
 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Development Review Commission Minutes 

 
March 19, 2012 

 
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
Vice Chair Don Richards called the March 19, 2012, meeting of the Development Review Commission 
(DRC) to order at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, 
Oregon. 
Members present: Vice Chair Don Richards, Brent Ahrend, Bob Needham and 

Jeff Peck 
Members excused / absent: Chair Gregg Creighton and Frank Rossi 
Staff: Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City 

Attorney; and Janice Reynolds, Administrative Support 
 
MINUTES 
Commissioner Needham moved to approve the Minutes of January 4, 2012.  Commissioner Peck 
seconded the motion and it passed 4:0.   
Commissioner Needham moved to approve the Minutes of January 18, 2012. Commissioner Ahrend 
seconded the motion and it passed 4:0.   
 
FINDINGS 
None. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
LU 12-0005, a request by John Chessar for approval of a Development Review permit in order 
to remodel and construct an addition to an existing single family dwelling, designated as an 
historic landmark.

Vice Chair Richards opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure.  He asked the Commissioners to declare any ex parte contact, bias, or conflict of interest 
and to declare their occupation or employment.  Mr. Richards (certified arborist/landscape architect) 
and Mr. Ahrend (traffic engineer) each reported he had visited the site.  Mr. Needham (retired lawyer) 
reported he had driven by the site.  Mr. Peck related that he was an engineering technician.  No one 
present challenged the authority of any Commissioner to hear the application.   

  The project required a major alteration to an historic landmark.  The property is 
located at 1125 Maple Street (Tax Lot 3800 of Tax Map 21E 10CA).   

Staff Report 
Ms. Andreades presented the staff report (dated March 9, 2012). She pointed out the site fronted on 
both Maple Street and Lake Front Road.  Some of the Maple Street frontage was unimproved. The 
house was a Landmark designed by architect Richard Sundeleaf and constructed in 1933. The 
application was being processed as a major alteration of a Landmark because it would change the 
exterior appearance of the building. Staff found the house with the addition complied with all of the R-
7.5 zone requirements.     
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Ms. Andreades discussed how the Historic Preservation Code applied. An important criterion was that 
alteration of a Landmark could not change its architectural significance.  She referred to photographs 
and observed that the house was Tudor Revival style characterized by steeply pitched roofs, brick, 
cedar, multi-paned windows and design features. Some of the special design details on the existing 
house, such as leaded glass windows and certain finials, were not exactly matched on the addition. 
That was because the addition was intended to be complementary to but not an exact imitation of the 
existing house. She discussed the south elevation. The applicant’s drawings showed both the existing 
and proposed south elevation. She advised the approval criteria required that new additions were be 
done in such a way that if removed in the future the essential form and integrity of the original house 
could be restored. Staff found the application met that requirement.  If the addition were removed the 
existing façade could reappear.   
Since the staff report was published two letters in support of the application had been submitted by 
neighbors who reside on Lake Front Road and on the adjacent property to the west on Maple Street. 
The Education Manager of the Bosco-Milligan Foundation had submitted a letter in opposition to the 
application (Exhibit G-202).  A neighbor across Maple Street had submitted a letter opposing the 
application because the addition would obstruct her view of the lake (Exhibit G-201).  Ms. Andreades 
advised that if there was no historic aspect to it the addition could be built without any development 
review. Staff recommended approval subject to the recommended conditions of approval.   
During the questioning period, Ms. Andreades advised that the Maple Street right-of-way visually 
appeared to be used as part of the yard but the house met the required setback.  She clarified she 
was not aware of any plans to improve that part of the right-of-way.  Vice Chair Richards questioned 
whether the proposed south elevation windows met the criteria.  He noted that elevation could be 
viewed from Maple Street.  Ms. Andreades advised the criteria called for replacement windows to 
match the original windows in materials and appearance.  The original number of window panes was 
to be maintained or restored when replacements were required.  She agreed that one could say that 
some addition windows did not exactly match the existing house windows.  But another way to look at 
it was that the applicant was trying to avoid making the addition match so exactly that it would be 
obvious they were unsuccessfully trying to make a modern addition imitate the original house.  Mr. 
Boone clarified that what Ms. Andreades had referred to as ‘criteria’ for windows was actually a 
‘consideration.’  The DRC’s role was to determine if the application met the criteria.  It could use 
considerations as a guide.   
Applicant 
Curtis Olson, Olson Group Architects, 17150 SW Upper Boones Ferry Road, Durham, Oregon 
97224

Mr. Needham asked why brick was not carried all the way across both south elevation forward gables.  
Mr. Olson related that a several HRAB members at the second preapplication conference had 
suggested changing the siding material on the second gable so it would not seem too prominent and 
would not take away from the front entry and the existing front forward gable that featured leaded 
glass windows.  Mr. Needham asked if the material under the north side covered porch was concrete.  
Mr. Olson confirmed it was coated concrete.   

, testified that the property owners had previously considered submitting plans for an addition 
that the original architect, Richard Sundeleaf, had designed in 1984.  They were advised during a 
preapplication conference last June that that addition was too big because it would have been even 
bigger than the original house. They had then asked Mr. Olson to design an addition that would make 
the house more livable for their lifestyle.  The existing kitchen was quite small.  There was only one 
bathroom upstairs. His goal was to create an addition that would be complementary to the existing 
house and features without totally mimicking it; and to try to keep the scale functional, but 
complementary, to the existing house. He related that it was a challenge to make the upstairs livable 
due to the steep roof pitches. Mr. Olson clarified that all windows would have 10” x 14” glass panes 
and the sash profiles and mutton bar panels would match existing windows.  However, how many 
panes a window had was determined by what the interior use was.  The living room would have larger 
windows. Kitchen windows would be smaller.   

Proponent 
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Jeannie McGuire, 144 Wilbur St. (97034), Chair of the Historic Resources Advisory Board

Opponents 

, 
testified the HRAB approved of the planned addition as proposed.  She explained that the two HRAB 
members who had participated in the preapplication conferences – Kasey Holwerda and Don Ross - 
were not able to attend the DRC hearing.  Ms. Holwerda had related to Ms. McGuire what they had 
discussed at the preapplication conferences.  Ms. Holwerda had reported the proposed remodel fit 
well with the historic house.  She had advised the owners to consider SHPO’s statement that the 
proposed addition might compromise the building’s historic integrity to the point that it could 
jeopardize its national register status.  The position of the National Trust for Historic Preservation was 
that there should be a fairly apparent delineation between old and new.  She had suggested to the 
owners that they might have been too keen to match the existing house.  It was more of an esoteric 
determination where historic preservation was concerned.  The HRAB would overlook the question of 
whether it was too well matched and look at the big picture. The likelihood that the addition would ever 
be removed was remote.  The house and addition would be used and admired for decades to come.  
Requiring a change in the design such as hallways, breezeways, etc., as suggested by SHPO would 
definitely not be in the best interest of the owners.   

Marylou Colver, 68 Furnace Street, President of the Lake Oswego Preservation Society, and a 
Landmark home owner, read aloud from her written testimony (Exhibit G-203).  In it she questioned 
why staff would recommend approval while the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
recommended against the proposed alteration.  She stressed the house, known as the Black House, 
was unique.  It was the only Sundeleaf-designed house on both the National Register and the City’s 
Landmark Designation Listing.  She noted SHPO suggested the proposed addition could compromise 
the building’s historic integrity to the point that it could jeopardize its National Register status.  She 
noted that Sundeleaf had designed the addition in 1984, before those designations were applied.  She 
contended the property would never have been designated with the 1984 addition.  She noted the 
National Register nomination said the house was significant because it was a well preserved and 
excellent example of the early residential work of prominent local architect Richard W. Sundeleaf that 
was virtually intact as built in 1933.  Ms. Colver held that matching the addition to the house distorted 
history and was the opposite of what was intended.  The design was to be compatible, but not 
identical.  It should be smaller in scale, stepped back, and it should employ compatible, but different, 
materials to distinguish the addition from the original structure.  She noted that SHPO’s expert, Ms. 
Osborne, found the application would result in an irreversible major alteration because the addition 
could not be removed because it was an extension of the existing house.  Ms. Osborne had discussed 
using ‘hyphens’ such as hallways, and breezeways to keep the original exterior wall largely intact and 
clearly demarcate the addition.  Ms. Colver noted the City was starting to celebrate and focus on 
Sundeleaf’s work.  She asked the DRC to deny the application.  If it decided to approve it she 
recommended requiring the applicants to work with SHPO to devise an appropriately designed 
addition that would allow Black House to retain its National Register status.   
Erin O’Rourke-Meadors, 5261 Coventry Ct., submitted written testimony and read it aloud (Exhibit 
G-204).  She noted that Black House was the only Sundeleaf designed property in Lake Oswego that 
was on the National Register.  She observed the proposed plan might fulfill all the desires the owners 
had for a family dream home, but it did not meet Chapter 58 standards regarding alteration of historic 
properties because the proposed addition would significantly alter the Landmark property.  She noted 
the National Register nomination recognized that throughout his career Mr. Sundeleaf had held a 
populist belief that the architectural profession should coordinate as much as possible with the client’s 
wishes.  She indicated she agreed with the SHPO recommendation.  She referred to Exhibit E-5 and 
contended the proposed addition mimicked, rather than complemented, the original house.  She 
contended that because it did not adequately differentiate between the old and new architecture; 
adversely impacted the ‘asymmetrical’ design of the dwelling; adversely impacted the original 
distinguishing qualities of fenestration; appeared to destroy a brick terrace and wall; and proposed 
closets that would protrude beyond the existing front wall elevation diminished its architectural 
integrity.  She held it did not meet code standards.  She reminded the Commissioners that the 
‘reasonableness’ of a proposed alteration was a consideration.  She questioned whether the proposed 
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increase in square footage was reasonable when the total existing usable square footage was 3,485 
sq. ft.   She concluded the proposed plan was not reasonable; did not meet code requirements; and at 
minimum it needed to be revised in order to retain the property’s architectural integrity.  She stressed 
that only five Sundeleaf designed houses were protected.  She urged the DRC to either deny the 
application or appropriately modify it to ensure the architectural integrity of the historic home was not 
diminished.  She added that she possessed an email from HRAB member Kasey Holwerda that said 
something different than what Ms. McGuire had described.  She did not enter it into the record.  She 
asked that the record be held open for 14 days. 
Rebuttal 
Mr. Olson contended that Ms. Colver and Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors had not provided enough specifics 
regarding how architectural integrity would be diminished.  He noted City and SHPO staff had a 
difference of opinion about whether the addition was clearly delineated or complementary.  The 
answer was not as easy as black or white.  He indicated he did not believe that architect Sundeleaf’s 
philosophy was that his work should remain untouched through time.  Sundeleaf had proposed 
alterations of his own work.  Mr. Olson talked about the projection towards Maple Street.  The HRAB 
members at the preapplication conference had asked him to downplay or scale it so it would not seem 
so important.  He contended that just because some part of a house was moved closer to the street 
than other parts of the house did not necessarily diminish the importance of the house.  He indicated 
he believed the design was sensitive to the language of the house.  What was ‘complementary’ for 
one person might not be for another.  He held it was unlikely that the addition might be removed some 
time in the future because of the effect on the interior.  However, it could be accomplished.  He 
indicated the applicants felt it was a reasonable proposal. 
Mr. Boone recalled there had been a request to continue the hearing for fourteen days.  Vice Chair 
Richards observed a consensus to continue the hearing to 6:00 p.m. April 3, 2012, at the Main Fire 
Station and allow additional testimony.   
 
GENERAL PLANNING & OTHER BUSINESS 
None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The next meeting was scheduled on April 3, 2012.  There being no other business Vice Chair 
Richards adjourned the meeting at approximately 7:04 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ 
 
Janice Reynolds 
Administrative Support 

 

DRC/Minutes/3-19-12 


