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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Development Review Commission Minutes 

July 1, 2013 

 
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
Chair Don Richards called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of 
City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 
Members present: Chair Don Richards, Brent Ahrend, Ann Johnson, and David Poulson. 
Vice-Chair Gregg Creighton, Bob Needham and Frank Rossi were not present.  
 
Staff present: Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant Planning Director; Debra Andreades, Senior 
Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Janice Reynolds, Administrative Support.  
 
ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
See General Planning and Other Business 
 
MINUTES 
Mr. Ahrend moved to approve the Minutes of June 3, 2013

 

. Ms. Johnson seconded the 
motion and it passed 4:0.  

FINDINGS 
None. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
LU 13-0021

 

: A request by Craig & Susan Cheek for approval of a Development Review 
Permit to remodel and construct additions, including a second garage, to a designated 
historic landmark (The Lake Grove Angler’s Club). This required a Major Alteration to a 
Historic Landmark. The applicants requested approval to remove two trees. The property 
is located at: 4375 South Shore Road [Tax Lot 9300 of Tax Map 2 1E 08CC]. The hearing 
was continued from June 17, 2013.  

Chair Richards opened the hearing. Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure. Each of the Commissioners present declared his/her business/occupation and 
reported making a site visit. Mr. Poulson related he had listened to the audio record of the 
previous hearing. No one present challenged any Commissioner’s authority to hear the 
matter.  
 
Staff Report 
Ms. Andreades reported that since the last hearing the applicants had met with the HRAB 
and the Lake Oswego Preservation Society and made some changes based on that 
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discussion (see email from architect Jeremy Spurgin in Exhibit F-3 and revised east and 
west elevations in Exhibit E-14). She stated that staff recommends approval of the 
application subject to conditions of approval. 
 
Applicant  
Craig Cheek, Cabana Lane

 

, testified that the applicants had met with the HRAB and Lake 
Oswego Preservation Society that day and resolved some of their concerns.  

Bob Thompson TVA Architects

 

, testified they had met with the historic groups four times 
prior to that day’s meeting. During the meetings they had boiled the issues down to six 
outstanding items. They had come to agreement on four of them. The six issues related to:  

1. Preservation of the leaded glass window and doors.  
2. Retention of the basement window and entrance on the lake side of the house. 
3. Keeping the existing columns and beams that were currently at the living room and on 

the west side that linked the garage to the primary house. 
4. The stone balustrade that formed the terrace area in front of the house facing the lake. 
5. The bull’s eye window in the dining room.  
6. That the applicants proposed to modify the dormer on the west elevation over what 

they were now calling the living room.  
 
Mr. Thompson described what the parties had agreed to. The applicants would keep the 
existing glass windows and doors and add a foot to their overall height to take them to 
eight feet. The size of the terrace had been reduced so it was very much in line with the 
existing terrace. The applicants would be able to retain the basement windows and 
entrance. They would move the stone balustrade forward toward the lake and blend some 
of the existing stone into the new wall. They agreed to keep the original colonnades and 
beams. The only major move they were making was to move a dormer. They were filling 
the area between the garage and house with a family room while keeping the architectural 
colonnade connector. Mr. Thompson testified that the two unresolved issues were related 
to the applicants’ proposal to move the existing tiny bull’s-eye window to next to the new 
house entry so they could have French doors in the dining room; and to take a dormer that 
was currently located over the living room and replicate it on the other side of the house in 
order to have more height in the living room and more natural light going into the house 
mornings and evenings. He asked for Commission feedback on the unresolved issues.  
 
Questions of the Applicant 
During questioning Mr. Thompson clarified there was an existing bull’s-eye window about 
18 inches in diameter where the French doors would be. He clarified the terrace 
configuration. He clarified that the leaded portions of the windows and doors would be 
sandwiched between glass so people could not touch the lead and for more thermal 
protection. He recalled the historic groups seemed to find that approach acceptable.  
 
Chair Richards inquired how confident the applicants were that they would be able to 
retain the roof without having to take it apart. Mr. Thompson described how they would add 
beams to the existing 2 x 4 beams structure from the inside. They were not going to tear 
the roof off, but they might have to open it up in places for things like dormers. Chair 
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Richards observed they would need to have handmade shingles because the existing 
ones were odd-sized. Mr. Thompson said they proposed to use a very clean, wood, 
shingle that had an elegant, understated look. He clarified that the colonnades shown on 
the west elevation were an architectural façade. They would be in front of a glass wall. He 
explained the drawing needed to be updated to reflect a change the parties had agreed 
upon at the meeting that day regarding a doorway in that opening. He related that Ms. 
Colver had suggested they use the columns and beams as a feature on the other side (the 
east side) of the arcade. He indicated it was a great idea that worked very well. There was 
no testimony from proponents or opponents.  
 
Neither for nor Against 
Marylou Culver, Lake Oswego Preservation Society

 

. She reported the parties had a 
productive meeting that day and reached consensus on four of the six issues. She 
recapped what she understood they had agreed to.  

• Preserve the leaded glass living room windows and doors on the lake side façade. That 
would be accomplished by retaining the originals as is except for the addition of wood 
to add height to the windows and doors.  

• Redesign the replacement patio so it would preserve the basement lakeside entrance 
and all of its features, such as the carved wood railing panels. The original basalt from 
the existing patio was to be incorporated into the replacement to retain the look and 
feel of an old wall to the greatest extent possible.  

• The original roof would be retained, except that it would be pierced where necessary to 
install the agreed-upon replacement dormer on the lake side.  

• The original colonnade outside the living room would be retained. On the street side 
façade moving the family room entry door to the location of the current walkway would 
allow this colonnade and the original brick footers to be retained.  

• The applicant had also agreed to make a good faith effort to retain the beam-work of 
the colonnade that currently connected the house and garage. They had also agreed to 
make a good faith effort to reuse the posts of the lake side house to garage colonnade 
on this addition.  

 
Ms. Colver testified that there were two remaining issues on the table. She said the 
Society was in agreement with HRAB’s recommendation related to them that was based 
on LOC 50. The first was to retain the bull’s-eye window in its original location. It had been 
suggested at the meeting that day that perhaps new doors could flank the bull’s-eye 
window where it was instead of moving it to install French doors. That seemed like a 
reasonable compromise and achieved the applicants’ goal of adding more light to the 
room. The last recommendation was to preserve the original street side small dormer 
instead of installing the proposed large replacement dormer. Ms. Colver suggested the 
Commission could approve the four issues the parties had reached consensus on and 
resolve the remaining two issues during their deliberation.  
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Questions 
Chair Richards asked Ms. Colver what she understood was to happen to the leaded glass 
windows and doors. She related that at the meeting that day she had suggested putting a 
panel of glass over the lead in order to prevent any abrasion if the applicants had a health 
concern. She related that her research led her to believe it was riskier to drink out of 
Waterford Crystal than to live with leaded glass windows. She could not recall that the 
issue of insulation had come up that day. She indicated that if it had to be done, as long as 
the look was retained and it was done the right way with glass she thought they could 
agree to that.  She clarified that having doors flank the bull’s-eye window had been brought 
up at the meeting that day but not really explored because they ran out of time. She 
recalled the dormer had been the stickiest issue. There had not been much give and take 
on it during the discussion.  
 
Ms. Colver was asked to clarify what she was asking for in regard to the two remaining 
issues. She clarified that she was asking the commission to continue the hearing to 
discuss the remaining issues, or, the Commission could decide them based on what it 
heard. She was asked for her “big picture take” on whether the house would retain its 
original, 80-year old character considering the degree of proposed modifications. She 
talked about a balance to be found with older houses to allow appropriate updates for 
today’s lifestyle, but retain the feel and look of the exterior as much as possible. This 
house would look different, but it would retain a sense of historic form from the lake side 
and the street side. That was where they were converging on this. 
 
Kasey Holwerda, Holly Rodway and Jeannie McGuire represented the HRAB

 

. Ms. 
Holwerda confirmed that Ms. Colver had described what the parties had basically agreed 
to at the afternoon meeting with Mr. Thompson. She talked about the two remaining 
issues. The HRAB perspective was they had agreed to a lot of changes to the historic 
fabric of the house, including that windows on the street side were going to become doors 
and the original front door was not going to be used as a front door anymore and there 
would be a new front door. They based their opposition to moving the bull’s-eye window on 
LOC 50. Moving this very unique window, which was the only remaining original wood 
window in the historic house, from where it had always been did not preserve its historic 
context or its architectural significance. Windows were to be replaced with windows of 
similar size, style, etc., not with doors. LOC 50 would have them replace the street side 
dormer with one the same size and scale of the dormer that was there. On the lake side 
they had agreed to the repositioning of a large dormer in a similar style as was there. 
However, on the front side there were none of that kind of hooded dormer – it was just 
small dormers. They believed they needed to retain that small dormer on the second floor 
there for the integrity of the house, especially considering the changes to the first floor 
windows and doors.  

Ms. Rodway asked for a condition of approval that called for the parties to continue 
collaborating regarding how to address the bull’s-eye window. She explained they were 
very passionate about it. She indicated the parties had agreed to disagree about the front 
elevation dormer. She was not sure how they could come to consensus about that 
knowing what was going on in the interior of the home. Ms. Holwerda said there had been 
good faith efforts on both sides. Two issues remained. Mr. Thompson had agreed to move 
the door on the colonnade to where the door was now. The drawing did not show that yet. 
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The HRAB would like to see what it looked like on the final drawings. He had promised to 
make a good faith effort to retain an interior ceiling piece of the colonnade in the connector 
room. The HRAB thought that would be wonderful. She said their understanding was the 
same as Ms. Colver’s regarding the leaded glass windows.  
 
Ms. McGuire clarified that in historic preservation parlance the term “restoration” meant 
returning the structure to its original condition. It did not mean “renovation,” or 
“remodeling.” What the applicant proposed was a remodel. The cumulative changes they 
requested added up to a new house with a different look and feel from the original. The 
result was loss of historic integrity.  LOC 50 only allowss minor changes such as the 
addition of a small dormer or an appropriate change to a door location. She recalled 
previous testimony clearly addressed the flaws and reasoning on the part of staff and the 
applicant in applying LOC 50. She urged the Commission to compare the proposed 
remodeling plans with LOC 50 text, intent and criteria. It would become abundantly clear 
that what the applicants proposed to do was in direct conflict with the Code. The only fair 
or reasonable verdict would be denial. 
 
Rebuttal 
Mr. Thompson noted staff had reviewed the drawings and deemed them to be acceptable. 
The applicants had successfully worked with all of the parties, except one HRAB member. 
They had found what the applicants proposed now was acceptable. They were now down 
to two issues. He emphasized the applicants were committed to preservation of the house. 
They wanted to breathe new life into a home that was 80 years old now, when life was 
being lived very differently. They had no intention of doing it anyway other than “right.” 
Their goal was that after the project was done, when people drove by the house, they 
would not be able to tell where the old house was and where the new addition was. It 
would look like a complete piece of architecture that was beautifully built and detailed.  
 
Questions 
Mr. Thompson was asked to talk about the suggestion to place doors on either side of the 
bull’s-eye window. He responded that there were always many solutions and that one 
would be an interesting one to pursue. If they could leave the hearing with approval on 
everything else and continue to work on the two remaining items they were trying to work 
through.. He indicated he did not know where they were going to get on the dormer. That 
was the difficult issue. They could only agree to disagree. They believed there were 
potentially options to look at in regard to the bull’s-eye window and some other options 
with doors. The applicants looked to the Commissioners for feedback about it.  
 
The Commissioners and staff looked for an elevation drawing showing the bull’s-eye 
window. The information was found in Photograph #21 and Exhibit E-6, showing the 
existing and proposed south elevation. Chair Richards questioned whether there would be 
enough room to put French doors on either side of the bull’s-eye window. Mr. Thompson 
advised they could investigate putting a door on each side, but French doors would 
probably not work. 
 
Chair Richards asked what the proposed enlarged dormer on the west elevation was 
supposed to accomplish and if the existing smaller dormer could work. Mr. Thompson 
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explained the dormer was over the living room which currently had dysfunctional 
proportions. The room was about 14 feet wide and the ceiling was lower than eight feet. 
The applicants would like to expand its volume by removing the master bedroom suite 
above it, moving the wall out toward the lake, and installing a three-bay dormer that would 
align with the three new French doors below it. Then the house would be bathed in light 
morning and evening and there would be a view of Douglas fir trees. He noted the existing 
dormer window was less than two feet wide. It would make the space feel “capped.” There 
would not be a view of the natural setting around the house or as much natural light going 
down into the lower space. He explained the applicants were not creating a new 
architectural style because the proposed dormer would be meticulously detailed to 
resemble the dormer that was on the lake side of the building. He noted an exact same 
dormer was also on the garage. Mr. Thompson confirmed that if the bull’s-eye window was 
allowed to be moved it would be that exact window (not a rebuilt window) and the applicant 
would exactly replicate the existing brickwork around it. In its new location it would have 
the same proximity to the entry as it was right now. Everyone who came to the house 
would walk by it just as they current walked by it. That retained the integrity of that piece as 
a little architectural jewel. Moving it would make a currently unusable part of the house 
very usable.  
 
Mr. Boone observed that Mr. Thompson’s testimony had gone beyond just rebuttal. He 
asked if anyone wanted to provide testimony about it and no one responded.  
 
Deliberations 
The applicants waived their right to hold the record open in order to submit a final written 
argument.  
 
Chair Richards sought Mr. Boone’s counsel on whether the Commission could impose a 
condition of approval calling for further deliberation between the parties. Mr. Boone 
advised the Commission could impose a condition of approval that what the parties agreed 
on later would be approved by staff. If it did that the Commission should set the 
parameters so staff could determine if the solution met those parameters or not. He further 
advised that if the Commission approved the application with the modifications that had 
been presented that night the findings would address how those modifications met the 
applicable criteria. The Commission would then vote on the findings.  
 
Chair Richards commended the parties for working together and working out the majority 
of issues. He said the result was to partially bring the house to today’s standards while 
maintaining its historical importance. He said the applicants had addressed four of the six 
things on his list. The other two were things that had been unclear to him before this 
evening’s presentation. The four they had worked out were good ideas he had thought of 
himself when he visited the site. He said the bull’s-eye window was a tough issue. He 
recalled Commissioners comments as they went through the house included that the room 
with the bull’s-eye window was really dark. They had also noticed that it would be nice if 
the ceiling in the living room were higher. He said he thought the dormer on the lake side 
would create a lot of additional light and a feeling of space in the interior. He was not 
completely convinced they had to duplicate it on the other side. That would make a huge 
difference in the way the building looked. They were already adding two doors.   
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Mr. Ahrend indicated he could agree to allow the applicants to move the bull’s-eye window 
to the newer portion of the house as long as they replicated the brick pattern and 
preserved the window. He understood why they were moving it and he thought it made 
sense for them to move it there for functionality and because everyone coming to the 
house would see it. He related he had a little more trouble with the dormer on the street 
side. He was inclined to keep the existing dormer instead of replacing it with a larger one.  
 
Ms. Johnson said she understood why they wanted to move the bull’s-eye window. She 
indicated she did not believe doors on each side of it would look right and that might not be 
a solution. She was ok with moving it as long as the applicants maintained all of its 
features.  She indicated she was on the fence about the dormer issue. All of the other 
dormers on that side were small ones. To put the proposed larger dormer on that side 
would change the front look of the house a lot.  
 
Mr. Poulson explained why he objected to the project. He said it was a wholesale 
expansion of the house. He would have asked the City early on if what he wanted to do 
would have a chance of approval. Unfortunately, it was not clearly defined what historical 
preservation really meant. He commented that they were all victims of a reductionist 
process that said if you break this thing down to its individual pieces and then sum it all up 
that equaled historical preservation. In this case he thought the whole was much greater 
than the sum of parts. If he was trying to preserve a historical structure he would think 
about what was in the minds of the architect and the people of the era in which it was 
developed. They did not have the kinds of modern things people have today, such as a 
hall ceiling, large rooms and expansive roofs. They had small roofs; a small music room; a 
small living room. Just because one was true to the individual components of the structure 
did not mean one had preserved the era in which it was put there. He would prefer to see 
something that took the existing structure and preserved it as it was – in all of its 
components, not just the individual architectural components – and reflected the design 
and the thinking that went into it. The way he felt about it was that if was a qualitative thing. 
It was not ok to reduce it down to some increments and then add them up again.  
 
Chair Richards commented that the way the Code was written made it difficult to look at an 
application in that way. The Code allowed for changes that were ‘practicable.’ That was 
very subjective. The Commissioners had to look at how the application met the Code even 
if in their professional opinions they thought differently.  
 
Mr. Ahrend moved to approve LU 13-0021

 

 with the appropriate modifications to address 
the updated site plan with the four changes that were agreed on with HRAB. And then for 
the other two: approve the bull’s-eye window relocation to the addition; and keep the 
existing dormer on the street side. Ms. Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 3:1. 
Mr. Poulson voted against. Mr. Boone announced the vote on the findings and order would 
be held on July 15, 2013.  
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GENERAL PLANNING AND OTHER BUSINESS 
 

 
Election of Officers 

Mr. Ahrend moved to re-elect Don Richards as chair

 

. Ms. Johnson seconded the motion 
and Chair Richards was re-elected in a 4:0 vote. Election of a vice-chair was postponed to 
the next meeting.  

ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Richards adjourned the meeting at approximately 
8:20 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

/s/ Janice Reynolds 

 
Janice Reynolds 

Administrative Support 
 
 
 
 


