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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission Minutes 

April 9, 2012 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

Chair Jon Gustafson called the meeting to order on April 9, 2012 at 6:34 p.m. in the Council 
Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Chair Jon Gustafson and Commissioners Bill Gaar, Julia Glisson 
and Todd Prager.  Vice Chair Puja Bhutani and Commissioner Jim Johnson were excused. 
 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director; Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant Planning Director; Sarah Selden, Associate Planner; Beth 
St. Amand, Senior Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, 
Administrative Support. 
 

3. CITIZEN COMMENT 

None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Ms. Andreades and Mr. Egner shared with the Commission that the Council had approved a 
change to park rules regarding access to the lake from three City-owned properties.  They 
reported that the county would not support the Luscher Farm Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 
application until the City had done concept planning required by a County-Metro 
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA); the Council was going to discuss that and funding of 
capital projects.  Staff also reported that the Council had directed staff to initiate a process to 
remove isolated tree groves from the Resource Conservation (RC) District. 
 

5. WORK SESSION 

5.1 Comprehensive Plan Update (PP 10-0007) – Review first draft of new goals and policies 
related to Inspiring Spaces & Places and Complete Neighborhoods & Housing. 
 
Ms. Selden and Ms. St. Amand discussed the revised draft goals and policies. 
 
Complete Neighborhoods & Housing 

Ms. Selden explained that there was not a specific proposed Complete Neighborhoods & 
Housing goal to have affordable housing, but Goal 1 called for a wide variety of housing types.  
The Commissioners offered the following suggestions: 

 Goal 2 could call for the City to preserve and enhance the character of existing 
neighborhoods. 
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 Goal 3 could call for the City to provide for needed housing while using land and public 
facilities as efficiently as possible and facilitating greater use of walking, biking and future 
transit use.  Upon questioning from the Commission, staff stated that the City was not 
putting off transit use to some future time - it just wanted better transit in the future.  Using 
the wording, ‘greater use’ kept it aspirational. 

 Goal 4 could clarify that neighborhood commercial villages were mixed-use areas and 
called for villages that included mixed-use and higher density housing. 

 There was consensus to keep Goals 3 and 4 separate and not combine them. 
 
Policies 

A. Residential Zoning 

Staff reported that some areas currently designated for medium and high density had 
not yet become medium and high density and ‘development constraints’ had been 
replaced with ‘physical constraints’ for clarity.  Staff explained that A-1 talked about 
locational criteria for residential land use designations to support the City’s housing 
goals; A-2 talked about having residential densities that were appropriate for site 
conditions and A-3 talked about transitions between types of uses. 

Commissioners’ suggestions/comments/questions: 

- Reconsider use of ‘shall’ and just say ‘zoning includes…’ 

- Is R-7.5 really ‘low density’?  It feels more like medium density.  Can we look at 
downzoning in this process?  Staff confirmed they were thinking about a process to 
use for that.  Another place to put the lost density would have to be found.  Forest 
Highlands had asked to be rezoned, but not a lot of others were asking for it right 
now.  Region-wide an R-7.5 lot was considered low density. 

- Clarify that low density is in areas which are currently intended for low density. 

- Refine A-3 to call for the City to assure smooth transitions between lower density 
neighborhoods and higher density mixed use and employment uses through 
incremental changes in zoning, and through design and development.  Make sure 
people know what ‘employment uses’ is. 

- ‘Sensitivity’ to the natural environment is too nebulous and subjective.  Clarify that 
low density residential zoning is intended for areas where the natural environment 
or the existence of natural hazards indicates a reduced density. 

- Do natural hazards really preclude high density?  Ms. Selden would check with 
development review staff. 

- The language ‘indicates a reduced density’ could be changed to ‘necessitates’ or 
‘warrants’ reduced density. 

- Why be so specific about zones?  What if zone names change?  Staff indicated that 
the word ‘includes’ was being used so a new zone could be picked up in the 
Comprehensive Plan at some point. 

 
B. Housing Choice 

Comments/suggestions/questions: 

- If by ‘various household types’ you mean compositions of households that are 
different than the traditional family, instead use ‘diverse household composition.’  
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- Calling out just ages and income level is too limiting. 

- It might be redundant but reconsider striking the policy calling for linking housing 
density and location to reduced automobile travel.  It is a key component in this 
process, don’t let it get lost.  For the same reason reconsider striking the language 
about encouraging energy efficient site and building design and use of renewable 
building materials. 

- Discussion of the question whether to offer a citywide incentive for development of 
secondary dwelling units or just focus on certain areas, such as those proximate to 
transit and commercial areas: 

o Staff indicated that the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) had replaced ‘foster 
development of…’ with the incentives language.  The code update process was 
also looking at how to address secondary dwelling units.  Community feedback 
seemed to indicate Secondary Dwelling Units (SDUs) were a logical way to get 
additional housing units.  SDUs could be appropriate in low-density areas as 
well as near transit and commercial uses. On a large wooded residential lot an 
SDU might not have any impact on neighbors or seem out of character.  They 
could be either in part of the primary house or a backyard cottage. 

o SDUs were allowed in all zones, but not many exist today. 

o Different neighborhoods had different ideas about what they wanted related to 
SDUs. 

o Wait to detail specific incentives and explore target areas during the action 
planning phase. 

o It could double the density of a neighborhood if everyone there built an SDU.  
That is why at some point incentives needed to be targeted. 

- SDU discussion leading to the consensus not to try to define the limits of ‘provide 
flexibility for households’: 

o There were so many reasons for allowing it.  For example so an aging parent or 
adult child could live with you; or so you could have income from renting out 
your lower level in order to stay in your primary house.  The 50+ group and 
others supported it for different reasons.  Staff was to revise the language to 
reflect that and bring it back to the Commission. 

- Discussion of what ‘Create an expanded menu of housing types in appropriate 
locations’ meant.  Comments were: 

o The language should recognize that the City would work through the public 
process to gain support for expanded housing options.   

o The range and types of new housing options would be determined by the 
market and the City would not get in the way of having them in appropriate 
locations. 

o The language ‘including detached and attached homes centered around shared 
courtyards’ offered one example of a new trend.  ‘Including’ meant it was not 
limited to just that type. 

o Staff was trying to ensure there were no regulatory policies in the updated 
Comprehensive Plan in order to avoid future questions about what was 
regulatory and what was not; the regulations should live in the code.  Policies 4 
and 5 had been struck because they were already implemented in code. The 
Commission suggested keeping those policies in case someone decided to 
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change the code in the future.  They would reinstate, combine and soften them 
by changing the regulatory language ‘require’ to softer policy language. 

 
C. Affordable Housing 

This section carried existing Comprehensive Plan policies forward and incorporated the 
work of the Affordable Housing Task Force and public comments.  Staff presented 
options for Policies C-6 and C-10. 

- Staff reported that C-1 was consistent with statewide planning goal language that 
called for providing opportunities for housing at different price and rent levels.  It 
meant the City needed to provide zoning that would allow, for example, apartments 
that people at a certain percentage of median income could afford to rent.  The 
Commissioners did not change this policy.  During the discussion the question was 
raised why the City should identify ‘anticipated and desired’ residents.  Comments 
were: 

o Staff indicated it was to ensure the community would attract young families for 
example, but ‘anticipated and desired’ could be taken out. 

o The visioning process found the community desired to attract young families.  
The community anticipated growth of the aging population. 

o This had been a hot topic at the CAC. 

o If this is what the City desired it should not be afraid to put in the Plan. 

o Should who those residents are be specified? 

o It’s difficult defining who the residents will be in 2035, allow this as an evolving 
doctrine instead of limiting it now, leave it open. 

- C-2 calls for fair access to housing.  If this is already the law why include it? 

o CAC consensus was that it was good to have it restated. 

o This does not mention the protected classes of sexual orientation and gender 
identity.  If we are going to spell it out we should include them all. 

o The consensus was to add ‘and in addition all protected classes under federal, 
state and local laws.’ 

- Add to the list of uses of special use housing in C-3 so we cover everything. 

o Staff proposed to strike ‘special use’ and just say ‘allow housing for…’  One 
addition would be for the ‘special needs population.’  They would work with the 
City Attorney on this. 

- Strike C-4 and just use C-8 regarding partnering with public agencies. 

o Staff would combine those two policies.  The list of specific agencies in C-4 was 
important.  They would say, ‘including’ so it was not limited just to the agencies 
that were listed. 

- C-5 called for incentives for development of affordable housing.  Commissioner 
Prager recalled people supported some strategies, but not things like subsidies.  
Staff agreed more work needed to be done on incentives.  They suggested keeping 
this general statement. 
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- Staff offered options for C-6, which related to strategies for affordable housing.  
Option1 just called for establishing a strategy to provide affordable housing.  Option 
2 specified using urban renewal districts, language that had been suggested by 
CAC member Tom Brennan.  The idea of implementing affordable housing goals in 
the downtown urban renewal area had been a recommendation of the Affordable 
Housing Task Force.  Lake Grove could become another urban renewal district. 

o Commissioner Gaar recalled Economic Vitality summit participants complained 
that the City was not focused enough on some areas and should be more 
specific and target them.  He supported the more specific option as long as it 
was rewritten for clarity.  The Commission agreed to move both options forward 
with the specific option reworded. 

- C-10 talked about measureable goals for affordable housing.  Option 1 called for 
setting and achieving them.  Option 2 was very specific about goals for different 
income levels.  The Commissioners generally agreed Option 2 was too detailed 
and technical for a Comprehensive Plan policy. 

 
D. Complete Neighborhoods 

This was a new section to support the vision for neighborhood villages and hubs.  The 
Commissioners generally supported these policies.  Discussion 
comments/questions/suggestions were: 

- Regarding D-1 related to residents’ safe access. 

o The language ‘their daily needs’ should be removed. 

o Be willing to run the risk of duplicating connectivity language that was also 
under another Comprehensive Plan topic because it is important to improve 
connectivity and access between villages and hubs. 

o Reword D-3 to clarify that town centers, employment centers and neighborhood 
villages are mixed-use districts. 

- Should there be a policy about creating neighborhood plans?  Staff indicated that a 
new and improved process was created in 2009 to be used after the 
Comprehensive Plan was updated.  They noted that there was an existing policy 
about neighborhood plans which staff would incorporate into this chapter. 

- D-3 could talk about drawing people to mixed-use districts from outside as well as 
inside Lake Oswego.  The Commission agreed that this group of policies focused 
on complete neighborhoods and could look inward; the Comprehensive Plan could 
talk about regional draw in the Economic Vitality section. 

 
Inspiring Spaces and Places 

Staff reported that originally this section included Goal 2.2, Community Design and Aesthetics, 
and Goal 14 Urbanization.  The CAC had decided to focus this chapter on form and how it 
supported the vision, since Goal 14 dealt mostly with annexation and provision of services.  
Staff indicated that the Goal 14 language would be moved into the Community Health and 
Public Safety chapter.  Staff noted that the Inspiring Spaces and Places revisions add a 
natural environment aspect to the previous Goal 2.2 language. 
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Comments/questions/suggestions: 

 Community design and aesthetics 

- A-1 called for regulations and standards to enhance the natural and built environment. 

o Call for ‘incentives’ related to integrating the natural environment with development.  
Allow people to find creative ways to do that using green techniques.  Staff would 
work on that. 

o (a. – h.) Following discussion regarding these policies, staff recommended revising 
this list because it was too specific and make A-1 more general and positive. 

- A-4.  Commissioner Prager suggested replacing ‘rivers’ with ‘water bodies.’ 

- Commissioner Prager suggested adding a new policy to apply a zone to the lake.  Mr. 
Egner assured the Commissioners that staff was going to address that and it would not 
slip through the cracks. 

 Urban Form 

- B-1.  Is this about maintaining the urban growth boundary?  Staff indicated this was 
focused on urban growth and development, it does not talk about moving the UGB.  
They explained that policies on when the City would make changes to the UGB would 
be addressed in the Public Facilities portion of the plan.  Staff would change the 
language to indicate that the City would work with Metro to maintain ‘an’ Urban Growth 
Boundary. 

- B-3.  This policy should refer to ‘mixed-use’. 

- B-4.  Add ‘incentives’ to ‘regulations and standards’.  Clarify what the ‘20-minute 
walking distance’ is.  Staff indicated that the preamble would explain that, it would not 
be possible from all residences, but it would be for many. 

- Was island annexation part of this section?  Staff stated that it would be part of the 
Public Services section. 

 
6. PUBLIC HEARING 

6.1 LU 08-0054 (Ordinance 2526) – Community Development Code – Policy Related 
Housekeeping Amendments 

Amendments to Chapter 50 for the purpose of clarifying and updating various code provisions. 
These provisions had been identified as having policy implications.  Continued from February 
27, 2012. 
 
Chair Gustafson opened the public hearing and invited public testimony. 
 

Public Testimony 

Ken Lyons, Busch Law Firm, 17533 47th Ave. NE, Lake Forest Park, Washington (98155) 
testified on behalf of AT&T.  He advised the proposed amendments to LOC 50.030.015-
Specific Standards for Telecommunications Facilities were in conflict with federal law; recent 
federal legislation included new regulations regarding how local government had to treat 
modifications to existing telecommunications facilities.  He reported that AT&T was in the 
process of upgrading its Lake Oswego facilities to the latest 4G technology; it was adding and 
replacing antennas and installing more electronics cabinets.  He noted that 65% of calls to 911 
were from cell phones so it was important for carriers to be able to upgrade their facilities and 
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there were practical considerations.  He indicated that the co-location section presumed a new 
carrier was going to use an existing facility or building, but most of the upgrades AT&T would 
make were on its own sites; the criteria created unintended consequences.  He suggested that 
instead of allowing them to modify an existing pole the code would have them locate on a 
nearby pole or building.  He noted that height changes triggered the conditional use permit 
process as a new facility; he advised the Commissioners to look at Sections 50.030.015 3.c. 
and e. 
 
During questioning Mr. Lyons confirmed that AT&T put pictures of what the new equipment 
would look like in their applications and that most 4G cabinets were about the size of a college 
refrigerator.  He clarified that the battery backup cabinet upgrades were the ones that took up 
more space; they were about 6’ tall.  He indicated that in most cases the carrier was fitting its 
equipment into existing areas and not expanding them; the new federal law provided that they 
could be expanded as long as it was not a substantial change.  He was asked to describe a 
typical Lake Oswego site.  He explained there was a mix of existing sites; most were on 
rooftops or utility poles.  Mr. Lyons clarified that there were not many 75-80 foot tall monopoles 
in urban areas like Lake Oswego.  He indicated that in residential areas they had looked for 
utility poles on a school or park site. He pointed out that the code did not make a distinction 
between co-location on an existing site and co-location on a brand new site. 
 

Deliberations 

Chair Gustafson closed the public hearing and opened deliberations. 
 
Section 50.65.050-Downtown Redevelopment District Design Standards, Landscaping 
and Site Design Requirements 

The Commissioners wanted to know how the proposed changes lessened landscaping 
requirements.  Mr. Pishvaie explained that the current code did not differentiate between 
downtown projects and projects elsewhere; the commercial component of a project had to 
provide 15% open space/landscaping.  He clarified that the residential component was 
required to provide 20% open space plus 20% landscaped area for a total of 40% of the site.  
He recalled that the DRC had consistently granted exceptions to this requirement.  He noted 
that developers were concerned it was heavy handed to require expensive urban core 
properties to set aside almost 50% of the land area for landscaping and open space; this 
proposal was intended to fix that. 
 
Staff also proposed a small change to the proposed language in 50.65.050.2.c. so it would 
read better, as follows:  

This landscaping section is in addition to landscaping required per LOC 50.47 as 
a screening and buffering separation between similar uses which may not be 
visible from a public street or right-of-way. 

Chair Gustafson observed a consensus to agree to that. 
 
Commissioner Prager was concerned that LOC 50.65.505(13) Undergrounding of Utilities was 
too vague.  Staff explained this change allowed the City Engineer to not require 
undergrounding if that was not practical due to site conditions.  Staff confirmed that cost had 
been a consideration for that in the past, but this language said ‘based on site conditions’ and 
was about physical constraints.  They advised that the City Engineer had a lot of discretion 
anyway, including the discretion to make this kind of decision.  Mr. Boone asked if 
extraordinary engineering costs should be considered.  Chair Gustafson related that his 
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experience was that in Lake Oswego it would have to really be impractical for the City 
Engineer to not require it. 
 
50.68 Variances 

The Commission had not comments regarding this topic. 
 
50.70 Non-Conforming Uses and Structures 

Staff explained that since these changes had been proposed the Council had authorized the 
Planning Department to contract with a consultant to streamline some sections of the code, 
including this one.  Staff recommended leaving it as it was for now and letting the consultant 
work on it; there had been no push for the changes from commercial developers.  Chair 
Gustafson observed Commission consensus to withdraw these amendments. 
 
Section 50.79.010 (2)-Ministerial Development Classification, Ministerial Developments.  

Staff explained they proposed to strike vi. (not located on weak soils) and vii. (not located in a 
known potential severe landslide area).  Commissioner Glisson questioned taking them out.  
Staff explained that the Building Division required a soils report as a matter of course during 
the building permit process and looked at safety concerns.  They reasoned that there was no 
reason to put an applicant through an additional 3 to 4 month review process.  They indicated 
that if the soils report recommended a more detailed analysis it would be put in the conditions 
of approval of the development. 

=== 

The Commissioners then considered recommendations presented in Supplemental Staff 
Report #5 dated April 2, 2012. 
 
Breezeways (Definition:  Detached) 

Staff recalled that the Planning Commission had agreed that three feet was sufficient 
separation for detached structures, but they wanted to consider exempting breezeways; the 
result would be that two structures with a breezeway between them would not be considered 
‘attached.’  Andy Guilizia, Associate Planner, had analyzed this approach and determined that 
it was a good idea, but it had some unintended consequences.  Ms. Andreades asked if the 
Commissioners still wanted to keep the breezeway exemption.  Chair Gustafson observed 
they had no problem with that. 
 
Lot Coverage for Lots that are Partially Underwater (Definition:  Lot Coverage) 

Staff clarified this would mean the whole lot would be counted whether or not part of it was 
underwater. 
 
R-2 Zone Setbacks for Accessory Structures 

Commission consensus had been that the side yard setback for an accessory structure should 
be the same as that of the primary structure.  Staff proposed an amendment to resolve some 
inconsistencies in the setback table.  Chair Gustafson observed a consensus to make it 
consistent. 
 
Height Exceptions and Setbacks in the West Lake Grove Design District Zone 

Staff proposed that the height limit for an accessory structure in the West Lake Grove Design 
District be consistent with the “24’ or height of the primary structure, whichever is lower” limit in 
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all the other zones.  They clarified that the primary structure could not take advantage of 
height exceptions in this zone, so the accessory structure could not either.  Staff proposed no 
setback for accessory structures when they did not abut a residential zone; they proposed to 
change ‘single family residential’ to ‘residential’ throughout the table. 
 
Willamette River Greenway 

Article 50.15 Greenway Management Overlay District 

Commissioner Prager was reluctant to strike Section (k) to provide necessary public access to 
and along the river.  Mr. Boone advised it created an expectation the City could not always 
fulfill; if a development did not generate sufficient impacts to infrastructure the City could not 
require a pathway to mitigate the impacts (Dolan v. City of Tigard). 
 
Staff explained that they proposed to keep (i) but revise it so it said that public safety and 
protection of public and private property will be provided maintained to the maximum extent 
practicable.  Staff explained that hazardous trees needed to be mitigated in the Greenway 
because it was a resource area and snags were valuable for habit.  Staff clarified that it 
needed to be addressed here because the City could not do it under the Tree Code.  Chair 
Gustafson observed the Commissioners agreed with the staff. 
 
Flag Lots 

Section 50.20.035(4)-Screening, Buffering and Landscape Installation, Tree Removal 
Mitigation 

Staff had modified proposed changes to tree removal mitigation to reflect the Commission’s 
recommendation of Option 2.  Chair Gustafson remarked that it seemed to reflect what the 
Commissioners had come up with. 
 
Special Street Setback 

Section 50.22.035(6)-Special Street Setback, Special Street Setback List 

Staff explained that the Special Street Setback on Boones Ferry Road was currently ‘50’, but 
was to be superseded by a corridor study.  Staff indicated that since a corridor study had not 
been adopted, staff proposed to strike the reference to a corridor study and leave it at 50’ until 
the street was surveyed and mapped. 
 
General Exceptions to Setbacks 

Section 50.22.045 General Exceptions for Building Projections and Decks to Setbacks 

Staff explained that this would address the utility box issue and they proposed to add (5) to 
exempt equipment for public services (i.e. utility boxes, etc.) from setbacks which was current 
practice.  The Commissioners generally agreed to require the applicant to show alternative 
locations or that placing them underground was not practicable as the reason the utility boxes 
had to be located in the setback.  Staff advised that some types of equipment could not be 
underground because they needed to be accessible for maintenance.  Staff pointed out that 
the City already had the ability to require the developer to screen the equipment when it was 
part of a land use application.  Staff acknowledged that they had missed some in the past, but 
were doing a much better job now.  They noted that sometimes the equipment was put in the 
right-of-way, or existing equipment in the right-of-way was upgraded.  Staff typically asked the 
service provider to paint them black or the City sent a maintenance crew to paint them black.  
The Commissioners observed that the biggest eyesores were the ones in the right-of-way.  
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They anticipated the equipment was going to get bigger and more pervasive in the future.  
Commissioner Glisson emphasized the need to control them every way the City could.  Staff 
related they had imposed size limits on cabinets and required paint for equipment that was in 
the public right-of-way when they negotiated franchise agreements with service providers.  
They indicated that there was an existing franchise agreement with AT&T, but they were not 
sure they could renegotiate that.  Staff stated that it was unlikely Lake Oswego would see a 
new mono-tower because almost all of the service gaps in the City had been filled; they were 
costly; and the code required the carrier to first look at co-location opportunities.  They clarified 
that the provider had to show there were no existing structures or facilities at the proper height 
to meet the service demands if they submitted an application to build a new one; the code 
would be changed so the provider had to look for poles first before they looked at buildings.  
Staff reported that their analysis found that it was not appropriate to dictate the size of utility 
boxes because they were based on the capacity need as determined by the service providers. 
 
Secondary Dwelling Units 

Section 50.30.010 Specific Standards for Secondary Dwelling Unit 

Chair Gustafson noted that the proposed changes were for clarity and staff had not made any 
substantive changes or changes that raised any policy issues. 
 
Telecommunications Facilities 

Section 50.30.015 Specific Standards for Telecommunication Facilities 

Commissioner Glisson expressed disappointment that the Commissioners had not had the 
separate discussion on this issue they previously planned to have.  She did not support 
making any changes right now; she wanted to hear presentations by people working in the 
industry and look at examples of what they might be able to do better.  Chair Gustafson 
agreed there should be a broader discussion about it, when time could be made for it on the 
Commission work plan; meanwhile the code could clarify that the antennas were to be put on 
existing poles before they were considered for buildings.  Mr. Boone advised that federal 
legislation related to local government was continually changing.  He asked for the opportunity 
to compare the federal provisions Mr. Lyons had referred to with the code and discuss that 
with the Commission when it reviewed the proposed amendments in code reorganization 
format.  He explained that he wanted to ensure the local code was consistent with whatever 
the federal law was at the time of adoption of the proposed changes.  Commissioner Gaar 
clarified that his approval was subject to the Deputy City Attorney’s analysis. 
 
Drainage 

The Commission had no comments regarding this topic. 
 
Ordinance 2525-Amendments Referred back to the Commission by the City Council 

Staff confirmed these items would be rolled into LU 08-0054.  Chair Gustafson questioned 
rehashing the issues since the Commission had already spent a lot of time deliberating and 
coming to consensus about a recommendation; it should stand by its original recommendation. 
 
Ms. Andreades pointed out that Section 50.16 allowed trails in RC and RP districts.  
Commissioner Prager suggested explaining that the recommended changes offered more 
flexibility to developers regarding putting trails through sensitive lands.  Commissioner Glisson 
wanted to know what the width requirements were.  Staff was sure the Trails Master Plan had 
a width requirement for each category of trail.  Staff explained that the City could only require a 
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trail connection through a private development if there was a nexus, otherwise it could not.  
They indicated that the amendments would not give the City greater power to get a trail 
through an RP or RC District.  Commissioner Prager suggested the City Council could simplify 
the language related to all the different things that could be done to maintain natural areas by 
saying there would be a plan. 
 
Commissioner Glisson moved to continue LU 08-0054 to May 30 and direct staff to bring the 
amendments back in code reorganization form for final adoption and report on 
telecommunications issues.  Commissioner Gaar seconded the motion and it passed 4:0. 

 
7. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

7.1 Findings, Conclusions and Order:  LU 11-0040 (Ordinance 2580) – Implementation of Boones 
Ferry Road Refinement Plan 

Commissioner Glisson moved to approve LU 11-0040-1779 Findings, Conclusions and Order 
with one spelling correction (page 3, line 37).  Commissioner Prager seconded the motion 
and it passed 3:1.  Commissioner Prager voted against. 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOVLEMENT 

None. 
 

9. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

None 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gustafson adjourned the meeting at 10:45 p.m. 
 

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


