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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

December 9, 2013 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
Members present were Chair William Gaar, Vice Chair Randy Arthur, and Commissioners 
Puja Bhutani, Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Johanna Hastay, 
Associate Planner; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; 
and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support.  
 
Philip Stewart, Myhre Group Architects was also present. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Mr. Siegel reported that the Council had continued the hearing of Package 2 Comprehensive 
Plan updates. 
 

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

None. 
 

5. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 
5.1 LU 13-0053 – West End Building Rezone 

 
Chair Gaar, Commissioners E. Brockman and Bhutani and Vice Chair Arthur each offered 
opening statements for the record to the effect that their decisions had been based on the 
record and what had been presented and discussed during the hearing.  Staff clarified that the 
draft findings the Commissioners were considering were a ‘red-lined’ version that included 
changes some Commissioners had submitted ahead of the meeting. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur suggested adding language to the effect that the applicant had stated that 
the City was requesting to rezone the site whether or not and without regard to a specific sale 
that may or may not be under consideration.  He stated that the Commission was applying 
criteria for a rezone and not being asked to comment on a particular proposed transaction.  
Chair Gaar observed general agreement to add that.  Commissioner E. Brockman asked for 
clarification whether the findings addressed the impact on the transportation system.  Mr. 
Boone pointed out they indicated that staff had advised that street improvements could not be 
imposed for the two reasons listed, but that the Commission found there must be some 
demonstration by the applicant of the ability to adequately mitigate traffic upon a reasonably 
expected development of the site.  Commissioner E. Brockman indicated he found that 
acceptable. 
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Commissioner Bhutani expressed concern because she recalled a discussion that if they 
proceeded with rezoning without receiving a development proposal that, while it was favorable 
to the developer, it may not be stringent enough.  She noted that there were several policies in 
the plan that asked the Commission to review the development prior to rezoning. 
 
Mr. Boone indicated that he heard her saying that it was a threshold requirement: if there was 
not a specific development proposed on the use level then the applicant failed to meet the 
criteria.  He advised then, that alone would be a basis for denial.  Commissioner A. Brockman 
pointed out the draft findings indicated they turned it down because they were concerned that 
after the zone change the developer could have any of the uses allowed in the zone without 
the Commission being provided the opportunity to consider the impacts of the most intensive 
uses allowed in the zone.  Chair Gaar wasn’t sure they had been looking at a threshold 
criterion that if the applicant did not have a use at the time they requested a zone change the 
Commission was going to deny it.  He recalled they had some uses that were supposedly 
looking at the public need; however, it still did not satisfy his concern that this was going from 
Office Commercial (OC) to General Commercial (GC), which had much higher, more intense, 
uses.  He indicated he did not think he would need an actual use; when someone asked for a 
zone change he considered what the most intensive development would be allowed in that 
zone and compared it to the criteria. Commissioner Bhutani agreed and withdrew her 
suggestion. 
 
Chair Gaar clarified that in regard to the findings he thought citizen involvement was satisfied.  
He indicated that if the City wanted to do more than it was required to do and make it a 
citywide discussion they could certainly do it, but he would not require that.  He noted there 
was a great deal of concern about the impact on the surrounding area; however, he was less 
troubled by that because there would be several more steps down the road when a specific 
use came forward.  He clarified that it could be evaluated under the new zone’s standards.  He 
explained his biggest concern was that the zoning standards were going to be changing and 
the new Comprehensive Plan would address Sensitive Lands and Healthy Ecosystem.  He 
indicated that he was not able to make a determination that the public need requirement had 
been met because the Commission had not been presented with an analysis of the public 
need to sell the property and he was not sure that public need was there.  He concluded by 
clarifying that he would agree to the red-lined version of the findings.  Commissioner A. 
Brockman agreed with Chair Gaar in regard to the findings related to citizen involvement.  She 
suggested there should be some neighborhood meetings and signs in the neighborhoods that 
would be affected.  She said the findings did not mention her concern about traffic through the 
neighborhoods, but what was presented was okay as it explained the decision.  In regard to 
the findings related to Public Need, Commissioner Swinford asked the Commissioners to 
recall if what had been presented to them was the need for 2,300 additional units of housing in 
general, and not 2,300 units of high-density housing through 2035.  Commissioner Bhutani 
clarified she had referred to the need for high-density housing in the Housing Needs Analysis 
they had received in Packet 1 Comprehensive Plan update.  Mr. Siegel confirmed that Table 
20 of the Housing Needs Analysis said the need was around 2,300 and the supply was about 
2,400.  Mr. Boone noted that Commissioner Prager had not been present at the hearing. 
 
Chair Gaar moved that LU 13-0053-1828 Findings, Conclusions and Order be finalized for 
signature and presented to City Council.  Commissioner A. Brockman seconded the motion 
and it passed 6:0:1.  Commissioner Prager abstained. 
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6. WORK SESSION 
6.1 Lake Grove Village Center (PP 10-0018) 

Update on proposed Lake Grove Village Center (LGVC) design handbook with modified 
scope. 
 
Ms. Hastay related that the work group wanted to simplify and retool the handbook to be less 
aspirational and to implement the Lake Grove Village Center code.  She noted that after the 
first draft Mr. Boone had pointed out the code included two types of LGVC Design Handbook 
references:  a Village Center Theme section that detailed streetscape elements and a Building 
Design section that detailed required architectural styles.  She explained that the work group 
would use a placeholder for the village center theme section until there was a related public 
process; meanwhile the code contained standards and graphics that discussed streetscape 
elements and the City Engineer had the final authority to determine what those elements were. 
 
Ms. Hastay indicated that the work group would work on illustrating and explaining the intent of 
the Building Design section.  She explained the handbook project had been put on hold 
pending the outcome of the clear and objective housing standards project.  She related that 
meanwhile current planning staff had processed a number of projects in the district and they 
found the district code was pretty straightforward and there was not that much discretionary 
language, so it was less urgent to have a handbook.  When asked about a discretionary 
process for developers who wanted to go above and beyond the code, Mr. Siegel confirmed 
that the City was creating a two-track process for housing and mixed-use projects with the 
clear and objective housing standards amendments.  Commissioner Prager commented that 
deleting the aspirational guidelines that were included in earlier LGVC Design Handbook drafts 
made sense; the handbook would then be more practical with fewer discretionary ideas that an 
applicant would have to understand.  He asked if a handbook was even needed if it was 
simply implementing code because the applicant would have to look in two places.  Ms. 
Hastay explained that staff recommended having the handbook in a separate appendix to 
keep the code from becoming cumbersome and redundant due to the large amount of 
additional architectural style illustrations. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani related the clear and objective housing standards work group had 
struggled with compatibility aspects.  Ms Hastay explained the Lake Grove Village Center Plan 
did not call for building design to be complementary to adjacent structures of good design 
because it was intended to be an eclectic district.  She clarified that the compatibility aspect 
was reflected in the more general LGVC building design standards like the step down of 
heights, for example.  Commissioner Bhutani asked if the village center theme should be in 
place before the Boones Ferry Road project was done.  Ms. Hastay related they were going to 
talk with Engineering and Economic Development staff about how the community-wide 
process to inform design of public areas would work.  Chair Gaar observed that there 
appeared to be consensus giving staff and the work group support to go forward as proposed.  
He indicated if the work group was to move forward toward a more streamlined version, he 
would personally want to hear what may be gained or lost because that would affect his 
decision. 
 

6.2 Planning for 2014 – Review 2013 Work Plan Accomplishments and 
Discussion of Goals for 2014 

Mr. Siegel reviewed the status of the 2013 work plan items in addition to the Rolling Agenda 
which listed additional projects that the Commission had identified as priorities during 2013. 
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Mr. Siegel asked the Commission to prioritize their 2014 goals and work plan while 
recognizing there were limited staffing resources.  At the end of this discussion Chair Gaar 
asked staff to compile, organize and circulate the Commissioners’ suggestions (see below).  
The Commissioners recognized they were compiling their ‘idea-list’ and the City Council had 
the final say. 
 

• Complete and implement the Comprehensive Plan:  Ensure ordinances were in 
compliance with Plan policies.  Ensure the work program for the department reflected 
the action items in the Plan.  Complete the Healthy Ecosystem chapter, reconciling it 
with Sensitive Lands.  Work on SW Industrial Area planning.  Improve the 
Comprehensive Plan Map in regard to areas in the County but in the Urban Services 
Boundary. 

• In regard to citizen involvement:  Reflect citizen testimony in conditions of approval.  
Get input from the public regarding what happened at the planning counter and at 
preapplication conferences and their suggestions for code changes.  Compile and 
group citizen comments according to the issue. 

• Restart neighborhood planning:  the Commissioners could be more proactive and 
provide more leadership by doing things like attending neighborhood meetings.  Staff 
could inform neighborhood associations well ahead of a project that would affect them, 
which might influence inactive neighborhood associations to rally and reform.  Staff 
would ask the Commission to recommend a selection process and recommend which 
neighborhoods got priority for planning assistance. 

• Annual Code Maintenance Project:  Address the issue that having a private street in a 
subdivision meant some lots would be subject to flag lot standards.  Look at whether 
some variances were so frequently requested that the code needed to be revised. 

• Complete the following projects:  Code Streamlining; Transportation System Plan 
Update and Lake Grove Village Center handbook. 

• Address annexation so that it’s not merely a piecemeal process, but also reflects long 
range planning; look at how other jurisdictions do it. 

 
7. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT (CCI) 
7.1 Planning for 2014 – Preliminary Discussion of Goals for 2014 

Ms. Selden asked the Commissioners to prepare for the February CCI meeting by 
commenting on the list of potential goals staff had compiled during past Commission meetings 
and by suggesting others.  Commissioners’ suggestions included: 

• A mutually beneficial student project asking students to create training videos for the 
website.  Staff could also look for the training videos they used to use. 

• Commissioner A. Brockman volunteered to help with hearings training.  
• Looking for a way to ensure neighborhood association representatives were actually 

representing their entire neighborhood. 
• Training neighborhood association leaders. 
• Discussing the Commission’s role in regard to neighborhood association meetings. 
• Moving public testimony to earlier in the hearings process. 
• Having staff distill the points the public was making and respond to them. 
• Having more input from high school students, including having them serve on boards 

and commissions. 
• Training youth on how they could inform the Commission 
• Having the Commission be proactive in reaching out for input from other groups, 

boards and commissions. 
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8. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

No discussion. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

No discussion. 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 8:45 p.m. 
 

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