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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Development Review Commission Minutes 

July 15, 2013 

 
CALL TO ORDER  
Vice-Chair Gregg Creighton called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of 
City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Members present:  Vice-Chair Gregg Creighton, Brent Ahrend, Ann Johnson, Bob Needham and 
David Poulson.  Chair Don Richards and Frank Rossi were not present.  
 
Staff present: Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant Planning Director; Andy Gulizia, Associate Planner; 
Jessica Numanoglu, Senior Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Janice Reynolds, 
Administrative Support. 
 
ELECTION OF VICE-CHAIR 
Mr. Poulson nominated Craig Creighton to serve another term as vice-chair

 

.  Mr. Needham 
seconded the motion and Vice-Chair Creighton was re-elected 4:0.  Mr. Vice-Chair Creighton 
abstained.   

MINUTES 
None. 
 
FINDINGS 

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).  

Action on the findings was postponed until the end of the meeting to give staff time to make 
changes and corrections Mr. Poulson and Mr. Ahrend asked for.    After staff revised the document 
Mr. Ahrend moved to approve LU 13-0021 Findings, Conclusions and Order

 

 as revised.  Ms. 
Johnson seconded the motion.  Mr. Boone announced the motion carried 2:1.  Mr. Ahrend and 
Ms. Johnson voted yes.  Mr. Poulson voted no.  Vice Chair Creighton and Mr. Needham abstained.   

PUBLIC HEARING 
AP 13-08 [SV 13-0002]

 

: The applicant was appealing the staff’s decision to deny the applicant’s 
request for a sign variance to construct a second monument sign at the site.  The site is located at: 
199 E Avenue (Tax Lot 600 of Tax Map 21E 3DA). 

Vice-Chair Creighton opened the hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure.  Each Commissioner present declared his/her occupation/employment.  Mr. Ahrend 
reported making a site visit.  No one present challenged any Commissioner’s right to consider the 
application.     
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Staff Report 
Mr. Gulizia advised that the Sign Code only allowed one monument sign per site in the R-0 zone.  
The exception was when lots had secondary street frontage of at least 300’.  That was not the case 
at the subject site.  The applicant had already been granted a permit for the existing monument 
sign at the easterly driveway entrance.  Staff had denied their request for a variance to install a 
second monument sign near the intersection of E Avenue /2nd Street/G Avenue .  The applicant 
was appealing staff decision.   
 
Mr. Gulizia explained why staff found the application did not meet any of the three criteria for this 
kind of variance. 
  
• There was no unique or unusual circumstance that made it unreasonable to communicate 

using only one primary sign.  If the applicant desired to do so they could move the primary sign 
from the existing location at the easterly driveway entrance to the part of the site with the 
highest visibility at the intersection of the three streets.  They would be able to supplement the 
primary sign with smaller incidental signs (limited to 6 s.f.) that required no sign permit or fee.  
The additional smaller signs would provide a reasonable opportunity to communicate in this 
residential, low-traffic area.   

• There had been three public comments submitted in opposition to a second monument sign.  
This demonstrated that the variance would affect the surrounding neighborhood in a manner 
that was inconsistent with the Sign Code purpose statement, which called for promoting a neat, 
clean, orderly and attractive appearance of the community and preventing proliferation of signs.  
Mr. Gulizia added that staff had just received Exhibit G-4 written testimony in support of the 
application.   

• Because staff had not found any basis for allowing a second monument sign the last criterion to 
limit the degree of variance to what was necessary to alleviate the problem was not applicable.   
 

Questions of staff 
Mr. Gulizia clarified that the existing monument sign was 16 s.f. which was the maximum size 
allowed in the zone.  The existing sign had one side and it had been positioned at an angle to the 
street.  He confirmed if the existing sign were moved it could be positioned perpendicular to the 
street and have two sides.  He and Mr. Boone clarified the 300’ frontage mentioned in the Code 
related to any secondary street frontage, not the length of the building.  The site had more than 
one street frontage but none of those individual segments was 300’ long.  Mr. Gulizia clarified that 
he believed the proposed second sign would be exactly like the first sign.  It would be a one-sided 
sign that was at a bit of an angle, but mainly perpendicular to E Avenue and faced the intersection 
(Exhibit E-2).  He clarified that the banner on the fence by the pool would be allowed for up to 25 
days with a permit, but that particular sign did not have a permit.   
 
Applicant 
Don Rose, SW Canby St., Portland, Oregon 97219, related that Ramsey Signs, which represented 
Redwood Construction and the Oswegan Apartments, was basing the appeal on LOC 
47.12.500.2(8) that strict application of the Code would deny the applicant a reasonable 
opportunity to communicate by sign in a manner similar to like persons or uses because of an 
unusual or unique circumstance related the property or the proposal, such as site or building 
location, building design, physical features on the property, or some other circumstance.  He said 
this was an unusual property in that a jog along the site frontage took away visibility from one end 
to the other.  The best visibility would be at the intersection of E Avenue /2nd Street /G Avenue.  
However, the property line cut in too severely there, and they had just a few feet in front of the pool 
fence to get the sign to fit inside the property line.  They did not feel that would give it enough 
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visibility from E Avenue and 2nd Street.  There was also a grade change there that would make it 
somewhat difficult to see an auxiliary sign there.  He explained they had chosen to position the 
existing sign at a slight angle and make it one sided due to the trees.  He related the applicant’s 
main concern was the visibility of the apartment complex: trying to capture both ends of a long, 
narrow apartment.   
 
Questions of the applicant 
Mr. Rose confirmed that the applicant could fit a two-sided sign in between E Avenue / G Avenue 
and the pool.  They would prefer to pull it toward the corner where it would have better visibility.  
He was asked why they did not locate the existing sign there instead of at the driveway.  He 
indicated they felt a 6 s.f. sign was too small for the main entrance by the south end and would not 
serve to get people to notice the main entrance, especially on a rainy day or at night.  Mr. 
Needham suggested the proposed location was a better alternative for the existing sign placement 
because it was visible to all of the traffic.  Then they could have a small sign at the location of the 
existing monument sign.  Mr. Rose responded that they felt strongly that the current location was 
the best place for the existing main sign.  Mr. Poulson asked if they had looked at placing it mid-
block on E Avenue at the entry driveway and 2nd Street, where a two-sided sign would be visible 
from both intersections.  Mr. Rose said it might work there, but they had not talked about doing 
that.  The property line was very odd and cut far in on E Avenue and on G Avenue.  Another factor 
was that G Avenue did not have a lot of traffic. Most of the traffic came in on 2nd Street and it also 
came up E Avenue.  Mr. Rose stated that he knew the neighbors were not very happy with the sign 
itself.  The applicant had tried to coordinate it with the apartment complex colors and 1960s era of 
the apartments.  It was kind of a whimsical, fun sign and it was not meant to be obtrusive.  They 
thought it was a pretty neat design.   
 
Proponents 
Lydia Stiles, SW Southwood Dr., Portland, Oregon 97219

 

, The Oswegan property manager, 
clarified that this was a one-secured-access building that only had entrances from the parking lot 
and from E Avenue/2nd Street.  One of the advantages of having a sign where the applicant was 
asking for it was so they would have a sign at the driveway entrance and also a sign right in front of 
the main lobby that directed people to the access to the building.  Individual apartments were 
accessed from the main lobby.  They had elected to have the sign at the driveway entrance to 
direct drivers coming up E Avenue into the one-way driveway entrance.   

Mr. Needham inquired whether having a sign to direct people into the driveway defeated the 
purpose of having a sign that invited people into the main entrance.  She did not think it did 
because of where Highway 43 was.  So much traffic came up E Avenue that they wanted the large 
sign there.  She recalled someone had asked about a perpendicular sign.  She explained there 
was a lot of tree cover.  It had to be angled or it would not likely be as visible because of the trees.  
Mr. Needham asked where the back entrance was located.  She said it was on the exact same 
side as E Avenue [entrance] and exactly in the middle of the building.  Mr. Needham asked her to 
estimate the length of the building.  She was not certain, but based on how long each apartment 
was she guessed it was 400’ or 500’.  She clarified that visitors could park on the site or on the 
street.  When they parked on the street they wandered around to the entrance.   
 
Ms. Stiles referred to neighborhood concerns about the sign.  She had been surprised to learn 
aesthetics were an issue because the applicant had received positive feedback that the other 
significant improvements they had made improved the building.   
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Opponents 
Carol Ockert, Chair of the FAN/Forest Hills Neighborhood Association

 

, testified that when she 
attended the pre-application meeting she had let the Ramsey Signs representative know that they 
felt the sign was totally out of character for their neighborhood.  It looked more like a sign one 
would expect to see along Highway 99 or at a carwash.  She had asked him to convey to the 
owners that it was not a good match for the community.  She noted that no one contacted her after 
that to discuss it.  She asked the Commission to not allow another sign into the neighborhood.  
She said the Association board consensus was this did not convey the character they were trying 
to grow within the FAN community.  She asked the Commission to consider that.  She indicated the 
owners had made the apartment building look really good.  She wanted them to reconsider what 
they were doing in terms of signage.  It was not a good fit.   

Questions 
Vice-Chair Creighton asked Ms. Ockert to be more specific regarding why the design of the sign 
was not appropriate.  She indicated her personal feeling was it was quite garish, and looked like a 
motel sign one would see on Highway 99.  It had sort of oblong ovals with “Oswegan” written on.  It 
did not reflect the kind of Craftsman look of other signs in the community.  This was more Baskin 
Robbins style.  It had a much more commercial look to it.  She noted this was not a motel, but an 
apartment building in a residential neighborhood. The shape of the sign did not even seem to 
actually connect with the building.  She was surprised the owners wanted it.  She added that the 
representatives at the pre-application meeting had never disclosed to the neighborhood 
association that the sign was going to be lighted.   
 
Peter Sweet, E Avenue

 

 submitted photographs he had taken of other signs in the neighborhood 
(Exhibit G-5).  He indicated he and his wife were pleased with the job the new apartment owners 
had done in terms of painting, landscaping, irrigation, new decks, new roof, etc.  But they had been 
shocked at the nature of the sign they selected.  No one had come across the street to show him 
the proposed signage.  He thought it was something that belonged in front of a car wash or 
restaurant on Highway 99 or 82nd Street.  He reported that the sign had been dark for the past six 
weeks.  Prior to that LED lights were on at night and shined into their bedroom and kept his wife 
awake.  He anticipated light from the proposed second sign would intrude into another neighbor’s 
bedroom.  He questioned why they needed a lighted sign.  None of the other residential signs were 
lighted.  He recalled a prior owner of the apartments put out a sign board announcing an apartment 
was available when there was a vacancy.  He did not think the current owner’s sign was 
appropriate.  He held the photographs he had submitted demonstrated that it did not meet the Sign 
Code’s requirement to be ‘compatible’ in elements of form, proportion, and scale, etc. with other 
nearby signs.  He noted it was located right across the street from his historical, circa 1890s 
building.   It was not compatible with adjacent property.  It was offensive to his building and to the 
residential neighborhood.  He noted the Code called for signs visible from streets to be designed to 
reduce distractions to motorists.  The existing sign was lit and had the website and phone number 
in such small lettering a motorist could likely not read it driving down the street.  The photo he took 
that day from the sidewalk showed it was almost illegible from the sidewalk.  He said having the 
website and phone there was something that also needed to be answered.  He wanted to know if 
the proposed sign would be lit and if the existing sign would be lighted up again.  He held a nice, 
pleasant, unlit sign was better for the neighborhood.   

Rebuttal 
Mr. Rose stated that he had been present at the initial meeting.  He believed they had brought up 
that it was going to be a lighted sign that would be backlit or halo illuminated, which was indirect, 
and allowed by the Code.  He said they could fix it if it was too bright.  He related that the customer 
preferred the indirect lighting option on the sign.  He said they had not designed it to match a car 
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wash on Highway 99.  Actually, it was a classic, retro, design – a throwback to the era the 
apartment was built.  That was the tie-in.  He indicated that a lot of thought and quality construction 
had gone into the sign. 
 
Questions 
Mr. Rose clarified the existing sign had been erected a few months prior.  He confirmed it was dark 
now – the power was off.  Ms. Stiles explained there had been a break in the line in the ground.  
Mr. Rose clarified there was no direct light coming off the letters.  The light was inside the letters 
and shined out of the back of the letters.  If it seemed too bright it could be because the light was 
shining off of the white backer.  That was something they could tone down.   
 
Deliberations 
The applicant waived their right to keep the record open for a final written argument.  Vice-Chair 
Creighton opened deliberations.   
 
Mr. Ahrend asked for confirmation from staff that in spite of comments about the existing sign the 
Commission was only considering whether to allow a second sign; and that the only reason the 
type of sign came into play was in regard to whether or not it would affect the surrounding 
neighborhood or other property in a manner materially inconsistent with the purpose of the sign 
code.  Mr. Gulizia confirmed that was correct.  Mr. Ahrend commented that it would be interesting if 
the Commission decided a second sign was ok, but not the proposed design, when it was just like 
the sign that staff had already approved.  Mr. Needham suggested in that case it might be the 
second one that tipped the scales.   
 
Mr. Poulson differentiated between a directional sign and a sign for marketing purposes.  He 
agreed with Mr. Needham that the applicant could likely achieve directing people somewhere using 
sign placement and smaller signs.  He saw this request as an attempt to market their long building 
a little bit better.  It did not rise to the level of need that would cause him to contradict what the 
Code said was allowable.  
 
Mr. Gulizia clarified for Vice-Chair Creighton that someone had referred to the existing sign at the 
driveway entrance as ‘new’ because it was relatively new.  Mr. Creighton noted it was one sided.  
He asked if it could be relocated to the other intersection if the applicant thought that location was 
more important.  Mr. Ahrend indicated that if the Commission denied the variance request he 
believed the applicant could move the existing main sign to anywhere along the frontage they 
wanted and they could put up supplemental signs if they were approved. 
 
Ms. Johnson indicated she did not believe that the application met the criteria for having a second 
sign the size of the existing sign.  They did not have enough street frontage to have another sign.  
People who were going into the apartment complex would go right by this [existing] sign.  She had 
been in that building once.  She recalled people went right into the driveway.  She did not think 
another sign would significantly improve their visibility.   
 
Vice-Chair Creighton was inclined to deny the request on the same grounds.  If the applicant now 
felt having the monument sign at the intersection was more important then he reasoned that was 
where it should be.  In addition, they could use incidental signs elsewhere.   
 
Mr. Ahrend indicated he could understand why the applicant believed there was a need to have a 
second sign by the pedestrian doorway entrance.  There was only an exit over on G Avenue, so he 
did not think they needed a sign there.  Then the question was whether one sign on E Avenue 
could serve the site.  A monument sign was typically double-sided but there was a question 
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whether having a double sided sign made sense if there were a lot of trees and parked cars in the 
way.  He posed the question: Did that meet the criterion related to unique or unusual 
circumstances?  That was the only way he could see how they could approve a second sign.  Mr. 
Needham asked for clarification that the unique characteristic would be the location of the trees 
that would necessitate signs pointing both ways.  Mr. Ahrend noted they could place a monument 
sign kind of mid-block on E Avenue.  Then the question was whether drivers could see it when they 
were driving up the hill from State Street or coming in come 2nd Street. Vice-Chair Creighton asked 
if that would be a two-sided sign.  Mr. Ahrend noted a typical monument sign would be two sided.  
He related he was considering whether it would be visible with the landscape that was there and 
the parked cars.  He was looking to see if there was a way for the Commission to find the applicant 
could have a second sign.  
 
Mr. Needham indicated an important factor was that this was along a residential street where cars 
moved slowly.  He recalled testimony about the feeling evoked by the design of the sign.  He 
related he could not feel comfortable granting a variance for another lighted sign in a residential 
area where cars were likely moving 20 mph past the building and drivers had lots of time to see it.  
He suggested the applicant had to pick a place where they thought their marketing sign should go.  
If they needed utility signs, 6 s.f. should be sufficient to direct traffic.  This was not a motel on 
Highway 99 so it did not need to be all lit up and it did not need to have two of them pointed both 
directions.  He asked if they could use sandwich signs to announce a vacancy.  Mr. Pishvaie 
clarified a sandwich sign was not allowed.  Mr. Needham recalled they would not be permitted to 
have the sign on the pool fence for more than 25 days.   
 
Vice-Chair Creighton asked if there was a limit on the number of incidental signs. Mr. Gulizia 
advised there was no numerical limit in the Code, but it said incidental signs had to be compatible.  
That would limit the quantify to something that would not look cluttered or unreasonable.   
 
Mr. Poulson moved to accept staff’s recommendation to deny AP 13-08 [SV 13-0002]

 

.  Ms.  
Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 4:1.  Mr. Ahrend voted against.  Mr. Boone 
announced the final vote would be conducted on August 5, 2013.   

 
* * * * * 

 
LU 12-0050

 

: Key Bank requested approval of a Development Review Permit for the exterior 
remodel of an existing commercial building, including several exceptions to the Downtown 
Redevelopment Design District Standards pursuant to LOC 50.08.005.  The site is located at: 256 
A Avenue, Tax Lot 9200 of Tax Map 21E03DD. 

Vice-Chair Creighton opened the hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure.  The Commissioners each declared his/her business/employment.  Mr. Creighton 
declared ex party contact with the applicants, who were his office landlord, and would have no 
potential financial benefit from the outcome.  Mr. Ahrend declared that he banked at another Key 
Bank branch.  No one present challenged any Commissioner’s right to consider the application.   
 
Staff Report 
Ms. Numanoglu pointed out Exhibit G-200 had just been received from a homeowners association 
south of the site which opposed the application. She pointed out the site featured two buildings.  
The subject building was the one on the northwest corner.  The building on the southeast corner 
was not part of the application.  The purpose of the proposed remodeling was to address water 
damage to existing siding.  The structure would not be expanded and no windows would be 
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changed.  Some minor work would be done on the handicapped parking spaces in the northeast 
corner of the site.   
 
The extent of the proposed work on the building triggered Downtown Redevelopment Design 
District (DRDD) standards.  Those standards would apply only to the portion of the building 
affected by the proposed remodel.  The DRDD allowed exceptions to standards if compliance was 
impractical.  The applicant was asking for exceptions to four of the standards related to the 
prescribed Lake Oswego architectural style; the required 6-ft. depth of awnings; the requirement 
that predominant materials on upper floors had to be wood and glass; and the requirement to have 
a strong ground floor cornice to separate the ground floor from the upper floor.  They based their 
request on the fact that the physical characteristics of the existing, nonconforming, circa 1970s, 
contemporary style, multi-angles building made compliance impractical.  Compliance would require 
significant changes to existing features such as the windows and roofline and it would be difficult to 
comply with the standards in a consistent way on each façade because each façade was different.  
 
Ms. Numanoglu advised the Commissioners that the definition of ‘practicable’ was ‘capable of 
being done after considering and balancing cost, existing technology and logistics in the light of the 
overall project’.  She showed elevation drawings and pointed out features such as the existing flat 
roof, skylights and many angular features.  The applicant proposed to replace the existing vertical 
siding with cement plaster and brick wainscoting.  They would add 1.5’ deep, shed-style, fabric 
awnings on the north, west and south elevations.  Their structural engineer had determined the 
structure could not accommodate a 6’ deep awning.  Overall, staff concurred with the applicant that 
compliance with the style requirement was impracticable due to the legally nonconforming, 
physical characteristics and contemporary design of the building and because the main purpose of 
the remodel was to replace damaged siding.  However, staff would recommend conditions of 
approval regarding awnings and reveal lines in the cement plaster on the west elevation.   The 
fabric on the awnings would be required to wrap at the ends in order to give the shallow structure 
more bulk and the reveal lines were to be slightly larger and carried over to the other elevations in 
order to give it more presence and create more of a shadow line to help break up the facades.  
Staff also proposed a condition of approval related to landscaping.  The applicant was going to 
make very minor modifications that would slightly change the landscaping configuration at the 
northwest corner.  The proposed condition called for adding enough landscaping that it filled the 
available landscaping area and screened the existing utility equipment to the extent possible.  Staff 
recommended approval of the application subject to the conditions listed in staff report. 
 
Questions of staff 
Mr. Poulson inquired if the landscaping island would screen transformers.  Ms. Numanoglu clarified 
that the applicant proposed to slightly widen the existing island and staff was asking them to plant 
that area so it screened transformers to the extent possible.  She acknowledged it would be difficult 
to completely screen them.   
 
Vice-Chair Creighton inquired about how a stormwater management feature would affect a 
handicapped parking space.  Ms. Numanoglu did not know the answer.  She advised the Building 
Division would review that issue, and noted that the applicant might be able to answer the 
question.  That issue was not subject to the current application.   
 
Mr. Ahrend asked if there were better options for screening the utility boxes from the street on the 
sidewalk side and if there was room for screening there.  Ms. Numanoglu suggested the related 
condition could be modified to clarify that a structural type of screening was acceptable.  Mr. 
Poulson suggested having a curb instead of parking stops if there would be sufficient bumper 
overhang to make the parking stalls deep enough.  Then the transformers could be relocated to 
that spot and the whole island in the front could be landscaped.  He suggested that would be the 
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best way to screen it.  Ms. Numanoglu advised there was no code trigger that would allow the City 
to require such a substantial change to existing, nonconforming landscaping.  
 
Mr. Ahrend inquired why the Commission should not require wood material on the second floor if 
the DRDD called for upper floors to be predominantly wood and glass.  Ms. Numanoglu related 
that she knew the applicant was reluctant to have wood siding again given the maintenance 
problems they were currently having with the existing siding.  She anticipated the result of half 
masonry, half wood and a lot of features such as recessed windows and angled skylights would be 
a very busy design that would not be cohesive.   
 
Ms. Numanoglu confirmed for Vice-Chair Creighton that the applicant was still proposing 1.5 ft. 
deep, canvas, shed-style, awnings with open sides that exposed the structural part of the awning.   
Staff did not support that.  She confirmed the applicant had initially proposed metal awnings until 
they found the awning needed to be shorter and lighter due to structural concerns.   
 
Applicant 
Beth Ries, Callison Architects, 1420 5th Ave., #2400, Seattle, Washington 98101

 

, explained this 
was an exterior cosmetic upgrade and would make the building weather-tight again.  The 
designers had done what they could to the existing gray building.  The proposed brick would make 
the building look more traditional and the changes would address the maintenance issue related to 
the existing wood siding, which was buckling.   

Questions of the Applicant 
Ms. Ries clarified that the applicant’s assessment of the condition of the structure was from visual 
inspections.  They had not removed any siding to see how extensive the problem was.  All the 
wood siding would be removed.  If they found the structure needed to be repaired it would be 
repaired before the new finishes were applied.  It was a wood frame structure, but had a concrete 
shear wall and other unusual foundation elements.  The structural engineer had found it confusing.  
It was a leased building, and the applicant was doing as much as they could to keep the cost to the 
landlord down in terms of structural upgrades. 
 
Vice-Chair Creighton asked about the maintenance history of building in last 15-20 years.  He 
recalled it had been painted not too long ago.  He asked if any siding had been repaired at that 
time.  Ms. Ries only knew that in the last few years they had made interior improvements and held 
off on exterior improvements.  Now they were looking at improving the exterior.  There were no 
other proponents or opponents.   
 
Neither for nor Against 
Carol Ockert, Cumberland Rd

 

., related a concern that had been raised at the neighborhood 
meetings.  The neighbors hoped the owner would consider painting the other small building on the 
site so it blended in with the remodeled building.   

Rebuttal 
Ms. Ries confirmed that painting the other building had been brought up at the neighborhood 
meeting.  At that time the applicant’s facilities manager had explained that was not in the budget.  
They had a new facilities manager now and she would ask if the landlord would cover the cost.   
 
Vice-Chair Creighton indicated he was concerned about how runoff would affect the planting beds.  
Currently when it rained material floated out of the beds and down the sidewalk.  Mr. Boone 
observed staff had not identified stormwater management as an issue related to this project.  Ms. 
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Ries said she did not know about any stormwater issues.  She would convey this concern to the 
facilities manager.   
 
Vice-Chair Creighton inquired about the extent of new paving and if the current slope of the parking 
stalls was too severe.  Ms. Ries said she would have to check Key Bank’s accessibility report.  The 
paving would be very limited.  Mr. Ahrend noted Exhibit E-7 and E-8 showed the extent of paving 
and the proposed slope percentages.   
 
Deliberations 
The applicant’s representative waived their right to hold the record open for a final written 
argument.   
 
Vice-Chair Creighton said he was a fan of period buildings.  The subject building had been built in 
1971 and was a handsome, boldly contemporary building.  He held there was no practicable way 
to turn it into the Lake Oswego style. It would almost have to be torn down to make it fit that style.  
He felt Callison had done a good job of maintaining the integrity of the original design and solving 
serious skin problems.  He knew the building had been purposely designed with no reveal.   
 
Mr. Poulson observed the applicant could have simply replaced what was damaged but they were 
taking the extra step of giving the building a facelift.  Vice-Chair Creighton related he knew the 
vertical siding had been patched a couple of time in the past 15 years and it still kept buckling.  Mr. 
Poulson suggested if they took the siding off and discovered more problems and that a complete 
rebuild was necessary that would be an opportunity to put more peaks on it and change the style.  
Vice-Chair Creighton observed that if the Commission approved the application the nonconforming 
building would be given a 30 year extension.  Ms. Johnson commented that the alternatives would 
be to either tear it down or fix it and keep it in the current style because she believed that trying to 
remodel it into another style was not going to work and it would look even worse.   
 
Mr. Needham talked about the issue of extending a nonconforming building.  He struggled with 
that.  But in general, he would allow slight improvements to nonconforming structures because he 
recalled that when an owner was pressured to preserve it as an historical building or to squeeze 
the structure into something that was more in the direction of the style the city wanted to see they 
sometimes threatened to just leave the building as it was and watch it deteriorate.  He cautioned 
that by letting this be a halfway change that did not really meet the design standards, the 
Commission was setting a standard for what was acceptable for future applications.  He 
questioned that stucco was a good choice in the Northwest climate.  Mr. Ahrend agreed with Mr. 
Needham’s point that to be very restrictive and make it so expensive for an owner to improve their 
building could lead to a lot of buildings being left to deteriorate.  Mr. Poulson did not agree they 
would let their buildings deteriorate.  They would simply repair the damage and the building would 
continue to look the  way it does today for the next 30 years.  He noted the applicant was not the 
owner of the subject building.  Vice-Chair Creighton noted the building was 43 years old and it 
might eventually be a historical building that the community would want to preserve.  The architect 
had received high honors.  It was a crisp example of that style.   
 
Mr. Needham agreed that popular styles changed and some became architectural classics.  Vice-
Chair Creighton anticipated what was proposed would look better than if the owner let the building 
deteriorate.  He said he wished there was some exception in the design styles that related to this 
situation they could consider.  He clarified that he did not want to have it preserved as it was 
because it was in tough shape and needed help.  Mr. Poulson suggested the applicant could repair 
it using the same materials it had on it now.  That would preserve it as an architectural landmark.  
He noted Callison’s design would change it.  Vice-Chair Creighton observed they were changing its 
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skin but not its form.  If the bones of the building were good and it was preserved, in 30 years 
people might be putting the wood siding back on.   
 
Mr. Needham indicated he would not like to see a wide variety of styles in his neighborhood being 
melded into one style.  He questioned that the building would be brought back to its current style 
after it was changed.  The Commission had seen many historical buildings that had been 
described as the last remaining example of work by a particular architect.  This was what had 
happened to the rest. The Commissioners should think carefully about this.  Mr. Ahrend observed 
that the proposal before the commission was to change the look.   
 
Mr. Ahrend moved to approve LU 12-0050

 

 as recommended by staff.  Vice-Chair Creighton 
seconded the motion and it passed 5:0.  Mr. Boone announced the final vote would be conducted 
on August 5, 2013.   

GENERAL PLANNING AND OTHER BUSINESS 
At this point in the meeting the Commission elected a vice-chair and reexamined and approved 
findings related to LU 13-0021 (see above).   
 
ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Vice-Chair Creighton adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:48 
p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

/s/ Janice Reynolds 

 
Janice Reynolds 

Administrative Support 
 


