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MINUTES OF THE JOINT MEEtiNG 
OF THE 

CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION 
July 26, 1979 

Councilmembers in attendance 

Allen Manuel, Mayor 
Joy Burgess 
Anne Nickel 
Bob Ewald 

Members absent 
.. 

Mel Paulson 

Staff in Attendance 

Jon Stein, Assistant Planner 
Tim Holder, Wilsey & Ham 

Planni'ng Commission members in attendance 

Mark Landis, President 
Tom Foeller, Vice·President· 
Louie Monett i--
Tom Bond 
Jim Lotz 
Bob Gudgel 

Members absent 

Bob Kennedy, excusea 

The July 26, 1979 joint meeting of the City Council and Planning Commissi"on 
began at 7:00 p.m. 

Tim Holder presented a memora-ndum:dated July 26, 1979 entitled 1=Important 
Points of the Draft Community Development Manual, 11 It is attached as part of 
the minutes. He explained that the manual reflects changes in terminology 
and clarifications needed for administrative purposes as a translation of 
policies in the Comprehensive Plan into ordinance fornr. 

It was explained that structure types wi~l be different in the new Zoning 
Ordinance than in the past; this allows for more attached structures. The 
definitions on Page 28 in the Draft Comprehensive Plan are the key to allowed 
uses in each zone. The rewording of outright uses permitted, to include single 
family attached structures (as well as· single family deta·ched} within 500 feet 
of major/minor arterials or commercial zones, brings about a deletion of a 
duplex as a conditional use. The definition was changed to- conform·to·the 
Compr.ehensive Plan. Slight density increases. along arterials would increase 
transit efficiency and provide affordable and·environmentally-concious­
housing. 

Housing densities were discussed considerably. It was explained that a 
triplex will not increase the density--the only thing changed is the hous.ing 
type. Joy Burgess expressed concern about reta·ining single family residential 
character in the Island Station ·area and· other members expressed similar 
concerns in· other parts of the City. Questions arose regarding the effective­
ness of buffer·ar.eas, allowing limited commercial uses in certain· zones, the use 
of ownership in the--definition of housing type5:, the methpd of calculating 
parking requirements, and reduction in variance-criteria~ More information is 
needed explaining the difference. between standard multi-family, townhouse and 
common walled units •. 
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Minutes of Joint City Counci7/P1anning Commission Meeting 
July 26, 1979 · 

The Neighborhood Commercial zone (CN) has been deleted, so the small "Mom 
& Popn grocery stores will be nonconforming uses within each zone. 

. . . 

-2-

It was suggested that a metric conversion table be included in the ordinance. 

The Planning Department overlay zone concept was explained: it allows a 
particular developer to redeem some flexibility from the Zoning Ordinance 
requirements with an incentive of increased density--reduced from 25 percent to 
15 percent increase. 

The notification procedure for· public hearings will be changed to a distance 
5 lots from the subject property. It was stressed that some measures should 
be taken to ensure that property owners and/or residents are notified and not 
the banks or mortgage companies who finance a loan. Concern was expressed 
that the 5-lot notification area was not enough for a subdivision application. 

I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 

Proposed changes to the Zoning Map were discussed. Potential zone changes on 
Page 96 of the Development Manual are not required; it was felt that they may 
be useful to understand why there are new zones. It was felt there will not 
be any big problems downzoningt but it may be chaotic for upgrading zoning. 
It was explained that the upzoning would be handled on a case-by-case bas·is by the 
applicant. 
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The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 P.M. 
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\\'ILSEY & HAM .u 

July 23, 1979 

TO : Planning Commission Members 

FROM: John C. Spencer 
Wilsey & Ham 

RE: Planning Commission Public Hearing Comments on Revised Draft 
Comprehensive Plan 

Attached are summaries of comments heard during the publ i c heari ngs . 
Under each comment, I have indicated possible courses of action that may 
be taken to respond to the issues raised . Please plan to discuss these 
actions as well as any concerns you may have at the meeti ng tomorrow 
night. 

JCS:kdh 
Attachment 



MILWAUKIE COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROGRAM 
City of ~1i h;auki e, Oregon 
July 19, 1979 

PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARINGS 

ENVIRONf~ENT & NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION 

Open Spaces, Scenic & Histori c Areas, and Natural Resources Element 

e Objective #2, Policies 5 & 6, pg . 16 

Comments 

Considerabl e resident testimony against a public access along the 
north si de of Kellogg Creek connecting t he Willamette Riverfron t 
to North Clackamas Park. Commission acted t().c;(ierl:~e-f}:(T-I:¢GI~.-5 

Action 

yg 81 eek. 

encourage the dedication of public 

paee ""a5. A ·~ W~~ ~i~J 
The city will establish a public awareness 

program to encourage the dedication of open space and public easements 
a 1 ong Ke 11 ogg Creek, Ke 11 ogg Lake, Johnson Creek and Hill amette 
River. Incentives will be provided to encourage open space and 
public easement dedication . 

Air Water and Land Resources Quality Element 

o Objective #3 ~ Noise, pg. 21 

Comments 

~o~~~bi!Pen should be strengthened, (Jar ·cularly when noise 
am! · se ¥ es rro 1m1 ty to no rs 

~ch a *~~Wa¥S . Methods for noise control including traffic 
management should be encouraged . 11 Noise congested areas 11 (Policy 4) 
is not well defined . 



Action 

Add a new policy: · The city will work with ODOT to implement traffic 
management measures eM ·:gl'l · t ~i.J..I 'ifll!tk i e 
XjS~es swa 4eke ~;~ ~ BJ~ · l.o.uJ_e.v,a aJ::e.r;; t e ·:!R l s . In considering 

alternative management measures, excessive stopping and starting nfl 
(which create considerable noise) are to be m~inirx~ .t-fJ<.(J»J( or~~ fl 

Aa~~F~~~~ : All new residential develo ent adjacent to the .~)a 
Milwaukie Expressway and McLo~~h,~in Boulevard ust, through site 
planning or building design ;> e~ w1£e'ctn'~ri ors and private outdoor 
areas are protected from excessive noise intrusion . Possible noise 
mitigating techniques include: building location out of sight of the 
noise source, landscape, berm or wall creating a dense barrier 
between the noise source and private areas, locating garages between 
private areas and the noise source, use of double glazin~ and 
acoustically adequate wall materi~ls facing the noise source , etc . 

Modify Policy 4: Delete "proposed in noise congested areas or". 

COMMUNITY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

Housing and Residential Land Use Element 

• Objective 2, pgs. 26, 27, 28, 29 

Comments 

The density ranges under Policy 1 are confusing, and don ' t relate 
specifically to minimum lot sizes which may be allowed in that 
range. 

Definition of housing types and typical densities for each appear 
inconsistent with density ranges allowed in the plan. 

Action 

liiiiiii;IJen • Density factors have been recalculated so that they 
can be multiplied .b ~ rzos ~ . t . r. a . to 
determine the number of units allowed. · This will simplify the arith­
metic. In addition, the factors have been adjusted to better relate 
to the minimum lot sizes found in applicable zones : La ~ -
'1 , ·(} 'E:JUa=; et, t~oderate Density- 5<;&1-9 squ . t, Medium 
Density - 3, @0.0 qua t, 'tg Ben- ".t , 4:6.6 S:f!:tl et. 



1. Residential densities will be based on the following density ranges: 

Low Density ~ 
Moderate Density e;g~~t=~:.e-~Er units per acre 
Medium Density units per acre 
High Density - units per acre 

~G-l~l=~!'! S to determine 
Density standards 

a-{!:tf@lattJldi,jiia1il s 

- Twenty five percent ~) for site area that is devoted to 
single family detached units. 

- Twenty percent ~) for site a rea that is devoted to single 
family attached~ townhouse or multifamily units . 

Definitions: The following defi nitions of housing types are meant 
to clarify the m-Jnership of each type. Typical density is omitted 
to avoid confusion with density standards . 

A general definition of housing types are: 

Single family detached - a house occupied by one family with no 
structural connection to adjacent units. The unit may be 
situated at a specified distance from lot lines~ or with one 
wall on a side property line . Th r 
on~. 

Single family attached - two or three houses ~ each occupied by 
one family, sharing common structural walls. E dw · ~ 

:nh~~~~~f~~e~l~ry and each 
occupied by one family, sharing common structural walls. ~~ 
Eaeh dwe-1 ·R·g a:fl ~ et re er wn:e:P1S'MII[) 

Multifamily (Condominium) - a single structure containing a number 
of individually owned dwelling units, with all other common 
elements, including lot, jointly owned on a specified basis. 

Multifamily (Apartment) - a single structure containing a number 
of dwelling units, usually for rent . Each structure and lot are 
under one ownership. 

k\~~J lt~ 



Higher Densities : , ow variety of housing 
types within density ranges provided underlying density standards 
are met. G0 a=:l g:g:g:e--:s.-t.-s t hat ri"~J.I:Je del'fs"i • ·· · ~ d 
tJ :Upp0- t p:wb:l' r:l it . Bus routes are allowed along arterials 
and collectors. Three alternative approaches are available: 
1) leave as is to allow housing type variety without density 
increase. 2) ew 2~ 'irt~a--se · cl€m · · · • 
'Cl-'t"'te- :j a f'l:d e:omme~c; m e a:C:e:t3 s {) ' ~::f.'t..g '!t %lfr -'fi y . 
This density increase will be consistent with Residential Design 
Po 1 icy 2C, page 30. 3 q ow Ei'e:r:u;-i..:t;::i::e:s: ttp t · -x · t 
density range within the 5oo • limit as well as housing type variety . 

:es iaent±a · n licies w.o..u - · ~ 9- IfrF · le, but more 
flexibility for higher aensities would be achieved. 

Below are examples of language for Policy 3 pg . 28 illustrat i ng the 
three approaches. Once an approach is agreed, policy 2, 3 and 4 
will re uire modification. 

Approach 2 - Policy 3a and c is OK. 
Policy 3b - Townhouse units \-Jill be allowed. A density bonus of 

en nt will be allowed providing 
policies under Objective #3 Residential Land Use : 
Design are met. 

Approach 3 - Policy 3a and c - OK 
Policy 3b - Townhouse units wil l be allowed. s 

equal to the number of units allowed in the next 
highest zone will be allowed providing polic i es under 
Objective #3 Residential Land Use : Design are met . 

Economic Base and Industrial/Commercial Land Use Element 

• Objective #2 - Commercial Land Use: Convenience Centers, pg . 38 

Comments 

Action 

Two approaches may be considered : 1) locate local convenience centers 
next to district centers, 2) allow ;J:o:e~~ c:<:~nve en n 
fl:e i gl:lbeP'f:n:r~rEis ~ t. The first approach is 
that noted in 4, pg . 38 . s for approach 
2 may be: 

1. Local convenience centers may be located within 
area . 

neighborhood 



3. 

4. 

Recreational Needs Element ~ 

o Objective #6 - Riverfront Recreation, pg . 46 

Comments 

Relating to Policy 3 and 11 Convention facilities ... This policy was 
requested at the Commission/Council workshop . The Downtown Plan 
(CH2M) proposes a restaurant, motel and marina on the waterfront. 
Lord & LeBlanc thought a motel was not feasible, and the Port of 
Portland feasibility study did not consider a motel for the site. 
Including reference to a motel or convention facilities depends on 
the eventual level of development along the river . The Port and 
Lord & LeBlanc saw a minimal waterfront development with almost 
half the area taken up by auto and trailer parking. The CH2M study 
saw structured parking and a higher level of development . 

Action 

Definition 11 convention facilities., - motel with related meeting 
rooms . 

TRAN__~ORlATION, PUB~ \C FACILITIES & ENERGY CONSERVATION DIVISION 
~ ((. Tr""".Sl't 

~ Transportation E~ement. . 

f • Table 4A: 11e:s 1 ~ f'''l~e~ 
Comments 

More flexibility for local street right-of-way required. 

Action 

Public Works Director 
for local streets ~a~ 
is t, leaving 7 

fl 
needs coordination. Minimum right-of-way 

w duGa - et, ·if the pavement width 
feet on either side of the roadway. 

~ o(P0J. 



• Objective #3 - Roadway Construction & Improvements, pg . 69 

Comments 

Policy 1 is too restrictive which may be in conflict with possible 
traffic problem solutions such as improving the Harrison/King 
in tel'Sect ion. 

Action 

Substitute 

1 oca 1 

~ .. 


