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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

Planning Commission Minutes 
January 11, 2016 

 
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 John LaMotte and Commissioners 
Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman, William Gaar, Robert Heape and Bill Ward. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Erica Rooney, City 
Engineer; Anne MacDonald, Stormwater Quality Coordinator; Evan Boone, Deputy City 
Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

None. 
 

4. CITIZEN COMMENT – Regarding issues not on the agenda 

Charles (Skip) Ormsby, 170 SW Birdshill Road, Portland, 97219, asked that City meetings be 
more accessible for those using TriMet.  He discussed that Terwilliger Boulevard was going to 
be closed for a sewer project and the alternative street was in poor condition. 
 

5. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

Announcements included a vacancy on the Transportation Advisory Board, upcoming 
neighborhood association meetings, the Mayor’s monthly meeting with Neighborhood Chairs, 
and the Boards and Commissions Summit. 
 

6. MINUTES 
6.1 November 23, 2015 

Commissioner A. Brockman moved to approve the Minutes of November 23, 2015, as 
amended by Chair Arthur and Commissioner LaMotte.  Commissioner Gaar seconded the 
motion and it passed 7:0. 
 

6.2 December 14, 2015 (Excerpt of LU 15-0050) 

Commissioner Gaar moved to approve the Excerpt from the Minutes of December 14, 2015, 
related to LU 15-0050 as amended by Commissioner A. Brockman.  Commissioner A. 
Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 7:0. 
 

  



 APPROVED:  03/28/2016 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of January 11, 2016 Page 2 of 4 

7. JOINT WORK SESSION WITH CITY COUNCIL 
Discuss Planning Commission Goals for 2016. 

Mayor Kent Studebaker and City Councilors Joe Buck, Charles Collins, Jeff Gudman, Jon 
Gustafson, Jackie Manz and Skip O’Neill joined the Commissioners for the work session.  The 
Councilors and Commissioners compared the Commission’s list of 2016 Goals with the 
Council’s prioritization of goals and Mr. Siegel’s estimate of how much time each project would 
require.  The group also discussed ways to improve communication. 
 

8. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 
8.1 Community Development Code and Utility Code Amendments Related to Stormwater 

Management (LU 15-0050).  On December 14, 2015, the Planning Commission made a 
preliminary recommendation that the City Council approve the proposed amendments with 
changes as discussed during deliberations.  Staff coordinator was Anne MacDonald, 
Stormwater Quality Coordinator and Project Lead. 
 
Ms. MacDonald reviewed what the Commission had asked for in the new code.  She explained 
that the minimum project threshold for new impervious area that would trigger stormwater 
management requirements was 1,000 sf; large projects equal to or greater than 3,000 sf of 
new or recreated impervious area required a stormwater permit.  The Commission had asked 
staff to use the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ’s) definition of 
redeveloped or replaced impervious surface that was in the MS4 Permit: 

DEQ (MS4 Permit) Definition 

‘Replace or Replacement (impervious material):  The removal of an impervious surface that 
exposes soil followed by the placement of an impervious surface.  Replacement does not 
include repair or maintenance activities on structures or facilities taken to prevent decline, 
lapse or cessation in the use of the exiting impervious surface as long as no additional 
hydrologic impact results from the repair or maintenance activity.’ 
 
Ms. MacDonald noted that the Commission had not discussed whether to include the 
maintenance exclusion that was in the definition that exempted maintenance from stormwater 
requirements as long as there was no additional hydrologic impact.  She explained that staff 
had drafted two versions of findings, with and without the maintenance exemption; staff 
recommended Version A which included it. 
 
During the discussion staff clarified that hydrological impact occurred due to volume of flow or 
redirection of flow during maintenance and hydrological impact meant off-site impacts, not 
internal site impacts.  She advised that people should be aware, for example, that when they 
reconfigure downspouts they should not change the existing drainage pattern.  She clarified 
that reroofing or repaving a driveway are subject to the existing Plumbing code requirement of 
an approved point of discharge to ensure runoff did not flow under the house. 
 
Various points offered during the discussion included:  that the City was obligated to use the 
DEQ definition for what the City was referring to as “large” projects; the DEQ and the regulated 
communities had agreed two decades ago to make “Replacement” (when bare soil was 
exposed) a trigger for stormwater requirements; and stormwater code was land use code so 
individual decisions by City staff that were more restrictive than the City’s stormwater (MS4) 
permit could be appealed.  It was noted that if a project was not required to apply for a 
development permit there would be no analysis and review unless someone complained that 
there was additional hydrological impact. 
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There was concern that the proposed code was too complicated and needed to be clearer and 
more straightforward.  The Commissioners suggested providing a handout designed for 
laymen to help them understand the categories, triggers and guidelines for small projects, 
including projects involving maintenance.  They discussed making the code less complicated 
by removing the last sentence of the DEQ definition and breaking the code into three 
subsections to the effect that stormwater management requirements were applicable under 
the following conditions:  a) Creation of 1,000 or more total square feet of impervious surface; 
b) If the sum of creation or replacement was 3,000 or more sf of impervious surface (as the 
MS4 Permit required); and c) Maintenance activities that created an additional hydrological 
impact (in that case the stormwater standards that put the trigger at 3,000 sf or larger would 
apply). 
 
During the discussion the Commissioners observed that potential subsection c. would mean 
that maintenance projects up to 3,000 sf that did not have hydrological impact would not be 
subject to the stormwater management standards.  There was discussion about adding 
‘maintenance’ to potential subsection b. which would then be about the aggregate of creation, 
replacement and maintenance areas.  Comments included that that was a policy decision; that 
addressing larger development would be getting the biggest bang for the buck; that perhaps 
the City should give people doing tiny projects a break; that the code should state that 
additional hydrological impact meant off-site impact (there could be no impact if the runoff 
stayed on site); and that if most maintenance projects did not require a permit the City might 
not know about some of them. 
 
Staff clarified that the Community Development Code already contained a definition of 
Maintenance; they did not want to add a different, competing definition in the stormwater code 
so they would rely on the DEQ definition.  They clarified that there was a “placeholder” for a 
fee-in-lieu program, but there was no related program yet.  If a fee-in-lieu program was 
developed, the owner still had to do as much as was practicable on site before they could pay 
the fee. 
 
The Commission asked staff to come back with revised draft code language.  Commissioner 
Gaar offered to draft language for the three subsections and suggested removing the last 
sentence of the DEQ definition from the draft. 
 
Commissioner Gaar moved to approve LU 15-0050-1884 Findings, Conclusions and Order as 
presented with the changes the Commissioners had discussed.  The draft code was to be 
revised to reflect the changes and be subject to the approval of the Chair and Commissioner 
Gaar.  Commissioner A. Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 6:1.  Commissioner 
Ward voted no. 

 
9. WORK SESSION 
9.1 Lake Grove Village Center Code Cleanup (LU 15-0064).  The Commission received and 

provided initial input on proposed amendments related to the Lake Grove Village Center 
Overlay District.  Staff coordinator was Leslie Hamilton, Senior Planner. 
 

Staff Report 
Ms. Hamilton highlighted key amendments suggested by staff and by stakeholders.  She 
advised that some of the changes could involve changes in policy.  One example was allowing 
the build-to line to be adjusted to have private open spaces along the street that might be used 
for activities such as outdoor restaurant dining.  She asked the Commission if they wanted to 
discuss limiting the number of banks if the community wanted more storefront type retail uses 
than banks.  She advised that the code already limited the number of drive-through 
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restaurants to two.  She highlighted two other suggestions from stakeholders to allow a 
growing period for plantings to reach a size that would screen views of adjacent residential 
windows and outdoor spaces from the third floor; and to make it easier for existing small local 
businesses to remodel by having more flexible variances for a “small project” size. 
 
The Commissioners mentioned various aspects to consider.  They observed that many parcels 
along Boones Ferry Road were oddly-shaped and there might be room for outdoor private 
spaces between a building and the street.  In regard to drive-throughs, there were suggestions 
to look at differentiating between drive-through access from Boones Ferry Road or from side 
streets; to consider the amount of turning room; and to consider how to deal with the potential 
that some future uses might be marijuana dispensaries.  There were suggestions that 
architectural details might be an alternative to screening with plants; that a developer could 
provide the residents down below with awnings for their windows; and to be careful how much 
screening they required if the goal was to encourage mixed-use development. 
 

Public Comments 
Dianne Cassidy, 3601 Wren Street, Lake Oswego, 97035, submitted written comments dated 
January 8, 2016.  She indicated she was concerned the emphasis on removing barriers to 
mixed-use would result in commercial encroachment into residential areas.  She cited aspects 
of the draft Lake Grove Parking Management Plan that would be implemented with code 
changes that allowed a large parking garage and parking facilities on NC-zoned sites that 
abutted residential use.  She held the proposed changes went beyond the originally-stated 
purpose of just cleaning up the code.  She observed there was no good definition of the 
purpose and function of an NC zone.  She was concerned that the Commission was 
addressing code cleanup, parking and the design handbook in piecemeal fashion when they 
should be addressed together. 
 

Clarifications/Questions of Staff 
Ms. Hamilton agreed to provide examples of how prioritizing street standards over the canopy 
requirement would work when the requirements were in conflict.  She agreed to look at what 
percentage of fenestration would work with the area’s design styles and find out how they had 
arrived at the 80% requirement in the past.  She agreed to provide more information on the 
current standards related to drive-throughs as well as the overall plan for circulation and 
access.  The Commissioners indicated they wanted staff to look at why some drive-throughs 
(such as McDonald’s) worked better than others (such as Starbucks).  There were additional 
comments related to improving ease of access for the viability of businesses, and whether 
additional buffering requirements would affect encouraging mixed-use use development.  Staff 
offered to discuss and provide examples of how to make small remodels easier through the 
minor variance process.  She agreed to look into whether the problem a bank was having 
getting approval of a blade sign was because of the Sign Code or the Lake Grove Village 
Center Overlay Code. 
 

10. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Mr. Siegel provided an updated forecast and pointed out that Mr. Boone was going to discuss 
“takings” at the next meeting. 
 

11. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 
None. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Arthur adjourned the meeting at 10:40 p.m. 


