
January 31, 2009 
 
TO:   Jonna Papaefthimiou 
 Natural Resources Planner 
 City of Lake Oswego 
  
FR:   Patrick and Renee O’Keefe 
 15761 Springbrook Ct. (97034) 
 
RE:   Reasonable Development on a Fully Encumbered Lot 
 
Jonna, 
 
Thanks for hosting the Open House last Saturday regarding the different 
Sensitive Lands issues.  The forum was very inviting and insightful.  It also 
allowed homeowners with common situations, but different perspectives, to 
mingle in a comfortable and informal way. 
 
We would like to provide our input on the “reasonable development” of Lots 
mostly/fully encumbered by Natural Resources.  As you know, we live on the 
Springbrook stream side of Springbrook Court.  There are 6 houses on large lots 
(16K-20K sqft), bisected by this beautiful stream, and all the houses sit from 3-10 
feet from the road of this short dead-end street.  Much of the lot’s area is the 
stream corridor, so no development can be done without either allowing the set-
backs to be modified and/or pushing development towards the stream.  The lots 
are zone R7.5.  For those of us lucky enough to live on a stream, we have the 
most to gain and lose with the health and beauty of the resource, both from a 
pure enjoyment perspective and a value/wealth perspective.  Because of this, I 
think its important that the City start with the assumption that homeowners have 
the best interest of the resource in mind. 
 
REASONABLE DEVELOPMENT - We like the concept of “maximum disturbance 
area”.  It allows more flexibility in how the homeowner uses their allotted space, 
provides for landscaping and paving, but still provides a reasonable limitation to 
how much of their lot can be developed.  However, we are supportive of a couple 
different options. 
 
OPTION 1 - Owners are entitled to a maximum disturbance area of 50% of 
the Minimum Lot for the zone or 50% of actual lot size, whichever is least.  
This maximum disturbance area can be used for any combination of: house 
footprint, landscaping, paths/stairs, sheds, decks, (garage too?) etc.  
Height and roof shape should be limited by the development code for that 
lot zone. 
 
OPTION 2 - Owners are entitled to the Maximum Lot Coverage allowed on 
the Minimum Lot in the zone (25% of min lot size for house footprint), plus 
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an additional disturbance area for such things as landscaping, paths/stairs, 
sheds, decks, (garage too?) etc, such that the sum of the two do not 
exceed  50% of the Minimum Lot for the zone (3,750 sqft max for R7.5 lot).  
Height and roof shape should be limited by the development code for that 
lot zone. 
 
We are vigorously opposed to the option that averages the square footage 
of all abutting properties.  This would essentially “lock” a neighborhood into its 
current state, and take decades to move the average.  Depending on where in a 
neighborhood a house resides and what it abuts to, this could actually result in 
arbitrary and greater size variation in homes.  In addition, this option would be 
very difficult to administer, would be more timely and expensive, and would likely 
result in constant disagreements on the calculation.  
 
PROTECTING THE RESOURCE – We are not qualified to recommend minimum 
set-backs to the resource zone, but we feel there should be something that 
balances the value of the front/side yard set-backs with the value of the RP zone 
set-backs, so that permanent structure can’t be set just anywhere on the lot.  
Essentially some way to limit how close the permanent structures can be from 
the resource boundary (wetlands, top of bank, etc).  This might be possible by 
requiring that the footprint of the permanent structures be adapted to insure 
some minimum relationship to property lines and resource boundaries.   
The balancing might need to vary depending on whether an existing home is 
being remodeled, or a new home is being built. 
 
We think its also important to point out that a new definition of “Reasonable 
Development” in a neighborhood like ours, is hard to apply if there isn’t a code 
like 50.16.040, that allows set-back modifications.   One without the other is 
going to kill options for development in fully encumbered lots.  Please let me 
know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
Patrick and Renee O’Keefe 
 
15761 Springbrook Court 
Lake Oswego, OR  97034 
 


