
  
 

  

 
 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Development Review Commission Special Meeting 

Minutes 
July 24, 2014 

Chair Needham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall.   

Members present:   Chair Bob Needham, Vice Chair Brent Ahrend, Gregg Creighton, Ann 
Johnson, and David Poulson.  Kelly Melendez and Frank Rossi were not 
present.   

Staff present:    Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Director; Leslie Hamilton, Senior Planner; 
Erica Rooney, City Engineer; Amanda Owings, Traffic Engineer; Brant 
Williams, Director of Redevelopment Agency; Evan Boone, Deputy City 
Attorney; and Janice Reynolds, Administrative Support 

PUBLIC HEARING 
LU 13-0046: A request by Evergreen Group, LLC, for approval of a Development Review Permit to 
construct a mixed use project (revised), including 207 residential units and 36,500 square feet of 
commercial use in three buildings, with the following exceptions to the Community Development 
Code standards:  

• Residential uses on the ground floor in EC zone [LOC 50.03.003.1.e.ii]  
• Reduced amount of storefront glazing [LOC 50.05.004.6.b.i]  
• Retail parking entrance on 1st Street [LOC 50.05.004.10.b]  
• Shared private/public parking provided on-site [LOC 50.06.002]  

The applicant also is requesting removal of 25 trees to accommodate the development. Location of 
Property: 140 A Avenue, (Tax Lot 08300 of Tax Map 21E 03DD). Continued from February 19, 
2014, for consideration of revised submittals by the applicant; re-commenced on July 21, 2014; 
then continued to July 24 to finish receiving oral testimony.   

Chair Needham opened the public hearing. Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure. Each Commissioner declared her/his business/employment. Vice Chair Ahrend related 
that a co-worker might testify on the project, but that he would consider their testimony the same 
as anyone else’s. Mr. Creighton declared an ex parte contact. No one challenged any 
Commissioner’s right to consider the application. 

Public Testimony 
Opponents – Continued from July 21, 2014 
 Leslie Pirrotta, 14215 Bridge Court 
Ms. Pirrotta testified the proposed development was too big, and ignored the Code and the 
community vision. The buildings were not small scale structures which was the cornerstone of 
village character. Building B had more square footage than all six Lakeview Village buildings 
combined and would overwhelm their small downtown core and human scale. The project did not 
complement Blocks 138 and 136 or structures along A Avenue. She held that the Code said a 
fourth story ‘may’ be permitted and that did not make approval automatic. The Code allowed height 
up to 60’ in order to fulfill the Lake Oswego style of steeply pitched gable roofs and spires, not to 
pack in apartments. The UDP called for downtown housing to have a random village scale. The 
Wizer block was part of the compact shopping district, but would cut retail to 13% retail and 87% 
apartments. It would be its own, isolated, self-contained community. It would not enhance the 
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downtown experience or draw people downtown like Lakeview Village did. Having 27 visitor 
parking spaces on the street would amplify the parking problem. She was concerned the 50% 
apartment turnover rate would mean an average of two moving vans on the street every weekend, 
plus UPS and FedEx trucks. She indicated the proposal ignored the vision that was shared by the 
majority in the City. They were willing to wait a little longer for a development that respected the 
vision. She asked the Commission to deny the application.   

 Phil Pirrotta, 14215 Bridge Court 
Mr. Pirrotta submitted copies of the old and new floor plans in order to show the applicant had not 
changed the massive size and number of floors. He held it still did not comply with the compact 
shopping district and it pushed the use of height beyond their guidelines. It was not the assembly 
of small structures that appeared and operated like a traditional small town, which was the 
definition of village character. He explained the applicant had been able to reduce the number of 
apartments by making the first floor interior apartments office use. If they could not rent those or 
second floor apartments labeled ‘office below’ they could be converted back to apartments. He 
noted the applicant had re-labeled the floors to Ground, 1, 2, 3 and 4 but it was still a five-story 
apartment complex. He explained there had been confusion because the artist’s conception 
seemed to have four levels. That was because the ‘ground level’ was double height on the outside 
and two single levels inside. He said there was even a sixth level of apartments on the 
2nd/Evergreen corner. The applicant claimed it was legally below grade. He said the town had set 
the height limit to allow features like steeply pitched roofs, attics, and spires. The applicant was 
exploiting the limit to create a block long apartment structure under some slightly pitched roofs. 
Citizens wanted a compact shopping district they could all use with perhaps some mixed-use 
apartments or a boutique hotel above, but not this massive apartment complex. He asked the 
Commission to reject the proposal because it should meet the intent, not just the letter of the law.     

 Diane Cassidy, 3601 Wren Street   
Ms. Cassidy discussed that the East End Redevelopment District was a concept of a village. She 
opined that the four requirements for a fourth floor should not just offer a choice of one of them – 
all four should be required. She mentioned that the Code called for ‘significant step back’ but did 
not define what significant was and what the purpose was. She was concerned that there was a 
fifth floor because of the definition of ‘story.’       

 David Radich, 669 Ellis Avenue 
Mr. Radich said he did not support the proposal because the sheer size of the buildings did not 
meet village character; the loss of retail was the opposite of what was planned for the block; the 
parking plan was too dependent on on-street parking in the neighborhood; and traffic issues on 
their local neighborhood streets had not been addressed. In regard to village character he 
compared the number of stories, square footage, and length of Lakeview Village buildings A and B, 
Block 136 A Street Station, and the new Banner Bank on 4th Street with proposed Building A to 
demonstrate that they were two and three stories, 17,000 to 22,000 s.f., and 115 to 120 feet long 
when the proposed building was four stories, 85,698 s.f. and 256 feet along A Avenue. The 
comparisons showed the Wizer Block buildings did not meet the Code or the City’s plans for the 
downtown area. He noted the Code defined village character as a community of small scale 
structures; an East End Redevelopment Plan objective was to preserve desired aspects of the 
existing character of downtown; the UDP said the scale, articulation of the building mass and the 
relationship of the building to the street and to other buildings were critical elements that 
determined what a building would contribute to the overall urban ambiance; and a Comprehensive 
Plan policy called for standards which required new development that enhanced the existing 
building environment in terms of size and scale.   

In regard to loss of retail he noted the East End Redevelopment and UDP envisioned Block 137 as 
part of a high density compact shopping district. The proposed plan decreased retail on the block 
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by 50%. He said more retail, not a four-story residential complex, would bring shoppers to 
downtown. In regard to the reduced parking he said consistent availability of parking would draw 
people to the area, otherwise shoppers and diners would go elsewhere.  In regard to traffic he 
indicated that with no traffic studies of local streets and no traffic mitigation plan the neighborhood 
worried especially about pedestrians and bicycle safety. The neighborhood plan recognized 
Evergreen Road as their primary walking street. It was the street most likely to be used as a cut 
through when there was congestion on A Avenue. He urged the Commission to deny the 
application. He said the proposal did not address his neighborhood’s issues; it did not meet the 
Code definition of village character; it was not compatible with what had already been built; it was 
not part of a compact shopping area; it did not provide sufficient parking, and in fact it reduced 
parking by 60 spaces. There was still no evidence to determine if traffic on their local streets would 
exceed the limits set in the Comprehensive Plan.   

 Patrick Haar, 4430 Golden Lane  
Mr. Haar recalled the City’s vision and standards were in regard to a compact shopping district with 
mixed-use retail that would draw people downtown and was small scale structures. He noted the 
proposed design was 16’ higher and three times the size of Lakeview Village. The project would 
exacerbate already problematic traffic, which was particularly evident at 4:30 p.m. weekdays and 
Saturday mornings. He held the project was a residential development in a business district that 
did not create the shopping district. The proposed project did not accomplish the objectives of 
minimizing the impact of traffic and providing an adequate supply of parking to support economic 
activity. He characterized the project as a nonconforming dormitory, over size for the area.      

 Nancy Shebel, 1961 Summit Drive  
Ms. Shebel testified she had moved to Lake Oswego from California due to congestion and air 
quality issues and because of the City’s small town character and walkability. She was concerned 
the proposed project was too big for a village; they would place things like laundry and bicycles on 
their balconies; they would not be interested in maintaining the buildings; and the moving in and 
out activity would create gridlock. She suggested halving the number of residential units and 
having more retail and restaurants to draw people to the area for the benefit of local businesses.  
She asked the Commission to deny the development.    

 Tris Nelson, 1192 Andrews Road (Speaking for herself and her sister, Mary Nelson)  
Ms. Nelson suggested the project was driven by greed. She indicated that she was concerned 
about traffic problems and asked the City to look at the traffic study, including renters moving in 
and out on weekends and vendors’ trucks. She recalled the problems related to lack of parking at 
the new Zupans store. She mentioned she was concerned about allowing the town to become too 
crowded. Chair Needham advised that the motivation of the applicant was not an aspect the 
Commission reviewed.   

 Gene Abbott, 4952 Oakridge Road  
Mr. Abbott objected to the revised proposal because it was still too big; because of the number of 
residential units (207) and floors (4); because it had about half of the retail space the existing Wizer 
facility had; because the three proposed buildings were much too large to fit the area; and because 
the ground floor should be reserved for retail and commercial uses. He indicated approval would 
ruin the unique small town village character and set a dangerous precedent for overdevelopment of 
the area. He contrasted three, large, buildings with six separate buildings at Lakeview Village. He 
clarified that although the project was too big, the architecture and facades were attractive and fit in 
well. He suggested the following changes: Limit the project to three stories; not allow it to be above 
the height of adjacent complexes; reduce the number of residential units to 70 or at least to 100; 
split each building in two so there were six smaller buildings; and increase the amount of retail and 
commercial so it was closer to the amount that was currently there. He asked the City not to allow 
the underground parking area to protrude into the water table.       
City of Lake Oswego Development Review Commission Special Meeting 
Minutes of July 24, 2014 Page 3 of 14 



  
 
 John Bell, 14141 Goodall Road  
Mr. Bell, a computer graphics artist, submitted graphics to demonstrate scale. In order to counter 
the statement the buildings had a small footprint he showed a football field under the footprint of 
each building, pointing out that two buildings covered nearly half a football field and one nearly 
covered a field. He presented graphics to show a human figure next to the project from various 
perspectives, including a walkway; 300 people outside of the building after a fire drill; and 170 cars 
parked in the surrounding streets. He noted the pedestrian in walkway illustration showed a canyon 
effect, because the narrowest part of the walkway was 12-14 feet and the overall height of the 
project was 57 feet. He discussed discrepancies in the applicant’s conceptual drawings that he 
wanted to see fixed. For example, the roofline edge dimension on Building C’s side and front 
elevations was not the same; and, the orthographic projections just showed what was closest to 
the street and visible to the pedestrian but he would show everything on that elevation. An example 
was that a drawing showed the balcony railing but not the balcony access door. He concluded that 
there were three massive buildings; there was only 13% retail space; there were 217 apartments 
with amenities geared primarily to renters; there would be between 300-400 more people living and 
working on the block and perhaps 300 cars added to an already-congested area of downtown. He 
indicated it was not the ‘small-scale’ village development they wanted.  

 Ron Morgentale, 104 5th Street  
Mr. Morgantale, who served on the Evergreen Neighborhood Association board, testified that 
surveys showed 80% opposition to the project. Issues related to density, parking and traffic 
impacts remained to be addressed. He provided photographs to show congestion and queuing on 
1st Street during the Saturday market. He noted the Code did not specify a ratio for mixed-use or 
define ‘floor’ and a ‘story’. He asked the Commission to apply common sense and deny the 
application.   

 Dick Spies, Mackenzie, 2234 NW Johnson Street, Portland, Oregon  
Mr. Spies indicated his areas of concern were distribution of uses and the scale and massing of the 
proposed project relative to its surroundings. The site had been considered an important part of a 
compact shopping district but the project was dominated by residential uses and had 50% less 
retail than the existing retail on the site. There was not enough leased space to create the vibrant 
destination retail/commercial uses crucial to the health and vitality of downtown. It was less than 
half of the amount in Lakeview Village. He noted the ground floor plan had relatively shallow bay 
retail space along 1st and A; internal pedestrian ways were often flanked on one side by residential 
uses; and there were no commercial or retail spaces on the 2nd floor as there were in Lakeview 
Village. At 28,000 s.f. of retail the proposed project did not take advantage of the zone allowing a 
single tenant to have as much as 35,000 s.f. More retail would be of advantage to retailers as they 
would benefit from the cross traffic. They were missing out on tenant possibilities that could bring 
high value products and services to the downtown core.   
 
Mr. Spies did not see enough change in the revised proposal to bring it more in scale with Blocks 
136 and 138. His diagrams illustrated that, comparing the mass, scale and number of buildings on 
the neighboring blocks with corresponding Block 137 elevations. He noted the most substantial 
change the applicant had made was the one-story reduction along 2nd Street. There was almost no 
change on A or 1st. He noted Northwest 23rd and Pearl District blocks which were smaller and had 
more corners and more open public ways. The proposed project should be broken up at street 
level into more buildings with more pedestrian ways, as Lakeview Village was. He pointed out 
Block 137 buildings dominated the intersections which served as gateways to the compact 
shopping district. He advised that the project should have a drastically increased amount of retail 
and commercial. Scale and massing issues could be dealt with by reducing fourth floor areas in 
key locations and breaking up the building forms to create additional accesses to internal and 
second story retail and commercial. He advised the revised project did not maintain the village 

City of Lake Oswego Development Review Commission Special Meeting 
Minutes of July 24, 2014 Page 4 of 14 



  
 
character and the scale of downtown and was not complementary or compatible to Lakeview 
Village or Block 136.   
 
In response to a question whether the diagram of six building footprints of Lakeview Village was 
misleading because it did not show the overhead connections, Mr. Spies said they were designed 
and permitted as separate buildings and each had separate exit paths. There were significant 
enough visual breaks in mass that a pedestrian’s perception from the street was that they were 
separate buildings. He contrasted that with the applicant’s approach to just use different materials 
to make one building look like multiple buildings.   

 Barry Cain, 999 Eaglewood Drive, President of Gramor Development, Inc.  
Mr. Cain clarified that Lakeview Village was made up of six complete and separate buildings plus a 
parking garage. The City had required the garage to be a separate structure. The Code required 
the proposed project to be part of the four-block shopping district and meet village character 
criteria. The applicant’s plan did not do that.  It was still three big and tall apartment buildings with a 
hallway through it. They just kept trying different decorations on the buildings. Approval would be 
bad for Lakeview Village and for downtown and would mean the end of village character there. Mr. 
Cain recounted how his firm had changed their original proposals for their two blocks in response 
to City and neighborhood input that they were too dense and did not meet village character and to 
meet the compact shopping district expectation. The changes included reducing the number of 
stories and residential units.   

Mr. Cain advised it was smart to designate an area of downtown for shopping because for retail to 
be effective it had to have critical mass and be in a specific, concentrated, area. Shopping district 
buildings should be primarily retail. Lakeview Village buildings were primarily retail use buildings. 
Office use on the upper floor was secondary and they had been able to stretch some retail use to 
second floors. They ended up with about 68,000 s.f. of retail and 22,000 s.f. of office. He advised 
that Block 137 only had about half of the retail it should have on the ground floor and that was 
marginalized by the housing above. He advised that a high-density residential project would not 
help the situation of retail vacancies or get them more and stronger retail; it could certainly hurt it. 
The vacancy rate in Lake Oswego was a low 4.9%; vacancies and retail going in and out of 
business was just part of the business. His firm had 97,700 s.f. of retail space downtown and 
4.22% of it was vacant. He could have filled one of their two vacancies by now but he was holding 
out for the right type of tenant to have the perfect mix. Some of the right types of tenants were 
hesitant to locate there because there was not enough retail concentrated there yet. If the City just 
stayed firm with the plan it would happen.   

Mr. Cain advised the proposed project was grossly under-parked. He questioned the plan to have 
33 of the 275 spaces in the residential garage be provided by lifts so two cars could share one 
space. They would not work like regular parking spaces and would likely kill both spaces. 
Subtracting those and the required number of visitors’ spaces left 199 parking spaces for residents, 
which was less than one per unit when they should have at least one per bedroom, or 100 more 
spaces. He worried it would be a disaster that would take place in the streets in front of the 
retailers and in the Lakeview Village parking garage; they should make sure that did not happen. 
He advised one reason the retail and restaurants did well was because of the availability of 
parking. He concluded that what they had now was special and if they lost it they would not get it 
back. The planning had been done and the precedent had been set. They should keep village 
character; keep and enhance the compact shopping district; and keep downtown Lake Oswego’s 
living room easily accessible to all citizens.   

 

 

 Matt Grady, 5283 Lakeview Blvd. (97035), Gramor Development, Inc.  
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Mr. Grady related he had been the project manager for Blocks 136 and 138 and served on the 
Chamber’s parking task force. He clarified that the proposed parking plan was not the same as 
Lakeview Village’s. At Lakeview Village retail employee parking was constantly reserved and they 
had spaces reserved for office use weekdays between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. But Block 137 retail 
reserved parking (48 spaces) was supposed to go away after 5:00 p.m. so those spaces would be 
available for public parking and there would be 155 public spaces. If retail employees did not leave 
promptly (and in actuality, they did not) there would be fewer public spaces available. If they 
assumed they all stayed on and factored in 16 spaces that could be shared by retail and office 
uses there would be 123 public spaces available. He observed in that case the exception request 
was flawed and not justified because the public parking aspect was not being fulfilled. Mr. Grady 
advised the 27 on-street spaces the applicant was counting for commercial uses would not actually 
be available. The City’s parking study showed high (85%) utilization of spaces in the area. He 
questioned that the 33 lift spaces for residential parking were viable, noting the Code did not 
specifically directly address lift parking, and that it called for parking design to ensure that the 
parking of any vehicle did not interfere with the parking and maneuvering of any other vehicle. Lift 
parking might not meet the latter requirement due to the mechanics. Subtracting those and the 
guest spaces brought residential spaces down to 189 spaces for 207 units. He advised that in Lake 
Oswego they needed more than one space per unit. In practice people would park in the 
neighborhoods and in the Lakeview Village garage. He concluded that they did not agree with the 
proposed parking provisions, which were seriously flawed and needed to be totally revised.   

 Dr. Tana Haynes, 2277 Summit Drive  
Dr. Haynes described the recent changes as cosmetic. The project was still three large structures 
and the mass had not been reduced. She advised that village character was not just what a 
pedestrian standing close to the building perceived and this was still a mega box when viewed 
from all angles. She asked the Commission to deny the application. It was not retail as the City’s 
plans called for in the compact shopping district. It would affect availability of parking for Millennium 
Park on weekends. The new residents might help support coffee shops, but would displace the 
critical shopping mass necessary for the retail core. It was an urban myth that vibrancy came from 
high-density housing and it caused them to lose livability and access. She said it was not true that 
if they met the minimum parking required by Code there would be no parking issue. She indicated 
that the bar for village character was set across the street with two story buildings, an intimate feel, 
and a lot of open areas. The connectors between the buildings at Lakeview Village hid the garage. 
It had an open, uncluttered, look and large rooms inside for commercial use. The applicant could 
have achieved that if they had broken up Building C, but instead they packed three stories of small 
apartments. In order to match existing development it should be retail and commercial, with two 
stories with a third significantly set back, and with varied height. Just because the fourth floor met 
the Code technically did not mean it worked corner to corner. She pointed out Building C was a 
very repetitious, large-scale, structure when village character was random and small scale. 
Building B also needed to be broken up further. Block 138 townhouses set the precedent for 2-3 
stories. The project should be more retail and commercial. If this was approved the community 
would lose their retail core and the Lakeview Village dining atmosphere. They would see clutter on 
the balconies and perhaps pooch potties. She described a problem that Mr. Wizer had unrealistic 
expectations in regard to return on investment. She predicted that there would be better proposals 
right behind this one. She said the future of downtown was at stake.   

 Lisa Volpel, 5655 SW Kenny St.  
Ms. Volpel was concerned about parking. She recalled that parking plans at the Oakridge and 
Zupans developments did not work well. She understood that 80% of the parking around the 
downtown core area was private, which meant only 20% public parking was available. Tight 
parking could potentially kill the retail. She questioned that such a big project would fit in this key 
location. She recalled the building separations and scale of Bridgeport Village. She was also 
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concerned the block was residential with token retail/commercial and would feel like a residential 
area. She remarked that the mixed-use in downtown Tualatin felt dead and not like a city center.   

 Diana Boom, 557 Evergreen Rd.  
Ms. Boom was concerned about village character, parking and traffic.  The application called for 27 
on-street parking places, but when she walked the area she rarely saw as many as seven parking 
places available.  She recalled congestion at the 1st/A intersection during the Farmers’ Market and 
after-work traffic backed up to 8th Street.  She anticipated those drivers were likely to cut using 
Evergreen which was a narrow street with strollers and kids in it.  She mentioned that the City did 
not have a good public transportation system.  She anticipated the proposed project would mean 
people would not be drawn downtown.  She recalled that Lakeview Village had evolved to what it 
was today because Mr. Cain had worked with the neighborhood and city staff.  She said the 
applicant should have heeded the input from many people.  She said everyone would like to see 
the Wizer project developed in a way that was compatible with existing downtown development 
and left room for the rest of downtown to be developed with true village character.   

 Doug Lee, owner, Zeppo Restaurant, 345 1st Street  
Mr. Lee discussed infrastructure and parking. His restaurant had 2,200 s.f., 60 employees, and 
seven parking spaces. He was supposed to have them park offsite and tried to have them do that. 
His customers would call him to tell him they could not come for lunch because they could not find 
parking spaces and could not park in spaces reserved for office use. He related he had as many as 
four semi-truck deliveries per day and other businesses also had truck deliveries. Currently they 
got to use the Wizer property. After it was developed they needed to account for how trucks would 
get in and out. He expressed concern that the proposal was for a lot of residential units and little 
parking. He knew his and other businesses’ employees were already using on-street parking.  He 
indicated the downtown core needed to be kept retail with plenty of parking. He anticipated the 
residential units would each have two cars. He was afraid parking problems would chase away his 
customers and impact the downtown shopping district.   

Mr. Creighton asked if Mr. Lee believed that there would be more or fewer cars if Block 137 had 
more retail and was less residential. He responded that employees came and went in shifts, so 
they needed fewer spaces, but residential use would take up all of the parking because there were 
always two cars. 

Mary Puskas, 1100 Westward Ho Road 
Ms. Puskus related she had served on the City Council when they worked on east end 
development plan. They never intended or imagined that Block 137 would be a big box apartment 
complex. They had devoted a lot of time to creating a sense of place. It was accomplished with 
Lakeview Village and Millennium Park. The scale of the proposed project would dwarf Lakeview 
Village and the park and add to the already congested A Avenue/1st Street intersection.  She 
believed that such a large scale project would put such a strain on east end development that it 
would make it difficult for further development. She said the project needed to be right-sized and 
the number of apartments needed to be reduced. East End needed to be redeveloped to offer a 
strong sense of place and with village character.   

 Greg Hathaway, 5 Nansen Summit, representing Lakeview Village and Save Our Village  
Mr. Hathaway focused his testimony on three aspects of the proposal: It was too massive and out 
of scale and without village character as demonstrated in Lakeview Village and Block 136 
developments; it was not compatible with those developments; and it did not enhance the compact 
shopping district as it removed over 50% of the existing commercial on the site and was essentially 
a large apartment complex.  He recalled the concerns the Commission had discussed at the 
February 19 hearing which included that the buildings were too long and should be broken into 
smaller scale structures; they were too big and not articulated as nicely as Lakeview Village; the 
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proposal was not in keeping with village character; the fifth floor was not allowed by Code; the 
applicant minimized the retail so they could build a large apartment complex; and the proposal 
meant the loss of about two-thirds of the retail/commercial presently on a property that is located in 
the retail core. They had discussed that the Commission had the authority to exercise discretion as 
to whether village character has been met, regardless of whether the proposal technically met the 
zone standards. He noted the applicant had responded by indicating they had done everything 
asked of them. He observed they had eliminated the fifth floor, but they had not addressed the 
other concerns. They did not create smaller structures, but explained they had broken up the long 
facades. That was not how to get village character because village character was defined as a 
series of small scale structures. The proposal was still three large buildings with four stories. He 
anticipated many opponents would support the project if it was broken up like Lakeview Village, 
even if it had some residential on top. He said it was too big and it was not compatible with 
Lakeview Village as testimony by Mr. Bell and Mr. Spies indicated. He advised the East End 
Redevelopment Plan specifically identified that Lakeview Village had six buildings and they had 
actually received six building permits, so there was no question it had six buildings. He indicated 
that while the applicant had added 6,000 s.f. of office use, this was the retail core. Office use was 
not retail use and it did not really enhance the compact shopping district. He suggested the 
reduction in the number of residential units was likely because they lost the fifth story.     

Mr. Hathaway advised the definition of village character was an approval standard; whatever was 
approved had to meet it. The same rules that were in effect when Lakeview Village was approved 
were in effect today, but he believed they were being applied differently. He noted the Lakeview 
Village and Block 136 developments had initially been proposed to be much larger, but the 
developer worked with the community and down-scaled them; that needed to happen in this case.   
He advised the Commission had the authority to deny the application.  Opponents hoped the 
developer would come back with a proposal that was something similar to Lakeview Village with 
some residential so they could all support it.   

 Darryl Boom, 557 Evergreen Road  
Mr. Boom had submitted material including a copy of the Evergreen Neighborhood Plan. The site 
was part of the neighborhood. Their plan addressed residential and commercial land use, traffic 
and parking. It indicated that they would work with the City and developers to influence the mix and 
impact of commerce and ensure that Evergreen remain an authentic community with architectural 
projects seamlessly linked to the surrounding neighborhood. They had a goal that commercial land 
use was to promote the village atmosphere of the downtown business district. He discussed the 
massive, out of scale proportions of the proposed apartment complex. It did not flow from Lakeview 
Village to the townhomes to the west, but was a large monolith sitting on one large block with 50+ 
foot buildings that towered over the townhomes. Traffic flow was a concern. He indicated that the 
project might work on the Safeway block, but not on Block 137 because of the nature of the streets 
around it. There would be moving vans and other trucks adding to the problem. He said he did not 
think one could find a worst place in Lake Oswego to put 200 apartments. He noted the staff report 
mentioned a solution to consider providing manual traffic control at the driveways on 1st Street 
during major civic events. He noted that meant they would have a traffic cop at their expense to 
handle a traffic problem which had been deemed by the developer not to be a problem.   

Mr. Boom said what was proposed did not have village character; it was a large, four-story, 
building. The applicant had ignored city plans, saying they did not have to worry about what was 
not in the Code. He referred to a drawing of 70 units, nice open area, and open pathways that he 
would like to see that would add to the downtown. He asked the Commission to deny the 
application. It did not enhance the compact shopping district or promote the village atmosphere of 
the downtown district. Approval of that density could be a dangerous precedent for future large 
developments in the EC zone.   

 Heather Westing, 910 North Shore 
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Ms. Westing said she had chosen to live and work in Lake Oswego for its charming center, 
Farmers’ Market and its vibrant personality. From her travels she knew high density developments 
in town centers made them feel boring. She believed Lake Oswego’s Code, vision and 
development to date had created a charming town center. Lake Oswego was regularly named one 
of America’s most livable cities. The proposal was for a huge apartment complex in the core area. 
It would be out of proportion to the buildings already in place. It would set a precedent that would 
allow more big box stores and apartment complexes. She asked the Commission not to allow the 
core to be turned into a Pearl District. It was not a place for buildings of the proposed scale with the 
additional traffic and moving trucks. There were other places to site a high density apartment 
complex. She remarked about allowing more cars to drive through and park in neighborhood 
streets, puts children and other people in the street in danger. She asked for a vibrant mix of two to 
three story buildings. She asked the City to strictly follow the Code in order to maintain a truly 
vibrant, accessible core.   

 Tim Swearingen, 319 North Shore Road  
Mr. Swearingen said he was a local business owner who did not want to see overdevelopment that 
would change Lake Oswego forever. He was opposed to the mass, height, scale and design of the 
project. He wanted more retail/commercial in the retail/commercial area. He was concerned 
approval would set a precedent that would mean they would see similar projects. He said if the 
current developer did not want to work with the community there were plenty of other interested 
developers. He submitted up one of the balloon photographs to show how tall it was.   

 Jonathan Puskas, 215 Chandler Place (owner of 159 5th Street) 
Mr. Puskus cited the vision for the compact shopping district; the 1998 ballot measure which 
rejected 220 apartments in the area; the Council’s reaffirmation of the East End Redevelopment 
Plan in 2013; and that LONAC, ENA and the local newspaper had all rejected the proposal as a 
bad idea. He advised the vision was a downtown shopping district with shops and restaurants, not 
a downtown apartment district and offices. He objected to the proposal because it did not meet 
village character and Code requirements; it was too long and tall and only three buildings instead 
of the less dense complex of small scale structures; it contradicted the vision of a compact 
shopping district; it decreased current commercial by 50%; it had inadequate parking; and he did 
not believe the traffic study was adequate in regard to the surrounding streets of Evergreen, Ellis 
and North Shore. He asked the Commission to deny the application.   

 Rachael Verdick, 215 Chandler Place (owner of 159 5th Street) 
Ms. Verdick testified the buildings were too long and there were not enough breaks in them, noting 
that each of them was nearly the length of a football field. Changing the materials and separate 
design treatments did not change that or reduce the bulk to human scale. She suggested dividing 
each building into two buildings in order to reduce the mass; make them more compatible with 
other downtown structures and streetscapes; and create more retail corners and pedestrian 
accesses. The north/south walkway should be a public place rather than a back door to a private, 
residential, entry lobby. It should be wider and connect to A Avenue, where it would energize the 
streetscape. She characterized some narrow locations as frightening as a New York City alley. She 
reported that the public walkway fronting the Harborside Restaurant at River Place was about 
18.5’, not counting the seating area. She was concerned approval would preclude development of 
Blocks 48 and 49 because this project would consume so much road and intersection capacity. 
She commented that whether Lakeview Village was actually three or six buildings it appeared to be 
six buildings. That they were separated approximately 20’ and the parking garage entrances were 
set back about 30’ created the perception of multiple buildings.   
 
 
 Anne Meneakis, PO Box 153, Lake Oswego, resident of the Evergreen Neighborhood 
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Ms. Meneakis recalled that Mr. Cain had been asked to revise his plans and work with the 
neighborhood to address concerns, and he had. He had reduced Block 136 from 88 residential 
units/one building to 39 condos/seven buildings. He had reduced the mass of Block 138 with six 
separate buildings totaling less than 100,000 s.f. This applicant had been asked to break up their 
buildings, but proposed separate design treatments instead. Buildings A and C were still the same 
size. Lakeview Village’s upper story connection was designed to conceal the internal public parking 
structure and so people would be able to walk from their cars to the businesses in a protected 
manner. The center of the currently proposed project served only private purposes. She asked the 
Commission to require the developer to reduce the massing and comply with having a community 
of small scale structures, as Gramor had done.     
 
 Carolyne Krebs, 16929 Denny Court  
Ms. Krebs indicated the proposed development did not meet the intent of the Urban Design and 
East End Redevelopment Plan. She cited the written testimony provided by former city manager 
Doug Schmitz and by Jim Bolland providing history and background. She noted that Barry Cain 
had been held to the standards when he created Lakeview Village, which was considered the 
cornerstone of the redevelopment plan. She talked about what the Urban Design and East End 
Redevelopment plans envisioned. They did not anticipate a form that spanned the entire block. 
High density housing was actually designated in another area of downtown. Block 137 was one of 
four blocks designed as compact shopping district. Plan guidelines that portrayed the desirable 
density and form allowed modification of height and massing if an evaluation showed it met the 
intent of the Urban Design Concept. The applicant’s proposal did not meet the intent for Block 137 
as described in the UDP: a desired concentration of two-, three- and four-story buildings where the 
focus is high density retail activity. She suggested the percentage of retail and residential uses 
should be flipped. The redevelopment plan indicated the mixed-use on Block 137 should be 
developed to enhance the ‘compact shopping district.’ It indicated that, along with retail frontages 
on 1st Street, the site could be developed as ’30-70 unit hotel or housing.’ That suggested they did 
not envision the 200+ units the applicant proposed. The Plan called for sufficient parking for the 
mix of uses.  While the Code allowed parking modifiers, it was still incumbent on the Commission 
to determine if there would be sufficient parking to satisfy demand and not adversely impact 
Lakeview Village or the neighborhoods. She was concerned that the demand for parking would 
exceed the supply downtown, recalling the parking problems at Lake Grove Market. She reasoned 
that if project residents could afford the rents they would not be giving up their cars. They would 
use the public parking areas that were being paid for by LORA. She noted it was not within 
Commission purview to look at economic factors. She contended the proposal did not meet the 
definition of village character, was not complex massing, and was not compatible and 
complementary to Lakeview Village, Block 136 and Millennium Park. It was still four stories all the 
way around, massive, monolithic, and it did not meet the standards for the compact shopping 
district.   
 
Chair Needham announced a fifteen minute recess and thereafter reconvened the hearing.   
 
 Gale Frank, 14141 Goodall Road 
Ms. Frank testified the redesign did not meet the Code. The block was one of four compact 
shopping district blocks but its 13% retail was geared primarily to tenants. They were losing one 
block of their four-block retail core. The redesign attempted to make the buildings appear smaller 
by breaking up the facades, but they each still averaged more than 2/3 the length of a football field 
and were not small scale structures. The applicant had reduced the density less than 10% to 207 
units. She indicated they needed to seriously study the traffic the apartment complex would 
generate. She advised that those who lived in the area knew that A Avenue was heavily congested 
and backed up at 6:00 p.m. The applicant proposed to add 300+ cars to that bottleneck. She 
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questioned how anyone could say the project would not add traffic when she had calculated that 
during rush hour the traffic generated by the complex would take up 1,200 to 1,800 additional feet 
of the street. Adjusting the lights had not solved the problem. It was not a sure thing that tenants 
would stay put and walk around downtown. They would likely have to commute to jobs that paid 
the level of salaries they needed to have to pay the rent. Moving statistics indicated the turnover 
rate was 53% a year, so there would be 220 households moving in and out and putting a moving 
truck on 2nd Street on weekends during the Farmers Market. She was also concerned about the 
geotechnical issues that had been raised related to the water table. It was a bad idea to wait to 
address the issues after approval. She indicated the residents would enjoy the amenities, but the 
majority of citizens in the City would get very little in return. There would be cut-through traffic 
through the adjoining neighborhoods to avoid traffic on A Street. She asked the Commission to 
deny the application.     

 Bill Ward, 15199 Lilly Bay Ct.   
Mr. Ward, who serves on the Planning Commission, related that the Commission had voted 
unanimously to retain language that allowed discretion as to whether fourth floors were allowed, 
even if they met criteria listed in the Code. Because of that it was Mr. Ward’s view that the 
Commission had the Planning Commission’s blessing in exercising discretion. He held what was 
proposed on Block 137 was way too big and asked the Commission to deny the application.   

 Bill Gilmer, 13300 Fielding 
Mr. Gilmer, Vice Chair of the Birdshill Neighborhood Association, suggested if the existing sewer 
system did not have the capacity to serve the project as well as future infill downtown the 
developer should pay to bring the system up to capacity. If Tri-Met could not handle the extra loads 
generated by the project the developer should pay for the extra buses and driver training. He noted 
the project duplicated the architecture of a building on 2nd Street and asked why they could not be 
original. He was concerned that the traffic and parking congestion the project would bring to 
downtown would overwhelm the existing system. He held the City should not waive their design or 
other standards for this project. He questioned that they needed or wanted the project in Lake 
Oswego and suggested they take it to Portland. He seconded all of the comments of others who 
had testified against the project. He indicated it should be denied.   

Rebuttal 
 Pat Kessi, Evergreen Group LLC, 3330 NW Yeon Ave. Ste. 210, Portland, Oregon (97210) 
 Christy White, Rather, White, Parks and Alexander, 111 SW Columbia, Ste. 1100, 

Portland, Oregon (97201) 
 David Staczek and Gene Sandoval, ZGF Architects LLP, 3650 SE Rural Street (97202) 
 Chris Brehmer, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 610 SW Alder St., Ste. 700, Portland (97205) 
 Julie Bronder, Evergreen Group LLC, 3330 NW Yeon Ave. Ste. 210, Portland, Oregon 

(97210)  
Mr. Sandoval said the applicant believed the project was consistent and complementary to Lake 
Oswego codes and guidelines and fit and enriched downtown; and the staff recommendation 
supported it. The underground parking component was a big investment to ensure people and cars 
did not have to engage. The applicant was giving the downtown something very similar to small 
towns in Italy where people could enjoy the street. It was consistent with village character because 
it met all of the criteria for village character. It took inspiration from the buildings around it; it had 
the charm of an old village with small structures adjacent to each other; architectural expression; 
varied roof forms; a mix of materials; lots of ins and outs that broke up the street frontage; and the 
developer had provided half an acre of pedestrian-oriented plaza and gardens. He said the project 
met and was well below scale-related code criteria for height and density. He pointed out the 
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applicant had provided a check list of code requirements for village character (the slide, ’Village 
Character - LOC 50.05.004.4-6’ in Exhibit F-30). 

Mr. Sandoval compared the proposed project with Lakeview Village. Their footprints (21,000, 
23,000 and 31,000 s.f.) totaled 76,000 s.f.  Lakeview Village had a 5,000, 6,000 and 72,000 s.f. 
building totaling 83,000 s.f. He said parking did count in footprint and Floor Area Ratio. When 
asked to cite the Code that said that, Ms. White cited the Lakeview Village approval document as 
the precedent because the Code had been interpreted in that decision. She indicated that since the 
applicant’s footprints were being compared with Lakeview Village’s small scale structures it was 
fair for the Commission to look at footprints. All of theirs were smaller than 72,000 s.f. Their small 
scale structures had building footprints that one could completely circumnavigate that were smaller 
than the primary footprint on the Lakeview Village site. In response to testimony comparing their 
footprints with a football field, the applicant had submitted graphics showing that almost two 
football fields would fit over the primary footprint at Lakeview Village (Exhibit F-30 Appendix).   

Mr. Sandoval compared Lakeview Village’s 14% landscaping with the proposed 27% landscaping. 
He indicated they had small scale structures because they met the designated height, density in 
the Code. They had three individual buildings just as Lakeview Village did (the diagram, ‘Small 
Scale Structures,’ in Exhibit F-30). He said both Lakeview Village and the proposed project had six 
significant breaks in the buildings. The project’s 1,300 s.f. plaza along A Avenue compared with 
1,400 s.f. space between Chico’s and Sur La Table. Their 375 s.f. break in massing at the entry to 
parking compared with Lakeview Village’s roughly 375 s.f. walkway to parking. Those entrances 
would be consistent and complementary. Their pedestrian connection between 1st and 2nd Streets 
was 32-34’ wide compared to a 43’ wide connection at Lakeview Village; however, the project 
provided pedestrians with a car free environment. Along Evergreen both developments had 
pedestrian connections to Millennium Park. Block 137 would have a 20’ wide pathway to the park. 
Lakeview Village had a 19’ wide passage with active retail on both sides that terminated in a 
parking garage. Each development had an east/west connection. The applicant’s was 32’ wide, 
with single level connection flanked with active retail edges. Lakeview Village was 20’ wide with 
multiple changes in level, and had great retail too. Finally, on 2nd Street the applicant stepped the 
façade and had a substantial brick base with residential looking mass and gable roof form similar 
to massing in Lakeview Village along State Street. He said the applicant believed the proposed 
development was consistent and complementary, respectful of the Code and its intent, a good 
neighbor, and had village character.   

Ms. White noted that the proposed buildings met the density allowance in the Code, alone and 
together. They were under Code allowed height alone and together. They almost doubled the 
required landscaping at 27%. Building lot coverage was only 73%. They had more landscaping, 
more open space and less building coverage than Lakeview Village. They were within FAR and 
height. Along 1st Street the redesign was significant and created seven separate storefronts, which 
was similar to the number of separate storefronts that appeared across the street at Lakeview 
Village.   

Ms. White talked about the compact shopping district. She clarified that there was a small overlap 
of residential use where there should be commercial use. It was the peach colored area on the 
diagram ‘Revised Ground Floor Exception’ in Exhibit F-30. That was the only area where they were 
asking for an exception for ground floor residential use now. It was the only area where the UDP 
compact shopping district applied. She noted the multiple objectives of the compact shopping 
district included residential use. At the last hearing one of the Commissioners had indicated they 
would like more ground floor in public space. The applicant had responded by converting lavender 
colored areas to live/work units where the ground floor was the work portion. Whether that was 
office or retail use remained to be seen. Now the entire internal passageway would be public use 
and work use except for the intersection where the gym was, which was also very public and 
active. She pointed out that the applicant had changed some of the area along 2nd Street that was 
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permitted to be residential use to live/work. Those changes helped activate the pedestrian 
pathways.   

Questions of Applicant 
Ms. White clarified the applicant only proposed four stories, as defined in the Code, and noted staff 
had confirmed that. They had already talked about a small area on one of the streets that 
appeared as if it might have a fifth story, but it did not meet the definition. Mr. Creighton thanked 
the applicant for the footprint drawing. It showed Lakeview Village was a very well-articulated large 
mass. The recesses showed the connector piece better.   

The applicant’s team answered questions about the ‘Revised Ground Floor Exception’ diagram 
(Exhibit F30, page 22), clarifying that the peach colored live/work units were two stories with an 
internal connection; there were now 201 units with an average size of 1,028 s.f.; and green-shaded 
areas would likely be office.     

Mr. Brehmer addressed a concern about vehicle circulation at Evergreen/1st Street and testimony 
asking for more retail use. He advised that retail generated more trips than residential or office use, 
especially on weekends. He noted a traffic study connected with the Lakeview Village development 
had assumed Block 137 would be all retail (a 17,800 s.f. supermarket and another 4,800 s.f. of 
retail) generating an additional 255 peak hour trips and found the system worked with Lakeview 
Village’s mitigation measures. He noted the driveway alignment issue had been corrected. He 
advised the number of additional trips would not cause a failure. There would be 90 trips in and out 
of the retail driveway and five of them would be coming in after a left turn from Evergreen (Exhibit 
F-30).  Actual traffic count at the Lakeview Village driveway in May 2013 was 238 per hour going in 
and out, with most going to A Avenue.     

Ms. White clarified they had enough parking. After reducing residential units and related parking 
and using the parking modifiers they had 302 spaces for residents and guests when the Code 
required 209.  In regard to whether the lift spaces might not meet the Code she clarified the 
proposed parking met the Code without lifts; staff had interpreted the Code that allowed stacked 
parking to allow both vertical and tandem spaces; and the lifts were key-operated mechanisms for 
households with two cars.     

Mr. Brehmer reported that the applicant had studied the impacts of lack of signal coordination of 
the State/A and A/1st signals. Their January 28, 2014, memorandum detailed that the applicant’s 
proportional impact on the increase in queuing at State/A was 2%. They would contribute $10,000 
to help fund the City’s signal coordination project even though their proportion of the cost would 
actually be $2000. He advised having more retail at the site would make the situation worse. He 
responded to testimony that impacts on Evergreen had not been addressed by noting it had been 
addressed in the December Traffic Impact Analysis; the January 2013 supplement; and the 
February 4, 2014 supplement. Each documented that the number of vehicle trips they expected to 
add to Evergreen was incremental and less than the amount that was projected in the original 
studies going back to Lakeview Village. They stayed below the City’s threshold for daily traffic on 
that roadway.    

Vice Chair Ahrend recalled an opponent’s had pointed out that the profile of the southwest corner 
of Building B as seen from 2nd Street had a line showing a railing but not the related floor. Vice 
Chair Ahrend imagined that the residents across the street in the three story townhomes would see 
that level and if would appear to be a fifth floor.  Ms. White attributed the perception to the change 
of grade. She said it was a four story building. Vice Chair Ahrend indicated he counted five floors 
on the Evergreen frontage. Ms. White recalled they had previously discussed that cross section 
and that there was space on the lowest level that did not meet the definition ‘story.’  

Mr. Poulson related his concern that the revised submittal showed a dewatering system that was 
larger than the lowest floor. The applicant’s team explained the drawing was conceptual and it was 
not required for a land use application. They would refine it in the final construction document. He 
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confirmed for Ms. White that he had read the supplemental geotechnical information they had 
submitted and it had answered his questions.    

Ms. Johnson asked if the narrow interior passageways had been changed. Ms. White showed a 
comparison of the applicant’s illustration of the north/south passageway with one an opponent 
submitted. She said theirs showed what the real architecture would look like and the other was a 
massing diagram. The passage was 20’ wall to wall with tables that narrowed it to 11 or 12 feet. 
She pointed out it would be flanked by two stories of glass walls and the work part of a live/work 
unit. Those would effectively expand the space and there would be active uses on both sides. It 
quickly opened into the plaza area and then into the intersection of pathways. The residential plaza 
offered respite because there was no building there. The applicant would not characterize it as a 
scary dark alley; they thought it was pretty inviting with active uses. She and Chair Needham 
discussed the height of the eave lines there, which were tiered at 12’ and 41’ on one side and at 
12’ on the other side.   

Ms. White clarified that the compact shopping district did not include Block 136. The applicant’s 
team related that the configuration of the walk steps and ramp in the north-south pedestrian way 
was the best alternative they had found to provide sufficient head clearance on the vehicle ramp in 
the commercial parking garage. Chair Needham asked the applicant to explain the flow chart if 
they provided a final written argument.   

Mr. Boone advised the Commissioners to discuss whether the passageway graphics Ms. White 
had just discussed were actually in the record. She explained they had asked staff for the 
PowerPoint presentations submitted at the July 21 hearing and it was one of them. Mr. Boone 
ascertained it had not been given an exhibit number, but the Commission had seen it, so it was 
new evidence all parties could respond to. Mr. Hathaway and Mr. Bell explained it had been loaded 
into the computer as a PowerPoint presentation for them to refer to on July 21, but there had not 
been time for Mr. Bell to testify and Mr. Bell had subsequently modified his graphic presentation. 
Mr. Hathaway then related that Ms. White was willing to withdraw the comparison illustrations that 
relied on material from Mr. Bell’s July 21 PowerPoint in order to have a clean record.  

The applicant waived their right to ask for additional time to submit a final written argument. Mr. 
Poulson moved to continue LU 13-0046 to July 30, 2014, at 7:00 p.m. Ms. Johnson seconded the 
motion and it passed 5:0.   

GENERAL PLANNING AND OTHER BUSINESS 
None. 

ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Needham adjourned the meeting at 11:10 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Janice Reynolds /s/ 
 
Janice Reynolds 
Administrative Support 
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