
 
 

HISTORIC RESOURCES ADVISORY BOARD 
SPECIAL MEETING 

MINUTES 
Wednesday, July 23, 2014 

Vice-Chair Jeannie McGuire called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of 
City Hall, 380 A Avenue.    

Present:  Vice-Chair Jeannie McGuire, Charlene Green, Holly Rodway, Donald Ross 
and Dylan Oster (Youth Member).  Chair Kasey Holwerda was not present.   

Staff:  Paul Espe, Associate Planner/Staff Liaison; Jessica Ms. Numanoglu, Senior 
Planner; and Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney.   

Guests: Erin O’Rourke-Meadors and Marylou Colver. 

PUBLIC HEARING 
LU 14-0033, a request from Youth Villages, Inc. for removal of the Christie School property from 
the historic Landmark Designation List (LDL). The site is located at 2507 Christie Drive 
(21E1400200).  Continued from July 9, 2014. 
Link to the case file with the staff report and exhibits: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/planning/lu-14-0033-removal-
historic-landmark-designation-christie-school-property 

Vice-Chair McGuire opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure.  Each HRAB member present and eligible to vote clarified she/he had no ex parte 
contact, bias or conflict of interest.  No one challenged any Board member’s right to hear the 
application.  Mr. Boone clarified that Mr. Oster was a non-voting member of the board.     

Applicant 
Joe Voboril, Tonkon Torp LLP, 1600 Pioneer Tower, 888 SW Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 
97204; Lynne Saxton, Executive Director of Youth Villages, Inc.; and Henry Ritz, _________ , a 
Christie School board member spoke for the applicant.   

Mr. Voboril read aloud his presentation in Exhibit F-9, ‘Historic Resources Advisory Board 
Presentation, July 23, 2014’.  He also submitted Exhibit F-10, his July 23, 2014 letter with 
attached exhibits.   

In his Presentation Mr. Voboril summarized that Youth Villages, Inc. owned Tax Lot 200, which 
consisted of 11.89 acres and was commonly known as the Christie campus.  In spite of their 
objection the entirety of TL200 had been designated as historic in 1990.  This tax lot contained 
the 1908 Administration Building on slightly less than two acres at the southwest corner, and 
other buildings which had been constructed after 1966 and were located on the approximately 
10 remaining acres.  Since the historic designation included all of TL200 his client was 
requesting that the designation be removed from the entirety of their property.   

The applicants’ attorney indicated that he thought there was general consensus that the 
designation should be removed from all of the property, with the exception of the 1908 
Administration Building.  The staff report recommended it because it was probably not intended 
to include any of the property except the Administration Building and it was likely a mistake.  He 
said the applicant agreed with previous testimony by Ms. Colver, President of the Lake Oswego 
Preservation Society, when she testified that they did not believe that the 1960s cottages were 
actually designated in 1990 as they did not appear to meet even the most basic criteria for a 
historic resource.  They were not 50 years old at that time and it was uncertain an adequate 
Historic Resources Advisory Board Minutes 
July 23, 2014 Page 1 of 7 

http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/planning/lu-14-0033-removal-historic-landmark-designation-christie-school-property
http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/planning/lu-14-0033-removal-historic-landmark-designation-christie-school-property


statement of significance was provided to support the designation.  He said the only remaining 
issue left before them was what to do about the designation on the Administration Building.   

Mr. Voboril discussed the arguments and supporting materials in the application related to why 
they believed that Youth Villages had the right to request that the entirety of its property be 
removed from the Landmark designation pursuant to ORs 197.772(3).  They had indicated they 
believed that the Demlow v. City of Hillsboro ruling was incorrect in concluding that in order to 
remove historic designation pursuant to the statute the applicant had to prove that the property 
owner at the time of the designation objected to the historic designation.  However, if it was 
concluded the ruling was correct, the applicant had provided several additional arguments as to 
why Youth Villages had the right to request and require removal of the designation pursuant to 
the statute.  Those included that the process the City had used had not actually given the right 
to request removal; that the applicant had actually objected because the then executive director 
of Christie School, Dan Mahler, had submitted a May 24, 1990 letter asking the City to correct 
the listing and explaining that the listing should exclude all of the Christie School properties built 
after 1966 from the List, but the City had failed to make the correction and designated it all 
anyway.  Since Mr. Mahler’s objection was to the designation of the entirety of TL200 and the 
City had designated all of it anyway, his client now had a right to request that the entirely of 
TL200 be delisted, including the Administration Building.   

Mr. Voboril referred to documents under tabs in Exhibit F-10.  The City had designated 
properties in Ordinance 2000, adopted March 1990.  By the time the property owners received 
the related notices in April 1990 the properties were already designated and the designation had 
been imposed on the property owners before they even had a right to request an individual 
hearing.  That showed the City imposed designation even under the Demlow standard.  Tab 1 
included a copy of the April 12, 1990 letter the City sent to Christie School.  The Preservation 
Society had questioned whether Dan Mahler had actually submitted the May 24 letter to the 
City.  Tab 2 contained a statement from Mr. Mahler wherein he confirmed that he specifically 
recalled signing and submitting both the May 24 letter and the Application for Review; that he 
did not recall any follow up from the City; and that he had probably assumed that the City made 
the correction his letter asked them to make. 

Mr. Voboril related that after going through the City’s archives, which were replete with 
procedural errors, irregularities, and complaints from frustrated property owners because the 
City made it very difficult to get a review, it was not surprising that Mr. Mahler never received a 
response to his letter.  Tab 3 contained an example, which was June 1990 testimony to the 
Historic Review Board from Anton Dresden (HR 5-90) detailing how difficult it was, including that 
the City had not provided a hearing date because Mr. Dresden had failed to include a mailing 
label with his application for review.  Mr. Voboril noted that if Mr. Mahler had never attached a 
label to his application he would never have received a notice of hearing.  He noted the April 12, 
1990 letter from the City to Christie School (Tab 1) did not mention the need to attach a label to 
the application.  Another problem was that the designation just identified ‘Christie School’ and 
did not say ‘Administration Building of Christie School.”  Attached to the notice the City sent to 
Christie School in April 1990 was Appendix A of Ordinance 2000, which listed designated 
properties.  Item 77 was ‘Christie School.’  Mr. Voboril pointed out that when the City wanted to 
designate a specific building it did so.  Examples were: ‘79.  Marylhurst Adm. Bldg.; and 80.  St. 
Catherine’s Dormitory.’   

Based on the testimony submitted by the Lake Oswego Preservation Society on July 9 Mr. 
Voboril said he thought there was an additional problem with the original designation of the 
Administration Building at Christie School.  Preservation Society representatives had argued 
that Sisters of the Holy Name held fee title to the Administration Building at Christie School at 
the time the notice was sent in April 1990.  He said they were correct, as the Sisters held fee 
title until September 1990, so only the Sisters had the ability to object to the designation.  The 
problem was that in all likelihood the Sisters did not realize that the Administration Building at 
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Christie School had been designated.  Tab 4 contained a copy of the April 18, 1990 notice sent 
to the Sisters, which was similar to the one sent to Christie School.  It was addressed to ‘[84, 78, 
5(s), 6(s)] Sisters of Holynames.  The four parentheticals related to the numbers in Appendix A 
to Ordinance 2000 which identified the properties owned by the Sisters that were included on 
the historic landmark list: ‘84.  Convent of the Holy Names; 78.  Marylhurst Laundry; 5(s).  
Marylhurst Entrance; and 6(s).  Marylhurst Cemetery/Altar.’  No mention was made of Item 77 or 
Administration Building at Christie School in that notice.  As the Preservation Society had 
pointed out at the last hearing (he had checked the archives and found they were right), the 
Sisters filed objections to the designation of all four.  He suggested that if they had known the 
City had also listed the Administration Building, which they also owned, they would have 
objected to that one as well.  They had not because they did not receive notice it had been 
listed.   

Mr. Voboril summarized that there were really two mistakes made in the designations of 
buildings on the Christie campus on TL200 in 1990.  The first was that, in spite of the request for 
a correction submitted by Dan Mahler, the City incorrectly designated property that was not 
even eligible to be placed on the List.  The second was that, with respect to the property that 
was eligible to be included on the List, the City failed to give notice to the fee title holder at the 
time of the designation.  He contended that due to these errors all of the buildings on TL200 
should be removed from the Historic Landmark List as requested by Youth Villages.   

Questions of Applicant  
Ms. McGuire asked to see a letter from the Sisters opposing designation of the Convent, 
Marylhurst Laundry, Marylhurst Entrance, and Cemetery/Altar as she had questions about that.  
Mr. Voboril said he would look in the archives and provide it.  He recalled there had been 
testimony last time from either Ms. Colver or Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors that they had filed 
objections in 1990.  He recalled the City had removed the Entrance, Laundry and part but not all 
of the Convent building.  Then, in 1999 after SB 588 passed (and before the Demlow case) the 
Sisters asked the City to take the rest off the List and the City did.  

Ms. Green questioned why Mr. Mahler had not stated that the wrong entity had been notified in 
his letter to the City.  Mr. Voboril noted Mr. Mahler’s letter did not say they owned it; he said he 
would object to the designation of anything built after 1966; and he did indicate that listing the 
Administration Building might make sense and he did not oppose that.  The applicant’s 
argument in regard to Dan Mahler was that he did object and said the City ought to correct it 
and not designate the entirety.  By not making the correction the applicant believed they now 
had the right to take the whole thing off.  He said there was a different argument that Dan 
Mahler (the Preservation Society was right) did not have the ability to object or consent to the 
Administration Building.  The only party in May of 1990 that had the ability to do that was the 
Sisters, and they never got notice.   

Mr. Boone asked a clarifying question regarding what was the interest of Christie School on that 
property in 1990, noting that the City had a mailing address.  Mr. Ritz related he was a Youth 
Villages, Inc. board member now; had been chair of the Christie School board in 1987 and 
1988; was serving on the Christie School board at the time of designation; and, since he owned 
the title insurance company at the time he continued to remain involved in any real estate 
issues.  In 1990 they were leasing the property from the Sisters.  Sometime in 1990 – probably 
in the spring – they had negotiated the purchase of the building from the Sisters.  If he was not 
mistaken, TL200 may very well have been the tax lot that affected the newer buildings, because 
they had to get a lot line adjustment to adjust the property line between the Sisters property and 
their property to include the Administration Building.  He and Mr. Mahler had met often to 
discuss that matter but Mr. Ritz could not recall that Mr. Mahler had mentioned the City’s letter 
to him.  That fall they received proper documentation and concluded the purchase of the 
property.   
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Mr. Boone asked a follow up question in regard to what Christie School’s status was relative to 
the parcel with the Administration Building on it.   Mr. Ritz said they were a lessee.  He could not 
recollect if the lease was recorded.  He indicated that when the Sisters determined in the mid-
1960s that residential treatment was beyond their scope they formed a nonprofit and transferred 
the parcels in back that the applicant had built the other structures on.  He was not sure why 
they retained title to the Administration Building.  In 1990 the applicant used the building and 
considered it an integral part of their campus.  They offered to purchase it from the Sisters, who 
agreed to sell it to them.  He clarified that in 1990 they were a lessee on the Administration 
Building parcel, but they were fee title owners of the 10 acres that had been transferred in 1966.  
The reversionary clause meant that if they ever stopped treating children on the site the land 
would revert back. 

Ms. Green asked what they were planning to do with the Administration Building if their request 
was approved.  Mr. Voboril advised that was not relevant and was outside of the scope of the 
hearing.  He explained they had “opened the door” to such questions at the last hearing and 
talked about it a little bit because they wanted to be transparent.  They had said that there was a 
reversionary clause that meant that Youth Villages, Inc. did not have the ability to tear it down 
and build houses there.  They had to use the property for the mission; otherwise it reverted to 
the Sisters.  Ms. Green, asked the applicant to address what they would do with the building 
more specifically.  Ms. Saxton recalled they had said at the last hearing that the building 
currently housed 5-6 administrative staff and no longer aligned with their mission in any way; 
and, that it was their expectation that they would board up the building and mothball it in several 
years.  What happened beyond that was unknown at this time.  It was the only two acres of flat 
land of the land they owned.  Ms. Green asked what ‘mothball’ meant.  Ms. Saxton said 
essentially they would secure the building so it was safe and did not become a hazard in any 
way.  That usually meant boarding up the windows and securing it.  It was secured (locked at 
ground level) 24/7 now.  Their facilities team would ensure there was no public safety hazard to 
the children and families they served and leave it that way.   

Ms. Rodway asked if it would revert back to the Sisters if they did not use it and mothballed it.  
Mr. Boone cautioned that this questioning was outside the scope.  Mr. Ritz answered, saying 
that now that it was consolidated property all 12 acres was considered one unit in regard to the 
reversionary clause.  So long as they provided children’s services on the campus they were in 
compliance with the conditions of the deed.  They could shutter any of the buildings and not be 
in jeopardy of having a reversion on a part of it so long as they stuck to their mission on the 
campus.   

Opponents 
► Marylou Colver, 68 Leonard St., President of the Lake Oswego Preservation Society 

Ms. Colver read aloud portions of her written testimony (Exhibit G-207).  She recalled that the 
applicant’s attorney had misrepresented in Exhibit F-1 that at the time of designation the 
Christie School property was owned by the Christie School and subsequently admitted the 
school was a contract purchaser during rebuttal at the previous hearing.  She indicated that 
when ORS 197.772 stated that a property owner had the right to object, it meant the owner of 
the title to the real property or the contract purchaser as listed on the county assessor’s roll.  If 
the applicant could not prove that the Christie School was listed on the county assessor’s roll at 
the time of designation the applicants did not have a right to object under Oregon law.  She 
indicated that the Society did not think the “demolition by neglect” strategy of boarding up the 
building and letting it fall into disrepair was allowed under the terms of the property’s deed 
restrictions (see Exhibit G-205, Attachment 2).  They required the building to be used in a 
specific, prescribed, manner and that boarding it up was not an option open to Youth Villages.  
She cited these deed restriction statements: ‘The grantee and successors and assigns shall not 
ever use sub-premises for a purpose other than the education and welfare of children who for 
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emotional or social reasons require special instruction and supervision.’  ‘Breach of this 
condition will cause title to revert to the grantor, i.e. the Sisters.’   

Ms. Colver testified that the Society now wished to withdraw their support of the delisting of the 
cottages.  They did not believe that the City ever designated any Christie School buildings 
except the Administration Building; there was nothing in the record or in subsequent land use 
decisions regarding the cottages to support their landmark status; and they did not believe that 
the City received the letter submitted in Exhibit F-2.  Even if the cottages had been listed, the 
burden of proof was on the applicant to prove that the City received the letter.  Without that 
there was no objection and therefore, no delisting was warranted.  She concluded that in the 
end the two elements required to apply the state statute - an owner, and an objection by that 
owner at the time of the designation - were missing.  The Society held the Christie School was 
not the owner and the applicant had not proved there was an objection.  They asked the HRAB 
to deny LU 14-0033 in its entirety.   

Questions 
Ms. Colver clarified the Society believed that the 1908 building that was now being used an 
administration building was the only one that was designated as a Landmark.  Ms. McGuire 
commented that the fact that more recent owners chose to use that building as an 
administration building did not change the fact that it was the “Christie School” that had been an 
orphanage that everyone knows and refers to. Ms. Colver added that there was no support for 
believing that the cottages were historic.  They did not even quality as historic, and they had not 
been reviewed as historic in any subsequent land use proceeding, including the lot line 
adjustment.  The City had never acted as if they were designated historic; and, neither had the 
applicant.  Thus, it was only the 1908 Administration Building that they were talking about.   

 Gregory Meadors, 5261 Coventry Court 
Mr. Meadors indicated that he was opposed to the application and ceded the balance of his time 
to Erin O’Rourke-Meadors 

 Erin O’Rourke-Meadors – 5261 Coventry Court 
Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors submitted her letter in Exhibit G-208 with a number of attached 
documents.  She said those included copies of documents from city files which showed that the 
applicant’s assertion that the City imposed the Landmark designation on the entire Christie 
School property was false:   

• April 12, 1990 letter from the City of Lake Oswego regarding property at the Christie School.  
The ‘Enclosures: Ordinance 2000’ line showed that every property owner who received the 
mailing received a copy of the Ordinance along with Appendix A.   

• Appendix A – Ordinance 2000, Landmark Designation list.  Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors agreed 
with Ms. McGuire that when they were speaking about the Christie School they were 
speaking about the historic property known as the Christie School - which was the individual 
building, not the Christie campus.  She pointed out the Listing listed the following under 
‘Individual Buildings’:  ‘77.  Christie School; 78.  Marylhurst Laundry; 79.  Marylhurst 
Administration Building. Building.; 80.  St. Catherine’s Dormitory; 81.  Flavia Hall; 82.  
Aquinas Hall; 83.  Education Hall; and 84.  Convent of the Holy Names.’     

• A portion of the staff report in regard to SD 34-90 / HR 18-90, the lot line adjustment which 
resulted in the merging of the two Christie campus parcels into one tax lot.   They indicated 
that the application of the historic preservation ordinance was limited to the historic Christie 
School Administration Building.  There was also a copy of the August 6, 1990 letter from 
Christie School in regard to the lot line adjustment signed by Mr. Ritz which indicated that 
the historic preservation ordinance as it related to this lot line adjustment was solely to the 
Christie School Administration Building.     
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• A May 21, 2009 staff report regarding a more recent land use decision by staff regarding a 
minor modification.  She noted there was no historic preservation criteria listed under 
‘Applicable Regulations.’  That demonstrated the City had continued to consider only the 
original 1908 individual building as a historic landmark, not the entire Christie campus 
properties as the applicant asserted.   

Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors held that in regard to the ‘Christie School’ designation the only building 
which had ever been designated as historic was the original 1908 masonry structure currently in 
use as their administration building.  The applicant’s attorney might have confused the 
Statement of Significance in the Cultural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F-3) prepared by 
consultants in anticipation of a historic preservation ordinance, with the actual list of designated 
properties ultimately included in Ordinance 2000, Appendix A.  She advised that Statements of 
Significance mentioned buildings which had not been designated and it was only the Individual 
Buildings listed in Appendix A that had actually been designated.  She held the documents she 
submitted demonstrated that from the time of designation up to the delisting request the City 
had consistently considered only the individual building, completed in 1908, which was the 
original Catholic Orphanage at Villa Marie, later known as the Christie School, to be an historic 
landmark.  She concluded that these documents, as well as the previously addressed issues 
related to the property owner and the lack of credible objection, meant the application should be 
denied in its entirety.  If the applicant was still confused and concerned that there might be 
historic designation on all of the properties on the Christie campus they could request a formal 
code interpretation.  However, it was clear to any reasonable person that the only property on 
the Christie campus that ever was designated historic by the City was the lone, 1908, 
orphanage, later named ‘Christie School.’   

Mr. O’Rourke-Meadors submitted other testimony that she said to a large degree addressed 
what Ms. Colver had addressed.  She held that if the applicant was not the property owner and 
the City’s letter related to Christie School had been misdelivered, it was not the City’s 
responsibility.  At the time there were no streets or street addresses within the Marylhurst 
campus, just large parcels, so they used tax lot numbers.  As Ms. Colver had pointed out, the 
Marylhurst school letterhead did not show a street address.  if the letter had been misdelivered it 
would seem reasonable for the executive director to seek the counsel of his board; or, if he 
knew they were not the property owner, to take it to the Sisters.  She commented the reality was 
the applicant was seeking to “game the system” by saying that they were the owner, or the 
contract owner, or a lessee.  That undermined their credibility.    

Rebuttal 
Mr. Voboril indicated the applicant had tried to be as honest and transparent throughout the 
process as they could be.  When the issue of ownership came up last time he had said that the 
truth was Christie School took title to that property in September 1990 and that Dan Mahler had 
received the letter and had a right to comment.  There was no question at the time Mr. Mahler 
received that letter they had fee title to that Christie School and the Administration Building at 
Christie School was in fee title held by the Sisters.    He indicated he had believed there was 
general consensus that it made sense to take the 10 acres off the List.  That the City had never 
acted as if it was listed was probably right.  He attributed that to a mistake.  He wondered why 
there would be opposition to at least correcting the mistake.  He pointed out the notice that was 
sent to Christie School (Exhibit F-10, Tab 1) was addressed to ‘(77) Christie School.’   He said 
Christie School did own the 10 acres, so Mr. Mahler had a right to object, and he did.  In regard 
to the City’s April 18 notice to the Sisters (Tab 4) the City had attached Appendix A, which was 
the list of what the City designated.  The notice made it clear what the City was referring to  
because the notice was sent to ‘[84, 78, 5(s), 6(s)] Sisters of the Holynames.’  He said he did 
not understand how there could be any argument that the notice to the Sisters was defective.   

In regard to the testimony that the applicant might be confused and actually all of TL200 was not 
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designed, he noted the staff report agreed with the applicant.  That was because in the historic 
landmark review file he had looked at with Mr. Espe there was a sheet outlined in yellow that 
showed it was all of TL200, 11.89 acres, and right in the middle it said ‘Christie School.’  The 
applicant and staff had the same conclusion.  The City had designated all of the Christie School 
campus, not just the southwestern corner.  That was a mistake.  Mr. Voboril concluded there 
were two mistakes. One was the designation of the Christie School, and the other was the 
failure to give notice to the fee title holder.  

Questions of Applicant 
Ms. Green referred to the letter from Mr. Mahler to the City and the form, ‘Request for 
Application to Review Historic Landmark Designation’ (Exhibit F-10, Tab 2) which likely had 
been sent with the notification.  She asked if the form had been found in the City’s or the 
applicant’s files.  Mr. Voboril said it was from the applicant’s files.  She asked if it had been 
submitted to the City.  He said he could not find it in the archives and the point of the affidavit 
from Mr. Mahler was that he was saying that he recalled submitting it.  She asked if from a legal 
standpoint Mr. Mahler had signed the form as the property owner when technically he was not 
the owner of the actual building.  The applicant clarified he had signed if for the Christie School.  
Mr. Voboril observed Mr. Mahler could clearly sign on behalf of the 10 acres they had fee title to. 
Also, because he knew he could sign in good faith as they were going to buy the other property.  
However, legally, the Preservation Society was right that he had no ability to consent to the 
Administration Building because they did not yet have fee title. 

Ms. Green asked if the letter had been sent in error to the wrong person was there any 
documentation that Mr. Mahler had notified the Sisters that the City was going to apply the 
landmark designation to the building, which was what should have happened.  Mr. Voboril 
responded that when the City was designating property it should have sent all notices to the fee 
title holders of the property.  They did not know if anyone at Christie School had notified the 
Sisters about the letter.    

Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors asked the Board to continue the hearing and keep the record open for 
seven days so they could respond to the new evidence that had been submitted that night.    Mr. 
Boone advised that if new written evidence was submitted and any person requested it the 
Board was required to hold the record open for seven days to allow parties to submit additional 
written evidence, arguments or testimony that was limited to responses to the new evidence.   

Ms. McGuire moved to continue the hearing to Thursday, July 31, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. and leave 
the record open for seven days for parties to respond in writing to the new written material 
submitted that night.  Ms. Green seconded the motion and it passed 4:0.   

ADJOURNMENT  
Vice-Chair McGuire adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:16 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 

Paul Espe 
Associate Planner  
 

The audio file of this meeting is available at: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_hrab/historic-resources-advisory-board-special-
meeting-1 
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