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January 22, 2014 
Planning and Building Services Department, City of Lake Oswego 
RE: LU 13-0040 Graef Circle Residential Infill Development 
P a g e  | 2 
 

Clearly a home that is not 3,285SF in area could be reasonably designed and placed on this lot without 
impacts (solar, shade) to adjoining neighbors, without requesting minimized setbacks which occlude lake 
views of the neighbors, and without removing three mature (150+ year old) Oregon oak trees from 
within an Oregon oak – Douglas fir canopy. 
 
It needs to be said that our objection is not to infill land use, which I support, but that the proposed infill 
dwelling is not sensitive to the character of our neighborhood or the scale of the infill lot.  City code 
requires that an exception to the standards may be permitted when a ‘more positive relationship 
between the size of the dwelling and the scale and character of a neighborhood can be demonstrated in 
other ways’.  As a neighborhood resident, the proposed non-owner dwelling footprint does not meet 
this basic code criterion for allowing exceptions, and significantly diminishes the character of our 
neighborhood and adjoining properties due to its oversized scale for the small infill lot.  A more 
sensitive, appropriately-scaled residential infill design could achieve both City infill goals without 
exceptions to City code setbacks and unnecessary loss of three mature (150+ year old) Oregon oak trees. 
 
Oregon Oak Removal 
It is difficult to rectify the City’s approval for removal of the three healthy 30-inch diameter 150+-year 
old Oregon oak trees, remnants of the dominant native canopy in this neighborhood.  With nearly 20-
feet between the property line of this lot and these trees, it is not unreasonable that minor design 
modification of the proposed 19-foot driveway could be made to preserve the nature of these trees 
within our neighborhood.  The City’s development review finding is that “The removal of these trees is 
necessary for development because they are located within the footprint of the proposed dwelling”.  We 
point out to the City that it is only the oversized footprint of this proposed residence on the small in-fill 
lot that is driving the applicant’s requested zoning exceptions and removal of these trees.  This very fact 
is supported by photos submitted in the City’s findings, “As shown below, there (are) a number of large 
trees along Graef Circle that provide shade along the street”.  We would argue that the City’s own 
findings document the ‘wooded character’ of our neighborhood.  A more sensitive, neighborhood-
appropriate in-fill design could avoid this impact to our native canopy. 
 
We also note that in the written statement in support of the infill by the listing agent, concern was 
expressed over the ‘unhealthy’ appearance of these trees.  We do not agree with this statement and see 
no qualifications behind or validity in this statement.  Has the City’s arborist conducted onsite review of 
the health of these trees?  If so, no such documentation was included in the City’s findings or 
neighborhood notification. 
 
Neighborhood Character 
Statements were made as to the character of our neighborhood.  Lots in our neighborhood were platted 
in the 1920’s.  Homes were of a modest ‘cottage’ design.  Certainly over time, remodeling and redesign 
of these cottages has occurred, yet the street still retains a ‘cottage’; feel to the architecture.  The 
applicant is proposing a two-car garage with a 19-foot driveway, allowed to extend over nine feet into 
the 25-foot front setback as adjoining structures are also closer to the street. 
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Of the 16 current homes on our street, one has no garage, one has a three-car garage, one has a two-car 
carport, 10 have two-car garages, and three have one-car garages.  The original Lehl cottage (adjacent 
and original owner of the infill lot) has a one-car garage.  A small cottage immediately across the street 
also has a one-car garage.  Our argument is that a two-car garage is not uniform on our street, nor 
should be expected if such design impacts neighbors and the character of our neighborhood.  As to 
applicant’s expressed concern that the lack of public transportation in our area required a two-car 
garage, there is a regularly-scheduled TriMet bus stop on our street.  Could not the design for this infill 
dwelling’s driveway and garage reasonably avoid the removal of the three historic Oregon oak trees 
simply through minimizing the driveway and not extending a full nine feet into the City’s typical 25-foot 
front yard setback?  We believe so. 
 
Solar and View Obstruction 
As to the impact of the proposed building footprint and height upon the character of the neighborhood 
and immediately adjacent cottage renovation, the City’s findings approve the non-owner applicant’s 
request for exceptions to City code setbacks, as well as an over-height exception.  Lot coverage 
increases nearly 1/3 over that allowed by City code (25% to 33%).  Rear yard setback is proposed to be 
reduced from 30-feet to 25-feet, impacting the lake view from the adjacent cottage redevelopment.  
Over-height roofline exemption and requested setback exemption on the northern lot side will 
negatively impact the solar values (southern exposure) of the adjacent small cottage redevelopment. 
 
The multi-story wall of the proposed residence, combined with the requested reduced setback on the 
rear lot line (from 30-feet to 25-feet) will detrimentally impact the view to the south-southwest into 
West Bay from the existing cottage being redeveloped.  Essentially the existing windows of this cottage 
which are not allowed by City code to be moved will be largely blocked to the south by the multi-story 
residence within feet of the existing cottage which was not allowed to relocate or resize existing cottage 
windows.  How can this proximity and visual/solar blockage be considered by the City as not having a 
negative effect upon the adjoining residence and neighborhood aesthetic? 
 
We live on a wonderful neighborly street with a unique natural character and setting.  It is a desirable 
street to live on and raise a family, or retire as the Johnsons.  Again, it is important to voice that we are 
not against reasonable, neighborhood-sensitive infill.  However, it is evident that the speculative 
‘marketability’ of the proposed non-owner occupied residential infill is the sole driver for the applicant’s 
requested exceptions to City setback criterion, with resulting impacts (solar, view, etc.) to adjoining 
residents and the removal of three mature-canopy 150+ year old Oregon oak trees.  A smaller, more 
sensitively-designed infill dwelling could avoid ALL of these impacts and yet retain reasonable 
‘marketability’ and financial return for the developer. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Bruce Henderson 
4212 South Shore Blvd. 
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