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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Development Review Commission Minutes 

Monday, December 7, 2015 

 

Chair Brent Ahrend called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City Hall, 
380 A Avenue. 

Members present:   Chair Brent Ahrend, Vice Chair David Poulson, Kelly Melendez, Paden 
Prichard, Kirk Smith (*departed after the first hearing) and David Rabbino. Jeff 
Shearer was not present. 

Staff present:    Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director;  Debra Andreades, 
Senior Planner; Johanna Hastay, Associate Planner; Evan Boone, Assistant 
City Attorney; and Janice Reynolds, Administrative Support 

MINUTES 
Mr. Smith moved to approve the Minutes of October 19, 2015.  Mr. Rabbino seconded the motion 
and it passed 5:0:1.  Mr. Ahrend abstained.   

FINDINGS 
None. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
LU 15-0059: A request by Sisters of Holy Names of Jesus and Mary for approval of the following:  

• A Development Review Permit in order to construct:  
- Three commercial buildings totaling 40,249 square feet in size  
- 198 units of CCRC (continuing care retirement community) housing in four buildings  
-  A 28,195-square foot “Commons” building to be used by the new residents   

• A Conditional Use Permit to allow an approximately 9,000-square foot fitness center   
• A Major Variance to construct a 65-foot high tower exceeding the 45-foot maximum height 

allowed in the CI/OC zone.  
• The removal of 78 trees to accommodate the project.  

Location of Property: 17400 Holy Names Drive (Tax Lots 200, 300, 401 and 402 of Tax Map 21E 
14).  The staff coordinator is Debra Andreades, AICP. 

Chair Ahrend opened the hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and procedure.  At 
time of declarations each commissioner present related his/her business/occupation.  Mr. Prichard 
reported making a specific site visit.  No one present challenged any commissioner’s right to 
consider the application.   

Staff Report 
Ms. Andreades discussed the proposed site plan and zoning.  She clarified that the locations of the 
proposed buildings were in the general area approved by the Overall Development Plan and 
Schedule (ODPS) and the current review concerned the proposed design.    She compared the 
proposed design of the buildings with Mary’s Woods Architectural Design Guidelines, the existing 
structures on campus, and the concept of a traditional village square.     
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Staff discussed the requested Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for additional fitness/gym space.  The 
applicant was requesting approximately 9,000 s.f., which was 4,000 s.f. more than the 5,000 s.f. 
allowed outright for this use in the zone.  The original ODPS approved 120,000 sf of commercial 
use and the applicant was proposing approximately 40,000 sf with the ODPS set to expire at the 
end of the year.   Even with the additional 4,000 s.f. of fitness/gym use, there would be un-used 
commercial capacity and the applicant had already constructed street and intersection 
improvements that would accommodate traffic at the full capacity or buildout.   Therefore, staff 
found the request for a CUP met the criteria that the site was physically capable of accommodating 
the proposed use; and, the functional characteristics of the use were reasonably compatible with 
uses in the vicinity. 

The applicant also requested approval of a variance to height to construct a tower element on one 
of the buildings.  Although the tower was not part of the original ODPS approval, the ODPS was 
based on the concept t of a traditional village square, where a tower is a common component.  A 
grade change between Highway 43 and the development as well as the required 50-foot planted 
berm adjacent to the Highway, would provide a buffer. 

The applicant proposed to remove 78 trees for development purposes but staff recommended 
approving removal of 77 because the removal of one of the trees was not necessary for 
development.  Staff recommended approval of the application subject to conditions of approval.  

Questions of staff 
With regard to the proposed parking options staff pointed to locations currently shown as 
landscaping that could become surface parking lots if the applicant opted not to have underground 
parking.  Either option would provide the same number of parking spaces and both complied with 
all applicable standards.  Staff advised that the applicant had been granted a variance for a tower 
in a 2003 application but it was never constructed. 

Mr. Poulson questioned basing approval of the CUP for the fitness center on the ODPS because 
the ODPS did not anticipate a fitness center.  He asked what the criteria were with regard to 
conditional use.  Staff advised that the site had to have the capacity to accommodate the proposed 
use; and, the functional characteristics of the use will be reasonably compatible with the uses in 
the vicinity.  In order to verify traffic capacity staff had looked at what the original traffic study 
associated with ODPS approval  required to serve 120,000 s.f. of commercial use as well as an 
updated traffic study done in 2014 after the highway had been widened and the intersection had 
been improved to that level.    

Staff and the commissioners discussed the details of anticipated square footage of various uses 
and the trip-generation table in the hearing materials.   None of the 120,000 sf of commercial use 
that was approved for this phase of development had been constructed.  The applicant was now 
proposing to construct only 40,000 s.f. of commercial use.   

The Marylhurst Homeowners Association had submitted written testimony (Exhibit G-201).  There 
was discussion of whether the intent of the ODPS requirement for buffering was meant to hide the 
retail development or just provide separation from Highway 43.  Staff believed the vegetated berm 
with the 50’ setback was intended to soften how the development looked from the highway.   

With regard to the variance there was discussion regarding what the “hardship” was if the 
development did not have a tower.  The commissioners recalled that a tower had previously been 
approved for this area but not been built, and that there was another existing tower on the campus. 
The applicant’s perspective was that the tower would signal the location without using excessive 
signage; and not allowing a tower would deny an element that was already part of the campus 
environment.  Ms. Melendez suggested the hardship could relate to the fact that the development 
needed a taller feature because the topography sloped downhill from Highway 43.  There was a 
question as to whether the proposed tower would be perceived to be the same height as the 
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Convent’s 71’ tower.  Staff stated that the proposed tower is not as tall as the convent tower which 
is not visible from Highway 43. 

Applicant 
Chris Dalengas, George Signori, and Laurie Linville Gregston, Ankrom Moisan Architects, 6720 
SW Macadam Ave., Portland, Oregon (97219); and Sister Linda Thompson represented the 
applicant.  Sister Thompson related the history and vision of Mary’s Woods.  The community had 
reached full occupancy since the ODPS had been approved in 1996 and now they were asking the 
City to approve the design of Phase 2.   

The architects detailed how the proposed design created a village-like character with both public 
and private spaces.  The topography sloped downward from the highway.  The village square was 
about 15’ below the highway elevation.  They presented photographs and graphic illustrations and 
discussed how the proposed design compared with the architectural styles, colors and materials of 
existing buildings.  They detailed the uses of the new buildings:  The Commons had dining facilities 
and amenity spaces for residents.  Building M had ground floor retail with offices above.  Building J 
would feature a restaurant or deli.  Building N would contain a wellness center with a fitness 
component.  They clarified that the ODPS (page 3) did in fact anticipate a fitness center.  They 
explained that the proposed tower would serve to communicate that the plaza was a place of 
public importance/community gathering.  They clarified that the commercial portion of the project 
was intended to serve the campus and the neighborhood.  They noted the berm and landscaping 
would provide buffering.     

The applicant asked the DRC to modify recommended Condition A.1.g which called for all new 
utilities (including transformers) to be installed underground.  They wanted to be allowed to have 
electrical transformers and any associated emergency generators on grade.  The equipment would 
be screened by walls and landscaping.     

Questions of Applicant 
Ms. Melendez suggested the applicant use clay tiles on certain visible building roofs.  The 
applicant clarified that they proposed to use composition roof shingles because clay tiles were 
expensive and they were having trouble with existing clay tiles on the Heritage Center.  The 
applicant was asked to clarify the amount of retail use that campus residents could support.  Their 
real estate consultant had advised that the retail uses needed the patronage of their residents, the 
University, and the larger community in order to be viable.  The applicant wanted to create a town 
center that would be used by and connect different generations.   The applicant clarified the type of 
stucco they planned to use and that the proposed tower dimensions were 20’ x 20’ and 65’ in 
height which was 15 feet lower than the highway elevation.  The applicant confirmed that they now 
proposed a total of around 40,000 s.f. of commercial space instead of the 120,000 s.f. approved in 
the ODPS.     

The applicant’s representatives confirmed that they and their geotechnical engineer were 
designing for conditions of basalt and liquefaction in certain areas.  They clarified that they wanted 
parking options so they could be flexible if a potential tenant wanted below grade parking.  They 
clarified that the underground and surface parking options each had the same number of parking 
spaces.  They pointed out where surface parking would be located if they did not have 
underground parking.  Mr. Poulson cautioned about subterranean parking if the ground water level 
was close to the surface.  Mr. Ahrend discussed his concern that the length of driveway for 
queuing might not be adequate if the applicant developed another portion of the campus in the 
future.  The applicant clarified they did not anticipate further development after this site was 
developed.  Mr. Ahrend and the applicant discussed access between Mary’s Woods and 
Marylhurst University.   There was connectivity but the applicant did not have an easement over 
the portion on University property.    

Public Testimony 
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Proponents 
Robert Dwyer, 17440 Holy Names Dr. #511, past chair of the Mary’s Woods Residents Council, 
Chair of their Residents Finance Council and a member of the City’s 50+ Advisory Board 
discussed why it was time to expand and it would be good for Lake Oswego.  Mary’s Woods had a 
waiting list and the market was there because baby boomers were reaching 65 in high numbers.  
The CCRC’s skilled nursing unit provided quality care.   This development was more than just an 
investment because it was “home” to the Sisters.   

Winnifred Danner, 2919 Greenbrae Dr. (97034), related that she and her husband were residents 
of Mary’s Woods.  She was a past president of the Residents’ Council.  They supported the 
proposed project because they liked the concept of a village with a restaurant and shopping that 
would connect them with the broader community.  The tower would serve as a welcoming 
landmark that identified Mary’s Woods.  The plan would provide adequate parking for the residents 
and ample on-street parking for visitors as well.  The plans even included features to shield 
building occupants from headlights.  They trusted the applicant because they had already created 
a well-planned and successful community.   

Dale DeHarpport, 17320 Holy Names Dr., related that he and his wife were active residents of 
Mary’s Woods, looking forward to the new development which would provide them with 
opportunities to meet more new people.  There was a need for the new units because there was 
currently a two-year waiting list for apartments.   He related they had concerts and other activities 
there that the public was invited to.   

Michael Diamond, 17821Marylcreek Dr., related that the applicant’s planning had been guided by 
the principles of an environment of natural beauty, a spirit of celebration, a commitment to 
hospitality, and compassion, reverence, and integrity.  He anticipated that Phase 2 would provide 
much needed additional senior housing.  The retail/commercial component would provide a variety 
of services and be a gathering place for the residents of Mary’s Woods, the University and their 
neighbors across the street.  It would serve as a gateway into the campus. He anticipated it would 
reduce the number of vehicle trips in the surrounding neighborhoods.  The diversity of housing and 
retail services and the health and wellness service would be a great benefit to them all.     

Neither for nor Against / Opponents 
Marc Feldesman, 17332 Brookhurst Dr., testified that it was unsafe to walk across Highway 43 to 
Mary’s Woods.  It was almost impassable 7:00 to 10:00 AM and 3:30 to 7:00 PM.  It sometimes 
took him 30 minutes to drive in traffic from Oswego Creek to Brookhurst Drive.  He discussed that 
the problem was due to the general increase in traffic on the highway as well as inattentive drivers 
turning in and out of Mary’s Woods who did not watch for pedestrians.  The issue for him and his 
family was not the development itself but the fact that there was no proposal to mitigate the 
additional traffic.    He could not imagine what additional problems an additional 198 units would 
create.  He opined that Highway 43 was not designed to handle the level of traffic it had now and 
the additional traffic from the proposed development would exacerbate the problem.   

Mark Stoesser, 17382 Brookhurst Dr., questioned whether the highway could handle any more 
traffic.  He explained that he did not support allowing an exception for the tower because he 
believed in playing by the rules.   He detailed conditions on the highway.  Other drivers, impatient 
to get through the signal, cut in front of him as he was pulling into the turn lane to turn into his 
neighborhood.  It was dangerous to walk along that area of roadway.  No matter what the traffic 
studies said, he saw the problems every day.    

Rebuttal  
With regard to traffic concerns the applicant’s representatives pointed out they had provided an 
updated traffic study by a certified traffic engineer.  Total trips for Phases 1 and 2 were estimated 
to be about 280 trips at peak time.  They contrasted that with the 650 trips which were approved in 
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the original ODPS.  They pointed out the applicant had already made the Highway 43 
improvements that would serve ultimate buildout:  the left turn lane, intersection signalization, and 
deceleration and acceleration lanes.  The improvements cost over $1 million.  They observed that 
many Mary’s Woods residents were retired and did not need to travel at peak hours.  They 
discussed the proposed tower, advising that the code exempted ‘belfries’ from the height limitation.  
The applicant had considered adding a bell/music to the tower so it would be like other market 
squares with bell towers.       

Questions of applicant 
The applicant’s representatives suggested that a bell that Mr. Poulson recalled hearing was likely 
the one used at Marylhurst.    Mr. Ahrend discussed that the applicant had mitigated as required by 
the original traffic study and they now proposed development that would generate fewer trips, but it 
had been 20 years and the highway volume had increased.  He asked if the applicant could do 
something more to improve the safety of pedestrians crossing the intersection.  The applicant 
responded that they shared that concern but were not sure what else they could do that would be 
within their control.  It would be up to ODOT.  The applicant had already spent $1 million to 
signalize the intersection and install turn and refuge lanes.  They wanted the neighbors to come 
over from the Marylhurst Neighborhood.  They mentioned that the additional lanes they added 
might have made it even more challenging to cross the highway.  Mr. Ahrend wondered if a green 
arrow indicating when drivers could turn left going out of the site would help.  Staff reported that 
ODOT had looked at the proposal and not imposed any conditions of approval.  

Deliberations 

No one asked to hold the record open for additional written testimony or evidence.  The applicant 
waived their right to hold the record open for a final written argument.  Chair Ahrend opened 
deliberations.   

The commissioners discussed the issue of traffic safety.  Mr. Ahrend discussed that the applicant 
had already done the required mitigation so the DRC might not have the ability to impose 
additional mitigation based on traffic capacity.  He wondered if they could require additional 
mitigation based on pedestrian safety.  Mr. Boone noted the staff report indicated that if the DRC 
found the proposed additional fitness (wellness) center of 9,000 s.f. was creating the safety 
problem then they could impose a related condition.  However, if they found the applicant had 
already mitigated to the extent that it encompassed the proposed 40,000 s.f. of office/retail use the 
DRC might recommend that the City Engineer look at the safety problem.   

There was discussion of what additional safety enhancements might be made with mention of a 
pedestrian bridge, signs/flashing pedestrian crossing markers to warn drivers and a green arrow 
for drivers to turn.  Mr. Rabbino observed that state law required drivers to yield to pedestrians.  He 
noted that the staff report indicated the applicant had mitigated the intersections far beyond what 
the density of the development the applicant was actually going to build required.  He indicated he 
thought it would be smart of the applicant to work with the City Engineer on some safety 
enhancements, but he was not sure the DRC could compel the applicant to do that.  Mr. Rabbino 
and Mr. Ahrend each observed that since the original approval a lot of traffic had been added to 
the road for various reasons.  They noted that the ODPS was about to expire and if the applicant 
submitted another development application after it expired that process would require another 
traffic analysis and perhaps additional mitigation.   

Mr. Smith suggested basing a requirement for an updated traffic analysis on the need to find out 
how much more traffic the 4,000 s.f. of additional square footage of fitness center would generate.  
Mr. Rabbino and Mr. Ahrend each discussed that that amount of increment would not generate a 
significant amount of increased traffic.  They noted the applicant was actually going to build much 
less square footage than what had previously been approved and mitigated for based on a traffic 
study.   Mr. Prichard anticipated the facility would not generate a lot of outside traffic.  The 
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demographics would change because of new, younger, residents and the residents would need the 
fitness facility for themselves.       

The Commission then discussed the variance to tower height.  Mr. Rabbino recalled that its base 
was 15’ below the elevation of the highway, which made the tower look less tall.  He thought a 
tower fit the character of the existing and proposed development and could be a visual 
enhancement.  He discussed that other towers had been approved in the past and this was not a 
self-created hardship.  Mr. Smith remembered towers at Georgetown University.  He thought the 
proposed tower was an architectural feature that fit this campus.  Mr. Prichard observed that the 
fact the tower was integrated into the corner of a building helped mitigate it.  He recalled towers in 
medieval villages in Europe and in the Pyrenees.  They helped people know where they were.  
There were a significant part of a village.  Mr. Poulson discussed that he favored allowing the tower 
to be the requested height because of the architectural benefits of the tower and because the 
height limitation was for buildings.  Mr. Ahrend indicated he favored allowing the tower.  He noted 
the precedents of allowing two towers nearby.  Ms. Melendez indicated she would allow the tower.  
However, she would have preferred to see clay tile roofs.  Ms. Andreades discussed that the code 
did exempt bell towers but it was hard for staff to see this as a belfry when it was attached to a 
commercial building.  Mr. Prichard discussed the fact that the applicant was using the tower to 
announce the presence of the development instead of using a lot of signs; this was a mitigating 
factor.   

The Commission discussed the applicant’s request to modify recommended Condition A.1.g.  Staff 
advised that the DRC did not have the authority to exempt things like transformers from utility code 
development standards but LOC 50.06.008.4.d allowed the City Manager to approve an 
exemption.     

The Commission discussed the proposed parking options of underground and on-grade parking.  
The proposal would allow the applicant to go either way.  Mr. Prichard recalled the applicant had a 
potential tenant for one of the buildings who wanted underground parking.  He and Mr. Ahrend 
both indicated they would support giving them the option.    Mr. Poulson cautioned there were 
physical challenges to having underground parking.  Mr. Rabbino recalled the applicant had 
indicated they were aware of the issues.   

Mr. Rabbino moved to approve LU 15-0059 subject to the conditions recommended by staff, with 
Condition A.1.g modified so it called for all utilities to be installed underground unless they were 
exempted under LOC 50.06.008.4.d.  Mr. Smith seconded the motion.     

The applicant was invited to comment on the proposed change to the conditions of approval and 
declined.  The vote was conducted and the motion passed 6:0.   

Mr. Rabbino moved to recommend that the applicant and staff meet to discuss and evaluate what 
other safety enhancements could be done for pedestrians crossing Highway 43 to go over to the 
development.  Mr. Poulson seconded the motion and it passed 6:0.  The final vote on the findings, 
conclusions and order was scheduled on December 21, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.   

===== 

*Mr. Smith left the meeting prior to the start of the hearing of LU 15-0046. 

LU 15-0046: A request by Senior Holdings, LLC, for approval of a Conditional Use Permit and a 
Development Review Permit to construct a 229-unit residential care and congregate housing 
development. The removal of 53 trees (both on and off-site) is necessary to accommodate site 
improvements. Location of Property: 3800 & 3900 Kruse Way Place, (Tax Lots 3200 & 3300 of Tax 
Map 21E 08BA). The staff coordinator is Johanna Hastay, AICP. 

Chair Ahrend opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and procedure.  
Each Commissioner present related his/her business/employment.  Mr. Prichard, Mr. Ahrend and 
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Mr. Poulson each reported making a site visit.  No one present challenged any commissioner’s 
right to consider the application.   

Staff Report 
Staff had distributed the November 18, 2015 staff report.  Ms. Hastay clarified the applicant was 
asking to be allowed to remove 52 (not 53) trees.  The applicant had received similar approval last 
year in LU 14-0010.  Since then the applicant had acquired TL 4200 and was expanding their 
original project.   

Ms. Hastay discussed the applicable standards.  Senior housing was a conditional use in the 
General Commercial (GC) zone.  She discussed why staff found the application met the zone’s 
general criteria for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) as well as the use-specific CUP standards for 
this particular use.  The site is located within the Lake Grove Village Center Overlay District 
(LGVC) and in the Village Campus design area.  Kruse Way and Boones Ferry Road were 
designated as Park Lane and Crossroads, Gateway Streets.  She discussed what those standards 
required and why staff found the application met the standards, highlighting the proposed Chicago 
School/Sullivanesque style, the quality of materials and landscaping, why the design met the 
Village Campus tripartite requirement, and the aspects of connectivity and circulation shown on the 
site plan.  She reported the application met or could be conditioned to meet the applicable 
development standards, highlighting that the applicant was providing more parking and more 
landscaping than required.  Staff recommended a condition of approval calling for the applicant to 
install a 6’ high site-obscuring fence around utilities at the south entrance to the parking garage.  
The staff report said “8 foot” but that was not correct.  Staff agreed with the applicant that removal 
of 52 trees was necessary.  None of the individual trees were considered significant trees.  The 
applicant would mitigate for removal with 310, 3-inch caliper, mitigation trees.  Staff recommended 
approval of the application subject to the conditions recommended in the staff report.   

Questions of Staff 
When asked if the deciduous trees along the street that were so predominant and provided fall 
color were coming out, Ms. Hastay referred the commissioners to the Tree Removal Inventory on 
page 132 of the packet.  Some were to be removed and some were to be preserved.  She 
confirmed the applicant was going to dedicate land in order to expand the public right-of-way (see 
Exhibit E-2).   She clarified that residential use on a ground floor was allowed by itself along a Park 
Lane and Crossroads Gateway streets, which meant that it could be on the ground floor along all 
three streets.   

Mr. Ahrend noted the proposed right-of-way vacation was subject to City Council approval.  If it 
was not approved, the applicant had to come back with a modified plan.  He noted there was an 
existing 25 mph sign for only one direction of travel when there should also be a sign for drivers 
traveling the other direction.  He suggested that, in locations of limited sight distance, the applicant 
might consider requiring a sign that warned drivers of the situation.   

Mr. Prichard noticed there was no plan for a bus to get off the street or for a bus shelter.  Staff had 
found that the pedestrian signals the applicant proposed would ensure safe connectivity for 
pedestrians who wanted to use the transit system and that this was the correct right-of-way 
exaction in this case.   

Applicant 
Fee Stubblefield, The Springs Living LLC,; testified along with Ray Yancey, Myhre Group 
Architects, Inc., 620 SW 5th Ave., Ste., 500, Portland, Oregon (97204); and Brian Dunn, Kittleson & 
Associates, 610 SW Alder, Ste. 700, Portland, Oregon.  Mr. Stubblefield related that after the DRC 
had approved his application last year he and abutting property owner Mary Jo Avery had agreed 
to combine their properties.  The applicant discussed the currently proposed development.  It 
would serve as a transition from Kruse Way to Boones Ferry Road.  The building shape and 
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articulation helped break down the perception of height and scale.  A proposed water feature on 
the corner of Kruse Way and Boones Ferry Road would help connect the development with the 
community.  The dining facility for the residents was on that corner.  Another prominent corner was 
Kruse Way Place/Boones Ferry Road.  A bistro pub was going to be along Boones Ferry Road.   

Questions of Applicant 
The applicant clarified they planned to use cultured stone.  They discussed Mr. Prichard’s concern 
about the scale and type of boulders used for the boulder wall along Kruse Way.  It was required 
by code because Kruse Way was a designated Crossroads Gateway street, but the applicant was 
trying to minimize it by keeping the height low and blending it into the landscaping.  They 
discussed Mr. Prichard’s concern that a roof canopy over the outside of the dining area almost 
looked like a fifth story and should be pushed back from the edge of the building.  They explained it 
created a nice terminus on the building and they wanted to cover the area so people would go 
outside and enjoy the view.  They discussed Mr. Prichard’s concern that the access from there 
down the hill was too convoluted for someone in a wheelchair.  They explained they wanted it to be 
a softer connection integrated into the landscaping that also helped create the feeling of separation 
and private space and security for the residents in the dining area.  It also served as a connection 
to the bistro component.   

Mr. Poulson advised the applicant that the City’s new stormwater code would save them from 
having to install and maintain underground storm chambers.  Staff clarified that the new code was 
not adopted yet and this application was subject the existing code, but it was within the purview of 
the City Engineer to flex requirements related to drainage.   

Mr. Dunn and Mr. Ahrend discussed Mr. Ahrend’s suggestion to install signage about sight 
distance along Kruse Way Place that would caution a driver to slow down or stop for another 
vehicle exiting the driveway.  Mr. Boone advised that signage in the public right-of-way was under 
the purview of the City Engineer.   Mr. Ahrend and Mr. Dunn determined that the last sentence of 
recommended Condition A.2.i. regarding sight distance triangles should refer to field measurement 
values in Table 5, not Table 8.  Staff agreed to make that correction.  Mr. Dunn clarified that drivers 
exiting onto Kruse Way Place would be permitted to make left turns at both driveways.  Mr. Ahrend 
discussed that he was not as concerned about queues blocking the driveway in this plan because 
the volumes from this use were lower than they would be with retail uses there and drivers had the 
option of using the other driveway.  The applicant confirmed that the proposed turnaround could 
accommodate turning by the small shuttle buses they would use.   

Public Testimony 
Proponents 
Mary Jo Avery, 1575 View Lake Ct., testified that she and Mr. Stubblefield had decided to do a 
bigger development together after his first application was approved a year ago.  This was a 
beautiful and substantial project for the community that would house seniors.  She asked the 
Commission to approve the application. 

Cindy Maddox, 4735 Heritage Ln., Co-Chair of the Waluga Neighborhood Association, read aloud 
and submitted a letter from the Association (see Exhibit G-1).  They supported the staff’s report 
and recommendations, although they still had concerns about parking, trees and the corner plaza.  
They wondered if there was enough on-site parking; where construction workers and delivery 
vehicles would park; and if there were staging areas on site for large equipment and trailers.  They 
were saddened that such a large percentage of perimeter trees would be removed, especially 
along Kruse Way and Boones Ferry Road.  They hoped the mitigation trees would grow quickly 
and help mitigate the massive appearance of the complex from all the streets.  They preferred to 
see more green softscape than hardscape at the plaza at the corner of Kruse Way/Boones Ferry 
Road.  They supported the plan to have the entrance/access from Kruse Way Place.    
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Ms. Maddox then testified for herself.  She clarified that the bus route was #38, not #44.  That route 
did not have a park and ride facility and it did not operate on weekends.  She said she would like 
the development to be named The Springs at Lake Grove instead of The Springs at Lake Oswego.  

Neither for nor Against 
Jerry Nierengarten, Chair of the Lake Grove Neighborhood Association, testified they had no 
objection to the plan.  He personally liked this plan better than the original plan because it had 
better traffic flow; the proposed use had the fewer traffic impacts than other uses; and the design fit 
Lake Grove and would encourage more walking.     

Rebuttal 
The applicant related that how they addressed traffic, the trees, and the hardscape was largely 
controlled by the standards.  The name was a hard call but they would keep working on it.   

Questions of Applicant 
Mark Nielsen, Myhre Group Architects, detailed aspects of the green roof, which had a mix of 
planted trays and concrete pavers, as well as a bocce court and chess set for residents’ use.  It 
would be maintained just as the rest of the grounds were.   Mr. Stubblefield indicated that the 
applicant had no objections to the conditions of approval, including the change of reference to 
Table 5, and asked the DRC to approve the application.   

Deliberations   
No one asked for the record to be held open for additional written evidence or testimony.  The 
applicant waived their right to additional time to submit a final written argument.  Chair Ahrend 
opened deliberations.  Mr. Rabbino discussed that he thought the application met the code, noting 
there was nothing in the record to give them pause.  Mr. Prichard mentioned his concern about the 
“fifth story wing.”  Mr. Rabbino indicated he was not concerned about it because it was discreet 
and not complete enough to give him the impression of a full story.  Mr. Ahrend concurred, noting 
that one could see through it.   

Mr. Rabbino moved to approve LU 15-0046 subject to the staff-recommended conditions of 
approval with the change in reference to Table 5 in Condition A.2.i.  Mr. Poulson seconded the 
motion and it passed 5:0.  The vote on the findings, conclusions and order was scheduled on 
December 21, 2015 7:00 p.m.   

GENERAL PLANNING AND OTHER BUSINESS 
Mr. Siegel anticipated the new Planning Manager would be selected in the next week or two.     

ADJOURNMENT  
There being no other business Chair Ahrend adjourned the meeting at approximately 10:30 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
 
Janice Reynolds 
Administrative Support 

Link to the meeting video and documents: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_drc/development-review-commission-92 
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