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Chair Kent Studebaker opened the Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency (LORA) meeting 
on August 27, 2013, at 5:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 380 A Avenue.  
Present: Chair Studebaker and Board Members Gustafson, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, 

and Bowerman 
Staff Present: Scott Lazenby, Executive Director; David Powell, LORA Counsel; Catherine 

Schneider, Recording Secretary; Brant Williams, Redevelopment Director; 
David Donaldson, Assistant City Manager; Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant 
Planning Director; Leslie Hamilton, Senior Planner 

Others Present:  Rich Farrington, Architect (contracted by LORA); Patrick Kessi, W&K 
Development; Dirk Otis, Macadam Forbes; David Staczek, ZGF; Julie 
Bronder, ZGF; Kristina Thomsen, ZGF; Nick Robertson, ZGF; Gene 
Sandoval, ZGF 

  

The consent agenda (agenda item 3) and items removed from the consent agenda (agenda item 4) 
were deferred to later in the meeting, following Board Business (agenda item 5.). 

5. BOARD BUSINESS 

5.1 Block 137 – Review of Design Development Drawings 

Chair Studebaker reviewed the status of the Block 137 project (Council packet, 5.1 Block 137 – 
Review of Design Development Drawings) and purpose of the meeting.  This is for the LORA 
Board to review the design features of the project and to decide on any additions or changes to the 
design prior to submission of the proposal to the Development Review Commission (DRC).  The 
approval or denial of the project proposal will be the responsibility of the DRC.  The development 
review process will afford citizens the opportunity to assess the project in its entirety and to weigh 
in during formal public hearings.  Subsequent to the August 13 LORA meeting considerable 
comment has been received about the project.  The Board is not ignoring this, and would like to 
have those comments brought to the DRC hearings.  Evergreen Neighborhood residents were 
advised of a neighborhood meeting on September 30, in preparation for the DRC hearing; 
questions about this should be directed to Carol Radich or Paden Prichard, and sign-up sheets are 
available for those who want to be kept informed of the process. 

Mr. Williams noted that the presentation would provide the Board the opportunity to ensure that 
the project is as envisioned in the development agreement approved two weeks earlier.  He 
introduced Rich Farrington, a Lake Oswego architect with considerable experience with the city’s 
design review process; Mr. Farrington has been hired to inform and advise the Board with regard 
to their deliberations about the project.  He pointed out that the DRC’s hands are not tied by any 
determinations that might be put forward by the Board; this meeting allows the Board to suggest 
additions to the project before the development team submits their application to the DRC.  He 
introduced Mr. Kessi, representing the developer, the Evergreen Group. 
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Mr. Kessi introduced team members and explained that ZGF would be the primary presenter.  Mr. 
Staczek, lead designer for the project, introduced other ZGF team members and provided an 
overview of the presentation.  Board members were referred to printed copies of design 
renderings, as well as samples of all proposed materials for the project.  He narrated an extensive 
PowerPoint presentation (Presentation to the Board, p 1-62 of Council packet), beginning with the 
project goals and calendar.  Input has been received from the neighborhood associations and from 
the Historic Resources Advisory Board (HRAB), in addition to the LORA Board; the development 
team is striving to address everyone’s concerns and needs. 

Mr. Staczek pointed out that the zoning is reinforcing the retail nature of A Avenue and 1st Street.  
A key component of the project is adding the pedestrian connection for all residents of Lake 
Oswego, along with the courtyard (p 7).  Through their engagement with the City and neighbors, 
the team has learned the significance of having this full-block development contribute to Lake 
Oswego’s village-like character, hence the three clearly separate buildings.  Retail space, totaling 
27,000 square feet, is intended to be complementary to Lake View Village across 1st Street.  
Pedestrian and vehicle access points were discussed (p 9).  At the request of Board members 
Bowerman and Gudman, Mr. Staczek discussed access and amenities in terms of public versus 
residents-only.  Mr. Williams observed that the walkway between 1st and 2nd streets was an 
easement for pedestrians, whereas the north-south walkway was not a public easement and would 
have more control.  Mr. Kessi and Mr. Staczek confirmed this. 

Mr. Staczek highlighted amenities for residents of the buildings, including a large kitchen, outdoor 
dining area, fountain, putting green, bocce court, and barbeque areas and addressed additional 
questions about public/residents-only access. 

Ms. Bowerman, following up on citizen comment that suggested there might be 200 dogs in the 
residential units, suggested the need for a pet-friendly courtyard.  Mr. Gustafson concurred, and 
Mr. Kessi indicated his agreement. 

Mr. Powell asked for clarification about public access to the north/south passageway.  Mr. Kessi 
responded that the passageway between 1st and 2nd streets was a public easement and so would 
be open all of the time.  The north/south passageway had been opened up based on comment 
received at various meetings; presently it is planned as open, with the ability to control access in 
the future, should marketing of condominium units in Building C call for it.  The adjacent courtyard 
is gated off and access will be controlled.  Amenities planned for the courtyard were highlighted. 

Mr. Staczek continued with a description of the east/west pedestrian passageway, focusing on a 
monument art piece and other features of the western portion that were intended to add liveliness 
and attract pedestrians (p 13).  Mr. Gudman asked if it was public or private art that was being 
referenced throughout the plans.  Mr. Staczek indicated that the intent was to work with the Arts 
Council on eight to 10 areas designated for art.  He confirmed that additional locations would 
potentially include some features of the existing building, such as the mosaic and historic pieces.  
Additional details of public art and other features in the eastern end of the pedestrian passageway 
were discussed. 

Ms. Bowerman observed that public testimony had called for increased public amenities in 
Building A, and she asked if the planned conference room might be open to the public.  Mr. Kessi 
stated that determination of public versus resident use of the space would be analyzed later in the 
process.  Ms. Bowerman commented that availability to the public would be considered an asset 
to the community, both because of location and because LORA funds would be received for the 
project.  Mr. Kessi indicated the team would take note of this. 

Mr. Staczek discussed aspects of the design of the east/west pedestrian street (p 16) that 
contributed to the village feel of Lake Oswego.  Details such as trash receptacles were not shown, 
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but would be added later.  Mr. Farrington identified a concern about lack of landscaping in this 
image, which contributed to a feeling of hardness in the narrow walkway.  The addition of 
moderate-sized deciduous trees and other landscaping would help create a more intimate 
pedestrian scale.  Mr. Sandoval explained that the initial plan included such trees, but they were 
removed so as to allow sunlight to come through.  Some ornamental trees in pots might animate 
the area, but there needs to be a balance.  The recent removal of 60% of the trees on the Portland 
bus mall was cited as an example of the importance of sunlight to a great public street.  Agreeing 
that the trees should not have a broad canopy, Mr. Farrington reiterated his belief that a softer 
look could be created with properly-placed deciduous trees. 

Discussion of other design aspects affecting the scale and village-like quality followed.  These 
included the purposeful placement of two levels of residential units behind the eave line, with 
sloped roof and stacked dormers; location of the green wall, planter, and pots; and paving.  Ms. 
Jordan suggested that permeable pavers might offer a softening effect.  Mr. Sandoval indicated 
this should be considered farther along in the process. 

Mr. Staczek discussed images of the streetscape on 1st Street, where the team is striving to match 
the scale and character across the street in front of Lake View Village, generally recognized as a 
lively and desirable place.  On 2nd Street the plan shows planters in front of residences so as to 
provide privacy, while softening the street edge.  The design also calls for replacement of the 
current street trees with full-canopy trees.  The team is working with the City to devise a plan for 
placing a planting strip on the east-side sidewalk so as to better integrate with the sidewalk across 
2nd Street.  Mr. Williams corroborated the desirability of this idea, noting that the street is 
sufficiently wide to accommodate traffic and parking with a narrowed design. 

Mr. Gustafson reiterated his concern about space for pets, possibly in connection with the planting 
strip.  Mr. Sandoval noted that an ongoing challenge is to create stronger streets, while 
complementing existing Lake Oswego streets. 

Mr. Staczek provided details about the street furnishings, their adherence to Lake Oswego 
standards, and the effort to apply these standards and aesthetic to the pedestrian streets (p 21-
22).  The team has made significant effort to address concerns about the service access to 
Building B (p 23) as it concerns location of trash and recycling facilities and the resident loading 
zone.  The revised design focuses on moving trash and recycling more onto Evergreen Road and 
away from the residences on 2nd Street.  Mr. Gudman indicated that this was a good change and 
expressed his thanks. 

Mr. Staczek reviewed the layout of each floor, identifying locations of bicycle storage, access to 
residences, designated parking for residential and retail visitors, elevators and stairs, and 
responded to various Board members’ questions.  With regard to the retail space, Ms. Jordan 
asked about plans for access and the size of desired retail establishments.  Mr. Staczek indicated 
that the development team intended to be flexible about the number of doors for retail access, 
depending on tenants’ needs.  Mr. Kessi advised that the focus was on best-of-class local retail, 
rather than big corporate tenants.  This is a boutique design development and the developer wants 
retail tenants to be consistent with that concept.  Chair Studebaker asked what this meant in 
terms of square footage.  Mr. Kessi cited the example of the space on 1st and Evergreen, where 
the current vision is to locate two 3,000-square-foot restaurants, rather than one of 6,000 square 
feet.  Mr. Sandoval observed that a focus on smaller, diverse boutique establishments would add 
to the texture of the street. 

Mr. Farrington asked for clarification of the area labeled as amenity space, just off Evergreen 
adjacent to the north/south passageway.  Mr. Staczek explained that it was a flex space; it could 
become extra square footage for a retailer, if needed, or could be used for storage for residences.  
An issue of concern has been the vehicular access from 1st Street into the parking garage, Mr. 
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Farrington observed, with pedestrians needing to cross there.  It was good to see that the updated 
design includes addition of bollards in the sidewalk.  Other possibilities could be a change of 
material in the ground plane and audible and visual warnings.  Improvement of visual access might 
be obtained by opening up the entrance somewhat; it is desirable to explore this within the next 
couple of weeks, even prior to the design review application.  He asked whether the level of the 
retail space along A Avenue would step up with the sidewalk to be approximately at grade level at 
the northwest corner, or if it would be significantly below sidewalk level.  Mr. Staczek indicated 
that, although the current plan shows this area as all on one level, tenants would be able to specify 
the level for their doors.  All will meet the floor at grade.  Mr. Farrington indicated his approval.  
Mr. Gudman commented that he would regard the audible warning approach for addressing safety 
at the parking entrance would be last on his list of preferences.  With the large number of parking 
stalls, it would be sounding constantly; it would be more irritation at the street level. 

Mr. Staczek continued his level-by-level description of retail and residential spaces, addressing 
Board members’ questions.  Moving into architecture, slides (p 32-38) illustrated the three 
individual styles of the buildings, based on the Lake Oswego zoning Code.  The Oregon rustic feel 
is reflected in Building A, along with use of high-quality materials.  The roof slope and eave 
treatments were emphasized in order to bring down the scale of the project and produce a better 
relationship with neighboring buildings. 

Ms. Bowerman expressed appreciation for the efforts to reduce the scale, but indicated she is 
troubled by the projecting balconies on 1st Street and, to a lesser extent, on 2nd Street and A 
Avenue.  Her vision is that the balconies would be full of residents’ barbeques, white plastic chairs, 
and bicycles.  In spite of the square footage implications, the appearance would be much better if 
the balconies were flush, so that the facades on these streets looked more like office space.  Mr. 
Staczek observed that the design had previously entailed more deeply-recessed balconies, but 
projected balconies were thought to convey a more residential feel.  The changes were made to 
reduce the scale and add complexity and texture to the façade.  In further discussion, Mr. 
Farrington acknowledged that he had requested some projection of the balconies, leaving them 
only somewhat recessed.  An aspect of residential use is that everything can’t be controlled.  While 
there is admiration for the liveliness of European streetscapes, there is a contradictory urge to 
sanitize the look of residential streets here.  It was hoped that the units’ covenants, conditions and 
restrictions (CC&Rs) would address most concerns, especially on 1st Street and A Avenue; Mr. 
Williams and Ms. Bowerman spoke strongly in favor of this.  Ms. Jordan discussed the positive 
aspects of the projecting balcony design, including potential attractiveness to buyers; together with 
strong CC&Rs, the option of using a less open balcony rail could perhaps mask the visibility of 
residents’ belongings while maintaining the interest and depth. 

Mr. Staczek indicated this was a good idea, and Mr. Farrington concurred.  The renderings have 
their limitations.  Board members were encouraged to take a look at the high-quality sample 
materials on display.  Mr. Staczek discussed an image of Building A (p 40), which reflected the 
special design effort that would preserve an ornamental maple tree at the corner of 1st Street and A 
Avenue.  It also contributes to a reduced scale and makes a statement at this important corner. 

Mr. Gustafson commended the general design direction for Building A, but observed that, unlike 
the others, the elevation for this building showed one long mass.  The portion recessed for the tree 
was successful, but a change of material or other approach might further break up or define that 
portion.  Mr. Farrington agreed, but emphasized the significant benefit of the offset at the tree.  
The elevations for this building are very misleading because the coloration of the roof and walls 
appears to be nearly the same.  Mr. Staczek described details of the materials that would break up 
the look of the façade; however, the team would be willing to keep looking at this, to be sure it fit 
with the village-like aesthetic. 
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He continued with a description of the Arts and Crafts design inspiration for Building B, with 
characteristic colors, materials, style elements, and streetscape details (p 41-47).  Mr. Farrington 
reported he had proposed modifications to the roof above the recessed residential third level, 
including addition of soffit detail; duplication of open metal railings was also suggested.  Rather 
than the double solid wood doors currently shown on these small units, he recommended a single 
door, with greater detail at the entries, reflective of the condominiums across the street.  Similarly, 
the entries to the units could be better defined by raising them slightly above the street level.  Mr. 
Staczek indicated these were great suggestions.  Ms. Jordan suggested that some kind of arch, 
as shown in the Arts and Crafts inspiration slide, might soften the character of the entry doors. 

Mr. Gudman asked about the status of any changes made to the corner of 2nd Street and 
Evergreen Road, where concern had been expressed about fitting in with the nature of the street.  
Mr. Staczek reviewed the revisions that had been made in order to soften, rather than strengthen, 
the look.  These reduced the scale of the corner and addressed concerns of Mr. Farrington, Mr. 
Prichard, and others. 

Mr. Staczek described the English Tudor inspiration for Building C, being discussed as a potential 
condominium building.  The material and color palette are primary characteristics reflecting the 
style:  very dark brick and wood and projected white stucco facades (p 48-52).  Mr. O’Neill 
observed that Oregon’s climate would make it difficult for white stucco to look good for long; if 
stucco was to be used, it would need to have some color.  Ms. Jordan felt that the white was too 
great a contrast; pedestrians do not want the building to pop out at them.  Following further 
discussion, Mr. Staczek and Mr. Sandoval indicated that the contrast color might be changed, 
perhaps to a different color on the fourth floor. 

Mr. Staczek reported that the team had made significant progress in addressing the feedback 
received in meetings about the corner at Millennium Plaza Park/1st Street and Evergreen Road (p 
54).  Board members were invited to provide additional input.  Ms. Bowerman expressed 
enthusiasm for the updated design.  She recalled earlier testimony given by a citizen who was a 
designer, criticizing the use of all three Lake Oswego-approved design styles on a single block, 
and asked Mr. Staczek to explain the decision to retain all three styles.  Mr. Farrington responded 
that the team had used a family of basic building forms and rendered them with different materials.  
This provides a unification and consistency of forms, rather than a stark stylistic contrast between 
the buildings.  Mr. Staczek agreed, adding that the design was responsive to feedback received 
and that the three separate styles reinforce the village-like character. 

Mr. Farrington pointed out that the project is taking a step back from the amount of stylistic variety 
seen in Lake View Village, and this is a positive move.  However, at this corner he would like to 
see some uniqueness in the retail canopy and possibly an adjustment so that the upper floors 
wrapped around the corner, rather than addressing the roundabout with the 45-degree facet. 

Ms. Jordan observed that this rendering would assure people of the openness of the street, 
welcoming them into Millennium Plaza Park.  The fourth-floor roof, however, looked incomplete, as 
if the top was a Hollywood façade.  Mr. Staczek explained that this was a gabled roof and that the 
perspective would be clearer when the Board viewed the three-dimensional model.  He discussed 
additional images that showed adjacent existing buildings and how the full-block development will 
relate to its neighbors through complementary scale and design elements (p 55-59).  The team has 
met with HRAB about paying homage to the existing structure and to Gene Wizer.  Reuse of the 
mosaics (p 60) is proposed for the lobbies in Buildings A and C.  HRAB had provided a list of items 
that might be saved and reused, which the team had considered.  Some of these, such as lights 
and stair railings, presented challenges that could not be addressed.  Some items could be 
retained for possible use elsewhere in the city.  Mr. O’Neill suggested that the Wizer name might 
be preserved by placing a wrought-iron arch or other structure signifying a “Wizer Walkway” at the 
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entrance on 1st Street.  Mr. Staczek indicated this was a beautiful notion.  The team would like to 
reuse the old beams and wood decking in the building lobbies and public spaces, as well. 

Locations for existing and proposed public art were described (p 61).  Mr. Gustafson suggested 
that some thought could be put into merging the historic and arts aspects, possibly by having 
artwork created for the site using historic elements such as the stair rails.  This should be 
discussed with the Arts Council.  Preservation of historic elements should be kept in mind as the 
process moves forward. 

Mr. Staczek observed that both ZGF and Mr. Kessi’s group were proud of their achievements in 
producing energy efficient and sustainable buildings.  Their goal is to obtain LEED Gold for Homes 
certification for the development (p 62).  This is a new certification specific to residential 
construction.  Mr. Gustafson asked if this meant that the retail components would not be LEED 
certified.  Mr. Sandoval indicated that the entire building would be LEED certified, and that retail 
was normally regarded as infill.  Mr. Staczek stated that there is a LEED certification for tenant 
improvement; this is a separate certification, which tenants could choose to meet. 

Ms. Jordan observed that locations of electric car plug-in stations were not shown on the designs.  
Mr. Staczek replied that these would be identified. 

Ms. Thomsen introduced the three-dimensional portion of the presentation.  Mr. Staczek 
described limitations of the technology, making Board members aware that the colors are not 
rendered to match the proposed materials but that it does provide a true 3D representation.  Mr. 
Sandoval noted that the observer does not view a building from 500 feet above the ground, so it is 
important to look at the model from the street level. 

Mr. Gustafson reiterated Ms. Jordan’s concern about appearance of the gable end of Building C.  
It is not consistent with the 90-degree orientation of the other gable ends and looks as if it was 
tacked on to address the traffic circle.  Mr. Farrington acknowledged that it was uncharacteristic, 
but a 90-degree corner did not seem to work there.  Discussion followed about the challenges of 
addressing the relationship to the traffic circle, including extensive efforts over the past two months 
to achieve an acceptable compromise.  Mr. Gustafson stated that he believed there might still be 
a solution that would address the “off” angle that is perceived at this corner.  He is confident that 
much time and effort has been spent and that the ultimate result will be the best solution.  It is not a 
deal killer, but it is a concern for him. 

Chair Studebaker commented that the look of the white facades on Building B imparted an 
artificial look, as if nothing was behind them.  He wondered if a change of color would mitigate this 
impression.  Mr. Staczek responded that it would.  This is a real gable, but this optical illusion 
could be resolved by changes to the color and roofing material, as it might at the 45-degree corner 
at 1st Street and Evergreen Road.  Discussion of the design efforts on this corner resumed.  Mr. 
Gustafson concluded that, given the large number of revisions made and the designers’ 
determination that the current version was most satisfactory, he could trust that.  Mr. Staczek 
confirmed their confidence in this design, but that adding more detail at the canopy could help tie 
the building together and help it communicate with Lake View Village.  Ms. Jordan acknowledged 
this, but stated that softening the top corner of the roof was a priority to her.  Mr. Farrington said 
he would lobby for a slight recess on the balconies on that façade, which would give it more depth. 

Chair Studebaker expressed appreciation for the presentation, and called on Board members to 
raise any additional questions. 

Mr. Gudman asked for an update on the number of residential units contemplated and on any plan 
for larger or more expensive units.  Mr. Kessi acknowledged that testimony heard at the last 
meeting indicated a desire for three- or four-bedroom units and housing for families.  The team 
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believes this development will indirectly create that type of housing.  A key demographic of the 
target occupants is that they are re-sizing; they will be moving out of larger houses and using their 
equity for retirement.  Another segment will be young professionals or couples who subsequently 
have a baby; they will move out of the apartments and buy the larger homes previously owned by 
retirees.  Bigger units come with higher prices; the effect of various increases in square footage 
were described in terms of pricing, for both condominium and apartment scenarios.  The current 
plan represents a blended average of unit sizes that is already bigger than the market study and 
conventional wisdom call for.  The team is seeking another market update, through a focus group 
of real estate brokers, to determine the best possible development for Lake Oswego.  It is in 
everyone’s best interest that is economically successful.  The design currently calls for a maximum 
of 228 units, with one building potentially for condominiums at a blended average of 1,200 square 
feet.  Two buildings would contain apartments at a blended average of 930 square feet. 

Mr. Gudman indicated he was not suggesting that all units become larger.  Recognizing the 
market knowledge of the real estate brokers, there might still be potential for having some larger 
units in all three buildings.  This might address traffic and parking concerns.  Based on continued 
input from neighbors and the real estate brokers, it is his hope that there may be fewer units, with 
some being larger, which will help to maintain Lake Oswego’s quality of life.  Mr. Sandoval offered 
perspective on the Indigo, a newer development in Portland, with an average unit size of 750 
square feet.  This is on the high end of the city-wide range of 450 to 750 square feet and is 
significantly below the square footage proposed for the Block 137 development.  Following a brief 
exchange about national housing trends, Mr. Gudman cited examples of Lake Oswego residents 
who have communicated to him that they would like to downsize from a 4,000-square-foot home to 
perhaps 2,500 square feet, while remaining in the city.  Mr. Sandoval discussed the potential for 
converting two condominiums into one larger unit. 

Mr. Gustafson asked when the decision might be made about size of the right-of-way on 2nd 
Street, which would determine width of the parking strip and potential for a bike lane and planting 
strip.  A planting strip that can accommodate pets is important because the closest green space is 
at Millennium Park Plaza, which is a popular play area for children.  It should not become a 
bathroom for dogs owned by many of the residents in the nearby development.  Mr. Williams 
replied that it was not yet possible to say when the decision about the planting strip would be 
finalized and approved.  However, there seems to be general agreement that it should be 
maximized.  There is definitely space for it on 2nd Street.  Additional options for addressing pet 
issues were discussed. 

Mr. Williams reviewed the Board’s role in approving the Design Development Drawings, which 
had been presented during the meeting.  He had written down 15 to 20 of the Board members’ 
suggestions, most of which he expects Mr. Kessi would plan to incorporate.  Those which the 
developer might not plan to incorporate could ultimately be incorporated through the development 
review process.  The Board’s approval of the Design Development Drawings does not constitute 
approval of the project for construction.  It is the Board’s opportunity, pursuant to the development 
agreement, to convey that the design is satisfactory, or nearly so, and to provide recommendations 
prior to submission of the application to the DRC.  That will initiate the process that will enable the 
public to start weighing in on the design, traffic, and other issues.  Once it is determined through 
the development review process that the project works for the City, the Board will then determine 
the amount of financial contribution to be made.  The Board’s role is distinct from that of the City 
Council, which would be called upon in the event of an appeal.  At such time as that might occur, 
the Councilors would have available to them all traffic reports and other impacts needed to 
consider the appeal. 

 Ms. Bowerman asked for the status of the traffic report.  Mr. Williams indicated that significant 
work had been done by Kittelson and Associates as part of the development review process, 
including presentation to the neighborhood.  There were concerns about some of the information 
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presented, and so Mr. Kessi, the architects, and the traffic engineer are taking a close look at the 
data and analysis.  Their findings will be brought in final form to the DRC and will be available for 
response from the public.  It is reasonable to expect that some kind of mitigation would be 
necessary for the Evergreen Neighborhood.  Based on the concerns they have expressed, the City 
will need to work with them to reach solutions if the project moves forward. 

Mr. Gustafson suggested that the City Attorney might wish to warn or instruct the Board members 
about ex parte contacts because if the matter came back before the City Council, it would be on 
appeal, as a land use decision.  Much has been heard from citizens, and he wondered how careful 
the members should be about seeing a traffic study or getting information offline between now and 
such time as there might be an appeal. 

Mr. Powell responded that at this point the members are looking at the matter as the investor, the 
LORA Board, considering the general design.  Once the application is filed with the DRC, under 
City Code it becomes a formal quasi-judicial process; the ex parte contact rule then applies.  
Communications that are then received about that development application or the issues in the 
development application outside of a hearings process are ex parte contacts.  If the matter does 
come to the City Council on appeal from the DRC, ex parte contacts need to be avoided.  To the 
extent that they are unavoidable, the contacts would need to be disclosed at the beginning of that 
hearing so as to allow people an opportunity to rebut.  He suggested that, once the application is 
filed with the City, members should advise people seeking to lobby them of the quasi-judicial 
process and convey the need to distance themselves from it.  To the extent that there are 
newspaper articles, emails, and other communications, these will be collected and presented as ex 
parte contacts at such time as there is an appeal hearing.  Members were encouraged to avoid 
individual communications about Code issues like traffic and design, to the extent possible.  If they 
do occur, members may want to let Staff know and they can help work through that. 

Mr. Gudman asked if the recommendation was that, once the application was filed with the DRC, 
the contact should be minimized.  Mr. Powell indicated this was correct, with it being best to avoid 
it.  He urged members to urge people to wait until the application process is complete.  It was 
agreed that Board members would be notified once the formal filing has been submitted.  However, 
he recommended that members be cautious from this point on.  Mr. Gudman asked where people 
should be directed if they wanted to submit comments about the project, once the application has 
been filed.  Mr. Powell responded that these should be sent to the development review staff, to 
Leslie Hamilton specifically, or to the Planning Department.  Ms. Hamilton will make these 
comments part of the record, as they have been directed to Staff.  Mr. Gudman made the 
disclosure that he has responded to every email message related to this project. 

Board Member Gudman moved to approve the Design Development Drawings for the Block 
137 project as presented, incorporating those suggestions made tonight to be brought 
forward as suggestions.  Board Member Gustafson seconded the motion. 

Ms. Jordan commented that she was very impressed by the design and believes that attention has 
been paid to residents’ requests and to concerns about the effects on downtown.  She believes it 
will make a great contribution to downtown and, given the attention to detail already shown, she 
feels comfortable moving forward. 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Chair Studebaker and Board Members 
Gustafson, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, and Bowerman voting ‘aye’.  (6-0) 

Mr. Lazenby suggested that some of the design drawings be made available for viewing by the 
public on the City website.  Staff would try to do this quickly, and also would put up a topic for the 
Open City Hall to provide a forum for continuing the discussion. 
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Mr. Williams requested that the Board consider one other item related to the project from a timing 
standpoint.  This involves an improvement to the grades on 2nd Street.  West-to-east cross-slope 
and elevation increases going from Evergreen Road to A Avenue are significant.  From various 
standpoints, it would be desirable to analyze what would be required to change the grade on the 
east side to better match the west side.  If this was done, it would then call for a change to the 
project design to incorporate the better grade.  This would be a separate LORA project that would 
be done in parallel with the development project because it makes sense from a construction 
standpoint.  The cost could be up to $400,000, but it is the one time to fix the grades and achieve 
more uniformity.  The improvement would work better for the townhome residents, as well.  As a 
potential separate LORA project, it would be brought back to the Board for funding approval. 

Ms. Bowerman asked if this item was on the current LORA project list.  Mr. Williams indicated 
that it would fall under Project V (Public Improvements and Beautification), public works projects.  It 
is not in the current budget nor is it specifically spelled out under Project V; however, Project V 
would include this type of project for the LORA Board.  The East End district has funds for this level 
of improvement.  He recommended that the Board authorize only a little time and money to 
analyze it, and then Staff would bring the project back for approval. 

Mr. Gustafson asked for some detail about the problem with the existing grade.  Mr. Williams 
indicated that the area lacks a typical crown section, so there is a fairly steep cross-slope that 
drops several feet from the west to the east side.  This puts the entire east side of the street in a 
kind of hole.  Along the east side of the street the grade varies considerably.  If a development is 
going in next to this, it would be desirable to have the street in a better position.  Mr. Gustafson 
acknowledged this, but said he was convinced that with the streetscaping, it would be nice and 
perhaps even more visually interesting if not so uniform.  Mr. Williams reiterated the basic concern 
about cross-slope. 

Chair Studebaker moved to approve the proposed initial study.  Board Member Jordan 
seconded the motion. 

Ms. Bowerman asked why this portion of the street was not taken into consideration as part of the 
recent work on the rest of 2nd Street.  Mr. Williams explained that changes to the grade were 
precluded by businesses operating in the lower level of the existing building; they would have been 
driven out by raising the grade in front of their spaces.  The recent work on 2nd Street was on 
behalf of the retail businesses between A and B avenues.  Ms. Jordan asked if the potential 
grading project would help with stormwater, and Mr. Williams indicated this was a likely element of 
the project.  The timing would be concurrent with the development project. 
A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Chair Studebaker and Board Members 
Gustafson, O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, and Bowerman voting ‘aye’.  (6-0) 

3. CONSENT AGENDA 
Board Member Gudman moved adoption of the Consent Agenda.  Board Member Jordan 
seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was held, and the motion passed, with Chair 
Studebaker and Board Members O’Neill, Jordan, Gudman, and Bowerman voting ‘aye’.  
Board Member Gustafson abstained (5-0 with 1 abstention) 

3.1 APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

July 2, 2013, Redevelopment Agency Special Meeting 

July 30, 2013, Redevelopment Agency Special Meeting 

Action:  Approve minutes as written. 
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3.2 AGREEMENTS 
Lake Twin Theatre Development Agreement, Third Amendment 

Action:  Approve Third Amendment to the Development Agreement with Oswego Investors, 
LLC, extending the deadline to December 15, 2013, for completion of the Additional 
Improvements to the Lake Twin Theatre. 

END CONSENT AGENDA 

4. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 
No items were removed from the Consent Agenda. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Studebaker adjourned the meeting at 7:54 p.m. 
 
  Respectfully submitted, 
 
  Catherine Schneider  /s/   
  Catherine Schneider, City Recorder 
 

APPROVED BY THE AGENCY: 
ON December 10, 2013   
 
Kent Studebaker  /s/    
Kent Studebaker, Chair 


