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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

March 25, 2013 
 

 
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. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present were Chair William Gaar; Vice Chair Jim Johnson and Commissioners 
Randy Arthur, Puja Bhutani, Todd Hennelly (via telephone), Todd Prager and Sandi Swinford. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources Planner; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood 
Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Ms. Andreades reported that the Council had approved allowing certain sports facilities in the 
Industrial Park (IP) zone; they discussed Sensitive Lands, recruitment of a new city manager; 
and they decided not to send a letter objecting to 1700 units in Stafford by 2040.  She reported 
that the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency (LORA) had discussed the direction of the 
North Anchor project and that at the next meeting the Council planned to study proposed code 
amendments, discuss the Comprehensive Plan process, and meet with the Tigard City Council 
regarding the water project. 
 

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

Gary Buford, Camelot Court, Lake Oswego, advised that neither the Tree Code nor Sensitive 
Lands code allowed groves to be thinned or canopy to be removed for the purpose of 
preventing spread of wildfire.  He indicated that Fire Department advice was that tree canopies 
should be separated by at least 15 feet; continuous tree canopies presented a dangerous 
situation for residential properties. 
 

5.  MINUTES 

5.1 January 28, 2013 

Commissioner Swinford moved to approve the Minutes of January 28, 2013.  Chair Gaar 
seconded the motion and it passed 7:0. 
 

6.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 

6.1 Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map Amendments – RC and RP Designations on 13150 
Riverside Drive and Adjacent Right-of-way (LU 12-0053)  A request from the City of Lake 
Oswego for amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map to designate a 
Resource Protection (RP) District for a Class I stream corridor and wetland, an RP District for 
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a Class II stream corridor, and a Resource Conservation (RC) District for a tree grove on 
13150 Riverside Drive (21E02BA03000) and adjacent railroad right-of-way (21E02BA04000).  
If approved, the RP and RC Districts will be applied upon the pending annexation (file AN 12-
0014).  This hearing was continued from March 11, 2013. 

Chair Gaar opened the hearing.  Commissioner Arthur declared that his wife, a real estate 
agent, had signed the neighborhood petition sheet, but that he had no bias or conflict of 
interest that would disqualify him from hearing the application.  No one present challenged any 
Commissioner’s right to hear the application. 
 

Deliberations 

Chair Gaar opened deliberations.  Commissioner Arthur inquired whether the Commissioners 
should consider whether the connection to the city sewer enhanced the value of the property.  
Mr. Boone indicated they should not. 
 
Commissioner Johnson held that the Commission had no other recourse than to approve the 
application, since the Sensitive Lands code was in force and could not be ignored.  He pointed 
out that the only evidence in the record was from someone qualified to prepare a Habitat 
Assessment Score (HAS) which showed that the resources qualified for RP and RC District 
designations and the conflicting uses had been identified. 
 
Commissioner Arthur inquired how a prospective purchaser could have found out about the 
annexation and Sensitive Lands analysis.  Mr. Egner reported that the annexation petition had 
been recorded.  He, Mr. Espe, and Ms. Christenson were familiar with this property and if they 
had been contacted they could have advised that there was a tree grove that potentially 
qualified for Sensitive Lands designation.  Mr. Egner pointed out that this property was not 
mapped on the adopted Sensitive Lands Atlas and he acknowledged that the draft map that 
indicated there was evidence of a resource on it was on the City website, but a little difficult to 
find. 
 
Commissioner Prager inquired whether the Commission had flexibility regarding whether to 
apply the Sensitive Lands overlays at this time; and if it did not apply the overlay, what other 
development standards would offer protection.  Staff advised that the Commission’s 
recommendation to the Council could be whether any or what kinds of limitations were 
appropriate based on the Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy (ESEE) analysis.  
Staff explained that other regulatory programs were not designed to provide Goal 5 protection 
for the tree grove; the City’s old Goal 5 regulations (LODS 3 and 4) applied to streams and 
wetlands, not tree groves, and they were not very flexible. 
 
Commissioner Swinford recalled a question regarding the quality of the data used for the 
Habitat Assessment Score, that the 2005 evaluation was old and arbitrary.  She observed that 
it was hand written with hand notated changes.  She indicated that she did not see how the 
tree grove was connected to a water resource and why the resources had not already been 
designated by the county.  She asked if every property proposed for annexation went through 
the same process.  Ms. Christenson indicated she believed there were similar county 
protections in this area.  She explained that the tree grove on 13150 Riverside Drive was part 
of a larger grove that continued on the property to the south, and the larger grove was 
adjacent to streams and wetlands.  She explained that when properties were proposed for 
annexation she looked for indications there might be a qualified resource on them; if she did 
not see any indication, then she did not proceed with the rest of the process. 
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Mr. Egner talked about the history of inventorying and mapping resource properties until the 
Council stopped the mapping process, leaving un-adopted maps.  He did not see the HAS 
process as arbitrary; it had been done by looking at larger tree groves from aerial photographs 
and conducting site visits.  He clarified that each “site” (meaning resource) was documented. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani indicated the HAS process was “subjective,” not “arbitrary.”  She 
recalled testimony about the impact on land value.  She agreed with the ESEE analysis and 
noted that after the resource was delineated only a small percentage of the property was 
deemed undevelopable; a lot of it was on a slope; and the owner had said he was not going to 
subdivide the property.  She compared that impact with the larger public good (for example, 
having the resource there to clean floodwater along Fielding Road).  She agreed with the 
staff’s ESEE analysis for the Sensitive Lands designation on the property.  Commissioner 
Bhutani concurred that the Commission was being asked to review whether the application 
met the criteria outlined in the Sensitive Lands Policy, and not deliberate on the policy itself.  
However, she stated that the recent amendment to exclude disassociated tree groves on 
private property, without consideration of their HAS/ESEE analysis, did add an element of 
arbitrariness to the code. 
 
Commissioner Johnson advised that the HAS ranking was a subjective evaluation by a 
qualified person.  He observed this was not an isolated tree grove, but part of a larger grove 
that was broken only by a jurisdictional line.  He agreed with Commissioner Bhutani about 
economic impact.  He noted the built-on part of the parcel was left out of the designation area 
and the only part that was within it was the steeper ground the grove was on.  He advised that 
research showed that more often than not this type of designation actually added value to 
property and did not decrease it. 
 
Commissioner Prager asked staff if there were nearby properties that were within the City 
limits on which Sensitive Lands resources were identified but not yet mapped.  Ms. 
Christenson answered that the property immediately to the south was identified on the map of 
proposed additions to the Sensitive Lands Atlas and some properties along Fielding Road had 
been evaluated for resources along the river, but not for tree resources.  She indicated that the 
Birdshill neighborhood had a large tree grove area that was identified on the set of proposed 
maps and that it might in fact be isolated and would need further evaluation. 
 
Commissioner Prager recalled the staff discussion of the mapping process.  He indicated the 
social implications of moving forward now outweighed the benefits of mapping new Sensitive 
Lands districts and that to add this one property just because it was being annexed would 
complicate matters.  He reasoned that it would make a lot more sense to do this as part of a 
comprehensive process that brought all of the properties in at one time.  He pointed out that 
Council was considering throwing the whole program out.  He did not support applying the 
overlay.  Chair Gaar encouraged him to focus on the hearing record instead of policy 
considerations.  Commissioner Johnson advised that the City had no choice but to apply the 
code as new lands were brought into the City, it could not arbitrarily decide to not apply it even 
though the HAS score supported it. 
 
Commissioner Johnson moved to recommend that the City Council approve LU 12-0053.  
Commissioner Bhutani seconded the motion and it passed 5:2.  Commissioner Prager and 
Commissioner Swinford voted against.  The final vote was scheduled on April 8, 2013. 
 

6.2 Comprehensive Plan and Community Development Code Amendments – Upper Drive and 
Boones Ferry Road (LU 08-0059A) and Comprehensive Plan and Community Development 
Code Amendments – 16722 Boones Ferry Road and 4925 Upper Drive (LU 12-0046) 
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A request from Randy Reeve, American Heritage Homes and Andrea Marek, RB Pamplin 
Corporation for the following (LU 08-0059A): 
 Amendment of the West Lake Grove Design District boundary by including a 1.43 acre at 

4855 Upper Drive (a vacant parcel). 
 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map amendment to change the Low Density Residential 

Designation (R-7.5) to WLG Office Commercial/Neighborhood Commercial (WLG OC/NC) 
on the northern portion of 4855 Upper Drive and WLG R-2.5 on the southern portion. 

 Zoning Map Amendment to eliminate parking reserves and building areas on 4905 Upper 
Drive and 16710 Boones Ferry Road. 

 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map amendment to change the WLG R-2.5 designation 
on the southwest corner of 4905 Upper Drive and the southeast corner of 16710 Boones 
Ferry Road to a designation of WLG OC/NC. 

 Community Development Code text amendments for LOC Appendices 50.05 (Figures A-D 
and J-M) for 4855 and 4905 Upper Drive and 16710 Boones Ferry Road. 

 
A request from the City of Lake Oswego for the following (LU 12-0046): 
 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map amendments from WLG R-2.5 to a uniform 

designation WLG OC on the south side of the property located at 16722 Boones Ferry 
Road (21E07DC09300) and the east side of the property located at 4925 Upper Drive 
(21E07DD04600).  These designations would extend into the proposed West Sunset Drive 
right-of-way, which currently carry no zoning designation. 

 The zoning map amendment includes removal of parking reserves and building areas on 
both properties. 

 
The joint hearing had been continued from March 11, 2013.  The record had been left open for 
written evidence only. 
 
Chair Gaar opened the hearing.  Commissioner Bhutani declared a site visit and described 
what she had observed with respect to a change in topography and a difference in planned 
parking and actual parking. 
 
Ken Sandblast clarified that the parking was not there because that side of the roadway had 
not yet been redeveloped.  There were no other questions or challenges of Commissioners. 
 

Staff Report 

Mr. Egner related that Mr. Reeve had been concerned that the supplemental staff report could 
be misinterpreted as saying that if Mr. Reeve did not get the requested R-2.5 zoning he would 
walk away.  He indicated that if Mr. Reeve had two R-7.5 lots, he could make that work. 
 
Chair Gaar said he believed the application met the necessary criteria and that the issues the 
neighborhood was concerned about were starting to be addressed in the attached exhibits and 
could be addressed during design review.  He indicated that the overall plan made sense in 
the way the map and zone amendments needed to occur and he was satisfied both applicants 
had met their burden based on the record. 
 
Commissioner Swinford indicated the proposal made sense and that having a buffer of slightly 
higher density property on Upper Drive that was not accessed from Upper Drive and having 
the commercial property on the Boones Ferry Road side was a reasonable proposal.  She 
would encourage developers to be proactive in making an appropriate transition and to tie it all 
together. 
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Commissioner Bhutani indicated that a good case had been made for why Tax Lot 4300 
needed to be included.  She advised that without it the West Sunset Drive extension would be 
economically difficult for the Pamplin property owner to put in and there would not be enough 
parking for development.  She recalled that the DKS traffic report showed that with inclusion of 
Tax Lot 4300 Upper Drive would bear only 5-10% of the increase in traffic and that was not 
much additional traffic.  She advised that including that parcel meant the intersection of 
Boones Ferry Road/Upper Drive was not safe and it would necessitate the extension of West 
Sunset Drive.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated that the extension made sense because it 
would reduce the number of access points to the sites from Upper Drive and Boones Ferry 
Road and allow consolidated access to the commercial developments.  She recalled that the 
DKS report recommended looking at ways to limit traffic exiting the commercial properties from 
making a left turn onto Upper Drive if that was required as development occurred.  She related 
she had struggled with the compatibility issue.  She pointed out the West Lake Grove Design 
District concept plan and the Building Orientation map indicated that the intention had not 
been to have the townhouses face Upper Drive and West Sunset Drive was supposed to be a 
pedestrian oriented environment.  She advised that the proposal would make it an auto-
oriented environment with two big parking lots facing West Sunset Drive.  She acknowledged 
that a positive aspect of rezoning was that density would be reduced from seven townhouses 
to four.  She was also concerned that orientating the townhouses so they faced Upper Drive 
would make them seem more dominating along a residential street, especially with the change 
in topography.  She suggested orienting the townhouses in a different way or a clustered 
development of smaller units around an open space would make more sense on that parcel. 
 
Commissioner Hennelly recalled that Upper Drive had limited capacity to handle more than 
light traffic.  He indicated he favored the placements shown on the concept plan in Exhibit E-
16, although certain areas could be refined.  He indicated he appreciated the need to include 
Mr. Reeve’s property to make everything flow.  He agreed with Commissioner Bhutani that any 
effort that could be made should be made to limit the amount of traffic generated on Upper 
Drive as result of commercial and townhouse development and maintain that street as a 
residential drive. 
 
Commissioner Arthur indicated he supported the applications.  He had been persuaded by the 
fact that the neighborhood association generally supported the proposals, including the 
extension of West Sunset Drive, although they were concerned about having some traffic 
calming measures in place.  He understood that was already part of the approved District plan.  
He noted the townhouses would serve as a transition from commercial to neighborhood better 
than just one house.  He liked having them facing Upper Drive because it made a nice 
transition. 
 
Commissioner Johnson expressed concern what was proposed was a beachhead into a 
residential neighborhood and that was contrary to City policy and code relating to compatibility 
with a residential neighborhood.  He agreed with testimony that properties had originally been 
chosen to be either in or out of the West Lake Grove Design District on a property by property 
basis and that a lot of careful work had been done on where to locate the edge of the District.  
He emphasized that it was not a mistake that a property was left out.  He thought it could be 
possible to mitigate the edges through design; however, he was concerned the proposal would 
promote cut-through traffic to Bryant Road and the edge to the neighborhood was very 
important on this side of Boones Ferry Road.  He noted that there was no commercial/mixed-
use development protruding into neighborhoods on this side of Boones Ferry Road like there 
was on the other side.  He advised that the Comprehensive Plan policy called for plan  
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amendments that were compatible with residential neighborhoods.  He did not favor deferring 
mitigation to design review before the Development Review Commission.  He related that if he 
had to vote now he would vote “no.” 
 
Commissioner Prager indicated the plan was going in the right direction, but he had some 
reservations about it.  He suggested that it might make sense to include Reeve’s lot in the 
District and allow development on it, but it was hard to conceptualize without seeing an actual 
development proposal.  He suggested the applicant could come back and present this 
proposal together with a concurrent development proposal; it might aid in gaining agreement 
from the neighbors if they showed what would actually happen on the ground. 
 
Chair Gaar expressed confidence that the Development Review Commission (DRC) would 
handle the design concerns and the supporting documents with respect to the map and zone 
changes demonstrated how it all pulled together.  He indicated he was not as concerned about 
prior dealings as Commissioner Johnson was.  He reported that he traveled through the area 
fairly frequently and believed the proposal made sense.  He found the criteria and standards 
had been met and supported the proposed changes. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani cautioned that once the City started using clear and objective housing 
standards the DRC would not be involved.  She advised the townhouses could be made 
compatible based on how they were oriented, designed and accessed.  Like Commissioner 
Prager she would have a hard time approving rezoning without also reviewing how the R-2.5 
would be developed.  She related that she was comfortable with the road extension if traffic 
mitigation was in place.  She noted that her concern was related to the design and 
compatibility of the R-2.5 development. 
 
Commissioner Swinford moved to approve LU 08-0059A and LU 12-0046.  Chair Gaar 
seconded the motion and discussion followed.  Commissioner Bhutani proposed and then 
withdrew a motion to amend that would impose a condition that the R-2.5 development would 
come back for Commission review.  Mr. Boone advised conditional zoning was problematic.  
Commissioner Johnson did not support conditional zoning as a matter of practice.  The vote 
was conducted and the motion passed 4:3.  Mr. Boone announced the final vote would be on 
April 22, 2013. 
 

6.3 Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map for Armory Property (LU 12-0057) 

A request from The Park Foundation/State of Oregon-Military Department for amendments to 
the Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map from Public (P) and Public Function (PF), 
respectively, to R-10 Low Density Residential. 
 
Chair Gaar opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure.  Commissioner Arthur disclosed that The Park Academy and its owner had been 
clients of his law firm.  Chair Gaar reported his child had attended The Park Academy.  
Commissioner Prager disclosed he had worked with AKS when he was employed by the City 
of Tigard.  No one present challenged any Commissioner’s right to hear the case. 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. Andreades reported that the Armory had vacated the site, the State was selling the 
property and The Park Academy intended to buy it.  She explained that the Development 
Review Commission (DRC) had already approved the development review permit and the 
conditional use permit for a school, conditioned on whether the zone change is approved by 
the Commission.  She indicated that as part of that review, the DRC had approved the 
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delineation of the Resource Protection (RP) and Resource Conservation (RC) areas.  She 
stated that the applicant was asking the City to revert back to the R-10 zoning that had been in 
place before the PF zone was created and applied to the site. 
 
Ms. Andreades reported that the citizen involvement process included the neighborhood 
meeting, the DRC hearing, and all of the required notices.  She indicated that the DRC had 
looked at the traffic study, which found that the traffic generated by the development would not 
measurably increase traffic along South Shore Boulevard or affect the Greentree intersection’s 
current level of service.  She advised that the DRC found that the applicant’s proposal met the 
Parking Requirements.;  She clarified that private use was only allowed in a PF zone on a 
temporary basis..  Staff recommended approval. 
 

Questions of Staff 

Commissioner Johnson expressed concern about approving a conditional use permit before 
the zone change was approved.  Ms. Andreades reported that the conditional use and 
development review permits were conditioned on approval of the zone change. 
 

Applicant 

Chris Goodell, AKS Engineering & Forestry, LLC, 13910 SW Galbreath Dr., Ste. 100, 
Sherwood, Oregon (97140), represented The Park Academy.  He explained that The Park 
Academy was a private, non-profit school that specialized in serving students with dyslexia.  
He reported that the current enrollment was about 50 and that it wanted to move to the site 
from its current location on the Marylhurst Campus in order to have a more suitable facility and 
more space.  He noted that the Armory had vacated the site about two years ago and that the 
applicant would repurpose the existing vacant structure.  He related that the DRC had already 
approved a conditional use permit; the sensitive lands overly permit; and a development 
review permit.  Mr. Goodell stated that a zone change was necessary in order to have the 
school at the site and that the R-10 zone allowed private schools. 
 
Mr. Goodell testified that site disturbance would be kept to an absolute minimum.  He indicated 
that the applicant would use the site and the existing parking area much as it already had been 
used and protect the “green” areas.  He added that there would be a new play structure in 
back and that one tree would be removed to accommodate Americans with Disability Act 
(ADA) access to the building from the street.  He clarified that 41% of the site would be left as 
open space and that new landscaping would freshen the site.  He emphasized this was the 
ideal situation for both the applicant and the City, an existing, vacant property would be used 
to benefit school children. 
 

Questions of Applicant 

Chair Gaar related he lived in the area.  He observed that he had not seen any indication in 
the record that a fully functioning Palisades Elementary School had been factored into the 
traffic analysis.  He wanted to know that if the elementary school came back on line would 
there be enough of a change in the level of service at Greentree (in particular left turn queuing 
as drivers went to and from Palisades in the morning and afternoon) to be concerned about.  
Mr. Goodall said he guessed the consultant had not factored that in and that they had likely 
looked at current traffic and applied a growth rate. 
 
Commissioner Swinford asked if the applicant had considered shared parking lot access with 
the church to the east of the campus.  She indicated that she was concerned about safety 
because the driveway was very steep.  Mr. Goodall clarified the applicant had no plan to 
connect those two parking areas; however, they planned to grade and flatten the westernmost 
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exit driveway as much as they could without disturbing the protected area.  Chair Gaar asked 
for clarification whether drivers could exit and turn either east or west.  Mr. Goodall confirmed 
they could turn either direction and that was reason why the applicant had the queuing 
analysis done.  He asked the Commission to recommend that the Council approve the 
application. 
 

Public Testimony 

There was no public testimony.  The applicant waived their right to hold the record open in 
order to submit a final written argument. 
 

Deliberations 

Commissioner Johnson observed this was the easiest plan amendment and zone change he 
had ever worked on because it would be compatible:  it fit the adjacent land uses; it was on a 
major street; and the tree groves served as buffers to the neighborhood.  He remarked that he 
was a little concerned that the conditional use permit was approved before the zone change 
and that in his experience that was highly irregular. 
 
Commissioners Arthur and Bhutani each indicated support of the application.  Chair Gaar 
indicated he supported the application because it was a good opportunity for a school that met 
a public need by providing a service that benefitted the community.  He noted that for that 
reason and because he understood the financial and timing considerations related to pulling it 
together he was not as concerned about the process that had been used.  He mentioned that 
he had driven in and out of the church and Armory parking lots and knew they were steep and 
could pose a safety issue.  He observed that it sounded like that was going to be addressed 
and that he hoped the traffic issue related to driving out and turning left (east) would also be 
addressed at some point in the process. 
 
Commissioners Hennelly and Swinford each indicated they supported this use of the site and 
talked about traffic.  Commissioner Hennelly related he thought this school would do what 
most elementary schools did and use volunteers to help slow and direct traffic as drivers 
exited the parking lots during prime times.  Commissioner Swinford inquired whether the 
private school would get to have a flashing yellow light zone so drivers would slow down.  Mr. 
Boone advised that the City Engineer would determine that. 
 
Commissioner Prager supported the proposal, but explained that he had the same concern 
about the order of the process as Commissioner Johnson had.  Mr. Boone clarified that the 
Commission was considering the proposal to change the zoning and not whether this school 
should be built for a certain number of students.  The DRC reviewed traffic during the 
development review process as well.  Chair Gaar commented that that was an important 
clarification. 
 
Commissioner Swinford moved to approve LU 12-0057.  Commissioner Arthur seconded the 
motion and it passed 7:0. 
 

7. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

7.1 Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map for Armory Property (LU 12-0057) 

Commissioner Arthur moved to adopt LU 12-0057-1806 Findings, Conclusions and Order.  
Commissioner Swinford seconded the motion and it passed 7:0. 
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8. WORK SESSION 

8.1 Code Streamlining Phase 2 – Clear & Objective Standards for Housing (PP 12-0007) 

Review draft code amendments to meet State requirements for clear and objective housing 
standards.  Five sections of the Community Development Code (CDC) and two associated 
sections of the CDC Appendix contain amendments: 

 Building Design: Commercial, Industrial and Multi‐Family Development, and Minor 
Development in the R‐DD (Old Town) Zone 

 Downtown Redevelopment Design District (and Lake Oswego Styles appendix) 
 West Lake Grove Design District 
 Old Town Neighborhood Design (and Old Town Styles appendix) 
 Lake Grove Village Center Overlay District 
 
Ms. Selden indicated that staff was working on a two-track approval process for developments 
that included housing.  She advised that the state called for a clear and objective track.  She 
explained that a developer would have the option of choosing to go through the alternative 
track of discretionary review and that the consultant was testing potential clear and objective 
standards against existing high quality design buildings that the DRC had approved.  Ms. 
Selden noted that staff was still working on how a two track process would work; she posed 
the following discussion questions. 
 
Clear and Objective Building Design Standards 

Should articulation be required on all sides of the building (vs. street‐facing facades 
only or sides that are visible from residential zones)? 

Chair Gaar suggested staff discuss this with developers to determine the impact.  Mr. Egner 
described existing infill standards that controlled side yard wall planes.  Commissioner 
Swinford suggested incorporating some flexibility so the regulation did not require it on all 
sides, which might be cost prohibitive.  Commissioners Bhutani and Johnson suggested it was 
not only about cost but also about what the community wanted to see. 
 
Regarding building articulation: Should there be a minimum two foot or four foot 
building façade offset and 20-foot or 40-foot spacing?  The 20‐foot spacing results in 
more “townhouse‐like” multifamily and could preclude more urban mixed use 
development, and discourage flat roofed structures. 

Ms. Selden reported that an Advisory Committee (AC) favored 20-foot spacing with a 2-foot 
bump in or out.  They observed that a similar existing standard for townhouses helped to 
distinguish individual units.  They indicated that in mixed-use developments with ground floor 
commercial this would apply to residential upper stories.  Ms. Selden recalled that an AC 
member who was an architect had advised that 20 feet would work well for storefronts and 
staff had observed these dimensions in existing downtown buildings. 
 
Are there any important building articulation or building façade elements missing from 
the standards that should be applicable to multifamily, residential mixed use, or 
townhouse/row house building design to ensure good design? 

Staff acknowledged it was a challenge to ensure good design that matched surrounding good 
design using clear and objective standards.  They indicated that the consultant was 
researching it and would discuss it with the Commission on April 8.  Commissioners Swinford 
and Prager talked about having variety in Lake Oswego and the eclectic mix of well-designed 
buildings called for in Lake Grove. 
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Certain design districts imposed standards regarding building materials.  Should these 
be applied citywide? 

Commissioner Johnson held that what materials were allowed or not allowed should be done 
area by area and was related to the neighborhood planning process and was not a citywide 
issue. 
 
The Lake Grove Village Center Overlay contains a discretionary requirement that 
requires color review.  To make this clear and objective, a color palette would need to 
be developed. Should the City be looking at a citywide color palette? 

Ms. Selden explained that the AC position was that color review was important and should not 
just apply to projects in the Lake Grove Village Center.  Chair Gaar asked how realistic it was 
to believe the community could agree to a color palette.  Commissioner Johnson advised it 
had been done elsewhere, but it would be necessary to first determine the purpose of the color 
regulations; for example, was it for a more natural environment, or to maintain a theme; or for 
some other reason?  Commissioner Prager suggested it might be appropriate for the two town 
centers.  Staff suggested certain palettes related to certain architectural styles.  They advised 
that the Lake Grove Village Center code addressed colors and basically minimized use of 
bright, primary colors. 
 
Lake Grove Village Center Overlay 

If the City wishes to retain the requirement for “layers of design elements and 
amenities” in streetscapes in public open areas, the language will need to be revised to 
establish a minimum number of enumerated landscape elements that must be provided.  
Should this be added to the code, or should the clear and objective review track 
exclude this requirement? 

Ms. Selden reported that the AC did not want to drop this requirement from the code and they 
would list specific elements with specific related numerical values.  They reasoned that this 
kind of code could be similar to code language regarding specific requirements for public 
plazas.  Commissioner Swinford questioned why this and the landscaping section imposed so 
many details.  She observed a need to clarify provisions dealing with the percentage of glass 
in masonry and on upper stories.  She noted that the code specified costlier real stone instead 
of cultured stone.  Commissioner Prager suggested specifying the square footage of a plaza in 
clear and objective standards so people did not have to guess.  He would also specify the 
depth of a balcony used for articulation so it was big enough for people to actually use. 
 
Regarding applying Old Town Design District Styles design principles citywide. 

Ms. Selden explained that this neighborhood wished to add a list of design principals.  She 
reported that the AC liked them and favored applying most of them citywide during 
discretionary design review.  She clarified that there might be an in-between process to 
address a situation where the applicant was building to clear and objective standards, but 
wanted to vary one or two of the standards.  Chair Gaar asked staff to work on it and then 
come back to discuss it with the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Prager saw several provisions (for example, “to the extent practicable”) that 
seemed too discretionary to be clear and objective standards.  Staff flagged them for further 
review. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

None. 
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10. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

None. 
 

11. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

None. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 9:25 p.m. 
 

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


