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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

January 27, 2014 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. in the Council Chambers 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, Ed Brockman, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Commissioner Adrianne Brockman 
was excused.  Council Liaison Jeff Councilor Gudman was also present. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Scot Siegel, Planning and Building 
Services Director; Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources Planner; Amanda Owings, Traffic 
Engineer; Erica Rooney, Assistant City Engineer; Nancy Flye, Traffic Engineering Technician; 
Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 
Also in attendance was consultant Phill Worth, Kittelson & Associates, Inc. and Tom Fahey, 
Transportation Advisory Board Chair. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Gudman related that he had been assigned to be the Commission’s Council liaison.  
He reported the Council was about to finalize goals for 2014, and they had discussed moving 
forward with the Police/LOCOM 911 facility in the next couple of years. 
 

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

None. 
 

5.  WORK SESSION 
5.1 

Review of the City’s Transportation Systems Plan (TSP). The TSP is being updated in 
coordination with the Comprehensive Plan update and will become part of the Plan. 

Transportation Systems Plan‐Periodic Review (PP 10‐0007) 

 
Ms. Rooney reported the project (TSP update) was started over two years ago.  She noted 
that the goals and policies in the TSP were coordinated and match exactly with those in the 
Connected Community section of the Comprehensive Plan and the transportation projects 
were coordinated with the related goals and policies.  She explained that Metro’s 2035 model 
was used to identify infrastructure improvements that would address congested areas.  The 
city’s GIS data was used to identify infrastructure gaps in all travel modes, including bike, 
pedestrian and automobile.  She indicated that the data showed that the City had a fairly low 
crash rate and there were only a couple of areas where there were serious safety problems.  
She commented that staff planned to finish and distribute a draft prior to the Planning 
Commission hearing, and after City Council followed a similar study session and hearing 
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process, the project would be wrapped up by June.  She noted that the TSP would reflect the 
feedback received from the public, the Transportation System Plan Advisory Committee 
(TSPAC), and the Planning Commission. 
 
The Planning Commissioners moved to an area of the Council Chamber to review a display of 
information and maps provided at the TSP Open House, presented earlier that evening.  Ms. 
Andreades advised that the TSP had to comply with Statewide Planning Goal 12 and the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  She pointed out that the TSP recognized that most travel 
would continue to be by car, but alternative means of travel were also important. 
 
Ms. Flye discussed the existing conditions maps, which showed the location of gaps in the 
system or safety issues.  She reported that crash data showed that 33 intersections (identified 
by red dots) had four or more crashes in a three year reporting period and were considered 
proven areas with safety issues.  When asked about the red dot cluster at A Avenue/McVey, 
Ms. Flye advised the crash rate there had been reduced from 14-16 severe crashes per year 
to 3-5 far less severe crashes per year after the City worked with the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) and modified the left turn lane.  She stated that the Traffic Engineer 
was still working with ODOT with regard to more changes there.  She clarified that when staff 
gave an area a critical rating, they were considering things like the severity of crashes as well 
as the number of crashes.  She noted they had identified a lot of bike/pedestrian projects and 
only a few critical areas where they expected to see accidents because of the higher volume 
of traffic.  Ms. Flye indicated that staff had tried to incorporate some of the projects when they 
planned larger projects such as Kerr Parkway and they worked with long range planners in 
regard to how the Boones Ferry Road project related to the Lake Grove Village Center Plan. 
She stated that in addition to safety they considered the condition of existing facilities; looked 
at closing gaps in the facilities and gaps in connectivity between key areas such as 
neighborhoods and schools and centers.  She clarified that they also considered uncompleted 
projects listed in the old TSP and in existing city and neighborhood plans that had not yet been 
accomplished.  She confirmed that projects that create connections between key centers 
received higher ranking in order to carry out the goals and policies related to connectivity. 
 
Staff was asked about connectivity to Lakeridge High School along Stafford Road.  They 
anticipated that System Development Charges (SDCs) from future development could pay for 
a second pathway to complete pathways on both sides of the road.  They were asked if the 
amount of biking and commuting by bike in an area was a factor in prioritizing bike projects.  
Ms. Flye noted that very active bikers served on the Transportation Advisory Board and 
Sustainability Advisory Board; the process had looked at neighborhood association plans; and 
they had also looked at where to get the most “bang for the buck.”  She pointed out that the 
areas that needed facilities were areas that had been developed before the City required 
developments to build such facilities. 
 
Staff clarified that cost estimating had been done from a high level and exactly what a project’s 
improvements would be would be clearer when the project was engineered.  They confirmed 
they could make adjustments if there was not enough right-of-way and that what was built 
would also depend on the nature of the neighborhood, existing conditions, and the particular 
requirements for each classification of roadway.  Staff advised that some roadway and transit 
projects included bike/pedestrian facilities and that ‘road work’ in this context was a more 
significant change to the roadway than just paving, which was considered ‘maintenance.’  
They explained that some of the projects were in the county because the City was charged 
with doing a coordinated planning process, and some road segments would be annexed by 
2035.  Ms. Rooney clarified that project work did not automatically include undergrounding 
utilities because it was very expensive.  She said it often happened via development activity 
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and that multi-million dollar projects such as Boones Ferry Road would underground utilities 
and pay for it as part of the project. 
 
Ms. Owings reported the total of the 209 projects was estimated to cost about $180 million.  
She stated that there were 4 safety projects; 6 bike lane only projects; 9 signal/intersection 
improvement projects; 8 operations-related projects and 127 pathway projects.  She clarified 
that of the pathway projects, 33 were part of roadway projects; 18 were sidewalk-only projects; 
and 4 were transit-related projects.  She indicated that the projects had been scored and 
prioritized per the goals and policies and they would be transferred into the Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP).  When Chair Gaar asked her to talk about the scoring process, she 
explained, for example, that a project received a higher score when it completed gaps and 
connected to existing bike or transit facilities along major roadways versus “island” projects 
that resulted in very few connections. 
 
Chair Gaar suggested it would be helpful to have a map showing both existing and proposed 
projects so the Commissioners could see the whole flow.  Ms. Owings indicated to 
Commissioner Bhutani that she would provide the cost of the 127 pathway projects.  Councilor 
Gudman related that in terms of the number of projects, the majority of TSP projects in the 
current CIP were pathways, but the majority of the dollar cost was for roads.  Ms. Owings 
related that the City was not building many new roads so the road projects included some 
connections and the rest were mostly improvements to existing roadways and sidewalks.  Ms. 
Rooney pointed out that the current Council had a goal to improve the paving situation over 
the next few years; such projects were considered maintenance and were not a part of the 
TSP.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated that the good news was that the bulk of the TSP 
projects were relatively lower-cost, pathway projects. 
 
Mr. Worth talked about future roadway needs.  He explained that the city used Metro’s travel 
demand model to forecast how growth of population and jobs through year 2035 would affect 
roadways; the result was a map that showed which roads would have more demand on them 
than could be served by the existing facility.  He pointed out those roads included Bryant Road 
and State Street.  He clarified that the model told them future automobile demand, but it did 
not forecast future bike, pedestrian or transit demand.  He clarified that the modeling had not 
factored in development in the Stafford triangle because it did not assume development 
outside the Lake Oswego Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  Mr. Worth noted that when growth 
was anticipated for the Stafford area, the Metro model would be re-run at that time and 
decisions made to amend the TSP.  Mr. Worth clarified that at the time the TSP planning work 
was being done the City had been discussing Foothills, so the model factored in growth in that 
area consistent with the current Comprehensive Plan, but did not specifically anticipate 
increased Foothills development per the Foothills Framework Plan.  Chair Gaar recalled that 
the new Comprehensive Plan assumed the “low growth” forecast.  Mr. Worth advised that the 
model took into account growth in the entire metropolitan region and it was factoring growth in 
West Linn, and commuters between Portland, Lake Oswego and West Linn. 
 
Ms. Rooney presented proposed changes to the roadway functional classification table.  She 
highlighted examples of roadways which would be upgraded to neighborhood collector streets 
due to proximity to high density/commercial uses (Kruse Way Place and Daniel Way).  She 
noted that Lakeview would be upgraded to complete a gap between major collectors.  She 
advised that upgrading Bryant Road classification could mean that state or federal funding 
might be available for pedestrian facilities.  She indicated that Foothills Road would be 
upgraded to reflect how that road was operating today.  She confirmed that Stafford Road 
would remain a minor arterial and no change was proposed to McVey’s classification.  
Commissioner Swinford remarked that based on her experience with traffic on McVey and her 
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lay person’s expectation of additional traffic it seemed odd not to change the classification.  
Ms. Rooney advised that the Minor Arterial classification was a very broad category, with a 
range in volume from 7,500 to 25,000.  She added that streets with that classification had 
higher priority for improvements like bike lanes and sidewalks.  She confirmed for Chair Gaar 
that the modeling looked beyond the City’s boundaries when it took the volumes on arterials 
into consideration.  Mr. Worth advised that functional classification was also based on how 
well it provided access to the rest of the transportation system as a connection or an 
emergency service route; and, if it had the ability to meet today’s demands and the potential to 
be improved to meet tomorrow’s demands. 
 
Ms. Rooney discussed the proposal to move from traditional curb/gutter/sidewalk street cross 
sections to cross sections for different scenarios, such as areas that desired to maintain their 
village or rural character.  She explained that staff would use this as a guide when they 
determined what kinds of improvements might be appropriate when development was 
proposed.  She clarified that the Boones Ferry Road plan to address storm water in the center 
median was a variation of one of the cross sections. 
 
Mr. Worth discussed TSP funding.  He showed a graph of the cost per lineal foot of facilities 
like bike lanes ($5) and road widening (widening the road an additional 12’ would cost $290).  
He talked about current funding sources and levels and pointed out that fuel taxes and vehicle 
license fees provided 40% of Street Fund funding; 50% came from the Street Maintenance 
Fee; and 10% came from franchise fees paid by utilities that were in the public right-of-way.  
He talked about how the money was spent:  35% on operations; 41% on repaving; 17% on 
maintenance; and 7% on other.  He noted that the 209 projects would cost $180 million.  He 
reported that the breakdown based on who owned the right-of-way was: $33 million for 
improvements to state facilities like Highway 43; $34 million to make improvements to county 
facilities; and $111 million for improvements to city owned facilities/right-of-way or to purchase 
right-of-way. 
 
Mr. Worth observed that there was a $62 million shortfall between currently available methods 
of funding and the cost if the City built every project they wanted to build between now and 
2035.  He explained that the SDC for a new family dwelling today was about $3,000; if they 
split the load equally four ways to cover the $62 million shortfall a household SDC would have 
to go up to $11,000; if they asked for SDCs to do it all, it would have to be $30,000 per 
household.  He agreed with a public comment he had heard that such high SDCs would shut 
down all residential development in the City.  He displayed examples of how the cost could be 
funded if it was even practical to fund it all in a 22-year time frame.  He suggested they did not 
need to get it all done by 2035, but they should make the public aware of that so they did not 
have unrealistic expectations.  Councilor Gudman advised that the shortfall in the amount they 
had for capital projects did not include the gap they had in funding regular annual 
maintenance, which was $2 million to $3 million per year. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman said he felt as Commissioner Swinford did that McVey should be 
a higher classification because he knew it would be a severe problem in the next ten years.  
He indicated he believed McVey was a better candidate for up-classification than South Shore.  
Commissioner Prager inquired why the model assumed the Stafford area was not going to 
urbanize when Metro had designated it urban reserve.  He also asked why the Foothills area 
was not assumed to develop at the level it was currently planned for.  Mr. Worth indicated he 
thought timing might be a factor in both cases.  He pointed out that the model might not 
anticipate that Stafford would develop to urban levels until beyond 2035.  He added there was 
also the question of the timing of when Foothills would be built out to the planned densities in 
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the Foothills Framework Plan.  He noted the growth assumptions for Foothills were consistent 
with the current Comprehensive Plan (and the existing industrial zoning). 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman indicated that based on work he did with developers in West Linn, 
which had one of the highest SDCs in the state, he did not think raising SDCs would be as 
much of a deterrent as some might think.  Chair Gaar had suggested staff look at making the 
differences between colors on the maps clearer, and use overlays to show existing and 
proposed facilities.  He said he would like to see an analysis that showed what things might 
look like if Stafford did develop in the next 35 years because that was what planning was 
about.  He traveled on McVey and Stafford regularly and reported the tee intersection at 
Highway 43 had gotten worse even without development in the Stafford area.  He commented 
that having Stafford and McVey as minor arterials did not feel right.  He would plan on them 
becoming major roadways at some point in time. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani agreed with Chair Gaar that the maps should be improved so they 
could better understand how it all came together and how the improvements were connected 
to the Comprehensive Plan.  She said in regard to Stafford and McVey she tended to agree 
with the Commissioners but she saw the number of lanes was tied to classification.  She 
commented that it might make sense for McVey, but she questioned whether the more rural 
parts of it really wanted to look at five lanes.  She acknowledged that in certain sections where 
there was a higher traffic volume that was certainly something to look at, but they should 
consider the rural character of the area.  She indicated that the comments that came out of the 
open house should be shared. 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
6.1 

A request from the City of Lake Oswego for final review and recommendation from the 
Planning Commission on the updated Comprehensive Plan, as preliminarily approved under 
LU 13‐0010 and LU 13‐0045 and consolidated into a newly formatted document.  Continued 
from January 13, 2014, for deliberations. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments Related to Periodic Review‐Consolidated Package (LU 
13‐0068) 

 
Deliberations 

Chair Gaar opened deliberations.  Commissioner Bhutani referred to Design Type Boundary 
maps in the existing Comprehensive Plan and pointed out that Figure 28 included Office 
Campus (OC)/Residential-3,375 sq. ft area per unit (R-3) as a part of the Kruse Way 
Employment Center, but for some reason it had been dropped off of the proposed Plan’s 
diagram of the Employment Center (Figure 3).  She said it was clear from the definition of 
Employment Center in the existing Plan that that they should show it as part of the 
employment center because that definition actually listed the zones that were included in 
Employment Center:  Highway Commercial (HC), Campus Research and Development 
(CR&D), Office Campus (OC), Residential-Minimum Area Determined by Floor Area Ratio (R-
0) and some R-3.  She believed at that time there was no Mixed Commerce (MC) zone, so 
another concern was the employment center diagram showed HC in the area that was zoned 
as MC, which was not correct.  She suggested adding back all existing OC/R-3 areas along 
the Kruse Way corridor to the map of the Employment Center and removing the OC zone 
south of the Kruse Way corridor from the Town Center diagram to make it consistent with the 
Lake Grove Village Center Plan and to make it clear that OC was not to be changed into a 
mixed-use area. 
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Mr. Siegel advised that the 1999 Plan amendment that designated the employment area 
implemented the Metro 2040 growth concept.  He explained that later on the boundaries and 
zoning had changed and that Metro had moved away from that concept and adopted Title 4 of 
the Regional Plan and a new map that showed employment areas.  He distributed copies of 
that map.  He advised that the maps in the proposed Comprehensive Plan were intended to be 
consistent with the regional plan and to reflect the Town Center that had been adopted 
through the Lake Grove Village Center Plan.  He noted the Avery property at the corner of 
Kruse Way/Boones Ferry Road used to be OC/R-3 and had been rezoned to General 
Commercial (GC) through the Lake Grove Village Center planning process.  When asked, he 
related that he did not see any harm in having the same OC area in both the employment and 
town centers.  Commissioner Bhutani noted the Lake Grove Village Center did not dictate use 
– the Comprehensive Plan did. 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Bhutani moved to include all the existing OC/R-3 zones along the Kruse Way 
corridor that were included in the existing 2040 Design Type Boundary Map as part of the 
employment center
 

.  Commissioner Swinford seconded the motion and discussion followed. 

Commissioner Prager asked if staff had any issues with doing this.  Mr. Siegel indicated they 
did not because it was a general designation, not a plan district or zone.  Commissioner 
Bhutani and Chair Gaar agreed that if this created an issue with Metro it should be brought 
back to the Planning Commission for consideration.  The vote was conducted and the motion 
passed 6:0. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani suggested it was a good idea to list which zones were included in 
Employment Centers and Town Centers in the Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Siegel advised them 
to list the Comprehensive Plan designations instead of the zoning. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani noted Figure 3 showed an area of the Kruse Way Employment Center 
south of Kruse Way as HC when it should be MC.  She pointed out that the Zoning Map 
showed it as MC.  She advised that the Zoning should be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Bhutani moved to reconcile the HC and MC “zones” so there was consistency 
between the Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan

 

.  Chair Gaar seconded the motion and 
discussion followed. 

Mr. Siegel advised that sometimes the Comprehensive Plan and zoning was inconsistent; for 
example, anticipated zoning of Foothills was being postponed until there was a plan for the 
infrastructure.  Chair Gaar noted the motion just called for staff to look into it; reconcile the HC 
and the MC; and explain it to Council.  The vote was conducted and the motion passed 6:0. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman noted that the Staff Memorandum suggested options related to 
the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and Metro recommendations.  Mr. Siegel encouraged 
the Commission to advise the City Council as to whether the parts of the proposed plan 
worked together as a whole.  Commissioners Swinford, Bhutani, E. Brockman, Vice Chair 
Arthur and Chair Gaar each indicated she/he saw no need to comment or modify specific 
recommendations of the CAC and Metro.  Some observed that the Commission had already 
voted on the consolidated package and on separate amendments raised by individual 
Commissioners.  They pointed out that the record showed where the Commission and 
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individual Commissioners stood on different aspects of it; they would just forward the CAC and 
Metro recommendations to the Council without comment.  There was some disagreement 
about whether the previous vote had been on the format of the consolidated plan, or its format 
and content.  Commissioners Bhutani and Prager indicated they thought they had voted on the 
format.  Commissioner E. Brockman indicated that he did not agree with all of the content.  
Ms. Andreades recalled that after that vote Chair Gaar had invited Commissioners to pose 
individual motions if they wanted to modify specific aspects of content in the plan they had 
already voted on. 
 
MOTION 
Chair Gaar moved to forward CAC and Metro recommendations to Council for their 
consideration
 

.  Commissioner E. Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 

Vice Chair Arthur and Chair Gaar clarified that the Commission was not particularly endorsing 
them or not endorsing them, they were just passing them along to the Council without 
comment. 
 
Ms. Andreades pointed out comments which had been submitted by Nancy Gronowski (Exhibit 
G-3) during the hearing.  Commissioner Bhutani agreed that there certainly needed to be a 
discussion about RAM D and about #87 related to attracting a young population.  She 
recommended that staff address those with the City Council.  She indicated she supported the 
suggested wordsmithing changes except that she would not remove use of the word 
‘intending’ because it clarified how policies were to be interpreted.  Commissioner Swinford 
questioned that neighborhood plans were guiding documents (#12); they were the results of 
the guiding document that was the Comprehensive Plan.  She also questioned that there was 
an Oregon Tilth program any more (#149).  Ms. Andreades confirmed there was not and 
planned to make the wording more generic.  Commissioner Swinford explained she did not 
support #48 because she did not think it was appropriate to do a complete rewrite of an idea at 
this juncture.  Chair Gaar observed general consensus to let staff make the wordsmithing 
changes and pass the Commissioners’ comments on to the City Council. 
 

Affordable Housing: Housing where a household pays not more than 30% 
of its annual income for housing. 

 
Commissioner Bhutani noted the definition Affordable Housing had been added at the Council 
level and had never been reviewed by the Commission.  She advised it was an incomplete 
definition and there should be some reference to the income of the person to reflect the 
context it was used in the Comprehensive Plan.  She explained that under the above definition 
someone could have a million dollar ‘affordable’ home if it cost them no more than 30% of their 
income.  She noted the Affordable Housing Task Force definition specified residents earning 
less than 80% of the median family income in the region and Metro’s definition specified zero 
to 50%. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised the proposed definition was from the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and that when the City actually looked at an affordable housing 
program it could identify the targeted household income.  He explained that it might be 
affordable housing/low-income, affordable housing/moderately low income, or some other 
group.  He clarified that the proposed definition could operate in any of those contexts.  
Commissioner Swinford observed people might be confused about the terms ‘affordable’ and 
‘low income’ which were two completely different things.  She suggested using the HUD 
definition was probably the appropriate thing to do now and that the definition could be refined 
for Metro, or for the County, or citywide, at the appropriate time.  Mr. Siegel advised that if a 
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developer was pursuing affordable housing tax credits the federal guidelines and rules would 
tell them which classification they had to target.  Commissioner Bhutani held there should be 
some reference to income.  She suggested that they might add language to the effect of 
income as defined by Metro, or HUD, or whomever, so it made sense in the context in which it 
was being used. 
 
Mr. Siegel advised that the City of Ashland’s affordable housing ordinance defined each of the 
levels of affordable housing they targeted.  He explained that one reason they had to specify 
targets was because they were requiring developers who applied for a density bonus to have 
some mix of affordable housing in their developments.  He pointed out that Lake Oswego did 
not have an ordinance like that or a housing authority and the proposed definition gave the 
City the broadest flexibility in working with affordable housing programs.  Commissioner E. 
Brockman commented that this was a broad stroke and when it got down to where more detail 
was needed then the detail would be figured out.  Commissioner Bhutani declined to put her 
suggestion into a motion. 
 
Chair Gaar closed the public hearing.  Mr. Boone announced the vote on the findings would be 
held on February 10.  The Commission recessed for ten minutes and thereafter reconvened 
for the next hearing. 
 

6.2 

A request from the City of Lake Oswego for amendments to the Community Development 
Code to change the criteria for designating and removing a Resources Conservation (RC) 
District. This request also includes amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning 
Map to remove the existing RC District from 37 properties. 

Isolated Tree Groves – Remand (LU 13‐0062) 

 
Chair Gaar opened the hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and procedure. 
 
None of the Commissioners present reported any conflict of interest.  No one present 
challenged any Commissioner’s ability to hear the matter. 
 

Staff Report 
Ms. Christenson outlined the proposed amendments that would change the criteria for 
designating Resource Conservation (RC) Districts and eliminate the RC District designation 
from isolated tree groves on 37 private lots.  She reviewed the recent history of improvements 
to the Sensitive Lands program which consisted of: 

• Council Resolution 1051A direction to remove the RC District from small, isolated tree 
groves on private property (not including private dedicated, open space). 

• Council adoption of the related code and map amendments in LU 12-0012 (after the 
Natural Resources Advisory Board and Planning Commission had recommended 
against it) that removed the RC District from six isolated tree groves located on 45 
private properties. 

• The Metro appeal. 
• The Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remand. 

 
Ms. Christenson reported that Metro had argued that removing TG-13 did not comply with the 
Title 13 ‘no rollback’ provision because removal would allow too much development within the 
tree grove; LUBA had agreed with Metro.  She explained that the LUBA remand made the 
prior ordinance ineffective, so the code changes were reversed and the RC District was 
automatically reapplied to all 45 properties.  She advised that the current proposal carried out 
the City Council’s direction to staff to prepare another version of code and map amendments 
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that addressed LUBA’s concerns and did not remove the RC District from TG-13.  She 
indicated that the currently proposed changes would remove it from the other five tree groves. 
 
Ms. Christenson indicated that staff proposed to remove the RC District designations by 
revising the definitions of Associated Tree Grove and Isolated Tree Grove; adding a removal 
criterion that the RC District could be lifted from Isolated Tree Groves on private property; and 
then amending the maps to remove the RC Districts from qualifying properties.  She explained 
that the definition Associated Tree Grove would be revised to include the following: 

A tree grove is associated if any portion of its sub-site is contiguous with an 
RP District (stream corridor or wetland) or is contiguous with an RC District 
(tree grove) that itself is contiguous with an RP District. 

She noted that this definition expanded the meaning of Associated Tree Grove to include both 
tree groves that were contiguous with the resource and those that were connected

A grove of trees that is not an Associated Tree Grove. 

 to a 
resource by another tree grove.  Ms. Christenson showed the Commissioners mapped 
examples of a ‘contiguous’ and a ‘connected’ situation.  She advised tree groves were 
considered as a whole on the sub-site level and not tax lot by tax lot.  She reported that the 
Habitat Assessment Score (HAS) and scenic value was evaluated at the sub-site level and 
that a whole tree grove might be on both sides of a road.  She stated that the new definition for 
Isolated Tree Grove was: 

Ms. Christenson explained that the proposed revision to the applicability criteria would mean 
that isolated tree groves on private property would not be eligible for RC District designation.  
Ms. Christenson advised that a Tree Grove was considered ‘significant’ if it had a HAS score 
of at least 35; a high ranking for scenic value; or if it was grouped with a stream or wetland that 
had an adequate HAS score.  She pointed out that the proposal would keep those criteria for 
significance, but they would only apply to the following types of groves: 

• Associated groves 
• Certain isolated groves that were located on public open space, on a private designated 

open space tract; or on property brought into the UGB after Dec 28, 2005. 
 
Ms. Christenson explained that ‘connected’ meant connected tree canopy; there was no 
minimum size canopy to be an RC District, but it had to be large enough to be significant in the 
above-described ways.  She clarified that there was no limit on how big it could be as long as 
there was a connection of canopy.  Chair Gaar asked if it could be a five-foot wide area with 
three branches coming across and be considered ‘connected?”  She confirmed that.  
Commissioner E. Brockman referred to a particular grove where there was a road in between 
and asked if it was connected.  Ms. Christenson noted that a tree grove was evaluated on a 
sub-site basis and that normally, a road between groves would be enough of a break between 
the water that it would be considered isolated.  She advised that this grove would not be 
considered connected if these had originally been evaluated as two different parts; however, 
they were originally evaluated together and all of the assessment scoring was based on the 
entire area as a whole.  She indicated that the proposed definitions would say that this grove 
as a whole was Associated even though a little part of it was across the road. 
 
Ms. Christenson explained the threshold date of December 28, 2005 was included in order to 
comply with Metro Title 13, which did not require upland tree groves to be protected for areas 
of the region that were within the UGB as of December 28, 2005.  She clarified that property 
that came into the UGB after that date was required to protect upland tree groves. 
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Ms. Christenson clarified for Commissioner Bhutani that only the five identified, currently-
designated tree groves would qualify to be removed from the RC District now.  She pointed out 
that there was another set of groves within the USB that had been identified and had been 
proposed to be put on the Sensitive Lands map in 2008; some might be considered isolated 
under the proposed new code criteria if the City ever looked at designating new RC Districts in 
the future.  She recalled they might total about 70 acres; there were 19 potentially isolated 
groves and 15 were somewhat located on private property.  She added that the sizes ranged 
from a half-acre to almost 23 acres. 
 
Ms. Christenson stressed the most important takeaway about the proposed policy direction 
and its impact was that an Isolated Tree Grove would not be eligible to be in an RC District on 
private property regardless of its HAS score, its scenic value, or its size.  She advised that an 
RC District could be removed from an Isolated Tree Grove that met the following conditions: 

• Not located on public open space; 
• Not located on a private designated open space tract; and 
• Not located on property brought into the UGB after 2005 (so removing the RC District 

complied with the Metro Title 13 provisions). 
 
She clarified the five, currently-designated, isolated tree groves on 37 private properties met 
all of the removal criteria and that Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map amendments 
were proposed for them.  She then discussed each tree grove and explained how the criteria 
applied to it. 
 
• TG-23 had a low HAS score and had been designated for its scenic value.  Metro’s ‘no 

rollback’ provision did not apply to protection for scenic value.  The Economic, Social, 
Environmental, and Energy (ESEE) analysis found the negative social consequences (the 
impact on the owners of restricting the use of the property) outweighed the small, but 
positive, environmental benefits (screening and views for the neighborhood) of retaining 
the RC District designation. 

Commissioner E. Brockman commented that the area below this site was covered with trees 
and there would never be houses there because it was in the railroad right-of-way.  He 
observed the tree groves at the three addresses - 5384, 5352 and 5310 – did not have any 
characteristics of tree groves or habitat value because they were tall trees in yards and there 
was no understory there anymore.  Ms. Christenson agreed with Commissioner Prager that 
the developer would have a choice regarding the pattern of development density and did not 
necessarily have to spread the development out; they could choose smaller units surrounded 
by an open space, or fewer, larger, units, with an open space in the back yard.  She advised 
density was also considered in the ESEE analysis of economic impacts when how many lots 
and the size of lots was looked at. 
 
• TG-24 had a HAS ranking of 44.  The closest RP Districts were across several properties 

and two roads.  This grove was located on 11 private parcels in unincorporated county 
area.  Since the regulations did not apply to properties in the county, removing the 
regulation was de minimis (had no impact) and the criteria were met. 

Ms. Christenson confirmed that none of the properties around it were currently designated RC 
District.  She explained that Lake Oswego had placed designations on properties that were not 
inside the City to provide certainty about the regulations that would be in effect upon 
annexation.  Commissioner E. Brockman related that owners of properties on a proposed map 
update had been sent letters that indicated that if they annexed, the tree grove designations 
would not apply to their property; however, in this case the designation had already been put 
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on the properties.  Ms. Christenson confirmed that the City Council had directed staff to 
suspend all additional mapping. 
 
• TG-30 had an original HAS ranking of 47, but much of the original resource had been 

removed for development prior to when Sensitive Lands regulations took effect.  The ‘no 
rollback’ provision did not apply to this grove because it was not on Metro’s wildlife habitat 
inventory map; it was too small to be significant habitat.  The ESEE analysis found the 
negative social consequences to the commercial property owners outweighed the small 
environmental benefits and the positive social benefits to the surrounding neighborhood 
and people driving by.  This grove was in Centerpointe. 

Commissioner E. Brockman recalled some in the neighborhood had testified against removal 
of the designation.  He and Ms. Christenson discussed how the Tree Code and the conditions 
of approval of the existing development could limit trees from being removed even without the 
RC District designation.  Ms. Christenson explained that the Tree Code Type 2 removal 
process required a reason for removal and evaluated negative impacts to the surrounding 
neighborhood.  She noted that development review conditioned approval on aspects such as 
landscaping standards applied to the parking islands.  Chair Gaar recalled seeing a waterway 
flowing through a parking lot.  Ms. Christenson clarified this grove was near an Associated 
Tree Grove, but it was itself not immediately adjacent to the water, so it was Isolated even 
though it was relatively close.  Commissioner Bhutani commented the Type 2 removal process 
put the onus on the neighbors.  She was concerned there was some level of possibility to 
remove trees if the RC District was removed and the owners wanted to do something like 
expand the parking lot.  Commissioner E. Brockman observed that they were located on the 
perimeter of the development, and that removal could affect compliance with the conditions of 
development approval. 
 
Mr. Boone clarified for Commissioner Prager that when they looked for connection, they 
looked at the RC District as it existed now, not the connectivity of the original grove before 
development; however, connectivity was a configuration factor when an RC District was 
reduced to an RCPA at time of development.  Ms. Christenson suggested that connectivity 
might have been lost before the current standards were in place.  Commissioner Prager 
commented that Ms. Christenson’s previous example of a connected tree grove showed a 
pretty tenuous connection.  He suggested if an accessway made it isolated then the isolated 
grove would go away under this proposal. 
 
• TG-31 had a HAS score of 37.  Removal complied with the ‘no rollback’ provision because 

the private properties were developed and could not be further divided, so the impact was 
considered de minimis. 

 
• TG-32 had a HAS score of 35.  It was on private properties which were developed and 

could not be further divided so the impact of removing the RC District would be de minimis. 

Commissioner Bhutani asked staff to talk about the testimony regarding this removal.  Ms. 
Christenson recalled there was a question in regard to whether there was an undesignated 
stream that qualified to be an RP District or if it was just a drainageway that happened to be 
between two designated resources.  She stated that staff would look to the Commission for 
direction regarding what to do about that. 
 
Ms. Christenson then summarized the findings.  She explained that the proposal complied with 
Comprehensive Plan policies calling for protection of upland tree groves because such a small 
percentage of existing RC Districts (only 1.2%) could be removed under this proposal.  She 
clarified that those areas had fewer environmental benefits than Associated Tree Groves 
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because they did not provide as much flood control, water quality enhancement benefit, or 
wildlife habitat connectivity.  She clarified that in terms of environmental benefits there were 
negligible impacts on the protection of natural resources as a whole.  She noted that the 
proposed amendments complied with Title 13 of the Metro Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan.  She explained that the relevant standard was whether the amendments 
allowed only a de minimis increase in the amount of development that could occur in areas 
mapped as upland wildlife habitat.  She advised that the determination was to be based on the 
amount of future development that could occur within each tree grove.  She reported that the 
findings were that removing the RC District from three of the tree groves met the de minimis 
standard and that the de minimis standard did not actually apply to the other two, so the 
proposal complied with Title 13. 
 
Ms. Christenson stated that the proposed code and map amendments complied with 
Statewide Planning Goal 5, which required protections of natural resources.  She explained 
that the City did not need to directly apply Goal 5 where an action complied with Title 13, but 
an ESEE analysis was necessary to remove the RC District from TG-23 and TG-30.  She 
advised that the analysis demonstrated that the RC District designation was no longer justified 
for those two tree groves because the negative social consequences outweighed the small 
environmental benefits of continued protection.  She noted that the code and map 
amendments complied with Statewide Planning Goal 6, which required cities to maintain and 
improve the quality of air, water and land resources.  She advised that the findings were that 
the changes were so limited in nature and significance that it was only 1.2% of all mapped RC 
Districts and that as a whole the proposal was in compliance with Goal 6. 
 
Mr. Siegel pointed out the hearing package contained written testimony, that six indicated 
opposition to the changes and one indicated support. 
 

Public Testimony 
None. 
 

Deliberations 
Chair Gaar closed public testimony and opened deliberations.  Commissioner Bhutani noted 
the Commission’s task was to review the proposal for consistency with existing 
Comprehensive Plan policies.  She indicated she did not think it was consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan Goal 5, Section 5, Policy 1 calling for protecting, enhancing, maintaining, 
and restoring the functions and values of existing and future tree groves because she had no 
information or analysis regarding where and how significant the 70 acres of future isolated tree 
groves were, which had not yet been designated.  She said she could agree to it if it only 
applied to existing tree groves.  She noted the policy called for protecting, enhancing, 
maintaining and restoring tree groves for not only habitat (sub-policy b) but also for community 
identity benefits (sub-policy c).  She noted Policy 5.d called for enacting and maintaining 
regulations and standards which required establishment and maintenance of buffer and edge 
areas.  She indicated that she believed the only reason TG-23 and TG-30 were being 
recommended for removal was because of an ESEE analysis - and only the negative social 
consequences of the analysis.  She pointed out that the environmental, economic, and energy 
consequences were neutral and that the staff evaluation showed it might have negative social 
consequences.  She said she disagreed with that evaluation.  She said the proposal should be 
looked at on a tree grove-by-tree grove basis. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani discussed TG-30 on Centerpointe Drive.  She recalled that the 
Comprehensive Plan talked about community identity benefits and maintaining buffer and 
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edge areas.  She pointed out that this grove was right at the edge of an employment zone; it 
defined the edge; and it provided a significant buffer between single-family residences of up to 
two stories and five- and six-story office developments.  She noted that it was also an 
evergreen buffer for winter months.  She emphasized that it was a very crucial buffer for 
houses on Kimberly Drive that faced the office development.  She said one of the main ways 
they defined community identity was by defining the edges and their major corridors.  She 
noted that staff said it would have insignificant impacts looking at it in terms of citywide basis, 
and it was such a small percentage of the entire city it would not really impact identity.  She 
said that was like saying that removing Millennium Plaza Park was such a small part of the 
entire Parks and Recreation system it would not have impact.  She advised that this had to be 
looked at tree grove-by-tree grove; and cautioned that it would have large social 
consequences to remove TG-30.  She stated that if that was the only basis for recommending 
its removal she did not agree with it.  She said she did not think it was consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan polices in sections 5.c and 5.e.  In regard to TG-23 she said she had 
similar concerns; it defined the entrance to the City where their treed median began and where 
there were tree groves on either side of Boones Ferry Road.  She pointed out that in terms of 
community identity that was the defining edge of the City and removing it would have negative 
social consequences in terms of community character and identity.  She concluded that she 
did not agree with the ESEE analyses of TG-23 and TG-30 and she did not think the proposal 
complied with Comprehensive Plan policies, so she could not support their removal. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman said in regard to TG-23 the shaded area just below the 
designated tree grove was owned by the railroad and he did not think the railroad had any 
plans to remove trees on its right-of-way.  He observed that the only part that actually 
bordered the right-of-way was an approximately 30-foot portion of 5410, and even in the right-
of-way there were trees.  He acknowledged that if some of the trees were removed one would 
be able to see it to some extent, but Boones Ferry Road would still be lined with trees all along 
there.  He said on the three parcels to the east there were just some trees in the yard and all 
of the understory had already been removed and it was totally incorporated into their yard and 
fenced off.  He did not think the proposed changes would cause any negative impact as far as 
the scenic value when entering the community. 
 
Commissioner Prager also looked at this from the Comprehensive Plan perspective.  He 
referred to Goal 5, Section 5, Sensitive Lands, Policy 5.d which called for the City to enact and 
maintain regulations and standards which required protection of Sensitive Lands designated 
as RC and RP.  He said he did not know how they could get around that policy with the 
proposal when the policy required protection of designated lands designated as RC Districts.  
He noted they had just adopted a Comprehensive Plan.  He said he thought it was not the 
right way to go to come up with different definitions of what things meant and to try and 
remove the policies they had enacted, so he opposed the proposed changes in the light of 
existing Comprehensive Plan polices.  He said he thought they had an opportunity to change 
the policies, but they needed to do that first, before they made changes that violated existing 
policies.  He said he was not necessarily opposed to some of the proposed changes.  Some 
[tree groves] were arguably not significant, or would be protected perhaps by other tree code 
regulations, but he did not think they had the authority to make the proposed changes under 
the existing Comprehensive Plan.  He said they needed to look at this more holistically by 
amending the Comprehensive Plan first and then making some changes in the future. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman recalled staff had said the process for removing these isolated 
tree groves initially - prior to the appeal by Metro - had been quite a long process; it was not 
approved by the Planning Commission and not approved by another committee, but the City 
Council did approve it.  He noted it was then appealed by Metro and sent back just based on 
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one of the tree groves, which was not included in this particular proposal.  He said he knew the 
City Council had unsuccessfully attempted to remove all tree groves on private property and 
there had been a strong movement about property rights of individuals and property values 
being decreased because of these tree groves.  Commissioner E. Brockman recalled that 
density transfer had then been brought up, which Ms. Christenson had addressed to some 
extent.  He advised that full density transfer was very rarely fully used because it made the lots 
so small that it did not make any sense to do that, so density transfer was not an economic 
savior to the value of the property for the landowner.  He advised that many of the people who 
owned larger pieces of land that featured tree groves had counted on it as their retirement nest 
egg.  He stated that he had seen those values cut in half or one third of what the property 
owner thought they were going to receive because of the tree grove issues; for that reason he 
felt very passionate about it.  He acknowledged that a lot of years and effort had been done to 
get to this point and to say they did not approve it would be disregarding all the work and 
thought that went into it and especially the guidance of the City Council. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur asked if Ms. Christenson could give them any other information about TG-32 
and the suggestion that there was a creek that was somehow connected to other resources 
that would potentially help them in their deliberations.  Ms. Christenson said she had not 
visited the site in a while, but recalled looking at this area previously and thinking it was much 
more landscaped than the area that already had the RP District.  She said there was a 
question whether this was a mapping error and this was really one system that should be 
evaluated as a whole.  She clarified that when one included the protected riparian area and 
looked at what the actual canopy was there they very well may be connected.  She advised 
that if the Commissioners wanted to pursue this, they should question whether this would 
qualify for an RP District designation; did that change whether or not they would recommend 
removal knowing it was not designated yet; and would it be justified?  She related at this point 
she could not say whether it would qualify, but staff could do that research if the Planning 
Commission wanted them to.  Commissioner E. Brockman said he was very familiar with this 
site and knew that north of Southwood drive landscaping, bark dust, or landscaping rocks had 
been put up clear to the edge of the stream and there was absolutely no natural vegetation 
along the stream at all.  He had also observed that south of Southwood Drive was just the 
opposite, it was covered with blackberries all along the creek on the bottom side.  Mr. Siegel 
said he was familiar with the site as he used to live a block away.  He advised that there was a 
culvert that emerged in the tract between the access drive for 5611 and 5617.  He noted that 
one could characterize it as a stream, outfall or culvert, depending on one’s point of view. 
 
Vice Chair Arthur said it was his understanding that Metro did not take issue with removing the 
RC District for these five tree groves, and LUBA apparently did not take issue with these five.  
He would vote to approve this recommendation and adopt this proposal resulting in the net 
effect of removing the RC District for the five groves in question, based on the total 
circumstances. 
 
Commissioner Swinford said she did not know this little area, but from a building and permit 
standpoint, 5611 would not be allowed to build on top of the stream for a lot of reasons, so she 
would assume that it was just a culvert or something that was taking the water through.  She 
stated that in regard to the overall package that was presented she was struck by the 
incredible amount of work and rework that had gone on and had great respect for the decision 
that had been made by Metro and LUBA that five of the tree groves appeared to meet the 
criteria for the request made, however, there was concern about removing the designation.  
She clarified that did not mean something was going to change, but it did allow people to 
pursue the traditional tree code method.  She observed that it allowed them to landscape and 
maintain something that might need maintenance instead of being told to stay clear and see it 
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deteriorate; it also allowed individual property owners the pride of ownership and choice on a 
piece of property that they may have purchased.  She said she believed that there was some 
reasonableness to allowing them to determine how they wanted to view their trees and trim 
their trees appropriately; she did not think they should be interfering with that.  Regarding the 
current Sensitive Lands issue and the suggestion Commissioner Prager made, she indicated 
that it was important to go back to the Comprehensive Plan, that the ideas that were set forth 
in various items going to Section 5, Policy 5 (a-f) that it could not be a definitive, all or nothing.  
She said she thought the idea of their goal here was to have the spirit and take the time and 
effort to be protecting their properties appropriately, but not to the exclusion of taking away 
and limiting economic development, as they were always balancing what to do to beautify their 
city, yet make it a vibrant city.  She said she felt that she would vote to approve this for the City 
Council to review. 
 
Chair Gaar said that he had been in the minority when this first came around and he had voted 
to approve what ultimately was overturned by LUBA.  He said his reasons for agreeing with 
the statements by Commissioner Bhutani and Commissioner Prager but disagreeing with their 
conclusions was largely the same as he had put forth when this came before the Commission 
before.  He said he had some criticism that this came before them without hearing what the 
Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB) said.  He said he knew they had voted against it, 
but he did not know if they had a chance to take a look at this new proposal.  He said the new 
proposal actually was a limited version of what it was before when they voted against it.  He 
said it seemed to him that they constantly did that in this city; they had bodies who had 
expertise and a skill set and associated staff, yet they did not utilize their talent.  He said he 
thought they ought to do that more often.  He advised that the Commission was now left 
without the benefit of the wisdom of the NRAB that he thought could make good decisions.  He 
said he also did not like the idea that this was coming back to them so quickly when they had 
put Healthy Ecosystems on hold and still had not addressed the Sensitive Lands piece.  He 
suggested that perhaps the new chapter on Healthy Ecosystems and Sensitive Lands would 
make this fit better into the language of the Comprehensive Plan and maybe it would not, but 
here he was looking at a plan that he knew was related to new language they would be 
working on as they went forward.  He said he did not think it was fair to put the Commission in 
that position. 
 
Chair Gaar stated that in regard to the current Comprehensive Plan he thought this was going 
to have an impact on future tree groves, but he did not think it was going to have an impact 
that caused him enough concern to believe that he was not protecting them.  He said he did 
not think the tree code was an adequate protector and that regulation needed to exist for land 
that had been identified in the Comprehensive Plan, which included tree groves.  However, he 
said he saw this as the best way forward when they looked at the Sensitive Lands process.  
He said he agreed it was a cop-out on his part to some degree because in a perfect world he 
would not approve this; however, it was not a perfect world and there was compromise and in 
his mind this compromise was not a bad one.  He said he appreciated the work that had come 
before them.  He recalled that Vice Chair Arthur had pointed out that Metro approved this and 
LUBA did not seem to go after these properties.  Staff had done good work and found that it 
qualified.  He said he saw this as the least worst alternative to try to work their way through the 
Sensitive Lands process and for those reasons he would vote to support this recommendation 
and pass it on. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani said she appreciated the concerns being raised about private property 
and finding the balance.  She said she thought that was the purpose of the whole look at the 
overall Sensitive Lands program to address concerns.  She said they had been through this 
many times and had heard concerns about the ESEE process; perhaps that needed to be 
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looked at in terms of making it more clear and objective.  In regard to what Commissioner E. 
Brockman was talking about – in terms of development and what was or was not allowed – 
that was another area that should be investigated.  She noted the Commissioners were also 
talking about making the tree code more robust in terms of being able to provide those kinds of 
protections.  She said that was what they were assuming, but those were the things that had 
to be worked on as a part of looking at the entire Sensitive Lands program and seeing what 
needed to be addressed.  She said what they had before them were five tree groves and code 
amendments and they had to evaluate that to see if it was consistent with their 
Comprehensive Plan.  She indicated that the concerns being raised at the hearing were very 
valid and those should be addressed as a part of the overall program. 
 
Commission Bhutani pointed out that if they were looking at consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan, TG-23 and TG-30 were not addressed by Metro; those were rolled back 
and they were based on the ESEE analysis by staff - and only on the social consequences.  
She noted that they were not looking at economic consequences – that was neutral.  She said 
they had to see whether they agreed with the ESEE analysis and whether that removal was 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, it had nothing to do with Metro.  She said she did not 
have any information on future tree groves and the Comprehensive Plan was very clear in 
terms of what it was requiring them to evaluate this for.  She acknowledged that she would like 
to move forward with this, but with the exception of future tree groves, because she had no 
knowledge about them, and with the exception of TG-23 and TG-30, because those were not 
addressed by Metro, and they basically had to be evaluated against the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Commissioner E. Brockman recalled Ms. Christenson’s mention of a few years back, maybe 
2008, when there was a proposal about groves in the county but within their UGB.  He recalled 
that a map had been made of the potential tree groves and there had been a lot of resistance 
from the public, so it did not progress to the point where it was adopted.  He commented that it 
was hidden on the website, so to speak, and was eventually taken off the website.  He 
recounted that the City Council sent letters to everybody who had those potential tree grove 
properties and said that if they annexed into the City they would not apply a tree grove 
designation to their properties.  He advised those letters had already been sent out and some 
people had already annexed as a result of those letters.  He said he just looked at the direction 
the City Council had already taken on the issue of potential tree groves that were in the 
county.  He said he very much supported the proposed changes and he would move that they 
adopt the plan as written.  Chair Gaar noted there was good language to use in Exhibit F-3 on 
page 7 that said ‘The City proposes to remove the RC District designation from private 
properties containing TG-23 and TG-30.’  He indicated that this would allow the conflicting 
uses in the subject tree groves.  Commissioner E. Brockman confirmed that was what he 
proposed. 
 
MOTION 

Commissioner E. Brockman moved to recommend that the City remove the RC District 
designation from private properties that contain TG-23 and TG-30 to allow the conflicting uses 
in the subject tree groves
 

.  Chair Gaar seconded the motion and discussion followed. 

Commissioner Bhutani proposed an amendment that said ‘with the exception of TG-23 and 
TG-30.’  There was no second.  The vote on the main motion was conducted and it passed 
4:2.  Commissioners Bhutani and Prager voted against.  Mr. Boone announced the final vote 
on the findings would be February 10, 2014. 
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7. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 
Vice Chair Arthur commented that he appreciated watching the televised broadcast of the 
Development Review Commission (DRC) hearing on the Wizer Block development.  He 
suggested the Commission for Citizen Involvement (CCI) consider criteria that other boards 
and commissions could use for purposes of electing on occasion to broadcast their 
proceedings.  Chair Gaar asked staff to put that on the agenda for the annual CCI meeting on 
March 24. 
 

8. SCHEDULE REVIEW 
 
Chair Gaar planned to review the schedule with Mr. Siegel. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 
Chair Gaar commented that he was continually impressed by the deliberation of the Planning 
Commission.  He specifically commended Commissioner Bhutani’s preparation when she 
came to the meetings, which made all of them look better and think harder.  Commissioner E. 
Brockman commented that they all appreciated each other’s input. 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 10:00 p.m. 
 

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


