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1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chair Jon Gustafson called the Planning Commission meeting to order on April 23, 2012 at 
6:35 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 
Members present included Chair Jon Gustafson and Commissioners Bill Gaar, Jim Johnson 
and Todd Prager.  Vice Chair Puja Bhutani and Commissioner Julia Glisson were excused.  
Council Liaison Sally Moncrieff was also present. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Jessica Numanoglu, Senior Planner; Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources 
Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

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

None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Moncrieff reported the City Council had approved annexation of three properties; 
approved contracts with the Police and Firefighters unions; and banned use of tobacco 
products from all parks and open spaces.  She indicated that they were about to discuss 
Foothills plan alternatives; look at financial options for Boones Ferry Road; and consider the 
draft Capital Improvement Plan.  She reported that the Budget Committee meetings were 
about to begin.  She confirmed that Sensitive Lands overlays had been applied to the Goodall 
Road properties when they were annexed.  Staff invited the Commissioners to attend the next 
Comprehensive Plan - Citizen Advisory Committee meeting when a Metro representative was 
to present Climate Smart Communities. 
 

5. MINUTES 

5.1 February 13, 2012 

Commissioner Johnson moved to approve the Minutes of February 13, 2012 as amended by 
Vice Chair Bhutani.  Commissioner Prager seconded the motion and it passed 4:0. 
 

5.2 February 27, 2012 

Commissioner Prager moved to approve the Minutes of February 27, 2012 as amended by 
Vice Chair Bhutani and Commissioner Prager.  Commissioner Gaar seconded the motion and 
it passed 4:0. 
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5.3 March 12, 2012 

Commissioner Gaar moved to approve the Minutes of March 12, 2012 as amended by Vice 
Chair Bhutani.  Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 4:0. 

 
6. WORK SESSION 

Phase 2 Code Streamlining (PP 12-0007) – Update and Discussion of Public Outreach 
Strategy 
 
Ms. Numanoglu reported that Phase 1 went into effect on April 19.  She explained that Phase 
2 dealt with more substantive issues that had the possibility of becoming controversial and that 
the consultant had identified approximately 100 amendments to be considered in this phase.  
She indicated that staff would bring them to the Commission in groups of about 30 
amendments each over the next two to three years; nine of them would require some level of 
consultant involvement because of the resources and expertise they would require; five of the 
nine would be set aside and dealt with after the Comprehensive Plan update was completed.  
She explained that four were “low-hanging fruit” that could be addressed now: 

 Consolidation and reductions of the adjustment alternative and variance options. 
 Revising the nonconforming use section. 
 Reformulating and updating the use table. 
 Formulating options for consolidation or reduction of some of the commercial zoning 

districts. 
 
Ms. Numanoglu reported that responses to the Request for Proposals were due the next day.  
The Commissioners appointed Vice Chair Bhutani to serve as their liaison on the selection 
committee.  Ms. Numanoglu asked for feedback on the public outreach component of the 
scope of work.  She indicated that it called for the consultant to form an advisory committee.  
Staff agreed with Vice Chair Bhutani’s suggestion to have staff, rather than the consultant, 
prepare the minutes. 
 
Ms. Numanoglu anticipated that the advisory committee would work on the four amendments 
for this project over the next year.  Staff did not anticipate the committee would work on all of 
the other amendments as well because of the time it would require.  Chair Gustafson stressed 
the importance of a well-timed notice.  Commissioner Gaar’s suggestions were to ask the 
City’s advisory boards to designate a board member to interact with staff; reach out to 
builders/developers who had recently gone through the permitting process; and create a 
distribution list and send information to people who had an interest in the process.  During the 
discussion Ms. Numanoglu clarified that the consultant had compiled the initial list of 
amendments; staff had reviewed it and identified which amendments would be best for the 
consultant to work on and which should wait until after the Comprehensive Plan update was 
completed. 
 
The Commissioners asked why the Tree Code was not being updated and streamlined and if it 
should be made part of the Goal 5 compliance package.  Mr. Boone advised that it was not 
necessary to meet Goal 5 requirements and it was not part of the land use code; it was a 
separate set of regulations - like drainage requirements – that people had to comply with in 
order to develop a site.  He explained that to make it part of Goal 5 would require each 
individual tree to be protected in a Goal 5 process and it would make Tree Code provisions 
land use regulations.  Staff explained that the consultant had advised the city to work on CDC 
amendments first because public interest and momentum was behind the CDC effort.  Chair 
Gustafson suggested advising the City Council that the Tree Code needed attention.   
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Commissioner Gaar suggested that the Natural Resources Advisory Board (NRAB) might still 
be interested in working on it.  Staff observed that the Commissioners could consider making it 
an item on their 2013 Work Plan. 
 

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

7.1 LU 12-0012 (Ordinance 2589) – Changing Criteria for Resource Conservation District 
Applicability – Eliminating Isolated Tree Groves on Private Lots. 
 
Chair Gustafson opened the public hearing and outlined the applicable procedure.  He asked 
the Commissioners to declare any conflicts of interest.  None were declared. 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. Christenson reported the proposed amendment would help carry out natural resource 
protection program improvements identified in City Council Resolution 10-51A.  She explained 
that it would remove isolated tree groves from Resource Conservation (RC) Districts on private 
property (not including private designated open space tracts).  She recalled that in January 
2012 the Council had looked at options for removal and the related Council report was 
attached to the Commission staff report.  She explained that tree groves were categorized 
according to their relationship with a Resource Protection (RP) District and that staff proposed 
to redefine an associated tree grove as a grove that was directly contiguous to an RP District 
or was connected to an RP District via another grove.  Ms. Christenson explained that an 
isolated tree grove would be redefined as simply “a grove of trees that is not an associated 
tree grove.”  She reported that staff had identified nine currently-mapped isolated tree groves 
and that the Council had directed staff to initiate the process of removing the RC District 
designation from the six isolated groves that were located on private property. 
 
Ms. Christenson clarified that none of the current code’s removal criteria provided a basis for 
removing the RC District from isolated groves, so a new removal criterion was proposed: 

The grove was an isolated tree grove not located on public property or on 
a private designated open space tract. 

 
She explained that the proposed code amendment would also change the criteria for RC 
District eligibility: isolated tree groves would not be eligible to be included in an RC District if 
they met that description, and factors like the Habitat Assessment Score (HAS) ranking and 
scenic value would no longer be considered for isolated groves on private property.  Ms. 
Christenson reported the area of RC District to be removed totaled 8.2 acres and the tree 
groves’ HAS rankings ranged from 27 to 47.  She added that adoption would also affect as 
many as 23 isolated tree groves that had been identified but were not currently mapped and 
that their HAS rankings ranged from 37 to 68. 
 
Ms. Christenson reported that the proposed amendments met Comprehensive Plan policies 
related to protecting natural resources and upland tree groves because they impacted a very 
small percentage (1.6%) of mapped RC Districts and because isolated tree groves offered 
fewer environmental benefits than associated tree groves.  Staff initially believed the proposed 
amendments would not trigger Metro Title 13 compliance issues and complied with Statewide 
Planning Goals 5 and 6 because the changes were limited in their nature and significance.  
Ms. Christenson reported that staff had received communications from Metro and the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife with questions and comments.  She explained that Metro 
suggested that a de minimis determination should be done on a tree grove-by-tree grove basis 
and not as an overall percentage of all mapped RC Districts.  The Department of Fish and 
Wildlife requested a more thorough review.  She added that the record also contained a letter 
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from the Citizens for Stewardship of Lake Oswego Lands.  She indicated that staff had 
prepared an Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy (ESEE) analysis.  She explained 
that the economic impacts were uncertain – they could be either positive or negative – but in 
either case they were of small absolute value relative to the total value of the parcel.  She 
noted that the social consequences were negative because the RC District restricted a 
property owner’s use of their property.  She went on to explain that the environmental 
consequences were positive, but relatively small, because the groves were isolated and the 
energy consequences were positive, but also relatively small.  Ms. Christenson concluded that 
for the subject tree groves social consequences outweighed the environmental and energy 
benefits of continued protection.  She informed the Commission they could either recommend 
approval of the amendments or continue the hearing to allow for additional analysis. 
 
During the questioning period the Commissioners inquired whether the Natural Resources 
Advisory Board (NRAB) had weighed in on the proposed amendments.  They wanted to know 
if the requirement that a developer was to protect at least half a tree grove would still apply if 
the designation were removed and if the developer would still be able to cluster his 
development away from the trees if he wanted to.  Ms. Christenson related that NRAB had 
been informed of the pending amendments at its April meeting and it had not yet had the 
opportunity to consider them in depth.  Mr. Egner acknowledged there could be a possibility 
that a developer would lose the capability to cluster the development.  The Commissioners 
were interested in how staff would respond to Metro and the state.  They noted that besides 
advising that analysis should be done on a grove-by-grove basis, Metro was also concerned 
that if the city brought in county land that had Goal 5 resources on it the resources might no 
longer be protected.  Ms. Christenson indicated she would respond to comments from the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife by explaining that the amendments would affect a very small 
percentage of upland habitat.  Commissioner Johnson observed that meant staff was basing 
their recommendation on quantity and not quality.  Ms. Christenson confirmed that.  Mr. Egner 
agreed the city might need to make some adjustments in order to comply with Title 13 
sometime in the future if the city brought other parcels in the Stafford basin into the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB).  He advised the city had already identified and had an active plan for 
protecting resources (including upland resources) that were within the UGB.  The 
Commissioners inquired whether the Tree Code could be used to protect habitat and Goal 5 
resources.  Mr. Boone advised them not to look for that in the Tree Code because a tree code 
related analysis did not analyze habitat; it did call for looking for an alternative location for a 
house on a site if the proposed location would impact a significant tree, but if there was no 
other alternative the tree could be removed.  He clarified that it also allowed tree removal for 
landscaping purposes and that staff tried not to use the Tree Code as a land use tool.  Mr. 
Egner suggested the Commissioners look at the map to determine which properties had the 
resource in a back yard and which still had some development capacity on them.  He indicated 
that Metro was likely most concerned about the latter.  He believed that there were very few 
parcels with additional development capacity. 
 
The Commissioners wanted to know how staff had reached the conclusion that the effect was 
de minimis.  They wanted to know if the city was legally obligated to do a grove-by-grove 
analysis.  Mr. Egner explained staff had not come to a conclusion; they were presenting 
options for the Commission and the Council to consider regarding the amendments.  He 
added that there might be other ways and if the Commissioners continued the hearing, staff 
would talk with Metro staff about it. 
 
Commissioner Prager asked if a tree grove could become isolated if the 50% that was 
removed during development cut it off from a water resource.  Ms. Christenson advised it 
could not because it would still be part of the original sub-site (the unit that had been evaluated 
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when it was originally mapped).  She added that the criteria for determining the RC Protection 
Area preferred connectivity and avoiding fragmentation of habitat. 
 

Public Testimony 

None. 
 

Deliberations 

Commissioner Johnson indicated he was reluctant to make a decision that night; NRAB should 
be afforded an opportunity to provide comments and questions from Metro and the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) needed to be answered.  He held the city needed to 
make decisions related to Goal 5 based on the land’s resource value, not whether it was in 
public or private ownership.  He was concerned about making a de minimis determination 
strictly on quantity when quality had to be a factor.  Commissioner Prager indicated he would 
prefer that the city took a more comprehensive look at how to rebalance its Sensitive Lands 
protections; he indicated that many Washington County cities invested in restoration of natural 
resources as part of Title 13 compliance and Lake Oswego could do something similar.  
Commissioner Gaar observed the factors included economic and social value.  He 
commended staff for coming up with a good way of balancing Sensitive Lands overlays with 
private ownership.  He indicated that Metro’s and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 
questions led him to wonder whether the amendments would pass legal muster.  Chair 
Gustafson noted the proposal originated from City Council direction to staff and if the proposal 
was what the community wanted he was confident it could be crafted to meet Metro and state 
requirements.  He indicated that it was problematic that NRAB had been left out of the loop.  
He held a city could hold its public lands to a higher standard than private lands if it wanted to.  
He agreed the change would be de minimis; he had looked at a number of the parcels and had 
observed the overlay did not make sense on many of them because they were so small.  He 
agreed it would be nice if the Commission could look at Sensitive Lands holistically, but that 
was not likely to happen.  He called attention to the comments Vice Chair Bhutani had 
submitted.  He recognized that if the proposal was approved, the City would have to rely on 
the Tree Code to protect resources, but it could not rely on the Tree Code in its current form.  
He indicated that he would move the proposal forward to the City Council so it could make a 
policy decision and the related issues could be reflected in the findings. 
 
Commissioner Johnson reported that he had not seen Vice Chair Bhutani’s comments.  They 
had not been distributed at the hearing.  He clarified that the city could decide to treat its public 
lands differently, but not under the guise of Statewide Planning Goal 5.  Commissioner Gaar 
indicated he had no issue regarding the City treating public lands differently (by applying 
higher standards) than private lands.  He agreed it should not be under Goal 5, the city should 
act as better stewards of its land.  He clarified that if it removed the designation altogether, it 
could then apply it to just public lands.  Commissioner Johnson held the designation should 
not be based on ownership. 
 
Commissioner Prager indicated he wanted to hear from NRAB, Metro and the state.  He 
recalled some of the sites were nonresidential sites.  He suggested only removing the overlay 
from residential sites where there were negative social consequences, and not from a 
commercial property with a tree grove, where the social consequences were different.  He 
observed that some of the subject properties could be partitioned and there might be 
opportunity to develop them and use density transfer to create clustered housing.  He 
suggested still allowing density transfer so developers would be able to develop clustered 
housing.  He raised the issue that the city might have to change Comprehensive Plan Goal 5,  
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Section 5, Sensitive Lands policy 5(d) which called for the city to enact and maintain 
regulations and standards which require protection of Sensitive Lands designated as RC or 
RP. 
 
Commissioner Johnson moved to continue LU 12-0012 to May 14, 2012.  Commissioner Gaar 
seconded the motion.  Staff anticipated the NRAB could discuss the proposal at its May 9 
meeting.  Commissioner Prager asked for the status of the Third Look effort.  Councilor 
Moncrieff related that a couple of councilors had asked for a report from Dave Hunnicutt who 
was looking at Resolution 10-51A to see if it was possible to comply with the Comprehensive 
Plan, Metro and state land use rules without having overlays on private property.  The vote on 
the motion was conducted and the motion passed 4:0. 
 

7.2. LU 12-0011 (Ordinance 2588) – Removal of Resource Conservation (RC) District from 18 
Properties  A request from the City of Lake Oswego for amendments to the Sensitive Lands 
Overlay Districts on the Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map to remove a 2.3-acre 
Resource Conservation District from 18 properties located on Oak Terrace, Schukart Lane and 
Terrace Drive. 
 
Chair Gustafson opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure.  He asked the Commissioners to declare any ex parte contacts, bias, and any 
additional conflicts of interest.  Commissioner Prager reported that he was friends with a 
couple of the property owners, including the Coders, and had looked at their tree grove once.  
He clarified that the effect of the decision would not have a financial effect upon him or any 
member of his household.  He could review the evidence and apply it to the criteria.  Chair 
Gustafson declared he was familiar with the area.  No one present challenged any 
Commissioner’s right to hear the application. 
 

Staff Report 

Andrea Christenson, Natural Resources Planner, related the proposal was to remove one 
isolated tree grove under existing code criteria.  She explained that it would remove the RC 
District designation from tree grove TG-17, which was 2.3 acres in size and covered portions 
of 18 properties in the McVey-South Shore Neighborhood.  The subject properties were 
located along Oak Terrace, Schukart Lane and Terrace Drive.  She noted that the tree grove 
was generally located behind houses. 

Ms. Christenson explained that the code allowed a Sensitive Lands Overlay District 
designation to be removed if one of three criteria was met, and that the request for removal 
was based on one of them: 

LOC 50.15.025(1)(b):  There was a mistake in the analysis of quality or quantity in the original 
designation of the resource and a re-application of the ESEE analysis demonstrates that the 
designation no longer meets the criteria. 

She further explained that the designation criteria allowed a tree grove to be placed within an 
RC District if it met one of the following significance criteria: 

 HAS score of at least 35 
 High ranking for scenic value 
 Associated with a stream corridor or wetland that had a Resource Protection (RP) ranking. 
 
Ms. Christenson reported that the 1994 Lake Oswego Resource Areas Report and Economic, 
Social, Environmental, and Energy (ESEE) analysis showed a Habitat Assessment Score 
(HAS) ranking of 33, which did not reach the 35 threshold.  She said the tree grove had been 
assigned a high scenic value based on neighborhood aesthetics. 
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Ms. Christenson reported that the determination of high scenic value that had been made in 
1994 did not reflect what would result from correctly following the procedure for determining 
high scenic value outlined in Exhibit F-3.  She indicated that the resource had to score a high 
ranking in at least one of the following categories and at least a medium ranking in one 
additional category: 

 Unusual or particularly attractive vegetation or feature(s)  
 High visibility for a large number of people  
 Screening value (for incompatible or unsightly land uses) 
 
Ms. Christenson explained that records showed the Supplemental Field Rankings for scenic 
value ranked the grove based on four factors.  She indicated that TG-17 scored ‘medium’ for 
the above three categories, but ‘high’ in a fourth category of ‘neighborhood aesthetics’, which 
was not one of the categories listed in Exhibit F-3.  She reported that using the correct 
methodology, the grove would not have a high scenic value.  Ms. Christenson concluded that 
TG-17 had been mistakenly determined to be of high scenic value during the original 
designation process and did not actually meet the significance criteria listed in the applicable 
code.  Staff recommended removal of the designation from the 18 properties. 
 
Ms. Christenson pointed out that since the staff report was published seven letters/emails had 
been submitted.  Staff distributed six of them (Exhibits G-2 through G-7) at the hearing and 
Derrick Coder submitted his letter dated April 23, 2012 (Exhibit G-8) at the hearing. 
 
During the questioning period, Commissioner Prager referred to the letter from Citizens for 
Stewardship of Lake Oswego Lands (Exhibit G-6) and asked if the RC District was part of an 
open space tract for the original development.  Mr. Boone advised it was a private open space 
easement across multiple lots in the subdivision, not a tract and that it had been created to 
meet the requirement for 20% open space when the subdivision was created.  He explained 
that the requirement prioritized putting RC and RP protected resources into open space, but 
that open space could also be just open space and used for uses such as playgrounds.  He 
advised the easement would remain if the RC District designation was removed, and that there 
were some covenants that specified what could be done within the open space easement.  
Commissioner Prager asked if tree removal was prohibited.  Mr. Boone had not reviewed this 
particular easement, so he could not confirm what was in it, but he advised typical open space 
requirements put some limits on removing vegetation and trees. 
 

Public Testimony – Proponents 

Derrick Coder, Terrace Drive, related that he had not known his property was part of a 
designated tree grove until an enforcement action a couple of years ago (which had been 
overturned later).  He said during that process he had done some research to try to figure out 
why his property had been designated as an RC District.  He explained he had a hard time 
figuring out exactly how it had met the criteria, since his property was not adjacent to a 
wetland or stream.  He questioned how it could have high scenic value when it was on 
individual private properties that backed up to one another and was not true open space from 
a public perspective.  He said it was nice vegetation, but no different from the rest of the 
vegetation in the area.  He indicated that when he got the HAS score he saw it was 33 and 
concluded it did not meet the criteria. 

  



 APPROVED:  07/23/12 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of April 23, 2012 Page 8 of 9 

Opponents 

Darlene Eft, Schukart Lane, testified that a large chunk of her property fell into the RC District.  
She stated that she and her husband had purchased the property primarily because they 
appreciate having it designated as open space and as Sensitive Lands.  She indicated that 
after listening to the proceedings she concluded it was pretty clear it did not fit and she could 
understand the decision.  She just wanted to express their opinion.  She advised there was a 
wetland at the junction of 1100 and 1150 Schukart, about halfway down the back of the 
property.  Her husband referred to it as a ‘vernal pool,’ and it was a wetland for part of the 
year.  She indicated that currently there were ducks nesting there and they tended to 
disappear after the chicks hatched.  She said they appreciated having the grove designated as 
Sensitive Lands and having the wildlife that came through.  She did not like the deer that 
chewed her garden, but otherwise it was fine. 
 

Rebuttal 

None. 
 

Deliberations 

Chair Gustafson closed the public hearing.  Commissioner Johnson observed that the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife questioned how a recorded Goal 5 resource could be 
removed.  His response to that was that it could be removed by applying the criteria that was 
acknowledged under Goal 5 and that staff had made that pretty clear.  He stated that whether 
he thought it was a pretty grove or not did not matter, what mattered was the criteria, including 
the HAS score and the other values.  He said it was clear from the evidence presented that the 
evidence supported removal of the designation.  Chair Gustafson commented that he wished 
the city had a better analysis of what high scenic value was that would clarify what the 
difference was between a high and medium score.  Commissioner Johnson observed the only 
testimony the Commission had was that the resource did not meet scenic value and there was 
a lack of testimony disputing that in the record.  Commissioner Prager agreed it looked like it 
had been a simple mistake in the mapping during the original inventory so he would support 
removing the designation.  Commissioner Gaar commented that it had seemed simple until he 
heard an individual testify that there was a wetland within the tree grove.  He indicated that he 
was looking at the definition again and was almost inclined to ask the Commission to reopen 
the public hearing so he could ask staff more questions about it.  Chair Gustafson noted the 
HAS score of 33 was from 1994.  He asked if a more recent HAS evaluation had been done.  
Staff responded that there had not been, that the score in the record was the result of the 
original evaluation.  Chair Gustafson remarked that his experience was that HAS scoring was 
very subjective.  He noted there was only a two-point difference between the score and the 
threshold.  However, he would fall back on what Commissioner Johnson had pointed out:  the 
Planning Commission had not been given any other evidence to the contrary; it had to use the 
1994 HAS score.  Commissioner Johnson noted that staff was also considered to be expert.  
Commissioner Gaar said he would defer to staff and agree with removal. 
 
Commissioner Prager moved to recommend the City Council approve LU 12-0011.  
Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 4:0.  Mr. Boone announced the 
final vote would be held on May 14, 2012. 
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8. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

8.1 Findings, Conclusions and Order: LU 11-0044 (Ordinance 2587) – Downtown Parking 
Standards 

Staff added language to the sentence in Finding 3, line 33 as follows: “with the option to pay a 
fee-in-lieu for nonresidential uses.” 
 
Commissioner Johnson moved to approve LU 11-0044-1780, Findings, Conclusions and 
Order as amended by staff. Commissioner Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 4:0. 
 

8.2 Findings, Conclusions and Order: LU 12-0002 (Ordinance 2583) – Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments – Community Culture 

Commissioner Prager had submitted suggested amendments.  He related that in general he 
felt the findings did not accurately represent deliberations.  Chair Gustafson agreed that 
Commissioner Prager’s amendments better reflected the discussion, but he would not strike 
‘boating’ on page 4, line 2 if it was talking about the rivers.  Commissioner Johnson wanted it 
to be on the record that he had pointed out that the Commission needed to do something 
about the fact that the lake was not zoned.  Chair Gustafson summarized comments that Vice 
Chair Bhutani had submitted.  Commissioner Johnson questioned how her comments 
impacted the findings as she did not point to anything specific.  Commissioner Prager 
explained he would vote ‘no’ even if the Planning Commission adopted the findings with his 
changes.  It was because of the original decision. 

Commissioner Johnson moved to approve LU 12-0002-1778, Findings, Conclusions and 
Order as amended by staff and Commissioner Prager and with his concerns that the lake had 
no land use designation.  Chair Gustafson seconded the motion and it passed 2:1:1.  
Commissioner Prager voted ‘no’ and Commissioner Gaar abstained. 
 

8.3 Vacant Planning Commission position 

Chair Gustafson noted applications were available on the city website. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

Commissioner Johnson related that NRAB had asked him to talk to the Board about the 
Luscher Farm proposal in his capacity as a representative of the Oregon Department of 
Agriculture. 
 

10. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

The Commissioners asked staff to put discussion of the Commission Work Plan on a future 
agenda. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gustafson adjourned the meeting at 8:55 p.m. 
 

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


