
         February 1, 2009 
 
To:  Lake Oswego Planning Commission 

Lake Oswego City Council 
Jonna Papaefthimou, natural resource planner 

 
Re: Changes to LOC 50.16.040 
 
First: We oppose the suspension of 50.16.040. 
  
Second: We think investigation may be warranted concerning a possible conflict of 
interests in this matter for planning commission member Adrianne Brockman. I respect 
and agree with much of Ms. Brockman’s work to limit growth and protect our natural 
resources, but must question her motives with regard to her recommendations on 
50.16.040 given the recent controversy in our shared neighborhood of Springbrook Court. 
    
Third: we may support modifications to this section that are consistent with the statement 
provided at the sensitive lands open house: “The city’s environmental protection program 
changes with the knowledge, values, and interests of the community.” At this time, the 
debate seems to be focused on what defines “reasonable development” in sensitive lands. 
In defining such a term it seems imperative to retain some flexibility, some element of 
judgement on city staff’s part in evaluating each site’s unique circumstance, rather than 
adopting a narrowly prescriptive code (one size fits all approach) that in many cases will 
not serve landowner or the resource or available city resources.  
   
 
Our home, is one of those non-conforming structures situated on a fully encumbered lot  
on Springbrook Court. Our encumberment (and our joy) is the Springbrook creek and its 
steep and wooded ravine, which is our property. Although we have no current plans to 
remodel, and we support city code that protects natural resources, we submit the 
following questions that we feel should be answered before the council “fixes” something 
that may not be broken. 

1. To how many properties does 50.16.040 actually apply? We believe it to be a 
small number, and soliciting input from those few who have the most at stake 
seems more appropriate than a city imposed suspension.  

2. How many homeowners have successfully used this code to remodel an existing  
structure and was there a resulting detriment to the resource or the neighborhood? 
If this code is perceived to be a development loophole, then there must be 
documented abuse of the code before a suspension is considered. 

 
If “tempest” exists over this code, my guess is, it is the tempest in our little teapot, here 
on Springbrook Court, where two home owners have applied this section of code in their 
remodeling efforts and have been aggressively opposed by neighbor and current member 
of the planning commission, Adrianne Brockman.  According to the supplemental staff 
report for Continued Planning Commission Public Hearing of November 24, 2008, 
Adrianne Brockman is opposed to 50.16.040 because it does not consider “neighborhood 
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compatibility and impact to neighbors.”  Yet, as evidenced from written and oral 
testimony submitted by other Springbrook residents, the O’keefe and Maslen projects are 
seen as compatible in size, aesthetic and in stewardship of the resource. Is it any wonder, 
then, that we suspect Adrienne Brockman’s concerns with this little slice of code have as 
much to do with her personal and highly local interests, as it does with her broader 
concerns for reasonable development in all of Lake Oswego. 
 
As to the “reasonable development” question: Of the options presented at the open house 
the third option seems most appropriate in that it puts Lake Oswego in line with Metro. 
However, there seems to be a kind equalizing of impact in this option that does not reflect 
a true environmental priority. For example, I can cover my entire allocated sq. footage 
with an impermeable house or I can choose to build a much smaller house but have a 
large garden, which, though non-native, allows for rain absorption and bird habitat. The 
second choice is clearly the better environmental choice, but they would be equal in the 
“eyes” of the code. Where is the incentive to develop and build ecologically? Codes are 
notoriously so conservative that they do not allow for beneficial innovation. Witness the 
many roadblocks in codes to the use of straw bale and cob constructions, composting 
toilets, etc. Our challenge is to have a kind of staff-mediated code, in which “best 
practices” can be rewarded. What better place for this kind of flexibility than in a 
sensitive lands development code. Section 1. b. of the existing  50/16/040 seems to offer 
some such flexibility. In rewriting it, let’s not lose sight of its real purpose—reasonable 
should also mean responsible.   
 
 
Thank you for inviting our input.  
 
Robin and Mark Woolman 
15815 Springbrook Court 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 
woolman@gmail.com 


