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Re: File LU 13‐0012 reduction of an historic landmark site area
We have lived in Lake Oswego for twenty‐one years and own two properties within a half mile of
the Waters Carman House.
The Waters Carman property is owned by a family trust. The historic landmark designation
prohibits subdivision and by placing special criteria and extraordinary constraints on
development, it has eliminated this property’s economic value to its owners. Pouring money into
a property that offers no economic return runs counter to the interests of the Trust and prevents
the Trustee from fulfilling his fiduciary obligation to grow the trust assets or at the very least
preserve them.
The property owners are not opposed to acknowledging the site’s historical significance and are
not asking that the historic landmark designation be lifted. They propose that the current
designation be modified to cover a small area where a bench or plaque would commemorate the
site’s historical significance. This would make the rest of the land available for the sort of
development already allowed by its R‐5 zoning. Without such a modification, the owners have no
viable economic use of their property while the designation remains in place. Its upkeep presents
an unreasonably heavy financial burden, and they therefore have had no incentive to maintain
the house or the land. What was once an asset has become a millstone around their necks. As a
consequence, the house in question is in such a dangerous state of neglect that it presents a real
and present threat to public health and safety, with a litany of structural defects, code
deficiencies, fire hazards, dangerous mold levels and rodent issues. In 2012 a Hazard Tree Permit
was issued for five of the old trees.
Page 11 of the Staff Report says the house “appears to be in good condition considering its age”
and observes that “delayed maintenance has perhaps contributed to the list of necessary
repairs.” In fact, the house is uninhabitable and dangerous and according to a forensic inspection
conducted in September 2012, requires a minimum of $475,000.00 of repairs just to make it safe,
a sum which is 82% of the property’s $580,000 asking price.
The basement has a serious moisture problem and a hazardous level of mold, and mold is also
present on the second floor. The support posts holding up the house have decayed and the
support beams are spanned too far apart. Most of the joists, railings and stringers do not meet
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building codes. The bay windows are not attached properly and appear to be moving. There is
evidence of structural movement on the first floor and numerous stress cracks. The house is at
high risk of destruction by fire because it was constructed using balloon walls, lacking fire blocks.
The barn already burned down a few years back. On the second floor, a rodent infestation
caused damage so severe that it left holes in the roof for water to permeate. All of the electrical
wiring is substandard and dangerous. The foundation is cracking. The staircase that replaced the
original does not meet code and is dangerous.
And here is the central fact, the unpalatable truth that must be taken into account. The house is
already beyond affordable redemption and has deteriorated so much since 1990 that it now is
not possible to rehabilitate it without sacrificing much of its original character. To remedy the
moisture and mold problems requires sacrificing and replacing the original stone foundation.
To make the house safe, the original beam and support posts would need to be replaced. To
install fire blocks, the walls would have to be removed. There is no way to preserve the historical
integrity of the house. That outcome is off the table.
I’m here to ask you not to meet the Wilmot Family Trust’s application with a knee‐jerk reaction.
Denying their request is a passive response that would maintain the status quo, guaranteeing
continued neglect of the property and ensuring that the site will lose any and all historic
landmark value as a “farm complex” once its last remaining structure collapses, as it inevitably
will before too much longer. Leaving the house in its present condition harms the environment
and endangers the community. This does not serve the public interest, nor is it an appropriate
way to honor and preserve the legacy of one of the city’s early settlers.
I hope that you will see this as a long‐term problem in need of a pro‐active, long‐term solution.
City leaders have a duty to protect public health and safety above all. It would serve the interests
of both parties to bring this property into public ownership so that it could be rehabilitated or
replicated with safe modern materials paid for by public funds. But this is an extremely expensive
option. With historic preservation out of the equation anyway, the owners’ proposal to
commemorate the site and provide public access to it does not now seem an unreasonable
alternative. Development would generate SDC fees of about $170,000 and broaden the tax base.
It is my hope that we can honor the memory of Waters Carman with consideration for his family
and in a spirit of compromise. While we are focusing on relics left behind, let us not forget whose
legacy we are interested in preserving.
Sincerely,

_____________
J. Heydenrych
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