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City of Lake Oswego 

Planning Commission Minutes 
 

May 10, 2010 
 

 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chair Philip Stewart called the Planning Commission meeting of May 10, 2010, to order 
at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City Hall at 380 “A” Avenue, Lake Oswego, 
Oregon. 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 
Members present were Chair Philip Stewart, Vice Chair Julie Glisson and 
Commissioners Jon Gustafson, Jim Johnson, and Lynne Paretchan.  Commissioners 
Adrianne Brockman and Russell Jones were excused. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Denise Frisbee, Planning & 
Building Services Department Director; Sidaro Sin, Senior Planner; Laura Weigel, 
Neighborhood Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, 
Administrative Support. 

 
III. CITIZEN COMMENT 

 
None. 
 

IV. COUNCIL UPDATE 
 
Ms. Frisbee reported the Citizens’ Budget Committee was reviewing the proposed 
budget and the City Council was to adopt it on June 15th.  May 17th the Council would 
discuss the housing styles tour they had taken.  May 24th the Mayor and Councilors 
Moncrieff and Tierney would tell the Planning Commission about their trip to Vancouver, 
Canada, and Paul Lyons would talk about housing.  The consultants were to present 
their draft Code Audit report to a joint Planning Commission/Development Review 
Commission meeting on June 14th.  Ms. Frisbee agreed to poll the Commissioners via 
email and then set a date for the follow up meeting with Sue Disciple. 
 

V. MINUTES 
 
Commissioner Johnson moved to accept the Minutes of March 22, 2010.  Vice Chair 
Glisson seconded the motion and it passed 5:0. 
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VI. WORK SESSION 
 
PP 10-0007 – Periodic Review (Comprehensive Plan Update).  Discussion of periodic 
review and the draft vision statement. 
 
Mr. Sin and Ms. Weigel presented the staff report.  They asked the Commissioners for 
their suggestions to help staff draft a new vision statement.  The Commissioners 
suggested the vision should highlight water resources and views, including the view of 
Mt. Hood from A Avenue.  It should highlight Lake Oswego’s good schools and 
neighborhoods.  It should talk about what role the City would take when it worked with 
other south Metro communities to develop the land between them.  It should talk about 
the City’s unique history and how the lake was developed.  Staff asked the Planning 
Commission to select a liaison to serve on the steering committee. 
 

VII. PUBLIC HEARING/WORK SESSION 
 
LU 08-0052 (Ordinance 2525) – Community Development Code – General 
Housekeeping and Minor Policy Amendments. Amendments (Chapter 50) for the 
purpose of clarifying, correcting, formatting, updating sections and discussing minor 
policy changes.  Continued from April 26, 2010.  Continued review of Ordinance 2525 – 
Attachment B (dated August 8, 2008). 
 
Chair Stewart opened the public hearing and explained the applicable criteria and 
process.  None of the Commissioners present declared a conflict of interest. 
 

Staff Report 

Debra Andreades, Senior Planner, had distributed Supplemental Report #3 dated April 
30, 2010 and Supplemental Report #3A dated May 5, 2010. 
 
OPEN SPACE 

Public Testimony 

Jeff Kleinman, 1207 SW 6th, Portland, Oregon 97204 submitted, “Proposed 
Amendments Submitted for Dick Rasmussen 5-10-10.”  The document defined “Natural 
Area” and proposed Standards for Maintenance of Natural Areas.  His proposed 
definition emphasized that natural areas were to remain in natural condition.  His 
proposed Standards for Maintenance of Natural Areas addressed fencing. 
 
During the ensuing discussion, Commissioner Paretchan indicated that if there were two 
different standards for maintenance, it might make the code easier to understand if the 
Commissioners included the definition, “Natural Area” and applied it only to privately 
owned land.  Publicly owned natural area could be addressed under “Parks,” which the 
staff proposed to define in a way that included a) active recreational use, b) passive 
recreational use and c) land that was to remain in natural condition. 
 
Mr. Kleinman explained his client initially had not wanted to allow any fences at all 
because he believed open space should not be fenced off, but he could agree to a fence 
that did not obstruct views.  The Commissioners discussed what a non-sight-obscuring 
fence might be.  They generally agreed cyclone fencing (wire mesh fencing) was ugly 
and took away from the visual enjoyment of openness.  They generally supported a 
fencing provision that would allow a non-sight-obscuring fence no higher than three feet, 
which could not be wire mesh.  Commissioner Paretchan suggested the Planning 



City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of May 10, 2010 Page 3 of 5 

Commission put in the proposed definition pending the code audit.  Mr. Boone observed 
a consensus to do that.  The Planning Commission took a short break and reconvened. 
 
LIVE/WORK 

The Commissioners observed the definition of a “Live/Work Building” required a 
commercial presence on the first floor, but did not limit that use to just one floor.  They 
accepted this definition because there still had to be residential use above the 
commercial and the building height would be regulated. 
 
COURTYARD 

Mr. Boone corrected the definition so it listed what “Commercial Courtyards” were to 
consist of.  The Commissioners accepted the definition as proposed that specified it was 
a “partially surrounded” space after they considered the differences between the 
functions of a deck, patio, Lake Grove Village Center Plan plaza and a (more protected) 
courtyard. 
 
OSWEGO LAKE SETBACK 

Staff clarified that the code section proposed to be revised regulated what could be put 
in the Oswego Lake Setback, which is the area that is within 25 feet of the property line 
of parcels that abut Oswego Lake.  The Lake Oswego Corporation did not regulate that 
setback - the City did.  The Lake Oswego Corporation wanted City regulations to match 
what they would allow on their land on the lake side of the lake setback.  Since the 25-
foot lake setback was measured from the property line – not the water line – and the 
water line varied, it was hard to tell just by looking whether a boathouse was on Lake 
Oswego Corporation land or on upland land within the lake setback on private property. 
 
Staff pointed out Supplemental Report #3 offered several versions of amendments.  The 
“as published” (in the notice of the hearing) version would allow accessory structures 
and water-dependent uses in the lake setback that met certain standards.  It set the 
height limit at 18 feet; limited walls to 10 feet high; and limited the footprint of accessory 
structures and boathouses to 800 square feet.  Staff had presented a second version of 
the amendments based on a request from Lake Oswego Corporation representatives on 
May 6, 2009.  In April 2010, Lake Oswego Corporation had asked the City to adopt a 
different set of regulations that would match what they currently required on their land 
(Exhibit G-9).  The uses they proposed were more specific and the dimensional 
limitations more restrictive than what staff proposed. 
 
Commissioners Paretchan and Gustafson observed the “as published” version appeared 
to allow everything that was allowed in a regular rear yard setback anywhere else in the 
City, including a boathouse.  But the other versions put additional limits on certain uses, 
for example, a barbeque, steps, and outdoor showers.  The Commissioners questioned 
whether there was a public purpose in aligning City regulations with the Lake Oswego 
Corporation regulations.  Staff agreed to research the legislative history of the Oswego 
Lake setback to clarify what the public purpose was during the periodic review process.  
There was general agreement to move forward with the “as published” version of the 
amendments.  The Planning Commission made a note to discuss the public policy issue 
of moving the line of the lake setback to the water’s edge during discussion of LU 08-
0054 or during the periodic review process. 
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Public Testimony 

Carolyne Jones, 2818  Poplar Way, indicated that the Oswego Lake Setback was an 
example of the unwarranted double standard between stream corridor and lakefront 
owners and it would be detrimental to lake water quality.  She wanted to be assured that 
the outdoor showers had to be connected to the sewer system and would not result in 
phosphorus and other chemicals going into the lake.  Commissioner Paretchan advised 
the State was formulating regulations that would allow graywater to be used on the 
grounds, but she and Commissioner Johnson did not believe the State would ever allow 
it to go into the lake. 
 
Ms. Jones was also concerned that the public interest was not being served if owners 
were not able to prevent wild and potentially dangerous animals like coyotes from 
entering their yards.  She read aloud the Audubon Society’s recommendations to 
remove unnecessary brush; install motion-sensing lighting; and install a coyote-proof 
fence that was at least six feet tall; with no openings greater than four inches; and flush 
with the ground.  She explained that many owners could not install that kind of fence in 
their own backyard because of the boundaries and required buffer zones of sensitive 
lands districts. 
 
Chair Stewart closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Paretchan moved to continue LU 08-0052 to May 24, 2010.  
Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 5:0. 
 

VIII. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
Staff had provided the Commissioners with a memorandum that showed the review 
status of Community Development Code amendments.  It was intended to help the 
Commissioners to track items they had flagged for future discussion.  Commissioner 
Paretchan asked if staff could get the tax assessor’s list more frequently than once a 
year so they could provide a developer with a more up-to-date list to use to notify the 
neighborhood.  Mr. Boone indicated that the City received the list quarterly from Metro 
who received it from the County.  Mr. Boone commented that staff had suggested a one 
year time freeze without monthly and daily updates.  He reminded the Commission that 
the purpose of accepting the concept of an “outdated list” was that the list would be 
frozen at a certain date so there wasn’t the problem of ever changing ownership (i.e. the 
list changing the day after the notice went out).  He pointed out that the site would also 
be posted with a sign.  Commissioner Paretchan said posting at the site was nice but if 
you lived downstream from the house you wouldn’t be driving by it.  She said she was 
not comfortable with using such an old list.  Commissioner Johnson questioned how a 
one year freeze met with the intent of Goal 1. 
 
Commissioner Paretchan referred to page 158, point 6, “the Commission asked for more 
commentary regarding the elimination of reconstruction of existing tower as a tower that 
would qualify for collocation...”  She clarified that she had requested more commentary 
on everything, not just this one item and that Mr. Boone had indicated it would be 
provided. 
 

IX. OTHER BUSINESS –COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVMENT 
 
None. 
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X. SCHEDULE REVIEW 
 
Ms. Andreades had a list of about a dozen more issues the Commissioners had flagged 
for more discussion.  The Commissioners agreed to her suggestion to deal with four 
more of them at the next meeting, if there was time. 
 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business Chair Stewart adjourned the meeting at 9:30 p.m. 
 

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


