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CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
Chair Creighton called the Development Review Commission (DRC) meeting to order at 6:00 
p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
Members present were Chair Gregg Creighton, Vice Chair Don Richards, Brent Ahrend, Bob 
Needham, Jeff Peck and Frank Rossi. 
Staff present were Debra. Andreades, Senior Planner; Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant Planning 
Director; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Janice Reynolds, Administrative Support 
MINUTES 
None. 
FINDINGS 
None. 
PUBLIC HEARING 
LU 12-0005

Chair Creighton opened the public hearing. Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure. Each Commissioner declared his business/employment. Mr. Rossi, Chair Creighton 
and Vice Chair Richards each reported making a site visit. Mr. Rossi reported he had listened to 
the recording of the March 19 hearing.    

, a request by John Chessar for approval of a Development Review permit in 
order to remodel and construct an addition to an existing single family dwelling 
designated as an historic landmark. The project required a major alteration to an historic 
landmark. The hearing was continued from March 19, 2012. The property is located at 1125 
Maple Street (Tax Lot 3800 of Tax Map 21E 10CA).   

STAFF REPORT 
Ms. Andreades recalled the concern that had been raised at the previous hearing; that the 
addition would compromise the integrity of an historic resource and its National Register status.  
She advised that the DRC decision had to be based on the criteria in the Lake Oswego code.. It 
called for the addition to be differentiated from the original structure while still maintaining 
compatibilty with the scale and proportion of the original building. If it were removed it should not 
impact the form and integrity of the original structure. At the March 19 hearing the DRC had 
heard that the proposed addition was confined to the east side of the structure.  If it were 
removed it would not compromise the original house. If it were removed the east side of the 
house could be restored to its current design.     
APPLICANT 
John Benjamin Chessar, Maple St., testified he was the fourth owner of the property. He 
outlined its history from 1933 when Richard Sundeleaf designed the house for the Dr. Walter 
Black family. Fifty years later when the second owners commissioned Mr. Sundeleaf to help 
them expand the house his granddaughter, Hilary MacKenzie, assisted in developing the “1984 
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plans.” Those owners never started the project. The house currently only had one full sized 
bathroom.  The third owner, Bob Johnson, placed the property on the National Register of 
Historic Places in 1990 in order to take advantage of a federal Special Assessment Designation 
Program which put a 15 year freeze on property taxes if the owner agreed to complete specified 
repairs and cede design approval rights to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) during 
that period of time. The property was released from the Special Assessment program in 2005.  
A letter from SHPO confirmed that. The City and HRAB were now the sole authorities on 
whether proposed improvements meet the criteria for alterations to an historic landmark. Mr. 
Chessar explained that the applicants had purchased the property in 2007 knowing it was off 
the Special Assessment program and based on the plans they had seen.  He related that the 
applicants began the current process by reaching out to all groups that had an interest and 
could offer them valuable input into the ultimate design. They had incorporated many of those 
suggestions into the currently proposed design. They wanted a project that balanced the needs 
of today’s family and helped restore portions of the original home that required significant repair 
while respecting the historic integrity of the home. Staff and the HRAB supported the 
application. He explained that the home was no longer under Special Assessment designation 
and the comments offered by SHPO were only advisory.  He noted that a SHPO Preservation 
Specialist had written that SHPO would not pursue delisting the property from the National 
Register. She advised that the proposed changes could limit the owner’s ability to go back on 
the Special Assessment Program in the future. Mr. Chessar related that the applicants were 
willing to forego the tax reduction in order to update the house.     
PROPONENTS 
Kasey Holwerda, North Point Rd., spoke on behalf of the HRAB. She explained that Chapter 58 
did not preclude additions to historic homes and the HRAB could only advise people. Mr. 
Sundeleaf’s plans had been discussed at the pre-application conference. HRAB had been 
concerned that they showed a cupola and an addition that was much taller than the house.  The 
HRAB had advised that the addition needed to be reduced in order to minimize the impact on 
the historic home. The applicants had done that. The HRAB supported their application. During 
questioning, Ms. Holwerda was asked if the City was in danger of losing a property on the 
National Register. She noted that SHPO, which was in charge of monitoring National Trust 
Properties in Oregon, was willing to leave the property on the National Register with the 
proposed addition. That was comforting to the preservation community.   
Tom Brennan, Maple St

NEITHER FOR NOR AGAINST 

., urged the DRC to listen to staff and the HRAB and approve the 
application. He had lived next door for twenty years. He understood the importance of 
preservation, but suggested preservation did not mean being frozen in time and living with lead 
pipes. The DRC should take into account that a real family would be living in the home.  He was 
the fourth owner of his own house. It had necessarily been changed over time.  He indicated 
that the applicants had gone to extraordinary lengths to ensure their home complied with the 
code. The house would continue to be a landmark in the future even with the additions.  During 
questioning Mr. Brennan clarified that his and the applicants’ garages were adjacent to each 
other and his mother in law lived in the most recent addition to his home, which was a 
secondary dwelling unit beneath the garage that had been constructed in 2006.   

Marylou Colver, President of the Lake Oswego Preservation Society, testified that she and 
Preservation Society officer, Erin O’Rourke Meadors, had talked with the applicants and 
concluded the applicants acted in good faith to comply with the City code. They also concluded 
that it was the process that was at fault. She suggested ways to improve the process.  She 
related that the applicants had offered to make detailed drawings of the east facade available 
for future architectural historians that could serve as a blueprint to use to return the house to its 
original state if someone every wanted to do that. She asked the DRC to make that a condition 
of approval if it approved the application.   
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OPPONENT 
Hilary MacKenzie, Buckington Terr., Portland,

Ms. MacKenzie agreed owners could make modifications to historic houses. She advised the 
most successful alterations were minor ones that preserved the resource for the next generation 
and put less of a burden on the architect to produce a design that was compatible with the 
historic property. She held the proposed addition fundamentally altered the character of the 
house and was not a compatible alteration. If approved as shown it would be an insult to her 
grandfather’s legacy and it should not remain a Landmark nor be listed on the National Register.  
She further advised that the City needed to clarify its process to ensure that if something was 
designated as a Landmark it would be kept as a Landmark.    

 testified she was the granddaughter of Richard 
Sundeleaf and had been his intern in 1984 when she drew alterations to the subject house.  
Those owners had abandoned the project and the design was never built. She now had her own 
firm and had designed countless alterations and restorations to older and historic homes.   She 
testified she had drawn a design for the Chessar’s that was smaller than the one they currently 
proposed. She had cautioned them that to add onto an historic home one needed to be both 
respectful of it as an historic resource and devote sufficient funds to do the work correctly. She 
related that the applicants seemed frustrated with those restrictions. She observed that Black 
House was both a City Landmark and on the National Register. It was a public resource 
because of its architectural integrity and craftsmanship. There were many Sundeleaf houses in 
the City. Their charm came from the beauty of the building, both inside and out. The exterior of 
Black House was a careful composition with balance, rhythm, harmony and proportion. There 
was careful detailing of the materials. Rooms inside were symmetrical with careful window 
placements. That distinguished Sundeleaf designs from others.  Therefore it was reasonable to 
critique the current application on its architectural merits. She held that the proposed design 
was out of scale with the existing resource. It demonstrated a lack of understanding of historic 
forms and it would be impossible to build without destroying qualities that made the Black 
House a Landmark. The proposal called for extending both north and south walls of the existing 
kitchen and the roof above in the same planes. There would be no clear break between the old 
and the new portions of the house. Thus, the existing proportions would be distorted. The new 
cross gable became a dominant façade feature, dwarfing the existing entry. The nestled shallow 
double gables were commonly found on contemporary spec houses – not a house of this 
period. The mud room porch design copied the design of posts surrounding the house. That 
was not the original design, but the result of repairs of posts that had rotted at the base, been 
cut off, and then set on brick  plinths.  Poor quality repairs were not details that should be 
copied.  She referred to the exterior porch fireplace with a sloped brick face that mimicked the 
sloped brick back of the living room fireplace and remarked that when elements of historic 
houses were copied randomly without understanding the basis of the form it became a parody 
of the original architecture. She advised there were more problems with proportion at the rear of 
the house. The ratio of windows to wall on the main floors was consistent with contemporary 
construction, but not houses of this period. The shed dormer did not relate to any other forms on 
the house. She concluded that the application failed to meet the standards of LOC 
58.002.135(3) and it diminished the architectural significance of the Landmark.   

REBUTTAL 
None. 
DELIBERATIONS 
The applicants waived their right to hold the record open in order to submit a final written 
argument. Chair Creighton opened deliberations.   
Mr. Needham observed that the applicants had the burden of proving that the proposed 
changes did not alter or diminish the historical or architectural significance of the house.  He 
indicated he did not think they had done that. Ms. MacKenzie’s testimony had been very 
persuasive because she had the training and experience. The ordinance did not define 
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‘historical or architectural significance’ so the Commissioners had to rely on experts to explain it 
and look at the National Register guidelines to get a sense of what a standard might be. He was 
not persuaded by the argument that changes could be made just because the original architect 
had proposed changes and because the currently proposed changes were a different architect’s 
work. When asked, he explained that he was not an architect so he would not try to craft a 
condition of approval in an attempt to try to redesign the project.   
Chair Creighton remarked that the proposed plan would make it virtually impossible for 
someone with an untrained eye to see where the addition happened. Vice Chair Richards 
commented on the difficulty of ensuring that an addition was both differentiated from the original 
house yet compatible with it. Mr. Peck indicated he found the additions were compatible in 
nature due to similar materials, windows, roof pitch and trim that was compatible.  It did not 
appear to diminish the historical and architectural significance. He noted the project would 
provide a new living space for the future that benefitted residents of the house. Mr. Ahrend 
agreed there was a ‘fine line.’ The question was should the addition be a form of the historic 
structure or should it be somewhat offset so people could clearly identify what was old and what 
was new. The applicants had chosen to try to integrate the addition as best they could with the 
historical structure. He commented that they had done a pretty good job of it. The question was 
had they gone far enough? Had they included elements that matched the historical structure? 
Ms. MacKenzie’s testimony indicated there were some items that might not match and it might 
be a little too big.  Perhaps those concerns could be addressed by conditions of approval. Mr. 
Needham recalled Ms. MacKenzie’s statement that the proposed addition fundamentally altered 
the character of the house. In that case it was not just a matter of doing something like moving a 
window. He indicated that he would not be comfortable with trying to redesign the house.  Chair 
Creighton agreed that the Sundeleaf designed elevation was a careful composition, but he 
indicated he also saw a lot of careful composition in what the applicants’ architect had done.     
The Commissioners looked at a photograph showing the post detail that Ms. MacKenzie had 
explained was not original. Chair Creighton recalled that she had explained that the owners had 
saved the post, but cut it off at the base. He asked for confirmation that the 1984 drawings 
showed a substantially taller addition with a cupola. Ms. Andreades related that those drawings 
had been discussed at the pre-application conference but were not in the actual land use 
submittal.  Mr. Rossi recalled Ms. MacKenzie’s testimony that the proposed design 
fundamentally altered the character of the house. He observed it was the consistency of the 
proposed design that made it fit the original house and that it would improve the neighborhood.   
Mr. Ahrend reminded the Commission that if the DRC found the proposed alteration would 
diminish the historical or architectural significance of the landmark they could then consider the 
ESEE analysis and criteria and determine whether to approve the application. LOC 
58.02.135(3) listed considerations to be used as a guide. One of them, Section (b) explained 
that, ‘alterations which diminish the historical or architectural significance may be allowed if, 
through an ESEE analysis, it can be shown that the benefit to the community of allowing the 
alteration outweighs the benefit to the community of preserving the resource in its present 
condition.’ Mr. Needham remarked that he had not heard any evidence related to that either 
way.   
Four of the five Commissioners indicated they were leaning toward a determination that the 
proposed changes would not diminish the historical or architectural significance of the 
Landmark. Mr. Needham suggested if the DRC was going to approve the application it could 
add a condition requiring the applicants to provide detailed architectural plans to document what 
had been done to the east side. Those plans could be used in the event the addition was ever 
removed. Chair Creighton observed the applicants used similar period materials, shapes and 
forms. There was no problem with massing. It appeared to be balanced. The likelihood that 
someone would want to return it to its original form was minimal. Mr. Needham indicated he saw 
an issue related to historic materials. He suggested removal or alteration of historic materials or 
distinctive architectural features should be avoided whenever feasible. Vice Chair Richards 
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agreed that the applicants should get as close as possible under current conditions. Chair 
Creighton suggested that the DRC could require all the posts on the new addition to be like the 
original posts and extend to the ground as they had before the original posts decayed and were 
cut off.  He advised there was now a way to foot them so they would not rot away again.   
Ms. Andreades clarified that the staff proposed language for a possible condition to provide 
architectural drawings of the east side of the existing house in order to document the original 
design at that location.  Chair Creighton suggested that the condition should call for the entire 
addition to be well documented with complete drawings. The Commissioners clarified for Mr. 
Boone that the other condition they were suggesting would call for the plinths to be removed 
and for the posts to go all the way to the ground. Chair Creighton advised that a ‘stand up post 
base’ (a type of post footing) would prevent the posts from rotting again.   
Mr. Ahrend moved to approve LU 12-0005

GENERAL PLANNING & OTHER BUSINESS 

 with the two additional conditions the 
Commissioners had discussed during deliberation: to provide drawings to document the existing 
house at the location of the addition and extending the porch posts all the way to the ground.  
Mr. Rossi seconded the motion and it passed 5:1. Mr. Needham voted against. The final vote 
was scheduled for the May 7, 2012 DRC meeting.    

None. 
ADJOURNMENT 
The next meeting was scheduled on May 7, 2012. There being no other business Chair 
Creighton adjourned the meeting at approximately 7:11 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Janice Reynolds 
Administrative Support 
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