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From: Carolyne Jones [mailto:jonescarolyne@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 03, 2013 4:17 PM 
To: Council Distribution 
Subject: FW: Council Testimony - December 3rd 
 
  
 Dear Mayor & Council Members: 
  
Having attended most of the CAC Meetings, my comments on Package II of the Comprehensive 
Plan Draft  
are more extensive than time will permit at tonight's Council Meeting.  For that reason, I 
forward this e‐mail  
and will summarize my comments tonight. 
  
I would like my testimony below made a part of the public record. 
  
Carolyne  
  
 _____________________________________________________________________________  
  
December 3, 2012 
Ciity Council Testimony by Carolyne R. Jones, 2818 Poplar Way, Lake Oswego 
  
Introduction: 
  
First of all I would like to commend Councilor Goodman for stepping into an adverse situation and 
bringing 
the Comp Plan Draft to where it is today.   In my opinion, long strides were accomplished bringing 
Package I 
to the goal of being primarily a land use document, but Package II has fallen short of that mark.  It 
contains  
too much information that is not land use related and I find it confusing in terms of which of the 
State Goals are   
addressed.  Also, it seems to have departed with some of the recommendations made by Ron 
Bunch,  Below 
I will explain: 
  
Recommended Changes By Ron Bunch (attachment 1/Page 1- Ron Bunch Staff Responds & Exhibit 
F-1/Page 26): 
  
Goal 11, Section 2 Public Facilities and Services:  Surface Water Management   
Yes to Policies 1-2,4-6 and 8-12, No to Policies ,3,7, 13-16.   Policy 3 and 7 still remain. 
    
My objections to the failure to omit Policy 3 and 7 are that much of the Draft (p 26 -29) seems more 
related to the  
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Healthy Eco Systems/Sensitive Land issues, which have been set aside for now.   I would like to see 
Pages 26,17,28  
and 29 pulled out for future discussion and clarification.  Ron cited Goal 6 Water Quality Resources 
consistent   
 with the City’s Clean Stream Plan and also referred to the Surface Water Management Master Plan.  
All of these 
are related but found in different areas of the Package.  Also. here seemed to be a great deal 
of public support for  
a watershed approach to cleaner water throughout the public visioning process, but no trace of that 
exists in the draft  
proposal.  I would like to see that revisited in the future. 
  
Many of the CAC Members were opposed to the idea of any change in the current Sensitive Lands 
Regulations and many  
of those members, through participation on various City boards and commissions, helped create 
those regulations.  In 
previous testimony, I claimed that I felt the language of what is now Proposal II was loaded with 
repetitious representations  
involving Sensitive Lands.  Upon examination of Package II,  I found that while some of the repetition 
has been eliminated the following pages refer to protection of natural resources and preservation of 
open space in one form or another:  
  
Introduction and Background Information - pages: 
3 
7 
8 
9 Goal 6 and Goal 7 are actually Statewide Planning Goal 11 Public Facilities as clarified on page 3 
of Ron Bunch's  
    matrix.  This is confusing and needs to be clarified 
  
Exhibit F-1 pages :  
2 
3 
6 
7 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17-  ESEE Definition 
21   
22-  Trees and wildfires 
23-  Prevent crime through environmental design, or create crime. 
26-  Title 3 
27 
28 
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29 
34-  Argue for watershed approach 
41-  Noise in SL 
43-  "          " 
48-  trees and requiring solar access 
49 
51-  gardens in SL 
52-  fowl raising in SL 
53 
55- natural hazards  
57-     "           " 
58- slopes 
59- flooding & waterqualitiy  
60- buffers 
65- second to last bullet point 
72 
73 
  
Compared to the attention given in to other important city issues, the language is still loaded. The 
redundency  
of Sensitive Land related issues embedded throughout Package II needs to be minimized.  The 
information  
needs to be summarized and organized to resemble the structure and form of those other issues.    
  
In addition, I request that all of the references to open space, sensitive lands, natural resources , 
water quality and surface water management which relates to Metro Title 3, Statewide Planning Goal 
11 Public Facilities and Goal 6 Water Quality Resources consistent with the City's Clean Stream Plan 
(also referred to as the Surface Water Management Master Plan) be pulled out for further analysis.  
Natural Resources Planner, Andrea Christensen has proposed that any Resolution to the Sensitive 
Lands conflicts would have to be Title 13, but if the City if serious about resolution, they should be 
willing to leave this open to consider all options.   
  
Now, I’d like to direct your attention back to Exhibit F-1/Page 2 -  Land Use Planning Background 
Section .     
Statewide Planning Goal 2: Land Use Planning.    Paragraph 3 clearly states:   
  
(The actual text is highlighted in bold):  
  
"To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decisions and 
actions related to the use of land to assure an adequate factual basis for such decisions and 
actions." (Exhibit F-1/Page 2) 
  
      In that regard, it also states in the bullet points of the last paragraph (Exhibit F-1/Page 2.) 
   
1.  "All development shall conform to applicable land use regulations and City codes."   
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     The use of the word ALL makes this sentence nonfactual.  Due to the arbitrary application of the 
Sensitive Lands Regulations not all, but some, development needs to conform.   Historically, 
applicability has been is a matter of staff discretion.  The significance of the nonfactuality becomes 
clearer with bullet point 3 which states:    
  
3. "Development  shall occur at densities appropriate to the scale and character of Lake 
Oswego's neighborhoods and shall provide for preservation of open spaces and natural 
resources."    
  
     This statement is also not factual.   The exclusion of the  First Addition. Evergreen, Palisades, and 
much of the Lake Grove Neighborhoods has resulted in most of  natural resources in those 
neighborhood not being listed on the Sensitive Lands Maps 
and not subject to preservation. 
  
     It is also stated: 
  
4.  "City-wide, natural resources shall be protected and open space shall be provided 
concurrent with large-scale development."    
  
     The exclusion of the neighborhoods listed above and also the exclusion of the most significant 
water resources (i.e. Oswego Lake, the canals and Willamette River make the claim not factual.  The 
current  Sensitive Lands Maps clearly show that city-wide natural resources are not protected.  
Instead, natural resources are protected at the discression of staff.   Evidence given is the recent 
approval of the West Lake Grove Development where a large grove of trees, which serve as a 
valuable filter for water and air quality was not protected.    
     
      Continuing on Exhibit F-1/Page 5, the following is stated under GOALS AND POLICIES, A. 
Development (Community Development Code), Policies: 
  
  A-1  Maintain land use regulations and standards to: 
      a.  "Ensure the provision and park and open space lands and protection of natural 
resources."               
             
            The arbitrary and inequitable nature of the current Sensitive Lands makes this sentence is not 
factual. 
  
  A-2   "Ensure that land use regulations have sufficient flexibilitiy to allow developers and the 
City to propose   
           measures to: 
            a. Adapt development to unique and difficult site conditions; 
            b.  Preserve open space and natural resources; and 
            c.  Avoid negative impacts on surrounding properties" 
             
            The Sensitive Lands land use regulations are not flexible, but de 
mimimus.   Surrounding properties may have 
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            identical environmental conditions but may not be included Sensitive Lands Maps, and 
therefore, not subject  
            to preservation of open spaces and natural resources. 
  
While I could give many more examples, my point is that much of the language of Package II can be 
negated as not factual.   
For factual information to serve as the basis for all decisions and actions related to use of land in 
Lake Oswego, the two-tiered nature of the current regulatory framework would have to 
be delineated and made transparent in Package II,  
  
Proposal II should be rewritten to narrow the gap between reality and it's language.   
 


