
zoning.  She explained that Parks and Recreation wanted to update the current (1997) master 
plan because it obliged the Department to follow a plan that focused on ball fields, the historic 
area of the farm, and passive buffers while people were using the parcels and wanted to do 
new and different things there.  She reported that allowing some temporary uses there had 
gotten the Department into trouble because, once established, the community considered 
them permanent.  She explained that her department chose to use the City’s land use process 
now so it did not have to go through the master plan approval process twice. 
 
Ms. Gilmer contrasted the uses the 1997 master plan allowed and the areas it covered with 
those in the proposed plan.  She explained that the existing plan needed to be changed to 
include more recently acquired parcels; to allow the future tennis center on the Rassekh site; 
and to address other uses that were happening there now.  She indicated that the new plan 
assumed the Rassekh property would be brought into the UGB and it also factored in the 
recent analysis of the need for ball fields.  She reported that the traffic consultants had 
identified four entrances and recommended against a Burgess Road intersection.  She noted 
that the natural resources had been inventoried, but were not on the Sensitive Lands map 
because they were not in the City.  She clarified that most wetlands had already been 
delineated and mitigated.  Ms. Gilmer described the public process that led to the refined 
preferred option.  She explained that it had been a pretty contentious process and there had 
been no community consensus, but the Department believed it had reached a happy medium 
in the preferred plan.  She indicated that the primary themes were that people wanted to 
preserve the aesthetics of the open space/rural feel; they wanted to see gardens, Community 
Support Agriculture (CSA), and athletic fields; they wanted to preserve the historic aspects and 
see farming activities continue; and they wanted to be able to walk all around those properties 
and connect to West Linn and Cooks Butte and other parts of the City.  She osbserved that 
this was a wide range of activities to try to balance.  She recalled that one of the options 
considered had been the golf driving range recommended in a golf feasibility study; however, 
the final plan did not show it.  Ms. Gilmer reported that the Council had suggested putting ball 
fields there instead and that there had been a lot of public consternation related to locating two 
new fields in areas currently used for urban agriculture.  She stated that the Council had asked 
the Department to research whether the City needed two more fields and the study results 
showed the City needed five new full-sized synthetic fields and two more in another 10 to 15 
years.  She noted that there was a need for smaller fields as well.  She commented that there 
was not enough land in the City for them all. 
 



 APPROVED:  12/10/12 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of September 10, 2012 Page 12 of 15 

Ms. Gilmer reported that a subcommittee of advisory board chairs had looked at the plan and 
made some recommendations.  She stated their recommendations included moving the 
playing fields and basketball courts away from agricultural land and relocating an agriculture 
storage barn; and access to the community gardens would be gated and used as emergency 
access and during community events.  She pointed out that shuttles would be used for large 
Centennial Celebration sized events because there was not enough parking.  She noted that 
the community gardens were reconfigured to address gardeners’ concern about soil type and 
more gardens would be added; there would be areas designated for open space/agriculture in 
order to keep the use flexible until it was known what type of urban agriculture was going to be 
there.  She explained that the map would be corrected to show the looped trail and the 
wetlands would be highlighted differently and the residential driveway would be moved slightly 
to the east.  She noted that it would have to go over a small wetland (which would be 
mitigated) to a permeable surface overflow parking lot.  Ms. Gilmer added that three 
properties, including Steven’s Meadows would be open space and natural area with walking 
trails; and the trail connection to West Linn would be done this fall.  She explained that after 
the City Council generally approved the site plan the Department would finish the traffic and 
technical analyses; the draft plan would then be reviewed by the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board and forwarded to the Planning Commission.  Ms. Gilmer asked for feedback. 
 

Discussion 

Chair Gaar and Commissioner Bhutani explained that they had not received the material in 
time to review it and provide feedback.  Ms. Gilmer invited the Commissioners to email their 
questions or comments to her before the Council meeting on September 25. 
 
During the discussion Ms. Gilmer clarified that the county would not allow another driveway off 
Stafford Road.  Commissioner Swinford suggested finding a way to separate the area into a 
farm portion (such as, ‘Luscher Farm A’) and an active fields portion (such as, ‘Luscher Farm 
B’) in order to keep those uses from intruding upon one another.  Ms. Gilmer related there was 
currently a county historic overlay over 22 acres of the farm and she was looking for some 
mechanism to use to protect the historic portion of it after it came into the City. 
 
Commissioner Johnson disclosed that he had been working with a new group as a technical 
consultant.  He advised there needed to be a longer-term analysis related to a longer-term 
plan for agriculture there; what type of agriculture would occur there and at what scale had 
implications in terms of the infrastructure needs of that area.  He stated that as an example, 
intensive row crops would require irrigation.  He liked the separate access points for 
agriculture and athletic fields because flow-through traffic would be the end of agriculture.  He 
recalled Commissioner Swinford’s suggestion to separate uses.  He observed that a natural 
break in the topography and land uses already helped separate them.  He suggested that the 
plan could use a hedgerow or a row of trees to add to the separation and deal with things like 
dust or irrigation spray. 
 
Ms. Gilmer clarified for the Commissioners that the plan would have more detail when it came 
back to the Commission, but it would not likely feature tennis center elevations.  She reported 
that the Department was working on the concept plan for the center in a separate process and 
would try to use a lower profile and rural type building materials to make it blend into the 
landscape.  She invited ideas about that.  Mr. Boone advised if the approved master plan was 
not specific enough to include building elevations then the elevations would subsequently 
need to be reviewed by the Development Review Commission (DRC).  Ms. Gilmer clarified 
that the tennis center would be an indoor facility and the basketball facility would be an 
outdoor facility.  Commissioner Swinford was concerned the basketball facility might be too 
close to someone’s back yard.  Ms. Gilmer advised they would not hear the basketballs 
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because of the tree grove, wetland, and open space buffers. She clarified there would not be 
parking there.  Chair Gaar commented that the new location of the courts made sense and the 
courts would definitely be used.  Commissioner Johnson advised that the courts had been 
moved away from a location that had valuable agricultural soil.  He liked that the plan 
connected the dots between Stevens Meadow, the farm and the east side and that the 
proposed types of uses helped define the edges and separate the City and Stafford.  Ms. 
Gilmer advised those properties had been purchased using open space bond money in order 
to create a green edge.  She pointed out that one of the properties had a deed restriction that 
meant it could not be used for anything other than open space and trail. 
 
Commissioner Prager asked if having farmers’ market type activities had been discussed.  Ms. 
Gilmer responded that people came to pick up CSA produce, but it was an intriguing idea to 
expand that.  Commissioner Swinford inquired what improvements would need to be made to 
Stafford Road over the long run and if two lanes would be enough.  Ms. Gilmer reported it was 
sufficient for this type of development.  She stated that the consultant had advised that 
expansion of the roundabout and no additional turn lanes were necessary.  She noted that the 
tennis facility site plan had access coming off Atherton Road, but the neighborhood was still 
concerned about cut-through traffic.  She recalled that the planners had looked at a shared 
driveway with the church.  Ms. Gilmer indicated that the county had indicated that as the area 
was developed, whoever developed first had to do the traffic study and make and necessary 
roadway capacity improvements.  She added that the county might ask for a left turn lane at 
the farm driveway. 
 
Ms. Gilmer was asked to confirm that the City could not do any of this until the land was 
brought inside the UGB.  She said the only thing that could be done before that was to add to 
the community gardens and urban agriculture, install trails and restore natural area.  She 
indicated that the City could not put in a parking lot, basketball courts, new fields or a tennis 
center.  She reported that how things would be phased had not yet been determined and it 
was dependent upon how soon the UGB was moved.  She pointed out that Metro was going to 
hear the City’s UGB expansion request for the Rassekh property on September 20.  She noted 
that the outcome would affect phasing.  Ms. Gilmer invited the Commissioners to email more 
comments and questions. 
 

7.2 Complete Neighborhoods & Housing (CNH) – Policy A-1 

Discussion and feedback regarding medium-density locational criteria. 

Ms. Selden recalled that the Commission had asked staff to produce a map for the Council to 
look at when it considered the locational criteria in the medium-density policy section A-1.  She 
reported that staff had produced that map; and in response to public comments expressing 
concern about the proposed policy, an alternative map was also produced that did not include 
Neighborhood Collectors.  She asked for feedback from the Commissioners.  She clarified that 
the proposed locational criteria allowed the opportunity for medium density on land within a 
half mile of Town Centers, Employment Centers and Neighborhood Villages only if it was 
along the listed types of roadways.  She indicated that landowners who wanted a zone change 
would need to have a site that met Policy A-1 locational criteria; they would then have to meet 
other criteria in Goal 2 that required them to demonstrate that there was a need for the zone 
change; it would comply with neighborhood plans; and it was compatible with adjacent uses. 
 
The Commissioners were concerned that the public would misunderstand the ‘black circles’ 
outlined on the maps and that having the maps would not dispel their concerns.  Chair Gaar 
suggested removing neighborhood collectors and using map E-3, but using shading or some 
other method of highlighting the affected areas along the arterials instead of using black lines.  
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Staff clarified that the eligible areas were parcels that were adjacent to (touched) those 
sections of the roadway.  Commissioner Johnson observed that would mean that a very large 
parcel that touched the arterial would be affected.  Commissioner Prager agreed it was a good 
idea to take out neighborhood collectors.  He suggested if the City took another look at this in 
the future, it could also allow more density along arterials where there was transit service.  
Commissioner Swinford inquired why it was so important to get medium density defined all 
over the city and if it was for housing capacity.  Staff clarified there was no intent to force 
anyone to change their zoning and the city did have capacity for housing.  They indicated that 
if a private property owner wanted a zone change the site would have to meet this locational 
criteria and the applicant would also have to meet the other requirements of the zone change 
process.  They advised that the proposed policy focused the opportunities for future housing in 
specific locations rather than in the middle of a low-density residential neighborhood.  She 
noted that those locations were within walking distance (half-mile) of commercial amenities.  
She reported that medium-density provided an opportunity for what more and more people 
were looking for: smaller housing with less maintenance that offered the opportunity to walk or 
bike to meet daily needs. 
 
The Commissioners generally did not favor presenting the policy using the mapped black 
lines, saying that the public would misunderstand.  They suggested that it might be better to 
use some other method of presenting it such as highlighting the specific segments of 
roadways that were within the specified distance of the three types of centers.  During the 
discussion, Commission comments were that this was an ‘enabling’ provision and did not 
require a zone change; that the proposed locational policy was actually a little more restrictive 
than existing Plan policy; and that public misunderstanding was tainting the Comprehensive 
Plan update process.  They suggested that staff make it very clear that there were other 
criteria to be met for a zone change besides the locational criteria; and that additional density 
from population growth should be focused in mixed use areas along sections of arterials (not 
neighborhood collectors) and not in the neighborhoods.  Commissioner Johnson advised there 
were other protections in the Plan such as the ‘beachhead’ language related to intrusions into 
neighborhoods.  Commissioner Swinford suggested taking a step back in order to make the 
issue a ‘non-issue’.  The Commissioners considered going back to existing Plan policy or 
softening the proposed policy by doing things like replacing ‘half-mile’ with ‘near’ and ensuring 
it was very clear to the public that there were other zone change criteria to be met as well as 
the locational criteria and the policy would not really ‘up-zone’ a neighborhood.  They 
reasoned that it in fact, created more flexibility for a neighborhood near an employment center 
that wanted to be up-zoned.  Staff advised it would be a challenge to map ‘near’ and 
‘proximity’.  Vice Chair Gustafson suggested if the overall Comprehensive Plan would give 
readers the impression that the City wanted to focus density near Town Centers, Employment 
Centers and Neighborhood Villages this provision might not be necessary.  Staff explained the 
intent of this section was to provide some criteria to be met when an owner considered 
changing residential zoning.  The Commissioners asked staff what the existing 
Comprehensive Plan policy said.  Ms. Selden read it aloud: 

Medium and high density residential areas may be designated in areas 1) which are 
currently developed at medium and high density; 2) where there are public facilities 
and few development constraints; 3) and near arterials or major collectors and 
transit service, and particularly for high density residential areas in close proximity 
to commercial areas and/or employment concentration. 
 

Mr. Egner reported that the existing Comprehensive Plan prevented changing R-7.5, R-10 or 
R-15 to any medium or high-density zone. 
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Vice Chair Gustafson then proposed that the Commission recommend the existing 
Comprehensive Plan language (rewritten by the staff for clarity) instead of the proposed 
language.  He indicated that would maintain the status quo on the issue of where land could 
be up-zoned.  Ms. Selden suggested another option would be to ask the Council to send it 
back to the Commission for revision before the Council hearing.  She related that the CAC had 
struggled with this and was relying on the Commission to recommend what was going to work.  
Commissioner Swinford observed that keeping the existing policy would be less confusing.  
Commissioner Bhutani and Chair Gaar indicated they did not understand the existing 
language well enough to make a decision now.  Chair Gaar wanted to see it mapped and then 
brought back to the Planning Commission.  Ms. Selden pointed out that the public perception 
was that the existing policy prevented any zone changes, but she advised that was not the 
case.  Mr. Egner recalled the last residential zone change had been ten years ago.  
Commissioner Johnson commented that the homebuilders might argue this policy was not 
legal because it was not objective enough. 
 
Chair Gaar observed the consensus was the policy needed to come back to the Commission.  
He planned to attend the Council study session the next evening. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

None. 
 

9. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Chair Gaar asked staff to schedule a work session regarding zone change. 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

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

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


