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JANUARY 9, 2012 
 
EXCERPT FROM DRAFT PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
 
(Please note that minutes have not been reviewed or approved by Planning 
Commission.) 
 
Planning Commission members present included Chair Jon Gustafson, Vice Chair Puja 
Bhutani and Commissioners Bill Gaar, Julia Glisson, Jim Johnson.  Commissioner Todd 
Prager was excused.  Council Liaison Jeff Gudman was also present. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
Comprehensive Plan Update (PP 10-0007).  Review draft Community Culture Goals and 
Policies. 
 

Staff Report 

Associate Planners Laura Weigel and Sarah Selden reviewed the staff memorandums 
which outlined the Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Committee recommended draft 
Community Culture Goals and Policies and posed questions to be considered at the 
February 2 Community Summit: Inspiring Spaces & Places and Complete 
Neighborhoods & Housing.  Commissioner Prager had submitted his comments in a 
January 7 e-mail.  Discussion highlights and comments are outlined below. 
 

Draft Community Culture Goals and Policies 

The Arts.  Staff explained that the goal should refer to the cultural value as well as 
economic value of the arts.  The Commission questioned what was meant by ‘spaces for 
artists’.  Staff said this would be defined during implementation planning.  They indicated 
that if there were a policy about spaces for artists the Commissioners would consider it 
when they discussed accessory structures used for art studios. 
 
Civic Engagement.  Staff and the CAC had streamlined the goal and removed sub-goals 
a, b and c.  The Commissioners discussed whether they were just action items or should 
remain in the goal.  Vice Chair Bhutani stressed they were the heart of citizen 
involvement.  The Commissioners asked staff to try to incorporate them into the goal as 
a second statement. 

 Policy 1:  The Commissioners agreed not to try to define who ‘those affected by the 
proposal’ were.  They recalled that the legislature had debates about what it 
meant.  They would keep the language broad and flexible; people who felt affected 
by a proposal would get involved in the process. 

 Policy 2:  The Commissioners did not want to limit communications methods to the 
list in the draft, they would eliminate the list.  They indicated that the language, ‘by 
providing a wide range of opportunities’ was sufficient.  They held that easily 
accessible, understandable technical information was important to more persons 
than just the decision makers. 

 Policy 4:  Staff explained that the policy called for the City to engage citizens 
though neighborhood associations and other community groups.  Vice Chair 
Bhutani held that if the scale of a planning project was big enough the City should 
go above and beyond in its efforts to involve and get input from smaller, non-vocal, 
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non-engaged, socially and economically weaker groups which were not typically 
active in the planning process.  She used homeowners associations as one 
example.  Commissioner Gaar explained the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) 
had added ‘and other community groups’ to include them, and that the CAC felt the 
City was already extremely active and engaged.  He indicated it was going too far 
to ask the City to go out and find specific groups to provide input.  Chair Gustafson 
observed the CAC itself had been formed to involve groups the City did not 
normally hear from.  Staff pointed out that Policy 7 called for fashioning a public 
involvement plan at the beginning of each planning process.  Vice Chair Bhutani 
held that the best engagement included seeking out those who should be engaged 
in the process. 

 Policy 6:  Staff explained that the policy did not need to specifically task the 
Planning Commission with serving as the Commission for Citizen Involvement 
(CCI).  They indicated that the CCI could be whatever body the City Council saw fit 
to be the CCI. 

 
Potential New Policies. 

 Commissioner Prager suggested that collaboration between boards and 
commissions should be encouraged during planning processes when there were 
overlapping interests. 

 Commissioner Prager also suggested that respect for different viewpoints should be 
encouraged while fostering an environment where people felt safe to express 
differing viewpoints. 

 
Chair Gustafson indicated that both were good ideas, however he questioned whether 
collaboration needed to be made policy.  He suggested it could be addressed in the 
implementation plan or it might be a matter of the CCI and staff reminding people to do 
it.  He recalled some City Council meetings had been very uncomfortable for citizens 
who wanted to speak their minds and be heard.  He suggested if the City Council had to 
adopt a written policy related to respecting differing viewpoints that might help.  
Commissioner Johnson also questioned whether collaboration needed to be a policy.  
He remarked that it was a very positive thing to have so many boards and commissions 
involved in the current periodic review process.  He wanted that to continue into the 
future. 
 
Chair Gustafson announced a five-minute break to 8:30 p.m. and then reconvened the 
meeting. 
 

Recreation 

Goal 5 – Section 7 Oswego Lake (Recreational Component). 

 Policy 11.  This policy was related to swimming access to the lake via the City’s 
swim park (it was not about the School District’s swim park).  The Commissioners 
observed this policy would need to be reconciled with Policy 8 (see below). 

 
Lake Access Issue 

Staff indicated that comments had been received both in support of and against 
expanding lake access and that Commissioner Prager had also e-mailed comments.  
They reported that on December 14 the CAC had appointed a work group and charged it 
with looking at the public comments it had received up to that date and recommend to 
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the CAC whether or not the CAC should further explore the issue.  Staff said the group 
was to report back to the CAC on January 25.  When asked, staff clarified that the work 
group was composed of volunteer representatives from the CAC which included a 
member of the Library Advisory Board; Parks and Recreation Advisory Board; Historic 
Resources Advisory Board and a young adult liaison.  Staff clarified that the work 
group’s first work session was on January 18, it would be open to the public and they 
would only consider comments received up to December 14.  Staff indicated that the 
CAC and the Planning Commission were still accepting public comments. 
 
The Commissioners agreed to hold a work session on February 13 to discuss the lake 
access issue which was part of the Recreation portion of Community Culture Goals and 
Policies.  They discussed the remaining Recreation goals and policies. 
 
Goal 1 Recreation.  Staff stated that this goal might be too narrow.  They suggested that 
in addition to listing facilities for exercise and sports, play for children, and natural 
experiences it could include facilities for recreational participation activities such as 
dance.  However, staff indicated that the Parks planning process was a little ahead of 
the Comprehensive Plan (land use planning) update process. 

 Policy 1.  Staff explained that ‘services’ needed to be defined, but clarified that 
Goals 1 and 2 already defined ‘facilities’ and ‘programs.’ 

 Policy 4.  Staff indicated that this policy was to consider incorporating the list of 
facilities into Goal 1. 

 Policy 5.  Staff explained that this policy was to make it clear that maintaining and 
enhancing existing parks and facilities had priority over creating new ones. 

 Policy 6.  Commissioner Prager suggested in his e-mail that instead of saying, 
‘preserve and enhance’ significant natural resources and historic sites in parklands, 
the policy should specify, ‘preserve, restore and maintain’ them.  Commissioner 
Gaar recalled the Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB) was concerned that 
the City did not maintain all of its parks.  Commissioner Johnson recalled that had 
been a big issue for the Sensitive Lands Second Look Task Force.  Staff advised 
that maintenance would be addressed under Healthy Ecosystems.  Commissioner 
Glisson cautioned the City to be sure to investigate what ‘restore’ meant.  She 
explained that Village Center planners had been advised that if it meant taking an 
area back to its original condition that it might be difficult to do and people might 
not want the result.  Commissioner Gaar suggested staff consult the NRAB and 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB). 

 Policy 8.  Staff explained that a policy calling for optimizing efficient use of School 
District sites for community recreation ‘wherever possible’ might push incompatible 
land use. 

 Potential additional recreation policies:  Commissioner Prager suggested adding a 
new policy related to year-round recreational activities; adding a community center 
to the list of facilities under Policy 4; and adding a policy to address the vision for 
the Luscher Farm district.  Chair Gustafson suggested indoor recreation and 
community center opportunities fell under Policy 4 to ‘Provide a broad range of 
recreational activities.’  The Commissioners discussed the suggestion to add a 
policy related to the vision for Luscher Farm.  Some Commissioners questioned 
having a separate policy for a potential park.  Commissioner Johnson advised that 
it should be a district in which land use should be thoughtfully planned.  He 
indicated his concern was that Parks and Recreation planning was getting ahead 
of the Comprehensive Plan update process and working outside the land use 
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process.  Mr. Egner advised the Farm was outside the City limits and mostly 
outside the Urban Growth Boundary and there was no land use mechanism to 
apply to it.  Commissioner Gaar suggested the Farm could be addressed under 
Healthy Ecosystems. 

 
Education 

Ms. Selden reported the public engagement effort revealed that a large percentage of 
persons preferred to live in Lake Oswego because if its high quality schools.  The 
Commissioners offered the following comments: 
 
Goal.  The City had strong public and private schools and should promote them both, not 
just the public system. 

 Policy 1.  Refer to the ‘school system,’ not the ‘School District.’ 
 Policy 2.  This policy might be better positioned under housing goals. 
 Policy 3.  Partner with any organizations that provided educational opportunities to 

the community, not just local organizations. 
 Policy 5.  Partner with all the community schools, not just the public school district. 
 Policy 6.  Consider changing the policy to include use of grounds as well as school 

buildings (vacant or not) for new learning and recreation-related use as long as 
compatibility with the neighborhood is considered in some conditional-use type 
process. 

 Policy 7/Policy 8.  Combine the policy related to coordinating traffic impacts around 
schools with the City prioritizing transportation investments related to areas around 
schools. 

 Potential new policy.  Commissioner Prager suggested a policy related to 
sustainable design and operation of schools.  Staff advised there would be a policy 
related to ‘green building’ under Healthy People/Safe Community. 

 
Historic Preservation 

Ms. Weigel reported she had worked with the Historic Resources Advisory Board 
(HRAB).  The board was comfortable with the draft. 
 
Goal.  The Commissioners discussed whether ‘archeological’ should be removed from 
the list of types of resources to be preserved, promoted and protected.  They observed 
that the City did not currently have staffing resources and functions in place to address 
archeological resources.  Staff indicated that, when needed, the City typically asked the 
state to send someone to look at the resource.  They reported that Summit participants 
had indicated they did not favor starting and funding a City archeological resources 
program.  Ms. Weigel advised that staff had checked with the state and learned that 
removing ‘archeological’ would not make the goal inconsistent with statewide planning 
goals.  The Commissioners suggested keeping it in the policy, to remove ‘archeological’ 
might suggest the City did not care about archeological resources and would not protect 
them.  They suggested that there could be an additional policy to continue to consult 
with the state when something came up. 
 

Library 

General comment:  Staff indicated that the Library should be addressed under Public 
Facilities as well as Community Culture. 
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 Policy 1.  Staff explained that increased accessibility had more to do with 
increasing the value of library services than expanding the facility.  They suggested 
the policy could call for making online services more user-friendly and having a 
west-side branch to serve that part of the City. 

 Policy 2.  Recognize the role of the library is changing.  People want to use it as a 
community gathering space. 

 Policy 3.  Commissioner Prager suggested expanding this policy by stating there 
should be a mix of uses at or near the library site.  Ms. Weigel advised library 
studies showed that retail uses benefitted from being near a library. 
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Preparing for Summit 2 
Inspiring Space & Places and Complete Neighborhoods & Housing 

Staff asked the Commissioners to comment on the format and policy questions.   Vice 
Chair Bhutani suggested framing Housing questions in terms of what the community 
wanted or desired since the City was already able to satisfy housing density needs.  
Chair Gustafson suggested the planners present the range of household preferences 
and incomes instead of just inserting incomes to justify the need.  The discussion should 
be about what lifestyle people prefer.  The planners invited Commissioners to volunteer 
to help at the Summit, either as floaters or discussion group facilitators.  They 
encouraged the Commissioners to complete the online survey related to Inspiring 
Spaces & Places.  Vice Chair Bhutani advised them to send targeted e-mails to 
interested persons. 


