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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

March 10, 2014 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:30 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, Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman, Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Council 
Liaison Jeff Gudman was also present. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Debra Andreades, 
Senior Planner; Leslie Hamilton, Senior Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris 
McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Gudman related that the Council was about to discuss what to do about the West 
End Building property now that the prospective buyer had withdrawn their offer; and, they had 
overturned the Development Review Commission’s (DRC) denial of an exemption related to 
Boones Ferry Road access requested by Goodwill Industries. 
 

4. CITIZEN COMMENT - Regarding issues not on the Agenda 

Dianne Cassidy, Wren Street, Lake Oswego, 97035, asked that the City remove a Boones 
Ferry Road-to-Oakridge Road pathway from the Lake Grove Village Center Overlay map. 
 
Ms. Cassidy explained the route went past their condominium project and the only purpose it 
would serve would be to provide a connection between the condos and McDonalds.  She 
advised that it made the residents feel very vulnerable and that their safety and security would 
be compromised.  Mr. Siegel encouraged her to provide input at the Transportation System 
Plan (TSP) hearing on March 24. 
 

5. MINUTES 
5.1 October 14, 2013 

Commissioner Swinford moved to approve the Minutes of October 14, 2013, as amended by 
Vice Chair Arthur and Commissioner A. Brockman.  Vice Chair Arthur seconded the motion 
and it passed 5:0:2.  Chair Gaar and Commissioner Bhutani abstained. 
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6. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 
6.1 Community Development Code Amendments – Farm Stands (LU 13-0067) 

Commissioner A. Brockman moved to approve Findings, Conclusions and Order LU 13-0067-
1835 with language changes in Findings 2 and 3 to make them more accurate.  Commissioner 
E. Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:2.  Chair Gaar and Commissioner 
Swinford abstained. 
 

7. PUBLIC HEARING 
7.1 West End Building Rezone – Remand from City Council (LU 13-0053) 

A request by the City of Lake Oswego for Community Development Code (CDC), 
Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map Amendments from Office Campus/High Density 
Residential (OC/R-3) to General Commercial (GC) for the site, and amendment of LOC 
50.02.002.2.c [Specific Standards for Commercial, Mixed Use, and Industrial Zones; 
Standards Applicant to Specific Locations] to add a new special standard for the site, limiting 
the commercial uses to 160,000 square feet and limiting the number of residential units to 200.  
The site is located at 4101 Kruse Kay (Tax Lots 5300 and 5400 of Tax Map 21E08BB). 
 
Staff advised that the prospective buyer had withdrawn their offer and that the staff 
recommendation was to continue the hearing to a future date because the Council had 
not yet met to consider the new circumstance.  Vice Chair Arthur reported an ex parte 
contact. 
 
Chair Gaar moved to continue LU 13-0053 to April 28, 2014.  Commissioner E. 
Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 7:0. 
 

8. WORK SESSION 

8.1 Community Development Code Annual Housekeeping Amendments (LU 14-0014) 

 Review proposed amendments to the Community Development Code (Chapter 50) to clarify 
and remove redundancies and add a definition to the Tree Code (Chapter 55).  The proposed 
amendments are intended to make the code requirements more clear. 
 
Ms. Hamilton highlighted some of the 57 proposed code amendments.  She explained that 
some were to correct inadvertent errors connected with code reorganization; others addressed 
redundancies in the Lake Grove Village Center Overlay in regard to large wall planes and 
clarified where they applied; and, the First Addition/Forest Hills Neighborhood Association had 
asked for the front porch standard to be tweaked after they saw houses on corner lots where 
the main entry was not where the front porch was located. 
 
In regard to the Lake Grove Village Center Plan Commissioner A. Brockman asked for 
clarification from an audience member whether there was a problem collapsing the various 
plane standards and heard the response that the purpose of the facade plane standard was 
likely to avoid having to look at large surfaces on tall buildings.  Ms. Hamilton and Mr. Boone 
clarified the proposed amendments were intended to clarify, or correct, and should be “no-
brainer” fixes.  Staff indicated that they planned to put Lake Grove Village Center-related 
amendments in a separate package and vet them with the stakeholders; they would separate 
out anything the Commission identified as substantive policy issues as well. 
 
In regard to the main entry/front porch problem staff suggested requiring the front porch to 
provide the main entry and be located on the front setback elevation which was typically the 
narrow end of a 50’ x 120’ lot.  Staff agreed to come back with less limited options after 
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hearing Commissioners’ comments; those included that if the front was on the long side it 
could be because it allowed a better floor plan; that the requirement that the porch had to be 
50% of the long side of the building width seemed excessive and should be capped at “x” feet; 
that the 50% requirement would mean the porch overhang would make the interior darker; that 
people used the porches as outdoor space likely because the garages were required to be 
accessed off the alley and there was not room on the garage side; that if it was called ‘front 
porch’ it should be the primary access; that corner lots were in different circumstances than 
internal lots; that the City should respect the neighborhood plan and values of achieving good 
surveillance and neighborhood communication; and that the Commission should wait to hear 
what the neighbors said about whether the City should limit owners’ options and floor plans.  
Staff clarified the existing code did not address whether the front porch was required to cover 
the front entry. 
 
Ms. Hamilton highlighted proposed changes in regard to flag lot orientation and fencing.  She 
explained that the code was silent on whether, when an applicant was granted a variance to 
flip the orientation from toward the access lane to parallel with the street, the same setbacks 
applied.  She said the fencing requirement sometimes conflicted with Sensitive Lands code, 
which limited fencing in a wetland or stream corridor.  She clarified that staff did not yet have a 
recommendation on the setbacks question.  Mr. Boone advised it took a minor variance to flip 
the orientation, but changing the setbacks did not qualify as a minor variance because that 
exceeded the 20% threshold. 
 
Commissioners’ comments included that if there was abutting Sensitive Lands there would be 
no neighbor to protect with a fence; people should have the option and not have to go through 
the variance process in order to fence in kids or pets just because one code conflicted with 
another; the minimum side setback should be 10’ in either orientation, no matter what no 
structure should come within 20’ of the access lane; the orientation decision should consider 
impacts of noise on adjacent houses; having a 10’ setback from the access lane if one turned 
their house sideways would not impact anyone else if the lane ended at that house; and 
flipping the orientation could mean that houses would be staring at each other and there was 
lack of privacy.  Mr. Boone noted the Commissioners could decide to remove the amendment 
from this package and address Flag Lots separately.  The Commissioners agreed it warranted 
more discussion at a future date and asked staff to provide the record from when the 
Commission considered Flag Lots in a past CDC update.  Commissioner E. Brockman advised 
he would suggest additional issues for them to discuss during the future Flag Lot discussion. 
 
Ms. Hamilton advised that tree code stump policy and ‘normal trimming and pruning’ needed 
to be clarified because it created a hole in the code.  The Commissioners had many questions 
about the details of this code.  Mr. Boone and Ms. Hamilton clarified that tree code was not 
land use regulating code, but the City Council would be happy to receive suggestions from the 
Planning Commission and any advisory board.  They indicated that the draft they brought back 
to the Commission would not have the tree code amendments in it.  Commissioner Prager 
suggested it might be more appropriate for the Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB) to 
make a recommendation to the City Council. 
 
The Commissioners had questions regarding certain items in the 2014 Code Amendments 
matrix in Exhibit A, as follows: 

11.  Bike Parking: clarifies that bike parking must be covered.  In regard to why this should be 
required, especially of a small business owner, Ms. Hamilton explained this addressed 
inconsistent code which required it in one place (residential and industrial uses) but did not 
specify ‘covered’ in another place (commercial and institutional use).  Covered could mean 
under eaves.  Mr. Siegel identified this as a policy issue. 
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14.  Clarify that the maximum distance of 100 feet from access from a development to a 
Collector or Arterial applies to all development, not just major development (ODPS, CUPs).  
Ms. Hamilton explained this change would apply the standard to large developments, like 
Wizers, that were considered minor development. 
 
20.  Public Notice/Opportunity for Public Comment:  Move first paragraph, or re‐word it so that 
it does not only refer to minor development (for instance, legislative).  Ms. Hamilton explained 
this was simply a heading change so it matched what the text said. 
 
26.  Criteria for designating Property in Sensitive Lands Overlay based on Oregon Supreme 
Court's "Strawberry Hill" Case.  Mr. Boone indicated this change would bring the code closer 
to reflecting the quasi-judicial versus legislative test in the Strawberry Hill ruling. 
 
4.  Clarifies height exception limitations for roof‐mounted solar systems; and 5.  Establish an 
absolute maximum height above roof slope for solar panels.  Current regulation allows 
property owner to construct panels greater than 4 feet above current roof.  Ms. Hamilton 
explained these changes addressed the problem that there was no height limit on the 
exemption to the height limit for solar panels and tweaked related footnotes. 
 
Staff confirmed that the Commission could recommend additional amendments any time they 
wanted but they could not add them to the currently proposed packages after the related 
Measure 56 notice went out.  Commissioner Bhutani asked them to include graphics. 
 

9. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 
Commissioner E. Brockman had suggestions for preparing for Commission for Citizen 
Involvement (CCI) meetings by getting ideas from the community.  Commissioner Bhutani 
commended Sarah Selden for her communication to neighborhood associations regarding pre-
application meetings.  She also liked that an Oregonian article about the West End Building 
(WEB) application had included a contact column. 
 
The Commissioners commented on the WEB application and OC zoning in regard to why the 
City would push for rezone of the WEB property to accommodate the sale to one prospective 
purchaser; that the WEB should be part of a discussion of a broader area; that it might have 
been a matter of timing - if the City wanted to proceed and saw a higher and better use with a 
zoning change they could expect to see a more generic packet not specific to any applicant; 
that the fact the OC area was not in the Employment Center or in the Town Center and was 
vulnerable to being changed should merit Commission and public discussion; and that the 
Commission needed to have broader discussions because it would help them make better 
specific decisions.  Chair Gaar agreed they needed to plan for and put broader discussions on 
the agenda. 
 
Councilor Gudman indicated that he did not know what the City Council would decide in regard 
to moving forward, but he believed that all of the points the Commissioners raised about the 
WEB would be considered.  The advised that they had a goal to sell the property; had received 
a solid, legitimate bid, and had wanted to pursue the opportunity. 
 

10. SCHEDULE REVIEW 
No discussion. 
 

  

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of March 10, 2014 Page 4 of 5 



 APPROVED:  08/11/2014 
 
11. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

No discussion. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 8:15 p.m. 
 

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