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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

April 28, 2014 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

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

2. ROLL CALL 
Members present were Chair William Gaar, Vice Chair Randy Arthur and Commissioners Puja 
Bhutani, Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman and Bill Ward.  Commissioner Todd Prager was 
excused. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Sarah Selden, 
Associate Planner; Johanna Hastay, Associate Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; 
and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

None. 
 

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

None. 
 

5. MINUTES 
5.1 February 24, 2014 

 
There was no discussion.  This item was carried over. 

 
6. MOTION 
6.1 West End Building Rezone – Remand from City Council (LU 13-0053) 

A request by the City of Lake Oswego for approval of Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning 
Map amendments from Office Campus/High Density Residential (OC/R-3) to General 
Commercial (GC) for the site.  The site is located at 4101 Kruse Way (Tax Lots 5300 and 5400 
of Tax Map 21E08BB).  Staff coordinator is Debra Andreades, Senior Planner. 

Recommended Motion: 

“The Council remand was to “consider new evidence relating to the 
proposed development by the prospective purchaser.”  Because there is 
no longer a prospective purchaser and no evidence relating to proposed 
development by a prospective purchaser, no public hearing need be held, 
and the Commission returns the case to the Council.” 
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Chair Gaar observed that there was no longer a prospective purchaser and there was no 
evidence relating to a proposed development so no public hearing needed to be held. 
 
Chair Gaar moved to return LU 13-0053 to the City Council.  Vice Chair Arthur seconded the 
motion and it passed 6:0. 
 

7. WORK SESSIONS 

7.1 Lake Grove Village Center Code Amendments (PP 10-0018) 

Review of proposed Community Development Code (CDC) amendments related to the Lake 
Grove Village Center Handbook and time frame update. Staff coordinator is Johanna Hastay, 
Associate Planner. 
 
Ms. Hastay and Mr. Siegel advised that the proposed amendments were intended to clarify the 
intent of this code now that staff had had opportunities to test it in practice; and, to address the 
design handbook the Lake Grove Village Center code called for when it talked about Permitted 
Architectural Styles and Design Features for buildings taller than 35 feet or 2.5 stories tall.  
They clarified there was going to be a separate Lake Grove Village Center Overlay Code 
maintenance project; they noted that this project did not address Boones Ferry Road design or 
the Lake Grove Village Center theme, which had not been developed yet.  Ms. Hastay related 
that in working with developers on the designs of the Pacific Lumber and Wells Fargo sites 
staff found the code did not ensure there could be the strong corner element they wanted and 
that there was an issue related to public plazas.  She discussed the draft code as follows: 

Architectural Styles 
Ms. Hastay reported that a member of the work group and the Lake Grove Village Center 
Architectural Subcommittee had noticed an error in the permitted styles table.  She explained 
that Carolyn Krebs had recalled that the Subcommittee only wanted to see Colonial/Georgian 
style on Village Transition Area (VTA) 1 land which were properties closest to the abutting 
neighborhood and not on all properties.  Ms. Hastay advised that staff planned to review the 
legislative history and make that correction as needed during the code maintenance project. 
 
Ms. Hastay noted that the work group wanted to remove Second Empire style entirely because 
mansard roofs, a key architectural element to this style, were not allowed in the district.  Staff 
advised the particular style should be taken out as many of its features were covered in other 
allowed architectural styles.  Staff asked for input on whether this handbook should be in an 
appendix to the code or a separate document. 
 
Ms. Hastay explained that the code referred to the handbook in the section dealing with design 
features of tall buildings 35 feet or 2.5 stories or higher.  She advised that this code section 
called for incorporation of two of the four listed design features:  minimum 6:12 roof slope; a 
public plaza; upper story components that offered the perception of depth and established a 
human scale; and materials, textures or colors that made the upper stories appear to recede 
from view.  Ms. Hastay suggested only the last two options were not clear and objective.  Staff 
advised that the language be modified to be clear and objective rather than illustrated in the 
handbook. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if the low, flat-roofed, “shoebox” style of most of the existing 
buildings along Boones Ferry Road was a design style; if not, did the code mean that no more 
buildings like that could be built unless they put in an amenity, such as a plaza?  Ms. Hastay 
advised the Lake Grove Village Center planners had adopted the list of specific styles because 
they wanted to see diverse, eclectic, architectural styles when the district was redeveloped.  
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Staff stated that the desired architectural styles were not reminiscent of the existing 
development. 
 
Pedestrian Features–Orientation and Entrances/Public Plazas 
Ms. Hastay reported that a recent development project, First Citizens’ Bank (LU 14-0007), 
wanted to use the traditional English Arts & Crafts style that included a strong corner element 
at the corner of Lanewood/Boones Ferry Road; however, the existing code does not require 
strong corner elements.  She advised that staff proposed to add a subsection to LOC 
50.05.007.5.d Pedestrian Features – Orientation and Entrances calling for a clearly defined 
corner element to emphasize the street corner and invite pedestrian usage.  She suggested 
that it could be addressed during the code maintenance project. 
 
Ms. Hastay recalled that on the recently redeveloped Wells Fargo site, the developer would 
have had to stair-step their building in order to keep it adjacent to the public street as the code 
required.  She explained that instead, the developer incorporated a public plaza, but that 
conditions had to be imposed by the hearing body to ensure the plaza met the intent of the 
District standards.  She advised that staff proposed new language under LOC 50.05.007.5.d.iii 
requirements for a public plaza to clarify it needed to be adjacent to the public sidewalk and 
open to pedestrians.  She indicated that staff now thought they should increase the minimum 
amount of linear plaza frontage from 50% to 70%.  She also noted there was a possibility that 
they would need to find another way to deal with the change of grade after Boones Ferry Road 
was improved rather than to require the plaza to be at the same grade as the sidewalk.  Chair 
Gaar suggested adding the qualifier, ‘unless impractical’, to the language ‘Where existing 
topographic constraints prevent the entire plaza frontage from being constructed at the 
sidewalk grade, the finished plaza grade may be different than the sidewalk, provided it shall 
be ADA accessible.’ 
 
Next Steps 
Ms. Hastay indicated that she planned to continue to go over architectural styles with the work 
group; she clarified that the consultant, Philip Stewart, was working with them.  She noted that 
the work group was participating in the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency (LORA) public 
involvement process in regard to the Boones Ferry Road project design and the Village Center 
theme.  Ms. Hastay indicated that she was also working with Ms. Selden on clear and 
objective housing standards that would impact the Lake Grove Village Center and with Planner 
Leslie Hamilton on the overlay code maintenance project.  She advised that the handbook 
project was a separate process. 
 
Input from the Commission 
Commissioner A. Brockman advised they needed to think about the City Council goal for 
neighborhood preservation when they examined the interface between commercial and 
residential uses.  Staff advised that the handbook would be helpful by detailing the 
architectural elements that helped make the transition in VTA areas.  Commissioner Ward 
suggested a punctuation edit.  Commissioner Bhutani asked if there needed to be more 
‘placeholder’ language until the theme/streetscape elements were fleshed out.  Ms. Hastay 
anticipated the related public involvement process called for in the Lake Grove Village Center 
Plan would clarify streetscape elements and then would address the private/public interface. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman asked what the trigger was that would require someone who 
purchased an existing building and just wanted to make tenant improvements to completely 
redevelop.  Ms. Hastay acknowledged it was not a very clear process in practice and the 
applicability section raised a lot of questions.  She explained that Planning staff was going to 
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look at it and talk about nonconformance and variances with the Commission.  She pointed out 
that there was specific language that meant any time a developer was touching the build-to 
line’ they were supposed to incorporate certain design standards.  She advised that when 
people came in with tenant improvements or updates staff walked them through the code and 
figured it out on a case-by-case basis.  Commissioner E. Brockman asked if they were 
shooting themselves in the foot in requiring this huge jump; perhaps developers should be 
able to do a certain extent of improvements without having to fully redevelop the site.  Ms. 
Hastay pointed to the example of the Lake Grove Shopping Center, where the buildings had 
been taken down to almost the foundation, but the footprint had not changed, so they had not 
been required to fully redevelop the site. 
 

7.2 Clear and Objective Housing Standards (LU 14-0019) 

Review and provide feedback on key policy questions regarding draft Community 
Development Code amendments proposed to provide the opportunity for attached, multi-family 
and mixed use housing to be developed under clear and objective approval standards.  Staff 
coordinator is Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner. 
 
Ms. Selden presented the staff report.  Bob Needham, Chair of the Development Review 
Commission participated in this discussion. 
 
Ms. Selden outlined the public involvement process, which would include a May 15 open 
house.  She noted that the June 9 public hearing had been postponed in order to allow more 
time for the public to weigh in.  She indicated that staff planned to meet with interested local 
groups to discuss three code amendment projects:  clear and objective housing standards; 
variances and nonconforming; and the annual code housekeeping update.  She advised that 
the input would be compiled and provided at the June 23 work session. 
 
Ms. Selden first posed the question how to organize the two tracks (clear and objective 
housing standards and discretionary standards) in the CDC.  She referred to the staff report 
which provided a diagram and examples of how code text could be organized.  She advised 
that staff was suggesting that if the clear and objective standards were integrated into existing 
code sections, they could clarify some of the existing discretionary language and apply it to all 
development. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman indicated that she would have each set of standards stand alone.  
Chair Gaar commented that the discretionary language should be clarified if it was confusing, 
but ‘discretionary’ did not necessarily mean ‘confusing.’  He indicated that he would wait to 
hear public input to decide how to organize the code.  Commissioner Bhutani suggested three 
sets of standards so there was not as much repetition:  language that both tracks had to meet 
and then a set of clear and objective standards and a set of discretionary standards.  Vice 
Chair Arthur indicated that grouping the standards into sets would avoid confusion and he 
liked Commissioner Bhutani’s suggestion if it was feasible.  He noted the staff report indicated 
the integrated approach might make the code more confusing and difficult to use.  
Commissioner Bhutani agreed that if there was confusing discretionary language it should be 
clarified. 
 
Bob Needham, Chair of the Development Review Commission, indicated he wanted time to 
review this before offering feedback.  He advised that based on his experience he thought the 
clear and objective and discretionary standards should be in separate sections so people 
looking for the easiest way to get their project approved did not have to pick through the 
standards; it would also be the easiest to understand and amend.  He suggested there could 
be a booklet or checklist for the small developer.  Mr. Needham cautioned that this had to be 
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done carefully so the end result of clear and objective housing standards was not unattractive 
projects that looked alike being built in a neighborhood.  He advised that the community had to 
be careful because the available land consisted of infill lots and what was built on them would 
impact neighbors; they could lose the quality of their neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman commented that the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) goals fell short because they did not recognize the existing built 
environment; tried to jam everything into the urban area; and did not address the quality of the 
urban development.  Commissioner Bhutani recalled the Commission had discussed that even 
multifamily and mixed-use projects built to clear and objective standards should have to go 
through Development Review Commission (DRC) review and should not be processed as a 
ministerial decision.  She opined that the City had the ability to create clear and objective 
standards that captured the intent of the existing discretionary standards; however, she noted 
there was a missing element, which was how clear and objective standards would address 
compatibility. 
 
Ms. Selden clarified that staff had not been able to schedule a DRC work session but they still 
wanted DRC feedback on this.  Chair Gaar advised it would help the Planning Commission to 
hear from the DRC.  Mr. Needham suggested the Planning Commissioners attend and 
observe a DRC hearing. 
 
Mr. Needham and Mr. Boone discussed the state law which required the City to offer the 
option for clear and objective standards for needed housing.  Mr. Boone observed the 
challenge was to determine what clear and objective standards approach would result in the 
product they wanted so when the DRC applied that code they did not have to approve 
something they did not like, that the community had to live with.  When Mr. Needham asked if 
State administrative rules defined what clear and objective standards were Mr. Boone advised 
they did not and it got defined in case law when it was challenged in courts.  Mr. Needham 
recalled a ruling where the court said [standards] just had to reach the level of specificity that 
put a developer on notice what the requirement was.  He noted that involved discretion.  Mr. 
Needham offered an example of what the DRC dealt with and why he was concerned.  He 
recalled the DRC had heard an application where the developer contended that the project 
had the elements of the required style and that the roof was not a mansard roof (which the 
code did not allow) but a kind of combination of flat roof.  Mr. Boone advised that if they only 
half met the code they had not met the clear and objective test.  Chair Needham indicated it 
was a tough call to determine if what was proposed had enough elements to satisfy a specific 
style.  He would balance predetermined clear and objective standards with discretionary 
standards.  He imagined the State statute required everything applied to a development to be 
clear and objective.  He indicated he thought the best approach was to do only what they had 
to do to satisfy state requirements and build their own process.  Mr. Boone advised that the 
State was calling for clear and objective standards and it was up to the community to decide if 
and to what level they wanted to dictate architectural style.  As an example, he questioned if 
the building had to meet a certain architectural style, then did the entire building have to be 
that architectural style; could it just have elements of that style; and if so, how many?  He 
advised that was an interpretation and confusing issue, not a clear and objective question. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman attributed the State legislation to lobbying by the Home Builders 
Association which wanted clear and objective housing standards to make development as 
easy as possible.  She added that local governments were to some degree abusing their 
discretion.  Mr. Needham agreed with her point that the City Council had taken a stand to 
maintain/protect neighborhoods, which each had a different feel, and they should do that. 
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Commissioner E. Brockman offered an example of why the Home Builders Association had 
lobbied for clear and objective standards.  He recalled there had been so much discretion 
involved in approval of a small builder’s project of attached housing in Old Town that he had to 
pay twice to do it all over again; it really hurt the builder and he would never again build in the 
city.  Commissioner E. Brockman indicated he thought the State wanted to avoid that.  Mr. 
Needham recalled the neighborhood was very upset about the scale of the project.  He said 
the developer should have done his homework ahead of time.  He added that if they tried to 
apply clear and objective standards in the Stafford area, people would be very concerned; they 
wanted to have some control over developments in their neighborhoods; things that worked in 
other places might not work in Lake Oswego.  He recalled that the DRC had approved that 
project and without requiring too many changes. 
 
The Commission discussed the three questions posed in the staff report as follows: 

Feedback on public involvement/schedule. 
Chair Gaar anticipated there would be a lot of public input about those questions and how far 
into clear and objective they wanted to go.  He suggested the stay flexible regarding the 
schedule and as the process continued they would know if they needed even more 
involvement. 
 
Which of the three organizational approaches is preferred? 
Chair Gaar suggested the Commission wait to see what came out of the public process.  
Commissioner E. Brockman suggested that staff provide specific examples/case studies to 
help explain amendments to people.  Mr. Siegel indicated his takeaway was it would be best to 
have discrete sets of clear and objective standards and discretionary standards.  Ms. Selden 
anticipated that staff would provide the results of testing the draft code.  Commissioner E. 
Brockman indicated that he appreciated the DRC chair’s input.  Commissioner Ward indicated 
he preferred the standards to be grouped or separated and he did not favor the integrated 
approach which would be difficult to understand and work through. 
 
Should code requirements from the architectural styles appendices be moved into the 
design district codes? 
Ms. Selden advised this was how the code was currently organized.  Development Review 
staff had advised it made more sense to have it integrated into the code section/district with 
which it was associated. 
 

8. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 
No discussion. 
 

9. SCHEDULE REVIEW 
Mr. Siegel outlined a schedule for the Planning Commission to consider clear and objective 
standards for housing; variances and nonconformance sections of the code; Lake Grove 
Village Center-related code amendments; annual code housekeeping updates; amendments 
to commercial zoning; and sensitive lands.  He proposed a special meeting on June 30.  He 
explained that staff was going to bundle amendments that required Measure 56 notice in order 
to keep the cost down and the public notice would include a plain English explanation.  He 
indicated that they were going to meet with neighborhood chairs, the Lake Oswego 
Neighborhood Action Coalition (LONAC), and any other group that wanted to hear from them.  
He advised that staff would compile public comments and incorporate them into the hearing 
drafts.  He pointed out that the City Council wanted to adopt sensitive lands provisions by the 
end of year.  Mr. Siegel and Chair Gaar planned to go over the schedule in detail later. 
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10. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

Commissioner A. Brockman commended Mr. Siegel on his Transportation System Plan (TSP) 
presentation to the neighborhood chairs group.  Commissioner A. Brockman and Chair Gaar 
indicated they had appreciated outgoing Commissioner Bhutani’s contributions while she 
served with them on the Commission and she would be missed. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 8:20 p.m. 
 

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