
 APPROVED:  11/10/2014 
 

 

 
 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

June 9, 2014 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:33 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 
Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman, John LaMotte, Todd Prager and Bill Ward.  Council 
Liaison Jeff Gudman was also present. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Sarah Selden, 
Associate Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative 
Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Gudman reported that the Council had approved the budget, signed an agreement 
with Google, and adopted the farm stands legislation.  He advised that they were discussing 
the Boones Ferry Road project in regard to the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
and the use of federal funds and they were about to study sensitive lands.  He discussed the 
sale of the West End Building (WEB) and a potential ballot measure regarding a road widening 
initiative procedure. 
 

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

None. 
 

5. MINUTES 
5.1 March 24, 2014 

Commissioner A. Brockman moved to approve the Minutes of March 24, 2014, as amended 
by Commissioners A. Brockman and E. Brockman.  Commissioner E. Brockman seconded 
the motion and it passed 4:0:3.  Commissioners LaMotte and Ward and Vice Chair Arthur 
abstained. 
 

6. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 
6.1 Community Development Code Annual Housekeeping Amendments (LU 14-0014A) 

Commissioners and staff confirmed that the findings referred to the “straw poll” during 
deliberations and highlighted that staff had moved the proposed front porch provisions to the 
LU 14-0014B amendments package which required citywide noticing (Measure 56).  Staff 
clarified that ‘parking task force’ meant a group appointed by the City Council. 
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There was concern that the language of Finding 2 might seem too dismissive when it indicated 
it had not been the appropriate proceeding to consider some suggestions offered in testimony.  
The Commissioners indicated those were valuable suggestions that they did not want to get 
lost.  Vice Chair Arthur suggested adding, ‘Such testimony should be provided when 
appropriate code amendments are under consideration in the future.’ 
 
Most of the discussion was about Finding 4 language related to when a fourth floor was 
allowable.  The Commissioners could not recall whether they had discussed that further 
community dialogue was needed to determine if a fourth floor should be subject to 
discretionary criteria.  Commissioner Ward noted they had voted to retain the word ‘may’ 
rather than revert to the word ‘shall.’  Mr. Boone explained that ‘may’ created a discretionary 
standard without any related criteria to base a discretionary decision on.  He advised that after 
the applicant met the listed requirements for a fourth floor they were still not entitled to a fourth 
floor and nothing indicated what other discretionary standards they had to meet to have a 
fourth floor.  Commissioner A. Brockman advised from a legal standpoint they would need to 
have more discussions about criteria and for that reason she suggested revising the language 
to say, ‘This will require further community dialogue to identify appropriate discretionary criteria 
for the provision of a fourth floor.’ 
 
Chair Gaar moved to approve LU 14-0014A-1845 Findings, Conclusions and Order with the 
amendments by Vice Chair Arthur and Commissioner A. Brockman.  Commissioner Ward 
seconded the motion and it passed 7:0. 
 

7. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
7.1 Work Session – Continued Discussion from April 14, 2014 

• Southwest Employment Area (SWEA) Plan public involvement process and advisory 
committee composition 

• Composition and selection process for future advisory committees 
• Timing and process for receiving public comments and testimony for legislative land use 

decisions 
• Options for Planning Commission training 

Ms. Selden noted that written public comments had been submitted by Dianne Cassidy (in 
regard to a SWEA Advisory Committee) and Charles (Skip) Ormsby, who commented on 
behalf of the Birdshill CPO/Neighborhood Association.  Ms. Selden reported there was no 
specified set of guidelines for how advisory committees were put together.  She advised that 
the City Charter specified that ad hoc committees were appointed by the City Council.  Her 
memorandum suggested potential guidelines. 
 
The Commissioners discussed general concepts.  Commissioner A. Brockman suggested an 
advisory committee was a group of fact finders who would go out to collect information from 
groups, such as business organizations, neighborhood associations, City advisory bodies, etc. 
and then sort, synthesize and balance the information and make a recommendation.  She 
noted that another concept was the historical situation that the committee was made of up of 
representative stakeholders, such as one realtor, one neighborhood association 
representative, etc.  Commissioner A. Brockman recalled her disappointment with the results 
of the Infill 2 Task Force.  She commented that the fact finders concept was more open and 
transparent than picking people to represent groups, which was starting to control the 
outcome. 
 
The Commissioners discussed whether representatives should be selected based on their 
desire to participate and do the work and their interest in the good of the entire community; or 
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based on their expertise in a broader area, such as tax or infrastructure; or as representatives 
of a specific group such as Realtors.  There was a concern that a Realtor representative, for 
example, might not represent his peers who were competitors.  Commissioner LaMotte 
suggested the committee should not be too large; it should be composed of people who would 
work on technical aspects (with a checklist) and help leverage staff time.  He suggested 
scaling the committee/checklist according to whether the plan affected the entire city, or was a 
smaller plan for an area or neighborhood. 
 
Differing opinions were voiced regarding whether a citizen-at-large should be on all 
committees.  Comments included that in general it was not necessary for all committees to 
have them; however, Vice Chair Arthur took the position that all committees should have them 
unless there was a compelling reason not to.  He suggested it would depend on the scale of 
the plan and asking people to serve as citizens-at-large would help the City develop its 
leadership base.  He clarified that it would be helpful if they had expertise in areas such as 
finance and engineering if that related to the project.  Chair Gaar recalled that the 
Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Committee had been well led by Councilor Gudman.  
He suggested having City Councilors and Planning Commissioners in committee leadership 
roles. 
 
Staff and the Commissioners then discussed the Southwest Employment Area (SWEA) Plan 
advisory committee noting it could serve as a test/model.  Ms. Selden recalled she had heard 
the Commissioners would include a City Council member and a Planning Commissioner and 
she thought she heard they wanted to have at-large members.  She anticipated the process 
would include public workshops; committee discussion with different community groups; and 
check-ins with the City Council.  She advised that staff was crafting the process and scope to 
accomplish the plan in a year.  She asked for Commission input. 
 
Commissioner LaMotte suggested interviewing delivery and truck drivers on the street 
regarding any problems they had getting around in the district; and, letting absentee landlords 
know the City wanted their input because things were going to change.  Staff suggested a 
reasonable size for the committee would be 9 to11 members and include a City Councilor, a 
Planning Commissioner, representatives of the two neighborhood associations, and 
representatives of each of the study area business subareas:  Neighborhood Commercial at 
Jean/Pilkington; the IP Overlay Zone at Boones Ferry Road/Pilkington; and warehouse-like 
businesses further south along Lakeview and McEwen.  She noted the Rosewood 
Neighborhood Association suggested having a representative of Micro Systems Engineering, 
a large employer in the area. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman suggested that each property owner would have their own best 
interests in mind instead of broad community interest, so they should be the interviewees. 
Commissioner E. Brockman related he had been swayed to Commissioner A. Brockman’s 
viewpoint.  Commissioner LaMotte cautioned the City to be careful and ensure business 
owners that they were really listened to.  He suggested involving the Lake Grove Business 
Association and the Chamber of Commerce; and, retail frontage and back business park 
businesses for balance.  Ms. Selden summarized that she would draft the guidelines to call for 
a broad community recruitment effort and some targeted outreach to the specific district.  She 
indicated that there would be two at-large members and two representatives who would have 
some involvement within the boundaries of the district; representatives from the Chamber and 
the two neighborhoods, a City Councilor and a Planning Commissioner (a 9 member 
committee).  She advised that the requirement for all of them would be they would have the 
broad community interest in mind for the future of the district.  Commissioner A. Brockman 
agreed. 
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Commissioner E. Brockman volunteered and was appointed to be the Planning Commission’s 
representative on the SWEA Plan Advisory Committee.  In regard to designating a committee 
chair who was a leader and could facilitate a meeting, Commissioner LaMotte noted that City 
Councilors were likely already very busy.  Commissioner A. Brockman noted the City Council 
would ultimately decide that.  Chair Gaar suggested a City Councilor should always be a 
committee co-chair or vice chair.  Commissioner Prager suggested the Commission ask for 
related public testimony to identify the issues. 
 
Chair Gaar recessed the meeting for 20 minutes and then reconvened. 
 

Public Comment 
Dianne Cassidy, Wren Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, had submitted written comments in 
regard to the SWEA Plan Advisory Committee on June 9, 2014.  She talked about committee 
members looking at the greater community’s needs and not just their own.  She advised that 
the committee needed to do outreach and the neighborhood association meeting was one 
place they could do that. 
 
Cheryl Uchida, Quarry Road, Lake Oswego, 97035, shared her experiences applying for and 
serving on committees/boards.  She related that the Urban Renewal District focus group was 
not a good experience because she did not feel it was truly a focus run group.  She supported 
having at-large positions as long as they tried to reach out to the community to inform the 
public; however, she was not sure that was happening.  She related that the Waluga 
Neighborhood Association had at-large members on its board to represent and communicate 
with their areas of the neighborhood, but they did not vote.  She confirmed that she was 
advising the City to have a process so people who were interested in serving on committees 
knew how to get appointed. 
 
Jim Bolland, 5th Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, stated that he was Co-Chair of the Lake Oswego 
Neighborhood Action Coalition (LONAC).  He related that the current City Council’s process 
for selecting board/committee members was a huge improvement over the past and the result 
was balance.  He opined the consultant’s job was to listen to the committee members as they 
defined the direction they were going to go in, not to just draft language and bring it to the 
committee to discuss.  He agreed a consultant would be a facilitator and expert witness.  He 
clarified that if either the committee chair or the consultant ran the committee it would lead to a 
satisfactory result.  He related that Infill 1 was very effective, with a lot of good ideas; the 
consultant had listened to what they talked about and then brought back examples of how it 
had been done in other places, what it looked like, and how it worked.  He added that the 
Quality of Life Task Force consultant had also done that.  He emphasized that consultants 
should not bring in their own ideology and most were from Portland, which had a different idea 
about urbanization than Lake Oswego did. 
 
Public Input Process 

The Commission had asked for additional tools/methods for receiving and digesting public 
input in the hearing process.  Mr. Siegel proposed new administrative guidelines that 
addressed the challenge for staff, the public and the Commissioners when a plan typically kept 
changing until the very end.  He noted that sometimes the Commission was inundated with 
testimony and staff alternatives at the eleventh hour.  He explained that the proposed process 
was to distribute a public discussion draft and to ask for comments by a deadline; comments 
received by the deadline would be included and analyzed in the staff report.  He indicated that 
comments received after publication of the staff report and by noon on the Friday before 
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hearing day would be copied and made available to the Commissioners and public at the 
hearing. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman and Vice Chair Arthur asked whether the Friday deadline gave 
staff enough time.  Mr. Siegel advised it would give them additional time to analyze and 
organize, especially when there were lots of comments; he noted that it was a matter of 
discipline and project management.  Chair Gaar saw consensus to direct that staff should set 
the deadline earlier than Friday and that staff could decide if that was Wednesday or 
Thursday.  Mr. Siegel clarified that people could offer testimony later in the process, but the 
benefit of submitting it earlier would be that staff would analyze and distribute it before the 
hearing.  Commissioner A. Brockman suggested including that information in the brochures on 
how to testify and on the website.  Commissioner LaMotte suggested showing the process as 
a flow chart. 
 
The Commissioners discussed and agreed to Chair Gaar’s suggestion to receive public 
comments during work sessions because it would make the end of the process easier.  He 
advised it needed to be made clear to those who commented (and also stated on the agenda) 
that public comments at a work session were not categorized as on-the-record public 
testimony.  Because the Commissioners anticipated there would always be exhibits submitted 
at the last minute they discussed whether to wait for the next meeting date to deliberate after 
closing public testimony.  Commissioner A. Brockman indicated it would depend on how late in 
the evening it was.  Commissioner E. Brockman anticipated that most of the time they would 
not wait to deliberate.  Chair Gaar noted they had a full schedule and waiting would make it 
hard to forward legislation to the City Council in a timely manner.  He noted they could always 
decide to hold off deliberating until the following meeting. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman anticipated the new process would go smoothly because it was a 
good process and those who got their materials in early would receive the benefit of staff 
analysis.  Commissioners LaMotte and E. Brockman talked about educating the public about 
the process.  Commissioner Prager anticipated it would be a more effective process.  Vice 
Chair Arthur supported the proposal.  Commissioner Ward liked it because it offered more 
structure and organization to the process.  Chair Gaar observed the consensus was the 
Commissioners were comfortable with the public discussion draft. 
 
Planning Commissioner Training 

The Commissioners decided to schedule an extra meeting date to have a roundtable 
discussion between themselves, Mr. Siegel and Mr. Boone.  Chair Gaar commented that they 
generally did a good job, but they could talk about how to do it better, including how to 
deliberate more clearly.  Commissioner E. Brockman noted they had a lot of experience on the 
Commission to share.  Commissioner A. Brockman and Vice Chair Arthur suggested after the 
roundtable if they thought they needed a consultant or state training they could do that.  
Commissioner LaMotte suggested they could discuss how to improve procedure.  Mr. Siegel 
offered to provide examples of what had worked well if they listed the topics to be discussed 
ahead of time. 
 

8. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Chair Gaar indicated they would determine the date of the extra meeting at the next meeting.  
Mr. Siegel outlined the agenda for the June 23 and June 30 meetings. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 
Chair Gaar welcomed Commissioner LaMotte to service on the Planning Commission. 
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10. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 9:20 p.m. 
 

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