
AGENDA
CANBY  PLANNING  COMMISSION

October  25, 2004  7:00  PM
City  Council  Chambers,  155  NW 2nd

'IN" ffl93" A'

1. ROLL  CALL

II.  CITIZEN  INPUT  ON  NON-AGENDA  ITEMS

Ill.  NEW  BUSINESS

IV.  PUBLIC  HEARINGS

CPA  04-03/ZC  04-04  The  City  of  Canby  is proposing  to change  the  Comprehensive  Plan
designation  for  38 parcels  (approximately  8.39  acres)  on S. Township  Road,  from  High Density
Residential  (R2)  to Medium  Density  Residential  (R1.5).  In addition,  the City  is proposing  to
change  the current  zoning  designation  for  many  of  the lots to medium  density  residential  from  a
mix  of high, medium,  and low  density  residential.

Vl.  FINDINGS
Note:  these  are the final, written  versions  of  previous  oral  decisions.  No  public  testimony.

None

Vll.  MINUTES

October  1 1, 2004  (to be mailed  later)

Vlll.  DIRECTOR'S  REPORT

IV.  ADJOURNMENT

The meeting  location  is accessible  to persons  with disabilities.  A request  for  an interpreter  For the hearing  impaired
or for other  accommodations  for persons  with disabilities  should  be made  at least  48 hours  before  the meeting  to

Carla  Ahl at 503-266-9404



ST  AFF  REPORT

H

INC:,RP::TID A

C,OtS

TITLE: ('Omprehin,sive  rlan  Amendment/Rezonnng  on S. Township  Road

APPLICANT: City  of  Canby

FILE  #: CPA  04-03/ZC  04-04

STAFF: John  Williams,  Community  Development  &  Planning  Director

REPORT  DATE:  October  15,  2004

HEARING  DATE:  October  25,  2004

I.  APPLICATION  SUMMARY

The  City  of  Canby  is proposing  to change  the Comprehensive  Plan  designation  for  38

parcels  (approximately  8.39  acres)  on S. Township  Road  from  High  Density  Residential

(R2)  to Medium  Density  Residential  (R1.5).  In addition,  the City  is proposing  to change

the current  zoning  designation  for  many  of  the lots  to medium  density  residential  from  a

mix  of  high,  medium,  and low  densityresidential.  The  proposed  changes  will  not

significantly  affect  most  of  the parcels  as the area is almost  entirely  built  out  with  single-

family  dwellings.  The  changes  will  mostly  serve  to standardize  the zoning,  eliminate

confusion,  and ensure  that  future  development  will  be compatible  with  the existing

neighborhood  character.

See the attached  exhibits  for  maps  and specific  lists  of  property  affected.

II.  APPLICABLE  CRITERIA

Section  16.88.180  Comprehensive  Plan  Ampmlmpnts

hi  judging  whether  or not  a legislative  plan  amendment  shall  be approved,  the Planning

Commission  and city  council  shall  consider:
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The  remainder  of  the Comprehensive  Plan  of  the City,  and the plans  and policies

of  the county,  state and local  districts,  in order  to preserve  functions  and local

aspects  of  land  conservation  and development;

A  public  need  for  the change;

Whether  the proposed  change  will  serve  the public  need  better  than  any  other

change  which  might  be expected  to be made;

Whether  the change  will  preserve  and protect  the health,  safety  and general

welfare  of  the residents  in  the community;

Statewide  Planning  Goals.

Amendments  to the  Zoning  Map

16.54.040  - Standards  and  Criteria

In  judging  whether  or not  the zoning  map  should  be amended  or changed,  the Planning

Commission  and City  Council  shall  consider:

A. The  Comprehensive  Plan  of  the City,  giving  special  attention  to Policy  6 of  the

Land  Use  Element  and implementation  measures  therefore,  and the plans  and

policies  of  the County,  state and local  districts  in  order  to preserve  functions  and

local  aspects  of  land  conservation  and development;

Whether  all  required  public  facilities  and services  exist  or will  be provided

concurrent  with  development  to adequatelymeet  the needs  of  anyuse  or

development  which  would  be permitted  by  the new  zoning  designation.
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III.  BACKGROUND

The  City's  Comprehensive  Plan  was  approved  by  the  State  in 1984.  This  plan  laid  out
growth  areas  and  zoning  designations  for  the  future.  The  S. Township  Road  area  was
called  out  for  High  Density  Residential.  However,  two  things  happened  over  time.  First,
the  area  was  not  rezoned  to match  but  rather  was  allowed  to change  over  time  as property
owners  desired  to redevelop.  Second,  some  of  the  area  was  rezoned  to medium  density
(Township  Village)  and  was  built  out  with  small-lot  single  family  residences.  Some
parcels  designated  for  R2  zoning  were  also  built  out  with  single  family  residences.

Therefore,  in  early  2004  when  Ed  Netter  proposed  a Comprehensive  Plan  Amendment
and  Zone  Change  to allow  construction  of  row  housing,  many  area  residents  felt  that  High
Density  development  was  no longer  compatible  with  the  existing  neighborhood.  Mr,
Netter  ended  up  revising  his  plans  and  got  approval  to construct  single  family  homes.

The  Planning  Commission  and  staff  then  agreed  to move  forward  with  this  legislative
change  to ensure  that  future  redevelopment  of  the  area  is more  compatible.  The  proposed
changes  also  rezone  a number  of  existing  houses  that  are unlikely  to be redeveloped  at all.
The  result  will  be a clean,  consistent  zoning  map  for  this  area  that  should  eliminate  many
possible  problems.

The  City  has  provided  notice  to affected  property  owners  and  neighbors  and  has heard
very  little  response  to date.  The  Planning  Commission  will  hold  a hearing  on  the  issue
and  make  a recommendation  to the  City  Council  for  final  action.  The  Council  is not
scheduled  to hold  a separate  hearing  on  this  issue  but  can  do that  if  it  so chooses.

IV.  Fn'a)INGS

1. Comprehensive  Plan  Consistency  Analysis

LAND  USE  ELEMENT

GO,=!J,:  TO  GUmE  THE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  USES  OF  LAND  SO
THAT  THEY  ARE  ORDERLY,  EFFICIENT,

AESTHETICALLY  PLEASING  AND  SUITABLY  RELATED
TO  ONE  ANOTHER.

Applicable  Policies:

Policy  #l  : Canby  shall  guide  the  course  of  growth  and  development  so
as to separate  conflicting  or  incompatible  uses,  while

grouping  compatible  uses.

4:  The proposed amendment is intended to do
exactly this by making future  development more compatible
with  the existing  neighborhood.

Policy  #2: Canby  shall  encourage  a general  increase  in  the  intensity
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and density  of  permitted  development  as a means  of

minimizing  urban  sprawl.

%  Several parcels to be redeveloped will  be
allowed  to do so under  Medium  Density  Zoning  (R1.5);  the

majoriH  ofparcels  affected by this application are already
fully  developed, most with single family  housing.

Policy#3:  Canbyshalldiscourageanydevelopmentwhichwillresult

in  overburdening  any  of  the  community's  public  facilities  or

services.

 A ('Request for  Comments" has been sent to
all  public  facility  and service providers (please see
discussiorx  urxder  Public  Services  Element).

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERNS  ELEMENT

GOALS:  TO  PROTECT  IDENTIFIED  NATURAL  AND  HISTORICAL

RESOURCES.

TO  PREVENT  AIR,  WATER,  LAND,  AND  NOISE

POLLUTION.

TO  PROTECT  LIVES  AND  PROPERTY  FROM  NATURAL

HAZARDS

The area  has  no known  steep  slopes,  historic  resources  or  expansive

soils. The area is not located in a flood  plain  and the proposal  will
not, in itsdf,  generate pollution  or affect scenic or aesthetic resources.

TRANSPORTATION  ELEMENT

GOAL:  TO  DEVELOP  AND  MAINT  AIN  A

TRANSPORT  ATION  SYSTEM  WHICH  IS SAFE,

CONVENIENT  AND  ECONOMIC

Applicable  Policies:

Policy  #1 : Canby  shall  provide  the  necessary  improvements  to city

streets...in  an effort  to keep  pace  with  growth.

4:  The zone change and comprehensgve plan
amendment  should  not  have  an impact  on this  street.  The
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remainingstreet  and  access  issues  were  resolved  during

the Township  Trail  review  process.

Policy  #4: Canby  shall  work  to provide  an adequate  sidewalk  and

pedestrian  pathway  system  to serve  all  residents.

Policy  #6: Canby  shall  continue  in  its efforts  to assure  that  all new

developments  provide  adequate  access for  emergency

response  vehicles  and for  the safety  and convenience  of  the

general  public.

%  The Canby Police Department  and Canby
Fire  District  received notice of  the proposal.  Neither
agency  expressed  concerns  with  access  to the site.

P[JELIC  FACILITIESAND  SERVICES  ELEMENT

GOAL:  TO  ASSURE  THE  PROVISION  OF  A FULL  RANGE

OF  PUBLIC  FACILITIES  AND  SERVICES  TO  MEET

THE  NEEDS  OF  THE  RESIDENTS  AND  PROPERTY

OWNERS  OF  CANBY.

Applicable  Policies:

Policy  #l  : Canby  shall  work  closely  and cooperate  with  all entities  and

agencies  providing  public  facilities  and services.

Analysis: All  public  facility  and service providers
were sent a 'Request  for  Comments". The School District
noted  that  Trost  Elementaray  is beyond  capacity.  This

application  should  only reduce the potential  impact of
future  development on schools. ALE other service entities
responded  that  services  are  available.

Neizhborhood  Comments:

No  neighborhood  commerxts  have  been received  to date. We

have  not  held  an advance  neighborhood  meeting  due to the

recent airing  of  issues that occurred  through the Township
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Trail  process.

2.  Statewide  Planning  Goals

This  application  directly  relates  to Goals  2 (Land  Use  Planning),  10  (Housing),  and 14

(Urbanization).  Staff  finds  that  the  application  meets  the  above  planning  goals,  for  the

reasons  noted  above  under  the  Comprehensive  Plan  analysis.  DLCD  has been  provided

notice  of  the  application  following  the  required  timeline,  but  no comments  have  been

received  as of  the  date  of  this  report.

IV. FINDINGS  AND  CONCLUSIONS

1.  Staff  concludes  that  the  proposed  amendments  comply  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan

of  the  City,  and  the  plans  and  policies  of  the  County,  State,  and  local  districts,  and

will  preserve  functions  and  local  aspects  of  land  conservation  and  development.

2.  Staff  concludes  that  there  is a public  need  for  the  change.  The  need  for  these

corrections  was  made  evident  during  the  Township  Trail  application  process  and

hearings.

3.  Staff  concludes  that  the  proposed  amendments  will  serve  the  public  need  better  than

any  other  change  which  might  be expected  to be made.  These  changes  will  clarify  and

standardize  the  zoning  in  this  area.

4.  Staff  concludes  that  the  proposed  amendments  will  preserve  and  protect  the  health,

safety,  and  general  welfare  of  the  residents  of  the  community;  and

5. Staff  concludes  that  the  proposed  amendments  comply  with  the  Statewide  Planning

Goals.

Arnpnrlmpnts  to  the  Zoning  Map

A.  Staff  concludes  that  the  proposed  zoning  changes  are in  keeping  with  the

Comprehensive  Plan,  assuming  it  is modified  as proposed  above;  and

B.  Staff  concludes  that  all  required  public  facilities  and  services  exist  or  will  be

provided  concurrent  with  development  to adequately  meet  the  needs  of  any  use  or

development  which  would  be permitted  by  the  new  zoning  designation.
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V. RECOMMENDATION

Based  upon  previous  public  meetings  and the findings  and conclusions  stated  in this  report,  and

without  benefit  of  a public  hearing  on the matter,  staff  recommends  that  the Planning

Commission  recommend  approval  of  CPA  04-03/ZC  04-04  to the City  Council.

Exhibits:

1.

2.

Area  maps  for  redesignation

Responses  to request  for  comments
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10/07/2004  15:53  FAX 503  266  0032 CANBY SCHOOL DISTRICT I? 002

CA.JY  PLfflG  DEPARTMEN'.
REQ  UEST FORCOMMF,NTS

P.O. j8w930,  Cmby,  OR 97013

DA'F,:  September  14,  2004

[JFIRE

0  POLICE

n PUBIJC  WORKS
€  CANBY  ELECTRIC

€  CANBY  WATER
a CITY  ENGn%TEER

[!Hl3j2k9@1 FAX266.1  574

[iXCANBY SC'HOOL-DISTRIC
CANBY  DISPOSAL

€  WWTP

€  HIKE  &  PEDESTRIAN
[1 WILLAMETTE  BROADBAND
€  CTA

Th.qcityofCanbyisproposingtochangethi ComprehensiveP]an(CPAO4-03)  for38-parcels(approximately8,39
=as'3 0n Souf.h Township  Road. Zone  Char.ge  04-04  has been filed  to cge  the zoning  on 8 parcels  in  tax maps

:5,'=e=t and zone change from,  Rl  (low  d pnsity) to R1.5 (medium)  for  seven lots  and fromR.2  (high  density)  to

Toship  Road

Pleasreviewthe  attachedsitemap  and retur  imthyour  comments  to JohnWillimms  byWednesday,  October  8",2004. Please indicate  any  conditions  of  appr  ival  you  my  widx  fl'ie Commission  to consider  if  they  appmve  theapp&ation.  Thankyou.

Comments  or  Proposed  Conditions:

t,, c a8- < a-'
g,c e.StJ A€'?-UvK/(,=. T@

5-iS 4%MS,, 4=A ?

Ptease  cheek  one  box:

Adeqxte  Pubhc  Semces  (of  yoix  agency', are available

Adequate  Public  Senfflceswin become  ava lable  tbmughthe  development

"  needed,  !ill  indimted  y'

mt  available  tnd Will  not  become  av'ailable

Date:

Title: Agency:
ia/+(o7



:C=':  05  04  [)4:  []6P Curran-Me:eod,  Iric. 5035248247 P. 1

CANBY  } LANNING  DEPARTMENT

REQ[  EST  FOR  COMMENTS
r. {k Er:i.s- 93(}, Cayby,  OR  97073

DATE:  September  14,  2004

Li FIRE

[3 POIICE

€  P'[JBLIC  WORKS

ri  CANBY  EIJCTRIC

n  CANDY  WATER

C}I'Y  ENG €NEER

/5#J/  26&94@4 FA)4266-[574

€  CANBY  SCHOOL  DlSTluCT

[} CANBY  l)JSPOSAL

0  WW"I'P

n BIKE  &  PEDESTRIAN

[1 WILLAMETTE  BROADBAND
€ CTA

-+c",:ft-yo[Canbyisproposingtochangethcl-:omprcl'icnsivePjan(CPAO4-03)  [or38parcels(approximaLcly8.39

ss-cs') on South l'ownship Road. Zone Chant c 04-04 ha.s bccn filcd  to change  tlie  zoning  on 8 parcels  in tax maps

!,1-!i,::-04-AB, 41-E-04-44  and 10 parccls in 4 -E-03-BB.  Approval  of  the proposal  requires  a comprchcnsivc  plan

ryczcirocnt and zone changc ('rom Rl (low cici.sity)  tci R]5  (mcdium)  for  seven lots  and Jim  R-2 (high  ctcnsity)  to

R1.5(xytedium)forclevcnlols.  Thcproposcdi:l-iange:o,wi?1notsignificantlyaffectthe38parcelsasthcyarc;ilmost

':,"i;ireiy built out and are predotninatcfy single- Iffimily  dwellings  The  properly  is locatcd  on the south  side of  South
"i  ewrtship  Road.

pitcaSC rcvicw the attached Rite map and return witli yciur  comments  lo John  WiJliarns  by  Wednesday,  October  8€b,

'B)04, Plcasc ixidicate any conditions: of' approi al you may wish lhc  Commission  to consider  ir  they  appr'OVC  Aha
:"':iriis<ilion.  Thank  you,

<on>rx>evils  or  I)roposed  Conditions:

PNease ebeek  one  box:

56equate Pitblic St"rvices (of your agency) s oe ava:i)<iblc

[14,6equatc  I)ublic Services wil7 become avail: bee through the developrncnt

JAdcquatc  public services are not available ax d will 'hot become available



CANBY  PLmG  DEPARTMENT
REQUEST  FOR  COffiNTS

P.0.  Eex  930, Canby,  OR 97013

DATE:  September  14,  2004

FIRE

POLICE

PUBLIC  WORKS

CANBY  ELECTRTC

CANBY  WATER

CITY  ENGINEER

[}
[i
€
€
D
€

[503]  266-9404 F,4X'  266-2574

CANBY  Sa3[00L  DISTRICT
CANBY  DISPOSAL

WWTP

BIKE  &  PEDESTRIAN

WDLLAMETTE  BROADBAND
CTA

The City of  Canby is proposing to change the Comprehensive Plan (CPAO4-03) for 38 parcels (approximately  8,39acres)onSouthTownshipRoad.  ZoneChange04-04hasbeenfiledtochangethezoningon8parcelsintaxmaps
41-E-04-AB,  41-E-04-AA  and 10 parcels in 4i-E-03-BB.  Approva} of  the proposal requires a comprehensive  planamendment and zone change from Rl (low density) to R1.5 (medium) for seven lots and from R.2 (high density)  toR1.5 (medium) for eleven lots. The proposed changes will  not sigcantly  affect the 38 parcels as they are almostentirely  built  out and are predominately single-family  dwellings. The property is located on me south side  of  SouthTownship  Road.

Please review the attached site map and rettuan with  your comments to John Willimns  by Wednesday,  October  8',2004. Please indicate any conditions of  approval you may wish the Commission to considex if  they approve  theapplication.  'Thank  you.

Comments  or  Proposed  Conditions:

Please  check  one  box:

Adequate  Public  Serices  (of  your  agency)  are  available

2Adequate Public Senrices will become available throughthe development
Conditions  are needed,  as indicated

Adequate  public  semces are not  available  and  will  not  become  available

Signature:  6 Date:  !-3o.o';A-
Agency:  ([';!9  4(;2i



lAa'.)'7,/2004  THU  14:05  FAX ga 001/001

Cr..<B'  rPLANNING  DEPARTM[E:!'%  z<

RE  2UEST  FOR  COMMENTS
P.O, Box  930, Canby, OR 97013

[5037 266-9404 Fm266-1574

DAT.p:  September  14, 2004

TO: []FIRE

[)  POLICE

€  PUBLIC  WORKS
'I  CANBYEIJCTRIC

[1 CANBYWATER
€  CITYENGINEER

CANBY  SCHOOL  DISTRICT
CANBY  DISPOSAL
WWTP

BIKE  &  PEDESTRIAN

!CWu,TALAMETTE BROADBAND

The City of  Cariby is proposing  to change  i ie Comprehensive  Plan (CPAO4-03)  for  38 parcels  (approximately  8,39
acres) on South Township  Road. Zone  Ch tnge  04-04  has been filed  to change the zoning  on 8 parceIs  in tax maps
41-E-04-AB,  41-E-04-AA  and 20 parcels  il  41-E-03-BB.  Approval  of  tlie  proposaJ requires  a comprehensive  plan
amendment and zone cbange from  Rl  (low  density)  to R1.5 (medium)  for  seven lots and from  R.2 (high  density)  to
R1.5 (medium) for  eleven  lots, The propos :d changes mi] not significantly  affect  the 38 parcels  as tbey  are almost
entirely buiIt out and are predominately sin H)e-famiiy  dwellings.  The property  is locateA  on the south  side of  SouthToship  Road,

Please review  tbe attached  site map and ret.rn  with  your  comments  to John  Wtluams  by Wednesday,  October  8'h,
2')04. Please indicate any conditions  of apl roval you  may  wish  the Commission  to cor>sider if  they  approve  the

P.N=ease cheek  one box:

7Adequate Public Services (of your agenc; ) are available
a'l4' Adequate  Public  Services  will  become ai iilab}e  through  the development

Coaditions  are needed, as indicated

Adequate  public  ervices  are not avai'labl and wili  not  become available

Agency:



CANBY  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT
REQUEST  FOR  COWNTSP.0.  Jay  930, Canby, OR 97013

DATE:  September  14,  2004

TO: €  FIRE

[)  POLICE
€  PUBLIC  WORKS
I  CANBYELECTRIC
'-  CANBY  WATER
€  CITYKNGINEER

€

€

[i

€

a
[)

[503]  266-9404 F,4X  266-1574

CANBY  SCHOOL  DISTRICT
CANDY  DISPOSAL
WffP

BIKE  &  PEDESM
Wn,IAMETTE  BROADBAND
CTA

The City  of  Canby is proposing  to cbange the Comprehensive  Plan (CPAO4-03)  for  38 parcels  (approximately  8.39acres) on South Township  Road. Zone  Change  04-04  has been filed  to change the zoning  on 8 parcels  in tax maps41-E-04-AB,  41-E-04-AA  and 10 pareels in 41-E-03-BB.  Approval  of  the proposal  requires  a comprehensive  planamendment  and zone change from  Rl  (low  density)  to R1.5 (medium)  for  seven lots and from  R.2 (high  density)  toR1.5 (medium)  for eleven lots. The proposed  changes will  not significantly  affect  the 38 parcels  as they  are almostentirely  built  out and are predominately  single-family  dwellings,  The property  is located  on the south side of  SoutbTowns'hip  Road,

Please review  the attached  site map and rettuan with  your  comments  to John  Wfiams  by  Wednesday,  October  8',2004. Please indicate  any conditions  of  approval  you  maywisb  the Commission  to consider  if  they approve  theapplication.  Thankyou.

Comments  or  Proposed  Condifions:

'THiS aa.,Wmry;  '7;o +thue  y*  srhcr  epv  cgaav  ia'i:(*'Th  z vrttb7..........
Fme:.  Llri'r €

Please  check  one box:

Adequate  Public  Semces  (ofyour  agency)  are available
Adequate  Public  Seices  will  become available  tbmugh  the developmetit  e/'
Conditions  are needed, as indicated

Adequate  public  semces  are not  available  and will  not  become available

Title:  Ltye  h(aema-w'

Date:  9-;Ut-oy

Agency:  Ca,,hk  u7ti:;rr  f'L'e*e't



CANBY  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT

REQUEST  FOR  COMMENTS
P.O.  Box  930, Canby,  OR 97013

DATE:  September  14,  2004

TO: €  FIRE

[1 POLICE

€  PUBLIC  WORKS

€  CANBY  ELECTRIC

i  CANBY  WATER

€  CITY  ENGnSTF,ER

[503j  266,9404 FAX266-1574

€  CANBY  SCHOOL  DISTRICT

a  CANBY  DISPOSAL

a  WWTP

a  BIKF,  &  PEDESTRIAN

€  WILLAMETTE  BROADBAND
€ CTA

The  City  of  Canby  is proposing  to change  the  Comprehensive  Plan  (CPAO4-03)  for  38 parcels  (approximately  8.39
acres)  on South  Township  Road.  Zone  Change  04-04  has been  filed  to change  the  zoning  on 8 parcels  in  tax  maps
41-E-04-AB,  41-E-04-AA  and 10 parcels  in 41-E-03-BB.  Approval  of  the proposal  requires  a comprehensive  plan
amendment  and  zone  change  from  Rl  (low  density)  to R1.5  (medium)  for  seven  lots  and  from  R.2  (high  density)  to
R1.5  (medium)  for  eleven  lots. The  proposed  changes  will  not  significantly  affect  the  38 parcels  as they  are almost
entirely  built  out  and are predominately  single-family  dwellings.  The  property  is located  on  the south  side  of  South
Township  Road.

Please  review  the attached  site  map  and  retum  with  your  comments  to John  Williams  by  Wednesday,  October  8
2004.  Please  indicate  any  conditions  of  approval  you  may  wish  the Commission  to consider  if  they  approve  the
application.  Thank  you.

Comments  or  Proposed  Conditions:

Please  check  one  box:

6dequate  Public Semces (of  your agency) are available

Adequate  Public  Services  will  become  available  through  the development

Conditions  are needed,  as indicated

Adequate  public  services  are not  available  and  will  not  become  available

Signature: Q  
Tttle: lA)'\)rrtr  wm Agency:

Date: q/z8 ) 0'l
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CANBY  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT

REQUEST  FOR  COMMENTS
P,O.  Box  930, Cariby,  OR 97013

DATE:  September  14,  2004

TO:
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[503]  266-9404 FAX266-1574

CANBY  SCHOOL  DISTRICT

CANBY  DISPOSAL

ffTP

BIKE  & PEDESTRIAN

WILLAMETTE  BROADBAND
CTA

CITY  ATTORNEY

The City  of  Canby  is proposing  to change  the Comprehensive  Plan  (CPAO4-03)  for  38 parcels  (approximately  8.39
acres) on South  Township  Road. Zone  Change  04-04  has been filed  to change  the zoning  on 8 parcels  in tax maps
41-E-04-AB,  41-E-04-AA  and 10 parcels  in 41-E-03-BB.  Approval  of  the proposal  requires  a comprehensive  plan
amendment  and zone change  from  Rl  (low  density)  to R1.5 (medium)  for  seven lots and from  R.2 (high  density)  to
R1.5 (medium)  for  eleven  lots. The  proposed  changes  will  not  significantly  affect  the 38 parcels  as they  are almost
entirely  built  out and are predominately  single-family  dwellings.  The property  is located  on the south  side of  South
Township  Road.

Please review  the attached  site map and return  with  your  comments  to John  Williams  by  Wednesday,  October  8'h,
2004. Please indicate  any conditions  of  approval  you  may  wish  the Commission  to consider  if  they  approve  the
application.  Thank  you.

Comments  or  Proposed  Conditions:

Please  check  one box:

XAdequate Public Servaces (of your agency) are available

V



MINUTES

CANBY  PLANNING  COMMISSION
October  11,  2004

7:00pm  Regular  Meeting

Cit  Council  Chambers,  155  NW  2nd

I. ROLL  CALL

PRESENT:  Chairman  Jim Brown,  Commissioners,  John  Molamphy,  Tony  Helbling,
Geoffrey  Manley,  Randy  Tessman,

STAFF: John  Williams,  Planning  & Community  Development  Director,  Carla  Ahl,
Planning  Staff

OTHERS  PRESENT: Keith  Galitz,  Ron  Tatone,  Michelle  Dahl,  Justin  Mott,  Jerry

Simonson,  Marilyn  Simonson,  Tom  Ferrin,  Roger  Harris,
Kevin  Batridge

II. CITIZEN  INPUT

None

Ill.  NEW  BUSINESS

MOD  04-04  Willamette  Valley  Country  Club  The  applicant  is requesting  to

expand  their  membership  to 200  social  members  while  limiting  their  ('golf  memberships

to 500. Current  membership  is limited  at 500  members  total.

John  Williams,  Community  Development  and Planning  Director  explained  that

the modification  process  was  created  to allow  modified  versions  of  applications  that

were  not  substantial  enough  to warrant  new  public  hearings.  There  are  two  types

minor,  such  as changing  the  type  of  street  tree  that  is required  and intermediate

modifications  that  don't  change  the  entire  application  but  are  still  worthy  of public

review.

John  explained  that  in 1996  the Planning  Commission  approved  an application

for  a cJubhouse  with  the  condition  that  membership  would  not  increase  with  the  new

facility.  The  Commission  found  that  an increase  in membership  would  have  an adverse

effect  upon  local  traffic.

In 2001 the  Club  applied  for  a Conditional  use permit,  which  would  have  allowed

an increase  the  number  of memberships  and  to build  a swimming  pool  at the  facility.

John  stated  most  neighbors  who  testified  were  concerned  about  the  amount  of  noise

that  would  come  from  the  pool  and  that  it would  negatively  impact  their  quaity  or life.

Some  people  who  were  concerned  about  the  added  traffic  on Maple.  The  Commission
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found  that  North  Maple  St. was  inadequate  in width  and could  not safely  support  more
traffic  in its current  condition.  John  explained  that  there  had not been  a traffic  study
done  at that  time  the decision  was  made  based  on citizens  input.

John  explained  the applicant  would  like to modify  the 1996  conditions  of
approval  so they  could increase  their  membership  to 500 full golf  members  and 200
social  members  for  a total  of 700 members.  He explained  that  social  members  have
limited  use of the club  and the golfing  facilities  and would  generate  less traffic.

John  asked  the applicant  to complete  a traffic  study  for  this modification  and
based  on the result  of  that  study  he decided  to move  ahead  with  the intermediate
process.  He explained  that  the Planning  Commission  will make  a decision  on the
modification  and if approved,  notice  would  be sent  out  to the full radius  area. If a
request  for  a public  hearing  is received  the applicant  will be required  to pay  for  the full
notice  process  to be done.

John  explained  the Commission  would  use the same  criteria  that  was used for
the original  application,  that  all public  services  and facilities  be in place  and that  the use
will  not alter  the character  of the surrounding  neighborhood  or substantially  limit  or
preclude  the use  of surrounding  property.

John  explained  that  there  are approximately  430 golf  members  and 70 social
members  at this  time. So there  will be an increase  of 70 full golf  memberships  and130
social  memberships.  Those  are the numbers  that  the traffic  study  worked  with.

John  stated  the traffic  study  deals  with  volume,  but volume  is not the problem
with Maple  st.,  the problem  is that  Maple  St. is in substandard  condition  and the lack of
sidewalks.  He explained  that  Maple  St. is listed  in the TSP  as a street  that  needs
widening  and upgrades,  but it is not funded  at this  time. John  explained  that  it is the
existing  homes  that  do not have  sidewalks  are what  causes  the street  to be
substandard.  One  solution  is to create  an LID for  property  fronting  onto Maple  St to pay
for  the improvements.  It is not a popular  solution  but if pedestrian  safety  is the main
issue,  it might  be the most  viable  option.

John  stated  the traffic  study  determined  the maximum  impact  from  this
application  would  be 98 trips  a day. He explained  that  the peak  hours  from  the Country
Club  would  not be the same  as peak  hours  from  a subdivision.  The  total  weekday
traffic  at the intersection  of Maple  and Territorial  would  increase  about  5%, from  1350  to
1420  trips  per day. The  traffic  states  that  the traffic  load is not above  standard  for  a
neighborhood  connector  street.

John  stated  that  the right-of-way  exists  and the issue  is how  to fund  the street
improvements.  Other  than  traffic  generation  and traffic  concerns  there  are no other
impacts  to the neighbors.

Mr. Brown  questioned  if the Planning  Commission  could  condition  a modification
application.  John  believes  that  it could  be conditioned.
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Mr. Tessman  stated  at the  last  meeting  residents  were  not  as concerned  about
the  volume  of  traffic  as they  were  the  speed  of  the  traffic.  John  stated  that  speeding

has  become  a problem  in many  areas  around  Canby.  The  Commission  could  decide

that  the problem  needs  to be solved  before  there  could  be extra  traffic  added  to the

area,  or decide  that  there  are  options  to help  reduce  the  speed  in the  area  at this  time.

Mr. Molamphy  questioned  if the  traffic  study  had taken  into  consideration  the

social  events  that  are held at the  Clubhouse.  He stated  that  there  could  be 200  to 300
guests  invited  to these  events.  John  stated  that  the  traffic  study  only  looked  at the

addition  of  200  social  members.  Mr. Molamphy  questioned  if the  traffic  study  was

based  on subdivision  standards  or on social  standards.  John  explained  the  study  was
based  on existing  membership  use  of  the  facility,  road  tubes  had been  used  in the

driveway  to accurately  count  the  exact  number  of  vehicles  in and  out  of  the  club.

Keith  Galitz,  Board  of  Directors  for  the  Country  Club.  He explained  that  older
members  of  the  Country  Club  are looking  to change  the  status  of  their  memberships
from  active  golf  members  to social  members.  This  would  be a drastic  change  in

revenue  that  the  Club  can't  afford.  He explained  that  there  is a waiting  list at this  time

of  approximately  15 people  who  are  waiting  for  social  memberships  to become
available.

Mr, Galitz  explained  that  an increase  in social  memberships  would  increase  the

use  of  the  food  and beverage  facilities  of  the restaurant.  He stated  that  the  traffic

counts  were  taken  at the  driveway  of  the  club  over  a period  of  weeks  and it would  have
reflected  the  traffic  from  social  events,  golf  players,  wedding  guests  and restaurant
patrons.

Mr, Galitz  explained  that  there  are also  10 nonresident  members  who  are  only  at
the  club  every  couple  of months  and  there  are  current  members  who  would  like  to

convert  to nonresident  memberships.  But  the  club  cannot  afford  to diminish  the  total

number  of  full paying  memberships  to add  to the  number  of social  memberships.  That
is why  they  are asking  to increase  the  total  number  of  social  memberships  to 200.

Mr, Brown  stated  that  nationally  golf  clubs  have  had financial  problems  since  the
change  in tax  policies  several  years  ago. He stated  that  the  Willamette  Valley  Country

Club  is marketing  heavily  for  new  members.  Mr. Galitz  explained  they  are  trying  to

keep  their  full membership  level  up especially  during  the  winter  months.

Mr, Brown  asked  if Mr. Galitz  had noticed  that  improvements  from  Territorial  to

the  club  are  spotty.  Mr. Galitz  explained  that  the  traffic  study  shows  the  traffic  volume

does  not  even  come  close  to what  the  streets  are  designed  for, but  saw  the  comments
regarding  sidewalks.  He stated  the  entire  club  frontage  has  the  only  sidewalk  in the

immediate  area. He questioned  why  there  was  a brand-new  housing  development

across  the  street  that  has  no sidewalks  at all. Mr. Brown  asked  if there  were  any

sections  that  had a full curb-to-curb  width.  John  believed  there  might  be one  section.

Kevin  Batridge  stated  he lives  on the  corner  of  Maple  and  Territorial  and  is

impacted  daily  by the  vehicles  zooming  by his property.  He was  concerned  about  the
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safety  issue  of not having  sidewalks  up and  down  Maple.  He also  has  seen  a lot of

near  misses  making  a leff  turn  from  eastbound  Territorial  to northbound  Maple.  He
believes  the  intersection  is unusually  wide  and  suggested  the  intersection  be restriped

and relined  to assist  people  through  the  intersection.

Mr. Molamphy  questioned  the  process  for  this type  of  process.  John  explained

that  if the  Commission  approves  this  request,  notice  would  be sent  to the  surrounding

properties.  If anyone  requests  a public  hearing  then  a full public  hearing  process  would
be held

John  stated  that  he has had conversations  with  the  Public  Works  Supervisor  who

would  like to improve  the  intersection,  install  the  sidewalks  and narrow  the  road  to help

reduce  the  speed  from  Territorial  to the  Club  House,  but  he hasn't  priced  out  each
element.

Mr. Brown  stated  that  the  Country  Club  is a fantastic  facility,  it would  be a shame

to lose  the  investments  they  have  out  there.  It is difficult  to keep  it full,  especially  during
this  time  of  year,  and they  need  every  membership  they  can get, on that  level  it doesn't

seem  unreasonable  to ask  for  a modification,  especially  based  on the  level  of  traffic  that

was  reported  in the  traffic  report.  He suggested  linking  the  expansion  of memberships

to the  completion  of  the improvements  on Maple  Street.  Mr. Brown  explained  that  the
reason  for  denial  at the last  modification  hearing  was  the  inadequacies  of  Maple  St. and

questioned  how  the  Commission  could  approve  a modification  now  with  Maple  Street  in

the  same  condition.  John  explained  that  the  previous  decision  was  made  without  hard

numbers  from  the  a study.

Mr. Molamphy  stated  that  the  intersection  is a mess;  it needs  new  striping,  a new

stop  sign  and possibly  a streetlight.  He stated  that  if you  drive  that  road  at night,  it

suddenly  turns  into  a 4-lane  road  without  striping  so you  don't  know  where  everything

is. Mr. Brown  stated  that  it just  needs  to be fixed,  and they  are not asking  the  Country

Club  to pay  for  it, just  to organize  it. Mr. Brown  questioned  where  in the  20-year  plan

this  project  was  listed.  John  explained  it was  listed  as a O-6 year  project  costing

$641,000  and  would  possibly  be delayed  by the building  of  the bridge  over  Molalla.

John  stated  that  the  Commission's  decision  seemed  to be based  on criteria  C,

that  all public  services  are not  available.  Mr. Brown  stated  he would  like  to figure  out  a

way  to make  this  happen,  and suggested  continuing  this  discussion  until  the  next

meeting  to give  the  applicant  the  opportunity  to look  at some  options  for  making  the

improvements  on Maple.

Mr. Galitz  informed  the  Commission  that  they  are  not  a wealthy  club  and have

recently  increased  the  memberships  a little  bit, but  part  of  the  reason  they  want  the

increase  in the  social  memberships  is to try  and  stabilize  what  has  been  a disastrous

financial  situation.  Mr. Brown  stated  the  Commission  is not  asking  the  club  to pay  for
600'  of road,  just  to delay  the  membership  increase  until  improvements  could  be

organized.  Mr. Galitz  stated  he felt  they  would  be held  blackmail  by the  residents  to do

something  that  the  club  does  not  have  the  resources  to do.
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Rgn  Tatone  addressed  the Commission.  He asked  the Commission  to consider
the traffic  study  that  was  done  for  this  application.  It states  that  200 social  members
are  not going  to make  a change  to the pedestrian  traffic  and will only  increase  vehicular
traffic  by 5%. He believes  there  would  be no significant  increase  to the traffic  volume.

Mr.  Tatone  stated  the Club  has all the facilities  to accommodate  200 social
members,  but the Clubhouse  will not support  more  than  500 golf  memberships.  He
explained  that  the social  members  do not normally  use the club at peak  hours  so there
would  not be a significant  impact  on pedestrian  or vehicle  traffic.

Mr.  Tatone  stated  he understood  the problems  with  the width  of Maple  St. He
questioned  why  a subdivision  on the west  side of Maple  that  was  not required  to put in
sidewalks  when  it would  have helped  the situation.

Mr. Brown  agrees  there  are benefits  the club  would  bring and that  there  is a
need  to increase  membership.  The  Commission's  concern  is that  there  is a less than
ideal  situation  that  could  be fixed  by this  application.

Mr,  Tessman  stated  that  if this modification  were  approved  by the Commission
there  is a large  possibility  a public  hearing  would  be requested.  He suggested  there
could  be some  solutions  brought  to the Commission  by the neighbors.

Mr.  Manley  stated  that  while  he agrees  adding  social  members  does  not
increase  pedestrian  traffic,  adding  additional  cars  creates  more  hazards  for  pedestrians
who are  walking  on an inadequate  street.  The  traffic  study  says  yes  the street  can
handle  more  cars, but it does  not make  it safer  for  pedestrians.

John  explained  that  the challenge  is, if an LID is the only  funding  option  then  the
property  owners  are able  to say  yes  or no since  a majority  can defeat  it. Do we as a
city prevent  the Country  Club  from  moving  forward  if the neighbors  are the ones  who
walk  on the streets  and it's their  homes  that  do not have  sidewalks?  He believes  this is
a policy  decision.

Mr. Helbling  stated  the Country  Club  is an employer  in Canby  and provides  jobs
for  the community  and believed  this  modification  would  enhance  their  ability  to stay  in
business.  Mr. Brown  questioned  one the Country  Club  gets  their  approval  what
incentive  would  there  be to do the improvements.

John  stated  when  he wrote  the report  he tried  to separate  out  the caused
problems  caused  by this application  From the problems  that  exist,  such  as the speeding.
The  Planning  Commission  and the Traffic  Safety  Committee  could  probably  work  on

something  that  would  solve  that  problem,  so the question  for  the Commission  would  be
if this  application  would  make  the situation  less safe.  He believes  the City  has some
responsibility  to fix some  of these  problems  that  exist  there.

Mr, Molamphy  stated  that  the adding  of the additional  members  is not going  to
happen  over  night, it will happen  gradually.  He did not believe  the Country  Club  should
be held hostage  because  one subdivision  does  not have  sidewalks,  or because  there  is
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a bad street,  the  traffic  study  shows  the  street  has  enough  capacity.

It was  moved  by Mr. Molamphy  to approve  MOD  04-04  to increase  the  golf

memberships  from  430  members  to 500  members  and  the  social  by 70 members  to

equal  500  full  golf  members  and  200  social  members.  Seconded  by Mr. Tessman.
Motion  carried  5-0.

Nonconforming  Structure

John  asked  the  Commission  for  an interpretation  regarding  allowing  rebuilding  or

expansion  of nonconforming  structures.  He explained  that  in the  past  they  have  not
been  allowed  and  the  process  was  used  for  approving  expansions  that  met  the  city
code.

John  explained  that  there  is an owner  of  an existing  home  that  has  a garage  and
carport  that  are  only  1 8" from  his property  line, there  is a building  permit  in the  file  for

the  carport,  which  was  built  in 1968,  so it is unclear  how  the  code  was  interpreted  at

that  time.  The  carport  is leaking  and nonfunctional  and the  owners  want  to expand  the

garage  towards  the  street  and attach  it to the  house.  The  problem  is that  if it is built

matching  the  existing  structure  it would  not  conform  to the  zone.  John  believed  the
code  was  written  to allow  houses  like this  to be expanded  and  to allow  nonconforming
additions.

John  explained  there  are  a lot of  ofd homes  around  town  that  people  woufd  like

to replace  or rebuild  but  won't  do it because  they  can't  do it on the  current  footprint.  He

believes  that  the  nonconforming  structure  section  should  be used  for  cases  like  this.

John  stated  he would  like an interpretation  on whether  the  code  can  be used  to
replace  structures  that  don't  conform  to setbacks  and  whether  an structure  can be

expanded  along  the  existing  setbacks  with  the  notification  set  to the  neighbors.

Mr. Brown  questioned  why  the  City  would  want  to expand  a nonconforming

structure.  John  stated  the  expansion  would  be a little  different  than  the  replacement,  if

people  weren't  allowed  to replace  structures,  houses  will  eventually  sink  into  the
ground.

John  stated  he does  have  a little  concern  that  one  owner  would  be allowed  to
expand  the  carport  1 8" from  the  property  line but  someone  else  wouldn't  be allowed

because  the  house  wasn't  set  up fike that  now. John  stated  this  would  be one  way  to

be a little  more  flexible  if the Planning  Commission  believes  it is appropriate.

Mr. Justin  Mott  addressed  the  Commission.  He presented  the  Commission  with

a photograph  of  a property  in Canby  that  illustrated  what  he intended  to do with  his

carport.  He explained  that  there  is an existing  detached  garage  connected  to the  house

by way  of  this  carport.  He explained  that  the  carports  roof  leak  and it needs  repairs  but

the  structure  is unsound  and he does  not  want  to put  money  into it.

Mr. Mott  stated  currently  there  is an enclosed  mudroom  in the  carport  that  is
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used  as the  laundry  facility.  This  room  is not  insulated  and  they  would  like  to have  a

laundry  room  that  wouldn't  be affected  by the  extreme  temperatures.  He stated  that  the

expansion  of  the  garage  would  create  a better  living  situation  and increase  property

values.  He does  not  feel  there  would  be a problem  with  any  neighbors  if they  increased
the  garage.

Mr. Mott  stated  that  the  existing  garage  is 1 8" off  the  property  line  and  there  is a
neighbor  who's  garage  is approximately  12"  off  the  property  line, which  shows  this
neighborhood  has  a lot of nonconforming  structures.

Mr. Mott  explained  this  would  be a simple  remodel/expansion.  They  would  tie it
into  the  house  so it would  look  like it is part  of  the  house  and not make  anything  that

would  make  the  house  not  fit with  the  neighborhood,  which  is how  it should  have  been
done  when  the  house  was  built.

Mr. Tessman  questioned  if the  garage  has  ever  been  an issue  with  any  of  the

neighbors.  Mr. Mott  stated  they  have  only  lived  there  a year  but  they  have  talked  to the
next  door  neighbor,  but  he rents  the  house  and  they  haven't  spoken  with  the  actual
owner  yet  but  the  seems  to be no problem  with  the  rest  of  the  neighbors.

Mr. Mott  addressed  the  safety  issue  and access  for  the Fire  Department,  he

stated  that  at this  time  there  is approximately  14'  between  his carport  and his neighbors
nearest  structure  and stressed  that  this  remodel  would  not  change  that  distance..

Mr. Brown  stated  that  the  lot is about  11,000  sq. ft. and there  is 41'from  the

existing  property  to the  curb  in front,  if they  were  going  to tear  down  the  carport  why
wouldn't  they  build  it back,  why  wouldn't  they  want  to build  a larger  2 car  garage  in the

front.  Mr. Mott  explained  they  have  no desire  to have  a 2 car  garage.  Mr. Mott  stated

they  did not  want  to move  their  laundry  room.  Mr. Mott  believed  having  a garage  that
extends  30' out  from  the  house  looks  disproportional  and  would  decrease  the  value  of
the  house.

John  asked  that  the  Commissioners  not  make  a decision  on his question  based
on Mr. Mott's  particular  case.

Jerry  Simonson  addressed  the  Commission.  He stated  he was  Mr. Mott's

father  and a contractor  from  Vancouver,  Washington.  Mr. Simonson  stated  he has
looked  at the  situation  from  many  angles  but  the  carport  itself  is only  7' high  at the

lowest  side  so a car  can't  even  be parked  there.  There  is a concrete  footing  that  has

been  poured  so it would  be financially  beneficial  to build  the  garage  there.  If they

garage  was  moved  to the  other  side  of  the  house  they  would  have  to enter  the  house
through  a bedroom,  this  is the  only  location  that  makes  sense.

John  explained  that  he did not  want  to waste  the  owner's  money  by encouraging

them  to apply  for  an expansion  since  in the  past  it has  been  interpreted  they  were  not

allowed.  John  ask  the Commission  for  an answer  to 2 questions,  can a nonconforming
structure  be rebuild  and  can  a nonconforming  structure  be expanded.
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Mr. Brown  stated  he believed  an expansion  should  be allowed  only  for  situations

where  it could  not  be done  meeting  existing  codes.  Mr. Helbling  stated  he understood
having  financial  issues,  but  there  is a lot of  property  there  and other  options  available

even  if they  are more  expensive  He was  concerned  granting  a permit  for  this  situation
would  set  a precedent.

Mr. Tessman  believed  that  if the  expansion  or alteration  was  improving  the
property  he did not  have  a problem  approving  it.

Mr. Brown  stated  he would  not  discourage  the  owner  from  making  an application,
but  he was  sure  the  Commission  was  split  on the issue.

Mr. Manley  agreed  that  the  code  was  designed  to allow  people  the  opportunity  to
rebuild  and  expand  a nonconforming  structure.

John  clarified  that  the  Planning  Commission  agreed  that  a nonconforming

building  could  be replaced  and could  be expanded.  Mr. Helbling  had concerns  that  it

should  only  be allowed  to expand  if there  are no other  opportunities  to do so.  John

explained  that  the  NCS  process  is that  staff  makes  a determination  and notifies
surrounding  properties,  and  if it is contested  then  a public  hearing  is held. John

explained  that  they  could  bring  these  in front  of  the  Commission  if they  want  to hear

them.  Mr. Molamphy  stated  that  as long  as the  neighbors  are notified  and if they  have
a complaint  or a problem  they  would  come  before  the  hearing  body  he was  satisfied.

John  stated  he would  take  the  comments  the  Planning  Commission  had under

advisement  when  he reviews  these  things.  Mr. Brown  stated  that  he would  have  not
voted  to approve  this  application.  Mr. Manley  stated  he did not  have  enough
information  to make  a decision  on this  application.

John  explained  to Mr. Mott  that  he would  need  to come  into  the  office  with  an

application  and staff  would  make  a decision,  then  notice  would  be sent  to surrounding
property  owners  and if there  were  no appeals  filed  within  the  appeal  period  then  the
decision  would  be final.

IV.  OLD  BUSINESS

Proposed:  Pedestrian  Walkway  Closure  at SE Township  & 6'h Way

John  stated  that  there  is no mention  of  the pedestrian  wafkway  in the  conditions

of approval,  possibly  there  is a water  easement  there  and it seemed  a good  idea  to

pave  over  it and  create  the  walkway.  So a modification  application  is not  required  and
all we need  is a recommendation  from  the Planning  Commission.

Mr. Brown  explained  that  he had walked  the  pathway  at night  and his

recommendation  was  to close  not  only  this  walkway  but  the  other  one  also. He did not

notice  some  of  the  things  that  were  mentioned  such  as broken  glass,  but  it is very  long,

dark  and narrow.  John  believed  the  Commission  should  focus  on the  one  the  group
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asked  to be closed  since  there  might  be people  who  wish  to keep  the  other  one

opened.  This  would  give  the  group  a chance  to talk  to those  neighbors.  John  stated  he

would  write  a recommendation  to the  City  Council  and  they  can  decide  the  financial

matter  on the  brick.

John  stated  they  would  focus  on the  one  that  the  group  asked  for  and if they

come  in for  the  other  one. John  believes  there  may  be more  that  people  would  like  to

have  closed.  John  stated  he would  write  a recommendation  to the  Council  and  they

can  decide  the  financial  matter  on the  brick.

Mr. Tessman  questioned  what  would  happen  if it were  a utility  easement.  John

stated  that  issue  would  be addressed  in the  recommendation,  but  if the  utility  company

need  to access  the  easement  and  there  were  structures  or  fences  along  it, it would  be

at the  owners  expense  to remove  them.  The  Commission  agreed  that  the  City  should

not pay  for  the  bricks  to close  the  path.

IV  FINDINGS

TA  04-01  It was  moved  by Mr. Manley  to approve  Ta 04-01  as written.

Seconded  by Mr. Tessman.  Motion  carried  4-1-1  with  Mr. Helbling  voting  no and  Mr.

Ewert  absent.

V. MINUTES

September  27, 2004

Mr. Manley  noted  that  in the  new  business  section,  it stated  that  Mr. Brown  had

closed  the  Public  Hearing  when  it had actually  been  Public  Testimony.  Mr. Tessman

noted  a misspelled  word  on page  3. Corrections  noted.  It was  moved  by Mr. Manley  to

approve  the  minutes  for  September  27, 2004  as amended.  Seconded  by Mr.

Molamphy.  Motion  carried  5-0

June  28, 2004

It was  moved  by Mr. Manley  to approve  the  minutes  for  June  28, 2004  as written.

Seconded  by Mr. Tessman.  Motion  carried  4-0-1 with  Mr. Helbling  abstaining.

Vl.  DIRECTOR'S  REPORT

John  stated  the  first  meeting  for  the  master  plan  for  the  area  behind  the  Spinning
Wheel  would  be in mid November,  with  a citizen's  task  force  leading  the  work.  He

asked  the  Commission  if they  would  want  a representative  attending  the  meetings  and
if they  did who  would  that  be. Mr. Helbling  stated  he would  be at some  of  the  meetings

for  CBRD  and  would  share  the  task  with  someone.  Mr. Brown  stated  he would  be
willing  to attend  some  of  the meetings.

John  handed  out  a form  that  the  City  Council  will be using  for  people  to sign  up

on if they  wanted  to testify  at a hearing.  He questioned  whether  the  Commission  would

be interested  in implementing  the  same  type  of  system.  The  Commission  decided
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there  could  be hearings  that  the  use of  the  cards  would  move  the  process  faster,  but
they  would  prefer  to have  most  meetings  held  the  way  they  are held  now.

John  stated  he has  heard  that  ODOT  would  be starting  on the  intersection  of

Territorial  and Hwy  99E  very  soon.  The  added  traffic  volume  could  be a problem  with
N. Redwood  St. since  both  sides  are  in bad shape  at this  time,  due  to the  excavation  at

the  Postlewait  property,  hehad  asked  that  ODOT  delay  the  start  of  the  project  for  2

days  until  that  project  gets  done.  They  are  trying  to get  the  County  to upgrade  the  east
side  of Redwood  so that  it will  be a decent  road  to travel  on for  2 years.

John  asked  if the  Planning  Commission  wanted  to have  their  next  workshop  with

the  Traffic  Safety  Committee  so they  could  deal  with  some  of  the  iSSues  that  have  been
brought  up. The  Commission  asked  John  to try  and  set  up a night  meeting  with  the

Traffic  Safety  Committee.

John  stated  that  the  Agency  and  the  Advisory  Committee  would  be meeting

tomorrow  night  to discuss  funding  a position  for  economic  development.  Mr. Manley

stated  that  the  paper  had suggested  John  might  be taking  that  position.  John  stated  he
hadn't  read  the  article,  but  the  discussion  has been  whether  there  needs  to be

additional  emphasis  placed  on recruitment  and marketing,  coming  out  of  the  fact  that
there  are not  a lot of  big projects  sitting  out  there.  The  Agency  and  the  Advisory

Committee  will  be looking  at hiring  a city  staff  person,  giving  more  money  to CBRD  or
hiring  a contract  firm  that  can  do recruitment  and marketing.

Vlll  ADJOURNMENT
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THE  EFFECT  I VE  PL  AN  NI  N G C0  M  MI  S S IONER

How  Effeclive  is Your  Planning  Board?

!\\  even

planning  board  respect-

when  some  of its  deci-
sions  are  controversial?  That  is

just  one  of  many  questions  to  ask
when  gauging  your  effectiveness,

a process  that  should  be ongoing.

A rough  measurement  is what  might

b e called  the  "sustairi-ability"  index.

Check  the  record  of  the  last  two  years.

When  your  opinions  were  appealed  to

your  governing  body,  were  they  over-

turned  more  than  they  were  sustained?

A yes  answer  may  indicate  the  commis-

sion  is at odds  with  the  elected  officials.

If  so,  it  could  be  thatyou  are  not  effective

advocates  for  your  positions  or  out  of

step  with  your  community  On  the  other

hand,  it  may  be  that  your  governing  body

is failing  to follow  adopted  codes  in  its

decisions.

Either  case  should  be cause  for  con-

cern  and  honest  evaluation.  While  plan-

ning  boards  should  not  expect  their

decisions  to be rubber-stamped,  neither

should  they  be  regularly  overturned.

If  the  problem  is with  the  governing

body's  misapplication  of  the  zoning  code

or  other  provisions,  consider  requesting

a joint  workshop  to resolve  matters.

Please see my cohtmn, "VVorhing Effective-
ly with Elected Officials," in PCJ #20 (Fall
1995).  If  the  situation  persists,  your  com-

munity  can  suffer.

Even  if  the  commission  and  the  gov-

erning  body  generally  agree,  there  are

other  ways  to ascertain  the  commission's

effectiveness.

Reputation.  Is the  planning  board  con-

sidered  generally  pro-  or  anti-develop-

ment?  Be wary  of  either  label.  Make  sure

all  your  rulings  are  fair  and  based  on

your  honest  interpretation  of  the  values,

plans,  and  statutes  of  your  community.

Deal  openly  and  fairly  with  controversy.

You  probably  are  on the  right  track

when  the  developers  accuse  you  of  be-

ing  pro-neighborhoods  and  vice-versa.

by Elaine  Cogan

But  remember,  planning  commissions  outside  the  board  room.  Are  citizens

sometimes  have  to make  tough  decisions

that  are  not  popular  with  either  side.

Advocacy.  Are  you  willing  to speak  up

for  sound  planning  principles  and  when

you  do,  do  people  listen?  Do  organiza-

tions  such  as the  League  of  Women  Vot-

ers  and  other  civic  groups  look  to the

planning  commission  for  leadership?

Another  measure  is how  often  commis-

sion  actions  are the  subject  of  letters  to

the  editor  of  your  local  newspaper.

Whatever  side  writers  take  is less  impor-

tant  than  if  they  consider  the  work  of  the

commission  worthy  of  serious  dialogue.

treated  with  respect?  How  long  do they

have  to wait  to be  served?  Are  planners

being  accused  in  the  media  and  other  cir-

cles  of  being  either  too  strict  or  too

lenient  in  their  interpretation  of  the

code?  Whether  or  not  you  actually  hire

the  planning  director,  the  effectiveness  of

the  board's  planning  decisions  are  direct-

ly  related  to  how  they  are  carried  out.

Personal  relationships.  No  commission

or  board  can  be effective  or  taken  seri-

ously  if  its  members  are constantly  bick-

ering.  At  all  public  meetings,  you  should

respect  each  other  regardless  of  your  dif-

ferences.  If  you  absolutely  cannot  get

along,  you  should  seriously  consider

seeking  intervention  by  a neutral,  third

party  or  asking  for  resignations  from  the

warr'ing  partleS.

In  summary,  though  it  may  be diffi-

cult  to measure  the  planning  commis-

sion's  effectiveness,  it  is nevertheless  an

exercise  worthy  of  your  time  and  effort.  +

Influence. Are your policies routinely
followed  by  other  agencies  and  bureaus,

or  do they  find  ways  to bypass  them?

Similarly,  are  you  included  in  conversa-

tions  about  isSues  tbat  affect  planning

but  may  be the  responsibility  of  a sepa-

rate  agency,  such  as those  dealing  with

freeways,  schools,  or  parks?  If  planning

is defined  too  narrowly,  you  will  not  be

welcome  at the  table  when  such  vital

issues  are  discussed.  A planning  board

will  enhance  its  authority  if  it  is seen  as

being  interested  in  cooperating  and  col-

laborating  with  other  agencies  as the

need  arises,  rather  than  acting  in  isola-

tion.

Oversight.  Do  you  provide  appropri-

ate  direction  to planning  staff?  While  the

board  should  never  micro-manage,

members  should  know  what  goes  on

Elaine  Cogan, principal

in the Portland,  Oregon,

planning  and communica-

tions firm of Cogan Owens
Cogan,  LLC,  is a consul-

tant to many communities

undertahin5y strategic plan-
nmg or vxsxonmg pmcesses.

Her  column  regularly

appears -ox the Planning Commissioners Journal.

E'Name Cogan's

"TNp of  tbe  Montb"

Receive by email a "Tip of tlie
Month"' for  planning com'tnission-

ey-s w't-itte.'i by PCJ columnist
Elaine  Cogan.  Eacli  Tip  is sho'rt

and to the point. For more infor-
mation about this free service
and  to subscribe,  go  to:

<wsvw.plarmersweb,comjtips.html>
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