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1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City 
Hall. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present were Chair William Gaar and Commissioners Randy Arthur, Puja Bhutani, 
Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford.  Vice Chair Jim Johnson was excused. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Jessica Numanoglu, Senior Planner; Johanna 
Hastay, Associate Planner; Jane Blackstone, Economic Development Manager; Evan Boone, 
Deputy City Attorney; Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 
Development Review Commission members present were Don Richards, Brent Ahrend and 
Ann Johnson. 
 
Consultants present were Don Elliott, Clarion Associates and Michelle Marx, SERA Architects. 
 

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

None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Ms. Andreades reported the City was to receive an award from the American Planning 
Association for the ‘We Love Lake Oswego’ video that kicked off the Comprehensive Plan 
update.  She also reported that the Council was about to appoint board liaisons and a budget 
committee.  She indicated that the Council was also scheduled to discuss recruitment for a 
permanent city manager; the Foothills urban renewal plan; and Council priorities. 
 

5. MINUTES 

5.1 September 24, 2012 

Commissioner Arthur moved to approve the Minutes of September 24, 2012 as amended by 
Commissioner Arthur.  Commissioner Bhutani seconded the motion and it passed 5:0. 
 

5.2 October 8, 2012 

Commissioner Swinford moved to approve the Minutes of October 8, 2012 as amended by 
Commissioner Arthur.  Chair Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 4:0:1.  Commissioner 
Bhutani abstained. 
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5.3 October 22, 2012 

Chair Gaar moved to approve the Minutes of October 22, 2012 as amended by Commissioner 
Arthur.  Commissioner Swinford seconded the motion and it passed 5:0. 

 
6. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

6.1 Flood Management Area Map and Text Amendments (LU 12-0047) 

Commissioner Arthur moved to approve LU 12-0047-1800 Findings, Conclusions and Order.  
Commissioner Bhutani seconded the motion and it passed 5:0. 
 

7. WORK SESSIONS 

7.1 Community Development Code Amendments in IP Zone & IPO Overlay (LU 12-0051) 

Amendments to allow fitness, exercise and sports facilities in the Industrial Park (IP) Zone and 
the Industrial Park Overlay (IPO). 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. Hastay explained that the proposed amendments would allow fitness, exercise and sports 
facilities in the area, which was likely to be eventually designated as a special district focused 
on high employment uses.  She pointed out that the facilities could be amenities for district 
employees and that allowing them would provide space for existing local facilities to expand 
and it would help fill up vacant buildings.  Ms. Hastay indicated that staff saw the uses as 
reasonable and compatible uses for the area.  She indicated that staff had considered the 
Metro Title 4 cap of 60,000 sq. ft. that protected high employment land and the IP Overlay cap 
of 5,000 sq. ft. before they recommended a cap of 20,000 sq. ft.  She clarified that staff 
reasoned that a facility larger than that might draw people from outside the area.  Ms. 
Blackstone advised that Economic and Capital Development Department staff supported the 
amendments.  She reported that a number of facility owners had inquired about locating in the 
subject area and at least one existing Lake Oswego facility owner had found a vacant building 
in the area that would work for his business after he had unsuccessfully looked for space to 
expand to, in other areas of the City. 
 

Discussion 

The Commissioners and staff discussed the relative size of what would be allowed.  Ms. 
Hastay indicated that staff had found some 5,000 – 10,000 sq. ft. facilities within a mile and 
that one was about half the size of the local Wal-Mart.  She indicated that a facility might be 
large because it was a ‘mega-gym’ with high membership or because it was a personal 
training/rehabilitation therapy facility with smaller membership that needed to have an indoor 
track facility.  The Commissioners reasoned that a gym facility business did not create a large 
number of jobs and if it was limited to amenity size and did not draw patrons from outside the 
area, it would not have significant traffic impacts and it would leave the rest of the employment 
area open for higher employment uses.  Ms. Hastay indicated that staff was not sure how the 
IP Overlay limit of 5,000 sq. ft. had been chosen; it could have been to allow the use in 
existing buildings without too much immediate amendment of the code.  In drafting the current 
proposal Ms. Hastay indicated that consideration had been given to allowing the use to be 
over 20,000 sq. ft. under a conditional use permit, but had not done that because other staff 
did not support it and for simplicity.  She observed that a facility that large would be permitted 
in the General Commercial (GC), Campus Research & Development (CR&D) and Mixed 
Commercial (MC) zones.  Commissioner Bhutani recalled there were several little 
employment-supporting types of gyms on Kruse Way and that any facility in the subject area 
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should also be a supporting facility and not a regional draw.  She and Chair Gaar wanted to 
know how the proposed change would impact the opportunity for high employment uses there.  
Staff agreed to provide that analysis. 
 
Ms. Hastay advised there was land available within other areas of the city for such facilities 
and that 20,000 sq. ft. facilities could be accommodated in the GC, CR&D and MC zones.  
She clarified that the economic motivation for making the proposed change was to use existing 
buildings.  She explained that after an existing Lake Oswego facility owner had talked with 
staff about relocating his facility to property in the IP Zone staff decided to ask the Commission 
for advice.  She indicated that staff believed it would be a reasonable fit. 
 
Chair Gaar summarized that the Commissioners felt that what was proposed might make 
sense, but they wanted an analysis that looked at membership numbers, traffic impacts, and 
the impact on the availability of high employment use land when the Comprehensive Plan was 
updated, the economy recovered and the buildings filled up.  Staff indicated that they would 
provide that analysis. 
 

7.2. Code Streamlining (PP 12-0007) 

A joint work session with the Development Review Commission (DRC) to review and receive 
feedback from both Commissions on the Code Concepts Report which covers updates to the 
commercial and mixed use zoning components, part of Phase 2 of the Code Streamlining 
project. 
 
Commercial Code Concepts 

Ms. Numanoglu and Ms. Selden reported that the advisory committee had looked at the 
Report and would vet the amendments when they are drafted.  They noted that public 
outreach was to continue.  Mr. Elliott outlined the main goals to reduce and simplify 
commercial and mixed use zoning districts; modernize and simplify the list of permitted uses; 
and remove barriers to mixed use development.  He asked the Commissioners if they could 
provide some direction in terms of what they would support before he started drafting code.  
He advised that the process had to be done by the consultant contract deadline of June 2013. 
 
Chair Gaar wanted to know how citizens could follow the process and if the consultant’s work 
anticipated what the new Comprehensive Plan would say.  Mr. Elliott advised people to watch 
for the draft text; it would feature detailed footnotes describing what was being changed.  His 
instructions were to not presume the City was going in a certain direction yet. 
 
Mr. Elliot detailed how existing zoning districts would be consolidated into eight districts that 
aligned with the Comprehensive Plan categories of Employment Center, Town Center, and 
Neighborhood Village.  Ms. Numanoglu clarified that buildings within the Lake Grove Village 
Center Overlay District would continue to be subject to Overlay district standards, not the new 
base zone standards.  Commissioner Bhutani cautioned to be careful that consolidating zones 
did not add to traffic congestion and impact adjacent neighborhoods.  Commissioner Prager 
cautioned that it should not allow uses (for example, a 40,000 sq. ft. gym along Kruse Way) 
that were not allowed before. 
 
Mr. Elliott discussed the Use Table, which showed what was allowed in the consolidated 
zones.  He outlined several approaches to dealing with ‘hot button’ uses and future uses that 
did not currently exist.  Chair Gaar indicated he would like to hear the staff’s position on how 
much discretion the Planning Department should have. 
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Barriers to Mixed Use 

Ms. Marx discussed code barriers to mixed use development and the handout, ‘Revised 
Dimensional Standards’ (an updated version of the table in the staff report).  She explained 
that key recommendations were that the combined Highway Commercial (HC)/Office 
Commercial (OC) zone would use HC dimensional standards and that all commercial zones 
would permit residential use.  She observed that regulating building scale and appearance 
could replace counting the number of units.  She noted that the idea of allowing increased 
height in West Lake Grove had been considered and discarded. 
 
The consultant asked if increased lot coverage should be offered to developments as an 
incentive to include a housing component.  Commissioner Prager suggested exempting the 
parking structure footprint from lot coverage calculations so developments were not penalized 
for having structured parking.  Ms. Marx recommended leaving the type of residential housing 
units (apartments, condos, townhouses, etc.) open to the market.  Commissioner Swinford 
cautioned that it might be hard to get a traditional loan to construct residential housing in a 
commercial zone.  Commissioner Ahrend recommended talking with lenders about whether 
incentives would work.  Staff confirmed that they would be testing the standards on selected 
sites.  They asked if the Commissioners wanted to have minimum as well as maximum 
standards in places where they might be concerned about underdevelopment.  They reported 
that the Waluga Neighborhood Association wanted a minimum height in the CR&D area and 
that it was a key employment district where use of land could be maximized.  Commissioner 
Ahrend suggested that requiring structured parking might help the City see the kind of 
development it wanted there. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani related that the advisory committee had talked about establishing a 
minimum height at the frontage along key streets.  Staff advised it had been a challenge for a 
recent applicant who wanted a one story building along Boones Ferry Road to design it and 
also meet the Lake Grove Village Center Overlay District’s 27’ minimum height requirement, 
but they had been able to do it.  Staff agreed to get more feedback from commercial 
developers for the advisory committee about this.  They clarified that the committee had not 
talked about how to orient the parking on a site. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani observed that the City had very little undeveloped land left and 
suggested the Commissioners talk about whether the City was going to allow it to be used for 
low development intensity.  She pointed out that one way of insuring some level of 
development was to start discussing frontages; as an example having the flexibility of not 
having to build-out the entire square footage of a site and concentrating on selected areas to 
be developed until the market improves.  Mr. Elliott advised that his experience was that 
forcing minimum height did not result in optimal use of a property.  He indicated that minimum 
development density was an approach that could really get density and activity on a site.  He 
explained that some cities allowed a developer to do it in phases, starting with a (possibly less 
intensive) phase that the developer was able to finance; it was a compromise and the ‘least 
bad alternative.’  He clarified that this allowed the developer to get started; however there was 
no guarantee the developer would be able to finance future phases.  Commissioner Ahrend 
recalled a situation where a community micromanaged density requirements in each phase 
which resulted in the property owner not demolishing an existing ugly building because of 
traffic impact fee issues and the risk of losing credit if the existing ugly building were 
demolished and a new building were constructed within a year. 
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Ms. Marx referred to a recommendation to allow ground floor residential uses (ground floor 
lobbies/common space) and explore having ground floor residential units along side streets.  
She advised that design requirements for lobbies could ready them to be retail-convertible 
when the market was ready.  She clarified that they could be allowed along side streets, but 
not key streets and that ground floor units could be required to have a small setback or change 
in elevation from street level.  She indicated that that had worked well in other cities that took 
this approach to get activity on the street.  Mr. Elliott advised that they could not make stores 
happen by not allowing housing on the ground floor.  Commissioner Ahrend observed the 
residential use supported businesses.  Commissioner Richards recalled the approach had 
been successful in the Pearl District. 
 
The group then discussed Height and Setback Limitations Adjacent to Residential Zones.  The 
related graphics compared current and proposed requirements for setbacks/step backs. Staff 
advised that current requirements made it a challenge for a commercial building to pencil out.   
They reported that the public and the advisory committee had been concerned that what was 
proposed would allow commercial to be too close to residential.  Staff suggested another 
option could be to reduce the current flat setback by about half. 
 
Commissioner Swinford inquired whether the committee had discussed pitched roofs like 
those in Lakeview Village, which would create softer looking buildings with a more residential 
look.  Staff advised the committee had not discussed pitched roofs because the way pitched 
roofs were measured meant that would eliminate a floor.  They advised that the downtown 
redevelopment district did not allow many flat roofs and Lake Grove Village Center did not 
require pitched roofs. 
 
Commissioner Richards recalled that the DRC had heard concerns about big, close, buildings 
creating shading and privacy issues.  Commissioner Bhutani related that the advisory 
committee had discussed that the back of commercial buildings could be used for outdoor 
seating etc. and therefore did not support reducing rear setbacks due to potential adverse 
impacts on adjacent residential uses.  However, they supported exploring where the building 
height should step back based on a study of privacy and shadows impacts. 
 
The consultant and staff recalled that the setback issue had been raised in relation to the 
challenge of having useable building area on smaller, odd-shaped lots in West Lake Grove 
and in the Neighborhood Commercial (NC) Zone.  Commissioner Ahrend reasoned that if 
commercial buildings were to be pulled up to the street front they would be farther away from 
residential use.  He observed that NC uses might not require as large a building as the uses 
did in other commercial zones.  He suggested height and setbacks should be different for 
single-family than for multifamily apartment buildings. 
 
Ms. Marx explained that the current open space and landscaping requirements for 
development that includes residential units calls for allocating 20% for open space and 20% 
for landscaping combined and that commercial development was allowed to combine the two 
requirements.  She noted that that was not allowed for residential use.  She clarified that for 
development that included residential units a total of 40% of the site had to be reserved.  Ms. 
Marx identified this as the biggest barrier to mixed use development.  She asked if the 
percentages should be reduced and if the requirements could be met by both ground level and 
above ground spaces. 
 
Commissioner Richards supported requiring at least 20% landscaping because it was not just 
for aesthetics, but did other things like clean the air.  He indicated that most of it should have 



 APPROVED:  04/08/13 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of January 14, 2013 Page 6 of 9 

to be on ground level, but not all of it had to be.  Chair Gaar inquired whether reduced Open 
Space/Landscaping requirements would result in more parking and paved areas.  
Commissioner Richards related the DRC had approved applications where the parking was 
actually off site.  Commissioner Bhutani suggested staff test the proposal to see what 
percentage made sense.  She advised that they should specify what off-ground-level features 
could count towards the requirements and that just putting vegetation on a balcony should not 
count.  She indicated that staff should look at screening requirements and how much should 
be on the ground level.  Staff agreed to do that.  Commissioner Richards pointed out that 
South Waterfront was a good example of how roof gardens and screening could work.  Mr. 
Boone advised that the new downtown standards about to go into effect required residential 
live/work developments to have 15% landscaping and any required screening and buffering 
was in addition to that.  He explained that one of the reasons for that was so all the 
landscaping did not end up on one side.  Staff clarified that the code had separate 
requirements for onsite stormwater management and stormwater facilities and that in many 
cases facilities such as planter and landscaped swales could count as landscaping. 
 
Mr. Elliott asked the Commissioners to comment on the general question of whether open 
space had to be in addition to landscaping space or could they overlap.  Chair Gaar reasoned 
that if the City wanted mixed use badly enough and the code had impediments; that the City 
might need to make a change.  Commissioner Richards suggested the answer could be to 
have a 25% combined open space/landscaping requirement to incentivize mixed use, plus any 
screening requirement.  He noted that in some cases the resulting total of all the applicable 
requirements might add up to as much as 40%.  Staff reported they had heard from the 
advisory committee and people at the open house that 40% was too much; people had 
suggested percentages ranging from 15% to 25%.  Staff clarified that the person who 
suggested 25% would allow some of it (5% to 10% perhaps) to be provided as rooftop gardens 
or vertical landscaping.  Staff added that they might incentivize things like alternate stormwater 
disposal systems.  Commissioner Richards agreed because that would allow people to take 
advantage of current and future technology. 
 
The Planning Commission recessed for five minutes and reconvened at 9:10 p.m. 
 
Ms. Marx discussed the methodology for measuring building height.  She reported that the 
community liked sloped roofs and that the current method was a barrier to mixed use because 
it made a significant difference in what could be built.  She pointed out that Lake Oswego 
measured height from the lowest point of the site to the top of the peak while most jurisdictions 
measured it to the midpoint of the pitch.  She advised that one of the recommendations was to 
use the methodology the City had used in the 1980s for commercially zoned lots; if the slope 
of the site varied by 10 feet or more an up to ten foot allowance was factored into the height.  
She reported that this could allow as much as an additional floor. 
 
Commissioner Richards indicated he would not want to apply the change to residential zones, 
especially those around the lake.  Staff asked the Commissioners to examine the related 
graphics.  They pointed out that on slopes, developers would have to measure from the 
natural grade, not from a filled area.  Commissioner Prager asked if the goal of the change 
was to allow people to build higher.  The consultant clarified it would not increase allowable 
height; it was a change in the way height was measured that would enable developers to more 
easily achieve the height the zone allowed and get more developable footage so a project 
could pencil out.  Commissioner Prager inquired whether current height limits had been 
established with the knowledge of the current measuring methodology.  Staff indicated that 
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they planned to research that.  Mr. Elliott advised the height limits were standard heights used 
for commercial zones in other cities, but the measuring method was not. 
 
Clear and Objective Housing Standards 

Staff reported that the proposed standards would bring the code into compliance with state 
statutes that called for offering a clear and objective permitting process for housing 
development applications.  They explained that in this track if an application met measurable 
standards the development would be permitted.  They clarified that there would be a two-track 
system and that if an applicant chose to they would have the opportunity to use a discretionary 
design review process instead. Staff pointed out that the advisory committee had reviewed the 
proposed standards and that a grant from the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development had paid for the work. 
 
During the discussion Ms. Selden confirmed that the advisory committee had inquired whether 
there was a way to equalize the cost of both tracks so greater cost and time would not be a 
disincentive for proposing a good, creative, design and going through the design review 
process.  Ms. Marx then highlighted key issues, as follows: 

 Current building design standards used discretionary language that called for buildings 
to be complementary in appearance to adjacent structures of good design. 

 The standard could be reworked to clearly define the basic, crucial, architectural 
elements every building façade had to have.  It could, for example, specify the 
minimum percentage of windows on the ground floor of a building.  A list of those 
elements would be drafted for the committee and the Commission to review. 

 The committee had talked about only listing what was fundamental and key and 
leaving the finer details to architects and building designers. 

 
Ms. Marx confirmed that everything on the list would be measurable and quantifiable.  She 
confirmed it could be a menu of elements developers could choose from.  She noted that each 
design district called for certain architectural styles and that it would be a challenge to make 
those requirements clear and objective.  She explained that the approach could be to list the 
measurable, characteristic, elements of English Tudor, for example, which would include 
things like roof pitch and percentage of wood. 
 
Chair Gaar inquired what vision/standards the DRC used to make decisions.  Commissioner 
Ahrend spoke to the level of subjectivity; for example, there had been lengthy discussions 
about the details of real versus artificial brick and brick color that created uncertainty for the 
applicant.  He noted that they also didn’t want every building to look exactly the same.  
Commissioner Richards suggested it would be helpful for a developer and the right approach 
to capture the measurable things in code, but not the minutia.  Staff related that the advisory 
committee had talked about putting the discretionary language that described what the City 
wanted to see in the intent statement.  They explained that if an applicant wanted to vary from 
the measurable standards the DRC would review the application and determine if it met the 
intent. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani related the committee had talked about defining minimum requirements 
for architectural elements and articulation so designers could make interpretations of the styles 
and have the flexibility to have more creative designs.  Commissioner Richards agreed that 
being too specific would limit creativity, but it should be specific enough that developers would 
know what they were supposed to do.  He advised that what was required would also depend 
on if it fit the particular area of the City the building was in. 
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Chair Gaar suggested a hybrid two-track system might keep the cost down; a developer could 
choose to only take a piece of the design to the DRC if the rest of it met the clear and objective 
standards.  Staff indicated that that would be helpful if the DRC was able to isolate that 
element from the rest of the plan that had already met the clear and objective standards menu. 
Staff planned to discuss isolating elements to go through the DRC as they worked on drafting 
a two track process.  They confirmed they would ask the entire DRC to look at the first draft 
when it was done. 
 
Ms. Marx discussed another discretionary standard that called for new commercial buildings to 
be sited to maximize the amount of building frontage abutting pedestrian ways.  She explained 
that the approach could be to establish minimum building frontage requirements along 
specified key streets and public spaces.  She reported that the state’s clear and objective 
standards requirement would only apply to those commercial buildings with housing 
components.  She indicated that it would be a local policy decision whether to have clear and 
objective standards for totally commercial-use buildings. 
 
Ms. Marx reported that the Lake Grove Village Center Overlay had a requirement to locate 
entrances to upper floors where they would not conflict with activities at street level, in public 
areas and pedestrian ways.  She indicated that the advisory group thought that might be 
unnecessary, overly-detailed, over-regulation.  She clarified that the intent was to not interrupt 
the storefront environment.  She pointed out that it conflicted with allowing residential lobbies 
on the ground floor in front. 
 
Ms. Marx discussed the color issue.  She reported that the Lake Grove Village Center District 
currently required a building to be a natural or subdued building color; with no bright /primary 
colors for entire roofs and walls; and use of bright accent colors was to be limited.  She 
advised that ‘subdued’ and ‘bright’ should be narrowly defined to make this clear and 
objective.  She recalled that some jurisdictions that regulated color established sets of specific, 
preapproved palettes to be used.  She confirmed the code could refer to a list of approved 
pantone colors.  Staff indicated that options for regulating color would be discussed at the 
January 28 hearing of housekeeping amendments. 
 
Ms. Marx related the advisory committee had talked about compatibility in terms of massing 
and about setting minimum articulation requirements; they were concerned that compatibility 
was not being adequately addressed.  She indicated that they had discussed some options 
and that it was possible that the issue could be resolved by setbacks or similar base zone 
requirements.  She noted that they had also talked about making the intent statements related 
to compatibility very robust and that they had observed that there was likely going to be a 
patchwork approach to the issue of compatibility.  Ms. Marx indicated that staff would be 
looking at compatibility of commercial with adjacent residential use as well as compatibility 
between commercial buildings.  She reported that staff planned to bring the draft code to the 
Commission after the advisory committee reviewed it. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

Chair Gaar announced that he and Vice Chair Johnson were scheduled to present the 
Commission’s goals and work plan to the Council.  He asked for direction from the 
Commissioners if the Council decided to end/change the current Comprehensive Plan update 
process.  The consensus was to continue to prioritize the ongoing process. 
 

  



 APPROVED:  04/08/13 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of January 14, 2013 Page 9 of 9 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

None. 
 

10. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

None. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 10:15 p.m. 
 

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


