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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Reynolds, Janice
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 3:06 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Subject: FW: Wizer block hearing written testimony

 
 

From: mary ann [mailto:dougherty_86@msn.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 3:09 PM 
To: Reynolds, Janice 
Subject: Wizer block hearing written testimony 

 
Hi, Janice, 
Please forward this to the DRC. 
Thank you, 
Mary Ann Dougherty 
 
July 21, 2014 
 
Members of the Development Review Commission, 
 
I would like to add this written testimony to my testimony opposing the revised Wizer development dated July 
17, 2014. 
 
The totals for parking spaces provided by the applicant and those by City staff appear contradictory. I hope that 
the exact parking space totals for the Wizer development will be examined during the Public Hearing.  
 
The Planning Divisions' revised staff report (dated 7-11-14) states (on page 28) that 155 below ground retail 
parking spaces plus 27 on street spaces will be provided for a total of 182 retail parking spaces. The applicant's 
narrative states (on page 61) that 275 below ground residential parking spaces and 26 on street spaces will be 
provided for a total of 301 residential parking spaces. 
 
However, in the applicant's architectural drawings only 27 on street parking spaces are shown to be provided. It 
appears that these same 27 parking spaces are included in parking totals for both retail and residential. 
 
Although City staff believes that parking provided by the revised Wizer development is adequate, it does not 
seem adequate at all to me. Especially since public and residential parking will be shared, and only 48 of the 
135 public parking spaces ( per applicant's narrative)  will be dedicated to retail 8:00 - 5:00 Monday through 
Friday. This allows apartment residents and their guests at the Wizer development, which I believe does not 
have adequate parking for the probable 400 residents, to use those public spaces in the Wizer development. 
 
Again, I request that you deny the revised Wizer application due to its inadequate parking, high density of 
residential units and lack of retail. 
 
Thank you, 
Mary Ann Dougherty 
19170 Bryant Rd. 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034    
 

jreynolds
Text Box
EXHIBIT G-473LU 13-0046



 



1

Hamilton, Leslie

From: kariej@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 3:07 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Cc: Studebaker, Kent; Bowerman, Karen; Gudman, Jeff; Gustafson, Jon; Jordan, Donna; 

Hughes, Lauren; O'Neill, Skip
Subject: Wizer project

Hi, 
I would like to give my 2 cents on the Wizer project.   
Have you ever sat through a timeshare sales pitch?  The salesperson will focus on 
something to get you to not focus on the real issue.  For example, they might focus on 
negotiating free add-ins to your deal, or closing in on a particular unit.  But, really the 
issue in buying a timeshare is the lifelong commitment to yearly maintenance fees and 
the actual cost of timeshare ownership.  Your brain is being veered in the direction of 
getting the most out of the deal and the prospect of taking a yearly vacation and you 
aren't really thinking of the real implications of what you are getting yourself into.   
This is exactly what is going on with the Wizer project! 
Yes - Mr. Kessi has made adjustments to the project. 
Yes - It is a pretty project. 
Yes - It is a mixed use projec.t 
However....it it still a project that includes over 200 single family units!  
It is still  a project that will add at least 400 new bodies to that tiny little area of our 
downtown.   
It is still a project that will make downtown virtually unusable during construction, how 
do the current business owners feel about that?  I for one will not be going downtown if 
I have to deal with construction noise, trucks, road blocks, road construction, mess, etc.  
Between 4-7pm, it takes about 30 minutes to get from Lake Oswego High to McVey and 
South Shore...how long will it take after there are at least another 200 cars traveling in 
that area?   
It is still a project that assumes the people living there won't want to drive anywhere 
and they will walk everywhere.  Will they walk to Safeway and carry their groceries 
home?  Will we then have a bunch of Safeway shopping carts littering the streets?  
It is still a project that will only add a few more businesses to the area.  The current 
business/restaurant offerings are not feasible to support an additional 400+ 
people.  Think about trying to get a reservation at one of the current restaurants, they 
are already tough to get into. So I guess those 400+ people will indeed need to drive 
after all. 
Think about the addition of Zupans and 2 new restaurants and the additional traffic and 
congestion it caused on Boones Ferry - and that is just a couple of restaurants!   
Why do we need so many apartments in that small area?  There is a new 
apartment/condo development that has been under construction for the past 
2+years.  The road blocks, construction vehicles, and road tear ups have been a 
nightmare, and that is in an area that isn't as compact as what we are looking at.   
I love our downtown.  I am not opposed to developing the Wizer block, I agree it is 
pretty much useless as it is.  I just know that putting 200+ apartments is not the best 
solution for that spot.  An opportunity to do something great in such a great place only 
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comes once in awhile, making a huge mistake like adding so many apartments will be a 
huge mistake that will never go away.   
Most people live here because we don't have huge apartment complexes in our 
downtown, it makes it feel safer and more friendly.  Adding 200+ apartments would 
take away that safe feeling.  I know when I am downtown with my kids, I feel safe 
letting them wander the farmers market or run around Millennium  plaza while I 
shop.  By putting in 200+ apartments with renters that have no roots here, I would feel 
like I couldn't do that anymore.    
I know there was push back when Lakeview Village was proposed and now everyone 
loves it.  But that is completely different from this project.  The Wizer project changes 
the scope of our downtown entirely, make a mixed use project but with fewer living 
spaces.  Or, better yet, put in a boutique hotel with ground level shops.  Lake Oswego 
has no good lodging for visitors and it is quickly becoming a destination people want to 
visit with all of the publicity we have been getting in Magazines and News reports on 
great small towns.  Put in 200+ apartments and I doubt people will want to come visit 
L.O.   
thank you, 
 
Karie Jett 
 
Stella And Dot Stylist 
Ask me how you can get very cool jewelry - free! 
www.Stelladot.com/kariej  
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Richard DeChaine <kedarkitty1@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 3:10 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Subject: wizer

As a long time resident of (79) years I appreciate growth but not over 200 apartments in the area 
proposed.  I am still active and find 1st and A a problem with traffic moving through that area.  Please use 
common sense.   Please reject the proposal. 
  
Richard DeChaine 
8th Street 
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Reynolds, Janice
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 4:27 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Subject: FW: Wizer Block Development - DRC Meeting

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Don Graham [mailto:grahamdg@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 4:16 PM 
To: Reynolds, Janice 
Subject: Wizer Block Development ‐ DRC Meeting 
 
This is written to express my agreement with the statements made to the  
DRC by ENA.   The Block 137 development as currently proposed does not  
take a realistic look at the effect on traffic and parking in the Evergreen Neighborhood.  While certain criteria may have 
been met by the developers common sense tells us that A Avenue is already in gridlock during heavy traffic periods.  
Neighborhood streets will be accessed as a way of avoiding traffic yet no provision has been made to improve any of the 
street infrastructure to accommodate the increased traffic that will be produced if the current fdevelopment proposal is 
approved. 
 
The DRC decision will also be setting a precedent for other developers who are no doubt waiting to see whether this 
proposal is approved. 
 
Don Graham 
300 4th St 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Mary Magrath <magrathmary@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 4:46 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie; Reynolds, Janice
Subject: Opposition Letter to Block 137

To the Lake Oswego Development Review Commission: 
 
I would like to express my concerns with regard to the revised Plans for Block 137. While 
Mr. Kessi did implement some of the DRC's suggestions for improving his project, the 
majority of concerning issues  still remain unaddressed.  
The Project is still predominately a Very Large Apartment Complex, with a very small 
percentage of office and retail thrown in, in order to be able to call it a "Mixed Use" 
Development. The vision outlined in many of the City's Plans over the years, which called to 
maintain this specific block as part of the downtown Core Shopping Area, has now given 
way to an entirely different vision, of primarily High Density Housing. Within the Evergreen 
Neighborhood, there already exist approximately over 435 Single family Homes, 77 
Condo/Town Homes and 68 Apartments. The introduction of another 207 residential units, 
increases the percentage of our Neighborhood's rental units to over 50% of the overall 
residences!! This is in a ONE BLOCK area!  What happens when future development 
increase these numbers of residential rental units, and Single Family Owned Homes become 
the minority? 
 
The lack of retail/office space in this key location, defeats the City of Lake Oswego's vision 
to provide the citizens with a vibrant retail core. If this opportunity to expand the core of the 
City's retail center is lost, we will not be unable regain it ever again. 
 
The Buildings themselves still remain too tall, too massive and do not fit within what has 
been built in thesurrounding area. Both Block 136 and 138 are good examples of how large 
buildings can be married within a downtown district, to compliment the existing business 
and homes. Their height, scale and architectual elements fit in, without detracting from the 
oveall landscape of other older and newer buildings within the East End District. The 
buildings proposed for block 137 has not been rescaled, or broken up into smaller scale 
buildings, in any significant way. The overall project is still disproportional to the 
surrounding structures, with it's overbearing height and mass. 
 
As an Evergreen Neighbor, I am increasingly concerned with the lack of  a comprehensive 
traffic study, to include our neighborhood streets. In 1993 the Evergreen Neighborhood 
Association, at the City of LO's request, drew up a Neighborhood Plan, which subsiquently 
became part of the Comprehensive Plan. In that document, the ENA mandated that proposed 
development in the area do a through traffic study, prior to building. It clearly states that 3 
studies be done, one prior to conmencement, when the project is 50% completed and a year 
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after the project is complete. Since our neighborhood is in such close proxcimity to 
downtown, it is essential we address the issues of additonal and cut through traffic within 
Evergreen, in order to address the need for mitigation upfront. These streets were not 
designed to be used as throughfares, or shortcuts to State Street. In the past, as with the 
development of Block 138and OLL School, the ENA's traffic issues have been addressed as 
specified. My concern is Mr. Kessi and his traffic engineers, have completely discounted the 
impact of their development upon our neighborhood. While the Codes may not enforce the 
necessity for this type of study, I do believe the policy set forth within the Comprehensive 
Plan should allow for what has been outlined within the Evergreen Neighborhood Plan to be 
taken into consideration. 
The applicant has included in his revised application the need for hydraulic lifts, in order to 
provide the required parking within the residential portion of the building. My question is, 
how can this type of parking be considered as acceptable in meeting the Parking Standard? It 
is not readily available to access by a vehicle, unless the automobile beneath is removed 
from the space. It is something I hope the DRC will take a serious look at. 
 
Finally, we come to the topic of "Village Character", the Small Scale Structures which 
appears and operates like a Traditional Small Town. 
My thought is, "How can a Development of Buildings, which maximizes it's overall Height, 
Scale and Square Footage, be considered Small Scale in any way shape or form? The 
Projects Massed Facades, which appear on a 4 Block Radius, simply to do not comply with 
the Vision of Village  and they lack the thoughtful Character shown in Blocks 136 and 138. 
 
I hope the DRC takes these issues into serious consideration when reviewing Mr. Kessi's 
revised plan. 
We, the citizens of Lake Oswego, need to be sure what is built on this Block is beneficial to 
all who Live, Work, Shop and Play in this Town....that whatever development takes place is 
truly an asset to our community. 
 
Thank You, 
 
Mary Elizabeth Magrath 
184 Berwick Road  
Lake Oswego 
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Jane Myers <janem712@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Subject: Wizer Block

PLEASE do not let the current design for the Wizer Block go  through! I can see 50 apartments, preferably 
condominiums in this location. 100 might be tolerable, but not great for downtown. 207 apartments will turn our 
downtown into a place to avoid rather than a place you want to shop, dine and enjoy. There are undoubtedly 
places on the outskirts of downtown where a high density apartment building would be acceptable, but not in 
the heart. This revision with just 14 fewer apartments than the last design is an insult to the intelligence of Lake 
Oswego residents who took the time to consider the plans and voice their objections last time. Progress yes, but 
this isn't it. Please don't let downtown Lake Oswego be ruined! 
 
Sincerly, 
Emily Jane Myers 
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: rmogentale@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Cc: Radich, Carol
Subject: Wizer hearing testimony
Attachments: photo.JPG

I am Rob Mogentale. I live at 104 Fifth St, Lake Oswego. 
 
I am part of the 80% of neighbors living within the Evergreen Neighborhood Association who oppose 
this project. I oppose it on the basis of too much density, lack of adequate parking, and the resulting 
effect on increased traffic.  
 
Attached is a photo taken this Saturday at 11:00 am. It shows cars lined up the length of 1st street 
awaiting access to the parking lot at Lake View Village. Just try to imaging another 200+ cards trying 
to enter or exit this street.  
 
The only traffic study done relating to the project was completed at one nearby intersection. The 
entire area will be adversly effected. 
 
Please deny this project. 
 
Rob Mogentale 
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Comments on the Wizer Block Development Plan
David Hawley

Board Evergreen Neighborhood Association - moderately dissenting view
604 Cabana Ln, Lake Oswego

The proposed 137 block plan is on the right path, but housing density to too great and
the buildings are too high. The current iteration is a great step in the right direction, but
not quite there.                             .

I believe that a proper mixed use development will contribute to the life, both social and
economic of our small city. 

The Wizer block has several qualities that make it an important showcase for the city
and we need to get it right. These are:
• South facing aspect (project should use and harvest the light for plant growth

and or solar power as well as enjoyment).
• Potential views of Lakewood Bay and Mt Hood.
• Proximity to Lakeview Village and Millennium Park
• In a walkable neighborhood

Any project should also fill in needs such as:

• A boutique grocery - think Portland’s City Market
• Another great restaurant
• potentially a boutique inn/motel
• space for professional offices
• Should bring in residents and visitors that compliment Lakeview Village.
• Design needs to help the city minimize the need for automobile transport to and

from the area.

The proposed Gold or Platinum LEED building quality is an important part of my
consideration and I would not consider supporting a project of this magnitude without at
least Silver LEED status.

Because the project is taking public money, it is important that neighborhood interests
be considered.

As a member of the Evergreen neighborhood I am concerned that this single
development will add about 50% to the available housing units and perhaps 25 to 30%
to the neighborhood population.

I am somewhat concerned about traffic in a developed and functional Wizer block.
especially during construction. I find that Lake Oswego traffic is currently saturated at
times, so we need solutions that help with traffic.

Evergreen is currently a pretty walkable neighborhood. If this project increases auto
traffic and parking on the neighborhood transport corridors, then it will not be welcome.
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Reynolds, Janice
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2014 9:59 AM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Subject: FW: TSTM LU_13-0046 Wizer Block Transit Impacts

 
 
From: Birdshill CPO/NA [mailto:birdshill.cpo.na@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 4:58 PM 
To: Reynolds, Janice; Birdshill CPO/NA 
Cc: Charles Ormsby; Jason.a.tell@odot.state.or.us; Richard.b.scherzinger@odot.state.or.us; PUBLIC_AFFAIRS; Council 
Distribution; COUNCIL; Studebaker, Kent; Gudman, Jeff; Bowerman, Karen; Gustafson, Jon; Hughes, Lauren; Jordan, 
Donna; O'Neill, Skip; Lazenby, Scott; Siegel, Scot; Schneider, Catherine; tom.hughes@oregonmetro.gov; 
metrocouncil.systemaccount@oregonmetro.gov; council@metro.dst.or.us; carlotta.collette@oregonmetro.gov; 
ina.zucker@oregonmetro.gov; Carl.hosticka@oregonmetro.gov; Kathryn.harrington@oregonmetro.gov; Rex Burkholder; 
shirley.craddick@oregonmetro.gov; bcc@co.clackamas.or.us; jludlow@co.clackamas.or.us; 
EmilyKle@co.clackamas.or.us; tsmith@co.clackamas.or.us; kimberleedes@co.clackamas.or.us; 
psavas@co.clackamas.or.us; DrendaHowatt@co.clackamas.or.us; JBernard@co.clackamas.or.us; 
mjcartasegna@co.clackamas.or.us; mschrader@co.clackamas.or.us; twilson2@co.clackamas.or.us; 
MikeM@co.clackamas.or.us; amycle@co.clackamas.or.us; Smolak, Barbara; ccichair@yahoo.com; 
mult.chair@multco.us; barbara.guthrie@co.multnomah.or.us; district1@co.multnomah.or.us; 
district2@co.multnomah.or.us; district3@co.multnomah.or.us; district4@co.multnomah.or.us; 
Kathleen.m.todd@co.multnomah.or.us; sylvia@swni.org; lgard@swni.org; mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov; 
cevero.gonzalez@ci.portland.or.us; dan@portlandoregon.gov; amy.trieu@portlandoregon.gov 
Subject: TSTM LU_13‐0046 Wizer Block Transit Impacts 

 

Birdshill CPO / NA (BH) Co-Chair, Charles Ormsby (Skip) 
provides testimony on LU 13-0046 aka Wizer block  
housing development on Block 137 in Lake Oswego. 
This is development is connected to the LO Transportation 
System Plan LU 14 – 0015. Aspect is development project  
population density impacts on transit utilization by placing 
street grid congestion on A Ave, B Ave and State St (aka  
OR 43) that inhibit operation of “timed transfer” bus 
connections. Riders that miss bus connections are subjected  
to excessive wait times in inclement Oregon weather  
(rain / cold / dark). Congestion and unpredictability of  
scheduled buses making timed transfer connections  
encourages “choice riders” to utilize single occupancy  
vehicles rather than idealized transit systems in Lake  
Oswego Comprehensive Plan, Lake Oswego Transportation 
System Plan, and many Metro regional plan documents. 
 
2014 Jul 21 Monday 16:30 U (4:30 PM PT) 
 
Charles B. Ormsby (Skip) 
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Birdshill CPO / NA, Co-Chair 2013 – 2014 
Phn: 503.636.4483 Residence 
E-mail: birdshillcpona@gmail.com 
 
J Janice Reynolds 
Administrative Support 
Lake Oswego Development Review Commission (LDRC)  
City Hall, 380 A Avenue Lev 1 NE          4th St / “A” Avenue SE 
PO Box 369                                   Thms_gde PDXC / 0656 / F6 
Lake Oswego OR  97034-0369 
Google Earth: 45°25'9.19"N, 122°40'3.87"W 

Ph:  Fax: 503.635.0297, Admin: 503.635.0290 
Em:  
Wb: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_drc/wizer-block 
Wb: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/planning/lu-13-0046-request-development-review-permit-construct-mixed-use-project 

 
Copies:  
ODOT – Oregon Department of Transportation,  
Birdshill CPO / NA Board 2013-2014 Board of directors 
Interested parties in Lake Oswego (LO) and environs 
Government entities including but not limited to 
City of Lake Oswego, Clackamas County,  
City of Portland, Multnomah County,  
Metro Regional Government,  
 
Subject: Birdshill CPO/NA TSTM wrt LDRC Block 137 LU 13-0046 
 
Forward as you see fit 
 
The Lake Oswego Development Review Commission needs to instruct  
planners and politicians in multiple levels of governments to expose,  
ascertain and validate models of traffic with respect to both the development 
project of Block 137 – Wizer (LU 13-0046) and the Lake Oswego  
Transportation System Plan (LU 14-0015).  
 
Key statistic that has not been exposed in any study of traffic in the past ten 
years of analysis of conditions on OR Hwy 43 (OR 43) for the Lake Oswego 
to Portland Streetcar Project, Foothills Development, Metro Regional  
Regional Transportion System Plan is the existing on time schedule  
performance of TriMet bus line 35 – Macadam / Greeley, utilizing OR 43 and 
existing streets in Lake Oswego or projected variants of the Streetcar utilizing 
the Willamette Shore Line (WSL) right-of-way and street grid in the Portland 
South Waterfront District. 
 
Timed transfer between vehicles operating on bus lines that intersect at the 
Lake Oswego Transit Center, established 1984 January is key to rider comfort 
and predictability.  If this predictability is lost due to congestion and transfers 
are missed between connecting buses passengers must wait in adverse Oregon 
weather conditions of cold, rain and darkness. 
 
I thus request the Development Review Commission prior to approving the 
proposed Wizer Block 137 redevelopment to see that statistics on consistency 
of “timed transfers” are collected presented and reviewed.  If not possible suits 
may evolve and potentially be filled for violations of the Americans With 
Disabilities Act that could expose the City of Lake Oswego to serious financial 
and time penalties. 
 
Thanks  
 
Skip 
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Charles B. Ormsby (Skip)  
Birdshill CPO / NA, Co-Chair 2013 - 2014  
A Joint Clackamas County Community Planning Organization (CPO) and 
City of Lake Oswego Oregon Neighborhood Association (NA)  
Google Earth GPS Coordinates: 45°25'42.18"N, 122°39'41.48"W 
Clackamas County 
170 SW Birdshill Road 
Portland Oregon 97219-8502 
Phn: 503.636.4483 Residence 
E-mail: birdshillcpona@gmail.com 
Web: http://birdshillcpona.shutterfly.com/ (Not Open Yet) 
 
Attached Documents (ATnn) Zero (0) total: 
ATnn 

Cross Referenced Documents (CRnn) Zero (0) total: 
CRnn 

 

  



 



July	  21,	  2014	  

	  

Lake	  Oswego	  Development	  Review	  Commission	  
City	  of	  Lake	  Oswego	  	  
P.O.	  Box	  369	  
380	  “A”	  Avenue	  
Lake	  Oswego,	  OR	  97034	  
	  
Dear	  DRC	  members,	  
	  
I	  have	  been	  following	  with	  great	  interest	  the	  development	  proposal	  that	  Patrick	  Kessi	  and	  
his	  team	  members	  for	  the	  redevelopment	  of	  the	  Wizer	  Block.	  At	  one	  of	  the	  first	  community	  
meetings	  that	  the	  Mr.	  Kessi	  hosted	  held	  at	  Our	  Lady	  of	  the	  Lake	  facility,	  over	  200	  interested	  
citizens	  attended.	  Mr.	  Kessi	  was	  gracious	  enough	  to	  extend	  more	  time	  to	  field	  a	  multitude	  
of	  questions	  from	  the	  meeting	  attendees.	  He	  and	  his	  team	  were	  unable	  to	  answer	  many	  of	  
the	  questions,	  but	  gave	  the	  impression	  that	  they	  were	  listening	  and	  would	  be	  incorporating	  
the	  suggestions	  into	  their	  final	  plans	  for	  block	  137.	  	  
	  
Now	  the	  development	  plans	  for	  the	  Wizer	  Block	  have	  morphed	  into	  a	  project	  that	  is	  quite	  
different	  and	  it	  is	  obvious	  to	  me	  that	  the	  developer	  is	  “grasping	  at	  straws“	  while	  “trying	  to	  
still	  get	  this	  plan	  to	  “pencil	  out	  “	  financially	  for	  everyone	  on	  the	  development	  team.	  Can’t	  
blame	  them	  for	  this.	  It’s	  all	  about	  money	  in	  the	  end.	  
	  
I	  am	  opposing	  this	  development	  because	  I	  am	  not	  convinced	  that	  our	  City	  needs	  to	  have	  
more	  apartment	  units	  packed	  in	  a	  one	  block	  area.	  And	  with	  the	  ongoing	  affordable	  housing	  
vision	  for	  our	  community,	  these	  units	  would	  not	  be	  affordable	  to	  those	  on	  limited	  income	  
seeking	  to	  rent	  these	  apartments.	  Adding	  more	  high-‐density	  housing	  units	  in	  order	  to	  fulfill	  
the	  questionable	  housing	  needs	  assessment	  report	  for	  Lake	  Oswego	  is	  something	  many	  
neighborhood	  associations	  are	  against.	  	  Has	  there	  even	  been	  a	  study	  taken	  on	  how	  many	  
vacancies	  and	  rates	  of	  turnover	  there	  are	  in	  existing	  high	  density	  apartment/condominium	  
complexes	  in	  our	  community?	  I	  am	  questioning	  the	  real	  need	  for	  an	  additional	  200+	  
apartments.	  
	  
In	  the	  neighborhood	  association	  where	  I	  live,	  the	  total	  units	  of	  apartments	  and	  
condominiums	  make	  up	  about	  33%	  of	  our	  entire	  association.	  	  It	  is	  a	  huge	  challenge	  to	  
encourage	  tenants	  to	  participate	  in	  neighborhood	  association	  meetings	  and	  activities.	  Part	  
of	  this	  is	  because	  complexes	  are	  managed	  by	  independent	  management	  companies.	  We	  are	  
not	  allowed	  to	  go	  door	  to	  door	  or	  electronically	  communicate	  with	  those	  residents.	  to	  invite	  
them	  to	  meetings	  and	  events.	  Many	  tenants	  are	  not	  even	  aware	  that	  they	  are	  a	  part	  of	  a	  City	  
recognized	  neighborhood	  association;	  only	  that	  they	  have	  a	  HOA.	  	  How	  much	  participation	  
from	  the	  200+	  tenants	  slated	  to	  reside	  at	  the	  Kessi	  complex	  will	  actually	  participate	  
actively	  in	  the	  Evergreen	  and	  FAN/FH	  neighborhood	  associations?	  	  
	  
I	  also	  have	  concerns	  like	  I	  have	  had	  in	  the	  past	  with	  neighborhood	  associations	  trying	  to	  	  
effectively	  debate	  the	  issue	  of	  	  proving	  compatibility,	  consistency	  and	  in-‐character	  issues	  
with	  the	  building(s)	  being	  proposed	  of	  this	  magnitude.	  There	  aren’t	  enough	  specific	  words	  
found	  the	  CDC	  and	  East	  End	  Development	  plan	  that	  adequately	  defines	  these	  words	  to	  be	  
able	  to	  defend	  and	  ward	  off	  discretionary	  decisions	  made	  by	  staff	  and	  by	  the	  developers.	  
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Describing	  how	  buildings	  are	  planned	  and	  designed	  within	  certain	  parts	  of	  neighborhoods	  
whether	  they	  are	  a	  part	  of	  a	  commercial	  or	  residential	  area	  is	  too	  subjective.	  There	  are	  	  no	  
clear	  and	  objective	  standards	  in	  place	  for	  high-‐density	  complexes	  such	  as	  this.	  And	  there	  is	  
too	  much	  room	  for	  discretionary	  opinions	  that	  usually	  favors	  developers.	  	  
	  
Finally,	  the	  City	  needs	  to	  study	  and	  revise	  the	  current	  parking	  standards	  especially	  for	  a	  
development	  like	  Kessi’s.	  	  Conditioning	  parking	  arrangements	  for	  overflow	  parking,	  even	  
though	  the	  developer	  has	  met	  the	  current	  maximum	  number	  of	  spaces	  required,	  needs	  to	  
be	  closely	  scrutinized	  and	  monitored	  by	  the	  developer	  and	  the	  City	  regularly.	  The	  
neighbors	  and	  neighborhood	  association	  is	  usually	  left	  with	  dealing	  with	  the	  problems	  
associated	  with	  overflow	  and	  inadequate	  on	  site	  parking	  when	  the	  parking	  arrangements	  
are	  not	  being	  used	  as	  conditioned	  or	  the	  arrangement	  outlined	  is	  inadequate,	  unworkable,	  
unreasonable	  and	  unenforceable.	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  considering	  my	  comments	  about	  the	  revised	  Kessi	  Development	  plans	  for	  
the	  redevelopment	  of	  the	  Wizer	  Block.	  I	  hope	  that	  you	  will	  please	  consider	  all	  of	  the	  
testimony	  for	  and	  against	  this	  proposal	  and	  not	  rely	  solely	  on	  code	  criteria	  to	  help	  make	  
your	  final	  decision.	  	  
	  
Sincerely,	  	  
	  
Cheryl Uchida 
	  
Cheryl	  Uchida	  
15190	  Quarry	  Road	  
Lake	  Oswego,	  OR	  97035	  
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Reynolds, Janice
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2014 11:01 AM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Subject: FW: Wizer Block & City Parking Codes

 
 

From: gbinlo@comcast.net [mailto:gbinlo@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2014 10:37 AM 
To: Reynolds, Janice 
Cc: Dillinger, Barbara 
Subject: Wizer Block & City Parking Codes 

 
  
To whom it concerns, 
  
I am a long-time Lake Oswego resident, having lived at 99 Berwick Road since 1983. I am very 
concerned with one particular aspect of the proposed development of the "Wizer Block." I learned at a 
recent neighborhood association meeting that an average of 1.04 parking spaces will be provided 
for each of the 207 apartment units in the proposed building. We were informed that this conforms 
with current Lake Oswego codes. I am convinced that this represents inadequate parking for a high-
rent apartment complex in Lake Oswego. The 1.04 spaces per unit formula may work in an area such 
as the Pearl District, where a high percentage of residents are transplants from large eastern and 
Midwestern cities and are accustomed to life without private automobiles. I do not believe that this 
describes the typical Lake Oswego resident, and I think it is wishful thinking of the first order to 
imagine that downtown Lake Oswego will draw people away from places like the Pearl that offer far 
more amenities and better access to them both on foot and via public transportation. I find it hard to 
imagine that the occupants of three-bedroom apartments in the proposed Wizer Block complex will 
not own at least two vehicles, or that there will be more than a few occupants of one-bedroom or 
studio apartments that will possess no vehicle at all.  If the average number of vehicles per unit is just 
1.25, there will be an additional 50 vehicles vying for long-term and overnight parking spaces in the 
downtown area; raise the average to 1.5 vehicles per apartment, and there will be 100 additional 
vehicles. A walk around the neighborhood during Saturday Market demonstrates that capacity for 
even the smaller number of additional vehicles (many of which will most likely be large SUV's or 
trucks) does not exist. 
  
I urge the Planning Department to reconsider the formula for parking requirements as they apply to 
new residential construction. As we have seen in Portland's Northwest 23rd neighborhood and other 
places in the Metro Area, a lack of parking for private vehicles can have a profound and unwelcome 
impact on the quality of life for residents. 
  
Thank you for your attention and consideration, 
George Baetjer 
99 Berwick RD 
Lake Oswego  
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Reynolds, Janice
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2014 2:01 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Subject: FW: wizer block

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Kristy Light [mailto:kristyslakehouse@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2014 1:39 PM 
To: Reynolds, Janice 
Subject: wizer block 
 
I hope it is not to late to voice my opinion. My name is Kristy Light and I live at 157 6th St., Lake Oswego in the Evergreen 
neighborhood. I am totally against this project. NO NO NO. It is massive, way too many apartments and not enough 
retail. I do not feel it will bring in business to our neighborhood, in fact the Saturday market kills business in our 
neighborhood, but we can put up with that for one day. I do not feel that our existing business will survive the actual 
construction. I definately will head the other way. If this project is approved, I will be moving before my property value 
plummets. I am a graduate of LOHS, class of 1968. Also, the idea of underground parking is absurd. they already call this 
rock oswego, now we hear they hit water at 16'. ABSURD, Please deny this project and find one that will work! Regards, 
Kristy 
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: rosalie justen <rbjusten@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 10:35 AM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Cc: saveRvillage@aol.com
Subject: My testimony

Dear Development and Planning Commission, 
 
     Since I will be unable to attend the Thursday meeting I am sending these thoughts to you.  If Lake Oswego approves 
this monstrous development of Block 137, it would be a far worse boondoggle than the West End Building.  It would 
affect everyone making an attempt to drive through downtown Lake Oswego.  To sit in snarled traffic is certainly no 
incentive to come to this town. Is the Planning Commission expecting the tenants to do all of their shopping in the 
downtown area, or do the Planners  wish to attract people from other areas to our downtown?  Would the few new 
retail stores attract people, or will they come to look at the tenants enjoying their private gym and courtyard? 
    
     Regarding the financing of the development, is it accurate to say that a loan of 5.5 million dollars is coming from 
Urban Renewal?  Is this from the Federal Government?   Who provides the Federal Government with its money but the 
tax payers?   If the Federal Government runs out of money, would that debt not fall back upon our local tax payers? Are 
our leaders being pressured from government authorities to have greater density?  Do our leaders have to bow to this 
pressure?  Has there been an environmental air quality study?  The proposal requires this “City of Trees” to fell 25 trees.  
Trees that give us oxygen to breathe would be replaced by volumes of carbon monoxide for joggers and bicyclers to 
breathe. How would the air stagnation report read? 
 
     There were several empty nesters who spoke at the meeting, and expressed a desire to rent one of the proposed 
apartments.  Would they all leave their cars in the garage?   Is Mr. Wizer going to install another grocery store?  It is 
unlikely that the apartment dwellers would walk to Safeway or Albertsons and carry their groceries back, especially on 
our numerous rainy days.  They certainly would not be carrying them on bicycles.  It is unlikely that they would eat all of 
their meals in the local restaurants if they are on retirement incomes.   
 
     Traditionally apartment dwellers are more transient.  There would be a continuous parade of moving vans coming 
and going. If the 400‐500 new residents were moving in throughout the city of Lake Oswego, it would not be a problem.  
However, to locate them all in one block in our downtown is absolutely a nightmare of Gargantuan proportions.  
Perhaps the Urban Renewal representatives are jealous of our “up‐to‐now” village character and wish to destroy it.  The 
August 12, 2012 issue of Family Circle Magazine reported the 10 Best Towns for Families in the United States, and Lake 
Oswego was selected as one of the highest rated towns.  If the downtown were blighted with a block of high‐density 
development, perhaps our fair city would lose its high‐ranking status. 
 
      What about a real Town Center, with retail shops, such as a Powell’s Book Store and/or a shoe store, with a circular 
fountain and parklike setting in the center?  How about a small skating rink which could be changed from rollers to ice in 
the winter. These would be attractions for families to come to and the children could enjoy playing and romping in the 
fountain in the summer time. There could be adequate above and  below ground parking. 
  
     It was pointed out that we do not know how many citizens of Lake Oswego approve this development and how many 
disapprove.  
 So, could we please have an citywide vote?  Then the people would have to live with their decision 
  
     Rosalie Justen, Lake Oswego home owner for 15 years & tax payer 
 

jreynolds
Text Box
EXHIBIT G-494LU 13-0046



1

Hamilton, Leslie

From: sshirleydare@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 1:59 PM
Subject: Wizer Project

Thank you all for all your work to make our city a lovely place to live. 
  
I attended the meeting on Monday night and was very impressed with the care and 
concern of the council and attendee's. 
  
Please note the applicant is a  developer and building of  very large Apartment Buildings--
this is what he wants to place in the middle of our Village--not the recommended retail and 
business  that the area has been zoned for.  He has dressed up the façade and reduced 
the retail are to far less than we have now and his principal plan is for over 200 
apartments.  If he can bring in a plan that fits with the original plan of all retail on the 
ground floor and 35 condos on the second and third floors, thus a real 'fit',  we will 
welcome him to our community. 
  
Thank You, Richard and Shirley Spooner-1918 Bonniebrae Drive, Lake Oswego. 
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Hamilton, Leslie

From: Reynolds, Janice
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Hamilton, Leslie
Subject: FW: written testimony for DRC hearing 7-24

 
 

From: mary ann [mailto:dougherty_86@msn.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 4:27 PM 
To: Reynolds, Janice 
Subject: written testimony for DRC hearing 7‐24 

 
Hi Janice, 
 
Please forward this written testimony to the DRC. 
Thanks very much, Alex Babin 
 
July 23, 2014 
 
Dear Members of the Development Review Commission, 
 
Thank you for considering my testimony. 
 
I ask that you deny the revised Wizer Block application. It does not follow Lake Oswego City Code. According 
to Code, new structures in the downtown core should reflect "village character," which Code defines as  
 
"a community of small‐scale structures that appears and operates like a traditional small town...smaller mixed used 
structures often centered on a square or other public space or gathering area, such as a body of water," which "creates a 
sense of community and attracts people to the downtown..." 
 

 The proposed Wizer Block buildings are not small‐scale structures. One of the buildings is longer than a 
Portland city block.  
 
The development will not attract people to the downtown area, because there is little retail, half as much 
retail space as the present Wizer building now contains.  
 
People will avoid the downtown businesses on First Street and will no longer be able access Millennium Park 
due to the lack of parking spaces, traffic and crowds. 
(Proponents of the revised Wizer application stated in testimony on 7‐21‐14 that 500 new residents will live in 
the Wizer development).  
 
The revised Wizer plan also violates City Code 50.05.004.9 Parking Requirements which states 
 
"Parking shall be designed to provide adequate, but not excessive, space while preserving and enhancing the village 
character of Lake Oswego..." 
 

Adequate parking is not provided in the revised Wizer plan, nor will the scarcity of provided parking enhance 
"village character." 
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It is difficult to understand how the cars of the 500 new residents will fit into the residential parking spaces 
provided by the Kessi development. Of the 301 residential parking spaces the application states will be 
provided, 33 of the spaces will have parking lifts allowing 2 cars per space. If these lifts aren't approved by the 
City, 16.5 spaces of the 301 will be eliminated. Also, the City has asked that 60 of the 301 residential spaces be 
reserved for residents' guests, so even more spaces for residents will be eliminated.  
 
And I question the fairness if not the legality of the City allowing 26 on street parking spaces (included as part 
of the 301 total) to be reserved for the apartment residents and their guests. Shouldn't parking on public 
streets be open to the public? 
 
Patrick Kessi's revised parking plan will leave the people of Lake Oswego in need of a multi‐ story parking 
garage, like the smart park garages in downtown Portland. 
 
I agree whole‐heartedly with last Thursday's opinion in the Lake Oswego Review which states that the City 
should hold true to the vision for the downtown core and reject the Wizer plan. I hope that you, members of 
the DRC, will deny the revised Wizer Block application.  
 
Best regards, 
 

Alex Babin 
19170 Bryant Rd. 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 
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July 24, 2014 

TO: Development Review Commission 

FROM: Esther Good, 312 9th St. 

Subject: Block 137/ Wizer Proposal 

You have heard a lot of commentary from all parties including the developer and their 

representatives, citizens and groups for the project and citizens and groups against the project.  

I would like to summarize what has been said and suggest some actions to the Commission 

Pros 

There are three general positives proponents have pointed out: 

1. New residences/apartments will provide high end living spaces for the Lake 
Oswego market. Certainly, 207 new residences is an addition to the available housing 

in Lake Oswego. However, the prices cited by the developer at $30,000 - $48,000 per 

year may be too high for the market. Lake Oswego may not be a high end retail market. 

Some of the elderly proponents of the development who said they want to live there 

probably do not understand the potential cost. If one wanted to spend a third of their 

income on housing, these units require an income of $90,000 to $144,000 per year, not 

an insignificant level. With 207 units the proposed project could add about 415 people to 

Lake Oswego or slightly over 1 percent. 
2. The project will bring “vitality” to downtown Lake Oswego. How just 415 people can 

vitalize an area of thousands is unclear. In fact, vitality of the area will be dampened 

significantly by the construction period which might even be fatal to some downtown 

businesses. Given the compact area and the magnitude of the construction, people are 

likely to stay away. And given the long period of the construction, it may be difficult to 

draw them back. Certainly, one restaurant and a few shops will not do that. 
3. Retail traffic will be increased by new retail. Currently, the Wizer center is not fully 

occupied; however, the space that is occupied represents almost as much retail space 

as will be in the new development. About 27,000 square feet of local retail is insufficient 

to “draw” people to the area. 

Cons 

There are three general areas where those against the project have focused: 

1. The proposed project’s buildings are significantly larger than any other in the 

Compact Downtown Shopping District and the surrounding blocks as well. There 

are no buildings in the CDSD that are over two stories; the project is four stories twice as 

big. Quite simply, it appears the sheer size of the proposal will overwhelm the 

surrounding area. And the proposal is massive at nearly 300,000 square feet spread 

across three large buildings facing all four streets involved. 
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2. The proposed project is out of proportion to anything else on A Avenue. Along the 

entire length of A Avenue there is not building fronting the street over two stories. Those 

against the project want to maintain our “village character” and this proposal does not 

seem to fit that genre.  
3. The traffic impact will be more significant than the study done by the developer 

indicates. Many believe that on both the main streets traffic will be significant. No 

evaluation of local streets has been conducted and, in fact, local traffic impact has been 

dismissed as nominal by the developer. 

Possible Solutions 

There are potential solutions that I believe the DRC has at hand to allow the project to proceed 

but at the same time to respond to citizens’ concerns: 

1. Turn down the entire project. The applicable code gives the DRC discretion under 

several areas but most importantly under the subjective “village character” principle to 

disapprove of the project in its entirety. This project simply does not “fit” in Lake 

Oswego’s CDSD or any of the surrounding blocks – it is much higher than any of the 

surrounding buildings in terms of story count and general appearance. While architects 

have worked hard to create acceptable massing, it is still a significant “mass” that will 

overshadow everything in the surrounding area. 

2. Remove the fourth floor. Code provides that a fourth floor may be allowed. There is no 

mandatory requirement that a fourth floor be approved. Removing the fourth floor would 

reduce the mass of the building and move the complex more toward a village character 

type building. 
3. Break the project into six buildings. Under the concept of village character the DRC 

has wide discretion to require changes to proposed projects. By requiring that this 

project be broken into six separate buildings the project will be more open and village 

like. 

 

                             ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

I encourage you to follow possible solution number 1 above but failing that please adopt 

solutions 2 and 3 above. In this way, the proposed project will be more acceptable to the 

community and provide all the benefits without any of the drawbacks referred to in the Cons 

section above. 

 




