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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

Planning Commission Minutes 
March 9, 2015 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Randy Arthur called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City 
Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
Members present were Chair Randy Arthur, Vice Chair Ed Brockman and Commissioners 
Adrianne Brockman, William Gaar, John LaMotte, Todd Prager and Bill Ward. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Sarah Selden, Senior 
Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

None. 
 

4. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

Chair Arthur announced upcoming meetings: Old Town Neighborhood Association, “Metro 
101”, the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) hearing of the Wizer development appeal, and 
the Lake Grove Village Center Parking Management Committee.  He also announced that the 
City had open board and commission positions, but deadlines were approaching.  He noted 
that the Lake Forest Neighborhood had decided to explore reactivating their association.  
Chair Arthur encouraged the public to attend or watch Commission meetings and provide 
comment. 
 

5. CITIZEN COMMENT – Regarding issues not on the agenda 

None. 
 

6. WORK SESSIONS 
6.1 Duplex-Related Community Development Code Amendments – Work Session #2 – Code 

Concepts (LU 15-0010) 

At this work session, the Commission continued its discussion from February 23 related to 
options for permitting multiple duplexes on a lot in zones that permit multifamily housing. 
 

Staff Report 
Ms. Selden reported the proposal now defined Duplex as ‘A single building on its own lot 
designed to contain two dwelling units’ as the Commission had discussed at the first work 
session.  She explained that the staff report discussed a new definition and concept of Multi-
Dwelling Development, ‘A grouping of individual residential structures on one lot, where each 
structure contains one or more dwelling units.’  She pointed out that the report included a table 
to clarify the permitted uses, density and dimensional standards in the residential zones where 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of March 9, 2015 Page 1 of 7 



 APPROVED:  04/27/2015 
 

duplexes are permitted, and that the Residential Use Table showed proposed corrections to 
reflect what it should have said after code reorganization:  Any dwelling type - including 
rowhouses - was permitted in R-0, R-3 and R-5; and, Manufactured home parks and 
subdivisions were not permitted in the R-2 zone.  Staff clarified that multi-dwelling 
development would be allowed in the same zones where multifamily development was 
currently permitted. 
 
In regard to rowhouses, staff clarified that a building with three or more units on a commonly 
owned lot was a multifamily development and that a duplex could not be a component of a 
zero lot line development because zero lot line meant two units each on their own lot.  In 
regard to questions about what was a ‘lot’ staff clarified that the Community Development 
Code (CDC) did not recognize the term ‘tax lot’ and defined ‘Lot’ as one that was legally 
created.  They noted that the Commission would be looking at substandard lots in a separate 
process that involved more than just duplex lots.  Staff advised that the minimum size for a 
duplex lot was the same as for single-family and that some zones (R-3 and R-5) specified a 
minimum lot area per dwelling unit.  They clarified that R-0 had no minimum.  When asked if 
the City should no longer permit single-family/duplex types in R-0, staff indicated that was a 
policy change the City could consider, however the market would likely drive higher densities 
in that zone anyway. 
 
Benefits of having the multi-dwelling development variation of multifamily include flexibility; 
such as a developer who could not configure a multifamily building around a tree on the site 
might be able to position multi-dwelling buildings around it; and, an owner who wanted to 
provide a home for a relative on their lot would not be limited by the secondary dwelling unit 
limit of 800 sf. 
 
Ms. Selden offered a PowerPoint presentation on the multi-dwelling concept.  She discussed 
examples of existing multifamily development that could fit the proposed definition Multi-
Dwelling Development.  She discussed conceptual development scenarios of what Multi-
Dwelling Development mixes of structures might look like.  She pointed out where the high-
density zones were on the map, noting that Mountain Park and Westlake were Planned 
Developments (PDs) where the PD overrode zone uses/standards.  Staff did not anticipate 
multi-dwelling development in the R-5 zone because 10,000 sf would be required to build one 
duplex there. 
 
Staff clarified that the current PD process did not accomplish what a multi-dwelling 
development type would because a PD could not alter permitted uses.  She clarified that 
minimum density standards applied to subdivisions but not two-lot partitions; an owner might 
partition, then re-partition parcels and then put a duplex on each lot. 
 
In regard to what site and building design standards could apply to multi-dwelling 
development, Ms. Selden noted multifamily development standards called for a combined 40% 
landscaping, buffering and screening/open space, which was a challenge on smaller sites.  
She advised that the 37 D Avenue duplexes development would not have been able to meet 
that requirement.  Staff contrasted that the street-orientation-related standards for single-family 
and duplex development were primarily focused on the garage design while multifamily 
standards focused on the distance from the street to the entrance. 
 
The Commissioners discussed projects the community seemed to point to as examples of 
good development at 555 Second Street and D Avenue/1st Street and their concerns about the 
37 D Avenue development.  They noted that the first two developments had been granted 
adjustments that reduced the open space requirement. The D/1st project had also been 
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preceded by a lot line adjustment which allowed for a reduction in the required number of lots.  
They clarified that the 37 D Avenue site configuration and building design could have been 
more pleasing, open, and pedestrian friendly, with a better relationship to the street and more 
parking. 
 
Commissioners’ suggestions and comments included that it might not make sense to apply the 
40% combined set-aside in the downtown area, or even beyond it; that neighbors around the 
D Avenue/1st Street development said they had wanted more input into design approval; and 
that they should create new standards for multi-dwelling development because a site could 
have a single-unit building as one of the buildings.  Commissioners also expressed concern 
that developers would choose the clear and objective path and City would have no 
discretionary review ability.  Commissioners suggested to simply give a developer an option to 
do “x” to get reduced open space without having to go through a discretionary process.  It was 
also noted that the City Council had once talked about giving smaller commercial infill lots in 
downtown a break by having additional parking at the North Anchor project. 
 
Ms. Selden clarified that the Carman Ridge Condominiums and Touchstone examples she 
showed to demonstrate the multi-dwelling concept had been developed in the past under 
different code. 
 
The Commission discussed looking at applying (and perhaps adjusting/scaling down) existing 
standards to multi-dwelling development instead of creating new standards for it.  
Commissioner LaMotte suggested they could test them by applying them to the developments 
on 37 D Avenue and the corner of the 555 2nd Street to give the Commission a sense of how 
they would look. 
 
Ms. Selden summarized that she heard the Commission wanted to look at reducing the open 
space requirement for multifamily housing downtown, or perhaps even beyond it; that the 
Commission felt site design was a critical part of Multi-Dwelling Development so they should 
have some related standards to help create a pedestrian-friendly street and a good building 
orientation with, for example, windows looking out to the street.  She indicated that staff 
planned to present the changes and options on March 23. 
 

6.2 Comprehensive Plan/Community Development Code Audit - Work Session #1 (PP 15-0002) 

This work session was intended to establish a work plan for code amendments in 2015-2016 
and to coordinate these amendments with the CDC 2015 Annual Update. 
 

Staff Report 
Mr. Siegel provided an overview and explained that the purpose of the audit was to ensure 
Comprehensive Plan policies and recommended action items and the CDC were consistent 
and aligned with each other.  He reported that there were no significant new discoveries and 
they were already tracking the issues.  He did not find any contradictions or inconsistencies 
between the Plan and code in regard to densities/intensity.  He noted that the Commission had 
already completed their task to recommend Clear & Objective Housing Standards to the City 
Council. 
 
Mr. Siegel discussed the projects that were underway and how they related to the 
Comprehensive Plan.  He explained that the multiple duplex issue they were working on would 
fill a gap/omission in the Code, and that the Plan contains policies addressing development 
with four or more units.  He reported that the Plan called for providing adequate parking and 
that they were working on parking management plans for Lake Grove Village Center and 
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Downtown.  He indicated that the Southwest Employment Area planning would result in a 
subarea plan as called for by the Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Siegel explained that the Plan 
called for providing flexibility in employment zones to adapt to economic change; and, to look 
at allowed uses in those zones, as that 2010 code audit had identified the need to simplify the 
table of permitted uses.  He indicated that staff had been working on that and would provide 
an update later in the year.  He advised that the recently adopted Transportation System Plan 
called for adequate parking and had recommendations that included incorporating Level of 
Service standards in the Code and formalizing the requirements for traffic impact studies. 
 
Mr. Siegel pointed out that the Comprehensive Plan frequently called for them to ‘review and 
update’ the Code as necessary to address concerns about new impacts.  He commented that 
items to look at in this category were the issue of historically platted substandard lots and 
serial partitioning.  He explained that the Comprehensive Plan emphasized compatibility or 
complementary relationships between structures, particularly in residential neighborhoods; 
and, to adopt and maintain design standards and provide incentives that provide exceptional 
or high quality design.  In that regard, he indicated that the Commission would look at the 
Residential Infill Review (RID) process.  He explained that the Plan called for enhancing the 
opportunity for mixed-use development and that the Commission would consider what that 
meant and how they could do it while still protecting neighborhood character.  He clarified that 
some of the associated issues that had been raised were related to noise control and parking. 
 

Public Comment 
Liz Martin, Cedar Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, discussed the reality of her neighborhood 
living with new development on substandard lots.  She indicated that a majority of 29 
homeowners in the affected area had signed a petition; she explained that the developer 
needed to vacate a portion of Cedar Street and the neighbors wanted safety and parking 
issues addressed and perhaps paving the remainder of Cedar Street.  She reported that these 
issues did not get addressed and their concerns were not being considered.  She related that 
a geotechnical expert had said 1028 Cedar was overbuilt.  She related the problem of flooding 
after a heavy rainstorm to overbuilding an area with underground springs.  She also pointed 
out that they had a landslide area and unstable soils.  She highlighted the problem of lack of 
parking, showing photographs of the area and of Bickner Street, which was too narrow for 
parking.  She asked the Commission to address the types of problems they had experienced. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman offered suggestions in regard to procedure and cost: the burden 
should be on the person who wanted to vacate the street to ask the neighbors for approval; 
and, neighbors should not have to file an appeal and pay the high appeal fee. 
 
Christian Huettemeyer, O’Brien Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, related that he had moved to 
Lake Oswego and Hallinan Heights for the quality of life and he wanted to find a solution that 
would allow growth while still protecting and maintaining quality of life.  He understood there 
might be as many as 80 or 90 houses on substandard lots in the neighborhood.  He 
commented that one of the new houses on substandard lots blocked the sun from his house. 
 

Commissioners’ Comments on Attachment 1 
Mr. Siegel clarified that Healthy Ecosystems was not analyzed because it was not yet adopted.  
They needed to continue working on that Comprehensive Plan chapter and incorporate 
Sensitive Lands program revisions.  He noted that the Commission was scheduled to discuss 
it at an April work session. 
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Land Use Planning 
A. Development (Community Development Code) Policies 

Observations related to serial partitioning included that the typical result of the Open Space 
requirement for subdivisions was smaller lots, while serial partitioning, which was not subject 
to the requirement, could result in bigger lots.  Neighborhoods like Forest Highlands were 
characterized by bigger lots and people there generally liked them.  In requiring Open Space 
the City could end up with a lot of small, not very valuable, scraps of open space.  Perhaps 
there could be flexibility in the requirement, if, for example, the development was near a park.  
Comments included asking the community for their input; requiring a master plan (with some 
open space) that serial partitions would have to follow; and removing the Upland Wildlife 
Habitat map (and the associated open space requirement) from the Planned Development 
section of the Code, because the revised Sensitive Lands regulations and incentives would 
contain provisions for habitat protection.  The Street of Dreams was cited as an example of a 
master plan/development agreement developed through serial partitioning. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman offered to furnish examples to demonstrate that they were not 
meeting the policy to have flexible enough regulations to avoid negative impacts on 
surrounding properties.  Commissioner LaMotte suggested the City needed to do more work to 
ensure high-quality building and site design so they did not get density through wedged-in 
development with no streetscape and little driveways/walkways. 
 
B. Development Review 

Mr. Boone explained the City had conditioning authority to address negative impacts on the 
surrounding neighborhood.  In regard to what to do about illegal lots he noted that they were 
going to discuss how to deal with legal substandard lots at an upcoming meeting and after that 
they would consider what to do with illegal lots. 
 
Policies in this section addressed design criteria for new residential subdivisions and 
developments of four or more units.  Commissioners recalled seeing tiny, unpaired, flag lot 
access lanes in Uplands and Hallinan.  Mr. Siegel confirmed they could address that issue 
when they considered design standards.  In regard to whether the Solar Access ordinance had 
become obsolete, Mr. Siegel advised it was not, but it might be necessary to bring it up to 
date.  In regard to having to plant new mitigation trees on an already heavily treed lot, Mr. 
Siegel noted it was a City Council goal to look at the tree ordinance.  He advised that they had 
just reduced the fee the City charged when someone was not able to plant a mitigation tree. 
 
Vice Chair E. Brockman commented that the Planning Department staff did an excellent job of 
continually reviewing and updating its administrative procedures to avoid unnecessary delays 
and assist applicants and citizens in the development review process. 
 
Commissioners observed that although neighborhoods were invited to participate in the initial 
pre-application conference, proposals might be substantially changed later, in which case 
there should be a follow-up conference and staff should contact the neighborhood to let them 
know about it.  Vice Chair E. Brockman agreed with the staff comment that the procedures for 
neighborhood contact should be reviewed periodically and the City should consult with 
neighborhoods and applicants to identify ways to improve the process.  He commented that as 
the Commission for Citizen Involvement (CCI) they should take this as far as they could. 
 
C. Design Standards and Guidelines 

Comments regarding this section included that staff should look for ways to consolidate 
repetitive policies; that there was an educational component and the CCI should look at how 
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they could get information to people in the neighborhood early and fast so when they had a 
meeting they would understand the issues and the process.  They talked about offering 
training.  Commissioner A. Brockman pointed out that she had offered training on giving 
testimony.  Commissioner LaMotte volunteered to review other training.  Vice Chair E. 
Brockman’s experience was that having an ‘ombudsman’ worked well. 
 
Historic Preservation 
In regard to potentially amending the CDC to address residential demolitions the 
Commissioners recalled they had placed “Historic Preservation Incentives” as a Reserve 
Project on the list of 2015 Recommended Goals and Projects, in case they received a 
proposal from the Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB).  Comments included that they 
would need to deal with it and should not wait, as it was a metro-wide issue that Portland had 
just dealt with via a waiting period requirement; and, that the idea of de-construction and 
recycling of a house was reasonable to consider.  Some questioned what a waiting period 
achieved. 
 
Inspiring Spaces & Places 
One of these policies called for the City to maintain a compact urban form by focusing higher 
density development in town centers and employment centers to avoid or minimize expansion 
of the Urban Growth Boundary and to provide a balanced transportation system.  
Commissioner A. Brockman questioned allowing single-family and lower density development 
in the urban high density zones. 
 
Economic Vitality 
Commissioners and staff noted they needed to think more about the criterion that home 
occupations in residential zones included ‘no outside storage (other than plants),’ because the 
business could be selling landscaping plants or marijuana.  Referring to the policy to provide 
flexibility in employment zones to adapt to economic change, Vice Chair E. Brockman 
suggested they should look at this every few years because economics, markets and tastes 
changed. 
 
Connected Community 
Mr. Siegel clarified that the potential CDC requirement to post notice on dead-end streets that 
were planned for extension implemented a Transportation System Plan (TSP) policy that 
reflected what Metro wanted.  He did not anticipate there would be many instances where they 
would have to post. 
 
In discussing the recommendation that City standards for access lanes should be reviewed 
and updated, as needed, to address ‘major driveways’ as defined by Metro, Mr. Siegel clarified 
Metro meant they should be coordinated and aligned with intersections and not adversely 
affect traffic operations or safety.  The Commissioners recalled seeing very narrow lanes with 
limited parking in some areas of the City and that the local street network was often very tight.  
Mr. Siegel suggested they look at the standards for parking.  He pointed out that current off-
street parking requirements, for example, required one space per single-family dwelling.  He 
clarified that the Fire Department had requirements for access that went beyond code 
requirements. 
 
The Commission discussed that there was public skepticism about the credibility of traffic 
impact studies that were paid for by the developer; some wondered if they could be done by 
independent third parties.  Mr. Siegel advised that the studies were done by professionals who 
had to put their stamps on them and that the City was fortunate to have their own traffic 
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engineer to review their reports.  Mr. Boone advised that it was the applicant’s burden to show 
that all of the criteria were met and there was probably not enough time to have a new traffic 
study done during the Development Review Commission part of the 120-day process.  He and 
Vice Chair E. Brockman discussed the projection of an imaginary extension of a flag lot access 
lane to the back property line. 
 
Staff planned to incorporate the Commissioners’ comments into a public draft and distribute it 
to the public, including to neighborhood, community and business associations. 
 

7. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Chair Arthur pointed out that items on the Rolling Agenda included a joint meeting with the City 
Council regarding Southwest Employment Area planning. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 
None. 
 

9. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Arthur adjourned the meeting at 10:08 p.m. 
 

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