
 

 

 
 
 

City of Lake Oswego 
HISTORIC RESOURCES ADVISORY BOARD MEETING 

 
May 19, 2010 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
 
Chair Jeannie McGuire called the Historic Resources Advisory Board meeting of May 19, 2010, 
to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Alder Room of the Adult Community Center, Lake Oswego, Oregon.   
 
Members present: Chair Jeannie McGuire, Vice Chair Marylou Colver, Kasey Holwerda, Tim 
Mather and Joanne Naylor.  Craig Foster, Erin O’Rourke-Meadors and Whitney Tolar (Youth 
Member) were absent.  Staff present: Paul Espe, Staff Liaison / Associate Planner; Leslie 
Hamilton, Associate Planner; and Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
LU 09-0040, A request by Stephanie and Mike Muro (Summit Point Investments) to 
demolish a designated historic landmark on the City’s Historic Landmark Listing.  
Location:  Marion Platts House, 595 6th Street (Tax Lot 4000, 21E03DC).  Continued from May 
12, 2010.   
 
Chair McGuire opened the public hearing and outlined the applicable criteria and procedure.  
She asked HRAB members to declare any conflict of interest, bias, or ex parte contacts 
(including site visits).  Holwerda, Colver, Naylor and McGuire each reported making a site visit.  
The applicants observed that Colver was a great preservation activist and challenged her ability 
to make a decision based on the criteria.  Colver said she felt capable of making a decision 
based on the evidence presented.   
 
Staff report 
 
Leslie Hamilton, Associate Planner, presented the staff report (See Planning Division Staff 
Report dated April 20, 2010 and Memorandum dated May 19, 2010).  The staff had submitted 
four exhibits at the previous hearing (Exhibits E-5, E-6, F-16 and F-17).  In this hearing they 
submitted additional information the Board had requested:  Exhibit E-7 corrected a mistake in E-
4.  It showed that two Landmarks had been demolished.  Exhibit E-8 was a map of nearby 
historic resources.  E-9 was a 2007 photograph of the Marion Platts house from the Library 
collection.  F-18 described how various neighborhood plans addressed historic resources:  
some specified how they were to be treated; some were more general, and some were silent on 
the topic.  F-19 was an inventory of historic properties (CRI and Landmarks) in FAN and 
reported their current status.  F-20 contained the 1992 building permit for foundations and 
footings.  The plan indicated there was to be a second phase, but the staff could not find any 
record of an application for another permit.  Hamilton reported that no other written material had 
been submitted since the previous hearing.  The applicants had chosen to base their request for 
a demolition permit on the criterion that there was no reasonable economic use of the property 
with the existing house on it. The staff interpreted that to require the applicants to show it was 
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necessary to demolish it to avoid “taking” under the federal Constitution Fifth Amendment or 
similar Oregon Constitutional provisions.   
 
During the questioning period, the staff confirmed for Colver that the revised exhibits showed 
that three vernacular, turn-of-the-century, CRI houses in FAN had already been demolished.  
Colver pointed out the Platts House was one of the four remaining Landmarks there that were 
examples of that style.  She recalled the intact exterior architectural features were a reason the 
Platts House had been listed on the Landmark Designation Listing.   
 
Boone clarified the staff had not reviewed the applicants’ Exhibit F-17 to find out which owners 
might have objected to imposition of Landmark designation status during a 1990 objection 
period.  Hamilton pointed out the record contained both a current tax map and a previous 
version of the tax map in which the Platts House address was misidentified as 569 6th Street, 
(which was not listed as a Landmark property) and the house to the south was misidentified as 
595 6th Street.  At the time the applicants inquired about the status of their house the incorrect 
map led the staff to advise them it was not listed.  Boone advised the Board that the City had 
agreed that the HRAB decision would not foreclose the applicants’ opportunity to raise issues 
related to that in a different forum.  He advised the Board to decide the application based on the 
applicable criteria related to whether the applicants had economic use of the property.   
 
Applicant 
 
Stacey Rutledge, Hitt Hiller Monfils Williams LLP, 411 SW Second St. Ste. 400, Portland, 
Oregon 97204, stressed that a lot of the testimony given at the previous hearing and a lot of the 
information the applicants included in the application had been presented in order to address 
HRAB concerns, but it went beyond the criteria.  The criteria required the applicants to prove 
that the property in its present state had no reasonable economic use.  She held the facts 
clearly showed that and HRAB members who had visited the property would have seen that no 
one could live in the house, stay in the house, or be in the house safely. It could not be used, so 
it had no economic use.  To not allow the applicants to remove it so they could build another 
home on the site took all economic value of the property away from them.  It was regulatory 
“taking” and a violation of their Constitutional rights.  She pointed out the 1990 ordinance had 
been written to ensure that would not happen as it specified that the purpose of the chapter was 
to “protect private property owners against extraordinary costs occasioned by the application of 
this chapter.”  She stressed the applicants were simply asking the HRAB to apply the criteria.  
The applicants had not known they were buying an historic property.  But the record showed 
they had gone to great lengths to find out if there was any way the property could be restored.  
To be required to invest more money to improve the house was a loss in itself, so there was no 
reasonable economic use even after doing that.  She advised the ordinance required the City to 
consider today’s value and today’s use.  What the applicants actually paid for the property, what 
they should have paid for the property, or even if they had been given the property for free did 
not matter under the applicable criteria.   
 
Rutledge confirmed the applicants and the city had an agreement regarding the other issues 
Boone had talked about.  She had submitted information to show there was no record that 
anyone who ever owned the house had been notified that it was going to be designated as a 
Landmark.  In the future the HRAB needed to remember when it was applying the ordinance 
that when properties were designated in 1990 notices that were sent to owners (but not to the 
subject property owner) told them their properties were on the “Initial Inventory” - not the 
designated list – and the ordinance would not impact their property.  It advised them that if there 
were going to be an impact on their property it would be done at a later public hearing in front of 



 
City of Lake Oswego Historic Resources Advisory Board 
Minutes of May 19, 2010            

Page 3 of 7 

 

the Historic Review Board.  That had never been done.  The City Council had implemented the 
ordinance and added the houses without any further notice to the owners.   
 
Mike Muro read aloud portions of a letter from Todd Iselin, a preservationist (see Exhibit F-6).  
Iselin had looked at the house in May 2009.   Iselin wrote that the home was not eligible for 
National Register designation as an individual property due to the alterations, simplistic form 
and lack of defining elements.  The original home was likely a simple rectangular structure.  An 
early single story gable addition was added to the rear of the home and a gable porch roof was 
added at a later date.  The home did have two doors and some beaded paneling that appeared 
to be original.  All other historic fabric appeared to have been demolished in a series of previous 
remodels.  The construction of a daylight basement appeared to be incomplete with additional 
structural, electrical and plumbing work needed.  Given the condition of the home and the fact 
its significance was marginal, Iselin concluded it was not economically viable to renovate the 
structure.    
 
Muro asked the HRAB to consider the facts.  The application contained recommendations from 
licensed professionals.  The staff recommended approval based on the information the 
applicants had provided.  Board members had seen the house.  He and his wife would have 
found some way to do something with the existing house if they could have, rather than go 
through the stress of the current demolition permit process.   He had talked to neighbors, 
interested parties, Realtors, builders, inspectors, lenders and about 100 people and no one had 
told him the applicants were doing the wrong thing, submitted a letter in opposition, or come to 
the hearings to oppose the application.  The condition of the house left them no other option that 
came close to breaking even.  The house would not be economically feasible for anyone to 
invest in.  To deny the request would just deny the property owners reasonable economic use 
and did not benefit anyone.  It would only result in the house sitting boarded up, with caution 
tape around it, indefinitely.  It would pose a safety issue.  However an approval was good for all 
involved.  It benefited the city by bringing value to that property.  It benefited the community to 
have a family living there to contribute to the community.  It benefited the neighbors to not have 
to look at a vacant eyesore.  The applicants were asking to be able to recoup their original 
investment.  They had followed the required process and asked the board to do the right thing 
for all involved and approve the request.   
 
During the questioning period, Colver observed that no one was claiming the property was 
eligible for the National Register.  She asked why the applicants had listed the property for 
$91,950 more than their original investment if they were only interested in getting back their 
original investment. Muro advised that was not relevant to the case, but he explained they had 
listed the property at its current value as a FAN property and the list price had attracted the 
interest of 29 callers.  He confirmed to Holwerda that he would not have purchased the property 
if he had known it was on the Landmark Listing.   
 
Proponents  
 
Patrice Denton, 580 6th Street, lived across the street.  She related that she knew the history of 
the house and knew there was no economic use for that home and had not been for a long time.  
The man who lived there before rented it from the man next door who had owned it for many 
years.  She said it was a “terrible house” where a lot of “ugly” things had happened.  She was 
surprised and saddened that the applicant had to go through so much hassle to deal with it.  
They should be allowed to do what they asked for.  She did not want to see it continue to be 
boarded up across the street, looking the way it had looked for many years.   
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During the questioning period, Colver noted the house looked “lived in” in the 2007 photograph 
in Exhibit E-9.  There was a rocking chair on the front porch, an air conditioner in the upper 
window and a big shade tree in front.  Denton stressed it was “horrible” inside.   
 
Linda Pierce Buchanan, 605 6th St., had lived directly across C Street in a 1920’s cottage for 20 
years.  She loved her house and encouraged cottage owners to keep theirs standing.  However, 
she supported removal of the subject house because it did not contribute to the livability of the 
neighborhood.  For at least 20 years it was poorly maintained and in a constant state of 
disrepair or some sort of renovation.  Buchanan had called the city to complain about rats 
because garbage was not collected from that home for many years.  Sewer, water and 
electricity were turned off, but people continued to live in the house.  The police visited 
frequently.  The aesthetic “vibe” was not good.  She said, “If there were a crack house in FAN it 
would be this house.”   The house had been neglected for too long to be saved.   
 
Stephanie Muro talked about value.  When the Muros purchased the subject property it was 
listed at $314,800, but they had negotiated the price down to $257,000.  The Muros had listed it 
for $349,000 and attracted a willing buyer who would pay $329,000 for the property, without the 
house, and backup offers at that value. A comparable property at 791 Second Street had sold 
for $350,000 due to land value.  A seasoned Realtor had listed a similar property at 454 9th 
Street at $375,000.  Since the Muro’s property was in a better location they could have listed it 
at $375,000 too.  She held how much profit the Muros made was no one else’s business.  They 
had tried to sell the house for a year.  When they advertised it for sale they went beyond what 
was required and listed it in the OMLS.  Most of their calls were from interested parties who had 
seen the OMLS listing.   
 
Bill Seroyer, 140616 Barry Dr. testified that he had looked at the house and given the applicant 
an estimate of the cost of repairing it.  His advised that if the application were denied and the 
house was to remain on the site it should be inspected by the Fire Marshal.   
 
There was no other testimony or rebuttal.  Chair McGuire closed the public hearing.  The 
applicants waived their right keep the record open for another seven days in order to submit a 
final written argument.   
 
Deliberations 
 
McGuire suggested the problem of reasonable economic return might be resolved if the Brodies 
were still interested in the property and the Muros sold it to them for $257,000, or an amount 
that gave them a small profit.  Then the Brodies could spend more to restore the existing house 
and put a sensitive addition on it for $300,000 or an even lesser cost she recalled seeing in the 
record.  
 
______ [a woman] explained they had explored that with two different contractors and both of 
them had concurred the cost would be exorbitant because of the structural condition of the 
house.   
 
_____ [a man] explained the lesser cost was for removal of the existing house and the rebuild.  
$300,000 was the amount of Seroyer’s bid to restore the existing home.   
 
Boone observed allowing the responses had reopened the public hearing.  After he observed 
that no one else wished to testify while the hearing was open he advised it could be closed 
again.  The applicants’ attorney noted the Chair’s question had been directed at potential buyers 
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and she wanted the answer to be on the record.  McGuire clarified that her intention had been to 
make a statement of what she felt the evidence was.  Holwerda responded to McGuire’s 
question by recalling at the last hearing Mr. Brodie said he had no interest at all in the building 
as it was.  He had no interest in rehabbing it.  He wanted to build a new house.  So that was not 
likely a workable alternative. 
 
Mather advised that his experience as a contractor for 27 years was that there was no viable 
way the applicants could reinvest in the existing house and have any profit coming back out of 
it.  It was too small - there was not enough square footage.  If it were a larger house it might 
have more potential.   
 
Colver held that “reasonable economic use” did not mean a guaranteed profit.  In the current 
economic climate investors would be lucky to get their money back.  If they put the property 
back on the market for what they paid for it they might be able to get their investment back.  
Mather observed the point the applicants’ were making was they would have to put so much 
money into it they would never get their money back even in the best economy. It might be 
possible to sell the property for what they paid for it, but the neighbors had testified it had 
created stress in the neighborhood for a long time and it had a history of just going from owner 
to owner who could not restore it.  It was a unique, historically significant home that would never 
be built again. He would love to preserve it, but the cost would be several times what it would be 
worth in the end.  He did not think the Board should expect any owner to do that.  He observed 
the HRAB decision had to be based on reasonable economic value.   
 
Holwerda held the City had failed the property when it allowed the bad foundation and gave the 
Muros incorrect information about its historic value and advised them they could tear the house 
down.  She blamed the City for putting the HRAB in the position of having to deal with the 
potential removal of a Landmark.   She agreed the house was in trouble.  The foundation was a 
huge problem.  The sink, toilet, windows, doors, and paneling were about all that were worth 
anything.  If the HRAB denied the permit the City Council would likely agree the applicants could 
tear the house down.  She questioned why the Board should make the applicants struggle with 
the property.  She wished the City would buy it to rectify the City’s mistakes.   
 
Mather advised the first mistake had been a contractor’s mistake.  Whoever was doing that work 
did not construct it legally and correctly.  The second problem was the City did not have a 
system in place that would properly identify which properties were historic when an owner came 
in to learn about their property.  He suggested the Board ask the City to tell it within 90 days 
how it would fix that problem.  A Google search might bring up the information today, but Mather 
questioned whether it would have come up a couple of years ago.  He recalled the applicants 
had carried out due diligence and discussed the house with the city multiple times.   
Unfortunately the mapping was incorrect.  He acknowledged that one option might be for the 
City to buy the property, follow the Trueblood House example and look for a willing buyer who 
could restore the house.  But it would be hard to find that person.  Afterward the house would 
still not have the square footage to justify the cost.  The most likely outcome of denial would be 
that the house would continue to sit there boarded up.  That would not benefit anyone. 
Holwerda observed that approval would not set a precedent to allow anyone else to buy an 
historic property and claim there was no economic use because in this particular case the 
applicants had not known it was a Landmark when they bought it. 
 
Mather addressed the issue of profitability.  It was the applicants’ business to take risks by 
buying property, developing it and getting out.  They took a risk they might be hung up on some 
deals.  But the upside or downside of their business was somewhat pertinent if the decision 



 
City of Lake Oswego Historic Resources Advisory Board 
Minutes of May 19, 2010            

Page 6 of 7 

 

related to reasonable economic use.  No one knew for certain if they would still be able to get 
out of this deal.  Holwerda recalled from what they knew they had assumed they could have 
reasonable economic use of the property.  She anticipated the City Council would not want to 
fight a legal battle with the applicants and she reasoned that to deny the permit would just 
prolong the agony for them.   
 
Colver asked if the applicant would lose money in all the investment scenarios they had 
presented.  Mather observed it showed they had the possibility of a profit if the house were 
removed.  McGuire recalled they had told the HRAB that they had received offers for the lot up 
to $349,000.  Holwerda observed they would have to pay legal fees too.  Colver held they were 
not guaranteed a profit and people lost money on investments all the time.  Mather estimated 
that whoever restored the house would put two or three times the amount of money into it as it 
would appraise for afterward.  The economic value was not there.  If someone tried to remodel 
his or her way out of this problem that would only make it an even bigger problem cost wise.  
Colver suggested they could put the property back on the market for closer to what they bought 
it for and get their money back.  But Holwerda questioned who would buy the house from them.  
Mather agreed it would be a problem for the next buyer and likely sit as it was now for many 
years.  Holwerda indicated she was worried about that too.  But Colver cautioned the Board did 
not know for certain that a preservationist would not buy the property if it were listed at a price 
closer to what the Muros paid for it.   
 
Mather moved to approve LU 09-0040 subject to the conditions recommended in the staff 
report.  Discussion followed.   
 
Colver moved to amend the motion to add a condition to require the applicants to be 
responsible for reprinting the FAN walking tour brochure.  She explained it would no longer be 
accurate after the demolition.  There was no second to the amendment.  Boone advised the 
conditions of approval should be more closely related to the criteria.  Mather indicated he did not 
believe the proposed condition would be fair.   
 
Holwerda advised the plumbing fixtures were definitely valuable antique fixtures.  The windows 
and fir flooring were also of value.  The staff report already addressed the value of doors and 
paneling.   
 
Mather incorporated into his motion a condition to try to save plumbing fixtures, windows and 
fir flooring.  Naylor seconded the motion.   
 
Applicants’ comment on a proposed new condition of approval  
 
Chair McGuire invited the applicant to comment on the proposed additional condition of 
approval.  Rutledge asked for more specifics about where the flooring that was to be salvaged 
was.  Mather recalled when he was in the basement he had looked up and observed the fir 
flooring seemed to be through the entire first floor.  But he would let the Rebuilding Center be 
the authority on which were the high value items to harvest so the applicant did not have to 
come back to the HRAB if the Center did not want to take something.   
 
Mather incorporated into his motion that the Rebuilding Center was to be the authority in 
determining what the high value items to be harvested were.  The vote was conducted and the 
motion passed 3:1:1.  Colver voted against and Holwerda abstained, explaining that she felt 
strongly about the City’s liability for the situation.  Chair McGuire announced the final vote would 
be conducted at 7:00 p.m. on June 9, 2010. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
The next meeting was scheduled for Wednesday June 9, 2010.  There being no further 
business Chair McGuire adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:17 p.m.   
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Paul Espe 
Associate Planner  
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