CITY OF OREGON CITY

PLANNING COMMISSION
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045
TEL {503) 657-0891 FAX (503) 657-7892

AGENDA

City Commission Chambers - City Hall
January 27, 2003 at 7:00 P.M.

**Please note: The public hearing for the following planning files: SP 02-09, ZC 02-01, ZC 02-02, PZ 02-01,

PZ 02-02, WR 02-12 for the proposed Wal-Mart retail development on Molalla Avenue has been re-noticed

for the public hearing date of February 24, 2003. No public testimony will be taken at the January 27, 2003
Planning Commission Meeting.**

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

7.00 pm. 1. CALL TO ORDER

705 pm. 2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA
Outdoor Lighting Ordinance: Sha Spady letter dated December 27, 2002.

710 pm. 3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: December 9, 2002

715p.m. 4 HEARINGS:

VR 02-10 (Request for a Continuance to February 10, 2003); Great American Development: Joe
Spaziani; Request for a continuance of the Planning Commission Hearing for a Variance to increase
the maximum cul-de-sac length by 50 feet for the property identified as Clackamas County Map 38-
1E-12A, Tax Lot 2300 and located southwest of Partlow Road and southeast of South End Road.

7:20 p.m. Z.C 02-03 (Quasi-Judicial Hearing); Great American Development: Joe Spaziani; Request for a
Zone Change from R-10 Single-Family Residential to R-8 Single-Family Residential for the property
identified as Clackamas County Map 35-1E-12A, Tax Lot 2300 and located sousthwest of Partlow
Road and southeast of South End Road.

8:00 pm. S. NEW BUSINESS:

8:05 p.m. 6. ADJOURN

NOTE: HEARING TIMES AS NOTED ABOVE ARE TENTATIVE. FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE DUE TO DISABILITY,
PLEASE CALL CITY HALL, 657-08%1, 48 HOURS PRIOR TO MEETING DATE.






CITY OF OREGON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

January 27, 2003
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT
Chairperson Carter Dan Drentlaw, Planning Director
Commissioner Lajoie William Kabeiseman, City Attorney
Commissioner Main Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Commissioner Orzen Pat Johnson, Recording Secretary

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT
Commissioner Mengelberg

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Carter called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.,

2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA

Kathy Hogan, 19721 S. Central Point Road, said she had read an article in a local paper about some signs
which were put out near a school to remind drivers to slow down, and she asked if the Planning Commission
could perhaps review and/or revise the City regulations to allow such because, whether these signs are paid for
by the schools (whether St. Johns or the public schools), she thinks they are a good safety reminder.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: December 9, 2002, December 11, 2002, and December 16, 2002.

Chair Carter said corrections had already been taken for the minutes of December 11® and December 16", but
had not yet taken any corrections for the minutes of December 9™. With no corrections to those minutes (Dec.
9" but encompassing the previously submitted corrections, Main moved to accept all of them as submitted and
corrected. Orzen seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously.

4. HEARINGS:
Chair Carter gave the parameters and procedures for the hearings on the agenda this evening, both of which
are quasi-judicial in nature,

YR 02-10 (Request for a Continuance to February 10, 2003); Great American Development: Joe
Spaziani; Request for a continuance of the Planning Commission Hearing for a Variance to increase the
maximum cul-de-sac length by 50 feet for the property identified as Clackamas Connty Map 351E-12A,
Tax Lot 2300 and located southwest of Partlow Road and southeast of South End Road.

Kabeiseman asked if there were any conflicts of interest, bias, or ex parte contacts to be acknowledged by the
Commission. There were none, nor were there any challenges by members of the audience against the Planning
Commission {PC) or any individuals for participating in this hearing.

Konkol said the applicant was requesting a continuance to the next PC hearing date for this variance while
reviewing alternative designs for the subdivision. Orzen moved to uphold the request for a continuance to Feb.
10, 2003. Main seconded the motion, and 1t passed unanimously.

ZC 02-03 (Quasi-Judicial Hearing); Great American Development; Joe Spaziani; Reguest for a Zone
Change from R-10 Single-Family residential to R-8 Single-Family Residential for the property identified
as Clackamas County Map 3S-1E-12A, Tax Lot 2300 and located southwest of Partlow Road and
southeast of South End Road.
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Konkoel, who would give the staff report, introduced a letter into the record as Exhibit A from Scott Sether,
19230 Pine Place, dated Jan. 16, 2003, in which he states he thinks this development should remain R-10
because traffic will increase if it is zoned R-8; there is a potential for flooding and problems related to the
increased drainage from the development; and with increased housing there will be more children attending
John McLoughlin Elementary. (Konkel had distributed copies of this letter to the Commissioners.)

Konkol then made some corrections to page 1 of the application. He noted that this is actually a Type IV
application, not a Type III. Under “Process,” he also clarified that Type IV permits are reviewed by the PC. If
the decision is for denial, that is the final decision, which can be appealed to the City Commission. A
recommendation of approval can be forwarded to the City Commission should the Planning Commission so
determine. He noted that correct references are made within the body of the staff report to a Type IV permit and
the correct process and procedures.

As background, Konkol said the applicant is requesting a zone change from R-10 Single-Family to R-8 Single-
Family, for an approximately 8.09-acre vacant parcel located southwest of Partlow Road and southeast of South
End Road. The parcel has a Comprehensive Plan designation of LR Low-Density Residential, which includes
the R-8 Single-Family zoning designation.

Konkol said the applicant currently has a proposal for a 31-lot subdivision submitted with the City, and a
variance for the cul-de-sac length (the latter of which was just continued to Feb. 10, 2003). The proposal has
two temporary stubs terminating into the parcel (Pine Place and Mahogany Drive) both from the north and the
south into the site.

The swrrounding zoning and land uses are Single-Family Residential, including both R-10 and R-8, There is an
R-8 Single-Family subdivision (identified as Hazel Grove 5); an R-8 Single-Family subdivision identified as
Hazel Meadows, an R-10 Single-Family subdivision identified as Hazel Grove 3; and various R-10 Single-
Family parcels. (A full copy of the application, the staff report, and related documents are available in the
public record through the Planning Department.)

The site has frontage to the west on South End Road, which is classified as a minor arterial in the Oregon City
Transportation System Plan (TSP); Pine Place and Mahogany Drive, both of which are local streets that are
stubbed into the property to the north and to the south; Filbert Drive (directly to the south), which is classified as
a neighborhood collector; and Partlow Road (directly to the north}), which is classified as a collector.

Konkol said proper noticing was done to the immediate property owners and to the community, and transmittals
were received and incorporated into this staff report as they pertain to the zone change.

The South End Neighborhood Association submitted comments opposing the requested zone change to R8
based on the following:

s Existing traffic problems on Filbert Lane.

e There is no direct access from the subdivision to South End Road.

¢ South End Road and Partlow Road need improvements.

e The current retention pond may not be able to handle extra runoff.

* High dengity is not compatible with surrounding uses.

e The roadways must be 32 feet wide.
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» The current traffic count on Filbert will increase from 600 to 900 daily trips.

Konkel also noted that comments were received from:

e Mr. Howell, 19240 Pine Place, requesting that the City grant a variance to allow the street to connect to
South End Road and saying that if the variance is not granted, the zone change reguest should be denied to
reduce the impacts on Filbert Drive and Pease Road.

e  Mr. and Mrs. Fleming, 11795 Mahogany Drive, saying they are opposed to the zone change because there is
inadequate police staff to patrol the area; the elementary school is overcrowded; and the increased traffic
would be a burden to the developing traffic problems and road maintenance issues.

¢ Mr. and Mrs. O’Brien, 19364 South Hazel Grove Drive, saying the developer should have known the
existing zoning and should not be able to change the zoning to get more lots after the fact.

Staff findings state that the applicant, Great American Development, submitted an application that was deemed
complete on December 18, 2002.

Regarding criteria, after a preliminary review, it appears that there are adequate services (water, sewer, and
storm drainage) to provide services to the parcel at the R-8 development level.

There is an existing storm pond south of the property, and the adequacy of the pond will be reviewed at the time
of the subdivision application. That pond has the potential to be enlarged. If enlarging the pond does not
alleviate the drainage coming from the site, there are also alternate design options that could accommodate
storm water, but the applicant would be responsible for showing that during the application for the subdivision.

The applicant states that a traffic analysis report was prepared by Lancaster Engineering for this subdivision,
and no problems were found with any intersections or traffic movements on the streets around the development
through 2017. Staff would concur with that finding, that this development would not impact the surrounding
intersections and will not warrant improvements identified in the TSP based on the level of development
associated with this proposal.

Staff said the zone change from R-10 to R-8 would equate to approximately 6 homes, so a 20-year analysis was
not required by staff for those impacts since they scem to be insignificant.

Regarding Statewide Planning Goals, Konkel said the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan was acknowledged by
the Land Conservation and Development Commission on April 16, 1982, and it was found that this proposal
meets the Comp Plan goals associated with the requested zone change.

The applicant states the area is designated for Low-Density Residential use. The R-8 zone permits 5.5 dwelling
units per acre, or 36 dwellings on the 8.09-acre subject site. The R-10 allows 4.4 dwelling units per acre, or 29
units on the site (assuming 20% of the property is used for public right-ofway). As stated, there are adequate
services—transportation, water, sanitary, and storm—to accommodate the increased housing that would be
associated in moving from R-10 to R-8. Further, as stated earlier, the R-8 1s a zoning category identified under
Low Density Residential as the Comp Plan designation for this site.

Under Policy 3 of “Housing” within the Comp Plan, it says, “The City shall encourage the private sector in
maintaining an adequate supply of single- and multi-family housing units. This shall be accomplished by
relying primarily on the home-building industry and the Private Sector Market Solutions, supported by the
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elimination of unnecessary government regulations.” Konkol said the R-8 zone allows for smaller lots, which
can be expected to provide for more affordable housing than the R-10 zone, and the requested zone change for
R-8 would be similar to the R-8 zoned properties bordering a majority of this site, allowing for a more consistent
development pattern with the adjacent properties. Currently 15 of the 24 properties and 1,863 linear feet of the
2,897 linear feet of properties abutting the subject property are zoned R-8 Single-Family. A majority of those
properties in those R-8 subdivisions are at or near the 8,000 square foot minimum lot size allowed in the R-8
zoning designation.

The property is on a vacant parcel, and there are no natural resources or natural hazards on the property. It is not
in the water resource overlay district. There is one large oak tree in the back corner, which the applicant is
proposing to save. There would be no foreseeable impacts on habitat or fish since there is no habitat identified
on this property.

The property is located on South End Road and has been identified in the TSP for bicycle and pedestrian
connectivity. Improvements along South End Road would be required as part of the development, including a
half-street improvement, which usually includes upgrading the road if it is needed, inclusion of a parking strip,
curb and gutter, street trees, and a sidewalk. Local streets in the subdivision would also be to TSP standards,
which include 32 feet of pavement.

Chair Carter asked, even with the possible site plan being proposed, if the developer would still be responsible
for road improvements on South End Road, whether a road went out to South End or not, and if that would
occur at the time of the site development. Konkol said that was correct.

Konkol said South End Road is on a bus line that currently has a bus stop right at the site that would allow
potential users to utilize the other forms of transportation, including the bus. Also, the near proximity to John
Mecloughlin School District would allow students to walk to school and could thus reduce the number of vehicle
trips in the City.

Konkol concluded by saying it is important to notice that this is an infill-type of development, meaning there 1s
development on all sides of the subject site with four local street stubs into the property, affecting the street
layout of the property and where lots can be located. Also, as stated earlier, adjacent properties are zoned R-8 to
the north and the south. Therefore, staff would recommend that the PC recommend approval to the City
Commission at a public hearing on Feb. 5, 2003,

Orzen noted that on page 7 it says there would be 36 homes with an R-8 and 29 homes with an R-10 listing.
Yet on Exhibit 2, it shows only 31 home sites. Konkol said 36 represents the allowed density in the R-8 zoning,
assuming 20% of the property is taken out as 1s the standard for roadway and public dedication.

Orzen asked if the 29 home sites would be consistent with R-10 zoning for that parcel size. Konkol said 29
dwelling units would be at R-10 with 20% taken out. However, on this site, it would be a difference of 6 homes
so it would equate to 25. He said because of the four stubs coming into the property and the amount of local
streets they would be building in this subdivision, it is probably a little more than the 20%.

Main asked for some clarification about the reference to the year 2017 on the traffic study. He said this
subdivision would have some effect on the Partlow Road/South End intersection and the Warmner Parrott/South
End intersection, and he asked what triggers us to assess that developer for part of those improvements down the
road. KonKkol said he thought one of the recommendations from David Evans & Associates (who did the staff
review of the traffic analysis) was that the developers should be responsible for their proportional share of
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impacts to the Wamner Parrot/South End Road intersection. He said that could be a Condition of Approval
(COA) that could be applied at the subdivision review, which is yet to come.

Main noted that the David Evans report on the traffic study talks about queuing (page 3, item 7) and says the
applicant should also submit the technical output fromSynchro, and he asked if that was done. Konkel said

that, too, would be a COA that would be added with the subdivision review because it is addressing the layout of
the subdivision, not the actual zoning designation.

Main asked if that would be the same for item 9, which talks about clarification of the right-of-way dedication.
Konkol said yes.

Main asked if the school had responded to the comments about the overcrowding at John McLoughlin School.
Konkol said they did respond that this proposal does not conflict with their interests. (See Exhibit 9.)

Main asked what happens if they were to come back later and say it does cause a conflict. Kabeiseman said we
must rely on what the service providers tell us at the time of the application, and they are currently saying it is
not a conflict.

(Chair Carter stopped to introduce and welcome the new Commissioner, Daniel Lajoie, and apologized for
overlooking this at the beginning of the meeting. She also said that Commissioner Mengelberg is still serving
on the Commission but was not able to attend this evening.)

Tom Sisul of Sisul Engineering, Inc., 375 Portland Avenue, Gladstone, Oregon, spoke on behalf of the
applicant, Great American Development. He explained that this parcel was brought into the City as part of the
island annexation of parcels that were voted in by the citizens last year and that, as part of any new annexation,
those parcels were given the R-10 zoning designation, He said a map prior to that effective date of annexation
would show that between South End Road and the Hazel Grove subdivisions to the east (Phases 1-4), there were
two subdivisions zoned R-& (Hazel Grove V and Hazel Meadows), and the only large parcel zoned R-10 was the
school property. All the others now shown as R-10 are the other parcels that were brought in as part of the
island annexation and given the R-10 designation at that time.

Sisul said this parcel would be connected physically (by roads and by utilities) to developments to the north and
to the south that were both rezoned to R-8 in 1996 and developed as R-8 subdivisions. He said there would be
no direct access from this site to any development zoned R-10 or any other zoning, for that matter.

Sisul said the sewer and storm drainage utilities for serving Hazel Grove 5 (to the north) actually cross what will
be the future right-of-way of Mahogany Drive, as granted through an easement by the previous property owner.
(He thinks the water is stubbed out to the side.) He said the street stubs in the proposed development connect
the utility connections for water, and another requirement of this development would be to improve and fix the
detention pond facility that was apparently constructed as pat of the Hazel Mill subdivision to the south to make
that a working, functioning detention facility.

Chair Carter asked Sisul to identify where the detention pond is actually located, which he did.

Sisul noted that many of the citizen comments were about access to South End Road. He said the applicant has
asked for a continuance for further consideration of such because in the original discussions with staff, staff
made it ¢clear that access would not be permitted onto South End Road. However, he understands that this may
be changing. Therefore, the applicant would like to work with staff regarding that.
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Sisul explained that the difference between an R-8 and an R-10 zoning is approximately five. He said the
impact to the street system, to utilities, and to the schools for these additional five homes is minor.

Regarding connections of the neighborhoods, Sisul said this neighborhood will be connected to the subdivisions
to north and the south, both of which are currently zoned R-8, and this will be their neighborhood. He said the
zoning map (Exhibit 1 in the staff report) shows that there are only two connections from Hazel Grove Drive to
South End Road, those being Filbert Drive and Salmonberry Drive. Those lots that access on Hazel Grove
Drive and lie to the west of it basically are creating a blockage because there is only one connection through,
which leaves two isolated neighborhood areas with one inter-connection. Therefore, he would suggest that this
subject site has more in common with the R-8 zonings on either side of it than with the R-10 zonings to the east.
Therefore, the applicant would request that this parcel be recommended to the City Commission for approval for
R-8 zoning.

There was no public testimony in favor of this application.

In opposition, Mike Kolsut, 19225 S. Mulberry Court, said he wanted to express some areas of concern for the
residents of Hazel Meadows regarding the current proposed plan. They included the following:

s Regarding traffic, he said the residents have asked for speed bumps to be placed on Filbert Drive as a result
of a recent traffic study, which showed that there are more than 700 daily trips on Filbert Drive, the majority
of which are speeding.

e Also related to traffic, those residents have heard that there are plans for other developments in that area and
the main access from Central Point onto South End Road is down Skellinger Way to Hazel Grove Drive and
down Filbert Drive. With an additional 30 homes, this could result in as many as 1,000 trips on Filbert
Drive every day, which is a big concern for a residential street.

¢ They also have safety concerns particularly from a fire standpoint since there 1s no access to South End
Road. He said Filbert Drive, Pine Place, and Mahogany Drive are very narrow streets, and he is not surc a
fire truck could go down those streets if cars and motor homes are parked along them.

¢ He said there is also concern about the lack of any crosswalk in the area, especially for students walking to
school, and he said they have asked for a crosswalk on Filbert Drive that has access into the park area at
McLoughlin. He said the school 1s not opposed to it, but they are concerned because there is no direct line
of sight from the school to that area, so they couldn’t really watch the students if there were to be a
crosswalk there. Currently, he said, the students are at risk as they walk to school.

e  Another safety concern is that the holding pond is currently unfenced. He said he personally observed
ecarlier this day that there is about 2 ¥ feet of standing water. Seeing this, he isn’t sure if it can provide the
holding power needed for an additional 30 homes.

Chair Carter noted that it is rather difficult to read the map (Exhibit 1) because there are no directional
indicators (N/S/E/W) or street names, but she noted one of the difficult things about this particular parcel is that
it is not possible for the residents of the Hazel Grove development to the east to get to South End Road, ¢ven if
the subject site accessed onto South End Road, because of the row of houses that block access from Westwood
Drive in the Hazel Grove development to the subject site. She said this needs to be considered because if there
weren’t houses along that line and they made a road that went through, that would alleviate a lot of the traffic
problem, but the houses are already there so it won’t alleviate any of the traffic coming out of “all of this
neighborhood™” even if they do put a road to South End through the proposed development. Kolsut said he
disagreed, saying the he lives on Mulberry and he observes that people who live in that neighborhood typically
drive up and down Filbert to go to work. [f a new development 1s put between Filbert Drive and Partlow Drive,
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the road of choice is Filbert. Therefore, he thinks it would have an impact on Filbert. However, if there were an
access onto South End Road, he thinks the people in the new development would use it as their first choice.

Chair Carter asked for a clearer understanding of where the traffic currently comes from, and Kolsut said
traffic studies have shown that the traffic comes from the area of Central Point, Skellinger Way, and from
behind the Hazel Meadows/Hazel Grove area. He said when the residents talked with Nancy Kraushaar about
the request for speed bumps, it was noted that Skellinger and Filbert are the only two roads that are main access
from one side of the development to the other, the other being Salmonberry. However, the big difference is that
Salmonberry has a built-in S-curve that slows down the traffic.

Orzen asked if there is a lot of flooding in the area (in homes). Kolsut said he knows of one home across from
him that has had some problems with water in the sub-floor and he has heard that others have had problems.
Also, he has also been told, but he cannot verify, that there is an underground aquifer in the area.

Jason Medford, 11650 Filbert Drive, said he has no problem with changing the zoning from R-10 to R-8. His
only concern is that he would like the road to go out to South End from the new subdivision.

Kathy Hogan, 19721 S. Central Point Rd., showed on the wall map that many of the surrounding properties are
R-10, and only two neighboring parcels are R-8. She agreed that having a direct road access to South End
would alleviate much of the traffic on the side roads. She identified herself as co-chairperson and land use
person of Hazel Grove/Westling Farm, saying she lives within their boundaries. She said they were concerned
about having a direct connection to South End Road to alleviate some of the problems, and sle concurred that
Ms. Kraushaar had spoken to their neighborhood association to discuss the issue because of the volume and
speed of the current traffic.

She said there was also talk in the past that the Parks and Recreation Department might cover the detention pond
and convert it to a parking lot, but she would encourage that it not be disturbed.

She acknowledges that the developers will lose one or two houses if the zoning is kept at R-10, but she thinks
that the surrounding neighbors should be given consideration for their desires, and what they enjoy is the rural
atmosphere of the R-10 zone. If it is to be changed, she suggested that perhaps the developer should pay for the
speed bumps.

Orzen asked if the neighbors would consider a roundabout to slow down traffic. Hogan said no because that
was considered before but was not found to be not feasible because of the width of the road.

Tom O’Brien, 19364 8. Hazel Grove Drive, said the statf report indicates that there is a design in this process
for citizen participation, and he asked, What is the purpose of citizen participation in land use planning
proposals? In this case, he said a total of 37 individuals have responded that they did not consider it appropriate
to change the zoning to R-8, and only Mr. Spaziani and Konkol appear to be on record in support of the change.
He asked if a decision to change this zoning would reflect the intent of the citizen participation policy goals.

Also, O’Brien referred to Sisul’s comment that the area, other than what is currently R-8, is not isolated from
the property to the east. O’Brien said he lives in Hazel Grove 111 and he is anything but isolated from the
activities that go around in Hazel Grove V and the other development along Filbert.

Hogan asked if it would be a PC or a staff decision when it comes back for the plot plan and subdivision, and
Chair Carter said that would be a staff decision unless they are also requesting a variance or a CUP, in which
those would come to the PC. Konkol added that all the comments that are applicable to the subdivision will be
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included in the subdivision review and applicable criteria may be appealed to the City Commission by those
who commented on the proposal.

Ron Phillips, 19224 S. Pine Place, said he and Jack Tilden had both sent letters about this, which were not
addressed in staff’s comments, and he asked if they had been received. Konkol excused himself to pull the file,
and Kabeiseman said staff had received several letters that addressed subdivisioncriteria, not zone change
criteria. He said staff would look to see if any of those should also be submitted as exhibits to the zone change
request.

Jack Tilden, 19196 Pine Place, said he is concerned about safety issues. In particular, he said he has two
children who play on the street along with many others who live in the neighborhood, and he is concemed about
adding more traffic to the local streets. He said he, too, would encourage that a street go out to South End
directly from the new subdivision.

Upon his return, Konkol noted that the letter from Ron Phillips was received, but it specifically referenced TP
02-03, which is the subdivision file. Therefore, it was placed with that file, not the zone change file. Konkol
noted that the letter from Phillips would be added to the record as Exhibit B.

In the applicant’s rebuttal, Sisul said there were many questions about traffic on Filbert, and he admitted that he
had not been aware of staff’s meetings with the neighborhood associations wheren they discussed the traffic

concerns and possible installation of speed bumps and/or roundabouts. He said the applicant will be discussing
the access issue and they can also discuss a speed bump alternative, noting that it might be one of the solutions.

Overall, Sisul reiterated that he believes this parcel should be zoned R-8, as are the neighborhoods to the north
and the south.

Chair Carter closed the public hearing at 8:00 p.m.

Main said it sounds like the majority of the issues expressed this evening can be addressed during the review of
the subdivision. He asked Konkol if the TSP addresses any future connector from Central Point through to
South End Road. Konkoel said the TSP shows a proposed neighborhood collector to the south (by Parrish
Road), which is quite a ways south.

Main agreed that we should be concerned with the safety issues (including the crosswalk and the unfenced
pond) and the traffic volume issues, and he said he thinks staff and the applicant can work together to address
those issues. However, he said he drove through the area again today to make sure he was familiar with it and it
seems to him that the parcel is surrounded by R-8 on both sides and it connects to R-8 on both sides. The R-10
is Longstanding Court, which is an old subdivision that was built some time ago, and the Hazel Grove arca. He
said he is comfortable with this request for a zone change fo an R-8 status, but he anticipates there will be a
ditferent discussion regarding the street outlet.

Kabeiseman noted Main’s comment that he had made a site visit, and said that could be construed as ex parte
contact. Main said he did not leave his vehicle nor did he talk with anyone while he was there. Kabeiseman
then asked if there was any challenge from the public regarding that, and there was none, nor were there any
other site visits by the other commissioners.

Orzen said she agrees that there are traffic issues, and that a connector to South End Road might alleviate a little
of the traffic but not a majority of the traffic coming through Filbert. She asked if Filbert is currently 32 feet
wide, and Konkol said he thought it was.
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Orzen said she was also concerned about the impact of more homes in that area, which would create more
impervious surface i that area. She said we need to consider the testimony of flooding in that area and the
overall impact to the area. She noted that if the detention pond is not working properly at this time it might need
to be changed. Therefore, she was not ready to change the zoning on this parcel to an R-8.

Also, considering the difference between 36 houses for an R-8 and 29 houses for an R-10, even with the
additional constrictions for roads, Orzen said she wasn’t very concerned about an increase of fwo houses at the
R-10 zone but an increase of six houses at R-8 is a concern.

Lajoie asked for clarification that the scope of this discussion was only for a zone change from an R-10 to an R-
8, and was told yes.

He asked if the streets that are proposed on this particular document could change, and Drentlaw said ves,
noting that this would be discussed at the time of design review.

Lajoie said he doesn’t see anything that indicates that approval for a change to R-8 is a bad thing and he doesn’t
see any discrepancies in the findings and documentation.

Chair Carter noted first of all that the PC does listen to the comments of the public and she said most of their
comments scem to be about the road access going directly to South End Road rather than relating to the zone
change request. She said the people need to realize that if they want the developer to agree to an access out to
South End Road, which wouldn’t necessarily be his first choice, they must give him something in return, and in
this case that is his request for an R-8 zoning.

Chair Carter said she thinks the majority of the traffic from the existing areas will still use Filbert Drive rather
than any future connection from this site should it occur, and she said the question is whether people would
prefer the road configuration that is proposed with an R-10 designation or if they would prefer a street to South
End Road with an R-8 designation.

She said the PC always has a difficult challenge with zone change requests because they come before, not with,
the developers’ plans. However, as in this case, we must work based on the current criteria, and everything
presented suggests that all criteria are met for an R-8 zone designation change. She said she has heard the
citizens’ comments and has also heard that the developer is willing to work with staff about access to South End
Road, so she thinks they need to allow the developer to have the R-8 designation. She noted that this doesn’t
necessarily mean more houses, but it can mean a better, more functional development.

Main moved to approve recommendation of this zone change request from an R-10 to an R-8§ to the City
Commission. Lajoie seconded the motion. The votes were: Orzen—no; and Main, Lajoie, and Chair
Carter—yes. The motion passed 3:1.

NEW BUSINESS

e Elections: Drentlaw said Municipal Code Chapter 2, calls for election of officers (Chair and Co-Chair) for
a term of one year at the first meeting of the new year.

Orzen nominated Chair Carter to continue for another year as Chair. Main seconded the nomination, and it
passed unanimously.
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Chair Carter nominated Orzen as Co-Chair. Main seconded the nomination, and it passed unanimously.

¢ Crosswalk Signs: Main said he, too, had heard some comments about the “green crosswalk men”, which
are not approved for use in the current Code. He agreed that they seem to work in reminding people to drive
more slowly in the school zones and he asked if staff could look into making some kind of an appropriate
change.

Drentlaw said he would check with the City Manager and the Police. He said he doesn’t think the City will
pursue their removal, but he will confirm the status.

Orzen asked if they are located in the street or along side the street. Main said sometimes they are in the
middle of the street so perhaps some guidelines are needed.

Chair Carter agreed that if they are working, she would rather err on the side of safety with regard to
school children, so she hopes they can continue to be used.

ADJOURN
With no other business at hand, the meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m.

’E\\,\,-L DJ‘L 9, e ﬁ W

Linda Carter, Planning Commaission Tony Ksakol, Associate Planner
Chairperson







To:  Oregon City Planning Commission
320 Warner Milne Rd
Oregon City, OR 97045

From: Sha Spady
17855 Alden Street
Oregon City, OR 87045

Date: December 27, 2002
RE: Outdoor Lighting Ordinance.
Dear Commissioners,

This article was sent to me by a friend who lives in Bend and knew of our
interest in creating an outdoor lighting ordinance for Oregon City. Though each
individual municipality has unique circumstances, | thought you might be
interested in how the City of Bend is approaching the situation.

Also, since my “Dark-Sky” slide presentation to you, the "decorative” lights
on Molalla avenue have debuted, and, from my home in the center of Newell
Creek Canyon, at night | see a large, glowing, orange reflection of “outgoing” light
against the clouds in the sky above them. | can also see their light brightly
outlining the pathway of Moclalla Ave. at night from my office window in Oak
Grove.

Is it possible for the City to retrofit these lamps with decorative shields to
alleviate this excessive night shine or, at the very least, turn the lights way down
so they become merely decorative (as opposed to security lighting) like the
example we saw in one of the "Dark-Sky” slides?

The enclosed article mentions the idea of getting high school shop classes
involved in making retrofitted shields for existing "bad” light fixtures in the Bend
area. Would this sort of collaboration between the City and the O.C. Schools or
Clackamas Community College be possible?

I am very interested in this issue and iook forward to further discussions
with you on this matter.

e

CC: Oregon City Commission
Joe Johnson, President, Clackamas Community College
Dan Rodriguez, Supt. Oregon City Schools



Panel eases on lighti

Requzred retroﬁttmg
could come in later
rules; Canadian expert
speaks at hearing

By Barney Lerten
Bend Bugle

A citizen panel that has been
. erafting an ordinance regulating
outduor Hghting in Bend is trying
not io pick any big lights - and
50, - unfike a several-years-old
Deschutes -County ‘counterpart,
the- current’ proposal wouldn't
require changing out old, glaring
lights; figuring time would take
care of that.
The proposed lighting rules
were the subject of a work
rgesgsion,” then a brief, gener
: ally *favorable hearing beiore the
" Bend Planning Cormmission last
Motiday ‘night. But that doesn't
mean there aren’t more questions
"and details to address, such as
. ehforcement issues.: The .citizen
. committee wiil meet again Dec.
¢ Bito.work on those issues, before
I returning -to the plannirg com-
" mission with a revised version.
. Committee advisory and con-
. tracted: city planner Mike Byers
i noted in his menmo on the riles
that . earlier drafts had been
revised and discussed by the city
. council’'s. land use subcommit-
tee, and the most recent version
included -changes recominended
by anational lighting expert.
The *short, 3-page ordinance
avoiding = -technical . - gobbled

gook,-is not intended to darken,
the -night sky for star-watchers |
and astronomers-to the’ point®
Ubeing discussed
compromised, for properiy own- :
ers, motorists or anyvone else, he’
¢ explained. The goal, instead, is ©

where safety and security are

to provide safe, adequate lighting
that serves itz intended purpose,
while reducing non-essential
lighting and giare.
The rules would apply to all
kinds of structures and property,
.including industrial, ¢cownmercial
and public facilities. But it would
apply only to new lightning fix-
~‘tures -and those 7 the bulbs)
replaced after ordinance
'is adopted, nol u,puving retro-

actively  to
fixtures.

“That is & lot more mlalabl?,
Byers said, to mony property
owners who it expressed con-
cerns about the cosis invelved in
requiring changeonts,

In a case of coincidenfal tim-
ing, the current issue of Sky and
Telescope has the second cover
story this vear on the issues
related 1o ontdeor lightning and
“promoting night.sky-friendly”
lighting. *¥ou don't have to fight
City Hall to ban bad lights” one
headline reads. “Make City Hall
your friend.”

rxisting hghtnmg

The key line in the draff ordi- |

nance states: “All outdoor light-
ing fixtures suhject to this ordi-
nance shall he Jesigned or have

“a shielding method to-divect light

emigsions down onin the site and

not shine direct iflvmination or,

glare onto adjscent properiy.”
“The draft rules go on {0 say all
exterior building tights, “except
those requited for security,” are
to be extingeished by 1 pm,
or within an b afier the end
of business hours, whichever is
later, but planning eonmission
members asked for mnre clarity
abont how a 24-hour gas station,
for example, svonld be affected.
The ruies alse wondd require
“full cutoff” Mxtbiies, as they are
known, for street lghting, mean-
ing the bulb aui shielding couldn't
hang below the fixtore, directing
light out, instead of down. Sports
fields also wonld hase to turn off
their high-tntensity field lights by
10 p.m. or by theril of the day!
final event:
Byers showerd of f «ome exarn
ples of retrofit shields for hom

Aights and mentiomed the ldea

of getting high
schioe] shop classee inv nlned e

__makmg then

There's
tions. inchuding

s a li-ilen ih. m" axemnp-
all mutdne Tight

fixtures lawfutls vesolied ang
gperating prior o b offeqlive
date of this ordinan 7 Towvever,

the draft rules g to any the
city later could 2dopr erdinances

that deal with et fitling ot
removal of saeh fivtor o=

Other excmyprion= include cor-
rectional insfiiniions, holiday
lights up [or ne coone than 60

days. carnivals o

fenipo-

L Bamey lerten:

1n a darkened c:ty counc:l chambers, Lighting (ommlttee Chalrwoman Patty Rosan used 2 shlelded light 0
show the point of proposed fules: Light the subject, not the sky (or your neighbor’s window).

rary Hghts for TV or movie pre-
ductions atd “residential decora-
tive ... and luw-watiage lighting
used (o highlight driveways and
landscaping ... providing they are
properly aimed an¢ shielded.”
There some othzr, potentially

- sticky parts of (he rules, such

as ‘ban on "the soperation of
searchlights for advertising or
promotionai purposes, and of
course, the penalty j’or violations,
which would constitiutle a Class C
tivil infraction, andl be subject {o
abatemenl under “ithe nujsance

“provisions of the ¢i iy code..

Planning .conuui ssion member
Jelf Ellington asked why: neon
lighis weré includec | in the exernps-
tior.. and Byers exp Jained that the
cotumirtes belivve, 3 those kinde
of lighes "dor’s ghine 2 light up {iv;
the skyy that moch..”

Byvers also note 4 that sume
arcas ol town, suci 1 as Broken
Top on Awbreyv Pu .tle, aiready
have far more restric live outdoor
lighting regulations i :han the city
15 proposing. : ’ '

As was explaing d ab - some

'sLakehvlders meeting ; i last June,
not ooty {o

the benelits exiand

better neighbor relations, but
can save money as well, since
not wasiing light can mean using
iower-wattage, more eificient
fixtures.

Sharon Smith, attorney for the
Bend-La Pine School District,
submitted a letter expressing
“concern ghout the impact (of the
rules) on the lighting at existing
facilities and costs for retrofit-
ting.”

On the other hand, Smith

noted, “The Lighting Comuuittee

has taken the approach that the

proposed ordinauce will be for:

new lighting instaliations only.

We think this-is a very prudent

approacii. Their next siep would
be to adopt an ordinance that
addresses recrofitting. That step
will reguire suustantial analysis
and public input.”

The lawyer c:nggested oniy
minor modifications or clarifica-
tions to the current draft pro-
posal, but warned of the inpacts
of the potential follow-up rules
regarding existing lights.

i Rosen, chairwoman of
ik en lighting panel, used a

‘porcole, shielded lght fixture in

" underbetlies of seaculls”

a darkened City Hal chambers to

-explain what the group is talking

about - first shining the light out
into the andience, then over her
head.

She then introduced a special
vigitor: Angela Squires, public
relations director for the Royal
Astronomical Society of Canada’s
Vancouver Centre and an expert
in the field of controlling llght
poilution.

She gave a I1b-slide presen-
tation that included satellite
immagery-and photos of .the right
and wrong way to light streets,

" sidewalks and the iike..

“We call jt responsibie lighting,”
Squires said. “What we're talking
about is good, quality lighting..We
need hght at night. but what we
ueed is good light”

Une slide cieariy showed that &
“iinge increase in light pollution”
in the last 30 vears, she said, but
some sinple, COMIMON-5605E Teg-
ulations can reverse that trend.
She quoted author and. comet
co-discoverer David Levy as
saving that “$3 billion is wasted
annually in America, I:ghamg the ,

r




CITY OF OREGON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION
December 9, 2002

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT

Chairperson Carter Sean Cook, Associate Planner
Commissioner Bailey Dan Drentlaw, Planning Director
Commissioner Main Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Commissioner Mengelberg Nancy Kraushaar, City Engineer
Commissioner Orzen Pat Johnson, Recording Secretary

ALSO PRESENT

John Kluken, CTAC Member Giltlian Zacharias, David Evans & Associates

Tim Powell, CTAC Member

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS ABSENT
Nomne

OPENING
Chair Carter opened the meeting at 6:08 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA
None.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES AT THE DECEMBER 9, 2002 MEETING:
October 2, 2002; October 14, 2002; October 28, 2002; and November 13, 2002
The followng corrections were noted:

» Minutes of 10/2/02: Orzen noted that “Abernathy” should be spelled “Abernethy” (page 3, paragraph 2).
Also, “Holliday” should be spelled “Holladay™ (page 8, paragraph 5). Main said the nane referred to as
“Thomson” should be “Townsend” (page 9, four references throughout page).

o Minutes of 10/14/02: No changes.

o Minutes of 10/28/02: The words “rider ship” should be changed to a single word of “nidership’ throughout
the document.

e« Minutes of 11/13/02: Orzen noted that the heading of the document should indicate CTAC, not the City
Commission.

Orzen moved to accept all four sets of minutes with the changes as noted (for 10/2/02, 10/14/02, 10/28/02 and
11/13/02). Mengelberg seconded the motion and 1t passed unanimousty, except thatMain abstained from
voting regarding the 1028/02 minutes sinee he was not in attendance art that meeting. (Bailey had not vet
arrived.)

CONTINUANCE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PI.AN REVIEW

Chair Carter reopened discussion of the Comp Plan proposal. Drentlaw reminded everyone that the
Commussion had worked through Section C—Housing and recommended that they work through the document
page by page again, as they did the last time. So they began with Section D—Commerce & Industry.

Page D-1:
Chair Carter made the following comments:
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e She said the word “contributes” in line 2 of Policy D-1 should be “contributing” and “that” needs to be
inserted in line 3, so the section would read, “contributing to a broad and sufficient tax base, and that does
not compromise....”

o She said that Policies D-2 and D-3 sound like basically the same policy.

« OnPolicy D-4, she said word “that” needs to be inserted in front of “all new commercial” in line 1, and she
suggested changing the word “to” in line 2 to “would” so the phrase would read, “...and institutional
development would feature...” but Zacharias said “that” doesn’t fit. The decision was to leave the line as is.

Mengelberg noted that Policy D-2 says, “...provide screening and buftering from adjoining residential
neighborhoods...” and Policy D-4 says, “...provide screening and buffering from adjoining lower-density
residential neighborhoods.” Chair Carter had noticed the same, and said that 2, 3, and 4 all seem to say about
the same thing. Especially in D4, part of the sentence is that we’re encouraging “through regulations,
education, and mcentives” and then it describes what pieces of planming we’re encouraging. Also, D3 says we
expect high-quality design and D4 talks again about building, signage and landscaping.

Powell said D-2 talks about the general idea of what we want, D-3 talks about looks and livability, and D4
talks about offering people incentives to do it. He asked if they could perhaps combine them into one.
However, Chair Carter suggested explaining each one more clearly. For incentives, perhaps D4 needs to
explain a little more about the incentives, although she thinks D2 reads okay as is.

Mengelberg suggested ending D-4 after “landscaping” and deleting the rest of the sentence, since ‘“‘screening
and buffering from adjoining residential neighborhoods” is already in D-2. Drentlaw concurred.

Main noted the phrase in D-3 that talks about Commercial and Industrial yet says, “enhances the livability of
the neighborhood”, and he asked if the word “neighborhood” is sufficient or if it should perhaps say
“surrounding neighborhood” or “adjacent neighborhoods”. Zacharias said parts of them are in neighborhoods
and they are usually adjacent to something. Mengelberg noted that a business like Starbucks could increase
livability,

Regarding this whole section, Chair Carter commented that the NEMO concepts seem {0 have come to a
standstill as far as them coming up with Code language, and she asked if we wouldn’t stillwant a policy for
Commerce and Industry to attempt to do environmentaliyfriendly construction. Even though we might not be
using NEMO per se, we would still expect those concepts.

Main thought this might be more appropriate in Scction F — Natural Resources, Orzen thought it should be
referred to in Commerce and Industry as well and then perhaps detailed later. Chair Carter agreed because she
said if someone 1s considering building a commercial building on a flat. unimpeded piece of property. thev
wouldn't be reading the section on natural resources. Orzen said if they have the opportunity 1o use grass<rete
msteaa of concrete or asphalt as a viabic option. which should be mentioned unaer “Commerce.” Mengelberg
suggesied sayng. "Encourage the use of pervious surfaces wherever practical.” Chair Carter said 11 couid
include that and any other design standards that would be environmentally friendly, possibly southfacing
buildings, solar paneis, etc. Cook said that could be added into D4, which already references “attractive
butldings, signage and landscaping” or it could be made more distinct in a separate “D5.” Chair Carter said
she thinks it should be a stand-alone policy. Staff will work on this,

Main read sentence 2 in the first paragraph on page D-1 which says, “Vacant industrial land in the city limits
and UGB must be monitored....” He said it sounds like the land must be in the city and in the UGB in order for
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it to be monitored, and he wondered if it should be worded differently. Mengelberg noted that everything
within the UGB 1s not necessarily in the city, and Zacharias said they would usually make a distinction and just
think of unincorporated land within the UGB. Main said the word “and” makes it sound like it has to be both,
and some said that it would be both. Drentlaw said this says to him that we will monitor both in the city limits
and in the UGB, but said the line could say “and/or....” Chair Carter suggested saying, “Vacant and industrial
land within the city limits for immediate usage and the UGB for future usage.” Zacharias noted that inherently
the city is within the UGB. After further consideration, they decided to say “and in the UGB....”

Main noted that the wording in the 6% line of the same paragraph says “and support for home based businesses”
and he said he had never thought about the city supporting home-based businesses, Chair Carter said she had
a similar question in another section. Powell said the discussion at the time was for support of businesses such
as Kinko’s or other services that would support people who are working from their homes.

Mengelberg noted that home-based businesses are discussed later or, and she said there are many home-based
entrepreneurs that don’t generate a lot of traffic, polluiion, noise, etc. She said this could be thought of as an
“Incubator strategy” because they grow, they expand to an industnal area or business park, and they start hiring
employees. Drentlaw concurred that one advantage is that they don’t generate much traffic because they are
working out of their homes, and Powell agreed that there are a lot of them.

Main said he simply had not thought before about whether or not the city encourages such, and Chair Carter
said we basically support it. However, she noted that we need to be careful that they don’t get out of hand
because they could get out of hand (i.e., with signage, etc.) and abusive to the neighborhood if not monitored.
Mengelberg said that is why we need to adopt a home occupation ordinance, which is an action item. She said
Clackamas County has done this, and there are lots of examples to look at when the time is right.

From the same paragraph (line 7), Main read the phrase “This element, and the supporting resource document”
and asked what that is. Zacharias said that is the technical report that supports this element (calculations of
vacant lands, the employment density, etc.) It is included in the Contents and in Tab 2, but Zacharias said she
will add the name of document to this paragraph.

Pages D-2 and D-3:

Chair Carter said the letter “°s” should be deleted from the word “tmprovements” in line 1 of Action ltem D4,
and “Willamette Fals” in Policy D-13 (page D-3) needs another “1”. Also, in Policy D-14, she suggested
mcluding “the high school,” between “the college,” and “the Workforce Investment Council....” Zacharias
suggested “the School District” instead of “the high school”, which was agreed upon.

Prentlaw asked 1if the reference i Action Item -8 should specifically say “campus master plan™ or if it should
stmplv say “master plan.” There was concurrence for “master plan.” With discussion of the same on Action
Item D-9. the decision was to delete D-9 completely since 1118 coverad by D=4,

Kraushaar asked 1f the reterence to "Red Soils site” in Action Jrem D-¢ should sav “Red Soils area”™ since the
site 15 almost completely developed now. Agreed.

Page D-4:

Chair Carter asked if Action Item D-12 (“Create a Planned Development or Master Plan provision and review
procedure that will allow developers to promote comprehensive evaluation and planning of new
development....”) is more a policy than an action item. Kraushaar said it needs action but she thought perhaps
they could incorporate the idea of flexibility expressed herein into Policy D-19. However, there was concern
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that the policy not allow too much flexibility, but that could probably be controlled when the Code is wnitten for
it.

Action Item D-13 says, “Prohibit retail uses with more than 60,000 gross square feet of leasable floor area per
building or business in arcas designated as ‘employment areas’ by Metro.” The following related items were
discussed:

e Chair Carter asked what is meant by “employment areas” and Prentlaw said Metro has a specific
definition for it.

e Mengelberg asked, if the idea is to curb “big box development, do we mean a footprint of 60,000 square
feet or less, or would we care if the building were built in two stories? Drentlawsaid he reads it to mean
60,000 gross square feet of usable area, even 1f 1t 1s two stores.

Mengelberg said if the requirement is for 60,000 square feet or less, we are encouraging density and more
efficient use of the land, and asked if that is a bad thing. Drentlawsaid we have a very short supply of
industrial land in the regton, but the pattern seems to be for big box to come in and utilize that land for retail
rather than employment. Mengelberg noted that it requires a lot of parking, and Powell said part of the
CTAC discussion was about eliminating parking or at least sharing parking with landscape in the parking
area to mitigate large impervious surface. (Mengelberg noted that the parking is based on square footage,
not the footprint.)

Chair Carter asked if we need some explanation of the Metro definition is as it pertais to employment
areas, and Drentlaw suggested that could be put in the background. Drentlaw explained that Metro has
three categories, of which the business must meet two out of the six criteria (i.e., large contiguous property,
availability of utility connections, proximity to major transportation facilities, etc.) He said Metro has
looked all over the region o find those areas and then has encouraged local jurisdictions to protect them.
One of the ways to protect them is to prohibit commercial. Powell said in Oregon City those currently
include Red Soils and Fir Street, and Chair Carter asked if the Parker area is in the regional center core
area, but Drentlaw said none of those is specifically name in the Metro plan as regionally significant,
although they could be. He said they are thinking sirictly industrial.

The conclusion was to icave Action Item D-13 as is, and Zacharias noted that there 15 a brief discussion of it on
page D-12.

{Bailey arrived at 7:40 p.m.)

Bailey said he had attended an economic summit at which there was a lot of discussion about the need for
“traded scctor businesses.” Mengelberg defined that as being about a company’s ability to bring new money
mto the region serving a larger market than the region. For instance, a hairdresser or a grocery store serves the
Tocal market. whereas a traded sector company would be sellmg therr product overseas and bringing the mones
from those sales mio the focal communiiy, procducing & much more stimulating and stabilizing effect on he
economy. Zacharias said manufacturing tends 10 be more traded sector, as well as high tech services. She also
noted that it isn’t necessarily a physical product but 1t could be a product such as consulting or information.

Bailey asked if we are looking toward those types of businesses in the future, and Mengelberg said she thinks
we should.

Page D-5:
Chair Carter asked i1f we are continuing to encourage government offices in our historic downtown, as stated in
Policy D-26. Kraushaar said, as part of a regional center, we should be. Bailey and Orzen agreed, as did
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Mengelberg. Bailey noted that they attract business during the day and they provide employment. Zacharias
said it would probably be better if the city government was located there, but it isn’t. Since it doesn’t
specifically say what kind of government, the conclusion was to leave this policy as is.

Drentlaw had a question about the entire Goat D-6 — Regional Center. He said there was quite a bit of
discussion about this topic in the Howsing section as well, and he suggested it might be good to make it a
separate chapter rather than a section within Commerce and Industry. Bailey noted that there are a number of
cross-over issues, but it doesn’t hurt to mention them in the different arcas.

Mengelberg noted that Action Item D-16 says we are encouraging government offices within the Campus
Industrial zone and asked if that is what we want. Bailey suggested we make note of some of the zone
references during this first review but he said we may want to re-address the overall 1ssue of zones later so we
are not limited by the pre-existing definitions. Drentlaw said he thinks the good concept in this action item has
to do with not having storage facilities in the campus industrial zone.

Chair Carter noted that this is an action item, not a policy. However, she suggested that it should be a policy
that says we are restricting low employment uses, and asked if it is in the policies. Zacharias said this is related
to government within public uses. Bailey agreed that it is much more of a policy statement, and that Code
would then be written to accommodate the policy, which becomes the action tem.

Mengelberg said it seems like government offices should be 1n an office zone but businesses that involve
parking school buses or trucks, or making signs should be in an industrial zone. The issue is to identify them by
use.

Powell noted that the State has an office in the Red Soils Campus Industrial area and the County wants to move
into that area, which is what they {CTAC) were talking about in discussing this item. Drentlawgatd perhaps
they should change the zone there, and Bailey agreed, saying perhaps 1t should be Mixed Use Employment. He
said he personally is thinking of a civic center in that area.

Powell said the concern is that we already have empty buildings that don’t meet Code so we don’t want to
exacerbate the issue. He said we need to fix the zoning and utilize what is already there. Cook said that is part
of the housekeeping issues staff is working on, and he noted that there are two issues: (1) Fixing the CI zone
(which is being reviewed) and (2) considering what to do with the Red Soils area—whether it should be more
Campus Industrial or Mixed Use.

Regarding this particular action item, Kraushaar said she thinks the focus should be on the restriction of low
employment uses, not public rights. Chair Carter suggested combining Policy D-17 and Action Item D-16.
Zacharias said the policy 1s for the broader all-industrial uses restricting commercial and other land uses that
gobble up industrial land. and the action 1tem 15 talking about Campus Industmal eniv. Drentlawsuggested
moving Action ltem D-10 1o the section that talks speciiically about the Campus Industrial zone.

Kraushaar said she wasn’t sure why govemnment uses are meluded it Action Tiern I>-16, but Powell said 1t was
included specifically to address Red Soils.

Drentlaw then suggested focusing D-16 to limiting storage and low employment uses of Campus Industrial. It
would read, “Restrict low employment uses, such as storage of building materials or vehicles, within the
Campus Industrial zone.”
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Bailey asked if we know what plan designations other cities are using (i.c., Tualatin, Wilsonville, etc.) that have
already addressed some of these zoning issues. Mengelberg said Clackamas County has a Light industrial and
an Other Industrial zone (which is more like the Campus Industrial, which has no outside storage and more
attractive landscaping requirements), and it has a Heavy Industrial zone which allows outdoor storage and is
more like the true manufacturing use that is typically thought of. There 1s also a Business Park zone, which is
more like the Campus Industrial but much more business... Interjecting Drentlaw said staff is currently
Jooking at that model with those three types of zones. Cook added that Oregon City’s Campus Industrial is
completely different than most other Campus Industrial in that it is really restrictive and actually lists a coupé

of small things and then government offices. In other cities it 1s meant for things like an Intel.

Chair Carter asked if we should make these clear here. Zacharias said there is discussion in Chapter 1 about
the different types of plan designations, so the concepts have already been introduced. However, Mengelberg
said it only identifies Industrial and doesn’t identify Campus Industrial (pg. A3). Zacharias said they could
perhaps describe how uses tend to be categorized. Chair Carter agreed, saying although Action Item D-16
describes the uses, the Campus Industrial has never been introduced or defined.

She noted that this seems to be part of the difficulty in following the document because words, phrases, or
obscure references just pop up everywhere. She said if the Comp Plan is supposed to drive development, this
document is inadequate to do so as it stands. Drentlaw said a lot of the ideas and issues do tend to overlap and
Kraushaar said she doesn’t think it hurts for things to show up in difrent places. Mengelberg suggested
cross-referencing throughout, but Kraushaar said that can be very complicated.

Bailey encouraged that they not link the Comp Plan to specific ordinances, which can change often, because he
thinks the Comp Plan itself should be more general. Chair Carter asked if staff feels there is enough guidance
in this document for their use, and Drentlaw said yes because they can then turn 1o the various supporting
documents and ordinances for the detail.

Kraushaar noted that the word “multi-model” in Policy D-24 should be spelled “multi-modal.”

Bailey suggested that they explain further what a regional center is under Metro requirements, and Main
suggested that it could be a separate section, as mentioned earlzer.

Going back to page D-4, Policy D-19, Bailey read, “Encourage sub-area Master Planning for larger
developments or parcels...” and asked if we could include “redevelopment” in that line, thinking specifically of
the Willamette Falls Hospital area. He also thought that inclusion n this section of the deseription of a master
plan and what triggers it would be good (including issues such as size limitations, complexity factors, etc.)
Mengelberg said 1t might be hard to see because development would probably happen in discrete phases.
Drentlaw said Action Item D-8 on page ID-3 discusses master plans and suggested combining that into Policy
[3-19 on page D-4.

Mengelberg proposed moving Action [tem [-8 1o become a policy under Gou! D-3 — Lfficient Use of Land.
Bailey suggested striking the word “campus’ in the first line of Action Item D-8, so 1t would read, “Develop a
“master plan” or “planned development” requirement....” (Kraushaar noted that the capitalization is not really
necessary on the words “Master Plans™ in Action ltem D-8.)

Returning to page D-5, Main asked about the phrase “eminent domain™ in Action Item D-20. Kraushaar said
that is legal terninology for condemnation. Mengelberg suggested softening it to include “where purchase of
the use of eminent domain...” and Chair Carter suggested changing the term to “public acquisition™ instead of
“eminent domain.” Agreed.
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Bailey asked, for clarification, if action items are policies, and was told no. He was asking because in many
cases these almost seem like 1t. Mengelberg said Action Item D-18 looks like policy, and Bailey suggested that
in the second review they need to look closely at them again to determine which are policies and which are
action items.

Pages D-6 and D-7:
Chair Carter asked if Action Item D-22 should be deleted since the Holly Lane area is not a regional center
area. Mengelberg suggested moving it to Goal D-7 -- Retail ag an action item.

In Action Item D-24, Drentlaw suggested crossing out “Mixed Use” in line one and deleting the entire last
sentence. Then he suggested simply saying, “Create a Mixed Use zone...” since this is going somewhat against
the grain of what wasg said before about significant employment areas, which don’t have mixed uses. Chair
Carter said they had also discussed how significant employment areas would still need to be Mixed Use in the
respect that they would have supporting retaii. Drentlaw said the Metro model gets very specific about that but
it is a very minute part of the total usage. This seems more wide open than that. He still suggested deleting the
last sentence.

Mengelberg said it seems like Action ltem D-22, which describes where the retail center should be, should
actually be part of Policy D-27. Chair Carter said the neighborhood people in South End don’tseem to want
to add grocery stores because they can easily get to Haggen's, and the area of South End Road that really needs
a grocery store 1s more toward the north end of it since they don’t have easy access to a grocery store.
Mengelberg noted that expansion of the UGB may change that, and Kraushaar said they need to consider the
difficult transportation routes as well.

Drentlaw said Sean Cook had had an interesting discussion with the owner of the church property that had been
identified as a possible commercial area. Kraushaar said they need to look at it from the perspective of benefit
to the entire city, not just a particular community.

John Kluken, CTAC member, said he had attended the last neighborhood meeting and those residents are
reaily opposed to having any kind of retail in that area, although they are not opposed to growth if it is done
properly. He said they like the rural feel and they don’t think the roads will support additional traffic for retail
business.

Bailey said this long-range document is written to be permissive (in allowing something to happen), but not
prescriptive.

Chair Carter suggested deleting Action [tem D22 and leaving the policy as 1s in its description to ¢ncourage
development to be more “complete community” oriented. Mengelberg suggested the wording. “Aliow
development of medium=sized commercial centers in underserved areas.” Main agreed that 1t doesn 't need 1¢
be an action iteni.

Drentlaw said he likes the reference to 6-10 acres on a collector, and Main said that could be incorporated into
Policy D-27. Mengelberg suggested, “Allow development of medium-sized commercial centers of
approximately 6-10 acres in size to be located on a collector....” and take out the references to specific

geography.
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Mengelberg said that she had heard or read the suggestion that there should be some kind of a community
center every quarter of a mile (a school, a shopping center, etc.) because people aren’t going to walk more than
a mile to anything, which was part of the discussion behind this action item.

Chair Carter reiterated Bailey's thought that the action item doesn’t need to be so specific in location, and
Mengelberg suggested deleting the words “south-end and east side” from the first sentence of Action Item D-
26. It would read, “Allow the development of at least one new medium=ized commercial center to serve each
of the underserved areas.” Agreed.

Zacharias noted that there are different levels of commercial development and said Action Item D27 is about
small retail centers whereas Action Item I)-26 is about medium-sized commercial centers,

Drentiaw said Action Items D-24 and D-25 have some similarities in that they are both talking about creating a
Mixed Use zone, and asked if there might be a way to combine them and take out the specific reference to the
location. Mengelberg said they are different because the MixedUse Office and Residential (MUOR) in D27
is different than the Mixed-Use Employment (MUL)} zone in D-26. Drentlaw said he thought the Comp Plan
could just talk about the concepts of a good Mixed-Use zone without putting in the specific zones, which could
box us in.

Chair Carter asked if we would apply this new zone to the End of the Oregon Trail area (as stated in the last
sentence of Action Item D-24}, but Drentlaw disagreed.

Chair Carter said there was still some confusion because Goal D-6 15 about regiohal centers, but the action
items are unrelated to the regional center area. Zacharias thought they did because this was the first menton
that this needs to be applied. Chair Carter reiterated that we need to eliminate any specific references to
particular areas. Zacharias said if a separate chapter were created for the regional centers, we could simply
move Action ltem D-26. Kraushaar noted that the issues discussed about regional centers also fit into many
areas. Chair Carter noted that Goal D-6 is already about Regional Centers so perhaps a new chapter isn’t
needed; however, maybe it just needs a more defining opening paragraph.

Chair Carter said it 15 hard to catch the difference between small or mediumsized centers when just reading
through the document. Drentlaw suggested grouping them, and Bailey suggested including a definition for
each. Mengelberg said this, too, could be defined better in the opening statement,

Kraushaar suggested deleting the word “convenience” from the first sentence in Action Ifem [>-27 so as not to
lead to the conclusion of a 7-Eleven store. She suggested that it read, “Allow new neighborhood commercial
centers. primarily providing goods and services for local residents and workers,....”

Mengelberg asked 1f Molalla Avenue should be specifically mentioned in Action ltem D28, Bailey said he 1=
not opposed to & master plan or sub-area plan along Molalla. but he wondered if there was ar agenda i the
background inferred by the phrase “selected stretches™ in fine 1.

Chair Carter suggested omitting “siretches of Molalla Avenue™ and inserting “corridors” or “arterials....”
Mengelberg suggested “major arterials” and Zacharias suggested “minor and major arterials....” Bailey asked
1f this would be giving direction to the City to do this, and Mengelberg noted that Molalla Avenue already has
the transportation facilities and access management done; it just doesn’t have the Iand use. Powell said they
tried to be specific in the action item this time so they could get it done. Drentlaw suggested the wording,
“Develop local area or “specific plans” for arterials....” Kraushaar said that would be okay as long as isn’t
requiring the City to re-do the Transportation and Access Management Plan for Molalla Avenue.
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Seeking clarification, Zacharias asked if the recommendation s to change it to be all arterials or leaving it as
Molalla specific. Chair Carter said she doesn’t think it should be limited to that because there are stretches of
Beavercreek, Washington Street, and others that need similar thinking. She suggested saying, “Develop local
area or ‘specific plans’ as needed for minor and major arterial corridors....” Zachariassaid this is an action
item and asked which ones we are going to do and in what order. Drentlaw said this action item was specific to
Molalla.

Chair Carter asked if this is really a policy, and if we have a policy in place. Powell said Policies D-28 and D-
29 address it. Policy D-29 says, “Develop local neighborhood or ‘specific’ plans where appropriate to blend
infill development along linear commercial areas....” and D-28 says, “Encourage the redevelopment of linear
commercial corridors....”

Mengelberg asked if other streets should be added to Action Item 28. Drentlaw suggested saying, “selected
arterials, including Molalla,” Kraushaar said Molalla is unique in that it is a transit corridor, and she suggested
saying “for transit corridors” which would be all-inclusive. Chair Carter said this could include an example by
saying, “such as Molalla Avenue or Holcomb Boulevard...”

Zacharias asked if “transportation facilities and access management” is being left in, and was told yes. Also, in
line two of Action Tiem, the wording would be, *...that address corridors comprehensively....” rather than “that
address this corridor...."”

Drentlaw asked what the “Revised Master Plan” is on Action Item D-31. Kraushaar said the End of the
Oregon Trail Interpretive Center had one master plan. which 1s constantly under change.

Bailey said this is an example of including things in the action 1tems that are temporal. Kraushaar said action
items are somewhat temporal in themselves, but she asked what the avenue is for doing that (supporting the
implementation of the revised master plan). Mengelberg said one of the frustrations for the End of the Oregon
Trail Center was that they had to come ask permission of the City every year to rent the land, so she suggested
that the Comp Plan could state that the City will be supportive of the Revised Master Plan to give them some
assurance of a long-term commitment. Chair Carter suggested that it shouid read, “To support the longierm
viability of The End of the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center.” Powell said their Master Plan already says that,
so saying this in the Comp Plan would confirm that both parties are aiming in the same direction.

Bailey said he would not say “Revised”, and Chair Carter suggested saymg “current”, which would cover
whatever version is in place at the time. Orzen suggested, “Work with the End of the Oregon Trail Interpretive
Center to implement their Master Plan.” Chair Carter suggested simply deleting the word “Revised”. Staff
will work on wording.

Regardine Gou: D=8 Tourtsm. Bailey said he wouid Tike 1o see that statement ("Support tourism as an important
aspect of the Ciny's econemic development strategy”) be more specific. He suggested. “Ensure land uses and
transportation connections that support tourism’™ hecause this mvoives land uses and what we do through
enforceable ordinances.

Drentlaw said he thinks it goes beyond land use, saying it ts also the way the City spends it resources. Chair
Carter said the policy is more specific, and Bailey szid he would like to see a policy that ties tourism to historic
natural resources as the basis for tourism and a tourist-based economy. Kraushaar asked if thatis in a different
section besides Commerce and Industry, and was told it 18 in the Historic section. But as a policy, Bailey would
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like to say that we are actively linking our touristbased economy to these other elements of the historic and
natural resources.

Chair Carter noted that tourism isn’t normally a topic for the Commerce and Industry section butBailey said
tourism is commerce, After some discussion, it was decided to expand the definition to explain what tourism
consists of (i.e., historical assets, recreational assets, natural resources, Saturday Market, etc.) Theaction would
be to support that goal by supporting the Chamber, the County’s tourism, the End of the Oregon Trail, the
museums, etc. Mengelberg asked if we should add “and area attractions” in the wording. Agreed.

Chair Carter said this would also encompass future attractions, such as fish ponds. Bailey said the master plan
for the Cove arca is really exciting and such a thing could easily be incorporated there. He added that another
potential draw is Willamette Falls.

Chair Carter suggested the following wording for the opening statement: “Support and encourage tourism,
such as (see 1deas above) because it is a vital aspect of the City’s economic development strategy.”

Zacharias suggested that the policy could say, “Protect historic, recreational, and natural resources as a basis
for tourtsm”, which would allow the goal to stay simpler and broader.

Bailey said another part to consider is how we support these. For instance, we need places for people to stay,
restaurants, coffee shops, etic. Chair Carter said the action items {or this are really good and clear.

Zacharias summarized that we are adding another policy that says, “Protect historical, recreational, and naturat
resources as a basis for tourism.”

Pages D-8 and D-9:

Regarding Goal D-9 Home-Based Businesses, Bailey said he thought the wording for the goal was fine, but
asked if Policy D-31 should begin with “Encourage” or “Enable” or “Provide support for....”” Chair Carter
liked the word “enable” because she wasn’t sure we are really ready to encourage home-based businesses.
Mengelberg suggested striking Policy D-31 and keeping Policy D-32 (“Ensure that home-based businesses are
low impact and do not disrupt the residential character of the netghborhoods in which they are located.”
General agreement.

Bailey said he understands the intent of Policy D-33 but he thinks it needs work. Mengelberg suggested
saying, “*Encourage support services that home-based businesses need” and delete the detail of various types of
businesses. Others said they think the detailed list is okay. Powellsaid some other cities have done well
encouraging home-based busiesses, and he has heard from several peaple that it would be nice to have a
Kinko's nearby without having to go to a mall.

Chair Carter suggested moving the detaiied list 10 an action item. Zacharias asked if we should add a new
action item that says, “Encourage business—elated resources...” and Kraushaar clarified that the policy woulc
be to encourage support services that home-based businesses need and the new action item would be 1o
encourage related resources such as a public library, etc. Agreed.

Regarding Action Item D-40, Chair Carter said she thinks the wording is pretty vague about allowing small
signs, the number of employees, and the number of customers coming to the homebased business.
Mengelberg said that is why we need to develop a home office ordinance, which Bailey said is the action item.
The decision was to delete D-40 and add signage to D-41,
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Page D-9:

Under Goal D-10 Industrial, Chair Carter said she thought the goal was fairly straightforward, but had a
question about the phrase “other use collaterally supports...” in Policy D36, line 2. Zacharias said she thinks
that simply refers to small spin-off businesses such as a copy center or a deli shop to support employees in,
perhaps, the Campus Industrial area. This 1s an effort to restrict non4industrial land, but still give some
flexibility,

Mengetberg said another thought 1s that Clackamas County allows a certain percentage of the building to
perhaps be a showroom or something, but that would be spelled out in the zoning ordinance rather than in the
Comp Plan.

Bailey suggested using the word “periodicaily” instead of “continually” and “served by” insicad of*‘serviced
with” in Action Item D-34, line 1.

Chair Carter said she thinks this section reads well, and there were no other changes on this page.

Page D-10:
Under Goal D-11 Transportation System, Chair Carter said the end of line 2, Policy D41, should read.
*. . lexible schedules or telecommuting options...” (“or” not “and”).

Powell asked if there was mention of the trolley in this section, and Zacharias said it was mentioned in the
Action Item D-37 under Goal 8 - Tourism.

Kraushaar thought that some reference to the Transportation Management Association (TMA) might be
appropriate in this section. Powell said he was really thinking of shuttling people back and forth. Main
suggested 1t might {it under Policy D-39 which says, “Through coordination with TriMet and local employers,
encourage and promote the use of mass transit to travel....” Mengelberg suggested they might add this as an
action item to explore feasibility of a local TMA system.

Bailey asked if they should include something about a transpartation system in relation to the hospital. He said
it is a huge employer with the potential to grow, yet there is no mention of it in this longrange document. It has
a real presence in the city as an employment center and it will be a trip generator and a destination, yet there is
no discussion of the transportation needs to service the community and the hospital. Chair Carter agreed,
saying their big complaint about future development 1s that there is no good access.

Mengelberg read from Policy D-13 (page D-3), “Work cooperatively with Clackamas Community College and
Willamette Falls Hospital to help facilitate their expansion. and encourage master planning for future
expansions.”

Bailev said 1nat starts to get at it. then said perhaps it is a question of bicger scale. He asked if we want 10 no
just “toleratc” by having a master pian area. but if we want 1o actually promeote it and. as a policy, encourage
that kind of development and related medical businesses and technology. This would includeredoing streets
and transportation to serve that area. The option is to just let it happen.

Chair Carter read the goal, which says, “Locate businesses in areas served by the type of transportation system
they need.” She suggested that perhaps it would be better to say “Provide transportation for existing major
employers who do not have adequate transportation needs.”
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Chair Carter added that the hospital has a specific concern that they might not be able to stay competitive with
Providence or other large hospitais because of the lack of good transportation access, so it seems like a good
idea to say that the City recognizes the need and will try to facilitate it.

Cook noted that some changes have been made on the map just across from the hospital (on the west side of
Division}, which include the addition of a Limited Office area. Kraushaar said there could perhaps be some
consolidation as some of the older homes which are needing major work, and she said the Commerce and
Industry section is probably a good place to insert this. Chair Carter agreed, saying we want to ensure that
future businesses are developed where they can be adequately served, but we must address the existing
businesses.

Zacharias asked if Goal D-3, Policy D-15 is not as strong as we would like to see it.

Bailey asked what we do if someone like Providence came in and presented an application. Chair Carter said
she thinks part of the resolution is to add wording in the Transportation System section that existing large
employers who are not being adequately served by the transportation system will be a high priority. Kraushaar
suggested there also be some elaboration under Retention of Existing Employers. Bailey asked if staff could
work on an action item more specific to the hospital, and Mengelberg noted that it should include more than
just the hospital, since there 1s also an eye center, the retirement center, and other related entities.

After more discussion, Chair Carter suggested adding “and other major centers” after “to reach out to existing
industrial establishments™ to Action Item I>-7, line 2 on page D-3. Drentlaw concurred with the idea of writing
a specific action item for the hospital and said staff will work on the wording. Chair Cartersaid it should
include all pertinent elements, including transportation, land availability, signage, height restrictions, and
parking.

Chair Carter summarized that they also suggested including something about adding something about the TSP
for the existing busimesses in general on page D-10. She noted that there is a difference between new areas
coming and what the existing areas nieed.

Kraushaar said the transportation issue has come up with a recent application and we say well that we will
encourage multi-modal transportation but we don’t talk about preserving certain land uses so that we don’t
overload the transportation system. Zacharias said this started out to say that businesses are going where they
match the transportation facilities, but perhaps that should indude the idea of land uses.

Mengelberg suggested stating the goal as follows: “Locate businesses in areas that are served by adequate
transportation capacity.” Chair Carter said “type of transportation system” in the current verbiage is good
because 1t leaves 11 open to transportation types such as rail or air. and suggested perhaps, “.. .served by capacity
and type of transportation....” Staff will consider other wording for this goal.

Regarding economic development. Bailey said it seems that somewhere inn Land Use planning we would want to
provide entrances or gateways into the City and say how they are defined to help promote the identity of the

City. Mengelberg suggested putting something about it under Fourism.

Page D-11:
There were no changes.

E. Historic Preservation, Page E-1:
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Bailey said he thinks the first paragraph (following Chapman’s quote) should say “Oregon City stands out in
Oregon and in the Portland Metropolitan Area....” (adding “Oregon and™).

Bailey asked what 1s meant by “architectural significance” in Goal E-1. The statement reads, “Encourage the
preservation and rehabilitation of homes and other buildings of historic and architectural significance in Oregon
City.”

Powell said the City (within the Historic Review Board) defines “historic significance.” For instance, his own
house is considered of historic significance because of its battered cement columns.

After some discussion, it was decided that the phrase toward the end should say “historic or architectural
significance...” rather than “and”.

Regarding Policy E-1, Bailey suggested deleting the word “compatible” at the first of the sentence and adding
“to be compatible with historic architectural appearance.” After some discussion, the decision was to change it
to say, “...to be compatible with the historic character of the surrounding area” to the end of it,

Regarding Policy E-2, Bailey read, “*Create Historic/Conservation Districts....” He asked if that means City,
State, or National, or perhaps all three. Powell said McLoughlin is a conservation district. He said it is
currently a City designation but application has been submitted to make it National. It can be both, he said.
Bailey said this needs a fuller explanation.

Chair Carter said this is addressed in Policy E-5, which says, “Support efforts to obtain historic designation at
the state and national level for historic sites and districts. She suggested that the word “city” be added to the
options. Drentlaw also suggested adding these to the list of definitions.

Regarding Policy E-8, Chair Carter asked what a “Certified Local Government status™ is. Drentlaw said it is
a designation from the State that allows a City to obtain State funds, and is defined on page E3.

Regarding Policy E-6, “Preserve and enhance the City’s mstoric resources by continually updating the City’s
inventory of designated structures, Bailey suggested changing “continually updating” to “maintaining”. Also,
the word “structures” is misspelled as “strucutres.”

Page E-2:
Regarding Policy E-9, Bailey suggested deleting “The City shall” and starting the sentence with “Encourage.”

Also regardmy Policy E-9, Mengelberg noted the term “to preserve historic structures” and said typically the
requirement is lo preserve the outside but not much care 15 given about the inside. Powell said the owners must
only preserve the mterior if the house is on the National Register. Mengelberg gave an example of a large
house with small rooms wherein the owner wants to enlarge and modemize tlic rooms. Powellsaid 1t could
causc a real battie to specify internal or external. and Drentlaw said that i« getting 100 aetailed in poiicy.

Regarding Policy E-12, Bailey read, “Publicly owned properties should be designated locally, regionally and
nationally.” He asked, Designated as what? He also asked what is meant by “Publicly owned property™? After
some discussion, Kraushaar said it could read, “Publicly owned properties should be considered for considered
for Jocal, regional, and national designation.” Agreed.

Chair Carter said she thinks Policy E-15 is a good policy (regarding a master plan for the Blue Heron Paper
Mill to ensure that existing historic buildings are preserved and new development is compatible).
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Bailey asked if'the phrase “will be used” would be better in the first line of Policy E15, rather than the current
wording, “A Master Plan process is recommended....” Zacharias read from page K-2, Policy K-16, which
says, “Require approval of a Master Plan prior to approval of any proposed redevelopment or change in use of
the industrial site at...Blue Heron Paper Company....” Bailey agreed with putting it there rather than in the
Historic section, but Powell said it should be addressed in this section as well since it is an historic site. Bailey
then suggested that it read, “Ensure that existing historic resources on the Blue Heron site are preserved through
a Master Plan....”

Drentlaw had a format guestion because he said the recommendations after each paragraph on pages E-<4
through E-8 seem like action items and Bailey agreed that if they are not already covered in the action items,
they should either be moved or added as such.

Bailey asked if the critena for historic districts as listed on page E4 1s policy or if 1t 1s an existing set of criteria.
He suggested that the line read, “Historic districts are areas containing buildings with significance....”
However, Powell said this section is talking about districts, which 1s why the word “concentrated” 1s included.
He said the McLoughlin area is sufficiently concentrated to be designated as an historic district, but the entire
city of Oregon City is not.

Bailey read from paragraph 4, line 4 of page E<4, “Once damaged by extensive bmlding cover, archacological
sites are tost. He suggested changing it to read, “Once a site is damaged by extensive building cover,
archacological values are likely to be lost.”

In paragraph 3 under Historic Districts, Bailey suggested inserting “as an historic property” so the line would
read, “Designation as an historic property assures the owner that a compatible setting will be maintained.”

Regarding the Canemah Historic District (1ast paragraph on page E-4), Bailey sugpested that it be changed to
read, “Canemah is a significant example of arelatively in-tact historic riverboat town with architectural

resources dating from the 1860s.”

It was noted that the last page in Section E (an e-mail from Thomas Bennett} was inadvertently included and
should be removed. :

Both Bailey and Chair Carter gave small editorial comments {grammar, punctuation, ete.) to staff.

Chair Carter said this meeting will continue on Wednesday, Dec, 110 at 6:00 p.m., and will also be continued
to Monday, Dec. 16% at 6:60 p.m.

OTHER BUSINESS
Bailey rejterated earlier comments that the Master Piar 1oy the Cove Aren 15 really exciiing and has grea:

potential.

With no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

Linda Carter, Planning Commission Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Chairperson



CiTY OF OREGON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION

320 WARNER-MILNE ROAD

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Tony Konkol, Associate Planner

DATE: January 16, 2003

SUBJECT: File # VR 02-10 (Great American Development: Cul-de-sac length increase)

Staff and the applicant request that the Planning Commission continue the hearing for the
above referenced file to February 10, 2003 (Exhibit 1). The reason for this request is so
that Great American Development, Sisul Engineering, and the City may further discuss
the design options and alternatives for the project site concerning the proposed cul-de-sac
and potential future connections to South End Road.

Staff recommends a continuance of the public hearing for the increased cul-de-sac length
variance request (File VR 02-10) to the date certain of February 10, 2003.

VR 02-10 Planning Commission Continuance 1-27-02



Jan 17 03 11:09a Sisul Engineering 5038575773 p.2

s ' su l ENGI NEERI NG A Division of Sisul Enterprises. Inc.

375 PORTLAND AVENUE, GLADSTONE, OREGON 87027
{503) 657-0188
FAX {503) 657-5779

January 17, 2003

Tony Konkol

City of Oregon City

320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

RE: VARIANCE REQUEST, CITY FILE VR 02-10 (JO SGL.02-062)

Dear Tony,

Sisul Engineering, on behalf of Great American Development, requests a continuance of
the public hearing for the above-mentioned project, VR 02-10. The public hearing, to be
held before the Planning Commission, is currently scheduled for Monday, January 27,
2003,

This request for continuance is to allow more time to study South End Road intersection
connections, and the effects of future connections to the existing traffic patterns.

If you have any questions regarding this request, please feel free to contact us at any time.

Sincerely,

Covbin 12 Prttir—

Curt Pellatz
Sisul Engineering

Exhibit



CITY OF OREGON CITY

Planning Commission
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD OREGON CIiTY, OREGON 97045
TEL (503) 657-0891 FAX (503) 722-3880

FILE NO.: ZC 02-03

Compiete: November 18, 2002
120-Day: March 18, 2003

APPLICATION TYPE: Typelll

HEARING DATE: January 27, 2003
7:00 p.m,, City Hall
320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

APPLICANT: Great American Development
Joseph Spaziani
16500 South Forsythe Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

REPRESENTATIVE: Sisul Engineering, Inc.
Tom Sisul
375 Portland Avenue
Gladstone, OR 97027

REQUEST;: The applicant is seeking a Zone Change from “R-10" Single-Family Dwelling
District to “R-8” Single-Family Dwelling District.

LOCATION: The property is located southwest of Partiow Road and southeast of South End
Road and identified on the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-1E-12A,
Tax Lot 2300 (Exhibit 1).

REVIEWER: Tony Konkol, Associate Planner

PROCESS: The Planning Commission shall make the decision on all Type IIT permit
appiications. Once the Planning Commission makes a dectsion on the Type I
application. that decision i+ final uniess appeaicc 1o the Citv Commission ir;
accordance with Section 17.50.190. If appealed. the City Commission decision
is the City’s final decision on the Type I application.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS DECISION, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING
DIVISION OFFICE AT (503) 657-0891.



L BACKGROUND:

The applicant is requesting a zone change from R-10 Single-Family Dwelling District to R-8 Single Family-
Dwelling District for an approximately 8.09acre vacant parcel located southwest of Partlow Road and
southeast of South End Road and is identified on the Clackamas Cowty Tax Assessor Map as 35-1E-12A,
Tax Lot 2300.

The parcel has a Comprehensive Plan designation of “LR” Low Density Residential, which allows the
proposed R-8 Single-Family Dwelling District. The applicant has applied for a 3i-lot Subdivision (Planning
File TP 02-03) with a Variance (Planning File VR 02-10) to increase the maximum cul-desac length by 50
feet. The subdivision site 1s an “infill” type of development, i.e. all adjacent properties are developed. The
project will connect two temporarily terminated streets, Pine Place and Mahogany Drive (Exhibit 2).

11 BASIC FACTS:

1. Location and Current Use

The subject site is located southwest of Partlow Road and southeast of South End Road and is identified on
the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-1E-12A, Tax Lot 2300.

The 8.09-acre site is vacant. There is one large oak tree on the site, near the east property boundary and the
east termination of Mahogany Drive.

Zoning of the subject site is “R-10" Single-Family Dwelling District and is designatedas “LR” Low Density
Residential in the City’s Comprehensive Plan, The applicant is requesting a Zone Change to “R-8” Single-
Family Dwelling District for the property.

2, Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses
The surrounding land uses are singie-family residential and the surrounding zoning i1s R-10 Single-Family,
R-8 Single-Family, and property under the jurisdiction of Clackamas County.

Immediately north of the subject site are 5 properties zoned “R-10" Single-Family, 4 of which are located on
Longstanding Court and 1 on South End Road. There is an “R-8” Single-Family subdivision (Planning File
TP 96-17) identified as Hazel Grove 5, which received a Zone Change from R-10 to R-8 in 1996 (Planning
File ZC 96-06). South of the subject site there is 1 property zoned “R-10” Single-Family and an “R-8”
Single-Family subdivision {(Planning File TP 96-07) identified as Hazel Meadows, which received a Zone
Change from R-10 to R-8 in 1996 (Planning File ZC 96-02). Across South End Road, west of the subject
site, there is 1 parcel zoned FU-10 and outside the City limits, and 2 parcels zoned “R-10" Single-Family. To
the east 1s an “R-10" Single-Family subdivision identified as Hazel Grove 3.

The site has frontage to the west on South End Road. classified as a minor arterial in the Oregon City
Transportation System Plan (TSP). Park Place and Mahogany Drive, both local streets in the adjacent R-&
subdivisions. are stubbed to the property line 1o the north and the south of the subject site and connect 1o
Filbert Drive. classified as a Neighborhood Colleetor to the south and Partlow Road. classitied as o Collecior,
to the north (Exhivpit 11,

3. Comments

Notice of this proposal was mailed to property owners within three hundred feet of the subject property on
November 18, 2002. The proposal was noticed in the Clackamas Review on November 27, 2002. The notice
indicated that interested parties may testify at the public hearing or submit written testimony at or prior to the
hearing.

Transmittals regarding the proposed development plan were mailed on November 19, 2002 to The Hazel

Grove/Westling Farm Neighborhood Association, South End Neighborhood Association, Oregon City
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School Dustrict, Metro, the Department of Land Conservation and Development, City departments, and
residents within 300 feet of the proposed project site. The comments received were incorporated into the
analysis and findings sections below.

Comments were received from David Evans and Associates (Exhibit 3), Oregon City School District (Exhibit
9), the South End Neighborhood Association, and surrounding residents. A brief summary of the comments
is included and the comments received were incorporated into the analysis and findings sections below.

South End Neighborhood Association has submitted comments opposing the requested Zone Change to RS
based on the following comments: 1. Existing traffic problems exist on Filbert Lane; 2. There is not a direct
access from the proposed subdivision to South End Road; 3. South End Road and Partlow Road need
improvements; 4. The current retention pond may not be able to handle extra runoff, 5. High density is not
compatible with surrounding uses; 6. The roadways must be thirty-two feet wide; and 7. The current traffic
count on Filbert will increase from 600 daily trips to 900 daily trips (Exhibit 4a).

Mr. Randy L. Howell of 19240 Pine Place has submitted comments stating that the City should grant the
applicant a variance to allow the proposed street to connect to South End Road. If the variance is not granted
the Zone Change should be denied, reducing the number of homes and the impacts on Filbert Drive and
Pease Road (Exhibit 4b).

Mr. and Mrs. Fleming of 11795 Mahogany Drive have submitted comments stating that they object to the
proposed Zone Change because there is inadequate Police Staff to patrol the area, John McLoughlin
Elementary School is overcrowded, and that the increased traffic would be a burden due 1o the developing
traffic problems and road maintenance issues {Exhibit 4c).

Mr, and Mrs. O’Brien of 19364 South Hazelgrove Drive have submitted comments in opposition to the
proposed Zone Change since the developer should have known the existing zoning designation and should
not be able to change the zoning simply to enable him to sell more lots {(Exhibit 4d).

III. DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA:
The relevant criteria for a zone change review and decision are in Chapter 17.68 of the Oregon City

Municipal Code (OCMC).

Chapter 17.68, “Changes and Amendments”

(a) 17.68.010 Initiation of the amendment.
A text amendment to this title or the comprehensive plan, or an amendment to the zoning map or the
comprehensive plan map, may be initiated by:
A. A resolution request by the commission,
B. An official proposal by the planning commission;
C. An application ro the planning division presented on forms and accompanied by information
preseribed by the planning commission.
All requests for amendmen or change in thiy ritle shall be referred 1o the planning commission.
(Ord. 91-1007 §1(part), 1991 prior code §11-12-1)

Finding: The applicant, Great American Development, has submitted a complete application to the
planming division, thereby initiating the amendment in accordance with 17.68.010.C. The applicant’s
application form, exhibit drawings, and narrative information are attached as Exhibits 2 and 5. The
application was deemed complete on December 18, 2002.
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{b) 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.

Finding: Conststency with comprehensive plan policies and goals is addressed in Section [V 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, or
can he made available prior fo issuing a certificate of occupancy. Service shall be sufficient to
support the range of uses and development allowed by the zone.

Finding: The applicant states that provisions for water, sewer, and storm drainage have been
discussed with the City, and it appears that these public facilities will be made availabie to the site and will
be capable of supporting a single-family subdivision development at the R-8 density of 5.5 housing units per
acre. Public water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer are available from lines in the street stubs. Public water
will extend an existing eight-inch line through the property and will connect with a twelve-inch line in South
End Road. Public sewer will be provided by sewer lines draining towards Mahogany Drive and South End
Reoad and storm water will he collected in a system of catch basins and direcied to an existing storm
detention pond located in the vicinity of Mahogany Drive and Filbert Drive south of the site (Exhibit 2).

The Westling Farms/South End Neighborhood Association submitted comments stating: “Flooding/Drainage
Concerns: The current retention pond on Filbert Drive needs to be assessed to ensure it’s capable of handling
extra runoff” (Exhibit 4a).

Staff is performing a preliminary review of the subdivision application, identified as TP 02-03, and if the
existing pond is found to be to small to absorb the mcreased flows, there is available land to expand the
existing pond. There are also alternative designs, such as underground storage facilities, that when used
independently or in combination with the existing pond, may be used to meet the city’s storm water
requirements. The applicant is required to demonstrate the ability to meet the City’s storm water
requirements during the subdivision application review,

The applicant states that a Traffic Analysis Report was prepared by Lancaster Engineering for the
subdivision and found no problems with any interseciions or traffic movement on the streets around the
development through 2017 (Exhibit 6). Traffic increases generally will affect intersections in the vicinity.
These intersections have been identified as needing improvements by Oregon City’s Transportation System
Plan {TSP), however; the proposed zone change will not cause a need for any of the identified improvements,
and therefore will not have a significant impact on the any of Oregon City’s transportation facilities. The
proposed conneclion of existing temporarily terminated streets to the north and south of the subject site will
potentialiyv facilitate velicular and pedestrian movements by completing planned connections (Exhibit 5.

A revieve of e Traffic Anaivsie Repor submitted by the applicant was performec »v David Evans unc
Associates (Exmbit 3. The review determined that the expecied traffic mmpacts from the proposed zone
change from R-10 to R-&, which will add 3-5 homes, are expected to be negligible over a 20-vear horizon.
The South End/Warner Parrott intersection is expected to experience failing operations in the next couple of
years; however, the level of improvements identified in the City’s TSP may not be needed, at least initially,
to extend the term of adequate operations for this intersection. Staff has determined that theoverall impacts
on the transportation system, including the proposed interior road designed as a cul-de-sac or connection to
South End Road, will meet the City’s requirements for a Zone Change.
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C. The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or planned function,
capacity and level of service of the transportation system serving the proposed zoning district.

Finding: The applicant states that the Traffic Analysis Report (Exhibit 6) finds that a change in zoning
to R-8 would not cause a significant impact to adjacent sireets or infersections, Filbert Drive was reclassified
as a Neighborhood Collector in the Transportation System Plan, which is intended to serve as a major street
within residential neighborhoods, collect and distribute traffic from collectors and arterials to locals sireets,
serve access and local circulation, and in this case, provide connectivity between South Fnd Road and
Central Point Road (TSP pg 5-15, Exhibit 7).

Staff has concurred with the applicant’s assessment that signal warrants will not be met at the South
End/Partlow Road intersection through year 2004 with or without the proposed project. The Warner
Parrot/South End intersection meet the PM peak hour warrant today:; however, the proposed project does not
trigger the need for the improvements 1dentified in the TSP, but proportionally adds to the need (Exhibit 3).

D. Statewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does not contain
specific policies or provisions which control the amendment. (Ord. 91-1007 §l(part), 1991:
prior code §11-12-2)

Findmng: The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan was ackniowledged 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 goals and policies that
apply to the proposed zone change. Therefore, it is not necessary to address the statewide plamming goals in
response to this criterion. The Comprehensive Plan goals and policies are addressed m Section IV of this
staff report.

17.68.025 Zoning changes for land annexed into the city.
A. Norwithstanding any other section of this chapter, when property is annexed into the city from
the citv/county dual interest area . .
B. Applications for these rezonings . . ..

Findmg: The subject site is within the city limits. This criterion is 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.)

B. Legislative reviews shall be subject to the reguirements in Section 17.50.260. (Note: the
section number cited i the Code 1s incorrect: it should be 17.50.170.) rOrd. 977007 §l(pari),
991 prior code §11-12-3)

Finding: According to Section 17.50.030 of the Code. zone changes and plan amendments are
reviewed through a Type IV process. According to Section 17.50.030.D, “Type IV decisions include only
quasi-judicial plan amendments and zone changes.” Therefore. the requirements of Sections 17.50.120
through .160 apply.

The apphicant attended a pre-application conference with City staff on July 16, 2002. The Pre-Application
Conference Summary is attached as Exhibit 8. Transmittals regarding the proposed development plan were
mailed on November 19, 2002 to The Hazel Grove/Westling Farm Neighborhood Association and the South
End Neighborhood Association.
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The applicant submitted the application on October 22, 2002. The application was deemed complete on
November 18, 2002. The planning division scheduled the first evidentiary hearing, before the Oregon City
Planning Commission, for January 27, 2003. The final hearing, should the Planning Commission
recommend approval, is scheduled for February 5, 2003 before the Oregon City City Commission. Notice of
the hearing was 1ssued on November 27, 2002 and the property was posted on January 7, 2003, more than 20
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 in accordance with the requirements of Section 17.50.120, and the review
and decision in accordance with Sections 17.50.130 through .160.

This standard is met.

17.68.044) Approeval by the commission
If the planning commission approves such request or application for an amendment, or change, it
shall forward its findings and recommendation to the city commission for action thereon by that
body. (Ord. 91-1007 §1(part), 1991: prior code §11-12-4)

Finding: If the Planning Commission approves the applicant’s request, the City Commission shall
review its findings and recommendations at a public hearing. That public hearing has been scheduled for
February 35, 2003.

This standard is met.

17.68.050 Conditions.
In granting a change in zoning classification to any property, the commission may attach 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 17.36.010:
A. Such conditions and restrictions shall thereafter apply to the zone change;
B. Where such conditions are attached, no zone change shall become effective until the written
acceptance of the terms of the zone change ordinance as per Section 17.50- 330, (Ord. 91-1007
Si(part), 1991 priovr code §11-12-5)

Finding: Staff has not recommend any Conditions of Approval. This section is not applicable.

17.68.060 Filing of an application
Applicarions for amendment or change in this title shall be filed with the planning division on forms
available ar Cinv Hall. At the fime of jiling an application. the applicant shall pav the sum listed in

the tee sehedulc in Chaprer 1730 (Ord. GI1-1007 Sliparty, 1991 prior code §71-12-6)

Findmg: The applicant has submtied the appropriate application forms ané fees. This criterion is
met.
v, Consistency with Comprehensive Plan

The applicable goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan are addressed in this section.

(B) Citizen Participation
Goal: Provide an active and systematic process for citizen and public agency involvement in the
land-use decision-making for Oregon City.
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Finding: The City’s process includes public notice, public hearings, and notifying neighborhood
associations. Public notice was mailed on November 18, 2002 and advertised in the Clackamas Review on
November 27, 2002, and the subject property was posted on January 7, 2003.

On November 19, 2002 transmittals were sent to the Citizen Involvement Commiittee Council (CICC), South
End Neighborhood Association, and the Westling Farm/Hazel Grove Neighborhood Association apprising
them of the application.

Policy #1
Encourage and promote a city-wide citizen participation program that helps neighborhoods to

organize so that they may develop and respond to land-use planning proposals.

Finding: As noted above, the South End and Westling Farm/Hazel Grove Neighborhood Associations
and the CICC were notified. Comments from the Neighborhood Association and citizens that have
commented on the proposal have been incorporated into this report.

Policy #2

Provide neighborhood groups and citizens with accurate and current information on policies,
programs and development proposals that affect their area, institute a feedback mechanism to
answer questions from the public.

Finding: The notice, meeting, and public hearings related to the proposal demonstrate consistency
with this policy. In addition, this staff report and the file containing project information were available for
public review seven days prior to the first evidentiary hearing.

Policy #4
Encourage citizen participation in all functions of government and landuse planning,

Findmg: Citizen participation has been encouraged through mailing notice of the proposal and the
public hearings, and through posting the project site with notice of the proposal.

{C) Housing
Goal: Provide for the planning, development and preservation of & variety of housing types at a
range of price and rents,

Findmng: The applicant states the area is designated for a low-density residential use. The R-8 zone
permits 5.5 dwellings per acre, or 36 dwellings on the §.09-acre subject site {assuming 20% of the property is
used for public right-of-way). The R-10 zone aliows 4.4 dwellings per acre, or 29 dwelling units for the
subject site {assuming 20% of the property 15 used for public right-of-wav). Both the R-8 and R-1{I zones
allow single-family dwellings. with §.000 or 10.000 square foot mimimum lots sizes. respectivelv. The R¥
zone aliows smalier jots that can be expecied 1o provide more aifordabie housing than the R-10 zone. Also.
the requested zone change 1o R-& would be similar to the R-8 zoned properuies bordermg a majority of the
site, allowing for a more consistent development pattern with the adjacent properties (Exhibit 53).

The subject site currently is designated low density residential on the Comprehensive planning. Tow density

residential permits the R-8 zoning designation. The City encourages planning, development, and preservation
of a variety of housing types at a range of price and rents. The proposal is consistent with this Goal.

Policy #3
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The City shall encourage the private sector in maintaining an adequate supply of single and multiple

family housing units. This shall be accomplished by relving primarily on the home building industry
and private sector market solutions, supported by the elimination of unnecessary government
regulations.

Finding: The R-8 zone allows smaller lots that can be expected to provide more affordable housing
than the R-10 zone and the requested zone change to R-8 would be similar to the R-8 zoned properties
bordering a majority of the site, allowing for a more consistent development pattern with the adjacent
properties. Currently, 15 of the 24 (62.5%) properties and 1,863 linear feet of the 2,897 (64.3%) linear feet of
properties abutting the subject property are zoned R-8 Single Family Residential. The proposal is consistent
with this policy.

(F) Natural Resources, Natural Hazards
Goal: Preserve and manage our scarce natural resources while buiiding a livable urban envirenment.

Finding: The vacant subject site is located in an urbanized area. The site is not within a water
resources area, and there are no significant natural resources located on the property other than a large oak
tree along the northern property line that the applicant 1s proposing to save. The proposal to rezone the site
from R-10 to R-8 would not significantly change the amount of development allowed, only the type. The
proposal 1s consistent with this goal.

Policy #1
Coordinate local aciivities with regional, state and federal agencies in comtrolling water and air
pollution.

Finding: This policy is not directly applicable to the proposal. Local, regional, state, and federal

regulations related to water and air poliution will be addressed when site development is proposed.

Policy #7
Discourage activities that may have a detrimental effect on fish and wildlife.

Finding: The subject site is not within a wildlife habitat area, as identified in the Comprchensive Plan,
nor 1s it located within a water resource area. The subject site is located in an urbanized area and the
residential uses allowed in the R-8 zone would not likely discharge pollutants or otherwise have a
detrimental effect on fish and wildlife. The proposal is consistent with this policy.

Policy #8
Preserve historic and scenic areas within the City as viewed from poinis outside the City.

Findmg: The site 1s not within a historic or scenic area and s not situated so as to affect views of such
areas irom outside the citv. The proposal 1s consistent with this policy.

Policy #9
Preserve the environmental quality of major water resources by requiring site plan review, and/or
other appropriate procedures on new developments.

Finding: The proposal will be processed under the appropriate procedures for new development in
order to preserve the environmental quality of major water resources. The proposal is consistent with this
policy.
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Policies adopted through Ordinance 90-1031
Oregon City . . . shall comply with all applicable DEQ air quality standards and regulations.

Finding: Uses allowed in the R-8 district would be expected to comply with DEQ standards and
regulations, in compliance with this policy.

All development within the Ciiy of Oregon City shall comply with applicable state and federal air,
water, solid waste, hazardous waste and noise environmental rules, regulations and standards.
Development ordinance regulations shall be consistent with federal and state environmental
regulations.

Finding: The proposal will be processed under the appropriate procedures for new development in
order to comply with this policy.

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

Finding: The applicant states that land is a scarce resource and must be wisely allocated between uses.
One way to wisely use land ts to mamtain densities at or near the plan designation. The R-8 zone allows 5.5
dwellings per acre while the R-10 zone allows 4.4 dwellings per acre. Actual gross density, owing to the
“infill” nature of the site and its long, narrow shape, will be on the order of 3.8 dwelling per acre at the R-8
standard. The greater number of lots translates to the most efficient use of the land, assuming that public
services are available and compatibility issues are satisfied (Exhibit 4).

The proposal would add the subject site to the adjacent R-8 district and provide a consistent development
pattern with the existing development surrounding the property. Because of its nature, scale, and location,
the proposed rezone would preserve the natural and developed character of Oregon City and is, therefore,
consistent with this goal.

H. Energy Conservation
Goal: Plan urban land development which encourages public and private efforts toward conservation
of energy.

Finding: Rezoning the subject site is consistent with the goal of energy conservation. The site is

adjacent to South End Road, which 1s destgnated for pedestrian, bicyclist, and transit alternatives. The
existing Tri-Met route 79 has service on South End Road. Once the site is developed, residents may take
advantage of such altemative forms of transportation, which saves energy over automobiles. Also, the site’s
location would allow children to walk to Joln McLoughlin Elementary School, saving vehicle miles
traveled.

fo—

Community Facilities
oa:: Serve the health. safery. educauon. welfare and recreational needs o1 all Oregon Cinv residents
through the planning and provision of adequate community facilities.

Finding: The applicant states that urban services are available or can be made availabie to the site.
Police and fire services can be provided; school capacity can be made available and the proposal was deemed
as not to conflict with the interests of the Oregon City School District (Exhibit 9), The new housing will
contribute to the tax base of Oregon City for public services.
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Most of the Community Facilities policies direct the City to conduct certain actions and are not relevant to
the proposal. Therefore, they are not addressed individually in this staff report.

Rezoning the property is consistent with the goal and the objectives of its policies because future site
development will utilize existing public facilities. Service adequacy will be reviewed through subdivision
review prior to site development, and improvements consistent with this goal may be required at that time.

Policy #5
The city will encourage development on vacant buildable land within the City where urban facilities
and services are available or can be provided.

Finding: The applicant states that provisions for water, sewer, and storm drainage have been
discussed with the City, and it appears that these public facilities will be made available to the site and will
be capable of supporting a single-family subdivision development at the R-8 density of 5.5 housing units per
acre. Public water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer are available from lines in the street stubs. Public water
will extend an existing eight-inch line through the property and will connect with a twelve-inch line in South
End Road. Public sewer will be provided by sewer lines draining towards Mahogany Drive and South End
Road and storm water will be collected in a system of catch basins and directed to an existing storm
detention pond located in the vicinity of Mahogany Drive and Filbert Drive south of the site (Exhibit 5).

Policy #7
Muaximum efficiency for existing wrban 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: The parcel has a Comprehensive Plan designation of “LR” Low Density Residential, which
allows the proposed R-8 Single-Family Dwelling District. The subdivision site is an “infill” type of
development, i.e. afl adjacent properties are developed. The project will connect two temporarily terminated
local streets, Pine Place and Mahogany Drive (Exhibit 2).

(I Parks and Recreation
Goal: Maintain and enhance the existing park and recreation system while planning for future
expansion to meet residential growth.

Finding: The proposal does not affect any existing or planned parks or recreation areas. The proposal
is located approximately 250 feet north of the McLoughlin Elementary School.

(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.

Finanng: Tre applicant is proposing to connect two north-soutl ocal streets. jdentified as Pine Prace
and Mahogany Drive, which will complete the intemal traasportation svstem linking Filbert Drive, which 1s
ciassified as a Neighborhood Coliector, and Partlow Road, which 1s classified as aCollector.

Policy #6
Sidewalks will be of sufficient width to accommodate pedestrian traffic.

Finding: Sidewalks included in future site redevelopment will be constructed to City standards.
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Policy #14
The bikeway: on South End Road will be extended to South End School as funding becomes available

Finding: South End Road requires striped bike lanes as part of the Oregon City Transportation System
Plan - Bicycle System Plan. Bike lanes included in future site development will be constructed to City
standards.

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

Finding: The proposal 1s for a zone change and is not a request to amend the Comprehensive Plan
Map designation for the site, which i1s Low Density and allows the R-8 Single-Family Residential zoning
designation.

RECOMMENDED CONCLUSION AND DECISION
The proposed zone change is consistent with all applicable criteria of the zoning ordinance and
Comprehensive Plan.

Staff would recommend that the Planning Commission forward the proposed Zone Change, Planning File ZC
02-03, with a recommendation of approval to the City Commission for a public hearing on February 5, 2003.

EXHIBITS
The following exhibits are attached to this staff report.

Vicinity map

Site Map

David Evans & Associates Traffic Review; dated January 10, 2003

a. Westling Farms/South End Neighborhood Association

bh. Mr. Howell letter; dated December §, 2002

¢. Mr. and Mrs. Fleming letter; dated December 18, 2002

d. Mr. and Mrs. O’Brien letter; dated December 15, 2002

Applicant’s Narrative

6. Executive Summary of Applicant’s Traffic Impact Study; Prepared by Lancaster Engineering; dated
October 2002 (Complete Study On File with the City)

7. Transporiation System Plan page 5-15

Applicant’s Pre-Application meeting

9. Oregon City School District Transmittal
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January 10, 2003

Mr. Tony Konkol

City of Oregon City

PO Box 351

Oregon City, OR 97045

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
SPAZIANI ZONE CHANGE & RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION - TP 02-03

Dear Mr. Konkol:

In responsc to your request, David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) has reviewed the Traffic Impact Study
(TIS) and site plan submitted by Lancaster Engineering for the proposed Spaziani Property rezone and
residential subdivision development located in Oregon City near the South End Road/Partlow Road
intersection. The material 1s dated October 2002.

The TIS describes the current development proposal to build a 31-unit subdivision of single-family detached
homes. To accommodate this number of homes on the site, a rezone from R-10 to R-8 is required and being
proposed. Site access will be provided via connections to existing Pine Place and Mahogany Drive. No
direct access to South End Road 1s proposed.

Overall Finding

The applicant’s traffic impact analysis generally meets the City’s requirements. The proposed development is
not expected to result in needed off-site mitigation. The full extent of site improvements attributable to the
applicant as part of this project is unclear but discussed herein under site plan review. The applicant has not
addressed intersection sight distance and needs to ensure that new roadway intersections to be built through
this project meet AASHTO guidelines. The South End/Warmer Parrott intersection is expected to experience
failing operations in the next couple years. The level of improvement 1dentified in the City’s TSP may not be
needed. at least mitially. to extend the term of adequate operations for this intersection.

Comments

1. Existing conditions — The applicant reasonably described the existing transportation system surrounding
the proposed project site and appropriatefy accounted for planned transportation facility improvements
identified in the City’s TSP. The applicant used appropriate traffic counts as a basis for operations
analysis. The applicant did not address existing safety conditions primarily including the study area crash
history and should be required to.

2. Background conditions — In developing opening year 2004 background traffic levels without the project,

the applicant reasonably accounted for in-process traffic associated with other nearby approved
developments by applying a 4.5 percent annual growth rate to existing volumes. This rate was based on
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comparison of historical study area traffic counts and therefore also accounts for any regional traffic
growth in this area of the City.

Although a zone change is bemng proposed from R-10 to R-8, the expected traffic impacts from an
additional 3-5 homes over a 20-year horizon are expected to be negligible. The applicant was therefore
not required to analyze future 20-year traffic conditions associated with the rezone decision.

Trip Generation/Distribution/Assignment — The applicant slightly underestimated trip generation levels
for the daily, morning peak hour, and evening peak hour weekday periods. For a development this size,
the applicant should have applied the linear regression trip generation equations rather than the trip rates
for each period from the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Report, 6 ed.
Justification for use of the trip generation equations is provided on pages 9-11 of the 2001 ITE Trip
Generation Handbook.

The equations result in modest increases in trip generation during all periods analyzed and therefore does
not trigger a need to reanalyze traffic operations in my opinion. However, the higher trip levels should be
used when establishing systems development charges (SDC). For example, the 296 weekday trips
reported by the applicant using average trip generation rates would increase to 353 trips using the ITE trip
generation equations. Evening (PM) peak hour trips would increase from 31 to 37.

The applicant used appropriate methods to distribute and assign site-generated trips from the proposed
development to the surrounding roadway system.

Sight Distance — The applicant did not discuss intersection sight distance. The applicant needs to ensure
that intersection sight distance guidelines provided by AASHTO are met for the new roadway
intersections to be built at Pine Place and Mahogany Drive.

Signal and Lefi-Turn Lane Warrants — 1 concur with the applicant’s assessment that signal warrants
will not be met at the South End/Partlow Road intersection through year 2004 with or without the
proposed project. [ also concur that the Warner Parrot/South End intersection meets the PM peak hour
warrant today and is expected to meet Condition A of the eight-bour warrant by year 2004 with or
without the proposed project. The City’s TSP (project R-70) identifies the need to realign and signalize
the offset intersection and provide exclusive left-turn lanes on all approaches. The proposed project does
not trigger the need for these improvements. but proportionally adds to the need.

Traffic Operations — The applicant asserts that the Warner Parrott’South End Road mtersection operates
at level of service (LOS) D today during peak hours and will degrade to LOS E/F during year 2004
background conditions. The applicant’s development would add to this poor level of service, although
the extent is unclear as they analyzed their project only assuming a signat was installed. With a signal,
the intersection is expected to be able to operate at LOS C with or without the project. I concur with the
applicant’s analysis.

Today and under year 2004 background conditions, three of the four Warner Parrott/South End Road
intersection approaches operate at LOS C or better. During the AM peak hour, the northbound approach
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operates at LOS F and during the PM peak hour, the southbound approach operates at LOS F. With the

addition of a dedicated northbound right-turm lane (not 1dentified in the TSP) and

a southbound left-turmn

lane as identified in the City’s TSP, the intersection could operate at LOS C without a signal for some

period of time as an interim project. The city may want to consider this.

The South End/Partlow Road intersection is shown to operate at LOS B during ANl operations and at the

LOS C/D threshold during PM operations today and under year 2004 background

conditions. Although

the intersection will continue to operate within the City’s standards with the proposed project, PM peak

hour operations are expected to degrade to LOS D.

Queuning — The applicant did not report any queuing results for area intersecti

ons. A supplemental

memorandum containing a queuing summary for the different development scenarios should be provided.
The applicant should also submit the technical output from Synchro to allow validation of their findings.

Mitigation — 1 concur with the applicant’s assertion that this proposed developmer
off-site mitigation beyond site-specific improvements mncluding sidewalks, and trg
with their new roadways and intersections.

The City’s TSP identifies significant expected growth along South End Road betw
Warner Parrott Road. It calls for intersection improvements including a signal w
phasing and exclusive left-turn pockets on all approaches. As development
improvement should be reconsidered. Traffic growth along Lawton Road is exp
may not warrant an exclusive left-turn pocket. A roundabout option should also be

Site Plan Review — The applicant’s site plan indicates that sidewalks will be pro
the new roadways to be built.

A 10-foot pedestrian/bicycle accessway connecting the cul-de-sac to South End 1
will provide an important connection to public transit along South End Road. Thg
hard surfaced (asphalt) for bicycle use and illuminated in some fashion intended to
use while minimizing distraction to adjacent homes {perhaps 12-foot shoebox lig
end of the path should be installed to prevent use by motor vehicles. Lighted boll
should be considered. The path should be fenced but consideration shouid be
fencing should be obscuring {e.g.. a board fence! or more open (e.g.. cyvclone).
wentfiec to receive bike lanes (TEP projec: -3
projec: proposed pedestrian/bicycle path should be considered.

The site plan calls for a right-of-way dedication along the east side of South End
indicates that South End Road is intended for widening to a three-lane section. Is

widening in the TSP. Rather, project R-26 from the TSP indicates an intent to cons

The connection berween thel

nt does not trigger any
ffic control associated

veen S. 21d Street and
th protected/permitted
occurs, this level of
ected to be small and
considered,

vided on both sides of

Road 15 identified and
» accessway should be
improve safe evening
nts). Bollards at each
ards are available and
given to whether the

South End Road is
se bike lanes and the

Road. The apphicant
e¢ no reference to this
struct curb, guiter, and

sidewalks along both sides of South End Road from Partlow road to the UGB and project B-5 calls for

widening to provide directional 4-6 foot bike lanes from Barker Avenue to the UQ

right-of-way dedication should be clarified. If the applicant isresponsible for hal

B.. The need for this
[-street improvements




Mr. Tony Konkol

Page 4

along South End Road, they should be constructed as part of this project. If the City desires to complete
the full TSP project at one time, the applicant should fund their portion of the improvements now.

In conclusion, I find that the applicant’s traffic impact analysis generally meets the City’s requirements. If
you have any questions or need any further information concerning this review, please call me at
503.223.6663.

Sincerely,

DAVID EVANS AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

Mike Baker, PE

Senior Transportation Engineer

MIBA:pao
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CITY OF OREGON CITY - PLANNING DIVISION
PO Box 3040 - 320 Warner Milne Road - Oregon City, OR 97045-0304
Phone: (503) 657-0891 Fax: (503) 722-3880

TRANSMITTAL
November 19, 2002

IN-HOUSE DISTRIBUTION
o’ BUILDING OFFICIAL

@’ ENGINEERING MANAGER

@ FIRE CHIEF

@’ PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS

& CITY ENGINEER/PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
o TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS)

2 PARKS MANAGER

o ADDRESSING

TRAFFIC ENGINEER
& Mike Baker @ DEA

RETURN COMMENTS TO:

Tony Konkol
Planning Division

IN REFERENCE TC FILE # & TYPE:

PLANNER:
APPLICANT:
REQUEST:

LOCATION:

The application material was referred to you during the Completeness Review for your information, swdy and official
comments. If extra copies are required, please contact the Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions wili be
used to guide the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal. If you wish to have your comments considered and incorporaied
into the staff report. please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the processing of this application and will insure

MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION
CICC

@~ NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION (N.A.) CHAIR
N7A. LAND USE CHAIR Westling Reewisf e 1ip0n

0 CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Joe Merek

0 CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Bill Spears

a ODOT - Sonya Kazen

o ODOT - Gary Hunt

@ SCHOOL DIST 62

o TRI-MET

o METRO - Brenda Bernards

0o OREGON CITY POSTMASTER

& DLCD

COMMENTS DUE BY: December 12, 2002

HEARING DATE:
HEARING BODY:

Fanuary 27, 2003
Staff Review: ___ PC: _X CC:___

TP 02-03: Staff Review

VR 02-10:; PC Hearing 1/27/03
ZC 02-03: PC Hearing 1/27/03
Tony Konkol, Associate Planner’
Joseph Spaziani/Curt Pellatz

Zone change from R-10 to R-8, Variance to increase cul-de-sac

length to 400 feet, and a 31-lot subdivision.
Map # 35-2E-12A Tax Lot 2300.

prompt consideration of vour recommendations. Please check the appropriate spaces below.

g

o The proposal does not ~~ . The proposal conflicts with our interests for -
conflict witt: our Interests. the reasons stated below.  “noee 7oAy N TR
e P
o Tiz proposat would not conflict our The foliowing items are missing and ar. ; ;"‘a':j =
interests if the changes noted below aeeded for completeness and review: ;‘jr“ &
. [ S

are included. = '__i 2

G
o =
S O

—

- L
£

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND M
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Great American Development
File Number: TP 02-03, ZC 02-03, VR 02-10
Great American Development)]
Joseph Spaziani

Rebuttal to Limited Land Use Applications

1. File Number ZC 02-03: The Developer is seeking a zone change from R-10
Single Family Residential to R-8 Single Family Residential. We are opposed to
any zone changes

2. File Number TP 02-03: The Developer is seeking approval of a 31-lot subdivision
zoned R-8 Single Family Dwelling District.

3. File Number VR 02-10: The Developer is requesting a variance to increase the
standard cul de sac length from 350 feet to 400 feet.

The residents of Westling Farm-Hazel Grove and Hazel Meadow subdivisions are
opposed to the zone changes because this proposal conflicts with our interests for the
reasons below:

e Keep zoning as R-10 because of traffic problems. Traffic problems already exist
on Filbert Drive, as the residents have asked Oregon City to install speed humps.
e There is no direct inlet/outlet onto South End Rd. in the current design. This
means the majority of traffic for the 31 homes will come down Filbert Drive. The
residents of Filbert Drive will not tolerate any increased traffic. Therefore, the
design must be changed and the cul de sac either moved to be located adjacent to
Mahogany Drive or do not allow a cul de sac for this developments NV et
» Road improvement are needed for South End Rd and S. Partlow roads to handle
increased traffic from the numerous new developments in the area. Traffic
problems on South End Rd are now an everyday occurrence.
o Flooding/Drainage Concerns: The current retention pond on Filbert Drive needs
to be assessed to ensure it’s capable of handling extra runoff.
¢ High density is not compatible with surround area. The surrounding
neighborhoods are zoned R-10. The only exception is Hazel Meadows, which is,
zoned R — 8. Therefore, this development must remain R-10 to be compatible
with the surrounding area.
e The road must be 32° curb to curb to allow fire access.
» Cumacir TRAERIC Couns ON I 1Relx VR, (15 5}%& K
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Minutes for South End Neighborhood Association Meeting 4;7(% QQ YUoue.
Nov. 21, 2002 o ’
b ap ) uita Yovum N i
<

Meeting opened. Members present is attached.

Tony Konkol from the City of Oregon City Planning Department spoke on the Urban
Growth Boundary and then answered questions. Discussion of Rose Road mentioned
that Rose Road had a pre-application but no application. They cannot have apartments
there, only 3 housing units for one lot.

The membership voted to have a moratorium on building on South End Road until
improvements are made. Marilyn Nuttall made the motion. Madalin Bohlander 2™ the
motion,. It passed.

There was discussion of the subdivision across from Rose Road called South End Estate.
The following were the neighborhood comments.

o Keep zoning R-10 because of traffic problems and flooding in the area.
Improvements need to be made on South End and Partlow Roads.

The road should be 32’ curb to curb for fire access.

There are already traffic problems on Filbert.

There are no parks close by.

Drainage concerns, would like to know about retention pond.

» Would like clarification on storm water area.

There was a discussion of traffic problems on South End Road.

Hazel Grove/Westling Farm Neighborhood Association boundaries have been extended
to Mc Cord, Partlow, South on South End and Central Point Road.

Comments on Walmart are listed below.

¢ People were worried about too much traffic on Molialla especially after all the
changes for a Boulevard.

s Citizens do not feel it would add to the jobs. They feel it would take away from
existing businesses that are friendly.

e  Worried about Newell Creek Canvon sliding.

- Detriment to current economy.

¢ Traffic impact on Mollalla Ave., Beaver Creek Road, Highway 213 and it wouid
bring traffic up the already crowded Highway 99.

s It doesn’t seem to be compatible with the surrounding area.

When asked if the neighborhood had any positive comments. None were given,

Comments on Rose Road construction.



Water resource problems.

Traffic Impact and Transportation problems.

Rose Road is a private road, construction would impact existing neighborhood,
development is having a negative impact on existing properties on Rose Road.
Developers only have to improve ¥ of the road.

People living there have to bring Rose Road up to code.

Economic impact.

High density is not compatible with surrounding area.

Not fair to use road as main road when it is private.

Comments on Urban Growth Boundary.

¢ Should not have commercial on South End Road. Traffic problems already exist for
cars. This would also bring commercial trucks.

+ Commercial traffic would need to go on streets that are not built to support heavy
traffic. Example: South End Road has sliding problems. The county already does
not have funds to fix the problem.

e Power line areas limit the growth already.

The neighborhood voted to write a letter to Tri-Met asking that the new signs have letter
a minimum of 2 inches high to let people know which side of the street to stand on. Jim
Colson made the motion. Mary Smith 2°*it. The motion passed.

Ideas for the next meeting included having the new mayor speak or more on education.

CPO is meeting on Central Point Road. At 7:00 p.m. Wed. Dec. 4 at John Mc Laughlin
School.

A motion was made to adjourn the meeting by Mary Smith. Russ Nuttal] 2" the motion.

Minutes submitted by Kathy Robertson,
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Randy L. Howell
19240 Pine P|
Oregon City, OR 97045
503-557-2219

December 8, 2002

QOregon City Planning Commission
320 Warner Milne Rd
Oregon City, OR 97045

Dear Pianning Commissioners:

I am writing to you in regards to a Notice of Limited Use Application for the
proposed development called the South End Estates file number TP 02-03.

For the record, | am not against a development being created at Tax Lot 2300.
However, | am against the proposed entry and exit of the new home owners that
will be living there. As the site plan presently stands, there will only be two ways
to enter South End Estates. One neighborhood road will be Pine Place and the
other neighborhood road will be Mahogany Drive. Filbert Drive is the only
access road on the south side of the proposed development that ties into Pine
Place and Mahogany Drive.

Recently, neighbors of our development that use Filbert Drive to gain access to
our properties (not like others that just use it as way to tie onto South End Road)
had a meeting to discuss concerns about the speed and the amount of traffic
using this road. When the new 90 home Hazel Creek Farm Subdivision is
complete on Centeral Point, Filbert Drive will be extremely active due to those
home owners trying to gain access to South End Road and taking their children
to John Mcloughlin elementary school. With the edition of South End Estates,
traffic will alsc be forced to come down Filbert Drive or Partlow Road for access
creating even more traffic congestion.

| would sugges' ™at a variance be given allowing & road to be buill ontc South
End Roac directly from the proposed developmen: As | understand, there is oity
code that aoes not allow access onto @ mair arterial i there are other roads
within 500 feet of the developing land. A variance would allow the new
homeowners direct access to their homes allowing them to use other surface
streets as a secondary choice not the only choice. When this variance is given,
file number VR 02-10 is not needed and should be denied.

If a variance for direct access from South End Road is denied, then file number
ZC 02-03 should be denied. The lots need to stay at 10,000 square feet. When

Exhibit L%b



there are fewer homes being buiit there will be a lower number of vehicles
traveling the side streets.

In summary, please create a variance for direct access from South End Road
into South End Estates. If this variance is denied then deny ZC 02-03 and leave
the lots as they were originally drafted at 10,000 square foot minimizing some of
the traffic,

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Sty X Vool

Randy L. Howel!



December 18, 2002

Oregon City Planning Division
Oregon City Hall

320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, Oregon 97045

Dear Planning Manager,

We sincerely ask that you consider our request. We object to the request of: Great
American Development to change the zoning of Tax Lot 2300 to R-8 Singie-Family
status. We request that you DECLINE them this change and keep the zoning R-10
Single-Family. Please consider these urgent reasons for our point:

1) In our opinion, we don’t have adequate Police Staff to police the area. Until we

do have enough officers, it would be unwise to change zoning to add more homes.

2) John McLoughlin Elementary School is experiencing overcrowding. Until our
school funding problem is remedied it would be unwise and cruel to the teachers
and students who attend to take actions to add to their overcrowding problem.

3} The increased traffic in our neighborhood and surrounding area would be a
burden due to the developing traffic problems and road maintenance issues that
the city and county are trying to keep up with.

We voted to pass the Police and School measures on the ballot this Fall 2002. We were
very concerned that the citizens in Oregon City were unwilling to pay for these needed
services. Let’s not add more burdens to the needs of the community by overdeveloping
areas which are zoned appropriately. Keeping Tax Lot 2300 an R-10 Single-Family
status would signal to my family and neighbors that Oregon City cares about how the
development of our area affects our Police, Schools, and roadways. Let’s think to the
future and make good decisions that keep this area demographically stable.

Thank you so much for hearing our concerns!

Sincerely,
.,;{,"'{-j," A s / '\._,;’ .
A g TS rrYy. i
//;/z/ !/.'/ Z’% /»/,i,f: l.'-",'; ' ‘ ////ﬂfé ZL/Z, - -i’t/},[i//;‘-f' ¥ F/I.’/'fr %:‘i
/)
{J

Mr. And Mrs. Mark Fleming
11795 Mahogany Court
Oregon City, OR 97045
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December 15, 2002

Tony Konkol

Oregon City Planning Division
320 Warner Miine Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

Dear Mr. Konkol

I am writing in reference to the land use applications filed by Great American
Development under the following file numbers:

TP 02-03
ZC 02-03
VR 02-10

After careful review of the requests by Great American Development, | would like to
register the following comments for inclusion in the staff report regarding these matters.

Reference VR 02-10, | have no objection to this request.

Reference ZC 02-03 and TP 02-03, i strenuously object to a change in zoning from R-
10 to R-8. The property owner, particularly as he is a developer, should have been
aware of the R-10 designation for this parcel of property prior to the time he purchased
the property. We as neighbors should not be required to live with higher density simply
to enable him to sell more lots. The developer should have no problem using the space
to develop the 23 lots that will fit on the property with its current R-10 designation. If he
develops within the current R-10 zoning there will be no need to approve either.

We checked the zoning density of properties near ours at the time we purchased our

home. Had the property involved in this iand use application, been designated R-8 at
that time we would not have purchased a home in Oregon City.

Sincerely K _ -’
\./

/&a

Tom and Marguerlte O Brien
19364 S. Hazelgrove Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045-6945
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Apphicant

Representative .

Location
Legal Description
Comprehensive Plan

Zoning

Site Size

. Proposal

Application for Zone Change

Great American Development
16500 S. Forsythe Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

(503) 655-6494

Sisul Engineering, Inc.
375 Portland Avenue
Gladstone, OR 97027
(503) 657-0188
Contact: Tom Sisul

Southwest of Partlow Road. southeast of South End Road.

Tax Lot 2300, Map 3 1E 12A
Low Density Residential

R-10
Proposed R-8

8.09 Acres

Zone change to R-8

Page 1
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Site Description

The site 1s located in the southeastern part of Oregon City, southwest of Partlow Road
and southeast of South End Road. with frontage on South End Road.

The site 15 vacant. There is one farge oak tree on the site, near the east property
boundary and the east termination of Mahogany Drive (please refer to the "Existing
Conditions" map, Sheet 2). Pine Place and Mahogany Drive both temporarily terminate at
the site’s east and west boundaries.

South End Road is classified as a minor arterial; both Pine Place and Mahogany Drive
are considered local streets.

The site is nearly flat, with very shoht slope from north to south, Grades are generallv
less than 6%.

Adjacent properties are occupied by single-family residences on lots 1n subdivisions
developed to R-8 standards. Land on the south (south of Mahogany Drive) and north and
northwest (vicinity of South End Road) is developed with subdivisions in R-10 zoning.

Proposal
The applicant requests a zone change to R-8 Single Family Dwelling District and
proposes to create a 31-lot subdivision (submitted as a separate application). The
proposed change is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation (low density
residential) and would allow development of the site with lot sizes similar to those in
adjacent Subdivisions.

The zone changt satisfies all policies and requirements of the City's Lodes as
described in the following narrative.

Applicable Criteria and Standards

Appiicable criteria and standards of the Oregon City Development Code are found in
Title 17 Zoning.

Chapter 17.68 Zoning Changes and Amendments

17.68.010 Initiation of the amendment - This section authorizes the planning commission
to consider a request for zone change.

17.68.020 Criteriz - Thiz section sets for the criteria for 2 zone change:

A The propoesal shal! be consisieni with the goals and policier of tie comprefiensive
plan.

Response: The site is in an area designated for singie family residential development by
Oregon City’s Comprehensive Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan requires that an adequate supply of land be available for
projected housing needs and that the private sector be encouraged to maintain an adequate
housing supply. An adequate supply of land is best maintained by wisely using the land
that is available, increasing densities when physical constraints do not pose hazards to

Page 2



future residents. Urbanization policies call for extension of services along with the
development of land and the best use of land within the Urban Growth Boundary.

This request for zone change supports the housing, urbanization, and public facilities
goals as listed in the Comprehensive Plan, by making available for residential
development a property which has public services available and which is immediately
adjacent to existing, urban type development. Urban services are available and capable of
supporting uses allowed in the R-8 zone.

The following specific comprehensive plan poiicies are applicable:

Housing Element - This City’s intention is to provide for a variety of housing types at a
range of prices and rents, by encouraging the private sector to maintain an adequate
supply of single and multiple family housing. ‘

Comment: The area is designated for low density residential use. The R-8 zone permits
5.5 dwellings per gross acre, or 44 dwellings allowable on the 8.09 acre site. The R-10
zone allows 4.4 dwellings per gross acre. or 36 dwellings for 8.09 acres. Both the R-8
and R-10 zones allow single family dwellings, with 8,000 or 10,000 square foot lot
minimum, respectively.

The R-8 zone allows smaller lots than the R-10 zone, and therefore could be expected
to provide more affordable housing.

The R-8 zone, with §.000 square foot lots, wouid be similar to the R-8 zoned
properties bordering most of the site. An R-8 designation would allow development to be
more consistent with adjacent developments.

Either designation would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of
low density residential and with the Housing Element, which calls for a variety of
housing types to be allowed in the City.

Growth & Urbanization Element - The City’s intention is to manage scarce natural
resources while building a livable urban environment and to provide for an orderly and
efficient transition from rural to urban land use.

Comment: Land 1s a scarce resource and must be wisely allocated between uses. One way
to wisely use land is to maintain densities at or near the plan designation. The R-8 zone
allows 5.5 dwellings per gross acre while the R-10 zone allows 4.4 dwellings per gross
acre. Actual gross density, owing to the “infill” nature of the site and 1its long, narrow
shape, will be on the order of 3.8 dwellings per acre. The greater number of lots translates
to most efficient use of the land. assuming that public services are available and
compatibiiity issues are satisfied. However as noted, the density allowed by the R-10
designation cannot be achieved. owing to dimensional reguirements that cannot be
satisfied on the long, narrow site.

The R-8 zone would allow lots similar in size and arrangement to adjacent
developments.

Public services are available, or can be made available, to the site for either the R-8 or
R-10 density. Sewer, water, and storm water lines, and public streets are available at the
site’s boundaries and have been planned to accommodate development of the site.
Therefore, the timing is appropriate for the land to be considered for development now.
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Community Facilities Elemen?, - The City’s goal is to encourage development on vacant
buildable land within the city where urban facilities and services are available or can be
provided and to encourage densities at maximum levels permitted.

Comment: Urban services are available or can be made available to the site. Police and
fire services can be provided; school capacity can be made available.

Public water. sanitary sewer. and storm sewer are available from lines in the street
stubs. Public water will extend an existing eight inch line through the property and will
connect with a twelve inch line in Sou’th End Road.

Public sewer will be provided by grdvny sewer lines draining towards Mahogany
Drive and South End Road.

Storm water will be collected in a system of catch basins and directed to an existing
storm detention pond located in the vicinity of Mahogany drive and Filbert drive (south
of the site). This pond will be reconstructed as necessary to comply with current
standards. Please refer to the preliminary "Utility Plan” (Sheet 3).

Proposed density is 5.5 per gross acre for the R-8 zone: actual density for the
proposed subdivision will be 3.8 per gross acre. There is no physical constraint, such as
tlood plain or unstable soils that limits development of the site at this density. which
would allow for the optimum utilization of the public facilities that will be installed for
any future subdivision and to support public investments in utility facilities.

Theretfore, this discussion of plan policies demonstrates that the proposal complies
with Oregon City’s Comprehensive Plan.

B. That public facilities and services... are presently capable of supporting the uses
allowed by the zone, or can be made available prior to issuing a certificate of occupancy.
Service shall be sufficient to support the range of uses and development allowed by the
zone.

Response: The applicant has discussed provision of water, sewer, and storm drainage

with the City and, based on those discussions and analysis of the project engineer, it
appears that these public facilities will be made avaifable to the site and will be capable of
supporting a single family subdiviston at the R-8 density.

Public water, sanitary sewer. and storm sewer are available from lines in the street
stubs. Public water will extend an existing eight inch line through the property and will
connect with a twelve inch line in South End Road.

Pubiic sewer will be provided by sewer lines dramming towards Mahogany Drive and
Soutl End Road.

Storm water will be collected in a svstem of catch basins and directed 1o an existing
storm detention pond located in the vicinity of Mahogany Drive and Filbert Drive (south
of the site). This pond will be reconstructed as necessary to comply with current
standards. Please refer to the preliminary "Utility Plan" (Sheet 3).

A Traffic Analysis Report was prepared by Lancaster Engineering for the subdivision
proposal. It finds no problems with any intersections or traffic movement on streets
around the development through 2017. However, traffic increases generally will affect
intersections in the vicinity. These intersections have been identified as needing
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improvements by Oregon City’s Transportation System Plan, The proposed zone change
will not cause a need for any of the identified improvements, and therefore will not have
a significant impact on any of Oregon City’s transportation facilities. The proposed
connection of existing temporarily terminated streets will potentially facilitate vehicle
and pedestrian movements by completing planned connections in this part of the
community.

Therefore. this criterion is sartisfied because public facilities and services are
available. or can be made available. to serve the site for the R-8 zoning designation. In
addition, development to the highest reasonable density makes most efficient use of the
public investment in providing services for the area.

C. The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or planned
‘ fumrmn capacity and level of service of the transportation system serving the proposed
”omng district.

Response: The Traffic Analysis Report finds that a change in zoning to R-8 would not
cause a significant impact to adjacent streets or intersections.

Therefore, this criterion 1s satisfied because the change to R-8 zoning has almost no
impact on the overall transportation system.

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

Response: No statewide goals apply to this proposed zoning change.
17.68.025 Zoning changes for land annexed into the city - An annexation is not involved
with this application; this section does not apply.
Conclusion
The foregoing narrative describes the proposed zone change and land division with
variance. The narrative and plans demonstrate that the proposal is generally in

conformance with applicable criteria and standards identified in the Community
Development Code. Therefore, the application should be approved as submitted.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

. A zone change from R-10 to R-8 has been proposed for a site on the southeast side of South

End Road between Partlow Road and Filbert Drive in Oregon City. Following the zone
change, a single-family residential subdivision is planned with approximately 31 homes.
The subdivision will connect four existing street stubs and will not have direct access to
South End Road.

. The proposed development is expected to generate approximately 23 trips during the morn-

ing peak hour, with 6 entering the site and 17 exiting. The evening peak hour is expected
to in 31 total trips, with 20 entering and 11 exiting. The estimated daily traffic volume is
296 trips, with half entering and half exiting the site.

. The intersection of South End Road and Warner Parrott Road is currently operating at an

acceptable level of service, although if traffic volumes continue to increase at the same rate
they have in recent years, the operation of the intersection will degrade significantly in the
near future. The Oregon City TSP identifies a future need for realignment and signaliza-
tion at the intersection. This improvement is listed as a long term project (6-20 years), but
may be needed much sooner to avoid a failing level of service at the intersection.

. The intersection of Partlow Road and South End Road is currently operating at favorable

levels of service and will continue to operate favorably for all scenarios examined. The
TSP identifies the need to realign the offset of Partlow Road and Oaktree Avenue within
the next five years. When this realignment project is built, left-turn lanes should be con-
structed on Scuth End Road in both directions. A southbound left-turn lane is warranted by
existing evening peak hour traffic volumes.

. The proposed residential subdivision will not trigger the need for any of the improvements

discussed above. The development will be required to pay system development charges for
transportation. which should be directed to necessary improvements such as those identified
here.
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Apnt 2001
City of Oregon City Transportation Systern Flan Section 5: Transportation System Plan
1989
Roadway Segment Classification Reclassification Reasoning

Hilda Street/Alden Street/Barclay Local Street Neighborhood Alignment currently serves the

Hills Drive: Moelalla Avenue to the Collector developing neighborhoods neonth of

end of Barclay Hills Drive the Mountain View Cemetery and
east of Molalla Avenue (major
arlerial); a traffic signal currently
exists at the Molalla Avenue/Hilda
Street-Holmes Lane ’intersection
making this connection to Molalla
Avenue more attractive to motorists
than the unsignalized Barclay Hills
Drive access.

Barker Avenue/Charman Street: Local Street MNeighborhood Corrider serves to provide a

South End Road to Linn Avenue Coliector reasonably direct neighborhood
connection to South End Road

Filbert Drive/Salmonberry Drive — Local Street Neighborhood Provides connectivity between South

Skelienger Way Collector End Road and Central Point Road.

Frontier Parkway Local Street Neighborhood Provides  connectivity between

Collector Meyers Road and Leland Road.

The proposed new connections are separated into two categories: those recommended to accommodate
growth and new development, and those recommended as enhancements to the connectivity and
operations of the existing roadway network. Table 5-4 outlines the new roadway connections based on
these two categories.

The need for each of the facilities identified in Figure 5-1 and Table 5-4 will be driven, in large measure,
by future development within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. Where the identified future
connections are located outside of the Urban Growth Boundary, improvements will comply with state
requirements set forth in OAR 660-012-0065 and 0070 (requirements pertaining to transportation
improvements on rural land).

Again, it should be stressed that the location of the potential new roadways shown on Figure 5-1 is only
an approximate representation of the recommended connection and that the actual roadway alignment
will be determined based on identified constraints and specific development plans for the individual
areas.

In addition to the roadway connections identified above, the City is preparing a Conceptual New Street
Plan Map that will provide guidance to the City, land owners, and developers on desired street
connections that will improve local access and circulation, and preserve the integrity of the regional
street system. The map will be prepared for contiguous areas of vacant and redevelopable parcels of five
or more acres within Oregon City. This map will be prepared to comply with the Design Standards for
Street Connectivity presented in the Metro Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The map and code
language to ensure development compliance will be adopted by the City in the spring or early summer
2001 (RTP compliance deadline in August 2001).

| _ Exhibiti
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CITY OF OREGON CITY
PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE SUMMARY

Pre-apphcation conferences are required by Section 17.50.030 of the City Code, as folows:

(A) PURPOSE: The pre-application conference is to provide the applicant the necessary
information to make an informed decision regarding their land use proposal.

(B} A pre-application conference is required for all land use permits.

{C) Time Limit: A pre-application conference is valid for a period of six (6) months.

(D) An omission or failure by the Planning Division to provide an applicant with relevant
information during a pre-application discussion shall not constitute a waiver of any standard,
criterion, or requirement of the City of Oregon City. Information given in the conference is
subject available information and may be  subject to change without notice. NOTE: The
subsequent application may be submitted to any member of the Planning Staff.

PRE-APP # ()2-31 /DATE: __ "}-]6-0 2

APPLICANT: _(7em} A{wwrt%’\cd /710 Sisof

SITE ADDRESS: RIUE A I[ 250 { SowSnd @o g,{
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
STAFF: Nz Vot (" i S i &mtw ZONING:_£-/ 0

PROPOSED USE/ACTIVITY: ¥ [2¢C

INFORMATION NECESSARY TO BEGIN DEVELOPMENT: This listing of information does
not preciude the Community Development Department or hearings body from requesting
additional data necessary lo make a recommendation and/or decision regarding the
proposed activity.

1. PLANNING

Zoning/ Setbacks Q -0
Is the Site in a Water Resource Overlay District? (Yes or No )

Is the Site in a Historic Overlay District? (Yes or No ) /\/O
List of Minimum Required Planning Processes:

D C OC

1. Subdivision
o OCMC 17.50 — Administrative Processes
a OCMC [6.08 - Subdivision — Process and Standards
a OCMC 16.12 — Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions

2. Lot Chen
e fd {Q%

.

Other:
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2. ENGINEERING
GRApWE - EROH e Low TR -

A. Grading; PER c(T1 STA~ DA DS
B Drainage: 1Pt xSy Sloton Dubiebins [ pgizde ~  pETEvron & warse quatt TY
C. Sanitary Sewer: Exreop  pras Tud GRAVITY SEwEl THaouCH sire )
D. Water: £ qroo oum by im D o miICiung - 10 D zibeaned
. Right-of-Way Dedxcahon/Easemenls S g}’w sT, @crg!&p 53 Mvew MIOD"‘E
F. Strect Im rovegq_ (s (including continuation of existing streets within /0" peb. Atews Souzy *
subdm 10115 .?p by SILINEES o7 UCHTD . Prvaaed + BYE, puanTon sTul. Top
G. Special Analyst@@geotechmcal sluJy, EIS): J ST jan
H. Development Impat Ment required with Subdivision appllcatlons SE o
L. TSP compliance (Connectivity, Street Widths, etc.): 32" Loeat. 3T, LAY bprt )
Other: ) '
3. BUILDING
A. Proposed Construction Type:
B. Number of Stories:
C. Square [ootage:
D, Number of Buildings:
K. Type of Occupancy:
[ Fire Sprinklers:
G. Valuation (estimate): $
H. Fire/Life Salety Required: Yes No
4. FIRE
A. Fire Flow Requirements (gallons per minute):
B. Location/Number of Hydrants:
C. Access Requirements:
D. Other:
OTHER COMMENTS:

NOTICE TO APPLICANT: A property owner may apply for any permit they wish for their
property, HOWEVER, THERE ARE NO GUARANTELES THAT ANY APPLICATION WILL
BE APPROVED. No decisions are made until all reports and testimony have been submitted.
This form will be kept by the Community Development Department . A copy will be given to the
applicant. IF the applicant does not submit an application within six (6) months from the Pre-
application Conference meeting date, a NEW Pre-Application Conference will be required.



RECEIVER $66D CITY OF OREGON CITY - PLANNING DIVISION
PO Box 3040 - 320 Warner Milne Road - Oregon City, OR 97045-0304

NV 2 0 2002 Phone: (503) 657-0891 Fax: (503) 722-3880 e~ =
Sspespuelly o
TRANSMITTAL NOV 2 0 2nno
_ November 19, 2002

IN-HOUSE DISTRIBUTION MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTIORREGON CITY SCHQOOLS

o’ BUILDING OFFICIAL CICC A

& ENGINEERING MANAGER @~ NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION (N.A.) CHAIR

@ FIRE CHIEF @ N.A. LAND USE CHAIR WesHing forwes [ < tipnd

@’ PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS 0 CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Joe Merek

@’ CITY ENGINEER/PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR o CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Bill Spears

o TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS) g ODOT - Sonya Kazen -

o PARKS MANAGER o ODOT - Gary Hunt

o ADDRESSING & S@FOOL DIST 62

o TRI-MET
TRAFFIC ENGINEER o METRO - Brenda Bernards
=" Mike Baker @ DEA 1 OREGON CITY POSTMASTER
=" DLCD

RETURN COMMENTS TO: COMMENTS DUE BY: December 12. 2002
Tony Konkol HEARING DATE: January 27, 2003
Planning Division HEARING BODY: Staff Review: ___ PC: _X CC:_
IN REFERENCE TO FILE # & TYPE: TP 02-03; Staff Review

VR 02-10: PC Hearing 1/27/03
ZC 02-03: PC Hearing 1/27/03

PLANNER: " Tony Konkel, Associate Planner

APPLICANT: Joseph Spaziani/Curt Pellatz

REQUEST: Zone change from R-10 to R-8, Variance to increase cul-de-sac
length 1o 400 feet, and a 31-lot subdivision. .

LOCATION: Map # 3S-2E-12A,Tax Lot 2300.

The application material was referred to vou during the Completeness Review for your information, swdy and official
comments. If extra copies are required. please contact the Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be
used 10 guide the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal. If you wish to have your comments considered and incorporated
into the staff report, please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the processing of this application and will insure
prompt consideration of vour recommendations. Please check the appropriate spaces below.

% o The preoosal does not The proposal conflicts with our interests for
conflics with our interess. the reasons sated beiov
) The proposal would not conflict our The following items are missing and are
interests if the changes noted below needed for completeness and review:

are mecluded.

Signed / OZA- / /

Title /,ou% A ﬂv%jff_ﬁ’/l -~

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND MATERIAL

Exhibit



PC Mailing List for PC Meeting Date:__| l'l':t, |0?
DATE. l/"‘},D:5

T

# Recipients Sent

10 Copies for Front Table

1 Sean !
1 Christina L 4 Jbe Spqa'\a_n.\ NRD2-10; ¢ 02-03
L Tony g /" “Tom Sisou oo
1 Brian Nakamura o Me . Howell Z¢ 02-03;\R0Z-1)
| Brian-Coessrove /MQ__IM%_ F\cw\‘mg 2¢ 21-03
1 Front Counter / me. {Mq_s, O BCicyy 2C 02-03%
1 Bob Cuilison |
= Jey-Toll : SASHD SPADY - AGENDA | LETTER.
~t———-Dean-Norlan-—- _ 7 o
i Nancy K. | R

i Fire Department / ER T

1 Public Works s N
1 Applicat e e
1 aily Journal of

Commerce-Kurt

1 Sarah H.--Oregonian-
] Franseription—

5 City Commission
Total
e wd
* Plus 30 names on previous page l/OQ%ClA

Eua Vitlal

MS Kumulany DR.
Kihei, Mavt, Hawau
QL3153






Smooth Feed Sheets™

CICC Chairman
Tim Powell, Co-Chairman
819 6" Street

+on City, OR 97045

Canemah Nbrhd Assoc.
Howard Post, Chairman
302 Blanchard Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Caufield Nbrhd Assoc.
Mike Mermelstein

20114 Kimberly Rose Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Hazel Grove / Westling Farm N/A

Bill Vickers, Chairman
19384 Hazel Grove Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Hillendale Nbrhd. Assoc.
Julie Hollister, Land Use
13304 Clairmont Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

McLoughlin Nbrhd Assoc.
Denyse McGriff, Land Use
815 Washington Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Rivercrest Nbrhd. Assc.
Diane McKnight, Chairman
161 Barclay Avenue
Oregon City, OR 97043

Preston Gates & Ellis
BRill Kabeiseman
222 E5W Columivg St Sypre 1400

L yatte L A I T .
Poroan s Cirpoag 07 v

Planning Commission
Dan Lajoie

143 Johin Adams Street
Orepon City, OR 97045

Tr  ripations
Pa. .nson
10214 SW 36" Court

Partlind, Orepon W7210

1 AVERY® Address Labels

Barclay Hills Nbrhd Assoc.
Larry Jacobson, Chairman
17893 Peter Skene Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

Caulield Nbrhd Assoc.
Cathi VanDamm

15092 S. Persimmon Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

Gaffney Lane Nbrhd Assoc.

Janet Brand
19436 Stillmeadow Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Hazel Grove / Westling Farm N/A

Kathy Hogan
19721 S. Central Point Road
Oregon City, Orcgon 97045

MecLoughlin Nbrhd Assoc.
Tim Powell, Co-Chairman
819 6" Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

Mit. Pleasant Nbrhd Assoc.
Jessica Eckart

307 Caufield St.

Oregon City, OR 97045

Rivercrest Nbrhd. Assoc.
Patti Brown, Land Use
P.O. Box 1222

Oregon City, OR 97045

Planning Commission
Linda Carter

CHAT Moelalle Avenur
O Sy, O GEOLS

Pianning Commission
Duff Main

15868 South Lora Ct
Oregon City, Or 97045

DIC

Kurt Shirley

PO Box 10127
Purtiand, OR 97296

Use template for 51609

Barclay Hills Nbrhd Assoc.
Elizabeth Klein, Land Use
13569 Jason Lee Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Caufield Nbrhd Assoc.
Robert Pouriea, Co-Chairman
14409 S. Cambria Terrace
Oregon City, OR 97045

Gaffney Lane Nbrhd Assoc.
Shelly Alway, Land Use
13411 Squire Drive

Oregon City, OR 97045

Hillendale Nbrhd. Assoc.
Debbie Watkins, Chairman
13290 Clairmont Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

McLoughlin Nbrhd Assoc,
Rick Winterhalter, Co-Chairman
1215 8" Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

Park Place Nbrhd. Assoc.
Ralph and Lots Kiefer
15119 Oyer Drive

Oregon City, OR 97045

South End Nbrhd. Assoc.
Karen Montoya

137 Deerbrook Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Planning Commission
Lynda Orzen
CI9L Oumt O

(YOS S CE R AT Ry

Planning Commission
Renate Mengelberg
2263 South Gilman
Oregon City, Or 97045

Oregonian Melro South-News
365 Warner-Milpe 1Road, Ste, 10
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Attn: Sarah Hunsberger
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Don Vedder Real Estate
126 Cherry Avenue

Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Attn: Karen Slemp

ﬂ_\\‘ FaAVy ~ i L VIO ALba

Rene Hinneberg

AV Tech

2580 Cambridge Street
West Linn, OR 97068

Use template for 5160

Clackamas Community College
Communily Relations Department
19600 S. Molalla Avenue

Oregon City, OR 97045



OREGON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION BYLAWS

Article 1. Name

The name of this commission is the Planning Commission (PC),

Article II. Purpose, Authority and Duties

A,

The purpose of the Commission is to serve as an advisory body to, and a resource
for, the City Commission in land use matters.

ORS 227 and the Oregon City Municipal Code Chapter 2.24 authorize the
Commission.

The Commission’s duties include articulating the community’s values and
commitment to socially and environmentally responsible uses of its resources as
reflected in the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan and ancillary documents.

Article I1I. Membership

A,

The Mayor with the consent of the City Commission shall appoint each
Commission member, and those members shall serve at the pleasure of the
Commission. Terms are for a period of four years. Planning Commission
members shall serve no more than two, consecutive full terms. The City
Commission may waive this limitation if it is in the public interest to do so.

The Commuission consists of seven members. No more than two members may be
non-residents, and no more than two members shall be engaged in the same kind
of occupation, business, trade, or profession. No member may be a City of
Oregon City officer, agent, or employee.

Vacancies are filled in the same manner as the original appointments,

Upon failure of any member to attend three consecutive meectings, the Planning
Commission may recommend termination of that appointment to the City
Commission, and the City Commission may remove the incumbent from the
Planning Commission and declare the position vacant to be filled in the manmner of
a regular appointment.

Oregon City Planming Commission Bylaws
Revised and Adopted January 24, 2000
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E.

All members shall serve without compensation.

Article IV. Officers and Staffing

A.

Officers. The officers consist of a chairperson and a vice-chairperson who shall
be selected by the membership and who shall serve at the pleasure of the
membership for one year. Nominations and election of new officers shall be
taken from the floor at the Commission’s first meeting of the year. Officers may
be re-elected. In the event that an officer is unable to complete the specified term,
a special election shall be held for the completion of the term.

Chairperson. The chairperson shall have general supervisory and directional
powers over the Commission. The chairperson shall preside at all Commission
meetings and review Commission agendas with the staff liaison. The chairperson
shall also be an ex-officio member of all subcommittees and shall be the
designated spokesperson for the Commission unless this responsibility is
delegated in writing.

Vice-Chairperson. The vice-chairperson, in absence of the chairperson, shall
have general supervisory and directional powers over the Commission. The vice-
chairperson shall preside at all Commission meetings and review Commission
agendas with the staff liaison, and generally conduct all business delegated to the
chairperson, in his or her absence.

Staff. The City of Oregon City will provide staff support to the Commission for
meeting notification, word processing, minutes preparation, copying and
information gathering to the extent the City budget permits.

Article V. Organizational Procedures

A.

The Commission shall hold meetings as necessary at a time and place designated
by staff consistent with Oregon Public Meetings Law,

Fifty-one percent of the voting membership of the Commission shall constitute a
quorum. The concurrence of a majority of the Commission members present
shall be required to decide any matter. If a quorum is not attained fifteen minutes
following the scheduled time of call to order, the meeting shall be cancelled.

All members who are present at a Commission meeting, including the chairperson
and vice-chairperson, are allotted one vote each on all motions.

These Bylaws may be repealed or amended, or new bylaws may be adopted by a
majority vote of the Planning Commission on its own initiative.

Oregon City Planning Commission Bylaws
Revised and Adopted January 24, 2000
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The parliamentary authority for this Commission is Robert’s Rules of Order
Revised except where superseded by these Bylaws or local, state, or federal law.

Commissioners are required to file annual statements of economic interest as
required by ORS 244.050 with the Oregon Government Standards and Practices
Commission.

Individuals being considered for appointment to the Planning commission must be
willing to dedicate to, at a minimum, two meetings per month. A scheduled
Commission meeting may be set aside upon agreement of a majority of the
Commissioners and upon compliance with applicable land use laws and
procedures.

Article VI. Duties of Officers

A.

The chairperson or vice-chairperson, in addition to the duties in Article IV, shall
preserve order and decorum at Commission meetings.

1. The chairperson may assess the audience at the beginning of the meeting,
and, with the consent of the Commission, announce reasonable time
limiits.

2, The chairperson shall summarize the issues to be addressed and the

criteria to be applied prior to the public hearing testimony.

The chairperson shall ask for response and opinion from the members of the
Commission.

The chairperson may mentor the vice-chairperson.
-

The chairperson may appoint Commission members to specific projects or
committees.

The chairperson or vice-chairperson shall confer with the Community
Development Director on a regular basis outside scheduled meetings concerning
the direction each expects of the Commission.

In conjunction with the Planning Manager, the chairperson shall orient new
members.

Article VII. Duties of the Commission

A

Planning Commission members are encouraged to address all those who come
before the Commission by the last name only, and common title (Mr., Mrs., Miss,
Ms., etc.), not by first name.

Oregon City Planning Commission Bylaws
Revised and Adopted January 24, 2000
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B. If a member is unable to attend a meeting, it is that member’s responsibility to
inform the Planning Divisions staff and/or the Commission chairperson of that
fact prior to the meeting to be missed.

C. Prior to Planning Commission meetings, members are encouraged to read all
information packets and visit sites that are subjects of land use action.

Article VIII. Goals and Objectives
A, The Planning Commission shall review the City Commission goals annually for
establishment of Planning Commission goals that enhance and augment those of

the City Commission

B. The Planning commission shall establish goals, at a minimum, annually.

Adopted this 24™ day of January, 2000

Gary Hewitt, Chairperson
Oregon City Planning Commission

Oregon City Planning Commission Bylaws
Revised and Adopted January 24, 2000
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January 16, 2003

Tony Konkol

City of Oregon City
320 Warner Milne Rd
Oregon City OR 97045

Dear Mr. Konkol:

I am writing this letter to voice my concerns around the proposed South End Estates
development. First off, 1 think there needs to be an additional entrance off of South End
Road to help with the increase in traffic that will occur. As it is now Filbert and Partlow
have a large amount of traffic. Adding additional housing with no other entrance will
make the traffic problem much worse than it is now.

I also feel that the development needs to stay zoned R-10. Traffic will increase, but even
more so if this is rezoned R-8. I wonder if an addition retention pond will be part of this
development? If not, there is a potential for flooding and problems with drainage. With
an increase in housing there is going to be even more children attending John McLoughlin
Elementary. Keeping this development zoned R-10 will keep the enroliment at the
elementary school down.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to my concerns about the new development.
Sincerely,

Scott Sether

19230 Pine Place
Oregon City, OR 97045
(503) 650-7867

OC PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARING DATE: le?(OB
CASEFILE: _Z2¢ 02-02
EXHIBIT: A







TO: OREGON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
RE: FILE NUMBER TP 02-03

AS NEW HOME OWNERS ON 8. PINE PLACE, WE ARE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT
THE LIMITED ACCESS TO SOUTH END ESTATES. IN YOUR PLAN, PINE PLACE WILL BE ONE
OF TWO MAIN ACCESS ROADS. WE MUST PROTEST THE ADDED TRAFFIC AND NOISE ON

QUR STREET.
PLEASE REEVALUATE THE SITE LAYOUT PLAN, AND CREATE A MAIN ACCESS

FROM SOUTH END ROAD.

THANK YOU.
Q ;
W w‘o&&«?ﬂ

RON & SUNNY PHILLIPS
19224 S. PINE PLACE
OREGON CITY, OR 97045

OC PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARING DATE: /2303
CASEFILE: _£( 67-0p3%
EXHIBIT: B







CITY OF OREGON CITY

PLANNING COMMISSION
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045
TEL {503) 657-0891 FAX (503) 657-7892

AGENDA

City Commission Chambers - City Hall
January 27, 2003 at 7:00 P.M.

**Please note: The public hearing for the following planning files: SP 02-09, ZC 02-01, ZC 02-02, PZ 02-01,

PZ 02-02, WR 02-12 for the proposed Wal-Mart retail development on Molalla Avenue has been re-noticed

for the public hearing date of February 24, 2003. No public testimony will be taken at the January 27, 2003
Planning Commission Meeting.**

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

7.00 pm. 1. CALL TO ORDER

705 pm. 2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA
Outdoor Lighting Ordinance: Sha Spady letter dated December 27, 2002.

710 pm. 3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: December 9, 2002

715p.m. 4 HEARINGS:

VR 02-10 (Request for a Continuance to February 10, 2003); Great American Development: Joe
Spaziani; Request for a continuance of the Planning Commission Hearing for a Variance to increase
the maximum cul-de-sac length by 50 feet for the property identified as Clackamas County Map 38-
1E-12A, Tax Lot 2300 and located southwest of Partlow Road and southeast of South End Road.

7:20 p.m. Z.C 02-03 (Quasi-Judicial Hearing); Great American Development: Joe Spaziani; Request for a
Zone Change from R-10 Single-Family Residential to R-8 Single-Family Residential for the property
identified as Clackamas County Map 35-1E-12A, Tax Lot 2300 and located sousthwest of Partlow
Road and southeast of South End Road.

8:00 pm. S. NEW BUSINESS:

8:05 p.m. 6. ADJOURN

NOTE: HEARING TIMES AS NOTED ABOVE ARE TENTATIVE. FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE DUE TO DISABILITY,
PLEASE CALL CITY HALL, 657-08%1, 48 HOURS PRIOR TO MEETING DATE.






CITY OF OREGON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

January 27, 2003
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT
Chairperson Carter Dan Drentlaw, Planning Director
Commissioner Lajoie William Kabeiseman, City Attorney
Commissioner Main Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Commissioner Orzen Pat Johnson, Recording Secretary

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT
Commissioner Mengelberg

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Carter called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.,

2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA

Kathy Hogan, 19721 S. Central Point Road, said she had read an article in a local paper about some signs
which were put out near a school to remind drivers to slow down, and she asked if the Planning Commission
could perhaps review and/or revise the City regulations to allow such because, whether these signs are paid for
by the schools (whether St. Johns or the public schools), she thinks they are a good safety reminder.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: December 9, 2002, December 11, 2002, and December 16, 2002.

Chair Carter said corrections had already been taken for the minutes of December 11® and December 16", but
had not yet taken any corrections for the minutes of December 9™. With no corrections to those minutes (Dec.
9" but encompassing the previously submitted corrections, Main moved to accept all of them as submitted and
corrected. Orzen seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously.

4. HEARINGS:
Chair Carter gave the parameters and procedures for the hearings on the agenda this evening, both of which
are quasi-judicial in nature,

YR 02-10 (Request for a Continuance to February 10, 2003); Great American Development: Joe
Spaziani; Request for a continuance of the Planning Commission Hearing for a Variance to increase the
maximum cul-de-sac length by 50 feet for the property identified as Clackamas Connty Map 351E-12A,
Tax Lot 2300 and located southwest of Partlow Road and southeast of South End Road.

Kabeiseman asked if there were any conflicts of interest, bias, or ex parte contacts to be acknowledged by the
Commission. There were none, nor were there any challenges by members of the audience against the Planning
Commission {PC) or any individuals for participating in this hearing.

Konkol said the applicant was requesting a continuance to the next PC hearing date for this variance while
reviewing alternative designs for the subdivision. Orzen moved to uphold the request for a continuance to Feb.
10, 2003. Main seconded the motion, and 1t passed unanimously.

ZC 02-03 (Quasi-Judicial Hearing); Great American Development; Joe Spaziani; Reguest for a Zone
Change from R-10 Single-Family residential to R-8 Single-Family Residential for the property identified
as Clackamas County Map 3S-1E-12A, Tax Lot 2300 and located southwest of Partlow Road and
southeast of South End Road.







CITY OF OREGON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of January 27, 2003
Page 2

Konkoel, who would give the staff report, introduced a letter into the record as Exhibit A from Scott Sether,
19230 Pine Place, dated Jan. 16, 2003, in which he states he thinks this development should remain R-10
because traffic will increase if it is zoned R-8; there is a potential for flooding and problems related to the
increased drainage from the development; and with increased housing there will be more children attending
John McLoughlin Elementary. (Konkel had distributed copies of this letter to the Commissioners.)

Konkol then made some corrections to page 1 of the application. He noted that this is actually a Type IV
application, not a Type III. Under “Process,” he also clarified that Type IV permits are reviewed by the PC. If
the decision is for denial, that is the final decision, which can be appealed to the City Commission. A
recommendation of approval can be forwarded to the City Commission should the Planning Commission so
determine. He noted that correct references are made within the body of the staff report to a Type IV permit and
the correct process and procedures.

As background, Konkol said the applicant is requesting a zone change from R-10 Single-Family to R-8 Single-
Family, for an approximately 8.09-acre vacant parcel located southwest of Partlow Road and southeast of South
End Road. The parcel has a Comprehensive Plan designation of LR Low-Density Residential, which includes
the R-8 Single-Family zoning designation.

Konkol said the applicant currently has a proposal for a 31-lot subdivision submitted with the City, and a
variance for the cul-de-sac length (the latter of which was just continued to Feb. 10, 2003). The proposal has
two temporary stubs terminating into the parcel (Pine Place and Mahogany Drive) both from the north and the
south into the site.

The swrrounding zoning and land uses are Single-Family Residential, including both R-10 and R-8, There is an
R-8 Single-Family subdivision (identified as Hazel Grove 5); an R-8 Single-Family subdivision identified as
Hazel Meadows, an R-10 Single-Family subdivision identified as Hazel Grove 3; and various R-10 Single-
Family parcels. (A full copy of the application, the staff report, and related documents are available in the
public record through the Planning Department.)

The site has frontage to the west on South End Road, which is classified as a minor arterial in the Oregon City
Transportation System Plan (TSP); Pine Place and Mahogany Drive, both of which are local streets that are
stubbed into the property to the north and to the south; Filbert Drive (directly to the south), which is classified as
a neighborhood collector; and Partlow Road (directly to the north}), which is classified as a collector.

Konkol said proper noticing was done to the immediate property owners and to the community, and transmittals
were received and incorporated into this staff report as they pertain to the zone change.

The South End Neighborhood Association submitted comments opposing the requested zone change to R8
based on the following:

s Existing traffic problems on Filbert Lane.

e There is no direct access from the subdivision to South End Road.

¢ South End Road and Partlow Road need improvements.

e The current retention pond may not be able to handle extra runoff.

* High dengity is not compatible with surrounding uses.

e The roadways must be 32 feet wide.
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» The current traffic count on Filbert will increase from 600 to 900 daily trips.

Konkel also noted that comments were received from:

e Mr. Howell, 19240 Pine Place, requesting that the City grant a variance to allow the street to connect to
South End Road and saying that if the variance is not granted, the zone change reguest should be denied to
reduce the impacts on Filbert Drive and Pease Road.

e  Mr. and Mrs. Fleming, 11795 Mahogany Drive, saying they are opposed to the zone change because there is
inadequate police staff to patrol the area; the elementary school is overcrowded; and the increased traffic
would be a burden to the developing traffic problems and road maintenance issues.

¢ Mr. and Mrs. O’Brien, 19364 South Hazel Grove Drive, saying the developer should have known the
existing zoning and should not be able to change the zoning to get more lots after the fact.

Staff findings state that the applicant, Great American Development, submitted an application that was deemed
complete on December 18, 2002.

Regarding criteria, after a preliminary review, it appears that there are adequate services (water, sewer, and
storm drainage) to provide services to the parcel at the R-8 development level.

There is an existing storm pond south of the property, and the adequacy of the pond will be reviewed at the time
of the subdivision application. That pond has the potential to be enlarged. If enlarging the pond does not
alleviate the drainage coming from the site, there are also alternate design options that could accommodate
storm water, but the applicant would be responsible for showing that during the application for the subdivision.

The applicant states that a traffic analysis report was prepared by Lancaster Engineering for this subdivision,
and no problems were found with any intersections or traffic movements on the streets around the development
through 2017. Staff would concur with that finding, that this development would not impact the surrounding
intersections and will not warrant improvements identified in the TSP based on the level of development
associated with this proposal.

Staff said the zone change from R-10 to R-8 would equate to approximately 6 homes, so a 20-year analysis was
not required by staff for those impacts since they scem to be insignificant.

Regarding Statewide Planning Goals, Konkel said the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan was acknowledged by
the Land Conservation and Development Commission on April 16, 1982, and it was found that this proposal
meets the Comp Plan goals associated with the requested zone change.

The applicant states the area is designated for Low-Density Residential use. The R-8 zone permits 5.5 dwelling
units per acre, or 36 dwellings on the 8.09-acre subject site. The R-10 allows 4.4 dwelling units per acre, or 29
units on the site (assuming 20% of the property is used for public right-ofway). As stated, there are adequate
services—transportation, water, sanitary, and storm—to accommodate the increased housing that would be
associated in moving from R-10 to R-8. Further, as stated earlier, the R-8 1s a zoning category identified under
Low Density Residential as the Comp Plan designation for this site.

Under Policy 3 of “Housing” within the Comp Plan, it says, “The City shall encourage the private sector in
maintaining an adequate supply of single- and multi-family housing units. This shall be accomplished by
relying primarily on the home-building industry and the Private Sector Market Solutions, supported by the
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elimination of unnecessary government regulations.” Konkol said the R-8 zone allows for smaller lots, which
can be expected to provide for more affordable housing than the R-10 zone, and the requested zone change for
R-8 would be similar to the R-8 zoned properties bordering a majority of this site, allowing for a more consistent
development pattern with the adjacent properties. Currently 15 of the 24 properties and 1,863 linear feet of the
2,897 linear feet of properties abutting the subject property are zoned R-8 Single-Family. A majority of those
properties in those R-8 subdivisions are at or near the 8,000 square foot minimum lot size allowed in the R-8
zoning designation.

The property is on a vacant parcel, and there are no natural resources or natural hazards on the property. It is not
in the water resource overlay district. There is one large oak tree in the back corner, which the applicant is
proposing to save. There would be no foreseeable impacts on habitat or fish since there is no habitat identified
on this property.

The property is located on South End Road and has been identified in the TSP for bicycle and pedestrian
connectivity. Improvements along South End Road would be required as part of the development, including a
half-street improvement, which usually includes upgrading the road if it is needed, inclusion of a parking strip,
curb and gutter, street trees, and a sidewalk. Local streets in the subdivision would also be to TSP standards,
which include 32 feet of pavement.

Chair Carter asked, even with the possible site plan being proposed, if the developer would still be responsible
for road improvements on South End Road, whether a road went out to South End or not, and if that would
occur at the time of the site development. Konkol said that was correct.

Konkol said South End Road is on a bus line that currently has a bus stop right at the site that would allow
potential users to utilize the other forms of transportation, including the bus. Also, the near proximity to John
Mecloughlin School District would allow students to walk to school and could thus reduce the number of vehicle
trips in the City.

Konkol concluded by saying it is important to notice that this is an infill-type of development, meaning there 1s
development on all sides of the subject site with four local street stubs into the property, affecting the street
layout of the property and where lots can be located. Also, as stated earlier, adjacent properties are zoned R-8 to
the north and the south. Therefore, staff would recommend that the PC recommend approval to the City
Commission at a public hearing on Feb. 5, 2003,

Orzen noted that on page 7 it says there would be 36 homes with an R-8 and 29 homes with an R-10 listing.
Yet on Exhibit 2, it shows only 31 home sites. Konkol said 36 represents the allowed density in the R-8 zoning,
assuming 20% of the property is taken out as 1s the standard for roadway and public dedication.

Orzen asked if the 29 home sites would be consistent with R-10 zoning for that parcel size. Konkol said 29
dwelling units would be at R-10 with 20% taken out. However, on this site, it would be a difference of 6 homes
so it would equate to 25. He said because of the four stubs coming into the property and the amount of local
streets they would be building in this subdivision, it is probably a little more than the 20%.

Main asked for some clarification about the reference to the year 2017 on the traffic study. He said this
subdivision would have some effect on the Partlow Road/South End intersection and the Warmner Parrott/South
End intersection, and he asked what triggers us to assess that developer for part of those improvements down the
road. KonKkol said he thought one of the recommendations from David Evans & Associates (who did the staff
review of the traffic analysis) was that the developers should be responsible for their proportional share of
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impacts to the Wamner Parrot/South End Road intersection. He said that could be a Condition of Approval
(COA) that could be applied at the subdivision review, which is yet to come.

Main noted that the David Evans report on the traffic study talks about queuing (page 3, item 7) and says the
applicant should also submit the technical output fromSynchro, and he asked if that was done. Konkel said

that, too, would be a COA that would be added with the subdivision review because it is addressing the layout of
the subdivision, not the actual zoning designation.

Main asked if that would be the same for item 9, which talks about clarification of the right-of-way dedication.
Konkol said yes.

Main asked if the school had responded to the comments about the overcrowding at John McLoughlin School.
Konkol said they did respond that this proposal does not conflict with their interests. (See Exhibit 9.)

Main asked what happens if they were to come back later and say it does cause a conflict. Kabeiseman said we
must rely on what the service providers tell us at the time of the application, and they are currently saying it is
not a conflict.

(Chair Carter stopped to introduce and welcome the new Commissioner, Daniel Lajoie, and apologized for
overlooking this at the beginning of the meeting. She also said that Commissioner Mengelberg is still serving
on the Commission but was not able to attend this evening.)

Tom Sisul of Sisul Engineering, Inc., 375 Portland Avenue, Gladstone, Oregon, spoke on behalf of the
applicant, Great American Development. He explained that this parcel was brought into the City as part of the
island annexation of parcels that were voted in by the citizens last year and that, as part of any new annexation,
those parcels were given the R-10 zoning designation, He said a map prior to that effective date of annexation
would show that between South End Road and the Hazel Grove subdivisions to the east (Phases 1-4), there were
two subdivisions zoned R-& (Hazel Grove V and Hazel Meadows), and the only large parcel zoned R-10 was the
school property. All the others now shown as R-10 are the other parcels that were brought in as part of the
island annexation and given the R-10 designation at that time.

Sisul said this parcel would be connected physically (by roads and by utilities) to developments to the north and
to the south that were both rezoned to R-8 in 1996 and developed as R-8 subdivisions. He said there would be
no direct access from this site to any development zoned R-10 or any other zoning, for that matter.

Sisul said the sewer and storm drainage utilities for serving Hazel Grove 5 (to the north) actually cross what will
be the future right-of-way of Mahogany Drive, as granted through an easement by the previous property owner.
(He thinks the water is stubbed out to the side.) He said the street stubs in the proposed development connect
the utility connections for water, and another requirement of this development would be to improve and fix the
detention pond facility that was apparently constructed as pat of the Hazel Mill subdivision to the south to make
that a working, functioning detention facility.

Chair Carter asked Sisul to identify where the detention pond is actually located, which he did.

Sisul noted that many of the citizen comments were about access to South End Road. He said the applicant has
asked for a continuance for further consideration of such because in the original discussions with staff, staff
made it ¢clear that access would not be permitted onto South End Road. However, he understands that this may
be changing. Therefore, the applicant would like to work with staff regarding that.
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Sisul explained that the difference between an R-8 and an R-10 zoning is approximately five. He said the
impact to the street system, to utilities, and to the schools for these additional five homes is minor.

Regarding connections of the neighborhoods, Sisul said this neighborhood will be connected to the subdivisions
to north and the south, both of which are currently zoned R-8, and this will be their neighborhood. He said the
zoning map (Exhibit 1 in the staff report) shows that there are only two connections from Hazel Grove Drive to
South End Road, those being Filbert Drive and Salmonberry Drive. Those lots that access on Hazel Grove
Drive and lie to the west of it basically are creating a blockage because there is only one connection through,
which leaves two isolated neighborhood areas with one inter-connection. Therefore, he would suggest that this
subject site has more in common with the R-8 zonings on either side of it than with the R-10 zonings to the east.
Therefore, the applicant would request that this parcel be recommended to the City Commission for approval for
R-8 zoning.

There was no public testimony in favor of this application.

In opposition, Mike Kolsut, 19225 S. Mulberry Court, said he wanted to express some areas of concern for the
residents of Hazel Meadows regarding the current proposed plan. They included the following:

s Regarding traffic, he said the residents have asked for speed bumps to be placed on Filbert Drive as a result
of a recent traffic study, which showed that there are more than 700 daily trips on Filbert Drive, the majority
of which are speeding.

e Also related to traffic, those residents have heard that there are plans for other developments in that area and
the main access from Central Point onto South End Road is down Skellinger Way to Hazel Grove Drive and
down Filbert Drive. With an additional 30 homes, this could result in as many as 1,000 trips on Filbert
Drive every day, which is a big concern for a residential street.

¢ They also have safety concerns particularly from a fire standpoint since there 1s no access to South End
Road. He said Filbert Drive, Pine Place, and Mahogany Drive are very narrow streets, and he is not surc a
fire truck could go down those streets if cars and motor homes are parked along them.

¢ He said there is also concern about the lack of any crosswalk in the area, especially for students walking to
school, and he said they have asked for a crosswalk on Filbert Drive that has access into the park area at
McLoughlin. He said the school 1s not opposed to it, but they are concerned because there is no direct line
of sight from the school to that area, so they couldn’t really watch the students if there were to be a
crosswalk there. Currently, he said, the students are at risk as they walk to school.

e  Another safety concern is that the holding pond is currently unfenced. He said he personally observed
ecarlier this day that there is about 2 ¥ feet of standing water. Seeing this, he isn’t sure if it can provide the
holding power needed for an additional 30 homes.

Chair Carter noted that it is rather difficult to read the map (Exhibit 1) because there are no directional
indicators (N/S/E/W) or street names, but she noted one of the difficult things about this particular parcel is that
it is not possible for the residents of the Hazel Grove development to the east to get to South End Road, ¢ven if
the subject site accessed onto South End Road, because of the row of houses that block access from Westwood
Drive in the Hazel Grove development to the subject site. She said this needs to be considered because if there
weren’t houses along that line and they made a road that went through, that would alleviate a lot of the traffic
problem, but the houses are already there so it won’t alleviate any of the traffic coming out of “all of this
neighborhood™” even if they do put a road to South End through the proposed development. Kolsut said he
disagreed, saying the he lives on Mulberry and he observes that people who live in that neighborhood typically
drive up and down Filbert to go to work. [f a new development 1s put between Filbert Drive and Partlow Drive,
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the road of choice is Filbert. Therefore, he thinks it would have an impact on Filbert. However, if there were an
access onto South End Road, he thinks the people in the new development would use it as their first choice.

Chair Carter asked for a clearer understanding of where the traffic currently comes from, and Kolsut said
traffic studies have shown that the traffic comes from the area of Central Point, Skellinger Way, and from
behind the Hazel Meadows/Hazel Grove area. He said when the residents talked with Nancy Kraushaar about
the request for speed bumps, it was noted that Skellinger and Filbert are the only two roads that are main access
from one side of the development to the other, the other being Salmonberry. However, the big difference is that
Salmonberry has a built-in S-curve that slows down the traffic.

Orzen asked if there is a lot of flooding in the area (in homes). Kolsut said he knows of one home across from
him that has had some problems with water in the sub-floor and he has heard that others have had problems.
Also, he has also been told, but he cannot verify, that there is an underground aquifer in the area.

Jason Medford, 11650 Filbert Drive, said he has no problem with changing the zoning from R-10 to R-8. His
only concern is that he would like the road to go out to South End from the new subdivision.

Kathy Hogan, 19721 S. Central Point Rd., showed on the wall map that many of the surrounding properties are
R-10, and only two neighboring parcels are R-8. She agreed that having a direct road access to South End
would alleviate much of the traffic on the side roads. She identified herself as co-chairperson and land use
person of Hazel Grove/Westling Farm, saying she lives within their boundaries. She said they were concerned
about having a direct connection to South End Road to alleviate some of the problems, and sle concurred that
Ms. Kraushaar had spoken to their neighborhood association to discuss the issue because of the volume and
speed of the current traffic.

She said there was also talk in the past that the Parks and Recreation Department might cover the detention pond
and convert it to a parking lot, but she would encourage that it not be disturbed.

She acknowledges that the developers will lose one or two houses if the zoning is kept at R-10, but she thinks
that the surrounding neighbors should be given consideration for their desires, and what they enjoy is the rural
atmosphere of the R-10 zone. If it is to be changed, she suggested that perhaps the developer should pay for the
speed bumps.

Orzen asked if the neighbors would consider a roundabout to slow down traffic. Hogan said no because that
was considered before but was not found to be not feasible because of the width of the road.

Tom O’Brien, 19364 8. Hazel Grove Drive, said the statf report indicates that there is a design in this process
for citizen participation, and he asked, What is the purpose of citizen participation in land use planning
proposals? In this case, he said a total of 37 individuals have responded that they did not consider it appropriate
to change the zoning to R-8, and only Mr. Spaziani and Konkol appear to be on record in support of the change.
He asked if a decision to change this zoning would reflect the intent of the citizen participation policy goals.

Also, O’Brien referred to Sisul’s comment that the area, other than what is currently R-8, is not isolated from
the property to the east. O’Brien said he lives in Hazel Grove 111 and he is anything but isolated from the
activities that go around in Hazel Grove V and the other development along Filbert.

Hogan asked if it would be a PC or a staff decision when it comes back for the plot plan and subdivision, and
Chair Carter said that would be a staff decision unless they are also requesting a variance or a CUP, in which
those would come to the PC. Konkol added that all the comments that are applicable to the subdivision will be
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included in the subdivision review and applicable criteria may be appealed to the City Commission by those
who commented on the proposal.

Ron Phillips, 19224 S. Pine Place, said he and Jack Tilden had both sent letters about this, which were not
addressed in staff’s comments, and he asked if they had been received. Konkol excused himself to pull the file,
and Kabeiseman said staff had received several letters that addressed subdivisioncriteria, not zone change
criteria. He said staff would look to see if any of those should also be submitted as exhibits to the zone change
request.

Jack Tilden, 19196 Pine Place, said he is concerned about safety issues. In particular, he said he has two
children who play on the street along with many others who live in the neighborhood, and he is concemed about
adding more traffic to the local streets. He said he, too, would encourage that a street go out to South End
directly from the new subdivision.

Upon his return, Konkol noted that the letter from Ron Phillips was received, but it specifically referenced TP
02-03, which is the subdivision file. Therefore, it was placed with that file, not the zone change file. Konkol
noted that the letter from Phillips would be added to the record as Exhibit B.

In the applicant’s rebuttal, Sisul said there were many questions about traffic on Filbert, and he admitted that he
had not been aware of staff’s meetings with the neighborhood associations wheren they discussed the traffic

concerns and possible installation of speed bumps and/or roundabouts. He said the applicant will be discussing
the access issue and they can also discuss a speed bump alternative, noting that it might be one of the solutions.

Overall, Sisul reiterated that he believes this parcel should be zoned R-8, as are the neighborhoods to the north
and the south.

Chair Carter closed the public hearing at 8:00 p.m.

Main said it sounds like the majority of the issues expressed this evening can be addressed during the review of
the subdivision. He asked Konkol if the TSP addresses any future connector from Central Point through to
South End Road. Konkoel said the TSP shows a proposed neighborhood collector to the south (by Parrish
Road), which is quite a ways south.

Main agreed that we should be concerned with the safety issues (including the crosswalk and the unfenced
pond) and the traffic volume issues, and he said he thinks staff and the applicant can work together to address
those issues. However, he said he drove through the area again today to make sure he was familiar with it and it
seems to him that the parcel is surrounded by R-8 on both sides and it connects to R-8 on both sides. The R-10
is Longstanding Court, which is an old subdivision that was built some time ago, and the Hazel Grove arca. He
said he is comfortable with this request for a zone change fo an R-8 status, but he anticipates there will be a
ditferent discussion regarding the street outlet.

Kabeiseman noted Main’s comment that he had made a site visit, and said that could be construed as ex parte
contact. Main said he did not leave his vehicle nor did he talk with anyone while he was there. Kabeiseman
then asked if there was any challenge from the public regarding that, and there was none, nor were there any
other site visits by the other commissioners.

Orzen said she agrees that there are traffic issues, and that a connector to South End Road might alleviate a little
of the traffic but not a majority of the traffic coming through Filbert. She asked if Filbert is currently 32 feet
wide, and Konkol said he thought it was.
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Orzen said she was also concerned about the impact of more homes in that area, which would create more
impervious surface i that area. She said we need to consider the testimony of flooding in that area and the
overall impact to the area. She noted that if the detention pond is not working properly at this time it might need
to be changed. Therefore, she was not ready to change the zoning on this parcel to an R-8.

Also, considering the difference between 36 houses for an R-8 and 29 houses for an R-10, even with the
additional constrictions for roads, Orzen said she wasn’t very concerned about an increase of fwo houses at the
R-10 zone but an increase of six houses at R-8 is a concern.

Lajoie asked for clarification that the scope of this discussion was only for a zone change from an R-10 to an R-
8, and was told yes.

He asked if the streets that are proposed on this particular document could change, and Drentlaw said ves,
noting that this would be discussed at the time of design review.

Lajoie said he doesn’t see anything that indicates that approval for a change to R-8 is a bad thing and he doesn’t
see any discrepancies in the findings and documentation.

Chair Carter noted first of all that the PC does listen to the comments of the public and she said most of their
comments scem to be about the road access going directly to South End Road rather than relating to the zone
change request. She said the people need to realize that if they want the developer to agree to an access out to
South End Road, which wouldn’t necessarily be his first choice, they must give him something in return, and in
this case that is his request for an R-8 zoning.

Chair Carter said she thinks the majority of the traffic from the existing areas will still use Filbert Drive rather
than any future connection from this site should it occur, and she said the question is whether people would
prefer the road configuration that is proposed with an R-10 designation or if they would prefer a street to South
End Road with an R-8 designation.

She said the PC always has a difficult challenge with zone change requests because they come before, not with,
the developers’ plans. However, as in this case, we must work based on the current criteria, and everything
presented suggests that all criteria are met for an R-8 zone designation change. She said she has heard the
citizens’ comments and has also heard that the developer is willing to work with staff about access to South End
Road, so she thinks they need to allow the developer to have the R-8 designation. She noted that this doesn’t
necessarily mean more houses, but it can mean a better, more functional development.

Main moved to approve recommendation of this zone change request from an R-10 to an R-8§ to the City
Commission. Lajoie seconded the motion. The votes were: Orzen—no; and Main, Lajoie, and Chair
Carter—yes. The motion passed 3:1.

NEW BUSINESS

e Elections: Drentlaw said Municipal Code Chapter 2, calls for election of officers (Chair and Co-Chair) for
a term of one year at the first meeting of the new year.

Orzen nominated Chair Carter to continue for another year as Chair. Main seconded the nomination, and it
passed unanimously.
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Chair Carter nominated Orzen as Co-Chair. Main seconded the nomination, and it passed unanimously.

¢ Crosswalk Signs: Main said he, too, had heard some comments about the “green crosswalk men”, which
are not approved for use in the current Code. He agreed that they seem to work in reminding people to drive
more slowly in the school zones and he asked if staff could look into making some kind of an appropriate
change.

Drentlaw said he would check with the City Manager and the Police. He said he doesn’t think the City will
pursue their removal, but he will confirm the status.

Orzen asked if they are located in the street or along side the street. Main said sometimes they are in the
middle of the street so perhaps some guidelines are needed.

Chair Carter agreed that if they are working, she would rather err on the side of safety with regard to
school children, so she hopes they can continue to be used.

ADJOURN
With no other business at hand, the meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m.

’E\\,\,-L DJ‘L 9, e ﬁ W

Linda Carter, Planning Commaission Tony Ksakol, Associate Planner
Chairperson







To:  Oregon City Planning Commission
320 Warner Milne Rd
Oregon City, OR 97045

From: Sha Spady
17855 Alden Street
Oregon City, OR 87045

Date: December 27, 2002
RE: Outdoor Lighting Ordinance.
Dear Commissioners,

This article was sent to me by a friend who lives in Bend and knew of our
interest in creating an outdoor lighting ordinance for Oregon City. Though each
individual municipality has unique circumstances, | thought you might be
interested in how the City of Bend is approaching the situation.

Also, since my “Dark-Sky” slide presentation to you, the "decorative” lights
on Molalla avenue have debuted, and, from my home in the center of Newell
Creek Canyon, at night | see a large, glowing, orange reflection of “outgoing” light
against the clouds in the sky above them. | can also see their light brightly
outlining the pathway of Moclalla Ave. at night from my office window in Oak
Grove.

Is it possible for the City to retrofit these lamps with decorative shields to
alleviate this excessive night shine or, at the very least, turn the lights way down
so they become merely decorative (as opposed to security lighting) like the
example we saw in one of the "Dark-Sky” slides?

The enclosed article mentions the idea of getting high school shop classes
involved in making retrofitted shields for existing "bad” light fixtures in the Bend
area. Would this sort of collaboration between the City and the O.C. Schools or
Clackamas Community College be possible?

I am very interested in this issue and iook forward to further discussions
with you on this matter.

e

CC: Oregon City Commission
Joe Johnson, President, Clackamas Community College
Dan Rodriguez, Supt. Oregon City Schools



Panel eases on lighti

Requzred retroﬁttmg
could come in later
rules; Canadian expert
speaks at hearing

By Barney Lerten
Bend Bugle

A citizen panel that has been
. erafting an ordinance regulating
outduor Hghting in Bend is trying
not io pick any big lights - and
50, - unfike a several-years-old
Deschutes -County ‘counterpart,
the- current’ proposal wouldn't
require changing out old, glaring
lights; figuring time would take
care of that.
The proposed lighting rules
were the subject of a work
rgesgsion,” then a brief, gener
: ally *favorable hearing beiore the
" Bend Planning Cormmission last
Motiday ‘night. But that doesn't
mean there aren’t more questions
"and details to address, such as
. ehforcement issues.: The .citizen
. committee wiil meet again Dec.
¢ Bito.work on those issues, before
I returning -to the plannirg com-
" mission with a revised version.
. Committee advisory and con-
. tracted: city planner Mike Byers
i noted in his menmo on the riles
that . earlier drafts had been
revised and discussed by the city
. council’'s. land use subcommit-
tee, and the most recent version
included -changes recominended
by anational lighting expert.
The *short, 3-page ordinance
avoiding = -technical . - gobbled

gook,-is not intended to darken,
the -night sky for star-watchers |
and astronomers-to the’ point®
Ubeing discussed
compromised, for properiy own- :
ers, motorists or anyvone else, he’
¢ explained. The goal, instead, is ©

where safety and security are

to provide safe, adequate lighting
that serves itz intended purpose,
while reducing non-essential
lighting and giare.
The rules would apply to all
kinds of structures and property,
.including industrial, ¢cownmercial
and public facilities. But it would
apply only to new lightning fix-
~‘tures -and those 7 the bulbs)
replaced after ordinance
'is adopted, nol u,puving retro-

actively  to
fixtures.

“That is & lot more mlalabl?,
Byers said, to mony property
owners who it expressed con-
cerns about the cosis invelved in
requiring changeonts,

In a case of coincidenfal tim-
ing, the current issue of Sky and
Telescope has the second cover
story this vear on the issues
related 1o ontdeor lightning and
“promoting night.sky-friendly”
lighting. *¥ou don't have to fight
City Hall to ban bad lights” one
headline reads. “Make City Hall
your friend.”

rxisting hghtnmg

The key line in the draff ordi- |

nance states: “All outdoor light-
ing fixtures suhject to this ordi-
nance shall he Jesigned or have

“a shielding method to-divect light

emigsions down onin the site and

not shine direct iflvmination or,

glare onto adjscent properiy.”
“The draft rules go on {0 say all
exterior building tights, “except
those requited for security,” are
to be extingeished by 1 pm,
or within an b afier the end
of business hours, whichever is
later, but planning eonmission
members asked for mnre clarity
abont how a 24-hour gas station,
for example, svonld be affected.
The ruies alse wondd require
“full cutoff” Mxtbiies, as they are
known, for street lghting, mean-
ing the bulb aui shielding couldn't
hang below the fixtore, directing
light out, instead of down. Sports
fields also wonld hase to turn off
their high-tntensity field lights by
10 p.m. or by theril of the day!
final event:
Byers showerd of f «ome exarn
ples of retrofit shields for hom

Aights and mentiomed the ldea

of getting high
schioe] shop classee inv nlned e

__makmg then

There's
tions. inchuding

s a li-ilen ih. m" axemnp-
all mutdne Tight

fixtures lawfutls vesolied ang
gperating prior o b offeqlive
date of this ordinan 7 Towvever,

the draft rules g to any the
city later could 2dopr erdinances

that deal with et fitling ot
removal of saeh fivtor o=

Other excmyprion= include cor-
rectional insfiiniions, holiday
lights up [or ne coone than 60

days. carnivals o

fenipo-

L Bamey lerten:

1n a darkened c:ty counc:l chambers, Lighting (ommlttee Chalrwoman Patty Rosan used 2 shlelded light 0
show the point of proposed fules: Light the subject, not the sky (or your neighbor’s window).

rary Hghts for TV or movie pre-
ductions atd “residential decora-
tive ... and luw-watiage lighting
used (o highlight driveways and
landscaping ... providing they are
properly aimed an¢ shielded.”
There some othzr, potentially

- sticky parts of (he rules, such

as ‘ban on "the soperation of
searchlights for advertising or
promotionai purposes, and of
course, the penalty j’or violations,
which would constitiutle a Class C
tivil infraction, andl be subject {o
abatemenl under “ithe nujsance

“provisions of the ¢i iy code..

Planning .conuui ssion member
Jelf Ellington asked why: neon
lighis weré includec | in the exernps-
tior.. and Byers exp Jained that the
cotumirtes belivve, 3 those kinde
of lighes "dor’s ghine 2 light up {iv;
the skyy that moch..”

Byvers also note 4 that sume
arcas ol town, suci 1 as Broken
Top on Awbreyv Pu .tle, aiready
have far more restric live outdoor
lighting regulations i :han the city
15 proposing. : ’ '

As was explaing d ab - some

'sLakehvlders meeting ; i last June,
not ooty {o

the benelits exiand

better neighbor relations, but
can save money as well, since
not wasiing light can mean using
iower-wattage, more eificient
fixtures.

Sharon Smith, attorney for the
Bend-La Pine School District,
submitted a letter expressing
“concern ghout the impact (of the
rules) on the lighting at existing
facilities and costs for retrofit-
ting.”

On the other hand, Smith

noted, “The Lighting Comuuittee

has taken the approach that the

proposed ordinauce will be for:

new lighting instaliations only.

We think this-is a very prudent

approacii. Their next siep would
be to adopt an ordinance that
addresses recrofitting. That step
will reguire suustantial analysis
and public input.”

The lawyer c:nggested oniy
minor modifications or clarifica-
tions to the current draft pro-
posal, but warned of the inpacts
of the potential follow-up rules
regarding existing lights.

i Rosen, chairwoman of
ik en lighting panel, used a

‘porcole, shielded lght fixture in

" underbetlies of seaculls”

a darkened City Hal chambers to

-explain what the group is talking

about - first shining the light out
into the andience, then over her
head.

She then introduced a special
vigitor: Angela Squires, public
relations director for the Royal
Astronomical Society of Canada’s
Vancouver Centre and an expert
in the field of controlling llght
poilution.

She gave a I1b-slide presen-
tation that included satellite
immagery-and photos of .the right
and wrong way to light streets,

" sidewalks and the iike..

“We call jt responsibie lighting,”
Squires said. “What we're talking
about is good, quality lighting..We
need hght at night. but what we
ueed is good light”

Une slide cieariy showed that &
“iinge increase in light pollution”
in the last 30 vears, she said, but
some sinple, COMIMON-5605E Teg-
ulations can reverse that trend.
She quoted author and. comet
co-discoverer David Levy as
saving that “$3 billion is wasted
annually in America, I:ghamg the ,

r




CITY OF OREGON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION
December 9, 2002

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT

Chairperson Carter Sean Cook, Associate Planner
Commissioner Bailey Dan Drentlaw, Planning Director
Commissioner Main Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Commissioner Mengelberg Nancy Kraushaar, City Engineer
Commissioner Orzen Pat Johnson, Recording Secretary

ALSO PRESENT

John Kluken, CTAC Member Giltlian Zacharias, David Evans & Associates

Tim Powell, CTAC Member

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS ABSENT
Nomne

OPENING
Chair Carter opened the meeting at 6:08 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA
None.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES AT THE DECEMBER 9, 2002 MEETING:
October 2, 2002; October 14, 2002; October 28, 2002; and November 13, 2002
The followng corrections were noted:

» Minutes of 10/2/02: Orzen noted that “Abernathy” should be spelled “Abernethy” (page 3, paragraph 2).
Also, “Holliday” should be spelled “Holladay™ (page 8, paragraph 5). Main said the nane referred to as
“Thomson” should be “Townsend” (page 9, four references throughout page).

o Minutes of 10/14/02: No changes.

o Minutes of 10/28/02: The words “rider ship” should be changed to a single word of “nidership’ throughout
the document.

e« Minutes of 11/13/02: Orzen noted that the heading of the document should indicate CTAC, not the City
Commission.

Orzen moved to accept all four sets of minutes with the changes as noted (for 10/2/02, 10/14/02, 10/28/02 and
11/13/02). Mengelberg seconded the motion and 1t passed unanimousty, except thatMain abstained from
voting regarding the 1028/02 minutes sinee he was not in attendance art that meeting. (Bailey had not vet
arrived.)

CONTINUANCE OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PI.AN REVIEW

Chair Carter reopened discussion of the Comp Plan proposal. Drentlaw reminded everyone that the
Commussion had worked through Section C—Housing and recommended that they work through the document
page by page again, as they did the last time. So they began with Section D—Commerce & Industry.

Page D-1:
Chair Carter made the following comments:
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e She said the word “contributes” in line 2 of Policy D-1 should be “contributing” and “that” needs to be
inserted in line 3, so the section would read, “contributing to a broad and sufficient tax base, and that does
not compromise....”

o She said that Policies D-2 and D-3 sound like basically the same policy.

« OnPolicy D-4, she said word “that” needs to be inserted in front of “all new commercial” in line 1, and she
suggested changing the word “to” in line 2 to “would” so the phrase would read, “...and institutional
development would feature...” but Zacharias said “that” doesn’t fit. The decision was to leave the line as is.

Mengelberg noted that Policy D-2 says, “...provide screening and buftering from adjoining residential
neighborhoods...” and Policy D-4 says, “...provide screening and buffering from adjoining lower-density
residential neighborhoods.” Chair Carter had noticed the same, and said that 2, 3, and 4 all seem to say about
the same thing. Especially in D4, part of the sentence is that we’re encouraging “through regulations,
education, and mcentives” and then it describes what pieces of planming we’re encouraging. Also, D3 says we
expect high-quality design and D4 talks again about building, signage and landscaping.

Powell said D-2 talks about the general idea of what we want, D-3 talks about looks and livability, and D4
talks about offering people incentives to do it. He asked if they could perhaps combine them into one.
However, Chair Carter suggested explaining each one more clearly. For incentives, perhaps D4 needs to
explain a little more about the incentives, although she thinks D2 reads okay as is.

Mengelberg suggested ending D-4 after “landscaping” and deleting the rest of the sentence, since ‘“‘screening
and buffering from adjoining residential neighborhoods” is already in D-2. Drentlaw concurred.

Main noted the phrase in D-3 that talks about Commercial and Industrial yet says, “enhances the livability of
the neighborhood”, and he asked if the word “neighborhood” is sufficient or if it should perhaps say
“surrounding neighborhood” or “adjacent neighborhoods”. Zacharias said parts of them are in neighborhoods
and they are usually adjacent to something. Mengelberg noted that a business like Starbucks could increase
livability,

Regarding this whole section, Chair Carter commented that the NEMO concepts seem {0 have come to a
standstill as far as them coming up with Code language, and she asked if we wouldn’t stillwant a policy for
Commerce and Industry to attempt to do environmentaliyfriendly construction. Even though we might not be
using NEMO per se, we would still expect those concepts.

Main thought this might be more appropriate in Scction F — Natural Resources, Orzen thought it should be
referred to in Commerce and Industry as well and then perhaps detailed later. Chair Carter agreed because she
said if someone 1s considering building a commercial building on a flat. unimpeded piece of property. thev
wouldn't be reading the section on natural resources. Orzen said if they have the opportunity 1o use grass<rete
msteaa of concrete or asphalt as a viabic option. which should be mentioned unaer “Commerce.” Mengelberg
suggesied sayng. "Encourage the use of pervious surfaces wherever practical.” Chair Carter said 11 couid
include that and any other design standards that would be environmentally friendly, possibly southfacing
buildings, solar paneis, etc. Cook said that could be added into D4, which already references “attractive
butldings, signage and landscaping” or it could be made more distinct in a separate “D5.” Chair Carter said
she thinks it should be a stand-alone policy. Staff will work on this,

Main read sentence 2 in the first paragraph on page D-1 which says, “Vacant industrial land in the city limits
and UGB must be monitored....” He said it sounds like the land must be in the city and in the UGB in order for
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it to be monitored, and he wondered if it should be worded differently. Mengelberg noted that everything
within the UGB 1s not necessarily in the city, and Zacharias said they would usually make a distinction and just
think of unincorporated land within the UGB. Main said the word “and” makes it sound like it has to be both,
and some said that it would be both. Drentlaw said this says to him that we will monitor both in the city limits
and in the UGB, but said the line could say “and/or....” Chair Carter suggested saying, “Vacant and industrial
land within the city limits for immediate usage and the UGB for future usage.” Zacharias noted that inherently
the city is within the UGB. After further consideration, they decided to say “and in the UGB....”

Main noted that the wording in the 6% line of the same paragraph says “and support for home based businesses”
and he said he had never thought about the city supporting home-based businesses, Chair Carter said she had
a similar question in another section. Powell said the discussion at the time was for support of businesses such
as Kinko’s or other services that would support people who are working from their homes.

Mengelberg noted that home-based businesses are discussed later or, and she said there are many home-based
entrepreneurs that don’t generate a lot of traffic, polluiion, noise, etc. She said this could be thought of as an
“Incubator strategy” because they grow, they expand to an industnal area or business park, and they start hiring
employees. Drentlaw concurred that one advantage is that they don’t generate much traffic because they are
working out of their homes, and Powell agreed that there are a lot of them.

Main said he simply had not thought before about whether or not the city encourages such, and Chair Carter
said we basically support it. However, she noted that we need to be careful that they don’t get out of hand
because they could get out of hand (i.e., with signage, etc.) and abusive to the neighborhood if not monitored.
Mengelberg said that is why we need to adopt a home occupation ordinance, which is an action item. She said
Clackamas County has done this, and there are lots of examples to look at when the time is right.

From the same paragraph (line 7), Main read the phrase “This element, and the supporting resource document”
and asked what that is. Zacharias said that is the technical report that supports this element (calculations of
vacant lands, the employment density, etc.) It is included in the Contents and in Tab 2, but Zacharias said she
will add the name of document to this paragraph.

Pages D-2 and D-3:

Chair Carter said the letter “°s” should be deleted from the word “tmprovements” in line 1 of Action ltem D4,
and “Willamette Fals” in Policy D-13 (page D-3) needs another “1”. Also, in Policy D-14, she suggested
mcluding “the high school,” between “the college,” and “the Workforce Investment Council....” Zacharias
suggested “the School District” instead of “the high school”, which was agreed upon.

Prentlaw asked 1if the reference i Action Item -8 should specifically say “campus master plan™ or if it should
stmplv say “master plan.” There was concurrence for “master plan.” With discussion of the same on Action
Item D-9. the decision was to delete D-9 completely since 1118 coverad by D=4,

Kraushaar asked 1f the reterence to "Red Soils site” in Action Jrem D-¢ should sav “Red Soils area”™ since the
site 15 almost completely developed now. Agreed.

Page D-4:

Chair Carter asked if Action Item D-12 (“Create a Planned Development or Master Plan provision and review
procedure that will allow developers to promote comprehensive evaluation and planning of new
development....”) is more a policy than an action item. Kraushaar said it needs action but she thought perhaps
they could incorporate the idea of flexibility expressed herein into Policy D-19. However, there was concern
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that the policy not allow too much flexibility, but that could probably be controlled when the Code is wnitten for
it.

Action Item D-13 says, “Prohibit retail uses with more than 60,000 gross square feet of leasable floor area per
building or business in arcas designated as ‘employment areas’ by Metro.” The following related items were
discussed:

e Chair Carter asked what is meant by “employment areas” and Prentlaw said Metro has a specific
definition for it.

e Mengelberg asked, if the idea is to curb “big box development, do we mean a footprint of 60,000 square
feet or less, or would we care if the building were built in two stories? Drentlawsaid he reads it to mean
60,000 gross square feet of usable area, even 1f 1t 1s two stores.

Mengelberg said if the requirement is for 60,000 square feet or less, we are encouraging density and more
efficient use of the land, and asked if that is a bad thing. Drentlawsaid we have a very short supply of
industrial land in the regton, but the pattern seems to be for big box to come in and utilize that land for retail
rather than employment. Mengelberg noted that it requires a lot of parking, and Powell said part of the
CTAC discussion was about eliminating parking or at least sharing parking with landscape in the parking
area to mitigate large impervious surface. (Mengelberg noted that the parking is based on square footage,
not the footprint.)

Chair Carter asked if we need some explanation of the Metro definition is as it pertais to employment
areas, and Drentlaw suggested that could be put in the background. Drentlaw explained that Metro has
three categories, of which the business must meet two out of the six criteria (i.e., large contiguous property,
availability of utility connections, proximity to major transportation facilities, etc.) He said Metro has
looked all over the region o find those areas and then has encouraged local jurisdictions to protect them.
One of the ways to protect them is to prohibit commercial. Powell said in Oregon City those currently
include Red Soils and Fir Street, and Chair Carter asked if the Parker area is in the regional center core
area, but Drentlaw said none of those is specifically name in the Metro plan as regionally significant,
although they could be. He said they are thinking sirictly industrial.

The conclusion was to icave Action Item D-13 as is, and Zacharias noted that there 15 a brief discussion of it on
page D-12.

{Bailey arrived at 7:40 p.m.)

Bailey said he had attended an economic summit at which there was a lot of discussion about the need for
“traded scctor businesses.” Mengelberg defined that as being about a company’s ability to bring new money
mto the region serving a larger market than the region. For instance, a hairdresser or a grocery store serves the
Tocal market. whereas a traded sector company would be sellmg therr product overseas and bringing the mones
from those sales mio the focal communiiy, procducing & much more stimulating and stabilizing effect on he
economy. Zacharias said manufacturing tends 10 be more traded sector, as well as high tech services. She also
noted that it isn’t necessarily a physical product but 1t could be a product such as consulting or information.

Bailey asked if we are looking toward those types of businesses in the future, and Mengelberg said she thinks
we should.

Page D-5:
Chair Carter asked i1f we are continuing to encourage government offices in our historic downtown, as stated in
Policy D-26. Kraushaar said, as part of a regional center, we should be. Bailey and Orzen agreed, as did
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Mengelberg. Bailey noted that they attract business during the day and they provide employment. Zacharias
said it would probably be better if the city government was located there, but it isn’t. Since it doesn’t
specifically say what kind of government, the conclusion was to leave this policy as is.

Drentlaw had a question about the entire Goat D-6 — Regional Center. He said there was quite a bit of
discussion about this topic in the Howsing section as well, and he suggested it might be good to make it a
separate chapter rather than a section within Commerce and Industry. Bailey noted that there are a number of
cross-over issues, but it doesn’t hurt to mention them in the different arcas.

Mengelberg noted that Action Item D-16 says we are encouraging government offices within the Campus
Industrial zone and asked if that is what we want. Bailey suggested we make note of some of the zone
references during this first review but he said we may want to re-address the overall 1ssue of zones later so we
are not limited by the pre-existing definitions. Drentlaw said he thinks the good concept in this action item has
to do with not having storage facilities in the campus industrial zone.

Chair Carter noted that this is an action item, not a policy. However, she suggested that it should be a policy
that says we are restricting low employment uses, and asked if it is in the policies. Zacharias said this is related
to government within public uses. Bailey agreed that it is much more of a policy statement, and that Code
would then be written to accommodate the policy, which becomes the action tem.

Mengelberg said it seems like government offices should be 1n an office zone but businesses that involve
parking school buses or trucks, or making signs should be in an industrial zone. The issue is to identify them by
use.

Powell noted that the State has an office in the Red Soils Campus Industrial area and the County wants to move
into that area, which is what they {CTAC) were talking about in discussing this item. Drentlawgatd perhaps
they should change the zone there, and Bailey agreed, saying perhaps 1t should be Mixed Use Employment. He
said he personally is thinking of a civic center in that area.

Powell said the concern is that we already have empty buildings that don’t meet Code so we don’t want to
exacerbate the issue. He said we need to fix the zoning and utilize what is already there. Cook said that is part
of the housekeeping issues staff is working on, and he noted that there are two issues: (1) Fixing the CI zone
(which is being reviewed) and (2) considering what to do with the Red Soils area—whether it should be more
Campus Industrial or Mixed Use.

Regarding this particular action item, Kraushaar said she thinks the focus should be on the restriction of low
employment uses, not public rights. Chair Carter suggested combining Policy D-17 and Action Item D-16.
Zacharias said the policy 1s for the broader all-industrial uses restricting commercial and other land uses that
gobble up industrial land. and the action 1tem 15 talking about Campus Industmal eniv. Drentlawsuggested
moving Action ltem D-10 1o the section that talks speciiically about the Campus Industrial zone.

Kraushaar said she wasn’t sure why govemnment uses are meluded it Action Tiern I>-16, but Powell said 1t was
included specifically to address Red Soils.

Drentlaw then suggested focusing D-16 to limiting storage and low employment uses of Campus Industrial. It
would read, “Restrict low employment uses, such as storage of building materials or vehicles, within the
Campus Industrial zone.”
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Bailey asked if we know what plan designations other cities are using (i.c., Tualatin, Wilsonville, etc.) that have
already addressed some of these zoning issues. Mengelberg said Clackamas County has a Light industrial and
an Other Industrial zone (which is more like the Campus Industrial, which has no outside storage and more
attractive landscaping requirements), and it has a Heavy Industrial zone which allows outdoor storage and is
more like the true manufacturing use that is typically thought of. There 1s also a Business Park zone, which is
more like the Campus Industrial but much more business... Interjecting Drentlaw said staff is currently
Jooking at that model with those three types of zones. Cook added that Oregon City’s Campus Industrial is
completely different than most other Campus Industrial in that it is really restrictive and actually lists a coupé

of small things and then government offices. In other cities it 1s meant for things like an Intel.

Chair Carter asked if we should make these clear here. Zacharias said there is discussion in Chapter 1 about
the different types of plan designations, so the concepts have already been introduced. However, Mengelberg
said it only identifies Industrial and doesn’t identify Campus Industrial (pg. A3). Zacharias said they could
perhaps describe how uses tend to be categorized. Chair Carter agreed, saying although Action Item D-16
describes the uses, the Campus Industrial has never been introduced or defined.

She noted that this seems to be part of the difficulty in following the document because words, phrases, or
obscure references just pop up everywhere. She said if the Comp Plan is supposed to drive development, this
document is inadequate to do so as it stands. Drentlaw said a lot of the ideas and issues do tend to overlap and
Kraushaar said she doesn’t think it hurts for things to show up in difrent places. Mengelberg suggested
cross-referencing throughout, but Kraushaar said that can be very complicated.

Bailey encouraged that they not link the Comp Plan to specific ordinances, which can change often, because he
thinks the Comp Plan itself should be more general. Chair Carter asked if staff feels there is enough guidance
in this document for their use, and Drentlaw said yes because they can then turn 1o the various supporting
documents and ordinances for the detail.

Kraushaar noted that the word “multi-model” in Policy D-24 should be spelled “multi-modal.”

Bailey suggested that they explain further what a regional center is under Metro requirements, and Main
suggested that it could be a separate section, as mentioned earlzer.

Going back to page D-4, Policy D-19, Bailey read, “Encourage sub-area Master Planning for larger
developments or parcels...” and asked if we could include “redevelopment” in that line, thinking specifically of
the Willamette Falls Hospital area. He also thought that inclusion n this section of the deseription of a master
plan and what triggers it would be good (including issues such as size limitations, complexity factors, etc.)
Mengelberg said 1t might be hard to see because development would probably happen in discrete phases.
Drentlaw said Action Item D-8 on page ID-3 discusses master plans and suggested combining that into Policy
[3-19 on page D-4.

Mengelberg proposed moving Action [tem [-8 1o become a policy under Gou! D-3 — Lfficient Use of Land.
Bailey suggested striking the word “campus’ in the first line of Action Item D-8, so 1t would read, “Develop a
“master plan” or “planned development” requirement....” (Kraushaar noted that the capitalization is not really
necessary on the words “Master Plans™ in Action ltem D-8.)

Returning to page D-5, Main asked about the phrase “eminent domain™ in Action Item D-20. Kraushaar said
that is legal terninology for condemnation. Mengelberg suggested softening it to include “where purchase of
the use of eminent domain...” and Chair Carter suggested changing the term to “public acquisition™ instead of
“eminent domain.” Agreed.
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Bailey asked, for clarification, if action items are policies, and was told no. He was asking because in many
cases these almost seem like 1t. Mengelberg said Action Item D-18 looks like policy, and Bailey suggested that
in the second review they need to look closely at them again to determine which are policies and which are
action items.

Pages D-6 and D-7:
Chair Carter asked if Action Item D-22 should be deleted since the Holly Lane area is not a regional center
area. Mengelberg suggested moving it to Goal D-7 -- Retail ag an action item.

In Action Item D-24, Drentlaw suggested crossing out “Mixed Use” in line one and deleting the entire last
sentence. Then he suggested simply saying, “Create a Mixed Use zone...” since this is going somewhat against
the grain of what wasg said before about significant employment areas, which don’t have mixed uses. Chair
Carter said they had also discussed how significant employment areas would still need to be Mixed Use in the
respect that they would have supporting retaii. Drentlaw said the Metro model gets very specific about that but
it is a very minute part of the total usage. This seems more wide open than that. He still suggested deleting the
last sentence.

Mengelberg said it seems like Action ltem D-22, which describes where the retail center should be, should
actually be part of Policy D-27. Chair Carter said the neighborhood people in South End don’tseem to want
to add grocery stores because they can easily get to Haggen's, and the area of South End Road that really needs
a grocery store 1s more toward the north end of it since they don’t have easy access to a grocery store.
Mengelberg noted that expansion of the UGB may change that, and Kraushaar said they need to consider the
difficult transportation routes as well.

Drentlaw said Sean Cook had had an interesting discussion with the owner of the church property that had been
identified as a possible commercial area. Kraushaar said they need to look at it from the perspective of benefit
to the entire city, not just a particular community.

John Kluken, CTAC member, said he had attended the last neighborhood meeting and those residents are
reaily opposed to having any kind of retail in that area, although they are not opposed to growth if it is done
properly. He said they like the rural feel and they don’t think the roads will support additional traffic for retail
business.

Bailey said this long-range document is written to be permissive (in allowing something to happen), but not
prescriptive.

Chair Carter suggested deleting Action [tem D22 and leaving the policy as 1s in its description to ¢ncourage
development to be more “complete community” oriented. Mengelberg suggested the wording. “Aliow
development of medium=sized commercial centers in underserved areas.” Main agreed that 1t doesn 't need 1¢
be an action iteni.

Drentlaw said he likes the reference to 6-10 acres on a collector, and Main said that could be incorporated into
Policy D-27. Mengelberg suggested, “Allow development of medium-sized commercial centers of
approximately 6-10 acres in size to be located on a collector....” and take out the references to specific

geography.
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Mengelberg said that she had heard or read the suggestion that there should be some kind of a community
center every quarter of a mile (a school, a shopping center, etc.) because people aren’t going to walk more than
a mile to anything, which was part of the discussion behind this action item.

Chair Carter reiterated Bailey's thought that the action item doesn’t need to be so specific in location, and
Mengelberg suggested deleting the words “south-end and east side” from the first sentence of Action Item D-
26. It would read, “Allow the development of at least one new medium=ized commercial center to serve each
of the underserved areas.” Agreed.

Zacharias noted that there are different levels of commercial development and said Action Item D27 is about
small retail centers whereas Action Item I)-26 is about medium-sized commercial centers,

Drentiaw said Action Items D-24 and D-25 have some similarities in that they are both talking about creating a
Mixed Use zone, and asked if there might be a way to combine them and take out the specific reference to the
location. Mengelberg said they are different because the MixedUse Office and Residential (MUOR) in D27
is different than the Mixed-Use Employment (MUL)} zone in D-26. Drentlaw said he thought the Comp Plan
could just talk about the concepts of a good Mixed-Use zone without putting in the specific zones, which could
box us in.

Chair Carter asked if we would apply this new zone to the End of the Oregon Trail area (as stated in the last
sentence of Action Item D-24}, but Drentlaw disagreed.

Chair Carter said there was still some confusion because Goal D-6 15 about regiohal centers, but the action
items are unrelated to the regional center area. Zacharias thought they did because this was the first menton
that this needs to be applied. Chair Carter reiterated that we need to eliminate any specific references to
particular areas. Zacharias said if a separate chapter were created for the regional centers, we could simply
move Action ltem D-26. Kraushaar noted that the issues discussed about regional centers also fit into many
areas. Chair Carter noted that Goal D-6 is already about Regional Centers so perhaps a new chapter isn’t
needed; however, maybe it just needs a more defining opening paragraph.

Chair Carter said it 15 hard to catch the difference between small or mediumsized centers when just reading
through the document. Drentlaw suggested grouping them, and Bailey suggested including a definition for
each. Mengelberg said this, too, could be defined better in the opening statement,

Kraushaar suggested deleting the word “convenience” from the first sentence in Action Ifem [>-27 so as not to
lead to the conclusion of a 7-Eleven store. She suggested that it read, “Allow new neighborhood commercial
centers. primarily providing goods and services for local residents and workers,....”

Mengelberg asked 1f Molalla Avenue should be specifically mentioned in Action ltem D28, Bailey said he 1=
not opposed to & master plan or sub-area plan along Molalla. but he wondered if there was ar agenda i the
background inferred by the phrase “selected stretches™ in fine 1.

Chair Carter suggested omitting “siretches of Molalla Avenue™ and inserting “corridors” or “arterials....”
Mengelberg suggested “major arterials” and Zacharias suggested “minor and major arterials....” Bailey asked
1f this would be giving direction to the City to do this, and Mengelberg noted that Molalla Avenue already has
the transportation facilities and access management done; it just doesn’t have the Iand use. Powell said they
tried to be specific in the action item this time so they could get it done. Drentlaw suggested the wording,
“Develop local area or “specific plans” for arterials....” Kraushaar said that would be okay as long as isn’t
requiring the City to re-do the Transportation and Access Management Plan for Molalla Avenue.
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Seeking clarification, Zacharias asked if the recommendation s to change it to be all arterials or leaving it as
Molalla specific. Chair Carter said she doesn’t think it should be limited to that because there are stretches of
Beavercreek, Washington Street, and others that need similar thinking. She suggested saying, “Develop local
area or ‘specific plans’ as needed for minor and major arterial corridors....” Zachariassaid this is an action
item and asked which ones we are going to do and in what order. Drentlaw said this action item was specific to
Molalla.

Chair Carter asked if this is really a policy, and if we have a policy in place. Powell said Policies D-28 and D-
29 address it. Policy D-29 says, “Develop local neighborhood or ‘specific’ plans where appropriate to blend
infill development along linear commercial areas....” and D-28 says, “Encourage the redevelopment of linear
commercial corridors....”

Mengelberg asked if other streets should be added to Action Item 28. Drentlaw suggested saying, “selected
arterials, including Molalla,” Kraushaar said Molalla is unique in that it is a transit corridor, and she suggested
saying “for transit corridors” which would be all-inclusive. Chair Carter said this could include an example by
saying, “such as Molalla Avenue or Holcomb Boulevard...”

Zacharias asked if “transportation facilities and access management” is being left in, and was told yes. Also, in
line two of Action Tiem, the wording would be, *...that address corridors comprehensively....” rather than “that
address this corridor...."”

Drentlaw asked what the “Revised Master Plan” is on Action Item D-31. Kraushaar said the End of the
Oregon Trail Interpretive Center had one master plan. which 1s constantly under change.

Bailey said this is an example of including things in the action 1tems that are temporal. Kraushaar said action
items are somewhat temporal in themselves, but she asked what the avenue is for doing that (supporting the
implementation of the revised master plan). Mengelberg said one of the frustrations for the End of the Oregon
Trail Center was that they had to come ask permission of the City every year to rent the land, so she suggested
that the Comp Plan could state that the City will be supportive of the Revised Master Plan to give them some
assurance of a long-term commitment. Chair Carter suggested that it shouid read, “To support the longierm
viability of The End of the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center.” Powell said their Master Plan already says that,
so saying this in the Comp Plan would confirm that both parties are aiming in the same direction.

Bailey said he would not say “Revised”, and Chair Carter suggested saymg “current”, which would cover
whatever version is in place at the time. Orzen suggested, “Work with the End of the Oregon Trail Interpretive
Center to implement their Master Plan.” Chair Carter suggested simply deleting the word “Revised”. Staff
will work on wording.

Regardine Gou: D=8 Tourtsm. Bailey said he wouid Tike 1o see that statement ("Support tourism as an important
aspect of the Ciny's econemic development strategy”) be more specific. He suggested. “Ensure land uses and
transportation connections that support tourism’™ hecause this mvoives land uses and what we do through
enforceable ordinances.

Drentlaw said he thinks it goes beyond land use, saying it ts also the way the City spends it resources. Chair
Carter said the policy is more specific, and Bailey szid he would like to see a policy that ties tourism to historic
natural resources as the basis for tourism and a tourist-based economy. Kraushaar asked if thatis in a different
section besides Commerce and Industry, and was told it 18 in the Historic section. But as a policy, Bailey would
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like to say that we are actively linking our touristbased economy to these other elements of the historic and
natural resources.

Chair Carter noted that tourism isn’t normally a topic for the Commerce and Industry section butBailey said
tourism is commerce, After some discussion, it was decided to expand the definition to explain what tourism
consists of (i.e., historical assets, recreational assets, natural resources, Saturday Market, etc.) Theaction would
be to support that goal by supporting the Chamber, the County’s tourism, the End of the Oregon Trail, the
museums, etc. Mengelberg asked if we should add “and area attractions” in the wording. Agreed.

Chair Carter said this would also encompass future attractions, such as fish ponds. Bailey said the master plan
for the Cove arca is really exciting and such a thing could easily be incorporated there. He added that another
potential draw is Willamette Falls.

Chair Carter suggested the following wording for the opening statement: “Support and encourage tourism,
such as (see 1deas above) because it is a vital aspect of the City’s economic development strategy.”

Zacharias suggested that the policy could say, “Protect historic, recreational, and natural resources as a basis
for tourtsm”, which would allow the goal to stay simpler and broader.

Bailey said another part to consider is how we support these. For instance, we need places for people to stay,
restaurants, coffee shops, etic. Chair Carter said the action items {or this are really good and clear.

Zacharias summarized that we are adding another policy that says, “Protect historical, recreational, and naturat
resources as a basis for tourism.”

Pages D-8 and D-9:

Regarding Goal D-9 Home-Based Businesses, Bailey said he thought the wording for the goal was fine, but
asked if Policy D-31 should begin with “Encourage” or “Enable” or “Provide support for....”” Chair Carter
liked the word “enable” because she wasn’t sure we are really ready to encourage home-based businesses.
Mengelberg suggested striking Policy D-31 and keeping Policy D-32 (“Ensure that home-based businesses are
low impact and do not disrupt the residential character of the netghborhoods in which they are located.”
General agreement.

Bailey said he understands the intent of Policy D-33 but he thinks it needs work. Mengelberg suggested
saying, “*Encourage support services that home-based businesses need” and delete the detail of various types of
businesses. Others said they think the detailed list is okay. Powellsaid some other cities have done well
encouraging home-based busiesses, and he has heard from several peaple that it would be nice to have a
Kinko's nearby without having to go to a mall.

Chair Carter suggested moving the detaiied list 10 an action item. Zacharias asked if we should add a new
action item that says, “Encourage business—elated resources...” and Kraushaar clarified that the policy woulc
be to encourage support services that home-based businesses need and the new action item would be 1o
encourage related resources such as a public library, etc. Agreed.

Regarding Action Item D-40, Chair Carter said she thinks the wording is pretty vague about allowing small
signs, the number of employees, and the number of customers coming to the homebased business.
Mengelberg said that is why we need to develop a home office ordinance, which Bailey said is the action item.
The decision was to delete D-40 and add signage to D-41,



CITY OF OREGON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of December 9, 2002 Work Session
Page 11

Page D-9:

Under Goal D-10 Industrial, Chair Carter said she thought the goal was fairly straightforward, but had a
question about the phrase “other use collaterally supports...” in Policy D36, line 2. Zacharias said she thinks
that simply refers to small spin-off businesses such as a copy center or a deli shop to support employees in,
perhaps, the Campus Industrial area. This 1s an effort to restrict non4industrial land, but still give some
flexibility,

Mengetberg said another thought 1s that Clackamas County allows a certain percentage of the building to
perhaps be a showroom or something, but that would be spelled out in the zoning ordinance rather than in the
Comp Plan.

Bailey suggested using the word “periodicaily” instead of “continually” and “served by” insicad of*‘serviced
with” in Action Item D-34, line 1.

Chair Carter said she thinks this section reads well, and there were no other changes on this page.

Page D-10:
Under Goal D-11 Transportation System, Chair Carter said the end of line 2, Policy D41, should read.
*. . lexible schedules or telecommuting options...” (“or” not “and”).

Powell asked if there was mention of the trolley in this section, and Zacharias said it was mentioned in the
Action Item D-37 under Goal 8 - Tourism.

Kraushaar thought that some reference to the Transportation Management Association (TMA) might be
appropriate in this section. Powell said he was really thinking of shuttling people back and forth. Main
suggested 1t might {it under Policy D-39 which says, “Through coordination with TriMet and local employers,
encourage and promote the use of mass transit to travel....” Mengelberg suggested they might add this as an
action item to explore feasibility of a local TMA system.

Bailey asked if they should include something about a transpartation system in relation to the hospital. He said
it is a huge employer with the potential to grow, yet there is no mention of it in this longrange document. It has
a real presence in the city as an employment center and it will be a trip generator and a destination, yet there is
no discussion of the transportation needs to service the community and the hospital. Chair Carter agreed,
saying their big complaint about future development 1s that there is no good access.

Mengelberg read from Policy D-13 (page D-3), “Work cooperatively with Clackamas Community College and
Willamette Falls Hospital to help facilitate their expansion. and encourage master planning for future
expansions.”

Bailev said 1nat starts to get at it. then said perhaps it is a question of bicger scale. He asked if we want 10 no
just “toleratc” by having a master pian area. but if we want 1o actually promeote it and. as a policy, encourage
that kind of development and related medical businesses and technology. This would includeredoing streets
and transportation to serve that area. The option is to just let it happen.

Chair Carter read the goal, which says, “Locate businesses in areas served by the type of transportation system
they need.” She suggested that perhaps it would be better to say “Provide transportation for existing major
employers who do not have adequate transportation needs.”
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Chair Carter added that the hospital has a specific concern that they might not be able to stay competitive with
Providence or other large hospitais because of the lack of good transportation access, so it seems like a good
idea to say that the City recognizes the need and will try to facilitate it.

Cook noted that some changes have been made on the map just across from the hospital (on the west side of
Division}, which include the addition of a Limited Office area. Kraushaar said there could perhaps be some
consolidation as some of the older homes which are needing major work, and she said the Commerce and
Industry section is probably a good place to insert this. Chair Carter agreed, saying we want to ensure that
future businesses are developed where they can be adequately served, but we must address the existing
businesses.

Zacharias asked if Goal D-3, Policy D-15 is not as strong as we would like to see it.

Bailey asked what we do if someone like Providence came in and presented an application. Chair Carter said
she thinks part of the resolution is to add wording in the Transportation System section that existing large
employers who are not being adequately served by the transportation system will be a high priority. Kraushaar
suggested there also be some elaboration under Retention of Existing Employers. Bailey asked if staff could
work on an action item more specific to the hospital, and Mengelberg noted that it should include more than
just the hospital, since there 1s also an eye center, the retirement center, and other related entities.

After more discussion, Chair Carter suggested adding “and other major centers” after “to reach out to existing
industrial establishments™ to Action Item I>-7, line 2 on page D-3. Drentlaw concurred with the idea of writing
a specific action item for the hospital and said staff will work on the wording. Chair Cartersaid it should
include all pertinent elements, including transportation, land availability, signage, height restrictions, and
parking.

Chair Carter summarized that they also suggested including something about adding something about the TSP
for the existing busimesses in general on page D-10. She noted that there is a difference between new areas
coming and what the existing areas nieed.

Kraushaar said the transportation issue has come up with a recent application and we say well that we will
encourage multi-modal transportation but we don’t talk about preserving certain land uses so that we don’t
overload the transportation system. Zacharias said this started out to say that businesses are going where they
match the transportation facilities, but perhaps that should indude the idea of land uses.

Mengelberg suggested stating the goal as follows: “Locate businesses in areas that are served by adequate
transportation capacity.” Chair Carter said “type of transportation system” in the current verbiage is good
because 1t leaves 11 open to transportation types such as rail or air. and suggested perhaps, “.. .served by capacity
and type of transportation....” Staff will consider other wording for this goal.

Regarding economic development. Bailey said it seems that somewhere inn Land Use planning we would want to
provide entrances or gateways into the City and say how they are defined to help promote the identity of the

City. Mengelberg suggested putting something about it under Fourism.

Page D-11:
There were no changes.

E. Historic Preservation, Page E-1:
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Bailey said he thinks the first paragraph (following Chapman’s quote) should say “Oregon City stands out in
Oregon and in the Portland Metropolitan Area....” (adding “Oregon and™).

Bailey asked what 1s meant by “architectural significance” in Goal E-1. The statement reads, “Encourage the
preservation and rehabilitation of homes and other buildings of historic and architectural significance in Oregon
City.”

Powell said the City (within the Historic Review Board) defines “historic significance.” For instance, his own
house is considered of historic significance because of its battered cement columns.

After some discussion, it was decided that the phrase toward the end should say “historic or architectural
significance...” rather than “and”.

Regarding Policy E-1, Bailey suggested deleting the word “compatible” at the first of the sentence and adding
“to be compatible with historic architectural appearance.” After some discussion, the decision was to change it
to say, “...to be compatible with the historic character of the surrounding area” to the end of it,

Regarding Policy E-2, Bailey read, “*Create Historic/Conservation Districts....” He asked if that means City,
State, or National, or perhaps all three. Powell said McLoughlin is a conservation district. He said it is
currently a City designation but application has been submitted to make it National. It can be both, he said.
Bailey said this needs a fuller explanation.

Chair Carter said this is addressed in Policy E-5, which says, “Support efforts to obtain historic designation at
the state and national level for historic sites and districts. She suggested that the word “city” be added to the
options. Drentlaw also suggested adding these to the list of definitions.

Regarding Policy E-8, Chair Carter asked what a “Certified Local Government status™ is. Drentlaw said it is
a designation from the State that allows a City to obtain State funds, and is defined on page E3.

Regarding Policy E-6, “Preserve and enhance the City’s mstoric resources by continually updating the City’s
inventory of designated structures, Bailey suggested changing “continually updating” to “maintaining”. Also,
the word “structures” is misspelled as “strucutres.”

Page E-2:
Regarding Policy E-9, Bailey suggested deleting “The City shall” and starting the sentence with “Encourage.”

Also regardmy Policy E-9, Mengelberg noted the term “to preserve historic structures” and said typically the
requirement is lo preserve the outside but not much care 15 given about the inside. Powell said the owners must
only preserve the mterior if the house is on the National Register. Mengelberg gave an example of a large
house with small rooms wherein the owner wants to enlarge and modemize tlic rooms. Powellsaid 1t could
causc a real battie to specify internal or external. and Drentlaw said that i« getting 100 aetailed in poiicy.

Regarding Policy E-12, Bailey read, “Publicly owned properties should be designated locally, regionally and
nationally.” He asked, Designated as what? He also asked what is meant by “Publicly owned property™? After
some discussion, Kraushaar said it could read, “Publicly owned properties should be considered for considered
for Jocal, regional, and national designation.” Agreed.

Chair Carter said she thinks Policy E-15 is a good policy (regarding a master plan for the Blue Heron Paper
Mill to ensure that existing historic buildings are preserved and new development is compatible).
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Bailey asked if'the phrase “will be used” would be better in the first line of Policy E15, rather than the current
wording, “A Master Plan process is recommended....” Zacharias read from page K-2, Policy K-16, which
says, “Require approval of a Master Plan prior to approval of any proposed redevelopment or change in use of
the industrial site at...Blue Heron Paper Company....” Bailey agreed with putting it there rather than in the
Historic section, but Powell said it should be addressed in this section as well since it is an historic site. Bailey
then suggested that it read, “Ensure that existing historic resources on the Blue Heron site are preserved through
a Master Plan....”

Drentlaw had a format guestion because he said the recommendations after each paragraph on pages E-<4
through E-8 seem like action items and Bailey agreed that if they are not already covered in the action items,
they should either be moved or added as such.

Bailey asked if the critena for historic districts as listed on page E4 1s policy or if 1t 1s an existing set of criteria.
He suggested that the line read, “Historic districts are areas containing buildings with significance....”
However, Powell said this section is talking about districts, which 1s why the word “concentrated” 1s included.
He said the McLoughlin area is sufficiently concentrated to be designated as an historic district, but the entire
city of Oregon City is not.

Bailey read from paragraph 4, line 4 of page E<4, “Once damaged by extensive bmlding cover, archacological
sites are tost. He suggested changing it to read, “Once a site is damaged by extensive building cover,
archacological values are likely to be lost.”

In paragraph 3 under Historic Districts, Bailey suggested inserting “as an historic property” so the line would
read, “Designation as an historic property assures the owner that a compatible setting will be maintained.”

Regarding the Canemah Historic District (1ast paragraph on page E-4), Bailey sugpested that it be changed to
read, “Canemah is a significant example of arelatively in-tact historic riverboat town with architectural

resources dating from the 1860s.”

It was noted that the last page in Section E (an e-mail from Thomas Bennett} was inadvertently included and
should be removed. :

Both Bailey and Chair Carter gave small editorial comments {grammar, punctuation, ete.) to staff.

Chair Carter said this meeting will continue on Wednesday, Dec, 110 at 6:00 p.m., and will also be continued
to Monday, Dec. 16% at 6:60 p.m.

OTHER BUSINESS
Bailey rejterated earlier comments that the Master Piar 1oy the Cove Aren 15 really exciiing and has grea:

potential.

With no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

Linda Carter, Planning Commission Tony Konkol, Associate Planner
Chairperson
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320 WARNER-MILNE ROAD

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Tony Konkol, Associate Planner

DATE: January 16, 2003

SUBJECT: File # VR 02-10 (Great American Development: Cul-de-sac length increase)

Staff and the applicant request that the Planning Commission continue the hearing for the
above referenced file to February 10, 2003 (Exhibit 1). The reason for this request is so
that Great American Development, Sisul Engineering, and the City may further discuss
the design options and alternatives for the project site concerning the proposed cul-de-sac
and potential future connections to South End Road.

Staff recommends a continuance of the public hearing for the increased cul-de-sac length
variance request (File VR 02-10) to the date certain of February 10, 2003.

VR 02-10 Planning Commission Continuance 1-27-02



Jan 17 03 11:09a Sisul Engineering 5038575773 p.2

s ' su l ENGI NEERI NG A Division of Sisul Enterprises. Inc.

375 PORTLAND AVENUE, GLADSTONE, OREGON 87027
{503) 657-0188
FAX {503) 657-5779

January 17, 2003

Tony Konkol

City of Oregon City

320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

RE: VARIANCE REQUEST, CITY FILE VR 02-10 (JO SGL.02-062)

Dear Tony,

Sisul Engineering, on behalf of Great American Development, requests a continuance of
the public hearing for the above-mentioned project, VR 02-10. The public hearing, to be
held before the Planning Commission, is currently scheduled for Monday, January 27,
2003,

This request for continuance is to allow more time to study South End Road intersection
connections, and the effects of future connections to the existing traffic patterns.

If you have any questions regarding this request, please feel free to contact us at any time.

Sincerely,

Covbin 12 Prttir—

Curt Pellatz
Sisul Engineering

Exhibit



CITY OF OREGON CITY

Planning Commission
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD OREGON CIiTY, OREGON 97045
TEL (503) 657-0891 FAX (503) 722-3880

FILE NO.: ZC 02-03

Compiete: November 18, 2002
120-Day: March 18, 2003

APPLICATION TYPE: Typelll

HEARING DATE: January 27, 2003
7:00 p.m,, City Hall
320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

APPLICANT: Great American Development
Joseph Spaziani
16500 South Forsythe Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

REPRESENTATIVE: Sisul Engineering, Inc.
Tom Sisul
375 Portland Avenue
Gladstone, OR 97027

REQUEST;: The applicant is seeking a Zone Change from “R-10" Single-Family Dwelling
District to “R-8” Single-Family Dwelling District.

LOCATION: The property is located southwest of Partiow Road and southeast of South End
Road and identified on the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-1E-12A,
Tax Lot 2300 (Exhibit 1).

REVIEWER: Tony Konkol, Associate Planner

PROCESS: The Planning Commission shall make the decision on all Type IIT permit
appiications. Once the Planning Commission makes a dectsion on the Type I
application. that decision i+ final uniess appeaicc 1o the Citv Commission ir;
accordance with Section 17.50.190. If appealed. the City Commission decision
is the City’s final decision on the Type I application.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS DECISION, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING
DIVISION OFFICE AT (503) 657-0891.



L BACKGROUND:

The applicant is requesting a zone change from R-10 Single-Family Dwelling District to R-8 Single Family-
Dwelling District for an approximately 8.09acre vacant parcel located southwest of Partlow Road and
southeast of South End Road and is identified on the Clackamas Cowty Tax Assessor Map as 35-1E-12A,
Tax Lot 2300.

The parcel has a Comprehensive Plan designation of “LR” Low Density Residential, which allows the
proposed R-8 Single-Family Dwelling District. The applicant has applied for a 3i-lot Subdivision (Planning
File TP 02-03) with a Variance (Planning File VR 02-10) to increase the maximum cul-desac length by 50
feet. The subdivision site 1s an “infill” type of development, i.e. all adjacent properties are developed. The
project will connect two temporarily terminated streets, Pine Place and Mahogany Drive (Exhibit 2).

11 BASIC FACTS:

1. Location and Current Use

The subject site is located southwest of Partlow Road and southeast of South End Road and is identified on
the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-1E-12A, Tax Lot 2300.

The 8.09-acre site is vacant. There is one large oak tree on the site, near the east property boundary and the
east termination of Mahogany Drive.

Zoning of the subject site is “R-10" Single-Family Dwelling District and is designatedas “LR” Low Density
Residential in the City’s Comprehensive Plan, The applicant is requesting a Zone Change to “R-8” Single-
Family Dwelling District for the property.

2, Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses
The surrounding land uses are singie-family residential and the surrounding zoning i1s R-10 Single-Family,
R-8 Single-Family, and property under the jurisdiction of Clackamas County.

Immediately north of the subject site are 5 properties zoned “R-10" Single-Family, 4 of which are located on
Longstanding Court and 1 on South End Road. There is an “R-8” Single-Family subdivision (Planning File
TP 96-17) identified as Hazel Grove 5, which received a Zone Change from R-10 to R-8 in 1996 (Planning
File ZC 96-06). South of the subject site there is 1 property zoned “R-10” Single-Family and an “R-8”
Single-Family subdivision {(Planning File TP 96-07) identified as Hazel Meadows, which received a Zone
Change from R-10 to R-8 in 1996 (Planning File ZC 96-02). Across South End Road, west of the subject
site, there is 1 parcel zoned FU-10 and outside the City limits, and 2 parcels zoned “R-10" Single-Family. To
the east 1s an “R-10" Single-Family subdivision identified as Hazel Grove 3.

The site has frontage to the west on South End Road. classified as a minor arterial in the Oregon City
Transportation System Plan (TSP). Park Place and Mahogany Drive, both local streets in the adjacent R-&
subdivisions. are stubbed to the property line 1o the north and the south of the subject site and connect 1o
Filbert Drive. classified as a Neighborhood Colleetor to the south and Partlow Road. classitied as o Collecior,
to the north (Exhivpit 11,

3. Comments

Notice of this proposal was mailed to property owners within three hundred feet of the subject property on
November 18, 2002. The proposal was noticed in the Clackamas Review on November 27, 2002. The notice
indicated that interested parties may testify at the public hearing or submit written testimony at or prior to the
hearing.

Transmittals regarding the proposed development plan were mailed on November 19, 2002 to The Hazel

Grove/Westling Farm Neighborhood Association, South End Neighborhood Association, Oregon City
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School Dustrict, Metro, the Department of Land Conservation and Development, City departments, and
residents within 300 feet of the proposed project site. The comments received were incorporated into the
analysis and findings sections below.

Comments were received from David Evans and Associates (Exhibit 3), Oregon City School District (Exhibit
9), the South End Neighborhood Association, and surrounding residents. A brief summary of the comments
is included and the comments received were incorporated into the analysis and findings sections below.

South End Neighborhood Association has submitted comments opposing the requested Zone Change to RS
based on the following comments: 1. Existing traffic problems exist on Filbert Lane; 2. There is not a direct
access from the proposed subdivision to South End Road; 3. South End Road and Partlow Road need
improvements; 4. The current retention pond may not be able to handle extra runoff, 5. High density is not
compatible with surrounding uses; 6. The roadways must be thirty-two feet wide; and 7. The current traffic
count on Filbert will increase from 600 daily trips to 900 daily trips (Exhibit 4a).

Mr. Randy L. Howell of 19240 Pine Place has submitted comments stating that the City should grant the
applicant a variance to allow the proposed street to connect to South End Road. If the variance is not granted
the Zone Change should be denied, reducing the number of homes and the impacts on Filbert Drive and
Pease Road (Exhibit 4b).

Mr. and Mrs. Fleming of 11795 Mahogany Drive have submitted comments stating that they object to the
proposed Zone Change because there is inadequate Police Staff to patrol the area, John McLoughlin
Elementary School is overcrowded, and that the increased traffic would be a burden due 1o the developing
traffic problems and road maintenance issues {Exhibit 4c).

Mr, and Mrs. O’Brien of 19364 South Hazelgrove Drive have submitted comments in opposition to the
proposed Zone Change since the developer should have known the existing zoning designation and should
not be able to change the zoning simply to enable him to sell more lots {(Exhibit 4d).

III. DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA:
The relevant criteria for a zone change review and decision are in Chapter 17.68 of the Oregon City

Municipal Code (OCMC).

Chapter 17.68, “Changes and Amendments”

(a) 17.68.010 Initiation of the amendment.
A text amendment to this title or the comprehensive plan, or an amendment to the zoning map or the
comprehensive plan map, may be initiated by:
A. A resolution request by the commission,
B. An official proposal by the planning commission;
C. An application ro the planning division presented on forms and accompanied by information
preseribed by the planning commission.
All requests for amendmen or change in thiy ritle shall be referred 1o the planning commission.
(Ord. 91-1007 §1(part), 1991 prior code §11-12-1)

Finding: The applicant, Great American Development, has submitted a complete application to the
planming division, thereby initiating the amendment in accordance with 17.68.010.C. The applicant’s
application form, exhibit drawings, and narrative information are attached as Exhibits 2 and 5. The
application was deemed complete on December 18, 2002.

ZC 02-03 Staff Report
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{b) 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.

Finding: Conststency with comprehensive plan policies and goals is addressed in Section [V 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, or
can he made available prior fo issuing a certificate of occupancy. Service shall be sufficient to
support the range of uses and development allowed by the zone.

Finding: The applicant states that provisions for water, sewer, and storm drainage have been
discussed with the City, and it appears that these public facilities will be made availabie to the site and will
be capable of supporting a single-family subdivision development at the R-8 density of 5.5 housing units per
acre. Public water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer are available from lines in the street stubs. Public water
will extend an existing eight-inch line through the property and will connect with a twelve-inch line in South
End Road. Public sewer will be provided by sewer lines draining towards Mahogany Drive and South End
Reoad and storm water will he collected in a system of catch basins and direcied to an existing storm
detention pond located in the vicinity of Mahogany Drive and Filbert Drive south of the site (Exhibit 2).

The Westling Farms/South End Neighborhood Association submitted comments stating: “Flooding/Drainage
Concerns: The current retention pond on Filbert Drive needs to be assessed to ensure it’s capable of handling
extra runoff” (Exhibit 4a).

Staff is performing a preliminary review of the subdivision application, identified as TP 02-03, and if the
existing pond is found to be to small to absorb the mcreased flows, there is available land to expand the
existing pond. There are also alternative designs, such as underground storage facilities, that when used
independently or in combination with the existing pond, may be used to meet the city’s storm water
requirements. The applicant is required to demonstrate the ability to meet the City’s storm water
requirements during the subdivision application review,

The applicant states that a Traffic Analysis Report was prepared by Lancaster Engineering for the
subdivision and found no problems with any interseciions or traffic movement on the streets around the
development through 2017 (Exhibit 6). Traffic increases generally will affect intersections in the vicinity.
These intersections have been identified as needing improvements by Oregon City’s Transportation System
Plan {TSP), however; the proposed zone change will not cause a need for any of the identified improvements,
and therefore will not have a significant impact on the any of Oregon City’s transportation facilities. The
proposed conneclion of existing temporarily terminated streets to the north and south of the subject site will
potentialiyv facilitate velicular and pedestrian movements by completing planned connections (Exhibit 5.

A revieve of e Traffic Anaivsie Repor submitted by the applicant was performec »v David Evans unc
Associates (Exmbit 3. The review determined that the expecied traffic mmpacts from the proposed zone
change from R-10 to R-&, which will add 3-5 homes, are expected to be negligible over a 20-vear horizon.
The South End/Warner Parrott intersection is expected to experience failing operations in the next couple of
years; however, the level of improvements identified in the City’s TSP may not be needed, at least initially,
to extend the term of adequate operations for this intersection. Staff has determined that theoverall impacts
on the transportation system, including the proposed interior road designed as a cul-de-sac or connection to
South End Road, will meet the City’s requirements for a Zone Change.
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C. The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or planned function,
capacity and level of service of the transportation system serving the proposed zoning district.

Finding: The applicant states that the Traffic Analysis Report (Exhibit 6) finds that a change in zoning
to R-8 would not cause a significant impact to adjacent sireets or infersections, Filbert Drive was reclassified
as a Neighborhood Collector in the Transportation System Plan, which is intended to serve as a major street
within residential neighborhoods, collect and distribute traffic from collectors and arterials to locals sireets,
serve access and local circulation, and in this case, provide connectivity between South Fnd Road and
Central Point Road (TSP pg 5-15, Exhibit 7).

Staff has concurred with the applicant’s assessment that signal warrants will not be met at the South
End/Partlow Road intersection through year 2004 with or without the proposed project. The Warner
Parrot/South End intersection meet the PM peak hour warrant today:; however, the proposed project does not
trigger the need for the improvements 1dentified in the TSP, but proportionally adds to the need (Exhibit 3).

D. Statewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does not contain
specific policies or provisions which control the amendment. (Ord. 91-1007 §l(part), 1991:
prior code §11-12-2)

Findmng: The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan was ackniowledged 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 goals and policies that
apply to the proposed zone change. Therefore, it is not necessary to address the statewide plamming goals in
response to this criterion. The Comprehensive Plan goals and policies are addressed m Section IV of this
staff report.

17.68.025 Zoning changes for land annexed into the city.
A. Norwithstanding any other section of this chapter, when property is annexed into the city from
the citv/county dual interest area . .
B. Applications for these rezonings . . ..

Findmg: The subject site is within the city limits. This criterion is 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.)

B. Legislative reviews shall be subject to the reguirements in Section 17.50.260. (Note: the
section number cited i the Code 1s incorrect: it should be 17.50.170.) rOrd. 977007 §l(pari),
991 prior code §11-12-3)

Finding: According to Section 17.50.030 of the Code. zone changes and plan amendments are
reviewed through a Type IV process. According to Section 17.50.030.D, “Type IV decisions include only
quasi-judicial plan amendments and zone changes.” Therefore. the requirements of Sections 17.50.120
through .160 apply.

The apphicant attended a pre-application conference with City staff on July 16, 2002. The Pre-Application
Conference Summary is attached as Exhibit 8. Transmittals regarding the proposed development plan were
mailed on November 19, 2002 to The Hazel Grove/Westling Farm Neighborhood Association and the South
End Neighborhood Association.
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The applicant submitted the application on October 22, 2002. The application was deemed complete on
November 18, 2002. The planning division scheduled the first evidentiary hearing, before the Oregon City
Planning Commission, for January 27, 2003. The final hearing, should the Planning Commission
recommend approval, is scheduled for February 5, 2003 before the Oregon City City Commission. Notice of
the hearing was 1ssued on November 27, 2002 and the property was posted on January 7, 2003, more than 20
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 in accordance with the requirements of Section 17.50.120, and the review
and decision in accordance with Sections 17.50.130 through .160.

This standard is met.

17.68.044) Approeval by the commission
If the planning commission approves such request or application for an amendment, or change, it
shall forward its findings and recommendation to the city commission for action thereon by that
body. (Ord. 91-1007 §1(part), 1991: prior code §11-12-4)

Finding: If the Planning Commission approves the applicant’s request, the City Commission shall
review its findings and recommendations at a public hearing. That public hearing has been scheduled for
February 35, 2003.

This standard is met.

17.68.050 Conditions.
In granting a change in zoning classification to any property, the commission may attach 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 17.36.010:
A. Such conditions and restrictions shall thereafter apply to the zone change;
B. Where such conditions are attached, no zone change shall become effective until the written
acceptance of the terms of the zone change ordinance as per Section 17.50- 330, (Ord. 91-1007
Si(part), 1991 priovr code §11-12-5)

Finding: Staff has not recommend any Conditions of Approval. This section is not applicable.

17.68.060 Filing of an application
Applicarions for amendment or change in this title shall be filed with the planning division on forms
available ar Cinv Hall. At the fime of jiling an application. the applicant shall pav the sum listed in

the tee sehedulc in Chaprer 1730 (Ord. GI1-1007 Sliparty, 1991 prior code §71-12-6)

Findmg: The applicant has submtied the appropriate application forms ané fees. This criterion is
met.
v, Consistency with Comprehensive Plan

The applicable goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan are addressed in this section.

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

ZC 02-03 Staff Report
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Finding: The City’s process includes public notice, public hearings, and notifying neighborhood
associations. Public notice was mailed on November 18, 2002 and advertised in the Clackamas Review on
November 27, 2002, and the subject property was posted on January 7, 2003.

On November 19, 2002 transmittals were sent to the Citizen Involvement Commiittee Council (CICC), South
End Neighborhood Association, and the Westling Farm/Hazel Grove Neighborhood Association apprising
them of the application.

Policy #1
Encourage and promote a city-wide citizen participation program that helps neighborhoods to

organize so that they may develop and respond to land-use planning proposals.

Finding: As noted above, the South End and Westling Farm/Hazel Grove Neighborhood Associations
and the CICC were notified. Comments from the Neighborhood Association and citizens that have
commented on the proposal have been incorporated into this report.

Policy #2

Provide neighborhood groups and citizens with accurate and current information on policies,
programs and development proposals that affect their area, institute a feedback mechanism to
answer questions from the public.

Finding: The notice, meeting, and public hearings related to the proposal demonstrate consistency
with this policy. In addition, this staff report and the file containing project information were available for
public review seven days prior to the first evidentiary hearing.

Policy #4
Encourage citizen participation in all functions of government and landuse planning,

Findmg: Citizen participation has been encouraged through mailing notice of the proposal and the
public hearings, and through posting the project site with notice of the proposal.

{C) Housing
Goal: Provide for the planning, development and preservation of & variety of housing types at a
range of price and rents,

Findmng: The applicant states the area is designated for a low-density residential use. The R-8 zone
permits 5.5 dwellings per acre, or 36 dwellings on the §.09-acre subject site {assuming 20% of the property is
used for public right-of-way). The R-10 zone aliows 4.4 dwellings per acre, or 29 dwelling units for the
subject site {assuming 20% of the property 15 used for public right-of-wav). Both the R-8 and R-1{I zones
allow single-family dwellings. with §.000 or 10.000 square foot mimimum lots sizes. respectivelv. The R¥
zone aliows smalier jots that can be expecied 1o provide more aifordabie housing than the R-10 zone. Also.
the requested zone change 1o R-& would be similar to the R-8 zoned properuies bordermg a majority of the
site, allowing for a more consistent development pattern with the adjacent properties (Exhibit 53).

The subject site currently is designated low density residential on the Comprehensive planning. Tow density

residential permits the R-8 zoning designation. The City encourages planning, development, and preservation
of a variety of housing types at a range of price and rents. The proposal is consistent with this Goal.

Policy #3
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The City shall encourage the private sector in maintaining an adequate supply of single and multiple

family housing units. This shall be accomplished by relving primarily on the home building industry
and private sector market solutions, supported by the elimination of unnecessary government
regulations.

Finding: The R-8 zone allows smaller lots that can be expected to provide more affordable housing
than the R-10 zone and the requested zone change to R-8 would be similar to the R-8 zoned properties
bordering a majority of the site, allowing for a more consistent development pattern with the adjacent
properties. Currently, 15 of the 24 (62.5%) properties and 1,863 linear feet of the 2,897 (64.3%) linear feet of
properties abutting the subject property are zoned R-8 Single Family Residential. The proposal is consistent
with this policy.

(F) Natural Resources, Natural Hazards
Goal: Preserve and manage our scarce natural resources while buiiding a livable urban envirenment.

Finding: The vacant subject site is located in an urbanized area. The site is not within a water
resources area, and there are no significant natural resources located on the property other than a large oak
tree along the northern property line that the applicant 1s proposing to save. The proposal to rezone the site
from R-10 to R-8 would not significantly change the amount of development allowed, only the type. The
proposal 1s consistent with this goal.

Policy #1
Coordinate local aciivities with regional, state and federal agencies in comtrolling water and air
pollution.

Finding: This policy is not directly applicable to the proposal. Local, regional, state, and federal

regulations related to water and air poliution will be addressed when site development is proposed.

Policy #7
Discourage activities that may have a detrimental effect on fish and wildlife.

Finding: The subject site is not within a wildlife habitat area, as identified in the Comprchensive Plan,
nor 1s it located within a water resource area. The subject site is located in an urbanized area and the
residential uses allowed in the R-8 zone would not likely discharge pollutants or otherwise have a
detrimental effect on fish and wildlife. The proposal is consistent with this policy.

Policy #8
Preserve historic and scenic areas within the City as viewed from poinis outside the City.

Findmg: The site 1s not within a historic or scenic area and s not situated so as to affect views of such
areas irom outside the citv. The proposal 1s consistent with this policy.

Policy #9
Preserve the environmental quality of major water resources by requiring site plan review, and/or
other appropriate procedures on new developments.

Finding: The proposal will be processed under the appropriate procedures for new development in
order to preserve the environmental quality of major water resources. The proposal is consistent with this
policy.
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Policies adopted through Ordinance 90-1031
Oregon City . . . shall comply with all applicable DEQ air quality standards and regulations.

Finding: Uses allowed in the R-8 district would be expected to comply with DEQ standards and
regulations, in compliance with this policy.

All development within the Ciiy of Oregon City shall comply with applicable state and federal air,
water, solid waste, hazardous waste and noise environmental rules, regulations and standards.
Development ordinance regulations shall be consistent with federal and state environmental
regulations.

Finding: The proposal will be processed under the appropriate procedures for new development in
order to comply with this policy.

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

Finding: The applicant states that land is a scarce resource and must be wisely allocated between uses.
One way to wisely use land ts to mamtain densities at or near the plan designation. The R-8 zone allows 5.5
dwellings per acre while the R-10 zone allows 4.4 dwellings per acre. Actual gross density, owing to the
“infill” nature of the site and its long, narrow shape, will be on the order of 3.8 dwelling per acre at the R-8
standard. The greater number of lots translates to the most efficient use of the land, assuming that public
services are available and compatibility issues are satisfied (Exhibit 4).

The proposal would add the subject site to the adjacent R-8 district and provide a consistent development
pattern with the existing development surrounding the property. Because of its nature, scale, and location,
the proposed rezone would preserve the natural and developed character of Oregon City and is, therefore,
consistent with this goal.

H. Energy Conservation
Goal: Plan urban land development which encourages public and private efforts toward conservation
of energy.

Finding: Rezoning the subject site is consistent with the goal of energy conservation. The site is

adjacent to South End Road, which 1s destgnated for pedestrian, bicyclist, and transit alternatives. The
existing Tri-Met route 79 has service on South End Road. Once the site is developed, residents may take
advantage of such altemative forms of transportation, which saves energy over automobiles. Also, the site’s
location would allow children to walk to Joln McLoughlin Elementary School, saving vehicle miles
traveled.

fo—

Community Facilities
oa:: Serve the health. safery. educauon. welfare and recreational needs o1 all Oregon Cinv residents
through the planning and provision of adequate community facilities.

Finding: The applicant states that urban services are available or can be made availabie to the site.
Police and fire services can be provided; school capacity can be made available and the proposal was deemed
as not to conflict with the interests of the Oregon City School District (Exhibit 9), The new housing will
contribute to the tax base of Oregon City for public services.
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Most of the Community Facilities policies direct the City to conduct certain actions and are not relevant to
the proposal. Therefore, they are not addressed individually in this staff report.

Rezoning the property is consistent with the goal and the objectives of its policies because future site
development will utilize existing public facilities. Service adequacy will be reviewed through subdivision
review prior to site development, and improvements consistent with this goal may be required at that time.

Policy #5
The city will encourage development on vacant buildable land within the City where urban facilities
and services are available or can be provided.

Finding: The applicant states that provisions for water, sewer, and storm drainage have been
discussed with the City, and it appears that these public facilities will be made available to the site and will
be capable of supporting a single-family subdivision development at the R-8 density of 5.5 housing units per
acre. Public water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer are available from lines in the street stubs. Public water
will extend an existing eight-inch line through the property and will connect with a twelve-inch line in South
End Road. Public sewer will be provided by sewer lines draining towards Mahogany Drive and South End
Road and storm water will be collected in a system of catch basins and directed to an existing storm
detention pond located in the vicinity of Mahogany Drive and Filbert Drive south of the site (Exhibit 5).

Policy #7
Muaximum efficiency for existing wrban 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: The parcel has a Comprehensive Plan designation of “LR” Low Density Residential, which
allows the proposed R-8 Single-Family Dwelling District. The subdivision site is an “infill” type of
development, i.e. afl adjacent properties are developed. The project will connect two temporarily terminated
local streets, Pine Place and Mahogany Drive (Exhibit 2).

(I Parks and Recreation
Goal: Maintain and enhance the existing park and recreation system while planning for future
expansion to meet residential growth.

Finding: The proposal does not affect any existing or planned parks or recreation areas. The proposal
is located approximately 250 feet north of the McLoughlin Elementary School.

(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.

Finanng: Tre applicant is proposing to connect two north-soutl ocal streets. jdentified as Pine Prace
and Mahogany Drive, which will complete the intemal traasportation svstem linking Filbert Drive, which 1s
ciassified as a Neighborhood Coliector, and Partlow Road, which 1s classified as aCollector.

Policy #6
Sidewalks will be of sufficient width to accommodate pedestrian traffic.

Finding: Sidewalks included in future site redevelopment will be constructed to City standards.
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Policy #14
The bikeway: on South End Road will be extended to South End School as funding becomes available

Finding: South End Road requires striped bike lanes as part of the Oregon City Transportation System
Plan - Bicycle System Plan. Bike lanes included in future site development will be constructed to City
standards.

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

Finding: The proposal 1s for a zone change and is not a request to amend the Comprehensive Plan
Map designation for the site, which i1s Low Density and allows the R-8 Single-Family Residential zoning
designation.

RECOMMENDED CONCLUSION AND DECISION
The proposed zone change is consistent with all applicable criteria of the zoning ordinance and
Comprehensive Plan.

Staff would recommend that the Planning Commission forward the proposed Zone Change, Planning File ZC
02-03, with a recommendation of approval to the City Commission for a public hearing on February 5, 2003.

EXHIBITS
The following exhibits are attached to this staff report.

Vicinity map

Site Map

David Evans & Associates Traffic Review; dated January 10, 2003

a. Westling Farms/South End Neighborhood Association

bh. Mr. Howell letter; dated December §, 2002

¢. Mr. and Mrs. Fleming letter; dated December 18, 2002

d. Mr. and Mrs. O’Brien letter; dated December 15, 2002

Applicant’s Narrative

6. Executive Summary of Applicant’s Traffic Impact Study; Prepared by Lancaster Engineering; dated
October 2002 (Complete Study On File with the City)

7. Transporiation System Plan page 5-15

Applicant’s Pre-Application meeting

9. Oregon City School District Transmittal
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January 10, 2003

Mr. Tony Konkol

City of Oregon City

PO Box 351

Oregon City, OR 97045

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
SPAZIANI ZONE CHANGE & RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION - TP 02-03

Dear Mr. Konkol:

In responsc to your request, David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) has reviewed the Traffic Impact Study
(TIS) and site plan submitted by Lancaster Engineering for the proposed Spaziani Property rezone and
residential subdivision development located in Oregon City near the South End Road/Partlow Road
intersection. The material 1s dated October 2002.

The TIS describes the current development proposal to build a 31-unit subdivision of single-family detached
homes. To accommodate this number of homes on the site, a rezone from R-10 to R-8 is required and being
proposed. Site access will be provided via connections to existing Pine Place and Mahogany Drive. No
direct access to South End Road 1s proposed.

Overall Finding

The applicant’s traffic impact analysis generally meets the City’s requirements. The proposed development is
not expected to result in needed off-site mitigation. The full extent of site improvements attributable to the
applicant as part of this project is unclear but discussed herein under site plan review. The applicant has not
addressed intersection sight distance and needs to ensure that new roadway intersections to be built through
this project meet AASHTO guidelines. The South End/Warmer Parrott intersection is expected to experience
failing operations in the next couple years. The level of improvement 1dentified in the City’s TSP may not be
needed. at least mitially. to extend the term of adequate operations for this intersection.

Comments

1. Existing conditions — The applicant reasonably described the existing transportation system surrounding
the proposed project site and appropriatefy accounted for planned transportation facility improvements
identified in the City’s TSP. The applicant used appropriate traffic counts as a basis for operations
analysis. The applicant did not address existing safety conditions primarily including the study area crash
history and should be required to.

2. Background conditions — In developing opening year 2004 background traffic levels without the project,

the applicant reasonably accounted for in-process traffic associated with other nearby approved
developments by applying a 4.5 percent annual growth rate to existing volumes. This rate was based on

Exhibit 3
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0.

comparison of historical study area traffic counts and therefore also accounts for any regional traffic
growth in this area of the City.

Although a zone change is bemng proposed from R-10 to R-8, the expected traffic impacts from an
additional 3-5 homes over a 20-year horizon are expected to be negligible. The applicant was therefore
not required to analyze future 20-year traffic conditions associated with the rezone decision.

Trip Generation/Distribution/Assignment — The applicant slightly underestimated trip generation levels
for the daily, morning peak hour, and evening peak hour weekday periods. For a development this size,
the applicant should have applied the linear regression trip generation equations rather than the trip rates
for each period from the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Report, 6 ed.
Justification for use of the trip generation equations is provided on pages 9-11 of the 2001 ITE Trip
Generation Handbook.

The equations result in modest increases in trip generation during all periods analyzed and therefore does
not trigger a need to reanalyze traffic operations in my opinion. However, the higher trip levels should be
used when establishing systems development charges (SDC). For example, the 296 weekday trips
reported by the applicant using average trip generation rates would increase to 353 trips using the ITE trip
generation equations. Evening (PM) peak hour trips would increase from 31 to 37.

The applicant used appropriate methods to distribute and assign site-generated trips from the proposed
development to the surrounding roadway system.

Sight Distance — The applicant did not discuss intersection sight distance. The applicant needs to ensure
that intersection sight distance guidelines provided by AASHTO are met for the new roadway
intersections to be built at Pine Place and Mahogany Drive.

Signal and Lefi-Turn Lane Warrants — 1 concur with the applicant’s assessment that signal warrants
will not be met at the South End/Partlow Road intersection through year 2004 with or without the
proposed project. [ also concur that the Warner Parrot/South End intersection meets the PM peak hour
warrant today and is expected to meet Condition A of the eight-bour warrant by year 2004 with or
without the proposed project. The City’s TSP (project R-70) identifies the need to realign and signalize
the offset intersection and provide exclusive left-turn lanes on all approaches. The proposed project does
not trigger the need for these improvements. but proportionally adds to the need.

Traffic Operations — The applicant asserts that the Warner Parrott’South End Road mtersection operates
at level of service (LOS) D today during peak hours and will degrade to LOS E/F during year 2004
background conditions. The applicant’s development would add to this poor level of service, although
the extent is unclear as they analyzed their project only assuming a signat was installed. With a signal,
the intersection is expected to be able to operate at LOS C with or without the project. I concur with the
applicant’s analysis.

Today and under year 2004 background conditions, three of the four Warner Parrott/South End Road
intersection approaches operate at LOS C or better. During the AM peak hour, the northbound approach
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operates at LOS F and during the PM peak hour, the southbound approach operates at LOS F. With the

addition of a dedicated northbound right-turm lane (not 1dentified in the TSP) and

a southbound left-turmn

lane as identified in the City’s TSP, the intersection could operate at LOS C without a signal for some

period of time as an interim project. The city may want to consider this.

The South End/Partlow Road intersection is shown to operate at LOS B during ANl operations and at the

LOS C/D threshold during PM operations today and under year 2004 background

conditions. Although

the intersection will continue to operate within the City’s standards with the proposed project, PM peak

hour operations are expected to degrade to LOS D.

Queuning — The applicant did not report any queuing results for area intersecti

ons. A supplemental

memorandum containing a queuing summary for the different development scenarios should be provided.
The applicant should also submit the technical output from Synchro to allow validation of their findings.

Mitigation — 1 concur with the applicant’s assertion that this proposed developmer
off-site mitigation beyond site-specific improvements mncluding sidewalks, and trg
with their new roadways and intersections.

The City’s TSP identifies significant expected growth along South End Road betw
Warner Parrott Road. It calls for intersection improvements including a signal w
phasing and exclusive left-turn pockets on all approaches. As development
improvement should be reconsidered. Traffic growth along Lawton Road is exp
may not warrant an exclusive left-turn pocket. A roundabout option should also be

Site Plan Review — The applicant’s site plan indicates that sidewalks will be pro
the new roadways to be built.

A 10-foot pedestrian/bicycle accessway connecting the cul-de-sac to South End 1
will provide an important connection to public transit along South End Road. Thg
hard surfaced (asphalt) for bicycle use and illuminated in some fashion intended to
use while minimizing distraction to adjacent homes {perhaps 12-foot shoebox lig
end of the path should be installed to prevent use by motor vehicles. Lighted boll
should be considered. The path should be fenced but consideration shouid be
fencing should be obscuring {e.g.. a board fence! or more open (e.g.. cyvclone).
wentfiec to receive bike lanes (TEP projec: -3
projec: proposed pedestrian/bicycle path should be considered.

The site plan calls for a right-of-way dedication along the east side of South End
indicates that South End Road is intended for widening to a three-lane section. Is

widening in the TSP. Rather, project R-26 from the TSP indicates an intent to cons

The connection berween thel

nt does not trigger any
ffic control associated

veen S. 21d Street and
th protected/permitted
occurs, this level of
ected to be small and
considered,

vided on both sides of

Road 15 identified and
» accessway should be
improve safe evening
nts). Bollards at each
ards are available and
given to whether the

South End Road is
se bike lanes and the

Road. The apphicant
e¢ no reference to this
struct curb, guiter, and

sidewalks along both sides of South End Road from Partlow road to the UGB and project B-5 calls for

widening to provide directional 4-6 foot bike lanes from Barker Avenue to the UQ

right-of-way dedication should be clarified. If the applicant isresponsible for hal

B.. The need for this
[-street improvements
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along South End Road, they should be constructed as part of this project. If the City desires to complete
the full TSP project at one time, the applicant should fund their portion of the improvements now.

In conclusion, I find that the applicant’s traffic impact analysis generally meets the City’s requirements. If
you have any questions or need any further information concerning this review, please call me at
503.223.6663.

Sincerely,

DAVID EVANS AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

Mike Baker, PE

Senior Transportation Engineer

MIBA:pao
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CITY OF OREGON CITY - PLANNING DIVISION
PO Box 3040 - 320 Warner Milne Road - Oregon City, OR 97045-0304
Phone: (503) 657-0891 Fax: (503) 722-3880

TRANSMITTAL
November 19, 2002

IN-HOUSE DISTRIBUTION
o’ BUILDING OFFICIAL

@’ ENGINEERING MANAGER

@ FIRE CHIEF

@’ PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS

& CITY ENGINEER/PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR
o TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS)

2 PARKS MANAGER

o ADDRESSING

TRAFFIC ENGINEER
& Mike Baker @ DEA

RETURN COMMENTS TO:

Tony Konkol
Planning Division

IN REFERENCE TC FILE # & TYPE:

PLANNER:
APPLICANT:
REQUEST:

LOCATION:

The application material was referred to you during the Completeness Review for your information, swdy and official
comments. If extra copies are required, please contact the Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions wili be
used to guide the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal. If you wish to have your comments considered and incorporaied
into the staff report. please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the processing of this application and will insure

MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION
CICC

@~ NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION (N.A.) CHAIR
N7A. LAND USE CHAIR Westling Reewisf e 1ip0n

0 CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Joe Merek

0 CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Bill Spears

a ODOT - Sonya Kazen

o ODOT - Gary Hunt

@ SCHOOL DIST 62

o TRI-MET

o METRO - Brenda Bernards

0o OREGON CITY POSTMASTER

& DLCD

COMMENTS DUE BY: December 12, 2002

HEARING DATE:
HEARING BODY:

Fanuary 27, 2003
Staff Review: ___ PC: _X CC:___

TP 02-03: Staff Review

VR 02-10:; PC Hearing 1/27/03
ZC 02-03: PC Hearing 1/27/03
Tony Konkol, Associate Planner’
Joseph Spaziani/Curt Pellatz

Zone change from R-10 to R-8, Variance to increase cul-de-sac

length to 400 feet, and a 31-lot subdivision.
Map # 35-2E-12A Tax Lot 2300.

prompt consideration of vour recommendations. Please check the appropriate spaces below.

g

o The proposal does not ~~ . The proposal conflicts with our interests for -
conflict witt: our Interests. the reasons stated below.  “noee 7oAy N TR
e P
o Tiz proposat would not conflict our The foliowing items are missing and ar. ; ;"‘a':j =
interests if the changes noted below aeeded for completeness and review: ;‘jr“ &
. [ S

are included. = '__i 2

G
o =
S O

—

- L
£

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND M
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Great American Development
File Number: TP 02-03, ZC 02-03, VR 02-10
Great American Development)]
Joseph Spaziani

Rebuttal to Limited Land Use Applications

1. File Number ZC 02-03: The Developer is seeking a zone change from R-10
Single Family Residential to R-8 Single Family Residential. We are opposed to
any zone changes

2. File Number TP 02-03: The Developer is seeking approval of a 31-lot subdivision
zoned R-8 Single Family Dwelling District.

3. File Number VR 02-10: The Developer is requesting a variance to increase the
standard cul de sac length from 350 feet to 400 feet.

The residents of Westling Farm-Hazel Grove and Hazel Meadow subdivisions are
opposed to the zone changes because this proposal conflicts with our interests for the
reasons below:

e Keep zoning as R-10 because of traffic problems. Traffic problems already exist
on Filbert Drive, as the residents have asked Oregon City to install speed humps.
e There is no direct inlet/outlet onto South End Rd. in the current design. This
means the majority of traffic for the 31 homes will come down Filbert Drive. The
residents of Filbert Drive will not tolerate any increased traffic. Therefore, the
design must be changed and the cul de sac either moved to be located adjacent to
Mahogany Drive or do not allow a cul de sac for this developments NV et
» Road improvement are needed for South End Rd and S. Partlow roads to handle
increased traffic from the numerous new developments in the area. Traffic
problems on South End Rd are now an everyday occurrence.
o Flooding/Drainage Concerns: The current retention pond on Filbert Drive needs
to be assessed to ensure it’s capable of handling extra runoff.
¢ High density is not compatible with surround area. The surrounding
neighborhoods are zoned R-10. The only exception is Hazel Meadows, which is,
zoned R — 8. Therefore, this development must remain R-10 to be compatible
with the surrounding area.
e The road must be 32° curb to curb to allow fire access.
» Cumacir TRAERIC Couns ON I 1Relx VR, (15 5}%& K
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Minutes for South End Neighborhood Association Meeting 4;7(% QQ YUoue.
Nov. 21, 2002 o ’
b ap ) uita Yovum N i
<

Meeting opened. Members present is attached.

Tony Konkol from the City of Oregon City Planning Department spoke on the Urban
Growth Boundary and then answered questions. Discussion of Rose Road mentioned
that Rose Road had a pre-application but no application. They cannot have apartments
there, only 3 housing units for one lot.

The membership voted to have a moratorium on building on South End Road until
improvements are made. Marilyn Nuttall made the motion. Madalin Bohlander 2™ the
motion,. It passed.

There was discussion of the subdivision across from Rose Road called South End Estate.
The following were the neighborhood comments.

o Keep zoning R-10 because of traffic problems and flooding in the area.
Improvements need to be made on South End and Partlow Roads.

The road should be 32’ curb to curb for fire access.

There are already traffic problems on Filbert.

There are no parks close by.

Drainage concerns, would like to know about retention pond.

» Would like clarification on storm water area.

There was a discussion of traffic problems on South End Road.

Hazel Grove/Westling Farm Neighborhood Association boundaries have been extended
to Mc Cord, Partlow, South on South End and Central Point Road.

Comments on Walmart are listed below.

¢ People were worried about too much traffic on Molialla especially after all the
changes for a Boulevard.

s Citizens do not feel it would add to the jobs. They feel it would take away from
existing businesses that are friendly.

e  Worried about Newell Creek Canvon sliding.

- Detriment to current economy.

¢ Traffic impact on Mollalla Ave., Beaver Creek Road, Highway 213 and it wouid
bring traffic up the already crowded Highway 99.

s It doesn’t seem to be compatible with the surrounding area.

When asked if the neighborhood had any positive comments. None were given,

Comments on Rose Road construction.



Water resource problems.

Traffic Impact and Transportation problems.

Rose Road is a private road, construction would impact existing neighborhood,
development is having a negative impact on existing properties on Rose Road.
Developers only have to improve ¥ of the road.

People living there have to bring Rose Road up to code.

Economic impact.

High density is not compatible with surrounding area.

Not fair to use road as main road when it is private.

Comments on Urban Growth Boundary.

¢ Should not have commercial on South End Road. Traffic problems already exist for
cars. This would also bring commercial trucks.

+ Commercial traffic would need to go on streets that are not built to support heavy
traffic. Example: South End Road has sliding problems. The county already does
not have funds to fix the problem.

e Power line areas limit the growth already.

The neighborhood voted to write a letter to Tri-Met asking that the new signs have letter
a minimum of 2 inches high to let people know which side of the street to stand on. Jim
Colson made the motion. Mary Smith 2°*it. The motion passed.

Ideas for the next meeting included having the new mayor speak or more on education.

CPO is meeting on Central Point Road. At 7:00 p.m. Wed. Dec. 4 at John Mc Laughlin
School.

A motion was made to adjourn the meeting by Mary Smith. Russ Nuttal] 2" the motion.

Minutes submitted by Kathy Robertson,
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Randy L. Howell
19240 Pine P|
Oregon City, OR 97045
503-557-2219

December 8, 2002

QOregon City Planning Commission
320 Warner Milne Rd
Oregon City, OR 97045

Dear Pianning Commissioners:

I am writing to you in regards to a Notice of Limited Use Application for the
proposed development called the South End Estates file number TP 02-03.

For the record, | am not against a development being created at Tax Lot 2300.
However, | am against the proposed entry and exit of the new home owners that
will be living there. As the site plan presently stands, there will only be two ways
to enter South End Estates. One neighborhood road will be Pine Place and the
other neighborhood road will be Mahogany Drive. Filbert Drive is the only
access road on the south side of the proposed development that ties into Pine
Place and Mahogany Drive.

Recently, neighbors of our development that use Filbert Drive to gain access to
our properties (not like others that just use it as way to tie onto South End Road)
had a meeting to discuss concerns about the speed and the amount of traffic
using this road. When the new 90 home Hazel Creek Farm Subdivision is
complete on Centeral Point, Filbert Drive will be extremely active due to those
home owners trying to gain access to South End Road and taking their children
to John Mcloughlin elementary school. With the edition of South End Estates,
traffic will alsc be forced to come down Filbert Drive or Partlow Road for access
creating even more traffic congestion.

| would sugges' ™at a variance be given allowing & road to be buill ontc South
End Roac directly from the proposed developmen: As | understand, there is oity
code that aoes not allow access onto @ mair arterial i there are other roads
within 500 feet of the developing land. A variance would allow the new
homeowners direct access to their homes allowing them to use other surface
streets as a secondary choice not the only choice. When this variance is given,
file number VR 02-10 is not needed and should be denied.

If a variance for direct access from South End Road is denied, then file number
ZC 02-03 should be denied. The lots need to stay at 10,000 square feet. When

Exhibit L%b



there are fewer homes being buiit there will be a lower number of vehicles
traveling the side streets.

In summary, please create a variance for direct access from South End Road
into South End Estates. If this variance is denied then deny ZC 02-03 and leave
the lots as they were originally drafted at 10,000 square foot minimizing some of
the traffic,

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Sty X Vool

Randy L. Howel!



December 18, 2002

Oregon City Planning Division
Oregon City Hall

320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, Oregon 97045

Dear Planning Manager,

We sincerely ask that you consider our request. We object to the request of: Great
American Development to change the zoning of Tax Lot 2300 to R-8 Singie-Family
status. We request that you DECLINE them this change and keep the zoning R-10
Single-Family. Please consider these urgent reasons for our point:

1) In our opinion, we don’t have adequate Police Staff to police the area. Until we

do have enough officers, it would be unwise to change zoning to add more homes.

2) John McLoughlin Elementary School is experiencing overcrowding. Until our
school funding problem is remedied it would be unwise and cruel to the teachers
and students who attend to take actions to add to their overcrowding problem.

3} The increased traffic in our neighborhood and surrounding area would be a
burden due to the developing traffic problems and road maintenance issues that
the city and county are trying to keep up with.

We voted to pass the Police and School measures on the ballot this Fall 2002. We were
very concerned that the citizens in Oregon City were unwilling to pay for these needed
services. Let’s not add more burdens to the needs of the community by overdeveloping
areas which are zoned appropriately. Keeping Tax Lot 2300 an R-10 Single-Family
status would signal to my family and neighbors that Oregon City cares about how the
development of our area affects our Police, Schools, and roadways. Let’s think to the
future and make good decisions that keep this area demographically stable.

Thank you so much for hearing our concerns!

Sincerely,
.,;{,"'{-j," A s / '\._,;’ .
A g TS rrYy. i
//;/z/ !/.'/ Z’% /»/,i,f: l.'-",'; ' ‘ ////ﬂfé ZL/Z, - -i’t/},[i//;‘-f' ¥ F/I.’/'fr %:‘i
/)
{J

Mr. And Mrs. Mark Fleming
11795 Mahogany Court
Oregon City, OR 97045
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December 15, 2002

Tony Konkol

Oregon City Planning Division
320 Warner Miine Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

Dear Mr. Konkol

I am writing in reference to the land use applications filed by Great American
Development under the following file numbers:

TP 02-03
ZC 02-03
VR 02-10

After careful review of the requests by Great American Development, | would like to
register the following comments for inclusion in the staff report regarding these matters.

Reference VR 02-10, | have no objection to this request.

Reference ZC 02-03 and TP 02-03, i strenuously object to a change in zoning from R-
10 to R-8. The property owner, particularly as he is a developer, should have been
aware of the R-10 designation for this parcel of property prior to the time he purchased
the property. We as neighbors should not be required to live with higher density simply
to enable him to sell more lots. The developer should have no problem using the space
to develop the 23 lots that will fit on the property with its current R-10 designation. If he
develops within the current R-10 zoning there will be no need to approve either.

We checked the zoning density of properties near ours at the time we purchased our

home. Had the property involved in this iand use application, been designated R-8 at
that time we would not have purchased a home in Oregon City.

Sincerely K _ -’
\./

/&a

Tom and Marguerlte O Brien
19364 S. Hazelgrove Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045-6945
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Apphicant

Representative .

Location
Legal Description
Comprehensive Plan

Zoning

Site Size

. Proposal

Application for Zone Change

Great American Development
16500 S. Forsythe Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

(503) 655-6494

Sisul Engineering, Inc.
375 Portland Avenue
Gladstone, OR 97027
(503) 657-0188
Contact: Tom Sisul

Southwest of Partlow Road. southeast of South End Road.

Tax Lot 2300, Map 3 1E 12A
Low Density Residential

R-10
Proposed R-8

8.09 Acres

Zone change to R-8

Page 1
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Site Description

The site 1s located in the southeastern part of Oregon City, southwest of Partlow Road
and southeast of South End Road. with frontage on South End Road.

The site 15 vacant. There is one farge oak tree on the site, near the east property
boundary and the east termination of Mahogany Drive (please refer to the "Existing
Conditions" map, Sheet 2). Pine Place and Mahogany Drive both temporarily terminate at
the site’s east and west boundaries.

South End Road is classified as a minor arterial; both Pine Place and Mahogany Drive
are considered local streets.

The site is nearly flat, with very shoht slope from north to south, Grades are generallv
less than 6%.

Adjacent properties are occupied by single-family residences on lots 1n subdivisions
developed to R-8 standards. Land on the south (south of Mahogany Drive) and north and
northwest (vicinity of South End Road) is developed with subdivisions in R-10 zoning.

Proposal
The applicant requests a zone change to R-8 Single Family Dwelling District and
proposes to create a 31-lot subdivision (submitted as a separate application). The
proposed change is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation (low density
residential) and would allow development of the site with lot sizes similar to those in
adjacent Subdivisions.

The zone changt satisfies all policies and requirements of the City's Lodes as
described in the following narrative.

Applicable Criteria and Standards

Appiicable criteria and standards of the Oregon City Development Code are found in
Title 17 Zoning.

Chapter 17.68 Zoning Changes and Amendments

17.68.010 Initiation of the amendment - This section authorizes the planning commission
to consider a request for zone change.

17.68.020 Criteriz - Thiz section sets for the criteria for 2 zone change:

A The propoesal shal! be consisieni with the goals and policier of tie comprefiensive
plan.

Response: The site is in an area designated for singie family residential development by
Oregon City’s Comprehensive Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan requires that an adequate supply of land be available for
projected housing needs and that the private sector be encouraged to maintain an adequate
housing supply. An adequate supply of land is best maintained by wisely using the land
that is available, increasing densities when physical constraints do not pose hazards to

Page 2



future residents. Urbanization policies call for extension of services along with the
development of land and the best use of land within the Urban Growth Boundary.

This request for zone change supports the housing, urbanization, and public facilities
goals as listed in the Comprehensive Plan, by making available for residential
development a property which has public services available and which is immediately
adjacent to existing, urban type development. Urban services are available and capable of
supporting uses allowed in the R-8 zone.

The following specific comprehensive plan poiicies are applicable:

Housing Element - This City’s intention is to provide for a variety of housing types at a
range of prices and rents, by encouraging the private sector to maintain an adequate
supply of single and multiple family housing. ‘

Comment: The area is designated for low density residential use. The R-8 zone permits
5.5 dwellings per gross acre, or 44 dwellings allowable on the 8.09 acre site. The R-10
zone allows 4.4 dwellings per gross acre. or 36 dwellings for 8.09 acres. Both the R-8
and R-10 zones allow single family dwellings, with 8,000 or 10,000 square foot lot
minimum, respectively.

The R-8 zone allows smaller lots than the R-10 zone, and therefore could be expected
to provide more affordable housing.

The R-8 zone, with §.000 square foot lots, wouid be similar to the R-8 zoned
properties bordering most of the site. An R-8 designation would allow development to be
more consistent with adjacent developments.

Either designation would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of
low density residential and with the Housing Element, which calls for a variety of
housing types to be allowed in the City.

Growth & Urbanization Element - The City’s intention is to manage scarce natural
resources while building a livable urban environment and to provide for an orderly and
efficient transition from rural to urban land use.

Comment: Land 1s a scarce resource and must be wisely allocated between uses. One way
to wisely use land is to maintain densities at or near the plan designation. The R-8 zone
allows 5.5 dwellings per gross acre while the R-10 zone allows 4.4 dwellings per gross
acre. Actual gross density, owing to the “infill” nature of the site and 1its long, narrow
shape, will be on the order of 3.8 dwellings per acre. The greater number of lots translates
to most efficient use of the land. assuming that public services are available and
compatibiiity issues are satisfied. However as noted, the density allowed by the R-10
designation cannot be achieved. owing to dimensional reguirements that cannot be
satisfied on the long, narrow site.

The R-8 zone would allow lots similar in size and arrangement to adjacent
developments.

Public services are available, or can be made available, to the site for either the R-8 or
R-10 density. Sewer, water, and storm water lines, and public streets are available at the
site’s boundaries and have been planned to accommodate development of the site.
Therefore, the timing is appropriate for the land to be considered for development now.
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Community Facilities Elemen?, - The City’s goal is to encourage development on vacant
buildable land within the city where urban facilities and services are available or can be
provided and to encourage densities at maximum levels permitted.

Comment: Urban services are available or can be made available to the site. Police and
fire services can be provided; school capacity can be made available.

Public water. sanitary sewer. and storm sewer are available from lines in the street
stubs. Public water will extend an existing eight inch line through the property and will
connect with a twelve inch line in Sou’th End Road.

Public sewer will be provided by grdvny sewer lines draining towards Mahogany
Drive and South End Road.

Storm water will be collected in a system of catch basins and directed to an existing
storm detention pond located in the vicinity of Mahogany drive and Filbert drive (south
of the site). This pond will be reconstructed as necessary to comply with current
standards. Please refer to the preliminary "Utility Plan” (Sheet 3).

Proposed density is 5.5 per gross acre for the R-8 zone: actual density for the
proposed subdivision will be 3.8 per gross acre. There is no physical constraint, such as
tlood plain or unstable soils that limits development of the site at this density. which
would allow for the optimum utilization of the public facilities that will be installed for
any future subdivision and to support public investments in utility facilities.

Theretfore, this discussion of plan policies demonstrates that the proposal complies
with Oregon City’s Comprehensive Plan.

B. That public facilities and services... are presently capable of supporting the uses
allowed by the zone, or can be made available prior to issuing a certificate of occupancy.
Service shall be sufficient to support the range of uses and development allowed by the
zone.

Response: The applicant has discussed provision of water, sewer, and storm drainage

with the City and, based on those discussions and analysis of the project engineer, it
appears that these public facilities will be made avaifable to the site and will be capable of
supporting a single family subdiviston at the R-8 density.

Public water, sanitary sewer. and storm sewer are available from lines in the street
stubs. Public water will extend an existing eight inch line through the property and will
connect with a twelve inch line in South End Road.

Pubiic sewer will be provided by sewer lines dramming towards Mahogany Drive and
Soutl End Road.

Storm water will be collected in a svstem of catch basins and directed 1o an existing
storm detention pond located in the vicinity of Mahogany Drive and Filbert Drive (south
of the site). This pond will be reconstructed as necessary to comply with current
standards. Please refer to the preliminary "Utility Plan" (Sheet 3).

A Traffic Analysis Report was prepared by Lancaster Engineering for the subdivision
proposal. It finds no problems with any intersections or traffic movement on streets
around the development through 2017. However, traffic increases generally will affect
intersections in the vicinity. These intersections have been identified as needing
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improvements by Oregon City’s Transportation System Plan, The proposed zone change
will not cause a need for any of the identified improvements, and therefore will not have
a significant impact on any of Oregon City’s transportation facilities. The proposed
connection of existing temporarily terminated streets will potentially facilitate vehicle
and pedestrian movements by completing planned connections in this part of the
community.

Therefore. this criterion is sartisfied because public facilities and services are
available. or can be made available. to serve the site for the R-8 zoning designation. In
addition, development to the highest reasonable density makes most efficient use of the
public investment in providing services for the area.

C. The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or planned
‘ fumrmn capacity and level of service of the transportation system serving the proposed
”omng district.

Response: The Traffic Analysis Report finds that a change in zoning to R-8 would not
cause a significant impact to adjacent streets or intersections.

Therefore, this criterion 1s satisfied because the change to R-8 zoning has almost no
impact on the overall transportation system.

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

Response: No statewide goals apply to this proposed zoning change.
17.68.025 Zoning changes for land annexed into the city - An annexation is not involved
with this application; this section does not apply.
Conclusion
The foregoing narrative describes the proposed zone change and land division with
variance. The narrative and plans demonstrate that the proposal is generally in

conformance with applicable criteria and standards identified in the Community
Development Code. Therefore, the application should be approved as submitted.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

. A zone change from R-10 to R-8 has been proposed for a site on the southeast side of South

End Road between Partlow Road and Filbert Drive in Oregon City. Following the zone
change, a single-family residential subdivision is planned with approximately 31 homes.
The subdivision will connect four existing street stubs and will not have direct access to
South End Road.

. The proposed development is expected to generate approximately 23 trips during the morn-

ing peak hour, with 6 entering the site and 17 exiting. The evening peak hour is expected
to in 31 total trips, with 20 entering and 11 exiting. The estimated daily traffic volume is
296 trips, with half entering and half exiting the site.

. The intersection of South End Road and Warner Parrott Road is currently operating at an

acceptable level of service, although if traffic volumes continue to increase at the same rate
they have in recent years, the operation of the intersection will degrade significantly in the
near future. The Oregon City TSP identifies a future need for realignment and signaliza-
tion at the intersection. This improvement is listed as a long term project (6-20 years), but
may be needed much sooner to avoid a failing level of service at the intersection.

. The intersection of Partlow Road and South End Road is currently operating at favorable

levels of service and will continue to operate favorably for all scenarios examined. The
TSP identifies the need to realign the offset of Partlow Road and Oaktree Avenue within
the next five years. When this realignment project is built, left-turn lanes should be con-
structed on Scuth End Road in both directions. A southbound left-turn lane is warranted by
existing evening peak hour traffic volumes.

. The proposed residential subdivision will not trigger the need for any of the improvements

discussed above. The development will be required to pay system development charges for
transportation. which should be directed to necessary improvements such as those identified
here.
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Apnt 2001
City of Oregon City Transportation Systern Flan Section 5: Transportation System Plan
1989
Roadway Segment Classification Reclassification Reasoning

Hilda Street/Alden Street/Barclay Local Street Neighborhood Alignment currently serves the

Hills Drive: Moelalla Avenue to the Collector developing neighborhoods neonth of

end of Barclay Hills Drive the Mountain View Cemetery and
east of Molalla Avenue (major
arlerial); a traffic signal currently
exists at the Molalla Avenue/Hilda
Street-Holmes Lane ’intersection
making this connection to Molalla
Avenue more attractive to motorists
than the unsignalized Barclay Hills
Drive access.

Barker Avenue/Charman Street: Local Street MNeighborhood Corrider serves to provide a

South End Road to Linn Avenue Coliector reasonably direct neighborhood
connection to South End Road

Filbert Drive/Salmonberry Drive — Local Street Neighborhood Provides connectivity between South

Skelienger Way Collector End Road and Central Point Road.

Frontier Parkway Local Street Neighborhood Provides  connectivity between

Collector Meyers Road and Leland Road.

The proposed new connections are separated into two categories: those recommended to accommodate
growth and new development, and those recommended as enhancements to the connectivity and
operations of the existing roadway network. Table 5-4 outlines the new roadway connections based on
these two categories.

The need for each of the facilities identified in Figure 5-1 and Table 5-4 will be driven, in large measure,
by future development within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. Where the identified future
connections are located outside of the Urban Growth Boundary, improvements will comply with state
requirements set forth in OAR 660-012-0065 and 0070 (requirements pertaining to transportation
improvements on rural land).

Again, it should be stressed that the location of the potential new roadways shown on Figure 5-1 is only
an approximate representation of the recommended connection and that the actual roadway alignment
will be determined based on identified constraints and specific development plans for the individual
areas.

In addition to the roadway connections identified above, the City is preparing a Conceptual New Street
Plan Map that will provide guidance to the City, land owners, and developers on desired street
connections that will improve local access and circulation, and preserve the integrity of the regional
street system. The map will be prepared for contiguous areas of vacant and redevelopable parcels of five
or more acres within Oregon City. This map will be prepared to comply with the Design Standards for
Street Connectivity presented in the Metro Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The map and code
language to ensure development compliance will be adopted by the City in the spring or early summer
2001 (RTP compliance deadline in August 2001).
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CITY OF OREGON CITY
PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE SUMMARY

Pre-apphcation conferences are required by Section 17.50.030 of the City Code, as folows:

(A) PURPOSE: The pre-application conference is to provide the applicant the necessary
information to make an informed decision regarding their land use proposal.

(B} A pre-application conference is required for all land use permits.

{C) Time Limit: A pre-application conference is valid for a period of six (6) months.

(D) An omission or failure by the Planning Division to provide an applicant with relevant
information during a pre-application discussion shall not constitute a waiver of any standard,
criterion, or requirement of the City of Oregon City. Information given in the conference is
subject available information and may be  subject to change without notice. NOTE: The
subsequent application may be submitted to any member of the Planning Staff.

PRE-APP # ()2-31 /DATE: __ "}-]6-0 2

APPLICANT: _(7em} A{wwrt%’\cd /710 Sisof

SITE ADDRESS: RIUE A I[ 250 { SowSnd @o g,{
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
STAFF: Nz Vot (" i S i &mtw ZONING:_£-/ 0

PROPOSED USE/ACTIVITY: ¥ [2¢C

INFORMATION NECESSARY TO BEGIN DEVELOPMENT: This listing of information does
not preciude the Community Development Department or hearings body from requesting
additional data necessary lo make a recommendation and/or decision regarding the
proposed activity.

1. PLANNING

Zoning/ Setbacks Q -0
Is the Site in a Water Resource Overlay District? (Yes or No )

Is the Site in a Historic Overlay District? (Yes or No ) /\/O
List of Minimum Required Planning Processes:

D C OC

1. Subdivision
o OCMC 17.50 — Administrative Processes
a OCMC [6.08 - Subdivision — Process and Standards
a OCMC 16.12 — Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions

2. Lot Chen
e fd {Q%

.

Other:
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2. ENGINEERING
GRApWE - EROH e Low TR -

A. Grading; PER c(T1 STA~ DA DS
B Drainage: 1Pt xSy Sloton Dubiebins [ pgizde ~  pETEvron & warse quatt TY
C. Sanitary Sewer: Exreop  pras Tud GRAVITY SEwEl THaouCH sire )
D. Water: £ qroo oum by im D o miICiung - 10 D zibeaned
. Right-of-Way Dedxcahon/Easemenls S g}’w sT, @crg!&p 53 Mvew MIOD"‘E
F. Strect Im rovegq_ (s (including continuation of existing streets within /0" peb. Atews Souzy *
subdm 10115 .?p by SILINEES o7 UCHTD . Prvaaed + BYE, puanTon sTul. Top
G. Special Analyst@@geotechmcal sluJy, EIS): J ST jan
H. Development Impat Ment required with Subdivision appllcatlons SE o
L. TSP compliance (Connectivity, Street Widths, etc.): 32" Loeat. 3T, LAY bprt )
Other: ) '
3. BUILDING
A. Proposed Construction Type:
B. Number of Stories:
C. Square [ootage:
D, Number of Buildings:
K. Type of Occupancy:
[ Fire Sprinklers:
G. Valuation (estimate): $
H. Fire/Life Salety Required: Yes No
4. FIRE
A. Fire Flow Requirements (gallons per minute):
B. Location/Number of Hydrants:
C. Access Requirements:
D. Other:
OTHER COMMENTS:

NOTICE TO APPLICANT: A property owner may apply for any permit they wish for their
property, HOWEVER, THERE ARE NO GUARANTELES THAT ANY APPLICATION WILL
BE APPROVED. No decisions are made until all reports and testimony have been submitted.
This form will be kept by the Community Development Department . A copy will be given to the
applicant. IF the applicant does not submit an application within six (6) months from the Pre-
application Conference meeting date, a NEW Pre-Application Conference will be required.



RECEIVER $66D CITY OF OREGON CITY - PLANNING DIVISION
PO Box 3040 - 320 Warner Milne Road - Oregon City, OR 97045-0304

NV 2 0 2002 Phone: (503) 657-0891 Fax: (503) 722-3880 e~ =
Sspespuelly o
TRANSMITTAL NOV 2 0 2nno
_ November 19, 2002

IN-HOUSE DISTRIBUTION MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTIORREGON CITY SCHQOOLS

o’ BUILDING OFFICIAL CICC A

& ENGINEERING MANAGER @~ NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION (N.A.) CHAIR

@ FIRE CHIEF @ N.A. LAND USE CHAIR WesHing forwes [ < tipnd

@’ PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS 0 CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Joe Merek

@’ CITY ENGINEER/PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR o CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Bill Spears

o TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS) g ODOT - Sonya Kazen -

o PARKS MANAGER o ODOT - Gary Hunt

o ADDRESSING & S@FOOL DIST 62

o TRI-MET
TRAFFIC ENGINEER o METRO - Brenda Bernards
=" Mike Baker @ DEA 1 OREGON CITY POSTMASTER
=" DLCD

RETURN COMMENTS TO: COMMENTS DUE BY: December 12. 2002
Tony Konkol HEARING DATE: January 27, 2003
Planning Division HEARING BODY: Staff Review: ___ PC: _X CC:_
IN REFERENCE TO FILE # & TYPE: TP 02-03; Staff Review

VR 02-10: PC Hearing 1/27/03
ZC 02-03: PC Hearing 1/27/03

PLANNER: " Tony Konkel, Associate Planner

APPLICANT: Joseph Spaziani/Curt Pellatz

REQUEST: Zone change from R-10 to R-8, Variance to increase cul-de-sac
length 1o 400 feet, and a 31-lot subdivision. .

LOCATION: Map # 3S-2E-12A,Tax Lot 2300.

The application material was referred to vou during the Completeness Review for your information, swdy and official
comments. If extra copies are required. please contact the Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be
used 10 guide the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal. If you wish to have your comments considered and incorporated
into the staff report, please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the processing of this application and will insure
prompt consideration of vour recommendations. Please check the appropriate spaces below.

% o The preoosal does not The proposal conflicts with our interests for
conflics with our interess. the reasons sated beiov
) The proposal would not conflict our The following items are missing and are
interests if the changes noted below needed for completeness and review:

are mecluded.

Signed / OZA- / /

Title /,ou% A ﬂv%jff_ﬁ’/l -~

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND MATERIAL
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PC Mailing List for PC Meeting Date:__| l'l':t, |0?
DATE. l/"‘},D:5

T

# Recipients Sent

10 Copies for Front Table

1 Sean !
1 Christina L 4 Jbe Spqa'\a_n.\ NRD2-10; ¢ 02-03
L Tony g /" “Tom Sisou oo
1 Brian Nakamura o Me . Howell Z¢ 02-03;\R0Z-1)
| Brian-Coessrove /MQ__IM%_ F\cw\‘mg 2¢ 21-03
1 Front Counter / me. {Mq_s, O BCicyy 2C 02-03%
1 Bob Cuilison |
= Jey-Toll : SASHD SPADY - AGENDA | LETTER.
~t———-Dean-Norlan-—- _ 7 o
i Nancy K. | R

i Fire Department / ER T

1 Public Works s N
1 Applicat e e
1 aily Journal of

Commerce-Kurt

1 Sarah H.--Oregonian-
] Franseription—

5 City Commission
Total
e wd
* Plus 30 names on previous page l/OQ%ClA

Eua Vitlal

MS Kumulany DR.
Kihei, Mavt, Hawau
QL3153
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CICC Chairman
Tim Powell, Co-Chairman
819 6" Street

+on City, OR 97045

Canemah Nbrhd Assoc.
Howard Post, Chairman
302 Blanchard Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Caufield Nbrhd Assoc.
Mike Mermelstein

20114 Kimberly Rose Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Hazel Grove / Westling Farm N/A

Bill Vickers, Chairman
19384 Hazel Grove Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Hillendale Nbrhd. Assoc.
Julie Hollister, Land Use
13304 Clairmont Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

McLoughlin Nbrhd Assoc.
Denyse McGriff, Land Use
815 Washington Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Rivercrest Nbrhd. Assc.
Diane McKnight, Chairman
161 Barclay Avenue
Oregon City, OR 97043
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Barclay Hills Nbrhd Assoc.
Larry Jacobson, Chairman
17893 Peter Skene Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

Caulield Nbrhd Assoc.
Cathi VanDamm

15092 S. Persimmon Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

Gaffney Lane Nbrhd Assoc.

Janet Brand
19436 Stillmeadow Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Hazel Grove / Westling Farm N/A

Kathy Hogan
19721 S. Central Point Road
Oregon City, Orcgon 97045

MecLoughlin Nbrhd Assoc.
Tim Powell, Co-Chairman
819 6" Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

Mit. Pleasant Nbrhd Assoc.
Jessica Eckart

307 Caufield St.

Oregon City, OR 97045

Rivercrest Nbrhd. Assoc.
Patti Brown, Land Use
P.O. Box 1222

Oregon City, OR 97045

Planning Commission
Linda Carter
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Pianning Commission
Duff Main

15868 South Lora Ct
Oregon City, Or 97045
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Kurt Shirley

PO Box 10127
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Barclay Hills Nbrhd Assoc.
Elizabeth Klein, Land Use
13569 Jason Lee Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Caufield Nbrhd Assoc.
Robert Pouriea, Co-Chairman
14409 S. Cambria Terrace
Oregon City, OR 97045

Gaffney Lane Nbrhd Assoc.
Shelly Alway, Land Use
13411 Squire Drive

Oregon City, OR 97045

Hillendale Nbrhd. Assoc.
Debbie Watkins, Chairman
13290 Clairmont Way
Oregon City, OR 97045

McLoughlin Nbrhd Assoc,
Rick Winterhalter, Co-Chairman
1215 8" Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

Park Place Nbrhd. Assoc.
Ralph and Lots Kiefer
15119 Oyer Drive

Oregon City, OR 97045

South End Nbrhd. Assoc.
Karen Montoya

137 Deerbrook Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045

Planning Commission
Lynda Orzen
CI9L Oumt O
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Planning Commission
Renate Mengelberg
2263 South Gilman
Oregon City, Or 97045

Oregonian Melro South-News
365 Warner-Milpe 1Road, Ste, 10
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Attn: Sarah Hunsberger
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Don Vedder Real Estate
126 Cherry Avenue

Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Attn: Karen Slemp
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Rene Hinneberg

AV Tech

2580 Cambridge Street
West Linn, OR 97068
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Clackamas Community College
Communily Relations Department
19600 S. Molalla Avenue

Oregon City, OR 97045



OREGON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION BYLAWS

Article 1. Name

The name of this commission is the Planning Commission (PC),

Article II. Purpose, Authority and Duties

A,

The purpose of the Commission is to serve as an advisory body to, and a resource
for, the City Commission in land use matters.

ORS 227 and the Oregon City Municipal Code Chapter 2.24 authorize the
Commission.

The Commission’s duties include articulating the community’s values and
commitment to socially and environmentally responsible uses of its resources as
reflected in the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan and ancillary documents.

Article I1I. Membership

A,

The Mayor with the consent of the City Commission shall appoint each
Commission member, and those members shall serve at the pleasure of the
Commission. Terms are for a period of four years. Planning Commission
members shall serve no more than two, consecutive full terms. The City
Commission may waive this limitation if it is in the public interest to do so.

The Commuission consists of seven members. No more than two members may be
non-residents, and no more than two members shall be engaged in the same kind
of occupation, business, trade, or profession. No member may be a City of
Oregon City officer, agent, or employee.

Vacancies are filled in the same manner as the original appointments,

Upon failure of any member to attend three consecutive meectings, the Planning
Commission may recommend termination of that appointment to the City
Commission, and the City Commission may remove the incumbent from the
Planning Commission and declare the position vacant to be filled in the manmner of
a regular appointment.

Oregon City Planming Commission Bylaws
Revised and Adopted January 24, 2000
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E.

All members shall serve without compensation.

Article IV. Officers and Staffing

A.

Officers. The officers consist of a chairperson and a vice-chairperson who shall
be selected by the membership and who shall serve at the pleasure of the
membership for one year. Nominations and election of new officers shall be
taken from the floor at the Commission’s first meeting of the year. Officers may
be re-elected. In the event that an officer is unable to complete the specified term,
a special election shall be held for the completion of the term.

Chairperson. The chairperson shall have general supervisory and directional
powers over the Commission. The chairperson shall preside at all Commission
meetings and review Commission agendas with the staff liaison. The chairperson
shall also be an ex-officio member of all subcommittees and shall be the
designated spokesperson for the Commission unless this responsibility is
delegated in writing.

Vice-Chairperson. The vice-chairperson, in absence of the chairperson, shall
have general supervisory and directional powers over the Commission. The vice-
chairperson shall preside at all Commission meetings and review Commission
agendas with the staff liaison, and generally conduct all business delegated to the
chairperson, in his or her absence.

Staff. The City of Oregon City will provide staff support to the Commission for
meeting notification, word processing, minutes preparation, copying and
information gathering to the extent the City budget permits.

Article V. Organizational Procedures

A.

The Commission shall hold meetings as necessary at a time and place designated
by staff consistent with Oregon Public Meetings Law,

Fifty-one percent of the voting membership of the Commission shall constitute a
quorum. The concurrence of a majority of the Commission members present
shall be required to decide any matter. If a quorum is not attained fifteen minutes
following the scheduled time of call to order, the meeting shall be cancelled.

All members who are present at a Commission meeting, including the chairperson
and vice-chairperson, are allotted one vote each on all motions.

These Bylaws may be repealed or amended, or new bylaws may be adopted by a
majority vote of the Planning Commission on its own initiative.

Oregon City Planning Commission Bylaws
Revised and Adopted January 24, 2000
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The parliamentary authority for this Commission is Robert’s Rules of Order
Revised except where superseded by these Bylaws or local, state, or federal law.

Commissioners are required to file annual statements of economic interest as
required by ORS 244.050 with the Oregon Government Standards and Practices
Commission.

Individuals being considered for appointment to the Planning commission must be
willing to dedicate to, at a minimum, two meetings per month. A scheduled
Commission meeting may be set aside upon agreement of a majority of the
Commissioners and upon compliance with applicable land use laws and
procedures.

Article VI. Duties of Officers

A.

The chairperson or vice-chairperson, in addition to the duties in Article IV, shall
preserve order and decorum at Commission meetings.

1. The chairperson may assess the audience at the beginning of the meeting,
and, with the consent of the Commission, announce reasonable time
limiits.

2, The chairperson shall summarize the issues to be addressed and the

criteria to be applied prior to the public hearing testimony.

The chairperson shall ask for response and opinion from the members of the
Commission.

The chairperson may mentor the vice-chairperson.
-

The chairperson may appoint Commission members to specific projects or
committees.

The chairperson or vice-chairperson shall confer with the Community
Development Director on a regular basis outside scheduled meetings concerning
the direction each expects of the Commission.

In conjunction with the Planning Manager, the chairperson shall orient new
members.

Article VII. Duties of the Commission

A

Planning Commission members are encouraged to address all those who come
before the Commission by the last name only, and common title (Mr., Mrs., Miss,
Ms., etc.), not by first name.

Oregon City Planning Commission Bylaws
Revised and Adopted January 24, 2000
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B. If a member is unable to attend a meeting, it is that member’s responsibility to
inform the Planning Divisions staff and/or the Commission chairperson of that
fact prior to the meeting to be missed.

C. Prior to Planning Commission meetings, members are encouraged to read all
information packets and visit sites that are subjects of land use action.

Article VIII. Goals and Objectives
A, The Planning Commission shall review the City Commission goals annually for
establishment of Planning Commission goals that enhance and augment those of

the City Commission

B. The Planning commission shall establish goals, at a minimum, annually.

Adopted this 24™ day of January, 2000

Gary Hewitt, Chairperson
Oregon City Planning Commission
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January 16, 2003

Tony Konkol

City of Oregon City
320 Warner Milne Rd
Oregon City OR 97045

Dear Mr. Konkol:

I am writing this letter to voice my concerns around the proposed South End Estates
development. First off, 1 think there needs to be an additional entrance off of South End
Road to help with the increase in traffic that will occur. As it is now Filbert and Partlow
have a large amount of traffic. Adding additional housing with no other entrance will
make the traffic problem much worse than it is now.

I also feel that the development needs to stay zoned R-10. Traffic will increase, but even
more so if this is rezoned R-8. I wonder if an addition retention pond will be part of this
development? If not, there is a potential for flooding and problems with drainage. With
an increase in housing there is going to be even more children attending John McLoughlin
Elementary. Keeping this development zoned R-10 will keep the enroliment at the
elementary school down.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to my concerns about the new development.
Sincerely,

Scott Sether

19230 Pine Place
Oregon City, OR 97045
(503) 650-7867
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TO: OREGON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
RE: FILE NUMBER TP 02-03

AS NEW HOME OWNERS ON 8. PINE PLACE, WE ARE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT
THE LIMITED ACCESS TO SOUTH END ESTATES. IN YOUR PLAN, PINE PLACE WILL BE ONE
OF TWO MAIN ACCESS ROADS. WE MUST PROTEST THE ADDED TRAFFIC AND NOISE ON

QUR STREET.
PLEASE REEVALUATE THE SITE LAYOUT PLAN, AND CREATE A MAIN ACCESS

FROM SOUTH END ROAD.

THANK YOU.
Q ;
W w‘o&&«?ﬂ

RON & SUNNY PHILLIPS
19224 S. PINE PLACE
OREGON CITY, OR 97045
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