
 APROVED:  08/27/12 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of June 25, 2012 Page 1 of 10 

 
 
 

 
 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

June 25, 2012 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Vice Chair Puja Bhutani called the meeting to order on June 25, 2012 at 6:30 p.m. in the 
Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Vice Chair Bhutani and Commissioners Randy Arthur, Bill Gaar, 
Jim Johnson, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Chair Jon Gustafson was excused. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Jane Blackstone, Economic Development Manager; Beth St. Amand, Senior Planner; 
Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 
Elaine Howard, Elaine Howard Consulting was also present. 
 

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

None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Ms. Andreades reported that the Council had met as the Lake Oswego Redevelopment 
Agency (LORA) to review the Lake Grove Urban Renewal Plan and to hear a North Anchor 
project update.  She reported that the Council had reviewed Boones Ferry Road project 
funding; passed the budget; and approved a consulting contract for the next phase of code 
streamlining.  She stated that they were going to consider a revision to the Foothills 
predevelopment agreement; award contracts for the A Avenue and Boones Ferry Boundary 
projects; and consider the amendments that would remove the Resource Conservation District 
from isolated tree groves on private property. 
 

5. MINUTES 

5.1 April 4, 2012 

Consideration of the minutes was postponed to the July 9, 2012 meeting. 
 

6. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

6.1 LU 12-0012 (Ordinance 2589) – Changing criteria for Resource Conservation District 
Applicability – Eliminating Isolated Tree Groves on Private Lots 

Commissioner Johnson moved to adopt LU 12-0012-1785 Findings, Conclusions and Order.  
Commissioner Prager seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 
 

  
EXHIBIT C-1 
LU 12-0019 
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8. PUBLIC HEARING 

8.1 Comprehensive Plan Update – Inspiring Spaces & Places (LU 12-0019).  A request from the 
City of Lake Oswego for Comprehensive Plan text amendments and reorganization of Goal 2, 
Section 2, Community Design and Aesthetics, and portions of Goal 14 Urbanization into a new 
Inspiring Spaces and Places chapter as part of the Comprehensive Plan Update. 
 
Vice Chair Bhutani opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable procedure.  
He asked the Commissioners to declare any conflicts of interest.  There were none. 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. St. Amand reviewed the staff report.  She stated that it contained the Comprehensive Plan 
amendments that the Citizens Advisory Committee recommended as well as three additional 
changes staff recommended to correct a typographical error and ensure clarity and 
consistency.  She explained that this chapter would establish the Hybrid Scenario as the land 
use and transportation foundation for the revised Comprehensive Plan, and future growth was 
to happen within the City’s current Urban Service Boundary.  She indicated that growth would 
be focused in key areas that were well served by infrastructure.  She stated that it complied 
with the Metro Functional Plan. 
 
Ms. St. Amand referred to Exhibit F-3, a summary of public comments from the open house in 
February.  She recalled that Craig Stephens had submitted requests asking for Goal 5 Natural 
Resource Protections and that certain definitions, such as open space, be included.  She 
indicated that the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) had agreed that more natural space 
language needed to be in this chapter, but they would wait until later after the definitions 
section was added and the Healthy Ecosystems chapter was created. 
 

Public Testimony 

None. 
 

Deliberations 

The Commissioners generally agreed that Goal 5 language needed to be incorporated into this 
chapter, but it could be incorporated later.  Commissioner Gaar asked staff to get 
recommendations about Goal 5 language from the Natural Resources Advisory Board 
(NRAB). 
 
The Commission observed that one of this chapter’s goals called for the City to maintain and 
enhance the appearance and quality of Lake Oswego’s natural and built environment to 
preserve the distinctive sense of place. 
 
The Commissioners discussed related policies A-1 (regarding regulations related to the built 
environment) and A-2 (regarding incentives for preserving the natural environment). 

 Commissioner Prager suggested Policies A-1 and A-2 should each call for both regulations 
and incentives. 

 The Commissioners questioned why Policy A-1 called for different appearance and 
compatibility-related types of regulations and standards for new development in residential 
areas (sub-policy a) and new development in mixed-use, commercial and employment 
areas (sub-policy b).  Staff advised that the statutes called for clear and objective 
standards for needed housing; compatibility standards related to high quality aesthetics, 
color and architectural design were discretionary tools that could be used on the 
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commercial side, but not for residential.  Staff indicated that the City primarily looked at 
residential compatibility in terms of the size, scale and bulk of residential infill. 

 Vice Chair Bhutani suggested adding language about pedestrian safety and bulk, scale 
and size to A-1(b) as follows:  “New development in mixed use commercial and 
employment areas promotes an attractive pedestrian environment and safety, through 
color, materials and architectural design; landscaping; buffering and screening from the 
district to residential neighborhoods; high-quality aesthetics; and bulk, scale and size 
where appropriate.” 

 
Policy A-7(c) was to protect Lake Oswego’s village aesthetic by “Encouraging traditional urban 
form and pedestrian-friendly retail districts in existing commercial areas, including buildings, 
oriented to the street and active ground-floor uses.” 

Vice Chair Bhutani suggested the following changes: 

 Replace ‘traditional’ with ‘complementary’ (meaning complementary with the urban form 
that was there already) because it was not clear what ‘traditional’ was. 

 Call for buildings ‘fronting’ on the street instead of ‘oriented’ to the street in order to have 
stronger language to ensure that would happen. 

 
During the ensuring discussion Commissioner Johnson questioned having a policy that new 
development should be complementary or consistent with some of the existing buildings in 
Lake Grove.  Mr. Egner agreed to craft language to the effect that traditional urban form 
resulted in a pedestrian-friendly retail district.  Commissioner Gaar cautioned that ‘fronting’ 
was too restrictive; circumstances could change and ‘oriented’ allowed some flexibility.  Mr. 
Boone advised some flexibility might be appropriate in a policy; when the related code 
regulations were fashioned they could take different site specific conditions into consideration.  
Mr. Egner stated that certain special districts required that orientation now and in other areas 
the code required the building entrance was to be within a certain distance of the street.  Staff 
and the Commissioners considered the circumstances of positioning a park restroom or 
gazebo.  Commissioner Gaar suggested taking up the discussion again at the next level when 
it was more site specific. 
 
Staff had refined Policy B-4 (c) to read, “Minimize impacts on existing low-density residential 
neighborhoods by focusing new development in Town Centers, Employment Centers and 
Neighborhood Villages.”  Vice Chair Bhutani suggested adding language to it to specify, “by 
focusing new medium and high-density residential development in Town Centers, Employment 
Centers and Neighborhood Villages.” 
 
Commissioner Swinford questioned using ‘provide’ rather than ‘allow’ in the policies.  Mr. 
Egner stated that ‘provide’ fit some policies where background reports outlined a need for 
certain uses, but he agreed there might be other places where using ‘provide’ should be 
questioned. 
 
Policy A-3 called for the City to “Identify strategies to preserve public view corridors of Mt. 
Hood, Oswego Lake and the Willamette River from encroachment by the built environment.” 

Staff related that the CAC meant this policy to apply to City actions in the public realm.  The 
Commissioners asked the CAC to consider whether to add encroachment by the natural 
environment before the final ordinance was drafted.  They asked staff to also consult the 
NRAB and Sustainability Advisory Board (SAB).  They noted the change could affect how the 
Tree Code was applied and it could affect private as well as public property.  Staff stated that 
perhaps specific views should be inventoried and protected because views changed as one 
went downhill and got closer to the river and trees blocked the view. 
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Commissioner Prager observed that Policy B-2, to maintain the rural character to the south of 
the City, seemed to try to influence what happened in Stafford.  Commissioner Johnson 
advised it gave the City the policy basis for getting involved in that.  Staff advised that the 
Commission was tentatively scheduled to meet with the City Council on July 24 to discuss this 
issue in more depth. 
 
Ms. St. Amand summarized the changes the Commissioners favored: 

 The three staff-proposed changes. 
 To wait to add Goal 5 language until the Healthy Ecosystems chapter was addressed. 
 Policy A-1(b) would read: “New development in mixed use commercial and employment 

areas promotes an attractive pedestrian environment and safety including through color, 
materials and architectural design; landscaping; buffering and screening from the district to 
residential neighborhoods; high quality aesthetics; and bulk, scale and size where 
appropriate.” 

 Policies A-1 and A-2 would each refer to both incentives and standards. 
 Policy A-7(c) would be clarified to call for encouraging urban form that results in 

pedestrian-friendly retail districts in existing commercial areas. 
 
Commissioner Johnson moved to recommend the City Council adopt the Inspiring Spaces 
Goals and Polices as amended by the Commission.  Commissioner Swinford seconded the 
motion and it passed 6:0.  The Commission took a five-minute break and reconvened for the 
work session. 
 

9. WORK SESSION 

9.1 Review of Draft Parks Plan 2025 (PP 11-0019).  Review and discussion of the Draft Parks 
Plan 2025 and its consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Kim Gilmer, Parks and Recreation Director, explained that the draft plan documented how to 
develop and maintain the parks system over the next 10 to 15 years, it included a five-year 
implementation plan and was the result of lots public input.  She indicated that it also 
contained a community needs assessment; the process narrowed a laundry list of needs by 
using a statistically valid survey to find out what residents’ essential needs and priorities were.  
Ms. Gilmer reported that the top two priorities were to invest in and maintain the existing 
system and provide access to and improve natural areas.  She indicated that it outlined the 
goals of filling geographic gaps; investing in existing parks and facilities; providing some 
recreational options; and enhancing stewardship, maintenance and operations.  She stated 
that it melded with most of the Comprehensive Plan goals.  Ms. Gilmer clarified that the 
implementation plan would not accomplish everything, it focused on the two top priorities.  She 
explained that the strategy was to maintain what the City had and select projects based on the 
available budget.  She reported that the Department had met with the Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board (PRAB), NRAB and Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB) and was 
going to meet with SAB to ask for feedback.  She stated that the historic aspect was going to 
be improved with an inventory of historic resources and a management plan for them.  She 
observed that the proposed plan did not dictate what happened at each site, but it offered 
guidance about what happened at each site. 
 
Ms. Gilmer apologized for not coming to the Commission sooner.  She explained that Parks 
and Recreation had thought they were doing a very good job of ensuring the plan complied 
with Comprehensive Plan policies.  She reported that they had met with the CAC several 
times; a PRAB member served on the CAC; and Parks and Recreation staff had worked 
closely with Planning staff.  Mr. Egner reported that Planning staff had been involved with an 


