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City Commission Chambers - City Hall
February 23, 2004 at 7:00 P.M.

The 2003 Planning Commission Agendas/Minutes, including Staff Reports and Minutes,
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7:00 p.m.
7:01 p.m.
© 7:02 pm.

7:.05 p.m.

7:45 p.m.

7:50 p.m.

Ln

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
CALL TO ORDER
PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: January 12, 2004, January 21, 2004, and January 26, 2004
HEARINGS:
ZC 03-02 (Quasi-Judicial Zone Change Hearing), Nancy and Mark Travers; Request for a
Zone Change of 4.18 acres zoned “FU-10 Future Urbanizable — 10 acre to “C-I” Campus
Industrial for the property identified as Map 35-2E-09A, Tax Lot 700.

NEW BUSINESS:

ADJOURN

NOTE: HEARING TIMES AS NOTED ABOVE ARE TENTATIVE. FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE DUE TO DISABILITY, PLEASE
CALL CITY HALL, 657-0891, 48 HOURS PRIOR TO MEETING DATE.



CITY OF OREGON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION

WORK SESSION MINUTES
January 12, 2004

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT

Chairperson Linda Carter Dan Drentlaw, Planning Director
Commissioner Dan Lajoie Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Commissioner Renate Mengelberg Nancy Kraushaar, City Engineer
Commussioner Tim Powell Ed Sullivan, City Attorney

Pat Johnson, Recording Secretary

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT
Commussioner Lynda Orzen

The meeting was called to order at 7:05 p.m. Chair Carter reminded the public in attendance that this s a
work session—a time for the Planming Commission (PC) to work but at which no public comments are allowed.

Drentlaw added that this is a public process which will also go before the City Commission (currently
scheduled for Feb 18t), at which time there will be more opportuntty for the public to speak.

I. Comprehensive Plan Update.

Drentlaw reviewed that the public hearing on this matter was closed on Nov. 24%, 2003 and written festimony
was taken until Dec. 10%. He said staff had distributed a packet to the commussioners which included letters that
had been received since Nov. 24t and Dec. 10" a memo dated Nov. 11%; some notes from Orzen, who was
unable to attend this evening; and a submission of comments from he Transportation Committee and several
comments from the Natural Resources Commuittee.

(Note: Full copies of the staff reports, proposed plan amendments, maps, and other related documents are
available for review through the Planning Commission.)

He began by saying that staff, in reviewing the discussions, saw seven major issues as they pertain to this
evening’s discusston {see handout attached to the agenda dated Jan. 12, 2004), and he addressed those as
follows:

. Plan designation for the new Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) areas. Drentlaw used a map to show the new
UGB arcas that were brought into the city in December, 2002, noting that there are basically three areas: the
South End area, the Livesay Road area, and the Beavercreek area. He said the first Comprehensive Map showed
those areas and that staff had actually assigned uses to those areas, but they bad received many comments
through the public hearing process about concerns that perhaps some of those designations weren’t the right
designations and that many people wanted to see more time taken to study those. The new map, then, shows
two of those new UGB areas as Future Urban Holding and staff’s question for the Planning Commuttee (PC) was
whether they should actually show designations or hold off until concept plans can be done for those areas.

He expiained that several neighbors in the UGB east of Beavercreek had recently hired Cogan, Owen, Cogan (a
planning consultant) to start putting together a concept plan, which is a little more detailed than a comprehensive
plan because it is a smaller area but addresses many of the same issues. He said Mectro has required that the City
of Oregon City adopt these concept plans within four years of when the UGB was brought in, which would be
2006. He said staff sees this action as a positive thing, explaining that a concept plan, upon completion, would
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come before the Planning Commission and the City Commussion to become adopted as an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan.

Drentlaw said a similar process is happening to the north in the Redland Road/T.ivesay Road area. although it 1s
being initiated by a property owner who has some interest in developing the area he is calling Park Place
Village. Drentlaw said staff has asked the man to work with the Park Place neighborhood in developing a plan
that hopefully could be used as a concept plan for that whole area. (He noted that the Park Place neighborhood
may apply for some Metro enhancement funds for the city to help the planning effort there, which could also be
a real positive thing.)

Powell said we must look at the purpose of the Comprehensive Plan, which is to help generate 1deas, and the
ideas that are starting to come up are great, especially for the area along Beavercreek. He said he 1s always
concerned when we are talking long-term that we remember that we need to plan. He said on the one hand he
hates to leave things out, yet on the other hand these properties haven’t even been annexed into the city yet.
Therefore, although we need to start planming for twenty years out, it might be good to mark this area as Future
Urban, which would give us the opportunity to study it better in order to zone it appropriately.

Mengelberg asked what the minimum lot size would be in the Future Urban designation, aid Drentlaw said
until 1t is annexed into the city, it would be 10 acres (which 1s, actually, the same as 1t 1s now).

In an effort to better understand the concept plan issue, Powellasked, If the Redland/Livesay area were annexed
into the city as FU-10, would we stiil be detayed from domng anything until a concept plan was done? Drentlaw
said ves, explaining that when Metro included several arcas mn the whole region into the UGB, they established a
process whereby, within a certain period of time (four years for Oregon City), concept plans must be completed
and that they address all the functional plan items that Metro has (i.¢., housing, natural resources, hazards, elc.)
He noted that they could be done by the city, they could be private plans, or they could be a group etfort.
Because this is a new process, they haven't specified any strict guidelines at this point.

Powell asked if the city could suggest what it perceives as appropriale zoning to an mdividual or group of
citizens working on a concept plan. Drentlaw said the idea is to identify land uses (as is done in the rest of the
Comp Plan) whether that be Industrial, Commercial, Singlefamily, Multi-family, efc., so that would provide the
impetus for the city to apply new Comp Plan Map categories, which would be adopted as an amendment to our
Comprehensive Plan. Then, once the property was annexed, the city zoning would be established.

Powell asked, If a property were brought into the city and a property owner in the middle of that area chose D
sell his property to someone who was interested in bringing it in as FU-10, could they do that? His concern is
that if there were a plan in process and someone decided in the middle of the process that he had to sell, could
that impact the whole plan?

Drentiaw said ownership of the property doesn’t affect the categories to that assigned area in the
Comprehensive Plan, or the zoning. He said if there were a change in ownership and someone decided they
wanted to change the zoning, there is a process todo that.

Powell asked, If someone wanted to buy the property with the intention/understanding that 1t be FU-10 (as 1t 1s
now) and then a week later it was changed to R-6 by the city, that could result in the same problems some of the
property owners are facing today. So, he asked, is there a process to put an overlay on it so people aren’t caught
by surprise?

Drentlaw said that is the purpose of labeling it Future Urban Holding, but Chair Carter asked, In the case of
the Beavercreek area, would it be Future Urban Holding with an Industrial designation, or Future Urban Holding
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with no designation, or perhaps Future Urban Holding with an Industrial overlay designation, for the moment
anyway?

Drentlaw said what she was describing s basically a combination of what was proposed originally and what 1s
heing proposed now, and he asked the City Attorney if there was any reason something of that nature could not
be crafted. Sullivan said no, but he cautioned that the assigned designations must make sense outof the whole
plan. For instance, if we have a shortage of Industrial lands but we don’t designate anything as Industnial, that
could become a probiem. The same would be true 1f we had a Residential shortfall. In short, the numbers must

come out right.

Chair Carter said, for example, the Beavercreck area was brought into the UGB by Metro because we need
industrial land in Oregon City and Clackamas County. Therefore, if we designate 1t FU for now, it seems like 1t
would st1ll have to carry with 1t the lhdustrial zoning.

Sullivan said they might want to deal with it that way becausc 1f someone were to challenge the Plan on the fact
that the numbers don’t add up (for example, not enough Industrial lands), that challenge might be well taken.

Chair Carter asked how citizens could possibly come up with a plan if they don’t know what the zoning will be.

Sullivan said he thinks the theory is that it stays FU-10 until the concept plan is put together. He reiterated that
the PC has the option to plan the zoning now or, to some extent, of deferring it, but they still have to have the
numbers work.

Drentlaw said he has talked with the consultants who are working for those property owners and part of their
analysis is to see how removal of the Industrial zoning designation would affect the city’s overall acreage
numbers as 1t relates to Metro.

Mengelberg noted that their concept plan also needs to meet Metro standards as well as the ¢ity’s vision
planning. Sullivan added that any amendment of the Plan to include the new areas would need to be consistent
with statewide planning goals as well as Metro’s, and consistent with the unamended portions throughout the
City’s plan.

Chair Carter said she recalled there had been some discussion of that area being something other than
Industrial, such as Mixed Usc or a combination of Commercial/Residential, and Sullivan said the numbers stull

have to come out right.

Powell asked what Metro means by “Industrial.” Is it strictly Industrial, or is Campus Industnal ncluded in
Industrial, because he thinks it makes sense to have that area as more Campus Industrial, which would allow
more uses than standard Industrial. Sullivan said yes, it would be included, and Drentlaw said it basically
means employment jobs, which is a pretty broad category. However, he said we must also remember that the
work done on the Comp Plan so far in terms of analyzing Metro’s numbers for both Residenual and
Employment did not include this recent amendment, so the Beavercreek area is not even in the mix yet as far as
Metro is concerned, thus he thinks we have some latitude about what we do there.

Chair Carter recalled that there was some discussion about having Mixed Use Employment in that area, but
Drentlaw said that is for the Red Soils area and the hospstal.

Since people don’t particularly hike the term “industnial,” Chair Carter asked if “Mixed Use Employment”
might be a better designation that is more citizen friendly, and Powell asked if Metro recognizes 1t as Industrial.
Drentlaw said they probably wouldn’t because it altows a significant amount of retail.
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Powell said he 1sn’t sure Retail would be the right designation either, but perhaps a Campus Industrial
environment would be better, citing examples of successful arcas (for example, Redmond, Washington)}. He
said we have to meet our Metro numbers, but he wants to make sure that whatever we do in these areas, and
particularty if we call them Future Urban Holding, that (1) the property owners won’t get stuck with something
they can’t get out of, and (2) that we have some {lexibility in zoming 1t. Drentlawsaid we and they would have
flexibility and we would basically be allowing some more time to pass before we determine the designation.
Furthermore, he said he thinks both the City and the property owners would want to see action before the
maximum four-year time limit is up, and this year if possible.

Mengelberg said she would probably be m favor of using the interim step of the Future Urban Holding zone to
give the neighbors and the planning organizations more time to look specifically at these sites, especially in the
Park Place area which has some more complicated issues, such as riparian areas, slopes, etc. She satd more time
might allow for some more creative ideas for more acceptable solutions. However, she would want to caveat
especially the Beavercreek area—that 1t is one of the few Industrial areas we have left in the city and we really
need to safeguard it. She said she knows people like housing better, but this area s flat, it’s got good access,
and it has good infrastructure, which 1s a very good commodity in Oregon City.

Chair Carter said there scemed to be some agreement in favor of designating those areas as Future Urban
Holding, and she is in favor of anything that helps us slow down and build a better project in the end.

Kraushaar asked what the possibilities would be for someone who wanted to develop those parcels 1n six
months because they are not annexed yct. Sullivansaid they would need to apply for a Plan Amendment and
Zone Change because this is within the city’s Planning junsdiction. In other words, they would have to get both
unti] they are annexed into the city, which is a very expensive and long process, which would probably be
prohibitive for small parcels.

When she asked if the request would be held up until the concept plan was actually adopted, he said there are no
120-day limits on a Plan amendment and if the applicant had to go through both the city and the county, 1t would
probably not be worth it unless 1t invoived a whole area.

Powell asked what would happen 1if the county were to approve it but the esty didn’t, and Sullivan said if either
one says no, the answer 18 no.

Kraushaar asked if a finding for that “no” could simply be that we haven’t completed the concept plan so we're
not aware of the needs in terms of infrastructure, etc. Sullivan said the short answer 1s yes but 1t 1s not immune
from challenge.

2 Master Plans. Drentlaw said there have been a number of discussions with the Blue Heron Mill, Willamette
Falls Hospital, Clackamas County Red Soils site, and Clackamas Community College, all of which have a
number of site development requirements do to the large size and campus atmosphere that are really not
standard developments in terms of what we have seen historically.

He said [the goal for master planning development is that] 1t 1s a campusstyle development that is phased over
several years, and staff hopes to have a draft prepared for review at the next meeting for establishing a master
planning process. He said, depending on how the Code language 1s crafted, it could get as specitic as we want it
to. It would address uses and could cite specific development standards that differ from our existing Code,
which has been a problem with the college and the county in terms of them meeting some of our setback
requirements because they're not always in a campus setting up agamst the street and they need more flexibihity
in terms of parking and building layout.
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Drentlaw said one of the really specific issues raised during the pubtic hearing was that of the Blue Heron site,
so staff has proposed several options for that property. He said originally the Comp Plan showed changing that
site into the new Mixed Use Downtown zone, but Blue Heron wants to see 1t remain Industnial. They feel that
any sort of change could affect their ability to gain financing for improvements and potential expansion. He
said staff met with them recently and discussed that perhaps there could be a special designation in the Comp
Plan that calls this a special master plan area which would inctude some kind of redevelopment or phasing
program. In other words, perhaps it could be kept as Industrial with an overtay that says master planning needs
to be done.

Another option would be to keep it as onigmally proposed--that of Mixed Use Downtown.
Regardless, staff has listed this as a separate 15sue because it is a pretty important 1ssue.

Powell said he heard at the hearing that they felt achange of the Comp P'lan designation would impact their
ability 1o expand, which he could understand and thinks we could work around. What he didn’t hear was
anything about a master plan or long-term plans for the mill 10 or 20 years from now. He said it makes it hard
for the city to plan iinless we understand their plans as well. He said we defimtely do want the mll to
continue—it is a great employer and we don’t want to see them leave, but the reality is that it could happen and
the city must be prepared for such an event.

Therefore, he asked if we could keep the Mixed Use Downtown (MUD) designation there and include a note for
them such as the master planning program that would allow them to perhaps expand, as opposed to not doing
anything and perhaps having them sell outtoa chemical manufacturing plant or something. He admitted that
this is an example of a worst-case scenario, but the point 1s that we need to plan for the future.

Sullivan said he does’t think the issue is so much that of a nonconformity use, but the 1ssue he heard was that
of financing—whether or not a bank would believe that this is st11] a viable use and isn’t just a “noneonforming

wailting to happen.”

He said he thinks staff has presented an appropriate alternative in that he thinks we can put a designation on the
property. He would recommend, though, that we make it clear that the mill knows it can stay so long as it can
stay as a mill and can expand and do the types of things other businesses can.

The question for the long-term, Sullivan said, is how this fits into the longrange plans for downtown if the mill
ceases 10 exist, but he said he thinks staff could definitely work with them in writing appropriate language if that
is the direction of the Commission.

Powell reiterated that he fully supports the mili—he just feels we need to have a long-range plan and he wants to
make sure something can’t happen in meantime until that master plan gets done.

Mengelberg asked if Powell was advocating for option 1 (to assign the MUD designation) or 2 (to keep the
Industrial designation with a master plan overiay) because option 2 does allow for transitioning to mixeduse.
Powell said he was for option 2.

Mengelberg agreed that option 2 is a better way to go. She said she thinks the mill made convincing argument
about how important this site is to them and why the Industrial zomng is important to them. She agreed that it
has a river view that has value, but it is also right next to the railroad, it 1s across the river from another miil, and
it is on basait, so it is a difficult piece of property to redevelop. It also has some special attributes that are
cspecrally attractive for a mill in the water rights and the power. Therefore, she wouldn’t want to do anything
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that would jeopardize the mull’s long-term success at this site, and she thinks option 2 allows for them 1o remain
where they are and it also provides the opportunity for transition.

Lajoie asked if it were to lose the Industrial designation at this point, do the numbers still work? Drentlawsaid
1t would obviousiy reduce the total, but he would have to check the exact numbers. He said one of the
considerations is the possible loss of employment in the Beavercreek area, which must then be balanced against
Blue Heron and some of the other sites.  That, then, 15 part of the reason option 2 make some sense--we're still
retaining that designation but we’re saying we need to realize that at some pomnt the null may not be there so we
need to look at uses that fit better with downtown.

Chair Carter said it seems like we are saying this site could be Industrial purpases indefinitely, but it really
scemns like it 1s “indefinite” as long as it is the mill. In other words, it can’t transition from the mull 1o some
other industrial use indefinitely. [t 1s either the mill or it becomes MixedUse Downtown. Sullivan concurred,
saying that 1s why the master plan requirernent 1s included—-so that 1t can’t switch uses without public process.

Mengelberg asked if could be another paper muil, but not another kind of manufacturing, which was confirmed.

Chair Carter clarified that the purpose of this issue is because that particular piece 1s probably the most
valuable property in the state, and Oregon City needs to make sure that if that property ever were to transition, It
would transition to the best and highest use for the city and its citizens. Therefore, we are protecting that asset
for future use.

She concluded that there appeared to be agreement on that issue.

3. South End Neighborhood -- Mixed-Use Corridor. Drentlaw said this issue 1s about Neighborhood
Commercial in the South End neighborhood and he noted that there has been considerable discussion about
potential locations for such,

He used the map to show three areas that are still open for consideration, the first of which was a site just north
of Gentry Way off South End Road. He said that parcel 1s approximately 9 acres of contiguous land, 1t 1s a nice
shape, and it is flat, so a vast majority of it would be developable for Commercial. In compartson, he said the
Haggen’s shopping center is about 11.25 acres, so he estimated you could probably get about 80-90,000 square
feet of Commercial on this site, and probably a combination of a grocery store and some other local uses. The
designation being proposed for thus area 1s Mixed-Use Cormidor 1 (MUC-1), which doesn’t allow drive-through
uses. Therefore, there wouldn’t be things hike drivethrough auto repair, banking or fast food restaurants.

Another site, just to the south of the site described above, is located at Partlow and South End Road. He said it
is a good location but it would be a little harder to develop because, although the total acreage 1s similar, it is
divided up by the road system. He explained that this 15 zoned for Single-famtily and he said that having single-
family lots at the intersection of an arterial and a collector (such as first described) 1s not conducive to a very
pleasant environment, so this could be an advantage for this site.

The third site is to the north on Warner-Parrott across the street from where the South End Market currently
€Xists.

Kraushaar said she worked with the Transportation Advisory Committee {TAC) at their request regarding what
kind of development could occur on parcels of this size. She said they used a lot of information from the book,
“Shopping Centers” to summarize the types of neighborhood commercial that could be located on sites of this
size. She agreed that good examples would be the kinds of uses that are at the Haggen's site.
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She said the TAC supports the MUC at these locations as well as some of the others because some of these new
Comp Plan designations support what was already in the Transportation System Plan (TSP}, which they worked
on. However, they also recognized that if these are not done well, the result will be things that are not appealing
1o the neighbors. Their concern was that the demand for services in large residential arcas will increase, so there
is a need to provide them so people don'’t continually use other streets to get to existing commercial zones.

They also wanted the PC to consider the positive impacts of reducing motorists’ dependencies on the existing
routes that are being used and they wanted to spread the demand throughout the system for these needs.
However, they also felt that consideration be made (either now or when zoning is being done or when design
standards are being set) for the potential negative impacts on the community, mcluding the traffic volumes. For
example, the traffic demands are much higher for a fast food restaurant than for a quality restaurant. Another
consideration is that a mixture of needed uses can play on one another, which can also cut down on the amount
of traffic.

She said they also discussed the sense of communtty that can develop when there are different kinds of service
uses within a large residential area (1.¢., meeting neighbors for coffee or getting to know the shopkeepers).

They, 100, were very concerned about having all Single-family Residential uses on arterials. For mstance, the
fact is that the single-family residences at Partlow and South End Road could end up being very undesirable.
She said typically Single-fam:ly Residential on artenals tends to be more successful 1f there are very deep
setbacks for the front yards and/or a parkway-type frontage road.

They also discussed that the people who tend to speak up on tssues (traffic, speeding, ete.) are often those who
live in the Single-family Residential houses on arterials, so 1f some of that single-family on arterials could be
limited, that would be good.

She said they arc supportive of all three arcas, with the realization that it needs to be designed and planned to
reduce the negative impacts in terms of traffic on the neighborhood.

Chair Carter said she had heard a fair amount of ¢itizen concern about the truck traffic needed to service these
areas and South End Road not being suffictent to serve that kind of truck traffic. She also recalied the
overwhelming testimony that people said they don’t feel they nced it in that area because 1t 1sn’t too far to get to
Haggen’s or Danielson’s from that area.

Therefore, she said, this 1s one of the trickier issues—to figure out what is in the best interests of the city and yet
think long-term, because this is long-term plannmg for the needs in the next 10-20 years. She said there are
definite disadvantages, such as those identified in comments about having houses on the main arterals
becoming undesirable, and the nose and traffic issues. However, there are also advantages to having some
commercial available if it is needed, which becomes the question. She would ask, then, if there will be enough
density in the area to require such and if it will take away more traffic than it brings in to serve the commercial
area.

Kraushaar said documentation shows that this s1ze parcel tends to draw customers from a mile and a half
radius. She noted that, particularly considering the UGB expansion to the south, there 1s goingto be a very large
residential area to the south with no services. Therefore, she said the TAC thinks these commercial areas should
be spaced out in large residential areas so there 13 some accessibility for services.

Chair Carter asked, then, If we are going to be building residentzal farther to the south, would the Commercial
be better placed farther to the south than to the north?
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Drentlaw said staff tried to consider an area that is more central to the whole residential area, even with the new
UGB expansion to the south, which these proposed sites seem to accommodate. Upon questioning, 1t was noted
that it is more than two miles from the proposed sites to Haggen'’s.

Kraushaar agreed that the question of truck traffic is of some concern, and she said she thinks it would be
appropriate for the city to establish some truck routes, even for the singleunit trucks that deliver to these places
(perhaps Warner-Milne, Warner/Parrott, or 213 to Beavercreek). She said that although that might be out of he
way for some, it would eliminate trucks using South End Road or Center Street, which aren’t good for trucks
anyway.

Chair Carter asked if would be better to design one commercial area to be the collector for that area and then
perhaps do more Mixed-Use/Residential on some of the comners like those designed on the 7 Avenue/Molalla
Avenue Corridor. Also, could it support having that many parcels of Commercial? For example, she noted that
the two proposed sites to the north are only a few houses apart from each other.

Drentlaw said the one farthest north 1s only partially zoned for Commercial and the piece across from tt1s
vacant. He noted that MUC allows restdential and office, in particular noting that 1t 15 zoned MUCH it1s
equivalent to R-3.5, which is 3,500 square feet per untt (recommended).

Mengelberg asked about the earlier comments that it is undesirable to have Singlefamily on an arterial, and
Kraushaar said some of the issues center around fencing, front yard space, multiple driveways, etc. She said
Muiti-family can work betier because the grounds are kept by the developers, access is better, etc. She said the
TAC really felt that there 1s a need for services, and it is appropriate to spread out the services for large
residential areas so they have areas to call their own, and also 1o cut down on tratfic.

Lajoie said these proposed areas seem to be in close proximity to each other, so it seems logical to reduce the
amount of Commercial in this area. He thinks it is the right idea, but there 1s simply too much. Therefore, he
would suggest either keeping the one large parcel, or the two farthest apart.

Powell suggested that perhaps there 1s one parcel that could be brought into the UGB specifically for that
purpose. He also said he sees the need for some neighborhood commercial, citing the example that n the
McLoughtin neighborhood the residents are upset becanse they lost their store because of the flood. However,
he agreed with Lajoie that we don’t need all three options and he said he would probably recommend the large
parcel for South End and then see if there is a separate appropriate location for the new area in the south end
when 1t comes into the UGB.

Regarding the busy intersection at Partlow and South End that will probably only get busier, Kraushaar asked
what kind of land uses would be complementary to 1t. Konkol noted that alignment is usually done better with
bigger development and he noted that an alignment for that intersection is already in place in the TSP,

Mengelberg said 1t seems like the neighbors were saying they wanted something on a smalier scale so
developing the land to the south might be more acceptable to the neighborhood, although 1t might limit the types
of stores or services because they would have to be small.

Powell then noted that if someone like Trader Joe’s came 1n on the larger lot, that would attract traffic from all
over the city, perhaps to a much greater extent than would be anticipated or desired. He asked what kind of trips
would be generated by something ke Haggen's versus a Residential 3.5.

Kraushaar said the p.m. peak hours usuatly gencrate the highest trips for most of these places and she gave
some examples. For instance, a 24-hour convenience market gencrates a net of 20.5 p.m. peak trips per 1,000
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square feet (including pass-by tnps); a grocery/supermarket generates 7.4; a quality restaurant, 4.2; and a
shopping center with multiple tenants/multiple destinations, 2.4. (Source: the Engineers’ Trip Generation
Manual.)

Powell asked what an estimate woutd be if this were located 1n a high residential zoned area, and Kraushaar
satd for Single-family Residential, daily trips are 10.5 trips per day per site per. The question becomes, What 1s
more beneficial overall to the city and to the neighborhood?

Kraushaar said the TAC also noted that we need to consider other neighborhoods as well because sometimes
people just need to go through other neighborhoods to get to other areas. For instance, right now the
connectivity between the south portion of Oregon City and Molalla is distupted in several locations, such as the
large Red Soils county site, and there is a fair amount of cut-through through the Clairmont neighborhood and
Gaffney Lane.

Chair Carter said she liked Lajoie’s approach about the area to the south because it seems to lend iself to more
of the neighborhood commercial we are striving for, and although no one specifically came and testificd that
they wanted that kind of development, she did have a customer who said this. If there is a destination people
can walk to, it makes the neighborhoods much more user-riendly. Therefore, she agrees that the far north and
the far south parcels make more sense than the 9-acre parcel that could develop into anything from housing to
apartments to most anything,

Powell said part of the problem is that we didn’t have a good plan and South End just kind of erupted. There
aren’t sidewalks all along South End, so that is part of the problem as well, and that will be an ipact.

Kraushaar said sidewalks for boih of those streets are already identified in the TSP, although funding sources
for sidewalks are not very strong.

Powell reiterated that this is important m the long4erm plan, adding that we need to make sure there 1s access to
the neighborhoods for bikes and pedestrians.

Kraushaar noted that there was a letter of support from the Rose Road area pointing out that with the fiexibility
in the MUC, not only could it support some commercial uses but also open space parks and neighborhood center
uses. They supported this tentatively, with a note of concern regarding traffic.

Konkol added a note that those are seven individual property owners at the comer of South End and Partlow
versus one-at the middle site.

Chair Carter asked if there are any other areas further north or south that could be designated and fill this need,
and do it better, than this particular corner of mixed parcels.

Kraushaar said staff had originally considered one farther to the south, but it seemed too far out, which could
then start atiracting people up South End Road, which has already been described as unable to handle much
more traffic. 1t might also be hard to attract a developer that far out. Drentlawsaid staff was aiso trying to plan
locations where there are already intersections, and there really weren’t any other major intersections tarther
south.

Chair Carter asked if there would be new major intersections if there were future development, but Kraushaar
said probably not because the area is so narrow. Drentlaw said the area between South End Road on the south
and all the way over to 213 1s basically resource land, so there isn’t really much chance that the city will expand
to the south.
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Powell said he thinks they are 100 close. If we keep that type of designation, he would like to see it be either the
location on Warner/Parrott and on Partlow, leaving the large one out of the mix, or keep the large one and 1gnore
the one down Partlow.

Taking it a step further, Lajoie said he thinks using the smaller parcels to the north and south is more 1n keeping
with the character and desires of the citizens as well, as opposed to having another large anchor or intense
development on the large piece.

Chair Carter also liked the idea of the north and south parcels, as did Mengelberg.

Chair Carter asked if we could put a master plan overlay on that to ensure that it gets planned as a cohesive
piece around those corners. Drentlaw said it 1s small, and Mengelberg noted that there are multiple property
OWIETS.

Mengelberg asked if staff was thinking of it as MUC-1 with the potential for offices on the second stories, and
Drentlaw said perhaps so.

Chair Carter said there seemed to be a general consensus for option 2 (the north and south parcels). However,
when Drentlaw pointed out that option 3 takes 1t a step further and actually rezones i, everyone agree with that
option.

4. City Initiated Rezones. Drentlaw noted that the proposed Pian rezones were fairly limited and mostly
housckeeping items. He then used the chart to show the following proposed areas (which are also defined in the
chart in the handout):

. All areas zoned R-6 Manufactured Home, would be changed to R-6. Any impacts would be fairly
insignificant. Chair Carter noted that manufactured housing 1s actually allowed anywhere 1n the city,
which Drentlaw said is the reason for eliminating that zone from the Code.

. The RD-4 (a two-family zone) is proposed to be changed to R-3.5 to allow 2 little more flexibilityand a
little smaller lot size. Chair Carter asked what kind of house could be built on a Singlefamily 3,500 foot
lot. Staffsaid it would definitely be a small house that is more affordable or a house without much yard, or
perhaps attached housing. Kraushaar noted that these options could appeal to different sets of the
population, such as retirees who don’t want the upkeep of a large house and who want to be on a transit
street so they can take the bus when they don’t want to drive.

o The RA-2 Multi-family dwelling District is being changed to a new designation of R-2 Dwelling District.

» TheM-1 Light and M-2 Heavy Industrial zones are being combined into a General Industrial (Gl) since they
were aimost identical.

. The Central Business District and Tounst Commercial i1s proposed to be replaced by the Mixed{se
Downtown.

Then, based on discussions at various work sessions and with staff, Drentlaw said there are some additional
potential rezones. Option 1 is to only make the changes as outlined in tte chart, which are driven by
amendments to the Municipal Code. However, option 2 takes things a step farther and fooks at the entire
downtown area, which pretty much coincides with our designation as a regional center. Therefore, the proposal
is to rezone the whole downtown area to our new Mixed-Use category. Apart from the discussion about the
Blue Heron Paper Mill, this would include our current zoning, which now mcludes the central business district
downtown, some commercial from Washington to 99-E, an area of R-6 Single-family, Limited Office at the
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corner of Apperson and Washington, a mix of Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial (the landfill}, and Tourst
Commercial in The Cove area, ail of which would be changed to Mixed-Use Downtown (MUD) except Blue
Heron.

Mengelberg said there was some testimony by the End of the Oregon City Trail Center who had concerns about
some more intensive driving 1ssues that didn’t seem consistent with what we are planning to do. Drentlawsaid
they testified that the MUD allows auto repairs, but, in fact, 1t doesn’t. He noted that he got a call later from that
person saying that he misread the restrictions, so 1t sounded like they were okay with that part of the proposal.

Chair Carter said she likes the idea of the rezone. saying that she thinks it gives the most flexibility and that
people who look at the proposed theme would do well to jon in.

Powell said he has some concern that we manage it properly, especially with the new Amtrak station, because it
will be a gateway to the community. He said the MUD scems to cover most of the issues that were 1dentified
early on about this, so he 1s comfortable with the proposal to rezone to MUD.

Mengelberg said staff and the Commission had gone to great lengths to tak about how the Historic Downtown
core is different than other arcas, assigning different height restrictions and setbacks and different design ideas
for a more urban setting versus that further to the north. Chair Carterrecalled that the Downtown Historic
District would have an overlay of its own, which would cover those 1ssues. Konkolconfirmed, for instance,
that there would be 2 maximum building height of 45 feet for properties between Main Street and McLoughlin
Blvd, and 110 and 16%.

Mengelberg asked for confirmation that the consensus was 10 actually rezone the downtown area to MUD, not
just do the housekeeping items mn the Comp Plan, which was confirmed.

Lajoie asked how we would handle the additional parking, although that is a good problemto have. Drentlaw
said ke would liken it to a shopping mall that nceds two anchors, in this case, one being in The Cove end or the
landfill area and the other being something in the future of Blue Heron. He also noted that the City owns some
property which is a possibility for a parking structure.

Kraushaar said there is already a fair amount of parking, although a lot of it is tied up in private ownership.

But as things pick up or additional planning is done, we would most Jikely need to do a parking study, especially
once we know of some uses. She also said the parcel the city owns 1s, at this point anyway, envisioned as
several layers of parking below with perhaps some Commercial on the McLoughiin level. There is also another
parcel the city is considening purchasing which could have parking on the top couple of levels, although this is
an ongoing discussion. Also, she noted, the lot at 120 is underutilized but perhaps at some point a shuttle
service could be put into service.

Chair Carter noted that there have been some letters to The Oregonian lately about the concept of the city
using Urban Renewal dollars to buy real estate to build parking garages or something else, expressing that it 1s
not in the city’s best interest to use Urban Renewal dollars to buy property. She said that, speaking personally
as a business person and an entrepreneur and not on behalf of the Commission, she thinks we must be forward-
thinking and use dollars when the opportunmity presents itself for future development. Although we may not
have 2 need for a parking garage now, we know we will have a need for it in the future. Therefore, she thinks it
is very important to keep an open mind and to allow the City Manager, the City Commussioners, and the Urban
Renewal Commission to be able to do what they belicve is in the best mterests of the city and to use our Urban
Renewal dollars as wisely as possible.

Drentlaw said it seemed like there was consensus for the Downtown area, which others confirmed.
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fle then explained that option 3 is the rezone to Mixed-Use Corridor (MUC) along 7t Street and Molalla and
also along the north side of Beavercreek, between Beaver Creek and Newell Creek Canyon. He said the
suggestion is to rezone to MUC-1 (the less intense zone) al} the way {rom the bottom of the hill up to the
intersection of Molalla and Beavercreek, and then designate the corridor from Molalla to Hwy 213 along
Beavercreek to MUC-2, which is a little more intense. He also sard there was a lot of discussion that some of
the uses along Newel!l Creek Canyon weren't necessarily taking advantage of some of the nice views and
amenities that Newell Creek Canyon offers. (He noted that the MUC-2 designation does allow for both offices
and residential.)

He said one issuc 1s that we currently have a lot of uses such as tire shops, muffler shops, etc., which could
result in some potential non-conforming use issues to deal with.

Powell noted that those non-conforming uses would still be good until the owners decided to leave or expand.

Konkol noted that Steve’s Marketplace and the Canemah area along 99E were inadvertently left off the zoomed
in map but are also included in this proposal (five pieces comprised of eight tax lots).

Powell said he thinks we should make the effort and do the zoning right now along with the Comp Plan
changes. He said he secs more opportunity there than anywhere else, and he thinks it is an immed:ate
opportunity. For example, houses could be converted 1nto restaurants m the McLoughtin Distret and, with the
Molalla and 7% Street improvements, it is perfect for that type of application. He agreed that there are some
neredible views of Mt. Hood and Newell Creek, and he thinks some real positive things could happen in that
area such as Residentiat or Office, as opposed to Industrial or Commercial. Furthermore, he thinks this ts the
nerfect application for developing a walking community, which has been discussed for years.

Chair Carter noted that the maximum height in MUC2 is 60 feet (4 stones).

Kraushaar said the higher density of MUC on Beavercreck Road 1s very consistent with the street itself
because as it gets urbanized, it will become five lanes and will have sufficient capacity. Also, she said the TAC
addressed the MUC along Molalla specifically, basically saying that 1s what 1s recommended in the TSP and it s
a transit corridor all the way from downtown to the college, thus creating great synergy between using transit
and providing the abtlity for people to walk between where they live and where they shop.

Mengelberg asked if a mixed-use type of development would create more access points than already

exist on Beavercreek. Kraushaar said some driveways would be consolidated, and she agreed that we wouldn’t
want a lot more driveways but she said consideration is being given as to where perhaps one more intersection
would fit that would allow appropriate access.

Chair Carter said when we think of downtown as a vatuable place with the falls and things, we tend to forget
about Newell Creek Canyon and our views of Mt. Hood, and she thinks that 1t is a shame such under-utilization
was allowed in the past. She said this Comnussion is trying to capture and create that natural beauty, and 1t
would be fantastic to have beautiful office buildings or beautiful resident:al areas, such as condos, etc., that take
advantage of the views. She said 1t 1s important to remember that the currently existing businesses which are
under-utilizing their area are allowed to continue to exist until they ty to change from the current use. Then
they must transition to what is a higher and better use, and a maximum value of the real estate.

Regarding development along the edge of Newell Creek Canyon, Kraushaar added that staff understands from
citizen comments and from the Newell Canyon study that we need to be very careful about how we handle the
stormwater from such development and how we handle the edge of the development in the canyon.
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Mengelberg asked zbout real estate value impacts, specifically fromthe existing General Commercial to the
real estate values of Mixed-use Corridor. Drentlaw said the existing zoning allows things like auto repair,
heavy equipment storage, and drive-through uses, which wouldn’t be allowed in the MUC zone. The advantage
from a real estate point of view in the MUC zone 1s that you could go higher. Chair Carter noted that in going
higher, a person would get more value for the dollars spent than just building singlestory.

Drentlaw said one thing to consider is that there are a number of different zones on 7% Street today. For
instance, there is some Limited Office Conditional along 7%, which 1s an oddity becausc 1t only allows
commercial uses as a conditional use and it is pretty strict. By rezoning to MUC, it would be considerably
easier for retail to occur there.

Chair Carter said that would give more options to property owners, which encourages the development we all
need and want in order to get some vitality in the arca. Powellnoted that a good example 1s the Sellwood area
wherein businesses have moved into the houses that are along the busy streets, which has certainly enhanced the
neighborhood. Besides along 7" Street, there 1s also great opportunity for development up Molalla and with the
economic development program we’re irying to develop in this community, we need all the opportunity we can
get to bring folks in. He said we are a historic city and we should take advantage of our historic structures.

Konkol said there are a couple of properties that don’t show on this map and s question was whether we want
to rezone them all or just focus on the ones along the transportation corridor. Specifically, there 1s a group
along the intersection of Glen Oak and 213 (currently zoned Limited Office), some smaller pieces along Linn,
and a small picce along Holcomb (Steve’s Market).

Chair Carter said it stands to reason that if we’re designating Mixed-use Corndor, those parcels that are on the
corridor should be rezoned to the MUC designation for continutty, specifically for MUC-T in the smalier areas
and MUC-2 in the Beavercreek area.

Moving on, Drentlaw said Option 4 is for MUE with a focus on office development but including allowance for
up to 20% of associated retail/commercialrelated uses. Examples for this zoning would be the Red
Soils/Clackamas County development and the Willamette Falls Hospital, and associated uses might be a
pharmacy for the hospital or restaurants for both sites.

When Mengelberg asked if these arcas are required to develop master ptans, Drentlaw said we are writing a
mechanism to allow master plans, but it hasn’t been crafted to require them. Konkolsaid, though, that through
their recent land use actions, both sites are reguired to provide master plans. .

When Chair Carter asked why the hospital 1s not shaded yeilow, Konkol said the map shows the existing
zones. He then identified the specific properties that would be rezoned to MUE.

Mengelberg asked how Metro would react to the idea of rezoning some of the current Industrial to these new
zones. Drentlaw said the only area that would really affect is the “area in brown (Industrial zone),” which has
already been developed (south of Beavercreek Road and west of Moialla). He said there has been a lot of
demand for retail, so this would allow about 20% in retail. Thus, the numbers would have to be reduced by
about 20% in those areas.

Chair Carter said another good example of an under-built portion is the area in Beavercreek where the bottom
floor has all become retail, which she said would be fine if there were also second or third stories that could be
used for office space or something else. The result 1s that it 1s already built out but 1t 1s underbuilt and under-
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utilized on property that economically doesn’t bring i the tax dollars to the city that it necds for a healthy
general fund. Therefore, trying to ptan better for the long4erm has berefits ail along the way.

Also, she said that citizen comment revealed that some people are not in favor of redesignating some of the
houses around Division Street and around the hospital, but it 1s very important for our community to
accommodate the needs of the hospital, which serves all of Oregon City and the outlying and surrounding areas.
In fact, she said it could be very beneficial to the neighborhood to allow the office buildings to be a barrer
between the heavy residential street and the neighborhood behind it. Again, she said, the question 1s about what
is the highest and best good for the communty.

Powell said he doesn’t have a problem with the Red Soils area, but he is having a hard time envisioning along
the hospital, perhaps because it 15 bordering the neighborhoed, and the canyon on the other side. He noted that
they have the ability to put in a pharmacy with the current zonng. However, Konkol noted that the hospital 1s
conditional use in the current Limited Office zone.

Kraunshaar said another issue is that the next time we review the TSP, we need to start looking at other routes
through town, noting that 15® Street secms like the next natural place to have more activity. Also, in terms of
employment, there 1s an indication that servicevelated jobs will continue to increase, so providing a location for
that 1s probably good for our cconomy.

Mengelberg added that projections for health care services are very strong, and she said she can see the need for
services in conjunction with the hospital.

Also, staff said the retirement facility is a conditional use and it 1s included in this.

Konkol said that existing single-family homes are still an allowed use, but this would give the ability to develop
a work/live space for businesses related to the hospital.

Powell said that, especially after having heard recent testimony that the hospital does haw a master plan, it
would be nice to see it so the hospital and the city couid work together.

Powell had some concern about the traffic. He said he has lived near a large hospital and the traffic is 24-hour.
He wasn’t saying their plans are right or wrong—rather, he would just like to see their master plan to understand
what they want to do 1n the future.

Lajoie asked if the hospital has made comment about what they think we eught to do there, and Drentlawsaid
he had met with their staff and the hospital likes this proposal.

Kraushaar said they are feeling a lot of pressure so they can remain a viable, fullservice hospital facihity.

They need to be able to add services and have an opportunity to grow because al} of the hospitals are compelng
and Willamette Falls Hospital wants to stay in business as a viable entity.

Lajoie asked if this proposal, then, 15 sufficient/adequate. He said it scems about right, but are there other things
we should be doing to help them? Drentlaw said they may find they need more when they complete the master

planning process, but if that is the case, they could apply for a rezone or an amendment to the Plan at that time.

Mengelberg said if the hospital were to need more expansion, 1t seems like a logicalplan that they could go
toward Newell Creek Canyon, which would eliminate neighborhood conflicts,

Chair Carter said for now the proposed amount for MUE secms sufficient.
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Dreatlaw said Option $ addresses individual requests that were submitted duringthe public hearing for city-
initiated rezones. He said staff had attached a copy of the letter Drentlaw sent to Mr. Berge regarding hus
request, in which Drentlaw tried to explain that stafi’s position was that of looking at rezones that directly
related 1o the policies in our Comp Plan, which was different than property owners’ personal requests.

However, there were four individual sites requesting Commercial zoning, the first of which was for changing
Berge’s property on the east side of 213, just south of Glen Oak Road, from Low-density Residential to High-
density Residential. Konkol said it is contiguous by property lines. However, all the MUC has access to Glen
Oak Road and this 15 a lot separated to the south.

Drentlaw said they had wanted to limit any sort of linear commereial zoning because of the problems of getting
individual access off Highway 213. He said it does not abut Glen Oak, but it has a driveway access onto 213.
Drentlaw noted that Berge can continue as a non<onforming use, which is a fairly low-intensity use. However,
if this were changed to a Commercial or a Mixed-use Corridor designation, he wouldn’t be able to expand under
that non-conforming use, and staff was concerned about the potential redevelopment and additional rehted
access needs.

Powell said he was a little confused because he had heard testimony that the county had zoned his property
Commercial, and Konkol confirmed that it is actually currently zoned R-10 Single-family and the
Comprehensive Plan designation 1s Low-density Residential.

Berge asked to speak and said he had brought copies of the filings and the commercial building permit issued by
the County 1n 1989 showing the new 7,400 square foot building. He has been told that he can’t add a new
building later on as his business grows if he comes into the city. The confusion is that the city says he can’t
expand but the county has already said he could. He was also told by the State that because there is a street
across from him, he could abandon two of his existing 40-foot driveways and put a street across the existing
street to come into his property.

Powell asked if we can legally do anything to keep the zoning the way 1t 1s but grandfather in to allow, ..
Sullivan said we could change the zoning and, assuming Berge has a vahd non<onforming use, he doesn’t lose
that because of a zone change. He would only lose it 1f he wants to expand or change the use n a way that 13
otherwise regulated by a non<conforming use.

Powell asked 1f we could write in a caveat that would be for his use only in an expansion but if he were to sell to
someone else, that person couldn’t expand. Sullivan said it is possible but he wouldn’t recommend 1t because
he thinks the issue is the land use, not the person who 15 there.

Powell said he would prefer that the City Commission make this particuiar determination.

Chair Carter said she knows there are other property owners who bought property along there thinking they
could develop commercially on Molalla Avenue only to find that they can’t because of that access situation,
which is a pretty serious situation/concern.

Drentlaw asked if there was a consensus to keep the Comp Plan the same, but that the owner or staff could
contact the City Commission about being able © expand Berge’s non-conforming use. Powell reiterated his
fecling that such a decision should be made at the [City} Commission level.

Chair Carter said she is concerned that there is commercially zoned property right next door to him and it 1s
contiguous so, from that point of view, 1t makes sense. Also, if there1sa possibility to eliminate two driveways
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and connect to the roadway across the street, that does eliminate some of the safety concerns. However, this 1s
one of those situations where there 1s no good answer.

Powell asked why we would want to put High-density Residential on that corner, hut Kraushaar said 1t 1 not
on the comer. Rather, it is the rectangle that fits in with what 1s south of Glen Oak Road.

Chair Carter said another problem is that if it remains R-10 and he wants to sell his property, 1t would have to
be sold as residential, but he already has a business and business buiidings onit. Therefore, 1t makes 1t really
difficull to transition this property at ail because itwould be a big expense to take down the commercial
buildings. Sullivan noted, though, that the new owner could continue the use and wouldn't have to take down
the buildings unless he changed the use. He said it 1s similar to the Blue Heron situation in that people would
consider the kind of investment and whether or not it is viable to get financing for anything on that site if the
uses are non-conforming.

Chair Carter said she would lean toward the zoning being Commercial because it is contiguous ifhe could get
a letter from ODOT signing off on the driveway 1ssue.

Kraushaar said they would also want to look at somehow requiring cross-over easements so that parcel could
also access Glen Oak Road, although that could not be done m the Comp Plan, and which would also require
cooperation with the adjoining property owners.

Drentlaw noted that as the property owner, Berge could apply for a rezone at any time, and Konkel said what
he wants would require a straight Commercial zoning because it would not be allowed in the MUCH or MUC-2,
which would result in a spot zone of Commercial. Chair Carter said it would probably be better to leave it as
R-10 and have it continue as a non-<onforming use.

Powell szid in looking long-term, we don’t want another spot zone, which is what we have been trying so hard
to get out of. He said he feels for the property owner and there must be a way to work this out, but the 1ssue this
cvening is a long-term strategic plan and he doesn’t think it is this Commission’s place to get specific at this
point.

Mengelberg agreed, saying we shouid go with the adjacent Residential uses in the proposed Comp Plan and
allow him flexibility to expand his site somehow.

Moving forward, Konkol said the second request refers to the Younger Family property on Molalla. The
proposal is for. MUC-2 but they are requesting Commercial because they feel the MUC-2 1s too restrictive.
Chair Carter, Powell, and Lajoie all said they are in support of the MUC-2 zoning for that location. Powell
specifically said he thinks it will give us residential, ease of access, it 1s on the transportation comndor, and 1t is a
pivotal corner. He said he thinks a lot of beneficial things could come out of it and he thinks it would be very
beneficial to the property owner other than as a commercial site.

Kraushaar said the Mixed-use Corridor probably supports the transtt nature of Molalla Avenue as well.

Konkol said the third request is from Clackamas Community College regarding two pieces they own which are
currently zoned Limited Office. The proposal is to change them to Industnal to make one contiguous piece of
Industrial (with the exception of the fire station and an existing church behind the fire station). The applicant
wishes that it either remain as is or that it be changed to Commercial because, Drentlaw noted, they apparently
have a potential purchaser or developer for office.
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Chair Carter said it is contiguous to Industrial but it also has street frontage on Molalla Avenue, and she said
thss is another tough decision.

Mengelberg said this 1s almost a mixed-use area in itself with the surrounding uses (commercial, industrial, and
residential), and she asked what the immediate neighbors are adjacent to this parcel. Konkol said they are the
fire station, the post office, a church, and minkstorage.

When asked if the Commission recommends doing both the Comp Plan change and the zone change, Chair
Carter said since we are doing all the others, we should probably do this zone chg as well, and she
recommended the MUC-2 zoning designation.

Powell asked how big the property is and Drentlaw said it is probably about three or four acres in size.
Chair Carter said she would support the MUC designation because this ts an entryway to the city. All agreed.

Konkel said the fourth request was made by the neighbors in South End and along Rose Road to rezone the
piece they believe was brought in as Low-density Residential and zoned as R-6 MH to R-10 or R-8. Konkol
<aid all the R-6 MH pieces in the city are being changed to R-6 Single-family, and there are only two left that
are undeveloped, this being one and the other being a large area that is part of the recent annexation. He sald the
neighbors say changing to R-10 or R-R would provide for conformty to area and they think this was an error in
the past.

Drentlaw asked if Reeder 1s in LUBA and if that has any effect on this. Sullivan said ves it is m LUBA but it 1s
‘1 denial and he thinks the denial will probably be upheid.

Chair Carter said she thinks R-6 is too dense for that location. Powell agreed, and asked if R-8 would be a
good transition.

Kraushaar said, considering the shape of this parcel, it might be better to put it as R& in order to get lots to fit.

fn conclusion, there was consensus for R-8.

Konkol asked for confirmation that the proposal was to do both the Comprehensive Plan change to Mixeduse
Corridor (MUC-2) and the zone change for Clackamas Community College, which Chair Carter confirmed.

Drentlaw said the next topic was the Natural Resource Commuttee input, which included a huge number of
comments, and he asked how the Commission would like to proceed with the suggested changes. When he
asked if they wanted to go through it page by page, Lajoie said yes. He said there is a lot of good stuff as an
averview, but hine by hine there are a ot of things to review. He noted that staff had done a very good job
compiling 1t all.

Chair Carter suggested taking a brief break, after which she hoped to quickly review the document. She said
they had submitted some valid 1ssues and a lot of what addresses the natural resource issues 1s very accurate and
well-done but some of the suggestions are not accurate froma legal standpoint. However, she acknowledged
that we also still need to review the Levels of Service Standards and a couple of other 1ssues.

After further discussion, Chair Carter said the Commission would allow two participating members of the
Natural Resources Committee to attend the continued work session on Wednesday, Jan. 21t at 5:00 to explam
their position on the proposed amendments to the Comp Plan. She noted, though, that no trme would be given
to discuss the material that 1s not legal.
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Lajoie asked if that meeting would require public notice, but Sullivan said if it was a continuation of this work
session, it wouldn’t require new notice, He also clarified that anyone could attend because it is a public
meeting, but only the two participating members could speak.

Powell noted that the single triangular piece of commercial property (comprised of three tax lots) at the
intersection of Molalla and Beavercreek is currently three different zones: a County FU zone, Commercial, and
Residential, and he suggested that it might be good to change the zone to Commercial on all three when we do
the Comp Plan designation, and do the zone change at the same time, since we are making ail thesc other
changes as well.

Konkol returmned to discuss of the coliege request, asking for confirmation that the decision was to change it to
MUC. Powell asked how it would impact potential commercial usage on that corner, and Kenkol said 1t limits
drive/auto-orrented and footprinted building to 60,000 square {eet. Drentlaw noted that drive-through could be
done as a conditionat use. :

Chair Carter again noted that this 15 an entryway to the cily so 1t seems better to have something mcer. Powell
said he wanted to consider 1t further before making that decision. Then he said if it doesn’t impact the potential
commercial usage and drive-through 1s the only major issue (which could be a conditional use), he would agree
o MUC-2. However, he wanted to know the effect on the Mctro numbers.

Drentlaw also noted that in Commercial there is no limit on big box developmentbut big box 15 not allowed in
a Mixed-use Corndor.

After acknowledging that the mini-warchouse 1s currently zoned Industrial but that it 1sn’t actually industrial but
1t would still be grandfathered in until (or when) they decide to leave, the decision was to designate the area as
MUC-2 all the way through.

5. ADJOURN
With no further business at hand this evening, the work session was adjourned at 9:38 p.m. to be continued on

Wednesday, January 21, 2004

Linda Carter, Planmng Commusston Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Chairperson
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The meeting was called to order at 5:04 p.m. Chair Carter reminded the public in attendance that this was a
continuation of the work session from Monday, Jan. 12, 2004, and that two participating members of the Natural
Resources Committee were invited to this work session to explain the position of their group on various 1ssues
regarding their proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.

1. Comprehensive Plan Update.

Kratushaar said she had mét with the Traffic Engineers that are under contract with the City to understand what
they are proposing for Level of Service Standards. However, there is a little discrepancy about what staff
helieves we need to adopt in order to be comphant with Metro’s Regional Transportation Plan and she 1s not
comfortable making their recommendation until she is comfortble that Metro will find 1t compliant. Therefore,
contact 1s being made with Metro for clarification and staff anticipates bringing an answer to the Commission at
the next meeting (Monday, Jan. 26™).

Chair Carter asked Drentlaw for confirmation that we are on schedule to finish this review tonight in order to
hear it on Monday, and he said Monday, Jan. 261, is our last scheduled meeting regarding review of the
Comprehensive Plan. He said the City Commission date for hearing this proposal has been continued to

Feb. 18t and he has tentatively scheduled Feb. 11 as a joint work session with the Planning Commission and
the City Commission for discussion about the process thus far and some of the issues involved so they will have
the benefit of that discussion before opening the public hearing on the 18%.

He also noted that there was a time constraint for the Planning Commission to be finished by 6:45 p.m. this
evening, or to perhaps move from Council Chambers to the lunch room at that time to continue, due to a
regularly scheduled meeting of the City Commission at 7:00 p.m.

Drentlaw said the focus for today was to look at the comments received from the Natural Resource Committee
(NRC) and he noted that at the last meeting 1t was agreed that two representatives from that committee could
participate in this work session discussion. Thus, Marcia Sinclairand Ralph Kiefer were present to speak on
their behalf.

He noted that the NRC didn’t just focus on the natural resources section, but made comnents on the whole plan.
He said staff thinks they have presented some great ideas but we don’t have the resources (time or money) to do
them all, and the City Attorney had expressed the same thing in @ memo dated today which was just distributed.
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Staff was also concerned that there are some definitions of some new terms (for example, “sustainability
coneepts™), but the question is where we want to focus that discussion. He said typically it is good to have that
discussion in the Environmental or Natural Resource chapter of the Pian, but they have gone an extra step and
spread it throughout the Plan which, in some cases, lessens the direction of other chapters and the concepts they
are dealing with.

Chair Carter said she felt the need to preface this discussion with some comments because the Natural
Resources Committee has inciuded so many things that are not necessary, not legal, and not clear, and there
appears (o be much confusion between what arc goals, policies, and action items. Therefore, it has been very
difficult to identify and apply the actual Natural Resource pieces. It also made it confusing to decide whether to
work off their altered document or our original document, but she thought we would probably need to work off
their document and refer to the original as needed. She expressed support of the commuttee’s enthusiasm but
sa1d she was disappointed that they had addressed so many things they were not charged to do, thus creating
more work to review.

Drentlaw noted that their draft has the original text as well as their edits and additions since they had used the
manuscript editing tools within Microsoft Word, so it would be possible to use that document.

Mengelberg asked the City Attorney 1f there was any process or equity to be considered regarding testimony by
the general public (who testified at the public hearmg) since there were so many dramatic changes to the
document. Sullivan said the process is for a full opportunity at the City Commission level for a full public
hearing, so there 1s no legal 1ssue.

Konkol asked if staff could work on the premise that the Planning Commussion was accepting various
individual items within the Natural Resources Committee’s proposals if they were not specifically discussed.
Chair Carter did not answer specifically. Rather, she chose to begin reviewing the document (the Committec’s
proposed changes dated Dec. 10, 2003) to see how 1t would go.

{Note: Because of the size of the entire Proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan document and the
size of the NRC’s submission for further consideration, these minutes were prepared noting the specific page
numbers and items within as discussed, to best be followed/interpreted with direct reference to copies of the
documents used. The referenced documents are available for review through the Planning Commission.)

Goal 1.1: Citizen Involvement Program (Page 1-1)

Chair Carter thought Goal 1.] was okay.

Mengelberg said she thought the NRC’s new Policy 1.1.1 (“Encourage ¢itizen participation in allfunctions of
government and land-use planning”) was too broad, saying that is what elected officials and committees arc for.

Drentlaw said staff aiso had a question about the phrase “a/l functions of government”. Sullivan said Goal 1
says, “...citizen involvement in all phases of the planning process”.

Powell said the committee that rewrote this wanted it to go beyond the land use process and so citizens would be
invoived in other issues that are relevant to the quality of life in Oregon City, which expands the State
requirement that citizens be mvolved in land use planning. Konkolread the original wording as follows:
“Implement a Citizen Involvement Program that will provide an active and systematic process for citizen
participation in ail phases of the land use process to enable citizens to consider and act upon a broad range of
issues affecting the livability and quality of the neighborhood and the community....”
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Mengelberg wanted to keep the original wording.

Powell asked the representatives 1f the original wording is too broad and why they felt compelled to put tn the
conservation decision-making process. In other words, did they not feet it was meluded?

Sinelair began by saying that the committee agreed among themselves that a community is built upon 1ts natural
resources, which create its quahty of life, so that was the rationale for them to go through the entire plan and
build in language that addresses natural resources. She said it was their intent to make sure that citizens have
every opportunity to be involved in land use and other decisions within the community because so many of them
affect natural resources. So, she said, it was their intent to strengthen this, but she said they are very much in an
advisory role.

At this point, Chair Carter suggested going back to the original document and reviewing the categories where
committees had already done the work because those committees basically have the expertise for their particular
sections. Then if the NRC thinks more needs to be added, they could discuss it and add 1t if appropnate to the
original document. (It was noted, however, that not everyone had brought their copies of the original proposal.)

Drentlaw asked for confirmation that if issues in these chapters were brought up to be added, okay. If they
weren’t brought up, we would go with the original proposals. Chair Carter agreed.

Regarding Policy 1.1.3, Mengelberg noted that the issue was raised several times about homeowners
associations not being included, so she thought it might be good to add wording to require that the homeowners
association prestdents be included for receiving information/notification.

Powell said the challenge is that they have to be “recognized neighborhood associations’ to participatein this,
and while some homeowners associations are within the nerghborhoods, there are some that are outside a
neighborhood association, and those could get missed. He said he would be concerned about specifying
homeowners associations because that is outside what the neighborhood program 1s designed for at this time.
He agreed that 1t is important to notify them in some fashion and generally on land use issues they would get
notice, but on general issues they get notified like everyone else does—through newsletters, the city web sile,
etc.

Mengelberg said she only raised this issue because as new developments occur in the city, typically they have a
homeowners association, so if there isn’t more effort to reach out to them and include them, we will haw more
problems such as just became apparent with those near Willamette Falls Hospital, although she said this might
not be the time for such discussion. ’

Powell said he thinks the CIC (Community Involvement Council) is on top of that in their planning b make sure
everybody 1s involved.

Powell said he was somewhat confused by the NRC’s new policies 1.1.1, 1.1.2, and 1.1.3 because they appear
as new additions but they sound very familiar to what the PC wrote before.

Sinclair agreed that they could have been in different locations in the original document and simply moved to a
different order in the NRC’s document.

Mengelberg had written herself a note that she thought all of the policies in the first section were okay except
1.1.5 (“Define and articulate those elements of significant staff or commission land use decision[s] over which
citizens may exert influence and/or i which they may share in decision making™), which seemed Iike a big
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burden on staff since the criteria are outlined in the staff report and that is what the decision is based upon. She
said she wouldn’t want to put staff to additional work 1f it 1sn°t needed.

Chair Carter agreed, noting that this runs throughout their changes and is not considered {the effect on stalf].
and Powell said the current process is to go through the Land Use Chairs, so this 1s redundant.

Lajoie said he agreed with Mengetberg that he thinks all of the policies relating to Goal 14 in the NRC draft
except 1.1.5 are okay to add.

Powell again said he thinks they are redundant because they are already stated elsewhere. However, he did
recall [rom public testimony that a church group had asked to be added to the list for notification.

Sinclair said when she was personally working on the Newell Creck project, she found that many of the
neighborhood associations on the list were not active so they were not representing the citizens; hence 1t was
very challenging to figure out how to get the word out. So, she said, this was intended to make sure that there
are avenues for notifying those who are not actively involved neighborhood associations or those who live
where there are no active neighborhood associations.

Powell said he believed this was addressed in the original document, specifically saymng that the CIC would be
that body specifically identified for land uses if there was not a neighborhood association either within that area
or active within that arca.

Orzen recalled some discussion but said she doesn’t thirk it was actually written into the original document,
and Lajoie said he thinks 1t appropriately belongs 1n this section,

Sinclair confirmed that the NRC had worked from the latest version of the proposed amendments and she
explained that they had rearranged some of the materzals in an effort to make 1t flow.

Chair Carter said she knew their intent was to be as helpful as possible. Unforturately, coming in so late in the
game and not being nvolved earhier, thus not understanding the entire scope of it, has made their work have less
value than it might have had earlier in the process. She reiterated that the PC would try to take out of their
document what is pertinent and fold it into the existing document.

Powell asked if it would make sense to work on the chapter they (the NRC) were chartered to resolve this
evening because there wouldn’t be enough time to review everything this evening. However, Mengelberg
reminded him that the PC was scheduled to come to a resolution/recommendation the following Monday.

Drentlaw recommended that they review the NRC proposal page by page and 1dentify what the PC wanted to
add to the original document, but Powell reiterated s pomt that he thought much of this was already n the
original. However, without having his original document wit him, he couldn’t confirm things.

After confirmation about their editing process and that the original wording was within that document, it was
agreed that the PC would work off the NRC document.

Lajoie asked for confirmation that Policies 1.1.1 through 1.1.6 were new suggestions by the NRC, which
Drentlaw confirmed, saying that the PC only had Goal 1.1 in the original document.

Mengelberg said again that Poticy 1.1.1 seems like too broad a mandate, and Konkel noted that Policy 1.2.1 m
the original document already said, “Encourage citizen participation in all functions of government and land use
planning” Drentlaw noted that this was not a new policy; rather, it simply got moved from another section.
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Orzen said she would like to insert, “community sustainability and quality of neighborhoods and the comraunity
as a whole” to the last sentence of Goal 1.1. (Drentlaw clarifted that this basically just added ‘community
sustainability” to the old language, which she confirmed.}

Goal 1.2: Community Engagement and Comprehensive Planning (Page 1-2)

Powell said he thinks the NRC’s suggestion to add “and affected property owners™1s a good addition to the
wording mn Goal 1.2 and recommended that :t be added to the oniginal wording {“Ensure that citizens,
neighborhood groups, and affected property owners are involved...}.

Regarding suggested Policy 1.2.2 (“Imtiate citizen involvement activities at concept stage of a project or
proposal), Mengelberg suggested changing the wording to say, “Encourage developers to provide input at the
concept stage.” She said if we were to require the developer to do this, especially if there 1s a competitive
environment, it could be very stifhing.

Powell said we’ve addressed that, but Konkel said it relates to subdivisions, conditional uses and Site Plan and
Design Review in the new Code language and 1t is done at the application rather than preapp level. He said tt1s
required before they submit an appiication for development, which 1s different than a preapp. lie noted that the
city reviews more than 100 pre-apps per year and this would be a new layer of notification if it were added.

Powell concurred that the CIC agreed that this applies to subdivision applications and is written as such in the
Code.

Suliivan suggested changing “concept stage” with “pre-application stape”, and Sinclair agreed to that.

Mengelberg said her 1ssue s “at the concept stage” and afier further discussion, Policy 1.2.2 was not added to
the original document.

Goal 1.3: Community Education (Page 1-2)

Powell said he thinks Policy 1.3.3 is good, but Mengelberg suggested a maodification to say, “Support provision
of training courses and workshops...” because she knows there are a number of good private and other
university offerings that exist. She said we want to use the best and we don’t want to necessarily buttonhole the
Clackamas Communtty College on this.

Lajoie suggested saying, “Provide training courses and workshops for elected officials, appointed committee
members, etc....on land use planning and land management.”

Chair Carter confirmed with the group that we would add a new Policy 1.3.3 as worded above. (Yes.)
Orzen asked if it needs a corresponding action item, and Drentlaw said staff would add 1t

Regarding Policy 1.3.5 (“*Work with Oregon City Schools to incorporate citizen involvement instruction into
school curriculum”), Lajoie said we can’t mandate that but perhaps we could use the word “encourage” and
change it to be an action 1tem.

Chair Carter said the original document already says, “Work with local schools to develop a community

involvement program” and she agreed that we can’t tell the School District what to put in their school
curriculum,
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Sinclair said the intent was to recogmze how few citizens have any idea how to participate 1n the public
processes and 1t would be heipful to learn that as part of a c1vics course.

Chair Carter suggested, then, that perhaps it should be an action 1tem rather than a policy.

Powell noted that it is already addressed in Action Ttem 1.5.1, and Chair Carter suggesting adding the words
“and student education program” to the end of the senience. Agreed.

Powell asked what the NRC had in mind regarding the city’s involvement when they suggested Policy 1.4.2
(“Work with local news media to provide regular public updates, news articles, and feature material on planning
processes and decisions, and identify timely opportunities for citizen engagement™). Sinclair said they were
simply suggesting using a mult-media approach, perhaps expanding beyond the current noticing venues (1e.,
miernet, etc.).

Powell said he thunks it is a good idea but he thought we were already there with the current matting list and the
city’s web site. With that in mind, he read this to mean that we need to be presenting the news/information all
the time, and he wasn’t sure what they were asking the city to do beyond that.

Drentlaw suggested that this is already covered under Action [tem 1.4.1.

Powell asked if they were talking about land use 1ssues only. If yes, he thought Policy 1.4.2 could be edited
slightly and combined with Policy 1.4.1, but if they are referring to more than land use, we couldn’t do that.

Chair Carter said she doesn’t think we have to spell out everythg in detail. We need to read this document
with some understanding that the city wilt provide complete information in as many opportunities as the city can
afford to do. We know that individual noticing works the best, but 1t is also very expensive, There 1s also the
overnding factor that if citizens want to be involved, it 1s their responsibility to find out how to become
involved.

In conclusion, she said she would favor leaving Pohey 1.4.1 ast is stated in the original docurnent.
Lajoie agreed, saying he thinks 1t already sufficiently states our responsibility and our intent.

Returming to the question of Policy 1 4.4, Mengelberg said she had made a note to say "Encourage developers
to work with adjacent...” rather than “Notify adjacent public and pvate landowners...”, but that gets back to
the concept stage again, which has already been discussed. Therefore, she wouid propose to not include this
new policy.

Powell said the same applies to Action Plan 1.4 .3, stating that he thinks our language in the Code 1s strong
cnough. e said it sufficiently identifies the problems and challenges and, after much discussion, we had
determined that that was an effective way to do 1t. He said basically it means that every developer must
participate through the public process and must get the recognized neighborhood association involved early on,
before they even make applhcation (for those speciiic applications as identified).

Konkol confirmed that it is proposed to be codified.

Drentlaw noted that there was no input regarding Policy 1.3, to which the Chair agreed.
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Regarding page 1-4, Chair Carter said she had crossed out the entire upper half of the page (Goal 1.5:
Government/Community Relations), saying she agreed with Powell and Orzen that we could cover this by
adding the NRC's suggested new Policy 1.6.3 ("The by-laws of the CIC and Neighborhood Associations shall
govern their formation and operations”).

However, Mengelberg thought their Policies 1.5.2 and 1.5.3 and Action Item 1.5.3 sounded pretty good because
it has been an issue that people outside the city Jimits haven’t had 2 voice. Chair Carter said it 1s a legal 1ssue
because they are outside the city limits, and Powell noted that the CIC 1s rewriting their by-laws to allow CPO’s
into the CIC to participate in the planning processes that affect them, which the CIC can do legally through their
by-laws.

Sinclair asked what the legal concerns are, and Chair Carter said Oregon City has jurisdiction within the city
limits but we're not responsible for the citizens outside the city hmits and we don’t have the budgetary means to
take on the burden of notifying people outside the city hmits.

Sinclair said it seems hike it would be the responsibility of the city to noufy people when the city s
contemplating expanding the UGB to include property outside the current city limits and UGB that affects their
property. Drentlaw satd Metro notifies those property owners, and Chair Carter said this 15 one of those
ticklish situations that is very hard to resolve.

Mengelberg suggested dropping the recommendation for Policy 1.5.2, which talks about notification, and keep
Policy 1.5.3 because it says, .. .provide information....” She noted that we already provide information on our
web site and have articles in the newsletter, and she suggested we could ask a reporter if his or her paper would
cover issues as they anse. In these ways, we are making a good faith effort but without incurring the expense of
sending a letter to each household.

Konkol said that, other than the UGB expansion done by Metro, we currently notify everybody within 300 fect
of a land use action regardless of whether they are in the ety or not.

Chair Carter said we can’t afford to provide notification to all those people, and Mengetberg said Policy 1.5.3
doesn’t talk about notification——it only says “provide information.”

Sinclair asked if the CPO is an avenue for providing information to those outside persons, and Powell
concurred, noting that CPO’s will be included in the neighborhood process, even if it is an information process.
He admitted that he didn’t know what could legally be done but said they would look into that.

Kraushaar asked if Mengelberg suggested keeping Policy 1.5.3 (ves), and she said it seems like the city’s role
as a regional center is kind of irrelevant because the regional center really has to do with the Downtown arca.
Therefore, she suggesied deleting the first portion of the sentence (“Recognizing Oregon City’s role as a
regional center”) and start the sentence with “Provide information”. Agreed.

Chair Carter summarized that the suggestion is to add the new Policy 1.5.3 to the original document and delete
the first half of the sentence (as stated above). However, she satd that seems like an oxymoron because those
people outside the UGB boundary are not city citizens; thus, they don’t have a stake in the city policies.

Powell said she is correct legally, but we are tatking about longterm planning. Mengelberg suggested 1t say,
“outside the current UGB...”, which could include possible expansion areas, because those who might be
included in the next round of UGB expansion are the ones who will really care about this. Chair Carter noted
that Metro would notify those people.
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Sinclair satd another part of the regional center concept 1s that these people are also shopping and doing
business in Oregon City and they may not be within the city limits but they are very much using Oregon City as
their city center. So, she said, they may not be taxpayers, etc., but they are very much supporters of the
economy of this community and they have a very strong interest in what happens within Oregon City. She
acknowledged that this is not true of every community but that is certainly what she has heard from hese folks.

Chair Carter said the question becomes whether it is our responsibility to notify them, or their responsibility to
become notified and become mvolved about their topics of interest. Or is it, in fact, the county’s responsibility?
Kraushaar said it s more a matter of establishing good relations/goodwill.

Chair Carter said she doesn’t have a problem with including this, but she thinks we already do a good job of
having mformation available to the best of our ability. Lajoieagreed, saying this is just putting it into a policy,
and he thinks it is a good policy to have.

Chair Carter concluded that we would include Pohicy 1.5.3.

Sinclair clarified that the NCR was definitely sceing these as goals but they know there will be times when the
city has budget restraints and/or not all goals may be reached. She said some may have precedence over others
and suggested that the language may need to be edited to something like “where economically feasible”. But it
scems that having higher goals 1s not a bad thing.

Powell agreed, saying again that this document is intended to be longterm, with adjustments every five years or
so as needed.

Regarding Policy 1.6.3 about the by-laws, Powell agreed that it should be included, but he thought s was
already there. Sinelair said it was in a different section (Policy 1.2.2} but 1t seemed to make more sense to have
it in the CIC section. Powell said okay.

Regarding Policy 1.7.1, Lajoie said he had no problem with adding the phrase “natural resource protection” to
the first sentence.

Mengelberg said she would agree to adding all the policies in Goal 1.8: Advisory Committees, and Lajoie
concurred.

Powell read from Policy 1.8.3, ““.. recruit citizen participants from the broader Portland area” and he said he
thinks it is good to bring in resources when we can get them. However, he asked if a member of a city
committee has to be a citizen. Sullivan said no.

Chair Carter asked why we would have a goal to establish and support citizen participation when we already
do that, and Sinclair said it is not currently stated in the Comp Plan, so this simply provides the language.

There were no changes to page 1-7.

Referring to page 2-1, Mengelberg said she liked the first quote but she thought the second one was too wordy.
Kiefer said the NRC thought they were both appropriate, but Lajoiesaid we haven’t done that in other sections.
After some discussion, the decision was to include both.

Drentlaw noted that the last paragraph on this page was simply moved from above to the bottom of the page.
Mengelberg said she liked the original order, but Kiefer said it was in response to the Statewide Planning Goal,
which 15 explained in the prior paragraph.
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Lajoie noted that the NRC had added the phrase “and which should be left undevelaped™ to the very end.

Lajoie asked if the definitions about *“Carrying Capacity,” “Sustainable Development,” and ““Future Urban
Holding” that are included n the NCR’s proposal (i.e., Goai 2.1) were in the original, and was told no. (Kiefer
clarified that the NRC had added the entire first four pages, and that in the editing format, they should probably
have been shown i blue. However, they didn’t show them that way because they were a change to the existing
document.)

Lajoie said he liked the definition as stated on page 3 for “Carrying Capacity” but he was unsure how to
quantify that (i.e., when impairment occurs).

Sinclair asked if it would be acceptable for others to speak since the various members of their committee had
each taken different sections to work on due 1o the limited time, and she didn’t feel qualified to answer some of
the questions, for instance, any relating to this section. The Chair granted permission because she said the 1dea
of only two representatives was o try to limit testimony, but she understood the circumstances.

Jerry Herrmen, said he thinks the intention was to suggest that impairment occurs when the typical level 1s no
longer sustainable or can be reproduced. The action would be to seek mitigation before getting to that level
because at that level the resulting impact 1s severe.

Sha Spady, asked to explain a little about why the commuttee did what they did, saying she thought it would
help make better sense of several of the other chapters.

She said they chose to ook at it that, in terms of creating a future for the citizens of the ¢ity, the children, and
our world, we must consider the broader concept of life and the fact that natural resources are not separated out
of that broader concept. She said these new concepts have to do with parks and recreation but they also have to
do with, for example, how buildings are made and how roads are created, and incorporating the environment
into this kind of context. In other words, the natural resources are a part of the integrated whole of everything
we're doing and how we think about our world.

Therefore, the committee put 1n the vision statement (an approved document) because it places the city in the
context of the natural environment 1n which it occurs, which is a historical place where streams and rivers meet,
as opposed to the flat cornfields of Kansas. So, to support the use of the phrase “sustainable development™ 1n
some of the other chapters, they simply used those words t© explain comprehensively what and how the city felt
aboul how they were doing in business and painting a picture of a larger concept. In order to do that, they
introduced phrases like “Smart Growth,” “Green Building,” and “Sustatnability” in the explanation section.
They then defined “Carrying Capacity” (which came directly out of the Land Use Goals book), “Sustainabie
Development,” and “Future Urban Holding.” They also included verbiage in their explanation (page 2,
paragraph 3) that says, “For the purposes of thus document the term, ‘sustainable development,” shall be
inclusive of the definitions and applications of ‘smart growth’ and ‘green building’ as welt as ‘sustainable
development.”” In other words, terms such as “Green” and “Green Building” are included in their definition of
“Sustainable Development” throughout the document. (She noted that they included this to define the term
“sustainable development” for legal purposes in the document.}

Then, she said, because of the shortage of time, everyone’s work on the various chapters was included in this
document because they didn’t have time to meet again and review all of the work that had done, but, she said,
had they been given a little more time they could have produced a more cohesive and compact work.
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Powell said strategically the PC has talked about almost all of these things and agreed that these are key
elements of the Comprehensive Plan, also agreemg that they shouid be introduced in some manner mito our
Code.

Lajoie concurred, saying he thinks it is good to say at the Comp Plan levei that this 1s what we’re ali about. He
also agreed that these concepts (“Green.” “sustainable,” etc.) are related to every chapter in some way, so0 he
could understand their approach.

Regarding carrying capacily, Drentlaw said, being a student of planning, he believes that a city 1s incompatible
with that definition of “carrying capacity”. lle said you can’t build a city and expect to have no impact to the
eco-system, so he is a little leery of incorporating that term in the Land Use section. For instance, we have
Urban Development that is 80% site impervious, which 1s not even close to meeting the natural carrying
capacity of the land, so then the question 1s, How rural can one be?

Powell said we already afford protection for things such as steep slopes and water quality as much as possible,
and Lajoie said, given the fact that it is in an urban context, the purpose is to nummize {mitigate) the impacts to
our environment as we grow.

Drentlaw agreed with Lajoie and said those of the kinds of things should be focused 1n the Natural Resources
chapter (how to minimize or mitigate or deal with the 1mpacts on urban development).

Mengelberg said if we Jeave the wording in Goal 2.1: Efficient Use of Land as is, we are trying to be efficient
with the land, which 1s getting at the goal to the extent possible of preserving carrying capacity and sustainable
development by being efficient (1.e., by not allowing installing parking lots when they’re not needed,ctc.)

Drentlaw said efficiency in the sense of land use 1s having a good mix of uses and densities.

Regarding the issue of carrying capacity, City Commissioner Neeleysaid if something like this had been
implemented years ago we would probably have less issues of brown fields and super sites than we do now, and
he thinks carrying capacity really is an issue. He said the issues of carrying capacity will chalienge the urban
growth sense, but he doesn’t think this has to be an ireversible issue. We can see the results of farlures to
address these 1ssues in our historical development.

Sinclair said it also seems that more and more people are addressing these issues by making surfaces more
permeable, and this seems to be a worthwhile goal.

Drentlaw clarified that he isn’t saying it’s not important. He just thinks the focus of that should be n the
Natural Resources chapter, and Powell said the PC had included 1t there because it is such an important aspect
(uniess the NRC had taken 1t out).

Chair Carter asked if we want to include these first four pages, including the definition for sustainable
development. Powell said we could leave it as a definition but the question then 1s whether it should be

included in Goal 2.1

Konkol was somewhat concerned about the words “irreversible impairment” in the definition, and Chair
Carter reiterated that anything we do in development wili be somewhat damaging and, therefore, irreversible.

Sinclair said the definition came directly out of the State verbage.
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Herrmen said another factor is that it doesn’t impiy a species, rather it implies all the elements in the system
that support fish and wildlife.

Chair Carter suggested that since “sustainable development” carries so many clements within it, we delete “in
harmony with the ‘Carrying Capacity” of the land” from Goal 2.1 and say “following the principles of
‘Sustainable development.””

Lajoie said these terms are scattered throughout the rest of the document and he suggested that 1t could be
covered broadly at the goal level in one big sentence about sustamability without detailing all the line items.
Charter Carter concurred, noting that it is redundant to keep repeating it all. Powell agreed.

Lajoie said he liked their new Policy 2.1.6, as did Mengelberg.
Chair Carter summarized that we would add the words “sustainable development, smart growth,” and “other”
in Policy 2.1.5; add Policy 2.1.6 in its entirety; and delete the suggested phrase “consistent with sustainable

building practices™ in Action Item 2.1.2.

Orzen asked if Goal 2.2: Downtown Oregon City was already covered and was told yes, and we would keep
.

(721}

Chair Carter noted that we would also delete the Jast phrases in Policies 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 (*"’consistent with
sustainabic development practices”), and staff said they will make these changes in the other places throughout
the document as appropnate {where “development” means “sustainable development™).

Mengelberg said she was okay with addmng the word “natural” as opposed to “office/retail” because that 1s
typicaily how it is talked about in the environment. Agreed.

Referring to Policy 2.2.11, Powell read, .. .to develop site redevelopment plans in collaboration with the City at
such time as owners are transitioning....” He said he doesn’t like that because we need to have that planned
before we get there. That is why we decided 1t 1s necessary to adopt a redevelopment plan for the Blue Heron
stie, the hospital, and other places as well. In his mind, planning 1s, “Let’s do it now and when things happen,
we’ll be ready.” So he suggested simply adding the proposed words “Any redevelopment plans should
encourage access to natural resource lands” to the original wording of this policy.

Mengelberg said there might be a safety issue if people would be encouraged to cross in an area where there are
big trucks, but Powell sa:d this would only apply to redevelopment. For instance, 1f Blue Heron were
redeveloped into some other type of property, people would want to take advantage ofthe views and the trails if
possible, which was his intent with the words “should encourage”.

Chair Carter noted that we are calling these “Master Plans”, not “Site Redevelopment Plans” and we need
consistency throughout for these terms.

Mengelberg said she wasn’t sure we would want to delete the reference to the Blue Heron site since there has
been so much discussion about it, and Konkol noted that we are adding a Master Plan overlay to our Comp Plan
and Zoning Codes specifically on that site.

In conclusion, it was agreed that the wording for Policy 2.2.11 would be, “Adopt a Master Plan for the Blue
Heron site that will complement and energize the redevelopment of downtown. Any Master Plans should
encourage access to natural resource lands.”
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Sinclair said the NRC was concerned that this specifically calls out Blue Heron but they don’t have plans to
leave, However, Chair Carter said Blue Heron is cited because it 1s the only industrial site downtown and this
1s the Downtown section.

Powell said he thinks the PC addressed the other sites as well where appropriate, but he could understand the
NRC’s concern because they are the only industrial site, unless we are also talking about The Cove with the
cement plant. However, he noted that the cement plant 1s also actually referenced somewhere 1n the document.

Herrmen said he understood the concern about putting Blue Heron’s name in a document such as this because it
seems rather presumptive. However, Sullivan pointed out that 1t 1s not about the ndividual plant; rather, it has
to do with changing to another manufacturing process, and Chair Carter clarified that Blue Heron could sell to
another paper mill and remain Industrial, but not to ABC Corporation and have 1t become a shoe factory as
[ndustrial Sullivan also confirmed that the idea was that the existing use could stay and be financed, but the
Downtown goal generally was for transition to the downtown uses, thus the request for a Master Plan for the
existing Blue Heron as noted in this section for Dowatown.

City Commissioner Neeley asked 1f Glacier (the concrete batch plant) is part of the Downtown plan and 1 1t
should be identified as well in this section. Sullivan noted that it was referenced in the original Policy 2.2.11,
which the NRC crossed out.

City Commissioner Neeley then asked if the word “Adopt” (in Policy 2.2.11) makes it an action item rather
than a policy. Sullivan suggested that it read, “Strive for” or “Provide for” because it is a policy.

Chair Carter noted that the NRC had added the phrase “including input from the Natural Resources
Commuttee” to Action Item 2.2.3, but Lajoie said it is a given because we would be getting input from them as
well as others so 1t 1s unnecessary.

Regarding Goal 2.4: Neighborhood Livability, Chair Carter suggested that we add the new NRC-proposed
language. Lajoie suggested, smce thisisa goal, adding “consistent with sustainable development practices” to
the end of 1t.

Powell asked the City Attorney how we can put “sustainable development” in a definition and make
“development” mean that throughout this process 1o make 1t “have teeth.”

Sullivan said first of ali that most of the residential development will be a limited land use decision to which the
Plan policies do not apply, oniy the Code applies. So in most of those cases we would not be looking at these
policies.

Secondly, he was concerned about whether we have clear and objective standards for anything that does apply to
development because we are obliged to deal with clear and objective standards. We don’t have to do it for
Commercial or Industrial, but we do have to do 1t for Residential. For that reason, he said he would look
carefully at this issuc before it 15 sent to the City Commussion,

Chair Carter noted that this particular goal (2.4: Neighborhood Livability) 1s basically talking about the
existing neighborhoods, which were bullt to the standards at the time. [t 1s not addressing new construction.

Sullivan said his concern is that someone mightsay, “You can’t have the density that is required by your Plan
because it 1s incompatible with the existing neighborhood™
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Mengelberg asked if Sullivan preferred the original language (“Provide a sense of place and identity for
residents and visitors.”) Sullivan said he would probably add some language that says something like, “bearing
in mind the Plan densities or intensities of use” to the end of the goal sentence.

Chair Carter then restated Goal 2.4 as follows: “Provide a sense of place and identity for residents and visitors
by protecting and maintaining neighborhoods as the basic unit of community life in Oregon City, bearing in
mind the provisions of this plan”, and asked if this would suffice. Sullivan said it would deal with the new
changes being made and with public policy, and staff will refine 1t a bat further.

Regarding Policy 2.4.5, Chair Carter noted that the NRC had added the words “including pathways for
walking and bicycling” but she said that intent 15 already included in the preceding words “a variety of
transportation modes.”

No changes were noted for page 2-7 except that we would be adding “consistent with sustainable development”
in the goal. Lajoie said it seems worthwhile to add that to each goal heading because there 1s some sustainable
aspect to each goal. Chair Carter concurred.

On page 2-8, Mengelberg wanted to include the NRC’s suggested additions to Policy 2.5.5 regarding L.E.E.D.
additions, environmentally-responsible landscaping, and native vegetation wherever possible.

Chair Carter noted the change from “living wage jobs” to “famly wage jobs” on Policy 2.6.1, which 1s more
correct.

Regarding Policy 2.6.5, Mengelberg said she preferred the original language. She said we have talked a lot
about industrial land being encroached on by other uses and the need to protect it, so she hikes the fact that 1t is
included n this verbiage.

Powell was concerned about the NRC’s suggestion to say “Provide flexible zoning” because he thinks that is
tllegal.

Chair Carter affirmed that Policy 2.6.5 would retain the original language with the addition of the suggested
words “undeveloped and underdeveloped” in the first line.

Returning to Policy 2.6.2, we would also add the phrase “giving priority to redevelopable land”to the original
language.

Chair Carter said she thinks Policy 2.6.6 is an action item rather than a policy. Powellsuggested leaving it as
originally stated and then add the NRC’s verbiage (“Incorporate use of a mechanism.. .7) as a new action item
for that policy. Agreed.

Regarding Policy 2.6.8 (regarding preserving industrial sites), Powell read the inserted phrase, “while providing
a mechanism to allow modification” and said he is not sure that is legal . The decision was to keep the original
wording.

Mengelberg said she was not comfortable with the NRC’s wording, “Provide for mixed use development while
mantaining the overall industrial orientation” 10 Action ltem 2.6.4. She said we need to preserve our Industrial
zoning as much as possible and 1f we allow wiggle room, we will lose it. The decision was to keep the original
waording.
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Lajoie said Action Item 2.6.5 talks about the concept of temporary holding zones, which goes back to the
definition. Powell said we have already addressed it under Future Urban Holdings, and Drentlaw suggested
keeping the action item but changing to this terminology.

He said the same applies for Policy 2.6.6.

Konkol said he thinks the last part of the new sentence in 2.6.6 is redundant because it 1s already covered in our
Code.

Regarding the new section “11. Publicly-owned open space not identified in the City Charter as a City Park”
(page 2-14), Kiefer said there was some question as to how to identify those publicly-owned spaces that are not
parks. Someonc said those could inciude stream corridors or various subdivision open areas, but Konkolsaid
those subdivision open spaces are usually private. City Commissioner Neeleysaid some lands have been
dedicated 1o the city that don’t show on the maps. For instance, there are several city-owned parcels in Newell
Creek Canyon that are not flagged on the Comp Plan Map.

Sinclair said this 1s something that needs to be researched and Drentlawsaid staff would look at it.

At this time, Chair Carter called for a short break in order to move 1o the lunch room in order to continue since
the City Commission was scheduled for a hearing in these Council Chambers at this time.

Commissioner Neeley stated that he thought the NRC had done a lot of work and a commendable job, and that
he was sorry some of the opening comments by the Chair could not be retracted because he felt they were
somewhat critical and too strongly worded.

The meeting reconvened shortly thereafter.

Chair Carter noted the addition of the sentence beginning “Watered by western Oregon’s ample rain...” 1o the
description paragraph about Open Spaces and Historic Areas (page 3-1).

Sinclair noted that she had changed the order of the policies in this section, putting habatat first, then open
spaces, for what she felt was a more Jogical progression.

Mengelberg said Goal 3.1: Natural Resoureces sounds great in concept but if we are really trying to “restore”
Oregon City’s natural resources. we might as well get rid of all development that has ever happened. She said
we can identify and try to preserve what 1s remaining, but we won'’t be able to restore it.

When asked if this was the original wording, Chair Carter read from the original: “Retain an open space
svstem that conserves fish and wildlife babutat, and provides recreational opportunities, access to natural
resource lands and other community benefits.” This,then, is not the original wording.

Konkol added that the original 3.5 reads, “Conserve, protect, and restore important ecological resources”, not
tﬂall.!!

Mengelberg said she likes the original wording.
Konkol asked if the PC liked the NRC’s format for this section. For instance, the original 3.5 is thewr 3.1.

Powell said he didn’t think we did the original in any particular order, so he would suggest using their order.
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Sinclair said part of the wording 1n the goal is to actually define what the natural resources are. She said she
thinks the city had aliuded to restoring some areas (including Newell Creek and some wetland areas), so 1t
wouldn’t be that they (the NRC) are suggesting destroying the entire city, but it might be worth softening the
language in Goal 3.1.

Mengelberg suggested, “Identify and, where feasible (or where practical, or where resources permit), conserve
and restore...”

Lajoie said in a goal at a Comp Plan level, he thinks the word “restore” 1s a good word, and Orzen noted that
the original goal actually says, “Conserve, protect, and restore important ecological resources, functions, and
values....”

Mengelberg suggested that saying, “Identify, conserve, and restore Oregon City’s important natural
resources...” as opposed to “all natura resources” might clanfy it sufficiently.

Chair Carter wanted to take out the words “those attributes of the city which are not of human making” and
perhaps say, “those attributes of the city which are of nature’s making....”  Also, she didn’t think the words
“and visitors” further along i the sentence were necessary.

L]

Mengelberg suggested saying “natural resources, including air, surface...” and delete “those attributes of”.

Chair Carter concurred with that wording {minus the words “and visitors™).

Konkol noted that if we have a goal and a policy for development and one of the goals 1s to restore natural
resources, those can't be done at the same time. In other words, this 1s very, very broad.

Mengelberg said that’s why she was uncomfortable about softening it. However, she said we can “Identify and,
where practical....”” Chair Carter agreed, saying that conserving handles new development, but “restoring”
mieans restoring something that has already been destroyed, so perhaps we could say, “Identify, conserve, and
restore where possible Oregon City’s natural resources....”

Mengelberg said if we say “where possible” that is saying that in every instance where it is possible the city
will step up and do 1z, but we simply don’t have the money.

Orzen noted that this might possibly be done by developers. and Herrmen said he could cite at least 18
arcas/projects over the past severa years that were restored at little or no cost to the city. He said to him this
means, “Seek strategies that will restore or enhance areas.”

Chair Carter said she doesn’t think restoration occurs at the point of new development because at that pomt it
1s conservation, not restoration.

Mengelberg suggested, “Identify and seek strategies to conserve and restore Oregon City” natural resources...”
(with the rest as modified above).

Sinclair said the NRC is aware that the city doesn’t have a natural resources staff, so it wiil require partnering.
L.ajoie asked :f it should read “fish and wildlife”. Sinclair said she thinks of wildlife as inclusive of fish, but it

could be added for clarification. Chair Carter said she thinks of wildlife on the land and fish in the water, so
there is a difference.
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Mengelberg said she liked Policy 3.1.3, but she had concerns about 3.1.1 and 3.1.2.

Powell said he wasn't familiar with the Urban Growth Management Agreement mentioned m Policy 3.1.3, and
he doesn’t know if that is something we can enforce. Chair Carter said it is an action item anyway, and
Mengelberg noted that it is an agreement between the city and the county, so the city does have input on 1t.

Regarding Policies 3.1.1 and 3.1.2, Mengelberg said the 1ssue 1s that of an unfunded mandate expense, which is
areal burden. She said it is great to have an aspiration toward that, but it just seems too broad. Powell
reiterated that this is a plan, not an action item, and he would consider 1t as an opportunity 1n that if we can get
partners, we have something to work toward. Then we could proceed because we would already have a process
n place.

Konkol asked for confirmation that we are adding Policies 3.1.1, 3.1.2, and 3.1.3, butOrzen said 3.1.2 15 very
similar to 3.5.3 in the original document. Sinclair reiterated that 1t was basically just moved from another
section to another and perhaps reworded a bit.

Orzen also noted that the old 3.5.4 1s very similar to the new 3.1.3.

Powell reiterated that he had no problem with this if they were just moved and the meaning wasn’t really
changed.

Konkol was concerned about the words “all city actions” in Policy 3.1.6 (“Include natural resources and their
contribution to quality.. . when planning, evaluating or assessing cosis of all city actions™), and Mengelberg said
she had in her notes that this could be very burdensome.

Lajoic agreed. He said he also had concerns about 3.1.5 (“Offer incentives to encourage private landowners to
conserve and restore natural resources”) because he doesn’t know how we could mandate that as a policy.
Chair Carter agreed, saying it should be an action item or it should be deleted.

Lajoie said he liked it as an action item, but Mengelberg asked if that is something the city is comfortable with,
considering it 1s basicaliy saying we will devote resources {dollars) to it, Chair Carter said we need to come
up with incentives that don’t cost the city money.

Powell said as an action item, it means we wili consider it, but we may find there is no way to do1t.

Konkol suggested, “Investigate offering incentives....” Agreed.

Chair Carter said she agreed with the earlier comment that Policy 3.1.6 should be deleted. General consensus
1o delete.

Mengelberg asked 1f (NRC) Action Item 3.1.1 (“Maintain an inventory of ecological resources with the
city...”) already exists or if this is new. Cook said it 1s an old action 1tem.

There was general consensus to keep the new Policy 3.1.7 (“Ensure that riparian corridors along streams and
rivers are conserved and restored to provide maximum ecological value....").

Regarding Policy 3.1.8 (“Protect unique habitats within Oregon City limits and urban growth areas...”), Chair
Carter said this is another legal issue because we have no jurisdiction in the UGB until those properties are
annexed, thus we can’t protect the trees, which has been an issue of concern.
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Orzen noted that the first part is already in our existing document, and Powell said he could understand the
purpose (to jook long-term at the things we need to protect), but we can’t really mandate that. Also, he doesn’t
think we need to get that specific.

Sinclair said it appears we are already talking about Urban Growth Management going into Clackamas County
in Policy 3.1.3 (*...to 1dentify habitat, cormidor...™), so we are already looking outside the city.

She noted that we have already lost almost all of our prairie habitat and perhaps all of our Savannah oaks
habitat, which is a major part of the Willamette Basin. She said Oregon City sti!l has the structure of those oak
trees, 1t has Prairie, and 1t has these very unmigue eco<€ystems, so 1t seems like, as a community, those would be
things we would really want to hold onto. She wasn’t sure how to get the mechanisms into this document, but
she said this is a treasure that exists in very few places in the Willamette Basin.

Powell said he thinks that is already covered in Policy 3.1.3 where it says, “Cooperate with Clackamas County,
Metro and other agencies to identify wildlife habitat, corridors and linkages...”, so perhaps we could just add
something to that wording.

Mengelberg said “wild!ife habitat” might be different than the “unique habitat” Sinclair 1s describing.

Sinclair said she thought the wording was from the original language. but she thinks Newell Creek is a classic
example because the creck is actually outside the city limits and we would have to cooperate with Clackamas
County to be able to deal with that area.

Powell asked if Sinclair would agree that Policy 3.1.3 would suffice if the wording were changed slightly.
Sinclair said 3.1.3 only identifies it and 3.1.8 protects it. Powell suggested changing 3.1.3 to say, “[dentity and
protect...” and drop 3.1.8 completely. Agreed.

Mengelberg suggested adding “unique habitats” in 3.1.3 as well. Powell concurred.

Herrmen suggested “distinctive natural areas”, which could cover natural arcas and wildlife habitat. Sinclair
agreed.

Mengelberg restated the possible wording as, “Identify and protect wildlife habitat, distinctive natural areas,
corridors....” Agreed (deleting 3.1.8).

Regarding Policy 3.1.10, Powell said he 1sn’t sure the city can acquire lands, partly because there is no money
available for such. Orzen suggesting changing it to be an action item by saying “Aftempt to identify and
acquire....”

Sinclair suggested consulting with the City Commissioners before finalizing this because some have expressed
an interest in this in the past. Powell said that since it includes donors in the verbiage, it might be okay, since
we have done that many times.

The decision was to add Policy 3.1.10.

Mengelberg asked if the section “Open Space” was moved elsewhere rather than simply deleted (see pages 3-2
and 3-3), and Sinclair said yes.

~ Chair Carter said she thinks Policy 3.2.4 under Goal 3.2: Wetlands (“Develop requirements for incorporation
‘of updated wetland analyses...”) is an action item rather than a policy.
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Regarding Goal 3.2: Wetlands (“Identify, conserve and protect the ecological, habitat, water quality, water

quantity, acsthetic, and other functional values of wetlands in Oregon City”), Chair Carter said she thought
“ecological habitat” should be one phrase (no comma), but Lajoie and Powellpointed out that each of those
words are values {1.e., ecological value).

When Mengelberg asked if Policy 3.2.1 (“The city shall emphasize preservation over mitigation when making
decisions that affect wetlands and adopt a “no net loss” approach to wetland protection™) is an orignal statement
that has been moved or 1f 1t 1s new, Lajoie said 1t 1s new.

Konkol said if you've got a highly degraded system, you can reduce that provided you mitigate for 1t {enhance
it). A “no net loss” blanket statement means that if we are going © put in a road in an area over wetlands, the
city would have to acquire other lands to replace the wetlands. Or if a developer were to put in a public road in
a new development, he, too, would have to purchase land elsewhere to mitigate, so it would be an additional
cost to him as weil.

Herrmen said this would be in line with State Land Division requirements, but when Konkolsaid State Lands
doesn’t require “no net loss,” Herrmen corrected his statement 1o say they require 3:1 enhancement, which, in
response, Konkol said is not what this policy says. Hermaunn said if you can’t create as valuable an asset as
what was there naturally, they might require you to do three times a mitigation strategy somewhere else.
Konkol said another option is that they may allow you to fill in a wetland and provide an enhanced mitigation
plan. But to say “no nct loss™ at the city Jevel would be higher than the State requires.

After further discussion, Chair Carter suggested we change “emphasize” to “encourage™ and strike the word
“adopt”, to be replaced with “and encourage a ‘no net loss’ approach.” Then the appropnate decisions can be
made on a case-by-case basis.

Mengelberg said this will be a barrier to development. She said that is not to say thatitis a bad idea, just that
we need to make a conscious decision about what 1t is we really want.

Konko! noted that this policy was recently written in 1999 and it is relatively current and aggressive.
Furthermore, he thinks we already have Code language in place that would support the use of the word
“encourage”. When Chair Carter asked if that st:]l means we encourage “no net loss”, Powell said we could
stil] encourage it even if we may not be able to meet 1t, which would still ailow for some {lexibility.

Regarding Policy 3.2.2 {“Restore historic natural wetlands within the city and avoid disturbing their function
through inundation of new stormwater”), Mengelberg said she wouid insert “where practical” somewhere 1n the
sentence.

Konkol asked what the “new’ stormwater would be because the city does not add or remove natural stormwater
from one watershed to another. Sinclair said it is a situation where there is an existing wetland and you are
shifting the pattern of water by introducing a greater amount of wate from a development. An example would
be that a small wetland sits in that area behind City Hall where the Clackamas County Administrative Offices
are coming in. So one of the things they were explonng, because it 1s in the Newell Creek headwaters area, was
whether that could be used as part of the stormwater facility. Part of the issue is that there are restrictions as to
whether you can bring new water into existing wetlands. But, she said, if you try to use wetlands to take in
more water, you can destroy the function of the wetland because 1t can’t handle the imundation.

Konkol said our Code doesn’t allow storm ponds to be put in wetlands. The water needs to be captured onsite
and metered out.
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Sinclair said wetlands function in the same way, so it would be nice if you could emulate stormwater factlities
in the same way. She concluded that the main purpose here was to not degrade the wetlands by using them as a
stormwater detention facility because that is inappropriate.

Powell said that doesn’t mean we don’t allow flow into wetlands, and Konkol agreed, saying we do allow it but
only as metered flows according to Code standards.

Mengelberg said she was most concerned about the wording “Restore historic natural wetlands”, which seems
to be saying, “Developer, pull up your parking lot,” which 1s simply not going to happen.

Chair Carter said she thought it was already stated that we were going to delete this entire policy (3.2.2)
because it is covered in our Code. The same applies to 3.2.3. However, 3.2.4 could be changed to an action
item: and we could keep 3.2.5 and 3.2.6.

Sinclair said she was thinking of this as tiered, so she asked, [f it is already covered in Code, should 1t also be
stated in the Comp Plan? Chair Carter said the Comp Plan is the vision and the Code 15 the implementation,
and since some of this is already stated in the goals, this 1s repetition. Konkol affirmed that 1t s already
codified that we preserve wetlands and 1f we are using the Code, we wouldn’t refer back to the Comp Plan.

Moving on, the consensus was (o add Action Items 3.2.1 -3.2.3.

Regarding Goal 3.3: Streams (“Protect and enhance the function of streams within and bordering Oregon

City™), Lajoie asked ahout the words “and bordering”, noting that, again, this is out of our jurisdiction, but
Powell said that could be part of our work with the County.

Chair Carter suggested it read, “Protect and enhance the function of streams within Oregon City and the
UGB, which would keep it within our bounds of the UGB.

Sinclair again noted that Newell Creek is within the Clackamas County unincorporated area (outside the UGRB)
but very much a resource to the city. '

When Konkol suggested, “Protect and enhance the function of streams within Oregon City and work with
Clackamas County and Metro....”, Chair Carter noted that this 1s already stated in Goal 3 (Policy 3.1.3:
Cooperate with Clackamas County, Metro and other agencies to identify wildlife habitat, corridors and linkages
and other ecological resources with the urban growth area...”).

Mengelberg said if we were to add “streams’”’ to that Jist (in 3.1,3), it would be covered.

Chair Carter said she thought that the PC’s thinking 1n the construction of the original document was that
wetlands, habitat, and streams were all related and all treated the same, and breaking each one down into Hs own
category becomes redundant. However, Lajoie said they were broken down in the original document (page 3.7
of the original), although some of this (the NRC’s proposal) is more detailed.

Mengelberg retracted her suggestion of adding “streams” to the list in Policy 3.1.3 since we are going to keep
them separated.

Sinclair suggested “streams within city limits” and perhaps something about “those streams downstream”
because the activities of the city very much contribute to the value of the streams lower down.
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Lajoie suggested that Goal 3.3 read, “Protect and enhance the function of streams within Oregon City”™ because
if we take care of our part, anything that goes downstream should be taken care of.

Mengelberg asked 1f we want 1o say something about working with Metro and the County on protecting streams
i1 the Future Urban areas, and Sinclair said they have the resources to assist with this. Konkol suggested
perhaps something like, “Cooperate with Clackamas County, Metro, and other agencies....” Staff will rewrite
this.

Regarding the last sentence 1n Policy 3.3.4 (“Require developers to identify both upstream and downstream
ecological effects of their actions as it relates to stormwater management”’), Mengelberg asked 1f we can do
{hat. Chair Carter said it scems that we are already doing that because they already have to do stormwater
management. Konkol reconfirmed that they are required to retain it onsite and meter the outflow.

Sinclair suggested that the high school 15 a reaily good example with the amount of water that flowed from that
site into the environmental learning center, which then flows into Newell Creck Canyon. Thus, the intent of this
policy is to look at the effects downstream.

When Lajoie asked if we don’t do that now, Konkol said no—it is restricted to each person/developer being
responsible for his own property, but according to Code. He said the question becomes, How far do we go”
Newel! Creek? The Willamette River? He said he could understand the issues, but if you take nto account pre-
existing development, then you have Lo take into account development that was put in prior to our current
standards. He said you can’t deny an application because of development over the preceding 50 years that
wasn’l done to current city standards which negatively impacted a system, and then hold that on the property
owner who is trying to develop the property today under current city standards. He sax the system may already
be broken and, in fact, the new development may enhance it.

Mengelberg suggested, “...identify additional downstream ecological effects of their actions” and Chair
Carter suggested that it be an action item.

However, Konkol said if you are taking stormwater from a pond on a “high and dry" site and you make the
owner or developer review ecological rmpacts somewhere downstream. . again, where does it end? If they are
not in a water resource zone, they’re not in a natural resource area, they’re not on steep slopes, and they'te not in
a high groundwater table, yet the finding is that it is degraded, are they responsible to upgrade 11?

As a side note, Chair Carter said one of the problems is that land use at the State level doesni’tallow us to do
what Stnelair is asking us to do here—to look at the bigger picture and have some analysis and maybe some
control of what is coming in and going out. Unuil it changes at the State level, we cannot make these people be
accountable for something that the State doesn’t make the whole state be accountable for. She said she
understands the intent, but we can’t do 1t.

Mengelberg suggested striking the last sentence in Policy 3.3.4 (“Use a watershedscale assessment in
reviewing and planning for the potential effects from development....”") because it is already basically covered
in the first sentence, which Orzen said is indeed the original policy.

Lajoie asked what the technical apparatus is for determining all the upstrcam/downstream 1ssues.

Chair Carter said, using Rose Road as another example, we basically turned down that PUD because they are
trying to build it in a wetland and the City Commission upheld our decision, yet now they are at LUBA, which
costs the City more money to uphold our position. She said we need to be cognizant of the whole picture and
she thinks we need to delete that.
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Sinclair said one of the chalicnges is to trade off what we do now with what we leave for later. She knows there
are challenges. some financial, but, she asked, if we put our systems within the city and on the outskirts of the
city at risk, what is going to happen n 50 years? She said the current fiscal shortfalls are a reality, but we need
to balance that against the long-term planning in our thinking.

Konkol said he thinks that is what our Stormwater Code is written to do. Itisan engineeringbased
mathematical formula—1t’s a scientific approach that has standards.

Sinclair started to bring up the high school as an example again, but Konkolsaid he didn’t think that was a fair
example to use because that project was not welkplanned from the beginning. Therefore, he said we should
look at other projects that were designed and approved before construction began. He acknowledged that the
high schoo} was not done well, but he said that shouldn’t be what we're writing Code to.

Sinclair szid we need to be able to enforce whatever js written. Powell said we ajready have this in our current
City Code, and he said he thinks we have seen some real beneficial projects that have actually enhanced the
areas.

Mengelberg suggested a less burdensome approach might be to consult with the Watershed Council, which has
that technical expertise and a broader-picture approach, to solicit their input on these applications rather than
require the developer to do it. (It was noted that the Water Conservation Services (statelevel) is now charged
with sponsoring the formation of Watershed Councils.)

Chair Carter suggested that the last sentence of 3.3.4 be deleted. Agreed.

Regarding Policy 3.3.1, Kraushaar (who had to leave this meeting but who had left notes) asked to add the
words “provide shade.” Agreed.

Regarding Policy 3.3.5 (“Allow no net increase Lo stormwater entering Newell Creek Canyon...”), Kenkol said
under current Code, no new stormwater is being added, although the rate [of flow] may be different. He said all
the stormwater is already in that canyon, But Sinclair said the exception is when it is held in detention facilities
above the canyon. Konkol said 1t would eventually flow into the canyon, but Herrmen said not aiways because
it could incorporate into the soils and detention areas. Konkol, however, reiterated that there 1s no net increase
to stormwater.

Richard Craven, asked if Sinclair was talking about peaks or flows, and she said yes, acknowledging that 1t
would make more sense with a modifier in the sentence. After some discussion, the suggestion was that it read,
“Reduce potential peak flow net increases for stormwater eniering Newell Creek” and delete the rest of the
sentence.

Herrmen noted that current Code requires that the runoff of new development not exceed predevelopment
amounts, and 1t was required of Fred Meyer as long as 20 years ago. It can be stored and metered out, but it
cannot ncrease the net flow amount.

Sinclair asked what happened to the NEMO proposal because she recalled that many of the components of it
encompassed many of these 1ssues. She was told that they ran out of funding before it was compkted, but that

many of those ideas have been discussed and incorporated into these proposals.

Policy 3.3.6 is okay as written.
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Powell suggested that Policy 3.3.7 (NEMO) should either be deleted since NEMO is no longer active or it could
he changed to an action item to review the outcome of the work already done. Agreed to change to an action
item.

Chair Carter said Policy 3.3.8 is also more appropriate as an action item.

Regarding Action Item 3.3.2 (“Assess city practices as they relate to streamquality including ail aspects of park
matntenance...”), Konkol said the word “all” shoulid be deleted.

Chair Carter that there is no goal statement for Goal 3.4: Wildlife Habitat. She also noted that the section
should be called “Fish and Wildlife Habitat”, based on earlier discussions, and that the numbering on these
policies 1s mcorrect (they should be 3.4.11, etc., rather than 3.1.11).

Mengelberg suggested that Policy 3.1.11 could be stated as the goal (resulting in a renumbering of the rest of
those goals). Agreed.

Returning to “Wetlands,” Orzen said the original action items were not incorporated in the NRC’s section on
Natura] Resources, but she really likes these action items. However, 1t was noted that these were moved and are
actually included on page 3-4.

Konkol also noted that the word “impervicus” in Policy 3.3.6 should be corrected to read as “pervious.”

Returning to Wildlife Habitat (page 3-5), Policy 3.1.12 (“Develop a management strategy for protecting,
conserving and restoring habitat”), Chair Carter asked who would develop the management strategy and who
would be doing the managing, saying she thinks it is already covered i the Comp Plan and in the Code. Powell
said the strategy is stated m Policy 3.1.13 and the action item should describe the activity to make that happen.

Sinclair suggested that Policy 3.1.13 is addressing things that are already declining and this 1dea here is to
1dentify, conserve and restore (reclaim) them along with others that are not necessarily declinng yet.

Chair Carter said part of the problem is that there 15 too much description in the policy so the key
meaning/point gets lost, so she suggested it might be more clear to simply say, “Reclaim threatened areas....”

Herrmen said he thought 1t shouid ajso include the words “and distinctive natural areas” (Savannah’s, etc.).

Powell said he thinks Policy 3.1.12 (“Develop a management strategy for protecting, conserving and restoring
habitat”} already covers the whole issuc. However, when Sinclair said that does not look at declintng areas ina
specific manner, Powell said he thought that would be part of the responsibilities of the Natural Resources

Commttee.

After further discussion, a suggestion was made to keep Policy 3.1.12 and delete 3.1.13 and 3.1.14. However,
Mengelberg suggested changing 3.1.13 and 3.1.14 to action items and identify the Natural Resources
Committee as the active group.

Regarding 3.1.12, Chair Carter suggested changing the word “habitat” and to “threatened, endangered species,
and critical habitat”. Kiefer noted that this 1s the “Habitat” section,

Mengelberg noted that we can’t protect everything, and Chair Carter agreed, saying we must work within the
confines of what is fegal, not dreams.
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Orzen asked 1f this is a new goal, and was told yes.

The consensus was to keep Policy 3.1.15 as proposed.

Given the lateness of the hour, Drentlaw said perhaps we should consider whether 1n reality we could comiplete
this review this evening or whether this should be continued to another evening. He noted that, although the
NRC had made some suggestions for major changes to those chapters, the Park Advisory Commuittee has already
reviewed and blessed the chapter pertaining to Parks, and the same is true of the Housing and Transportation
chapters. He said he was hesitant to make changes to their work without further discussion with them since they
are the experts in these fields.

For example, in Economic Development (page 7-1), he read from Goal 7.1: Improve Oregon City’s
Economic Health, “Provide a diversified, innovative economy including an adequate supply of goods and
services and employment opportunitics....” He said this is a really big statement. He satd 1f he were ap
advocate of economic development, he would ask that that statement be tacked onto every goal item in Natural
Resources. In other words, he was asking that they try to balance this to be consistent with the whole format of
the Plan. He said it is simply too “muddy” to try to add sustainability, L. E.E.D_, and carrying capacity to every
chapter.

He said he thinks some of thosc concepts are pretty good in Land Use and Sustanability, but they are not so
clear in Economics and Housing. For instance, mm Housing we are trying to focus on affordable housing and
we’re not focusing on L.E.E.D. or something else. Therefore, he said, it 1s good to make those statements in the
appropriate chapters but we should be careful about repeating them everywhere.

Chair Carter agreed that we need to honor the work the other people have done and we need to acknowledge
that we cannot create a perfect document this time around. 1t is a living, breathing, working document that will
be upgraded, edited, and changed as we go through the process, so il we could just get the Natiral Resources
portion done and take the rest as written, we could come to a conclusion and forward this to the City
Commission.

Powell concurred, noting that if we were to review all of the NRC’s suggestions for those areas, we would also
need to bring in those people to participate in the discussions, and we simply don’t have time for that in light of
the current timelines, or, Drentlaw said, we would have to push the timelines back. Chair Carter added that
we simply don’t have the staff time to keep going over and over everything, and we need to come to a
conclusion, and Mengelberg noted that there 1s stiil opportunity for more input and consideration at the City
Commission level.

Sinciair said they (the NRC) would like to take their suggestions to the other committees for their consideration,
but agreed that it might need to happen before the City Commission hearing occurs.

Craven said he thought the NRC was given the task of reviewing the whole plan, but Chair Carter said the PC
thought they were only charged to look at the Natural Resources chapter. However, Herrmen said it is in the
charter of the NRC to review the whole plan as it relates to Resources issues, and they were specifically given
that instruction by Doug Neeley. For instance, he said Chapter 13 (the Willamette Greenway) is based on State
standards but it 1s not functioning well along the Willamette because there 1s no enforcement. Therefore, the
NRC suggested some ideas to make 1t better in Oregon City, and perhaps it might even become a model to be
used throughout the valley. In summary, he said their charter says to work with PRAC and to work with the
Planning Commission on issues that come before them (including the Comp Plan), and then approach the City
Commission on other issues such energy, recyceling, etc.
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Powell said 1t makes perfect sense that they be 1nvotved but the problem is the timeline because the PC was not
aware that this was their charge, and the PC has been working on this now for two years.

Chair Carter apologized that she had hurt their feelings but she felt it was not fair that they should come in
now and completely re<do everything the PC had worked for two vears 1o get it to this point, also saying that s
not fair to the many people who have worked on the process for so long.

Sinclair said she thinks there was a lack of ¢larity but they thought they were operating under the charge given
{o them. She felt they had been somewhat attacked this evening, but it was not their intent to overstep their
bounds or to create so much extra work for the PC.

Powell said he could see how the msunderstandings had occurred, but he, too, was unaware that the NRC had
been given that direction.

Sinclair said she was appointed to this committee a year ago but ther frst meeting on this issue was held in
October because, although they had called and asked for intormation throughout the year, they weren’t given a
copy of the proposed Comp Plan unul then. ‘Therefore, at that time, they had to push hard to review it and do
what they thought they were charged to do, the result being their proposal.

She agreed that timing and bulk are real 1ssucs and she asked how they might now proceed to work with other
committees before the City Commission meeting.

Mengelberg asked if staff has this in a form that could be emailed to PRAC and the other departments, and was
told yes.

After further discussion about (1) the PC not feeling comfortable about making changes to other departments’
work without their input, (2) how the NRC might meet with the other commutices for discussion prior to the City
Commission’s first hearing, and (3) about whether or not the calendar would have to be moved backward to
accommodaie such, Mengelberg suggested that the PC make 1ts decision on Monday night about those issues
not touched by the NR(C’s additional comments. In addition, Kiefer offered to send the Parks section to the
chairman of PRAC with a note explaining the circumstances and asking if the NRC could meet with them to
discuss this, perhaps at their next meeting. Drentlaw suggested doing the same for the Transportation Advisory
Commuttee also.

Chair Carter said it appears that there are only two options: (1) either move the calendar back to allow time
for these additional reviews and revisions, or {2) make the edits agreed upon in this discussion for
recommendation and forward the rest of the document to the City Commission without the NRC’s
recommendations, since the PC is not comfortable making edits on the chapters other than “Natural Resources™
without the other folks’ input who have worked on them for so long.

In reviewing the calendar, Powell said he thought the Planning Commission could still meet on Jan. 26 (and
Feb. 9% if necessary) to complete our review and formulate a recommendation, then meet in the joint work
session currently scheduled with the City Commission for Feb. 11 to give them some background and an
overview of the PC’s recommendations, and the Proposed Amendments could still go to the City Commussion
on Feb. 184, However, it was noted that we probably wouldn’t want to wait until the 9% because that would
push staff too hard to have a fimshed document ready for the joint session on the 11t

There was some concern about whether or not the NRC would have time to meet with them and get everything
prepared in time for the City Commission hearing, but various members of the Planning Commission, mcluding
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the Chair, agreed that they had serious concerns about turning over an incomplete document after thislength of
fme.

When asked 1f it would be a big issue with Metro if this were delayed further, Drentlaw said we need to
complete it as quickly as possible, but he thought if it were just delayed by a couple of weeks 1t would probably
be okay.

2. ADJOURN
With no further business at hand this evening, the work session was adjourned at 8:27 p.m. to be continued on
Monday, Jan. 269.

Linda Carter, Planning Commission Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Chatrperson




CITY OF OREGON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION
January 26, 2004

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT

Chairperson Linda Carter Sean Cook, Associate Planner
Commussioner Dan Lajoie Dan Drentlaw, Planning Director
Commussioner Renate Mengelberg Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Commussioner Lynda Orzen Nancy Kraushaar, City Engineer
Commissioner Tim Powell Christina Robertson-Gardiner

Ed Sullivan, City Attomey
Pat Johnson, Recording Secretary

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT
None.

1. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m.

2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA
Nonc.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: November 10, 2003 and November 24, 2003
Orzen moved to approve the minutes of both Nov. 10, 2003 and Nov. 24, 2003 as submitted. Mengelberg
seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously.

4, HEARINGS:
Chair Carter noted that the order of the agenda items be reversed in order to hear the quasijudicial hearing

first and then proceed with the Comp Plan discussion.

VR 03-23 (Quasi-Judicial Hearing), Applicant: Mark Herring of 923 Clearbrook Drive. Request for the
approval of a variance to the minimum lot arca for two residential Iots. The properties are locafed at 418
Dewey Street and identified as Lots 9 and 10 of Darnell’s Addition and as Clackamas County Map 25-2E-

32CC, Tax Lot 1600. Liipibudiabutl

Chair Carter gave the parameters and procedures applicable to this hearing. She asked if any members had a
conflict of interest, bias, or ex parte contact regarding this application. Lajoie said he knows both the applicant
and the renters of this property, but he has not spoken to cither and feets he could render an impartial judgment.
He also noted that he has visited the site. There were no challenges against the Planning Commussion or any
ndividual members of the Planning Comymssion to hear this application.

(Note: Full copies of the staff report, application, and all related documents are inctuded in the public record
and are available for review through the Planning Document.)

Robertson-Gardiner gave the staff report, saying that this request is for approval for a variance to the
minimum lot size for both Lots 9 and 10 from 6,000 square feet to 5,000 square Fect.

The property 1s zoned R-6 Single-Family Dwelling District and is designated Low—Dlensity Residential in the
City’s Comprehensive Pan.
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The subject property abuts the Molalia Avenue Commercial District to the west and other R6 Single-Family
properties 1o the east. Notice of the proposal was sent to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property
and the Mt. Pleasant Neighborhood Association, and no written COMMents were recelved.

The existing house and accessory garage are located on the east side of the 100 x 100 foot tax lot, but are built
over the line which separates the original lots of recad, Lots 9 and 10 of the subdivision. Darmneil’s Addition
was platted in 1891 and 1n this particular case, the existing house had two lots of record on 1t.

The applicant wishes to re-tecognize Lot 9 and perform a lot line adjustment to move the horizontl line
separating Lots 9and 10 toa vertical line. (See sketch.) She said once a Lot of Record line is removed, 1t no
longer retains the status as a pre-existing lot.

Type [ Ministerial Lot Line adjustments cannot be approved if the resuiting lots do not meet the minimum lot
size standards for the underlying zone, in this case 6,000 square feet in the R-6 Single-Family District.

The existing 5,000 square foot lot arrangement of the neighborhood would not change 1f the variance 1s granted,
only the orientation {east/west vs. north/south).

Per Code 17.12, Lots of Record are recognized as buiidable lots.

Robertson-Gardiner said staff recommends approval of the requested variance VR 0323 with the following
findings:

« That the variance for the iot area is needed to make the lots conform to the existing development on the site.
. That the existing 5,000 square foot }ot of the neighborhood would not change, only the orientatton.

. That the request should not likely reduce hight, air, safe access, or other desirable quahties.

« No practical altematives were found.

. The reduction of the lot area standard will allow the applicant to build a new house on a newly created Lot
of Record and is the minimum variance needed to resoive the situation.

. Ifapproved, the applicant would not be forced to demolish the existing house.

She then showed photos of the site, which correspond to the map in their packets, for those who had not been
able to visit the site.

In summary, she said again that staff recommends approval of this vanance.
Orzen asked if the new house would face Dewey Street, and Robertson-Gardiner said ves,

Chair Carter asked for clarification of the dimensions of the finished lots, and Robertson-Gardinersaid they
would remain at 5,000 square feet—just the orientation would move from an east/west 10 a north/south
direction.

Lajoie asked about the setbacks, and Robertson-Gardiner said all R-6 setbacks for any new construction
would need to conform.

Applicant and property owners Mark Herring, 12100 Hazel Dell Avenue (new since the application) and Jessie
Davalos, 929 Clearbrook Drive, were both in attendance but had nothing to add to the staff report and
presentation, saying they thought it was covered well, but they were available for questions.
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There were no public comments regarding this application.
Konkol noted that he had entered the Power Point presentation (the photos) as Exhibit A.
With no other questions or comments, the public hearing was closed at 7:10 p.m.

Powell said he doesn’t see any real problem with this, noting that the Commuission has been discussing the 13508
of higher densily over the last year or so and this scems to fit in. Therefore, he would support the variance.

Lajoie concurred, saying this seems to be in keeping with the neighborhood which was created with 5,000
square foot lots, and he, too, would support it.

Orzen moved to approve VR 03-23 for a variance to Lots 9 and 10 of Damell’s Addition based on the findings
of staff. Powell seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously.

L 03-01 (Legislative Hearing), Applicant: City of Oregon City, Request for the approval of amendments
to the Orégon City Comprchensive Plan, Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Map, Oregon City Zoning
Ordinances: Chapters 12, 16 and 17, Oregon City Zoning Map changes from R-6/MH to R-6 Single-
Family, RD-d4 Two Family to R-3.5 Dwelling District, Central Business District and Tourist Commercial
fo Mixed Use Downtown. and M-1 Light Industrial and M-2 Heavy Industrial to GI General Industrial,
Adopiion of a new Water Master Plan, and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan.”

Chair Carter reminded the public in attendance that this was a continuation of discussion/deliberations from
the work session of Monday, Jan. 21, 2004, and that specific participating members of the Natural Resources
Committee were invited to that work session to explain the position of their group on various issucs regarding
the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.

Konkol noted that he had distributed a thick packet which contams the written comments received by staff after
the close of the public hearing, which would be entered into file L 0301 as Exhibit A. He was also entering a
write-up regarding the Intersection Level of Service Standards as Exlubit B.

Kraushaar presented the proposed Intersection Level of Service Standards to be adopled with the
Comprchensive Plan as part of the Transportation Plan.

She explained that staff has looked at both the Regtonal Transportation Plan standards, which the City’s
Transportation System Plan (TSP} is required to comply with, and also what staff believes are appropriate
standards based on many conversations with the Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) as well as a sense
of desire from the community.

She said they are proposing to set a different Level of Service standard within the regional center than that
outside, the latter of which would consist of a Level of Service standard (LOS) D for the intersection as a whole
and no approach could be operating at worse thun LOS E.

She explained that the traffic engineers look at an intersection overall and they can also break down each turming
movement or through movement within the intersection. She said staff believes that, given the fact that often
the side streets are expected to experience more delay than the collector, we need to give the overall intersection
priority and require a LOS D on that, but we can allow a lower LOS for some of the tuming movements, but not
less than E.
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She said there are also LOS standards for stopcontrolled mntersections. For that, we would want a LOS of E or
better for the poorest approach and with no movement serving more than 20 peak-hour vehicles. So we ate
recognizing that with stop signals with very, very little traffic, those will be fairly delayed. Then for stop-
controlled intersections with higher levels of traffic, there will be a higher LOS to keep those fourway or two-
way stops moving.

Kraushaar then used an overhead to explain what Metro has adopted for motor vehicle perfornance measures
on the regional system, noting that Oregon City does have some regional routes 1dentified on Metro’s regional
maps (for example, Highway 99E, Highway 213, Molalla Avenue, and Warner-Milne).

She said one of the policies in the Regionai Transportation Plan (R1P) says that the regional motor vehicle
system “will mamtain an acceptable level of service on the regional motor vehicle system during peak and oft
peak periods of demand as defined in Table 1.2.7

She showed that tzble and said there are some reasons we don’t want to accept this table fuily, one of which1s
because the table is recognized as being predominantly for planning purposes and for the links in the system.
The RTP tends to address the links from Point A to Point B (for exampk, where to add an extra lane on big
streets). In other words, the Metro standards are to be apphied to the links of the system, not to intersections.
However, they also want the cities to recognize that congestion 1s 10 be more expected within regional centers
because there are higher densities, and the policies and goals of the region are not necessarily to build more
capacity just for very limited time periods during the day. So, she said, what these standards tend to do for the
links and for planning purposes 1s to say they will accept much lower levels of service in areas of regional
centers, lown centers, etc.

Kraushaar said staff is proposing to reduce the LOS standard just within the regional center for the worst peak
hour of the day. Then, for the second peak hour (the next most heavily trafficked hour of the day}, we would go
back to LOS D. In other words, staff is saying they recognize that in the regional center, there wili be one peak
hour during which there will be much more congestion, which will be allowed. However, that will only be for
one hour, after which it returns to LOS D or it becomes intolerable for our community.

She said staff has submitted this to Metro for their approval but they haven’t had time to give it a final review

Powell asked to discuss some specific streets, for instance Warner-Milne and Molalla. He said, If that
intersection (for purposes of this example) 1s Level D, is the suggestion that we could continue to “load up”
Warner-Milne in its approach all the way up to a Level E, if development were to continue all they way up to
Linn, as long as we don’t go over the Level E, and that intersection would not be considered as faihing?

Kraushaar said no. She said it is saying that LOS D 1s okay but LOS E is notokay urless it is just for one of
the tuming movements because that particular mtersection 1s not within the regional center.

Powell asked if the volume 15 what translates to defining it as D, E, F, or whatever. Kraushaar said volume,
turning movements, and other factors are all used in determining the LOS.

Mengetberg asked for clarification of whether this would be an addition to the TSP or part of the proposed
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. Kraushaar said the TSP is one of the elements of the Comp Plan so
this would be added as a part of the Comp Plan through the Transportation element,

Mengelberg asked if the timing would work out that Metro will be able to review it and respond before we send
our recommendations to the City Council, Kraushaar said she thinks so, but if they don’t, she still thinks we
should recommend its adoption because it is a good standard for Oregon City and we can always go back to
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Metro to work it out later if necessary. She noted that she thinks a lot of cities are struggling with this because
there is such a difference between local intersect:on requirements and the huge regional picture, and we are
trying to comply but at the same time make sure i fits in our community.

Powell said the only problem he had was regarding the many unsignalized Intersections onto the 7 Avenue and
Molalla Street corridor, which is getting busier and busier, and an acceptance of LOS E means we will be farther
out from fixing the problem, which is planned for even more expansion.

Chair Carter confirmed that we would be adopting two Levels of Standards, and the LOS will be a little lower
than inside and that we are willing to accept higher congestion during the peak hour, not the second peak hour.

When Chair Carter asked what hour would be the peak hour, Kraushaar said it would probably be between
4:30 and 5:30 p.m. or perhaps 4:45 and 5:45 p.m. She said, though, that the corridor can be developed so there
is no second hour that exceeds LOS D. It will peak and then, because of the way it is designed, 1t will settle out
again within an hour.

Chair Carter said we know our Downtown area as our regional center, and Kraushaar said the boundaries are
<hown in the Downtown Community Plan. She said it goes over to Apperson BlufT (to nclude Hwy. 213} to
Jefferson and then to Abemethy. It also includes the downtown area and the mull. Drentlawsaid it pretty much
covers the whole area designated as Downtown Mixed Use.

Lajoie said it scems like there is still one piece of information missing. He understands that they are
recommending a LOS for the regional center (essentially downtown). Then there 1s a minimum acceptable LOS
for unsignalized interscctions throughout the remainder of the city. However, he asked what happens with
signalized intersections outside the downtown area.

Kraushaar said the {irst portion of her write-up 1s for signalized intersections of the city that are located outside
the regional center. The second section 1s for stopcontrolled intersections, and the last section is for inside the

regional center.

Mengelberg asked what happens if an intersection falls below the tolerable standard, whether it s E or F. Does
that mean that no more development could occur near that intersection until transportation improvements are
made?

Kraushaar said she believes that depends on the type of land use application. For example, for a Zone
Change/Comp Plan amendment, the finding could be made that there 1s inadequacy, but for regular{ype Stte
Plan/Design Review, there would have to be some sort of mitigation made but not necessarily requiring repair of
the entire intersection. Sullivan agreed, adding that it would alse depend on how the Plan standards are made
applicable in Site Plan and Design Review. He said he had just been discussing that with staff and they would
try to make a suggestion about this before the evening was over.

Chair Carter asked if the traffic analysis assumes and factors in continued buildout, and Kraushaar said yes.
She noted, though, that for the development itself, you can only expect them to mitigate for their development to
their buildout. In other words, you can’t make one developer mitigate for some other big, future developments
that are anticipated later.

Konkol noted again that Kraushaar’s memo about LOS Standards was entered 1nto the record as Exhibit B.

With no f{urther discussion on this matter, the conversation moved to the continuation of deliberations of the
proposals from the Natural Resources Commitiee (NRC). However, before proceeding, Drentlaw said that staff
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had included Version 6 (the latest version of all the Code amendments, dated 1/20/04) in the packets. He asked
if anyone had questions about any of the changes that had been made before moving into the review ofthe NRC
proposals.

Mengelberg said they had specified, particularly on page 9, “Groundcover Covering 100% of Exposed Ground:
No bark mulch shall be allowed except under the canopy of shrubs within two feet of base of trees.” She said 1t
is only mentioned here and in a few other places, not throughout, so she asked the PC if that is something we
wanted to encourage because 1t helps storm drainage, 1t looks more attractive, etc. She thought it was a good
concept—to encourage ground cover.

Drentlaw said he thought they tried to use that standard in all the sections. Mengelberg had some suggestions
as 1o where she thought it might fit, which she would provide to staff later.

Mengelberg said there 1s a reference on page 31 to the “McLoughlin Conditional District” but on page 21 1t
called the “McLoughlin conditional residential district” and she thought those should be make consistent.
Konkol he belicves the correct zoning designation 1s “McLoughhin Conditional Residential Dystrict.”

Mengelberg suggested that the bark dust provis:on could be inserted on page 45 under “J. Mmmum
landscaping requirement....” Drentlaw said he thought they had handled that under a special section that
applies to landscaping in a generic sense. He said the item she just cited only has to do with the percentage,
after which the details would be found in the “landscaping” section that outlines the form of the landscape. He
said Konkol would confirm that the groundcover provision is included.

Orzen noted that there was no-definition for “auxiliary dwelling unit.” Staff will look at adding 1t.

Orzen moved to page 60 and said that 17.37.020.N under “Permitted Uses” (“Financial, insurance, real estate,
or other professional offices necessary to a permitted industrial use”) and 17..37.030.B under “Conditional
Uses” (“Financial institutions, as arn accessory use 1o a permitted use located in the same building as the
permutted use... Financial institutions shall primarily serve the needs of businesses and employees within the
development, and drive-through features are prohubited”) scem very similar, and she asked what the di fference
15.

Powell said he read it to mean that one might have a credit union, for instance, within a store (with no drive-
through capability) and the other could have a credit union with a drtvethrough within the industrial area. In
other words, N would be a stand-alone and B would be within the store. Drentlaw confirmed that
understanding as correct. B

Chair Carter said she thought inserting a comma m B after the word “use” (“...to a permitted use, tocated in
the same building...”) would help clarify it.

Mengelberg said she wasn’t making a suggested change, but she had a note to herself that the Natural
Resources group could look at the Oregon City Public Works Standards for Erosion and Sedimentation Control
(page 65, 17.44.050, ¢ and d) and the Oregon City Public Works Stormwater Management Design Manual and
Standards Plan (17.44.090), Chair Carter asked 1f that 1sn’t more of an Engineering thing, but Mengelberg
said it seems like standards are continuatly changing and methodologies evolving and perhaps there are things
that could be looked at.

Konkol deferred to Kraushaar for comment, who said that the Standards for Erosion Control document 1s very
technical and she thinks our erosion control standards are really quite good, with perhaps the one exception of
some slope protection, which our erosion control office 1s actually working on for adoption as soon as possible.
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She also said that the Stormwater manual is fairly up to date but it wouldn’t hurt for folks to review 1t to see
what we are trying to achieve in our city. Chair Carter said that could be done as an action item after the

Comp Plan.

Moving to page 69, Mengelberg said there was discussion at our jast meeting about where o weave 1n
homeowners associations, and it seems like 17.50.050.A might be the appropriate place. She read, “The
applicant shall send, by certified mail, return receipt requested, a letter to the Chairpersen of the Neighborhood
Association and the Citizen Involvement Committee Council describing the proposed Project.” She suggested
that “and Homeowners Association Board within 300 feet of the project” or similar wording might be inserted
into this scntence. Konkol said this goes back to the discussion of a pre-app versus an application, the
difference bemg that staff receives 100-200 pre-app applications per year, but the notice within 300 feet goes out
when we actually receive a land use application, which 1s the next step.

Mengelberg agreed that we don’t need to send out the 300-foot notice for pre-apps, but said she would like to
make sure this gets in for the application part of it, wherever the appropriate place is, and asked if staff could
recommend where that would be.

Powell said the real challenge 1s that we have a neighborhood program and some neighborhoods have not been
brought into a neighborhood association for one reason or another, or there are neighborhood associations that
are not functioning for some reason at this time. So, he said, the Citizen Involvement Council (CIC) 1s the
“umbreila” and it is up to them to get notice to those people. He said we need to be careful because there are a
lot of homeowners associations that are imbedded in neighborhood associations and the neighborhood
associations are trying very hard to include everyone, so he would worry that this might cause confusion. He
understood that Mengelberg was thinking of a specific neighborhood on top of the hill, which just happens to be
outside an arca right now but which will included soon.

Mengelberg said her suggestion is for just one more letter to the president of that homeowners association along
with the notice to the neighborhood because they are organized with boardsand they care. Powell said they are
generally notified through the neighborhood associations, but he understood her concern about the one in
particular that she s concerned about, which 1s outside the neighborhood association. In such a case, he
suggested that perhaps the neighborhood association on the edge could take responsibility for that or perhaps the
Land Use Committee might take responsibility.

Konkol suggested putting an action plan in the Comprehensive Plan to incorporate homeowners assoctation and
get them involved in the neighborhood associations. He said he thinks we are trying to focus on getting the
neighborhood associations to get them to act as a whole rather than adding another list of homeowners
associations that aren’t affiliated with a neighborhood association. v

Powell added that there are some legal issues as well, and Sullivan said the State program recognizes
neighborhood associations or citizen planning organizations, etc., and requires them to register. He said the
whole idea hehind that is specifically for the purpose of getting notices out appropriately. He said if you do 1t by
homeowners associations and they don’t register, then there are notice problems and questions about whether or
not citizen involvement actually occurred.

Regarding his use of the word “register”, Mengelberg said her homeowners association registers with the
Secretary of State, but Sullivan said that is very, very different. He said for land use purposes, the
neighborhood association has specific boundaries and the whole process of recognition is that the city knows
that this is the area wherein the neighborhood association will get notice. The homeowners association doesn’t
have status before the city although it does have control over its own internal organization and may maintain
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things like open space, but unless it is recognized by the city, there is no real trigger to make sure that those
people get notified.

In conclusion, he thought he would put the emphasis on the neighborhood assocutions, and he liked staff’s
recommendation to encourage homeowners associations to be part of neighborhood associations so they can get
notified.

Chair Carter said if the CIC is doing their work as the overriding organization that develops the neighborhood
associations, there should be some effort to go out and canvas new netghborhoods to get them into the
neighborhood associations. Powell said they have a person on staff person to do just that and he said it 15 1 the
Comp Plan. Furthermore, he noted that part of their goal 1s that every home 1n the city would be represented by
a neighborhood association, and they have action items in place to reach that goal.

Mowving to page 77, Mengelberg said she thought the word “impervious™ mn 17.52.030.C should be “pervious”.
Agreed—staff will correct.

Lajoie said he had a general question about the General Industrial section (page 38). He said one of the
concepts that seemed to emerge at some of the public hearings was for a Mixed Use Industrial, and he asked
where we are on that idea. Specifically, is it allowed to have Residential with Industrial?

Drentlaw said it is allowed, so it is the city’s option to come up with a zone that 1s crafted that way. However,
1t is not necessarily consistent with Metro and their titles regarding industrial tands. He said the whole
philosophy on industrial lands right now, because there 1s a shortage, ts to protect what industrial lands we have
rather than allowing a number of uses like residential or institutional oreven commercial. He said it isn’t
something we can’t do, but staff hasn’t proposed 1t.

However, he noted that staff 13 working on a provision for master planning and through that process, we could
define development regulations that are tailored to a particular piece of property that could allow mixed use. He
said staff is hoping to have that proposed language for consideration before the Feb. 9" meeting.

Mengelberg noted that, traditionally, residences have not wanted to be intermixed with industrial (i.e., young
children and big trucks are not a good mix), but there have been areas where there can be housing across the
street from an industrial area with trees and sidewalks buffering, which tends to be enough. She said one might
think there might be a lot of complaints about noise, etc., but 1U’s not always a problem.

Moving to a general question, Powell noted that we had changed all references of “Planning Managers™ to
“Community Development Director” (CDI3) but he asked why we would not use a more general {erm such as
“decision maker” He said his questioned this because of possible changes within organization which could
mean having to rewrite the whole thing agaimn 1f titles are changed.

Sullivan said you still have to designate who the decision maker is. For example, in Lake Oswego 1t 1s the City
Manager, who can then delegate it to the CDD. He said 1t could be any person or office we might choose and
that if there were a change (to exther a person or the nature of the title}, we would alse make a global change
within the Code. He said he would advise the use of a discreet office rather than saying “decision maker” as the
title.

Powell said in some places we say “Community Development Director” but in other places we have crossed out
“decision maker” and replaced it with “Engineering Manager™ or some other designation.
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Sullivan said sometimes in going through the process, the decision maker changes (1.e., 1t might go from the
Director to the Planning Commission or from the Director tothe City Commussion).

Chair Carter said this at least makes somebody accountable, and Powell said that was okay as long as it didn’t
tie anybody’s hands for decision or overload any one person, but 1f that person had the ability to assign
authority, :t shouldn’t be a problem. Agreed.

Moving to the maps (both Comp Plan and Zomng maps), Mengelberg said it seems like we have discussed
requiring master plans on a number of Jocations that aren’t reflected on the maps (i.€., the hospital, the County
office, the community college), and she wondered 1f we should also consider 1t for the former landfill site.

Drentlaw said staff had specifically limited the Future Urban Holding designation that was basically blank to
the new UGB areas because we don’t have an existing zoning category on the ground.

Mengelberg said there 15 only a “hatch mark” on the map for the mill site (Blue Heron), but she said it seems
that some of the past decisions for the community college, the hospital, and the County have required that they
do a master plar, and it seems like we would want to show those on the maps.

Drentlaw said staff focused on Blue Heron because 1t 1s 1n a unique situation of a possibihity of transitioning to
something else, whereas the hospital and the County are most likely going to stay for a long time. He sa:d one
of the new zoning categorics, the Mixed Use Employment zone, was specifically tailored for those two uses.
which should address a lot of questions,

However, the mili was an especially sensitive 1ssue with the owners, who wanted to retain their Industrial usc
and Comp Plan designation through this process, and he thought the Master Plan requirement was put on
because we recognize the need to consider some of the potential transitional uses.

Regarding the hospital and Red Soils sites, Drentlaw sa:d the master plan process is important for a little bit
different reason n that it will help staff in reviewing individuat site plans for individual buildings as they come
to see how they all fit together. In other words, those master plans are more tailored to the specifics of a Site
Plan/Design issue rather than the mill, which is more a general discussion of use.

Mengelberg said she didn't fecl that strongly about it—she just recalled that we had asked the hospital, the
community college, and the County to provide master plans. Chair Carter said that she thought Drentlaw’s
point was that the mull 1s the only site that has the potential to change to a completely different use.

Powell asked if a master plan is required only if the mill changes the designation or if a master pian is required
anyway. He said the others have to come up with a master plan even though they are staying with their current
uses, but he feels we should require the same of the mull, not only 1if they dectde to change.

Drentlaw said he thought that was how 1t was addressed in the policy portion of the Comprehensive Plan (to
require it for the mill}.

Powell asked if there could be any legal problems 1f sameone were to say that it doesn’t say a master plan 1s
required, and Sullivan said if there is a plan policy on master planning, he thinks it's fine. He said his only
concern would be if there were a Site Plan review where a plan is not a criterion because it is a linited land use
decision, or a land division. e said the problem 1s that unless 1t 1s specific said in the Code, the plan doesn’t
apply for these two instances—Site Plan and Design Review and a land division. Konkol said 1t is identified on
the zoning map (with a legend and a set of criteria that applies to the legend), in which case, Sullivan said, 1t1s
fine.
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Powell said he was especially concerned about the land across from the hospital so that a new buyer would be
aware that there could be potential plans relating to the hospital.

Konkol clarified that the Master Plan Overlay designation is on both maps only for the Blue Heron site, but that
master plans are inciuded in the Conditions of Approval (COA) for the hospital, the conmmunity college, and he
County site before they can move forward. Sullivan suggested they may want to consider putting a designation
on the maps for the other sites as well, which was Mengeiberg’s point, but Chair Carter said 1t wouid be
redundant if they are already requirements within the COA’s.

Konkol agreed, though, that something visible on the maps would make it visible to someone new to the area,
and Powell said it is a fact that people don’t read the Comprehensive Plan for details unless they have to. He
felt that we should make this document as clear and concise as possible, noting that it could be beneficial and it
would not hurt. Mengelberg thought it might also help the neighbors to these areas understand that there is
going to be a bigger vision and it might give them some comfort level. Chair Carter agreed, saying the map
would simply be a reflection of the existing requirement. Agreed.

Mengelberg said there had been previous informal discussion about a master plan for the former dump site as
well, but that is a different issue completety. Orzen said part of the issue is that it 1s privately held, but
Mengelberg said some of others are as well (.., the hospital).

Drentlaw said there are three other issues regarding the map that had occurred since our lastdiscussion about
the map and he wanted to make the Commussion aware of them. They include:

. A clarification of the Beavercreek industrial area, specifically the golf course parcel. He said staft believes
they made a mistake, but would like confirmation a clarification. He said they showed the area north of the
golf course (the new UGB area) as a Future Urban Holding Zone. He said that area was designated because
it was brought into the UGB in December of 2002. The golf course area (in purple on the map) is also :n the
UGB (outside the city), but 1t was brought in earlier, which 1s why it didn’t show up as the Future Holding
Zone. However, staff thinks this was a mapping mistake on their part and they believe the golf course
should also show as part of the Holding Zone. He noted that the property owners there are currently
working on a concept plan that will be brought to the PC eventually and would be an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan as it designates uses. Chair Carter asked if the entire swath along Beavercreek that
currently shown as purple would be changed to white (the east side of Beavercreek), which Drentlaw
confirmed. Chair Carter said that seems correct.

. A resounding feeling of no Neighborhood Commercial along South End Road, which wazs again di scussed at
a netghborhood association meeting he had recently attended in South Iind.

. Considerable discussion amongst staff regarding the proper designation for the intersection of Hwy. 213 and
Molalla. He said they talked about MUC-1, MUC-2, and Commercial. Part of the concern about MUC-2 13
that it requires at least two stories, but there 1s some interest for onestory restaurants, and the possibility of
simply a General Commercial designation.

Chair Carter asked, If something is designated differently than what a property owner would like to develop
the property as, can they still request a zone change. Drentlaw said yes, although it might require a
Comprehensive Plan Map change as well, but, he said, a Comp Plan Map change and a Zone change could be
done together (through public hearings with the Planning Commission and the City Commission).

Chair Carter said part of the challenge is knowing how to assign certain zones because the property owner
might have certain needs and plans for development and city has needs for a certain amount of density. Thus, it
becomes very tricky to balance.
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Powell said he felt, after Jooking at this again, that the level of traffic on 213 doesn’t seem to make 1t very
feasible for second-story residences, although that would seem to make perfect sense along Beavercreek with
Newell Creek behind it. Therefore, he thinks Commercial would fit better on that peninsula than MUCH or
MUC-2, but MUC-1 would probably be better 1f there is a need for a JowTise building. He saxd he understands
the need for increased density, but this just doesn’t seem like a good location for 1t.

Chair Carter agreed, adding that one requirement 1s that they must blend with the surrounding area and, she
noted, that area 1s mostly conprised of one-story buildings.

Mengelberg also agreed, saying that it seems like most of the commercial is located in this area, with Haggen’s
down below and the Fred Meyer up above. She said General Commercial 1s a good netghbor with Industrial, as
opposed to having the Mixed Use Corridor hanging out ali by itself, separated from everything else.

Chair Carter and others agreed, as did staff. Confirmed.

Powell asked if would include all eight parcels there, including the storage (to be tumed inb Commerctal).
Drentlaw said yes.

Mengelberg said she is not willing to revisit the South End Commercial. She thinks there is going to be
additional demand as the UGB area expands. She said those voices haven’t been heard and won't be heard
because they re not here yet, but over time, there will be demand for that and she wants to provide for 1t, so she
would vote to keep it

Chair Carter agreed, saying she said thinks we made a good compromise in trying to cut down and mimmize 1t
as much as possible and we are trying to provide a convenience for the nerghborhood. She noted that
Kraushaar had suggested that there be designated truck thoroughfares to these sites, which helps to mmimze
the truck traffic, which was a big concern. Again, she (Carter) said this 1s Jongterm planning and the property
may not develop that way—it will only develop when the demand is there because people are not going to build
commercial and have it sit empty and un-rented or build it and then have the tenants fatl.

Powell moved to recommend for approval by the City Commussion the amendments for the Oregon City
Municipal Code, the proposed Zoning Map, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Map, the Intersection Level of
Service Standards, and the Water and Sewer Master Plans, inciuding amendments made this evening. [t was
clarified that this is to include everything except the Comp Plan text, which will be reviewed once more after
this evening’s suggested changes are typed in. Orzen seconded the motion, and it passed unammously.

After a brief break, the PC picked up discussion of the recommendations which had been made by the Natural
Resources Committee (NRC), continued from the work session on Jan. 220,

Marcia Sinclair, 23850 SE Borgess Road, Gresham, Oregon 97080, and Ralph Kiefer, 15119 Boyer Drive,
identified themselves as the representatives for the NRC.

Konkol said he had handed out copies of “Proposed Comprehensive Plan” dated SXXKXXXXX, 2004 which
is the result of staff’s having reviewed all the proposed changes by the NRC and incorporating them into this
new document, as well as the changes made thus far. He used a Power Pomt presentation to show portions to
the audience as they were discussed.

Drentlaw said the NRC suggested many excellent concepts, which saff tried to incorporate info what they felt
were the appropriate chapters. For instance, a lot of the information seemed to logicaily fit into Chapters 3 & 4
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(regarding environmental issues), so those chapters are pretty much as suggested by the Commitee. There are
some chapters, for instance Citizen Involvement and Land Use, that bridge all the different elements of a
Comprehensive Plan, so some of their recommendations have been incorporated into those as well. However, in
some of the other chapters that weren’t really targeting environmental 1ssues, such as Economue Development or
Public Facilities, staff took out references to some of the concepts (1., carrying capacity and sustainability), and
only applied them where they seemed to fit most apprepriately.

Moving into the review, Drentlaw said staff kept most of the NRC’s suggested verbiage for the ntroductory
pages, although staff inserted somne different headers. For example, they put the concepts of “smart growth” and
“sustainability” under a new section called “‘Plan Principles” as the overriding mantra of the Comprehensive
Plan. Ile said they (staff) incorporated some of the more specific items into the environmental scetion since
they didn’t seem to fit most appropnately in the overview, and they took some things out since they were
already inciuded in other policies.

Drentlaw then began reviewing the document from the beginning, noting that stalf badn’t made any other
changes besides those the PC had previously agreed to (page 1-1).

[n Chapter 2. Land Use (page 2-1), Konkol referred to the prior discussion about General Industnal and
allowing the use of Mixed Use and Residential in that zone and writing 1t in the Comprehensive Plan, He said
initially Policy 2.6.6 from the NRC included, “Incorporate use of a mecharusm that will allow for the
enhancement of areas of mixed use character where such areas act as a buffer and where opportunities exist for
creation of nodes or centers of Mixed Commercial, Light Industrial, and specific Resickential development.” He
said this 1s currently net backed by our Code for General Industrial use. As Drentlaw had said, we could get to
it through a Master Plan, but this is something we need to discuss further—whether to add the inclusion of
residential use for Industrial lands, although 1t doesn’t meet our Code, or that of Metro.

Chair Carter said she thought the PC decided against that in the earlier conversation, and Konkol said we had
made it an action item. However, upon review, he said 1t doesn’t necessarily blend with the zoning of the
General Industrial or Campus Industrial zones.

Mengelberg said what happens when commercial and residential uses are allowed within Industrial land is that
people looking for low-cost land tend to gobble it up, and then the resource is lost. She said we probably don’t
want to open that door, unless there is an issue of a steep slope or something else that would make the land un
developable for Industrial. But she would really caution against giving away the prime Industrial away for
anything else.

Chair Carter agreed, saymg it is too little and too late, and it must be protected so we can have jobs in the
community.

Sinclair reminded the PC that individual members of their Committec took on different chagers, so she asked
permission 1o confer with other NRC members to see 1f they had a rationale for this. She then said thisisa
concept that is being explored by the NRC and 1t might be more appropriate to bring that concept before this
group rather than trying to address it 1n the Comp Plan as an action item. Chair Carter agreed, noting that
since that area has been designated Future Urban area, the designation is unknown and undesignated as yet.

Konkol said Action Item 2.6.5 (revised) was mitiallyintended to indicate that the city had a desire to zone
everything east of Beavercreek Road as Campus Industrial. However, he said since we're going to go to Future
Urban Holding, he isn’t sure this 1s necessary anymore, unless the Commission stili has a desire for the majority
of the property to the east to go to Campus Industnal. '
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Chair Carter said it can’t be “either/or.” Konkol said this 1s talking about the zoning but we’re not gomng to
zone any of that property-—it is going to be identified as Future Urban Holding. So the question 1s, Do we still
warlt an action 1tem or statement that says we would still like to see Campus Industrial for some of it?

Mengelberg suggested perhaps saying, “The majority be zoned for Industrial uses”, which gives flexstulity and
makes the 1ntent clear, thus leaving some room for other uses. Lajoie agreed, as did Powelland Chair Carter
also.

Powell said calling it “Industrial” is what got us 1to trouble originally. He said he likes the idea of calling 1t
Campus Industrial because 1t denotes mixed use. e said he doesn’t see 1t as an area for traditional industrial,
which is what many people think of, and Campus Industrial gives an entirely different picture, which seems to
be more acceptable. '

Koukol said it could be, assuming a master plan is developed for properties 1o the south, more palatable for
compatibility with residential than a straight General Industriai.

He noted that the original intent was for Campus Industrial to support Clackamas Community College. Powell
said to him Campus Industrial denotes waiking paths, park space, plcnic areas, etc., S0 1t 15 not all paved
industnal.

Mengelberg agreed to the idea of Campus Industrial.

Sullivan said the question was whether or not there was any issue about not being specific enough on the
designation of Industrial. He said he thinks the PC doesn’t know exactly what the uses are to be. The only
direction they have given, to his understanding, is that the majority of 1t is to be Industrial without categorizing
it further. He said we don’t need the numbers to make the Industrial numbers work, but what we should foresee
is a small tract Plan amendment and rezoning of this site once the concept plan is put together.

Chair Carter asked if we really need this action item (2.6.5) at this point. Konkolasked if it 1s an action item
that 1f they come in, it will be, oris1ta policy that we would like to see Campus Industrial? Chair Carter said
she thinks action items are things we want to see happen at a laker date—not a public action. Powell said 1t
sounds like a policy to him. He said he thinks we are a planning agency and our goal is to look longterm. We
need to leave some legacy of our vision so future groups can understand what we talked about and are hoping to
achteve.

Drentiaw suggested staff re-write this as a general policy to indicate the intent that a vast majority of this area
be Industrial but also recognize that a concept plan 1s being done.

As a matter of consistency, Chair Carter noted that n Mixed Use Employment we have a ratio of 80%
employment and 20% retail, and she asked if this should be similar with 80% Campus Industnal as the
underlying designation and up to 20% Mixed use. Drentlaw reiterated his suggestion to keep thisas a general
policy rather than getting too specific before working through a concept plan.

Powell reiterated his preference for Campus Industnal, not General Industrial. to show the intent for a mixed-
use environment. Chair Carter noted that there couid also be partnership possibilities between the high school
and the college.

The consensus was for Campus Industrial. Staff wiil make it to be a policy and renumber the rest, and delete the
action item.
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Drentlaw noted that the discussion of groundwater was for some reason removed from the background section
of Chapter 3. Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources (page 3-11}. However, he
reviewed the State Planming Goals and he said this really 1s the appropriate chapter in whth to address the
stormwater issues (groundwater and water quality). (Konkol said discussion of water quality is on page 3-21
and groundwater 1s on 3-22.)

Drentlaw said staff recommends re-inserting the background information about groundwater and water quality
and keeping the policies which were recommended from the NRC but putting them back 1n the original order to
he consistent with the State Goal (Open Spaces first, then Scenie and Historic, then Natural Resources).

Sinclair said it made logical sense to the NRC to move the water quality/quantity piece to that chapter since that
Goal 4 is about water, air, and land uses. However, she doesn’t know why it’s not that way m the Land Use
laws.

Konkol said staff had moved some policies in Chapter 3 into Action Ttems because it seemed more appropriate,
and they combined some policies. He said some of the more significant changes begin in “Vegetation” where it
talks about logging plans (page 3.9). He smd staff removed some of the logging requirements because they
seem rather specific for a Comprehensive Plan and they might be more appropriate as an actual ordinance to be
implemented once an actual tree preservahon plan is n place. For instance, discussion about the percentages of
tree canopy seems inappropriate at the Comprehensive Plan level.

When Powell asked why reference to the Tree Committee was taken out, Drentlaw said the City Commission
decided that those issues should go to the NRC.

Konkol reiterated that many of the policies were moved to action items (1.e., 1dentify management strategies,
work with power providers, etc.).

Powell said we had talked at the last meeting about who would do the action items, and he asked if we were
going to make some note about whether the committee would do this or whether it would fall to staff. His
concern is that it would be all put on staff or all on the NRC. Drentlawsuggested that it would be best to leave
1t open because if we get 100 specific, we run an even greater risk of tying someone down.

Powell said he would like to see the NRC identify what they are chartered to do, and Sinclair said 11 :s probably
not possible for the NRC to do everything so 1t will probably require partnering, although the NRC could
probably identify a number of opportunities for such and assist with the process.

Lajoie concurred with the idea of leaving it open, suggesting that we might establish the priority order of the
action items but not specify how they get done.

Chair Carter read from Goal 3.8; Vegetation (page 3-9), “The city shall protect trees and other vegetation
within the community.” She said we stiil have the issue about the UGB area and she asked if anything can be
done about it, such as include anything about the UGB area. Sullivan said within the UGB, it’s whoever can
contract to take the lead. He said he understands that these are future city designations but the County runs it
So, unless we change the contract with the County (the Urban Growth Management Agreement, or UGMA), 1t
will stay like that. He noted that at a recent meeting some folks expressed concern that there was no contrel
over forest practices in the county except in the Oregon Forest Practices Act because State law preempted it.

Lajoie asked what other jurisdictions do or if they are all fairly independent. Sullivan said it’s “all over the
map.” He said it is possible to change the UGMA but it would require having agreement between the (wo
governing bodies.
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(Goal 3.8 was left as is.)

Regarding stormwater as it relates to streams, Sinclair said she had distributed some correspondence between
herself and Paul Heimowitz from a ime when she was preparing testimony on the WalMart proposal,
specifically about how to protect Newell Creek from stommwater inundation. Shesaid the specific terminology
she was looking for was “effective impervious surface”, which simply means not sending any more stormwater
into pipes into the canyon. She said there is some information in the Heimowitz correspondence about how
watersheds begin to get degraded when there 15 a certamn percentage of impervious surface, and 1t starts to
degrade, she thinks, at 10% and once 1t gets to 25% it is really starting to look a little worse. She said Newell
Creek watershed is at 38% so we’ve got a serious issue with impervious surface. She also said Heimowitz says
that managing stormwater effectively does not preclude development, which would ndicate that we need to be
smarter about how we do 1t.

She also cited some information from Scott Bumns, who participated m a presentation on the subject the week
before, at which he said that about 60% of the yearround water in the creek is actually from ground water. She
said there is a Jot of spring water in the creek that keeps 1t flowing, so it 1s very important for us to continue
having water infiltrating to feed that groundwater system because is what keeps the creek running.

Sinclair said there was an article in the paper just last week that Metro had completed 1ts purchases of land in
the canyon, including a critical piece in the center for salmon habaitat.

She also noted that there has been $6 million of public funds invested in Newell Creek Canyon, so it is
worthwhile for everyone to de what we can to protect it.

Mengelberg said it appears to be included in the first sentence of #1 (“Increasing the percentage of pervious
surface in watersheds has been demonstrated to relate directly to declining health of watersheds. Watersheds
begin to show some loss m natural function when ympervious surfaces exceed 10% and begin to exhibit sersous
impacts above 25%.")

Sinclair said she was actually referring to #4, which says “The most proactive approach to reducing stormwater
inputs from a new or exisling development is to use design and landscaping techniques that resuit in very little
effect:ve impervious surface.” Therefore, she suggested that we add, “Allow no additional effective IMpErvious
surface in Newe!l Creek Watershed” to the new Policy 3.6.5. She noted that this would be referring to the
watershed (as opposed to the canyon), so it is the area around the canyon that feeds water into the canyon.

Chair Carter asked il the wording should be something opposite of “effective” because that words seems
contrary to what Sinclair 1s trying to accomplish, but Sinclair said she is simply using existing terminology that
is used to people who are managing stormwater as it relates to habitat.

Sullivan said that wording seems fairly radical. If she is saying there can be no increase in impervious surface
in ap area in the canyon that has been designated for commercial or residential or other things, that seems to
veto any real development.

Sinclair clarified that she was not saying no more impervious surface; rather, she was saying no more effective
impervious surface, meaning that we are not feeding stormwater into pipes going directly into the stream. The
idea is to divert the water so it can be held and percolated into the soil rather than flowing into the stream.

Lajoie thought we already had something along those lines, but Konkol said we do not. We require on-site
detention and metered (controlled) outflow. He said prior discussions have included the fact that a lot of that
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soils 1 Oregon City are hard clay and it is hard to infiltrate inD those soils, which was also identified in the
NEMO project. Thus, the proposcd janguage would require such as green roofs, infiltration into the soil {which
could invoive replacing some of the clay with good soil}, etc.

He said there are multiple options but such a requirement would call for green development on every site in the
Newell Creek Canyon Watershed, which s, quite simply, economically infeasible.

Chair Carter asked if the detention ponds could be dug deeper into the clay soil, butKenkol explained that the
detention ponds are for water quality and flows. He said the water is still released into the stream system of that
development, although it 15 at a lower rate, and the purpose of holding it is to drop the sediment and poliutants in
the pond not infiltrate 100% of the sitc water back into the site.

When Chair Carter asked if that is water that would flow into the stream anyway, whether there 15
development or not, Konkol said not necessarily. He said he couldn’t answer specifically without an
engineering study, but there 1s probably some natural retention on the site because of a certain amount of
saturation, even in clay. However, if you put in impervious surface, that 1s now being collected in a pond until 1t
is relcased into a stream.

Chair Carter asked if the problem is the toxins that flow into the creek, noting that if the toxins are filtrated
out, the water could still go into the creek. Sinclair said that is part of it, but a lot of what is happening with
Newell Creek in particular is that the sides of the stream are getting scoured so 1t is eroding the banks of the

strearn and stirring that silt into the water, which is what destroys salmon habitat.

She suggested that the NRC collect some appropriate Janguage for consideration in the next round and that they
address the specifics of where 1t 1s appropnate to do various kinds of stormwater management in the Stormwater
Management Plan because it will vary in different parts of the city, because of different types of so1l, a
percolation issue, and some places of potential landslides.

Lajoie said he doesn’t think we can say that in a general statement because of the soils, so he agrees 1t needs to
he more specific.

Back to the policy, Chair Carter suggested that we leave this as is and perhaps address 11 1n the “stormwater”
section, perhaps saying, “Reduce and preserve.. L7

Drentlaw suggested accepting the NRC’s olfer to craft some language, after which staff could meet with the
City Engineer to discuss 1t and bning it back to the next meeting. Agreed.

Konkol noted that we are talking about a Comprehensive Plan for the entire city but we are being very specific
t0 Newell Creek. Thus, he asked if we shouid address other areas as well (i.e., Abemethy Creek, the Willamette
River, etc.) Yes.

Mengelberg suggested taking out the reference to Newell Creek Canyon at the policy level, but in the action
item list the specific arcas that are particularly sensitive. Chair Carter agreed, and Konkolsaid they
understood the importance of Newell Creek Canyon and would find a way to address it specifically, perhaps n
an action item. Chair Carter said she thought it could stilt be referenced directly n the policy by saying
something like, “Control stormwater flow rates city-wide, such as Newell Creek Canyon, to reduce potential....”

Chair Carter said if we are going to incorporate the NEMO recommendations before we complete the
document, we don’t need Action Jtem 3.6.3. Powell said he thinks we should leave 1t as an action item because
it is still somewhat open. Chair Carter said okay.
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Chair Carter read the header, “The City of Oregon City Will:” (page 3-11) and she asked what the city will do.
Lajoie suggested simpty deleting that underlined phrase (the header) and moving directly nto the next
paragraph. Agreed.

Sullivan asked if this is a policy, a goal, or an action item. Lajoie said it 1s just in the background-—it’s not a
finding, and Drentlaw said 1t 1s an explanation of sustainable development and green buildings.

Sinclair recalled an earlier suggestion that every reference to “development” would be changed to “sustainable
development” and she asked 1if that is stili happening.

Also. she said she thinks the wording “Qustained development” at the top of the page preceding page 1-1 should
read “Sustainable development.” Staff will correct.

Powell also recalied that we had discussed what we wanted development 1o be and we 1dentified “sustainable
development” as meanng our intention for “development.” He recalled that we were going to go back and
identify what “sustainable development” meant.

Drentlaw said that is what this paragraph (on page 3-11) was getting at, and he said perhaps 1t would be more
appropriate to put that paragraph back into the mtroduction somewhere.

Powell asked how we make “development™ become “sustainable development’—just by our definition?

Sullivan said we need to say what we mean to enforce in either a goal or a policy. He said he 1s the clty’s
lawyer and he has to think about the “What if's” that someone might bring in and question. Then he has to
worry about the business community and other lawyers who witl say we can’t do this. Thus, he said he will give
this a good, strong review. In particular, he is concerned about putting in valuational terms that could be
interpreted in many different ways because his obligation is to make sure the city meets its housing obligations
and other statutory obligations that call for clear and objective standards.

Powell said he would hope that the current Code and Comp Plan do contribute to what we're asking for
(protection of the quality of water, air, etc.) Sullivan said the current Plan is very out of date (having last been
done in 1982), but he thinks the NRC has tried to talk with the PC about what they think the citizens want. His
job 1s to make sure we mect our other obligations at the same time.

Powell said he thinks we can work together to define what “sustainable development” means that 1s functional
and that will work for everybody, and part of the challenge is that we must look far ahead.

When Drentlaw said staff tried to describe this in the mtroduction, Powell asked if it 1s noted throughout the
rest of the document that “‘development” means “sustainable development.” He said 1t is defined, but we need to
say that specifically elsewhere in the text. Along with that, he agreed with Sullivan that we need to look
carefully at it so that we don’t end up wilh lawsuits because we don’t state 1t clearly enough that “development”
means “sustainable development.”

Drentlaw said part of the question is whether this is aspirational or if it is spectfic (a Code requirement).

Powell said he hoped 1t would come down to a Code requirement, and Drentlaw said it does in some ways butit
encompasses so many things, from impervious cover restrictions to fixing uses to reducing vehicle miles
traveled. Powell said he thinks we are doing a lot of that, so if he could give a charge to this commttee it would
be to work together with staff to come up with Code that fits within those requirements. Again, he noted that
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this is not a stand-along document that is never going to change because it will be changed often. So, he said,
let’s put the basic tnformation in here {what we believe and what we want to pursue) then start pursuing them.

Sha Spady, 7855 Alden Street, said the NRC was really concerned that we get an appropriate defimtion into
the Comprehensive Plan that made “sustainablc development” really mean something—that it could actually
empower the codes that come from this plan.

Sullivan said he fully understands that but he must be concerned about the person who has a permit vet comes
in asking what “no reversible changes” means. He asked if we would buy ourselves more challenges, more
LUBA, or lack of any development in the city if anybody 15 smart enough to say the right words. He asked them
to think about making sustainable development the “goal in the sky” but put in specific policies as to how to do
it and make them do-able so that the Code can carry them out. He said we need to get a code we can all Live
with.

Mengelberg asked if Sullivan had some suggested wording, and he said we should make standard development
the “desa darata” of the plan. However, he thinks we need to go a step lower than that and a step more specific
than that to say, What do you mean by “sustamnable development” in the context of Oregon City? He said he
had no problem if we want to say. “Do everything you can to make sure you don’t add more poliutants inio
streams” and then make a Code provision that explains how to get there. What he doesn’t like is the “pie in the
sky” because this is not just theory.

Sullivan said staff will work on some language, with the 1dea in mind to step down fromdesa darata to goal to
pohicy to Code provisions.

Mengelberg said she was concerned about the words “irreversibly impairing” (at the top of the page preceding
page 1-1) and she suggested that 1t might be changed to say, “to reduce or mitigate 1mpacts on the quality of air,
land, and water resources....”

Moving to Chapter 4. Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality, Drentlaw said the staff draft included most of
the NRC’s recommendations. The only policy they removed was Policy 4.2.3 (“Encourage businesses and
individuais to 1nstall onsite stormwater retention systems such as cisterns.”) Konkol said the reason was
because currently businesses have to deal with stormwater on site and it doesn’t seem necessary to refer to the
current method in the Comp Plan and in Code.

Konkol said staff added the phrase “when economically feasible” to Action Item 4.3.2, so it reads, “When
economically feasible, the City shall copvert street lighting....”

Moving to Chapter 5. Natural Hazards and Natural Disasters, Konkol said the proposal taiks about Goal 5.1,
which talks about the protection of the natural environment. "Then Goal 7 includes policies and measures “to
reduce risks to people and property from natural disasters.” He said when he reads this, he looks at protection of
the natural environment and “natural environment” could be read as property, but he doesn’t know if it needs to
be broken out. If it is broken out, he thinks it should at least be moved behnd human life and property.

Sinclair said she doesn’t think these reflect what the committee had intended and she would like an opportunity
for the committee to rework this rather than debating it at all this evening. She said the intent was that In
avoiding natural hazards, thought would also be given to how they exacerbate damage to the environment,
which doesn’t come through in this writing. Staff accepted her offer for the NRC to review and resubmut this
portion.
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Konkol said staff did not address any proposed changes to Chapter 6. Parks and Recreation since that was
going to go to that commuitee (PRAC).

Sinclair noted that they had hoped to meet with PRAC before this evening but that was not possible because
they already had a full agenda for this evening’s meeting, but they would get together sometime soon.

Konkol suggested that the Planning Comnussion could either wait until the NRC and PRAC can meet or we can
just use the PRAC language. Powell said he would like to use the current PRAC language for recommendation
to the City Commussion because changes could be made at the City Commussion hearing level should the NRC
and PRAC choose to do so after their meeting.

Sineclair said she understood that PRAC had taken quite a bit of language out of the Comp Plan and they were
using the Master Plan document as their way to capture more of the detai led information. She said she was stiil
somewhat confused about how much needs to be captured in the Comp Plan to then be more detailed in the
Master Plan. She said this could be discussed later, but 1t was her understanding that we need to address the
goals and policies in the Comp Plan, which then directs the Master Plan.

Powelt confirmed that understanding but said the Master Plan is usuaily identified as one of the action items n
the Comp Plan.

Konkol said staff would re-insert the originai language from the Nov. 31 draft (taking out the bold that was
inserted in this version).

Regarding Chapter 7. Economic Development, Drentlaw said the only thing staff included from the NRC’s
recommendations was the mtroductory paragraph. Other than that, it is the original language.

Regarding Chapter 8. Housing, Drentlaw said the same thing applies: Staff added the introductory paragraph
and left the Tanguage as is. Konkol noted that a Jot of what was removed referred to sustainable development.

The same applies to Chapter 9. Public FFacilities.

Mengelberg thought there was an addition to the NRC’s version of Policy 9.4.2 about “rainwater catchment
systems and other innovative methods” of stormwater retention, which made sense to her, but she didn’'t know if
that thought got captured or not under 9.4 in this newest drafl. Powell also liked that wording, so staff will add
that back into the policy.

Mengelberg then asked the NRC how important the phrase “into catchment systems” in their proposal of Action
Ttem 9.4.3 is, since it was not included in staff’s latest draft. Sinclair said, given the issue of the permeability
and/or nstability of soils, it would seem appropriate to add it. Agreed.

Spady noted that the issues about sustainable development are 1n the various paragraphs in Transportation and
Natural Resources, but she asked if it must be ina goal as well in order for the definition to be enforceable.
Sullivan said as he understands 1t, goals and policies arc bindimng, so if it 1s stated in one or the other, he would
be satisfied.

Spady said she would fecl better :f 1t were also put into the goal, and Lajoie recalled prior discussion that this
would be stated in the overall goal.
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Siaff will review this, but Drentlaw said that staff’s intent was to explain what sustainability is and then add n
the goals in those sections where we're focusing on that rather than putting it 1n every goat in the Plan. Lajoie
concurred with that, but felt it should be n the goal headings wherc it is appropriate.

Konkol said he thought everyone was saying the same thing. For example, staff removed it from Goal 10.1 for
Transportation because 1t was not appropriate there. Drentlaw added that many of the goals are sustanable
development anyway.

Sullivan said the difficulty he has in putting it in the Housing goal, for example, is that it gives a club to anyone
who wants to stop needed housing because they could say that “in these particular circumstances’ it 1§
inconsistent. That’s why the legislature said Plan policies don’t matter when it comes to needed housing. You
have 10 have it in the Code and it is to be clear and objective. He said there are also two other areas, Land
Division and Site Plan and Design Review, whereby statute says Plan policies drop out unless spectfically
placed in the Code.

Drentlaw noted that Goal 10.7 (page 10-5 of the new draft), which is language we’ve had for quite awhile, talks
about sustainable approaches in transportation and 1t lists a number of polictes that support it.

Retuming to Storm Drainage (page 9-11, paragraph 1), Mengeiberg said she had speken with Kraushaar about
the NRC’s proposal for the wording, “Howcver, a single site or onsite detention may be preferable” (also on
page 9-11 of the NRC document). She said Kraushaar wanted to strike the rest of that sentence and say
instead, “because of local dramage characteristics” because she felt it was important to mention the single site or
on-site detention. Konkol said the proposed new sentence would read, “However, single site or on-ite
detention may be preferable because of local drainage characteristics.” Agreed.

Regarding Chapter 10. Transportation, staff said they made no changes except the deletion of the references to

Orzen noted a correction on page 10-10, last paragraph, about the “floating commercial dock at the end of 8"
Street near downtown” because that probably won’t happen at that location. Staff wiltfix this.

Regarding Chapter 11. Energy Conservation, Drentlaw said staff included all of the NRC’s suggestions.

L.ajoie noted that the NRC’s proposed Policy 11.2.14 was eliminated (not in the newest draft), but he said he
liked most of the wording in it. It said, “Encourage location of firms that promote, develop, and apply green
technologies such as renewabie energy, recycling systems, and other eco-riendly products and services.” He
edited it slightly to say, “Encourage and promote development and apply green technologses....”

Mengelberg had also looked at rewording that and suggested “Encourage firms to develop and apply green
technologies such as...”, but she said Lajoie’s wording was probably broader. Lajoie said it doesn’t reaily need
to talk about firms—it can be a more general statement as a policy—that “the city encourages....”

Mengelberg suggested, “Encourage and promote the development and application of green techrologies.” Staff
will add this as a new Polhicy 11.2.14.

Mengelberg said she was expecting to see references to hooded street lights as a result of recommendations
from Dark Skies (to capture the light and force 1t downward), but there aren’t any. Konkolsaid Goal 4.3 (page
4.2 of the new document) talks about hight, although it doesn’t specifically say “hooded lights.” Mengelberg
said 1t is kind of covered in the “reduce glare from reaching the sky” phrase in Policy 4.3.1, but she thought that
was a major point of discussion.
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Chair Carter read from Policy 4.3.2, “Encourage existing development to retrofit when feasible.” Spady said
the NRC recommended adding “non-glare hght fixtures” in Policy 11.2.6 under Energy and also in
Transportation, and they are happy with those additions.

Regarding Chapter 12. Urbanization, Drentlaw sa:d staff added the introductory paragraph. However, they
would recommend that the new “Goal 12.0. Orderly Development—Provide for orderly redevelopment of
existing downlown commercial area and neighborhood areas to meet Metro 2040 goals” be removed because it
is a pretty tough standard to meet and he doesn’t know how we would go about enforcing 1t.

Konkol noted staff doesn’t have a problem with the “orderly redevelopment” but he 1sn’t sure we want to say,
“hefore we annex another piece of property into the city” (translated by Konkol from the NRC’s proposed
verbiage in their document).

Drentlaw asked if the NRC was proposing a complete redeveiopment of downtown, and Spady clarified that
the proposed language actually said, *...before annexation and conversion of tand around the city is developed.”

She said they tried to encourage redevelopment of already-existing land within the city for things that could be
done rather than continuing to expand and expand out nto the rural areas.

Sullivan noted that the language says “Provide for...”, which he believes means that before annexation can
occur, redevelopment must occur inside the city, and unless we have a very aggressive Urban Renewal Agency,
there will never be another annexation.

Chair Carter szid this goes back to the issue of property owner rights and we can’t stop someone from
annexing into the ity just because downtown isn’t redeveloped yet, which will only occur when the property
owners of the downtown properties are ready to redevelop.

Sullivan suggested that the wording could say, “Consider redevelopment opportunities as an alternative to
annexation”, which would raise a fevel of consciousness about the 1ssue. Agreed.

Lajoie understood Spady’s concern that we sprawl where appropriate, and he said he thinks we are
accomplishing that to some degree at a regional Jevel.

Staff will review this language.

Kiefer noted that Kraushaar had given him a copy of Metro’s policies regarding the natural environment and
water quality and asked that the NRC study them. He said realistically that would probably need to be done
between the PC’s recommendation and the City Commission heanings, but he wanted to mention that as an
“[‘.y.i_”

Drentlaw said staff left in the first sentence of Goal 12. 1 but following the wording “conserving a variety of
crvic natural values” they deleted “and without irreversible impairment of the qualtty of air, land, and water in
their natural systems.” Again, he said he doesn™t know if we could meet that bar. He also sad staff made no
other changes to that chapter.

Mengelberg asked if we want to include “open areas” in the litany of Policy 12.2.4, and Konkol said staff left it
n.

Regarding Chapter 13. Willamette River Greenway, Drentiaw said staff included all of the NRC’s
recormnmendations m this chapter.
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Mengelberg read their proposed Action ltem 13.1.3, which says, “Discourage activities such as gravel
extraction (except where necessary to site or protect facilities), removal of bankside vegetation, stream course
diversion, filling and pollution.” She said she didn’t understand “except where necessary....”

Orzen said the entranceway to Clackamette Cove has a lot of gravel that keeps building up so that it becomes
inaccessible for boat traffic and it will eventually need to be dredged because it will affect the cove itself.

Kiefer said this was mostly Jerry Hermann’s wording, so he probably had that in mind as he wrote it.

Konkol said staff changed the word “Establish™ to “Investigate” in Action kem 13.2.6 (“Investigate a
‘Greenway Monitoring Program’....” Kenkol said he is not even sure what this action means, so we should
probably investigate it before we establish it.

Sullivan suggested “Consider establishment. . L

Kiefer said he thinks Hermann included this because the Willamette River Greenway is actually one of the
State goals (Goal 15), and Spady noted the specific reference to it in the introductory paragraph of this chapter

(page 13-1).

Mengelberg asked 1if there is a similar program clsewhere or if this is a brand new effort. Kiefer didn’t know
for sure, but thought that Hermann probably just invented that term.

Chair Carter said “establish” isn’t the right word because it seems that what we want to do is “Investigate
utilizing greenway monitoring program to ensure. .. S

Spady said she would find out what Hermann is referring to, and staff will work on this wording.

Having reached the end of the document, Lajoie complimented staff for their work in consolidating the NRC’s
suggestions into yet another compilation of the proposed amendments for an easier review, especially
considering the short ime they had to do it in.

Chair Carter echoed his comments of commendation for a job well done. Then she asked if we were ready to
make a recommendation, and Drentiaw said he thought the only outstanding issue was to work out the language
regarding the storm drainage 1ssue, after which we could present this to the City Commussion.

Powell said this has been a two-year-plus process with many people involved, and that it was drsven by the
people for the people. He said itis the best thing he has seen occur in this city in a long time, and he, too,
thanked staff for all their work. He said he believes we have made an effective document thatwill be of benefit
to the entire community.

That said, Powell moved to recommend to the City Commussion the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan text as
revised up to and mcluding the comments made this evening. Mengelberg seconded the motion, and it passed
unanimously.

Konkol noted that the City Commission is scheduled to meet on Feb. 18t at the Pioneer Community Center for
a public hearing on this subject. He said public comment is still bemng accepted and will be forwarded to the

City Commission until they close the public hearing.

He also noted the joint work session scheduled for Feb. 11% at 5:30.
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Chair Carter asked 1f the Planning Commission should make some kind of presentation at the meeting on the
184 as we tum this over to the City Commussion, and Powell suggested we discuss that at the meeting on Feb.
11,

Chair Carter acknowledged again the hard work by staff on this very involved, very challenging, and very
lengthy project, and extended a hearty thanks once agam.

Powell asked, if this is approved by the City Commission, will it be posted on the city web site? Drentlawsaid
yes.

5. ADJOURN PUBLIC MEETING
With no further business at hand this evening, the meeting was adjourned at 10:00 p.m.

| inda Carter, Planning Commission Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Chairperson
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FILE NO.: ZC 03-02: Zone Change
APPLICATION TYPE: Quasi-Judicial/Type IV

HEARING DATE: February 23, 2004 (Planning Commission)
7:00 p.m., City Hall
320 Warner Milue Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

APPLICANT: Mark Travers
2315 E. Pike Street
Seattle, WA 98122

OWNER: Nancy Travers
208 5. Meridian Street
Newberg, OR 97132
REQUEST: Zone Change from “FU-10" to “C-I” Campus Industrial.
LOCATION: The property is located at 19262 5. Beavercreek Road and identified as

Clackamas County Map 3-2E-09A, Tax Lot 700 (Exhibit 1).

REVIEWER: Sean Cook, Associate Planner
Bob Cullison, Engineering Manager
Dan Drentlaw, Community Development Director

RECOMMENDATION: Approval

PROCESS:  Type 1V decisions include only quasi-judicial plan amendments and zone changes. These applications
mvelve the greatest amount of discretion and evaluation of subjective approval standards and must be heard by the city
commission for final action. The process for these land use decisions is controelled by ORS 197.763. At (he evidentiary hearing
held before the planning commission, all issues are addressed. 1f the planning commission denies the application, any party with
standing (i.¢., anyone who appeared yefore the planning commission either :n person or in writing) may appeal the planning
commission denial to the city commission. If the planning commission denies the application and no appeal has been received
within ten days of the issuance of the final decision then the action of the planning commission becomes the final decision of the
city. If the planning commission votes 10 approve the application, that decision is forwarded as a recommendation to the city
commission for final consideration. In either case, any review by the city commission is on the record and only issues raised
before the planning commission may be raiscd before the city commission. The city commission decision i the city's final
decision and is appealable 1o the land usc board of appeals (LUBA) within twenty-onc days of when it becomes final.




I PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND:

The purpose of this application is 10 establish which type of Industrial zone to apply to the subject
property. The process for this establishment is the zone change process. The subject property currently
has a Comprehensive Plan designation of Industrial. There are three types of City Indusirial zomng
designations, which are derived from the Industrial designation on the Comprehensive Plan. These types
are M-1- Light Industrial, M-2- Heavy Industrial, and C-1 Campus Industnal. The apphicant and owner
have selected Campus Industrial as the requested zone for the subject property. Several of the adjacent
and nearby properties are similarly zoned Campus Industrial. Currently, the subject property Is retamnmg
its Clackamas County zone FU-10 (Future Urban}, which is basically a holding zone in the City untl the
property owner applied for the zone change (o establish the exact type of industrial zonmg to be appiied to
the property.

The subject property is a 4.18-acr¢ parce) identified as Ciackamas County Tax Assessor Map 3-2E-09A,
Tax Lot 700 (Extubit 1). The subject property was annexed into the City limits following the approval by
Oregon City voters on November 5. 2002. Prior to annexation, the subject property was also 1dentified on
Clackamas County’s Comprehensive Plan as Industnal.

At the time of this report, the property owner and applicant have not proposed any development for the
subject property. Site Plan and Design Review approval would be required prior to any development on
the subject property.

i1 BASIC FACTS:

1. Zoning/Permitted Use: The subject property is currently zoned “FU-10" (Future Urban) and is
designated as "’ Indusirial on the City’s Comprehensive Plan Map. The applicant has apphed for
a zone change to “C-I” Campus Industrial for the subject property.

_I‘J

Surrounding Uses/Zoning:

North: Directly rorth of the subject site is property zoned Campus Industrial.

South: Directly south of the subject site 15 land that is outside the Oregon City City Limits.
Further to the south along Beavercreek road is other properties zoned Campus
Industrial.

West: West of the subject site across Beavercreek Road is property zoned Campus
Industrial.

East: East of the subject site is land that 1s outside the Oregon City City Limits.

3. Comments: Notice of this proposal was sent to property OWners within three hundred feet of the
subject property, various City departments, and other relevant agencies. Additionally, the
proposal was noticed in the Clackamas Review and a posting sign was placed on the subject
property giving details about the proposal. Comments were received from the Engmeering
Division and the Building Department. Both mdicate that the proposal does not conflict with their
interests (Exhibit 3a). David Evans and Associates performed a Traffic Analysis for the site
(Exhibit 3b). Comments were also received from the Oregon City Police Department (Exhibit
3c). Relevant comments received were incorporated into the analysis and findings sections below.

As of February 12, no public comment was received from interested parties, nearby property
owrers, or the CIC (Citizen Involvement Committee).

111 DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA:

ZC 03-02 Staff Report
2/12/2004 2



Chapter 17.68, “Changes and Amendments”

17.68.010 Initiation of the amendment.
A text amendment to this title or the comprehensive plan, or an amendment lo the zoning map or
the comprehensive plan map, may be initiated by: '
A A resolution request by the commission;
B. 4n official proposal by the planning commission;
C. An application to the planning division presented on forms and accompanied by
information prescribed by the planning commission.
All requests for amendment or change in this title shall be referred to the planning commission.

Finding: Initiated. The applicant submitted a complete application to the Planning Division, thereby
intiating the amendment in accordance with 17.68.010.C.

17.68.020 Criteria.
The criteria for a zone change are set forth as Jollows:
A. The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan.

Finding: Complies. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan policies and goals are addressed 1n
Section B on page 6 of this staff report.

B. That public facilities and services (water, sewer, storm drainage, transportation, schools,
police and fire protection) are presently capable of supporting the uses allowed by the zone,
ar can be made available prior to issuing a certificate of vccupancy. Service shull be
sufficient to support the range of uses and development allowed by the zone.

Water

Finding: Complies. There is an existing new 20” water main in Beavercreek Road. Future water
service to the subject site wili be provided via this existing water line that will have to be extended into
the subject site. Based on the information and comments from the City’s Engineering and Public Works

Departments during the pre-appiication conference, there is sufficient capacity in the existing system to
provide water service to the site at the densities allowed under the C-] zone.

Sewer

Finding: Complies. There is an existing 127 sanitary sewer main located in Beavercreek Road
north of the property that will provide service to the site through an cxtension across the property’s
frontage. Based on the information and comments from the City’s Engineering and Public Works
Departments during the pre-application conference, there is sufficient capacity in the existing system 1o
provide sanitary service to the site after extension to the end of the property frontage at the densities
allowed under the C-1 zone.

Storm Drainage

Finding: Complies. There is an existing 12" stormwater main located in Beavercreek Road that
will provide service to the site. Any future development must construct a stormwater detention/waler
quality facility on the subject site that will detain and treat on-site storm water and release the treated
water into the existing stormwater system in Beavercreek Road.

Transportation

Finding: Complies. An assessment for the need of a traffic analysis was conducted by David
Evans and Associates, the City’s Traffic Engineering consultant. According to comments provided by
Pavid Evans and Associates (Exhibit 3b), the subject property was included in the adopted Oregon City

ZC 03-02 Staff Report :
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Transportation System Plan (April 2001). the City’s urban growth boundary and was designated for
industrial use. It appears, therefore, that the traffic analysis that was a part of the Transportation System
Plan assumed mdustrial development for this entire area. A specific traffic analysis for rezoning of the
parcel would appear to be redundant and unnecessary. Waiving the requirement for an analysis for the
impact of the rezoning appears t0 be appropriate in this circumstance. Additionally, the City finds that any
issues on the actual site development will be addressed at the time of Site Han and Design Review, when
actual development is proposed.

Schools

Finding: Complies. A transmittal requesting comments was sent 1o the Oregon City School
District concerning this application. No comments were received. Campus Industrial does not include
residential as a permitted use. Therefore, the change of this property to Campus Industrial shall not be
adding housing stock, which adds to the number of students in the school district. Campus Industrial
development may create new jobs for Oregon City, which coutd potential bring new families to the City.
However, this proposed change is expected to have minimal to no impact upon the school district.

Police and Fire
Finding: Complies. Transmittals were sent to the Fire Department concerning this application. No

comments were recerved.

The Oregon City Police Department indicated that the proposal does not conflict with their nterests
(Exhibit 3¢).

C The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistenl with the existing or planned
function, capacity and level of service of the transportation system serving the proposed
zoning district.

Finding: Complies. This criterion was addressed above (Transportation).

D. Statewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does not contain
specific policies or provisions which control the amendment.

Finding: Complies. The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan was acknowledged by the Land
Conservation and Development Commission on April 16, 1982. The Comprehensive Plan implements
the statewide planning goals on a local level. The acknowledged Comprehensive Plan includes specific
goas and pelicies that apply to the proposed zone change. Therefore, 1t 1s not necessary to address the
statewide planning goals in response to this criterion. The Comprehensive Plan goals and policies are
addressed i Section B on page 6 of this staff report.

17.68.025 Zoning changes for land annexed into the city.
4. Norwithstanding any other section of this chapler, when property is annexed into the city
from the city/county dual interest area. ..

Finding: The subject site is already within the city limits. This criterion 1s not applicable.

17.68.030 Public hearing,
A public hearing shall be held pursuant to standards set forth in Chapter 17.50.
A. Quasi-judicial reviews shall be subject to the requirements in Sections 17.50.210 through
17.50.250. (Note: the section numbers cited in the Code are incorrect and should be Sections
17.50.120 through .160.)

7Z.C (03-02 Staff Report
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Finding: ' Complies. According to Section 17.50.030 of the City Code, zone changes are reviewed
through a Type IV process. Therefore, the requirements of Sections 17.50.120 through .160 apply.

The application was deemed complete on December 19, 2003. The Planning Division scheduled the first
evidentiary hearing, before the Oregon City Planning Commission, for February 23, 2004. The second
hearing, should the Planning Commussion recommend approval, 1s scheduled for March 17, 2004 before
the Oregon City City Commission. Notice of the hearings was sent to properties within 300 feet and the
hearing was noticed in the Clackamas Review on January 21, 2004. Additionally, the property was posted
with a Land Use Action sign (with details) more than 21 days prior to the hearing, in accordance with
Section 17.50.090(B).

This staff report has been prepared in accordance with 17.50.120.C.

The hearings shall be conducted m accordance with the requirements of Section 17.50.120, and the
review and decision in accordance with Sections 17.50.130 through .160.

17.68.040 Approval by the commission
If the planning commission approves such request or application for an amendment, or change. 1t
shall forward its findings and recommendation to the city commission for action thereon by that
body.

Finding: Complies. If the Planning Commission approves the applicant’s request, the City
Commission shall review its findings and recommendations at a public hearing. The City Commission
public hearing has been scheduled for March 17, 2004,

17.68.050 Conditions.
In granting a change in zoning classification to any property, the commission may atiach such
conditions and requirements to the zone change as the commission deems necessary in the public
interest, in the nature of, but not limited to those listed in Section 17.56.010:
A Such conditions and restrictions shall theveafter apply to the zone change
B Where such conditions are attached, no zone change shall become effective until the
wrilten acceptance of the terms of the zone change ordinance as per Section 17.50-.330.

Finding: Staff has not recommend any Conditions of Approval at this time. Conditions of
Approval would be attached to any proposed development of this site should it be found necessary during
the Site Plan and Design Review process. This section is currently not applicable.

17.68.060 Filing of an application
Applications for amendment or change in this title shall be filed with the plaming division on
forms available at City Hall. At the time of filing an application, the applicant shall pay the sum
listed in the fee schedule in Chapter 17.50.

Finding: Complies. The applicant has submitted the appropriate application forms and fees.

ZC 03-02 Staff Report
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B. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
The applicable goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan are addressed i this section.

(B) Citizen Participation
Goal- Provide an active and systematic process Jor citizen and public agency involvement in the
land-use decision-making for Oregon City.

Finding: Comptlies. The City’s process includes public notice, public hearings, and notifying
surrounding neighbors, the neighborhood association, and the CIC. Public notice was mailed to property
owners with 300 feet of the subject property, advertised 1 the Clackamas Review on January 21, 2004,
and the subject property was posted on December 30, 2003. The subject property 1s not currently located
inside a Neighborhood Association. Therefore, on December 19, 2003 transmittals were sent to the
Citizen Involvement Committee (CIC) as the next appropriatecitizen body.

Policy #1
Encourage and promote a city-wide citizen pariicipation program that helps neighborhoods to
organize so that they may develop and respond to land-use planning proposais.

Finding: Complies. As noted above, the CIC was notified. This staff report and the file contaming

project information were available for public review and posted on the City’s website seven days prior to
the first evidentiary hearing.

(D)  Commerce and Industry
Goal: Maintain a healthy and diversified economic community for the supply of goods, services
and employment opportunity.

Finding: Complies. The applicant’s proposed change to Campus Industrial will allow the subject
property to be developed for “Campus” industrial uses. The uses identified for Campus Industrial can
provide a variety of goods and services as well as providing employment opportunities to the area. An
inventory study entitied Commerce and Industry Resource Document, dated October 2002, was conducted
by Ed Murphy and Associates for the Commerce and Industry section of the pew proposed
Comprehensive Plan. The results of this study indicate that Oregon City can roughly accommodate 75%
of the employment target for the City assuming a variety of factors. One of the main factors 1s the
assumption that ali properties mside the UGB that are currenily zoned FU-10 will be rezoned Campus
Industrial. ‘This applicatior supports this assumption and assisis in attainment of the City’s efforts to
provide employment areas in Oregon City.

Policy #5 .
Promote expansion of industrial development within the community’s ability to provide adequate
facilities and services.

Finding: Complies. This proposal clearly promotes the expansion of industrial development In
Oregon City. The subject property is also located in an area, which has existing Campus Industrial
properties present. Additionally, this proposal is supported by the fact that Metro 1s currently working on
Urban Growth Boundary Expansions in-Oregon City for the purpose of allowing additional land to be
added to the City for industrial and job generating purposes.

(F) Natural Resources, Natural Hazards
Goal-  Preserve and manage our scarce natural resources while building a livable urban
environment.

7 C 03-02 Staff Report
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Finding: Complies. No natura resources designations have been found on the site. The subject
site is not located in a water resource overlay district or an unstable slope district.

(G) Growth and Urbanization
Goal- Preserve and enhance the natural and developed character of Oregon City and its urban
growth areq.

Finding: Complies. The Comprehensive Plan Map shows the subject property as industrial. The
zone change is simply the process to choose which type of industrial designation will be applied to the
subject property. This goal discusses enhancing the developed character of the city. Future industral
development in an area designated for industrial use and growth meets this standard.

Policy #1
Provide land use opportunities within the City and the Urban Growth Boundary to accommodaie
the project population increase.. ..

Finding: Complies. As previously described in the Commerce and Industry section, Industrial
development provides employment opportunities for Oregon City as the populaiton increases.

(D Community Facilities
Goal- Serve the health, safety, education, welfare and recreational needs of all Oregon Cily
residents through the planning and provision of adequate community facilities.

Finding: Complies. Community factlities include sewer, water, storm water drainage, solid waste
disposal, electricity, gas, telephone, health services, education, and governmental services. Urban services
are available or can be extended and made available to the site.

The city will encourage development on vacant buildable land within the City where urban
facilities and services are available or can be provided.

Finding: Complies. The subject site has the necessary urban services available to development on
the mostly vacant 4.1 acres of land. Currently two houses and an accessory building are present along the
front of the subject property near Beavercreek Road. Prior to actual development of the subject property
and after Site Plan and Design Review approval, these structurcs will be removed for industrial
development.

Policy #7
Maximum efficiency for existing urban facilities and services will be reinforced by encouraging
development at maximum levels permitted in the Comprehensive Plan and through infill of vacant
City land.

Finding: Complies. The existing urban facilitics and services can be provided to the site. The
development of this property as industrial will promote the maximum efficiency for urban services, which
are reportedly available.

(L) Transportation
Goal: Improve the systems for movement of people and products in accordance with land use
planning, energy conservation, neighborhood groups and appropriate public and private
agencies.

ZC (3-02 Staff Report
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Finding: Complies. As previousty discussed, an assessment for the need of a traffic analysis was
conducted by David Evans and Associates, the (City’s Traffic Engineering consultant. According to
comments provided by David Evans and Associates (Exhibit 3b), the subject property was included in the
adopted Oregon City Transportation System Plan (April 2001), in the City’s urban growth boundary and
was designated for industrial use. It appears, therefore, that the traffic analysts that was a part of the
Transportation System Plan assumed industrial development for this entire area. Any issues on the actual
site development will be addressed at the time of Site Plan and Design Review, when actual development
is proposed.

(M)  Neighborhood Plan Maps
Goal: Maintain and review the Comprehensive Plan Map as the official long-range planning
guide for land developiment of the City by type, density and location,

Finding: Complies. As the official long range-planning guide, the subject property has an
Industrial Comprehensive Plan designation. The applicant’s request for Campus Industrial 1s consistent
and appropriate based on 1ts Industrial designation.

RECOMMENDED CONCLUSION AND DECISION
Stafl recommends that the Planning Commission forward the proposed Zone Change, Planning File 7C
03-02, to the City Commission with a recommendation of approval.

EXHIBITS

1. Viciuty map
Applicant’s narrative
3. Comments:
a. Oregon City Engineering and Building Division
b. David Evans and Associates
c. Oregon City Police Department
4. Oregon City Zoning Map
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CITY OF OREGON CITY

Community Development Department, 320 Warner Milne Road,
P 0. Box 3040, Oregon City, OR 97045, (503) 657-0891 Fax. (503) 6577892
www (i Dregon-cily OF us

LAND USE APPLICATION FORM

REQUEST:
Type ll Type I Tvpe il 11V
O partition O Conditional Use O Annexation
U Site Plan/Design Review O variance (O Plan Amendment
3 Subdivision [ Planned Development \R Zone Change
(3 Extension [ Modification

O Modification
OvERLAY zONES: [ Water Resources [ Cnstable Slepes/Hhllside Constraint

Please print or type the following mformation te summarize your application request:

HL D502

o

APPLICATION #4, . (Please use this ile # when contacting the Planning Division)

APPLICANT'S NAME INARK, TRAVERS ARLH [TECT

PROPERTY OWNER (if different): NHNCV TRAVEAS o
PHYSIC AL ADDRESS OF PROPERTY. [Q16 4 Q. BEAVECLREE) £l
DESCRIPTION. TOWNSHIP. _ RANGE: _ SECTION: _ TAXLOW(Sy .
PRESENT USE OF PROPERTY: SINGLE FAmILY RESIOENCES [ﬂ) o

PROPOSED LAND USE OR ACTIVITY:
 Ke oG 1o CL - CAMPLS INOUSTA AL

DISTANCE AND DIRECTHON TO INTERSECTION:

T _ . ‘
CLOSEST iN_IER‘SLchoJ\V MAFPLE (ANE ?Mﬂ%k . VICINITY
PRESENT ZONING: £/ -10 .
TOTAL AREA OF PROPERTY: 4, 1§ ACRES o )
' L ; MapPLE LAME
o B ..o .
Land Divisions R T
- , \
PROIFCT NAME. "

NUMBER OF LOTS PROPOSLED:
MINIMUM LOT SIZE PROPOSED:
MINIMUM LOT DEPTH PROPOSED:

MORTGAGEE, LIENHOLDER, VENDOR, OR SELLER: ORS
CHAPTER 227 REQUIRES THAT IF YOU RECEIVE THIS
NOTICE, [T MUST BE PROMPTLY FORWARDED TO
PURCHASER




Application Narrative for Zone Change

Introduction

This introduction provides a brief description of the proposal to serve as the public notice
for surrounding parties and other interested parties in compliance with item #S on the
Application Submittal Check List.

The 4 18 acre site has FU-10 zoning under the County System. It was annexed into the
City of Oregon City in 2003, It is imperative that we have a City of Oregon City zone
applied to the property. We have met with Dan Drentlaw to discuss the re-zoning
options for this property and understand them fully. We wish to stay within the
suggested zone according to the comprehensive plan, which is CI (Campus Industrial).
Dan Drentlaw has waived our Pre-Application meeting requirement, due to the fact that
we met and understand the situation fully.

17.68 020 Criteria: The criteria for a zone change are set forth as follows:

A. The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the
comprehensive plan.

Response: See Below.

Comprehensive Plan Goals:

Citizen participatiop

Goal Provide and active and systematic process for citizen and public agency
involvement in the land-use decision-making for Oregon City.

Response’ Not Applicable

Housing

Not Applicable

Commerce and Indusiry

Goal' Maintain a healthy and diversified economic community for the supply of goods,
services, and employment opportunity ’

As funds and opportunities become available, transportation access to industrial and
commercial areas shall be improved to facilitate flow of goods and increase potential
customers. Particular attention will focus on relieving congestion on McLoughlin Blvd
and Cascade Highway/Molalla Ave.




Response: Not applicable

Use of mass transit will be encouraged between residential and employment areas
through coordination with Tri-Met and local employers.

Response: The location of this site is near the bus line at Clackamas Community Coliege,
making it convenient for employees and clients to use Tri-Met.

Industrial and commercial operations will meet local, regional, State and Federal water
and air quality standards, as required by law.

Response’ The commercial operations allowed in Campus Industrial should aliow for
compliance with all requirements

Encourage new non-poliuting industrial uses (such as those on the State’s Target
Industries List), particularly along Fir Street

Response. Not applicable

Promote expansion of industrial development within the community’s ability to provide
adequate facilities and services.

Response Changing the zone to ClI- Campus Industrial will clearly promote expansion of
industrial development, consistent with the community’s goals,

Development of industrial areas will include planning for increased truck traffic,
landscaping, and buffers to separate industry from other land uses.

Response Not applicable.

Permit industrial development in the flood plain and on landfills only when the structures
are above the one-hundred year flocd leve] or.adequately protected, and when specific
engineering studies determine structural adequacy on landfills.

Response. Not applicable
Encourage continued retail growth by
Response’ Retail uses are allowed in the Campus Industrial Zone

The City will continue to encourage the retention of Clackamas County as a major |
emplover inside the City.

Response: Campus Industrial Permitted Uses will allow many opportunities for the
County to take up space on this parcel in the future.




Continue an on-going review of City regulations and procedures affecting business
operation, development, and expansion in order to reduce staff review time and financial
constraints.

Response: Not applicable
Community Facilities

Goal: Serve the health, safety, education, welfare, and recreational needs of all Oregon
City residents through the planning and provision of adequate community facilities.

Response’ Rezoning the property is consistent with the overall policies contained in this
goal, because the development will be consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan for

the area.

Transportation

Goal: Improve the systems movement of people and products in accordance with land use
planning, energy conservation, neighborhood groups and appropriate public and private
agencies

Response Rezoning to Campus Industrial will allow the uses consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan for this parcel and it’s future growth and development. Any
development of the land will be consistent with the permitted uses.

Citizen Involvement

Goal Provide an active and systematic process for citizen and public agency involvement
in the Yand-use decision-making for Oregon City. ‘

Response: Public notices and public voting has taken place on the annexation of this
parcel Any future public involvement required will be followed if development 1s

proposed.

Community Facilities

Goal Serve the health, safety, education, welfare and recreational needs of all Oregon
City residents through the planning and provision of adequate community facilities.

]. The City of Oregon City will provide the following urban facilities and services
as funding is available from pubiic and private sources:

a. street and other roads and paths.
Minor sanitary and storm water facilities
¢ police protection



d fire protection

e. parks and recreation

f distribution of water

g planning, zoning, and subdivision regulation

Response: Noted as outlined.

7 Public facilities and services provided and maintained by the city shall be
consistent with the goals, policies and implementing measures of the
Comprehensive Plan

Response: Noted and agreed

3. Urban public facilities and services shall be confined to the incorporated limits.

Response noted as outlined.

4 The City of Oregon City will encourage the planning and management efforts of
the following agencies that provide additional public facilities and services:

major sanitary and storm water facilities and treatment
water supply and treatment
public schools
public health services
justice services
. solid waste disposal
energy and communications services
transit services

OB g T

Response: noted as outlined.

5. The city will encourage development on vacant buildable land within the city
where urban facilities and services are available or can be provided.

Response: noted as outlined,

6. The extension or improvement of any major urban facility and service to an area
will be designed to complement the provision of other urban facilities and
services at uniform levels.

Response: not applicable

7 Maximum efficiency for existing urban facilities and services wili be reinforced
by encouraging development at maximum levels permitted in the Comprehensive
Pian and through infill of vacant City fand.



Response The rezoning of this parcel to Campus Industrial is in accordance with the
Comprehensive Plan designation

8 A coordinated Capital Improvements Plan will be developed and maimtained,
which provides a framework, schedule and cost estimate for the provision of
urban facilities and services within the City of Oregon City and its Urban Growth
Boundary.

Response. Noted as outlined.

Santtary Sewers

1 The Sewerage Facilities Plan wil] be implemented under the management of the
Tri-city Service District to ensure adequate sanitary sewers and treatment services
for Oregon City.

Response’ Noted as outlined

2 The City will coordinate with the Tri-City Service District to ensure adequate
sitting and maintenance of major trunk sewer lines and treatment facilities.

Response: Noted as outlined

3. The City shall maintain responsibility for siting and maintenance of minor sewer
lines within City himits.

Response: Noted as outlined.
4. Urban development within the Cily’s incorperated boundaries wili be connected

to the Tri-City sewer system with the exception of buildings that bave existing
sub-surface sewer treatment, if service is not available.

Response. Noted as outlined.

5 The Tri-City Service District will be encouraged to improve service in those areas
impacted by an overloaded sewer system

Response Noted as outlined.
6. The Tri-City Service District will be encouraged to give priority to new areas
slated for development at urban densities consistent with the City’s

Comprehensive Plan.

Response: Noted as outlined.




7 The Tri-City Service District will be encouraged to extend service into the urban
growth area concurrent with annexation approval by Oregon City.

Response Noted as outlined.

§  Oregon City will cooperate with the Tri-City Service District to plan, operate, and
regulate wastewater systems that are consistent with MSD’s Waste Treatment
Management component.

Response’ Noted as outlined.
Water

1 Through management of the South Fork Water Board, The City will help ensure
~ that an adequate waier supply system 1s maintained.

Response Noted as outlimed.

2. The City will coordinate with Clackamas County and Clairmont Water District to
provide an efficient and orderly water system in the urban growth area

Response’ Noted as outlined.

Storm Water Drainage

1 The city will coordinate with the Tri-City Service District to ensure adequate
storm water drainage facilities within the City Limits.

Response: Noted as outlined.

2 City development standards will continue natural storm water run-off where
environmentally feasible

Response. Noted as outlined

3 The City will coordinate with Clackamas County to ensure that adequate storm
water drainage procedures are followed for new devejopment in the urban growth
area.

Response: Noted as cutlined,
Solid Waste

1. Oregon City will cooperate with affected public and private agencies to determine
the feasibitity of the construciion of the METRO Resource Recovery Plant.



Response: Not applicable
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DAVID EVANS
anD ASSOCIATES inc.
January 19, 2004

Mz, Sean Cook

City of Oregon City

PO Box 351

Oregon City, OR 97045

SUBJECT: ASSESSMENT OF THE NEED FOR A TRAFFIC ANALYSIS FOR A REZONING
REQUEST - ZC 03-02

Dear Mr. Cook:

In response to your reguest, David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) has assessed the need for a traffic
analysis for the proposed rezoning of a parcel on Beavercreek Road. The proposal involves rezoning a parcel
of 418 acres from Clackamas County FU-1¢ to M-1 (CI) Oregon City’s Campus Industrial zoning.

Based on maps in the adopted Oregon City Transportation System Plan (April 2001), the parcel was included
in the City’s urban growth boundary and was designated for industrial use. It appears, therefore, that the
traffic analysis that was a part of the Transportation System Plan assumed industrial development for this
entire area. A specific traffic analysis for rezoning of the parcel would appear to be redundant and
unnecessary.  Waiving the requirement for an analysis for the impact of the rezoning appears 1o be
appropriate in this circumstance.

There are, however, some transportation 1ssues that will need to be addressed including access management,
driveway spacing, sight distance, frontage improvements and other issues needed to protect the functionahty

of Beavercreek Road. These can be addressed at the time of site plan review.

If you have any questions or need any further information concerning this project, please call me at 503-223-
6663.

Sincerely,

DAVID EVANS AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
John Replinger, PE

Senior Transportabion Engineer

JGRE:pao

0:\project\o\m'cLUOOL}\COrrespu\techmca] reviews\2003 reviews\ZC03-02 doc

EXHIBIT 3b
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CrrY of OgesoN CITY
P.O. Box 3040
Oregon City, OR 97045-0304
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v
Mark Travers
2315 E. pike Street
Seattle, Washington 98 122
UTURE

preseavivg QuR PAST, Buipa Our F

Crry of OrEGoN CITY

P.O. Box 3040

Oregon City, OR 97045-0304
Address Correction Requested

Nancy 1ravers F
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CICC Chairman/Hillendale Nbrhd
Julie Hollister

13304 Clairmont Way

C n City, OR 97045

Caufield Nbrhd Assoc.
Cathi VanDamm

15092 S. Persimmon Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

Hazel Grove / Westling Farm N/A

: Kathy Hogan, Chairman

19721 S. Central Point Road

| / Oregon City, Oregon 97045

McLoughlin Nbrhd Assoc.
Dean Walch, Co-Chairman
516 Madison Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Rivercrest Nbrhd. Assc.
Diane McKnight, Chairman
161 Barclay Avenue
Oregon City, OR 97045

'S¢ . End Nbrhd. Assoc.

Kathy Robertson, Land Use
210 Elmer Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Garvey Schubert Barer

Bill Kabeiseman

121 SW Morrison Street, 11™ Floor
Portland, Oregon 97204

Planning Commission
Dan Lajoie

143 John Adams Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Transcripations

Pat Johnson

10214 SW 36™ Court
Portland, Oregon 97219

095 sAuaAY (G

Barclay Hills Nbrhd Assoc.
Elizabeth Klein, Land Use
13569 Jason Eee Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Caufield Nbrhd Assoc.
Mike Mermelstein, Land Use
20114 Kimberly Rose Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Hillendale Nbrhd. Assoc.
Debbie Watkins, Co-Chairman
13290 Clairmont Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

Park Place Nbrhd. Assoc.
Ratph and Leis Kiefer
15119 Oyer Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Rivercrest Nbrhd. Assoc.
Patti Brown, Land Use
P.O. Box 1222

Oregon City, OR 97045

Planning Commission
Linda Carter

1145 Molalla Avenue
Oregon City, Or 97045

Planning Cominission
Tim Powell

819 6" Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

DIC

Kurt Shirley

PO Box 10127
Portland, OR 97296

Rene Hinneberg

AV Tech

2580 Cambridge Street
West Linn, OR 97068

Bupuisy 314 wer

SAMBAY

Canemah Nbrhd Assoc.
Howard Post, Chairman
302 Blanchard Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Gaffney Lane Nbrhd Assoc,
Joan Schultze

19413 Stillmeadow Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

McLoughlin Nbrhd Assec.
Denyse McGriff, Land Use
815 Washington Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Park Place Nbrhd. Assoc.
Don Slack

16163 Widman Court
Oregon City, OR 97045

South End Nbrhd. Assoc.
Karen Montoya, Chairman
137 Deerbrook Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Planning Commission
Lynda Orzen

14943 Quinalt Ct.
Oregon City, Or 97045

Planning Commission r
Renate Mengelberg

2263 South Gilman

Oregon City, Or 970435

Oregonian Metro South-News
365 Warner-Milne Road, Ste. 110
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Attn: Steve Mays

Clackaypas Community College
Community-Relations | Department
19600 q Molal e
QOregon Gity,)OR 97045
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15092 S. Persimmon Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

. Hazel Grove / Westling Farm N/A
| Kathy Hogan, Chairman

19721 S. Ceniral Point Road

* Oregon City, Oregon 97045

McLoughlin Nbrhd Assoc.
Dean Walch, Co-Chairman
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