
CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
Tuesday, December 8, 1981

7:30 P.M.
City Council Chambers

CIAC Members Present:
Ken Overfcon
John Cach
Charlie Hindman
Jim Snell
Gary Windsor
Scott Canfield
Arthur Roberts

Staff Present:
Clay W. Moorhead, Planning Director
Barb Mingay, Recording Secretary

Others Present: 1 Citizen

John Cach chaired the meeting in the absence of the Chairman
and Vice-chairman.

A brief review of previously discussed sections of the
design review ordinance was undertaken.

It was MSC to correct wording in Section 614-2A Members^;
Qualifications, which currently reads ....at least one realtor...
to read ...at least one licensed real estate agent.

Mr. Roberts suggested the addition of a position on the board
comprised of a person engaged in education, health or social
services.

Motion: Roberts-Hindman to combine "at least one builder/
contractor" and "at least one licensed real estate agent",

creating one category instead of two. Motion carried unanimously.

Motion: Roberts-Snell to create a category of board member
to be "at least one representative of education, health or
social services profession." Motion carried unanimously.

Motion: Snell-Roberts to delete "...on at least 3 (three) sides..."

from Section 620 1K. Motion carried unanimously.

Staff reviewed Section 622 as it relates to the suggested
tree sizes, placements and purpose.

A general discussion followed relating to the effects of this
portion of the ordinance on the City's appearance. Mr. Roberts
felt it was important to require a standard for street tree
spacing. In addition, a general discussion of the inclusion
of Section 622F relating to maintenance of landscaping was
questioned by Ken Overton. He was unsure how this regulation
would be enforceable.



Motion: Hindman-Snell to add Section 624 IE "Dimensional
standards relating to the spacing of street trees." Motion
carried unanimously.

Mr. Roberts questioned the space and percentage requirements
for compact cars. Staff indicated the Zoning Ordinance provided
direcfcion for requirements relating to parking in addition to
those included in this ordinance.

Motion: Hindman-Snell to recommend approval of the Design Review
Ordinance,as amended, to the Planning Commission. Motion carried
unanimously.

A recommendation to appoint a representative to the Planning
Commission was discussed. The representative would present
the Design Review Ordinance recommendation and indicate to
the Planning Commission certain areas which CIAC felt were
thoroughly reviewed and had been dealt with at great length.
Those areas were identified as the purpose section of the ordinance,
the portion relating to Board membership, and the portion relating
to potential turn-around time.

Motion: Hindman-Roberts to ask our Chairperson, Leonard Attrell,
to act as representative from CIAC to report to Planning Commission
on the Design Review Ordinance. Motion carried unanimously.

Motion: Snell-Hindman to approve November, 1981 CIAC Minutes.
Motion carried unanimously.

Staff indicated a possible agenda item for January would be
the Sign Ordinance proposed by the Downtown Merchant's Assoc.

Downtown revitalization and tax increment financing will be
agenda items in the near future.

Motion: Hindman-Overfcon to adjourn.



CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
Tuesday, October 13, 1981

7:30 P.M.

City Council Chambers

CIAC Members Present:
Ken Over ton Andy Anderson
John Cach Gary Windsor
Charlie Hindman Al Littau
Jim Snell

Staff Present:
Clay Moorhead, Planning Director
Barb Mingay, Recording Secretary

Others Present:
5 Citizens

Mr. Moorhead opened meeting without a quorum being present.

Discussion was begun on Agenda Item 3 - The proposed design review
ordinance. Mr. Moorhead explained the purpose of design review.

Staff requested that the committee decide whether single family
units should be included in the proposed ordinance. It was also
requested that multi-family be defined better. Staff indicated
that the PUD ordinance covers the same aspects as this ordinance
but the standard subdivision does not include criteria for design
review. The design review ordinance is more detailed than the
standard PUD requirements with a shorter time for review completion;
possibly a 10 day turn over period being anticipated.

/_
/Jim Snell now is present to complete a quorum.

Mr. Anderson expressed concern over controls which did not allow for
individual common sense to be used in the development of homes.

Mr. Littau felt the design review criteria would be subject to
a great deal of personal interpretation and individual ideas.

Staff 'asked the committee if the City should be responsible for
imposing restrictions to allow for aestetic development.

Mr. Hindman felt the "market" should dictate the appearance of the
building and not the City.

Mr. Overton felt the public does not want any more restrictions.

MOTION: Cach-Littau to support the purpose section of the Design
Review Ordinance which reads as follows: (1) This section provides
for the review and administrative approval of the design of certain
developments and improvements in order to promote functional, safe
and innovative site development compatible with the natural and
man-made environment; and (2) The elements of a Design Review Plan
are: • The layout and design of all existing and proposed improvements,
including but not limited to, buildings, structures, parking and
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circulation areas, outdoor storage areas, landscape areas, service

and delivery areas, outdoor recreation areas, retaining walls, signs
and graphics, cut and fill actions, accessways, pedestrian walkways,
buffering and screening measures.

AMENDMENT TO MOTION: Cach-Anderson to delefce "existing and" from
purpose section (2). Vote on amendment: Aye—Cach, Anderson, Snell,
Windsor, Hindman, Overfcon, Littau; Nay--None. Amendment to motion
carried unanimously.

VOTE ON AMENDED MOTION: Aye—Cach, Anderson, Snell, Windsor, Littau.
Nay--Hindman, Overton. Motion carried (5-2) .

MOTION: Snell-Cach to exclude single family residences from the
proposed design review ordinance. Vote on motion: Aye--Cach,
Anderson, Snell, Hindman, Overton, Littau; Nay—Windsor. Motion
carried (6-1).

M(3TION: Cach-Hindman to exclude subdivisions from the proposed
design review ordinance. Vote on motion: Aye—Cach, Anderson,

Snell, Hindman, Overton, Littau; Nay—Windsor. Motion carried (6-1).

MOTION: Cach-Littau to include duplex residential in proposed design
review ordinance. Vote on Motion: Aye—Cach, Anderson, Snell,

Windsor, Hindman, Overton, Littau; Nay--N6ne. Motion carried (7-0).

MOTION: Cach-Hindman to include multi-family residential in the proposed
design review ordinance. Vote on motion: Aye--Cach, Anderson, Snell,

Windsor, Hindman, Overton, Littau; Nay—None. Motion carried (7-0).

MOTION: Cach-Hindman to recommend the design review committee shall
be comprised of the following members;

A. One member of the Newberg City Council, appointed by the
Mayor;

B. One member of the Newberg Planning Commission, appointed
by the Chairman;

C. The Newberg Planning Director;
D. The Newberg Engineering/Public Works Director;
E. The Newberg Building Official

Vote on the motion: Aye—Cach, Anderson, Snell, Windsor^ Hindman,
Overton, Litfcau; Nay—None. Motion carried (7-0).

It was MSC to hear Agenda Item 5A - Discussion of sign ordinance
(Retail Committee of the Chamber) at this time. A report from Mike
Grant, representing the Retail Committee of the Chamber of Commerce
was heard relating to updating the sign ordinance. Mr. Grant indicated
that the Chamber felt an ordinance presented from the parties affected
directly by the ordinance would be more easily accepted by those parties.
He indicated the possible creation of a theme for the downtown Newberg
area might be included in such an ordinance. He requested any input
from concerned citizens be relayed to the Retail Committee for possible
inclusion in the ordinance.
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MOTION: Overton-Hindman to postpone further discussion relating to
the design review ordinance to the November 10, 1981, regular meeting
of the CIAC. Motion carried unanimously.

MOTION: Cach-Hindman to approve the minutes of the September 22, 1981
CIAC meeting. Motion carried unanimously.

OLD BUSINESS

No old business was discussed.

NEW BUSINESS

A general discussion of the purposes of tax increment financing
was led by Mr. Moorhead. This is a possible method of financing
downtown revitalization.

It was MSC to adjourn to November 10, 1981, Tuesday, at 7:30 P.M.



CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
Tuesday, September 22, 1981

7:30 P.M.
City Administrator's Office

CIAC Members Present:

Leonard Attrell Gary Windsor
Scott Canfield Al Littau
Sally Adamson Ken Overton
John Cach

Staff Present:
Clay Moorhead, Planning Director
Barb Mingay, Recording Secretary

Mr. Moorhead opened meeting with membership introduction.
The need for election of a new chairperson was discussed.

It was MSC to elect Leonard Attrell as Chairperson.

It was MSC to elect Sally Adamson as Vice-Chairperson.

Notification was made of a formal Site Review hearing on
October 13, 7:30 P.M. Council Chambers for the purpose of

hearing public testimony relating to site review/design review.

The Planning Director outlined briefly fche proposed design
review ordinance. Additional handouts were discussed relating

to the Site Review codes of the City of Gresham.

Mr. Cach suggested that possible group involvement from organiza-
tions such as the Heritage Club would be beneficial to further
discussions of the subject matter.

It was suggested that possibly a private architectural consultant
could be added to the proposed design review committee makeup
either on a paid or unpaid basis. Additionally, a lay person
with landscape experience, possibly someone from the School
administration, Mens Garden Club, or Chamber of Commerce member
could be considered to be added to committee makeup.

Discussion followed relating to location and quantity of
curb cuts and their restrictions.

Single family residential inclusion in the proposed ordinance
was discussed. The general consensus appeared to be that
single family residences should be excluded from coverage under
a proposed design review ordinance with the possible exception
of requiring limitations on the length of time allowable to
put in some kind of landscaping. Most members of the committee

were of the opinion that no restrictions should be placed on
single family residential design construction.

Mr. Moorhead indicated to the committee that their collective
recommendations would be presented to the Planning Commission

and City Council for consideration.

It was MSC to adjourn to October 13, 1981, Tuesday, at 7:30 P.M.
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CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
Tuesday, June. 9, 1981

7:30 P.M.

CIAG Members Present:
Leonard Attrell Jim Snell

Scott Canfield Andy Anderson

Sally Adamson John Cach
Gary Windsor

Staff Present:

Arvilla Page, City Recorder

Clay Moorhead, Planning Director

Mr. Moorhead indicated that there would be a need to elect a new chairperson

as Herman Hughes had resigned from the CIAC. Mr. Jim DeYoung had also

resigned from the CIAC because of a conflict with other meeting dates.

Mr. Moorhead discussed Lhe status of the Newberg Comprehensive Plan. He

stated that LCDC would probably review the plan some time in August and

that as of this date, no major objecLion had been received relating to the

plan.

The concept of site design review for developments within the City of Newberg
was discussed. Mr. Moorhead explained what: site design review meant and

further explained the ordinance that was initially proposed before the Newberg

Planning Commission. John Cacli indicated thai: Lhe people at the Planning
Commission hearings were primarily concerned with single family developments

and how they related to the design review ordinance. Andy Anderson questioned

whether the City of Newberg had a problem relating to design review at. this
time but stressed that safety factors should always be considered. Scott

Canfield indicated that the City should not impose a landscaping requirement
within Commercial areas. Andy Anderson indicated that. Commercial and Industrial

areas wliich are located direcL'J.y ncxl: Lo rcsi.dential areas sliould have some

sort of buffer between the two, Leonard Attrell indicated that there should
be some screening for parking areas and safety should be considered in the

design of pedestrian ways. John Cach separated the issues relating to the

Design Review Ordinance into the following issues. 1.) Drainage and grading
problems. 2.) Traffic controls, access and circulation. 3.) Signs. 4.) Architec

tural controls. 5.) Solar, energy efficiency. 6.) Landscaping. Members

of Ehe CIAC then discussed each of these issues separately. A unanimous vote

was taken by the Committee in favor of developing some ordinance that would

provide regulations relating to drainage problems within all developments,

regulation of access locations and circulation patterns within parking areas,

and that there be some moderate requirements relating to size, quality and

location of signs.

The group discussed whetlicr or iiot t-.liere should be- ccmtroLs rclati.ng Lo the

architectural design of buildings which could also include height restrictions.
After some discussion on this matter the group voted not to favor regulations

relating to architectural design control.
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June 9, 1981

Many question.s arose relating to the. need for the preservation of solar

access rights for lots within the City of Newbcrg because of the high cost
of energy, and felt that this topic should be further pursued.

In discussing landscaping requirements the Committee found that the modified

requirements relating to residential developments that were initially proposed

to the Planning Commission as minimum standards were acceptable. These

standards related to drainage grading, preservation of existing trees, and

a covenant which would require individual properly owners to landscape their

yards within one year of initial occupancy. II: was stressed that the covenant

standard would not be enforced by the CiLy of Newberg but could be enforced

by other property owners within a particular subdivision. Relating to
landscaping requirements of commercial and industrial areas, Gary Windsor

indicated that taking 15% out of an industrial site for landscaping would
take to much of the property away from commercial or industrial use, especially

when a business or industry had to expand their operation. Leonard Attrell

indicated that buffer strips and screening should be done but that a minimum
landscape requirement of 15% of the lot area might not be acceptable.' The

Committee voted four to two in favor of requiring some landscaping requirements

on new commercial and industrial developments.



CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
PLANNING COMMISSION

JOINT MEETING
Tuesday, March 24, 1981

The meeting was called to order by Rebecca Piros.

Planning Commission Members Present:

John Cach Rebecca Piros

Jean Harris Arthur Stanley
Jack Kriz Jim Tumbleson

Planning Commission Members Absent:

Oscar Gerth Bob Youngman

CIAC Membership lacking a quorum at this time, the meeting was continued

as a Planning Commission Meeting only.

Corrections to the Minutes of Thursday, March 12, 1981 meeting were indicated

as follows:

Correct title date to read March 12, 1981.
Correct first motion to read "amend the minutes of March 3, 1981 meeting .
Correct Page 4, Paragraph 2 to read "...the area located at the S. E. corner

of the intersection of Second and Springbrook Street, approximately 8 acres..,",

deleting "...near the..." and "...east of Springbrook Street...".

Correct Page 5, Paragraph 8 to indicate Jack Kriz did not abstain but
voted "aye".

Motion: Kriz-Tumbleson to approve minutes of March 12, 1981 as amended,,

Motion carried unanimously by those present.

Commission was notified of Chairman Grobey's appointment to City Council

and the need to replace him on the Planning Commission was deliberated.

Motion: Stanley-Kriz to postpone nominations for Planning Commission Chairman
to the April 17, 1981 regular Planning Commission Meeting. Motion carried

unanimously.

Research was requested by Commission members of staff into the status of

Chairmanship replacement prior to end of term of office. Staff indicated

research would be done prior to April Planning Commission meeting.

The need for a temporary replacement of Planning Commission representative

to CIAC was discussed.

Motion: Cach-Stanley to appoint Vice-Chairman Rebecca Piros to act as

temporary representafcive of Planning Commission to CIAC. Motion carried

unanimously.

A 5 minute recess was called to achieve a CIAC quorum for continuance of

the joint hearing.

Meeting was reconvened as a Planning Commission Hearing only.
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Pub lie 11 car ing: Agenda Item relating to Comprehe.nsi.ve Plan Recommendation

Staff notified the membership of Yamhill County Planning Commission approval

of the Comprehensive Plan packet. In addition, staff indicated the Board
of Commissioners Hearing on Newberg's Plan would take place April 8, 1981
at 10:00 A.M. and City Council's Hearing on the Plan would take place
April 6, 1981 at: 7:30 P.M. Staff further indicated that during coordination
of many involved groups there have been no significant problems discovered

relating to Newberg' .<-; proposed revisions. Staff referred to a document

presented by Mary Borman, Yamhill County Coordinator, which relates to
editing changes in the document but does not substantially change the pain.

CIAC membership now present:

Rebecca Piros Jim Sncll

Sally Adamson Gary Windsor
V. G. Anderson Leonard Attrell

Leonard Atfcrell, acting chairman, verified a quorum is now present for

CIAC.

A page by page review of the. plan amendment packet was carried out with

members asking questions or identifying corrections on individual pages.

Charlie Hindman, CIAC, now present.

Sfaff reviewed the documenE, noting additions requested by Mary Donnan
and members of both CT.AC and Planning Commission. Incorporation of all
recommended corrections and addi.tions was expected to take place during

re-typing of the document pages.

CIAC Motion: Anderson-Adamson to recommend to City Council adoption of the
Comprehensive Plan Correction Document as amended. Roll Call: Aye: Piros,

Adamson, Anderson, Windsor, Attrell, Hindman--Nay: None--Motion Carried.

Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Tumbleson to recommend to City Council

adoption of the Comprehensive Plan Correction Document as amended. Roll

Call: Aye: Cach, Harris, Kriz, Piros, Stanley, Tumbleson--Nay: None--

Motion Carried.

Motion: Cach-Tumbles on to adjourn. Motion carried unanimously.



CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
PLANNING COMMISSION

JOINT MEETING
Thursday, March 12, 1981

The meot.ing wa.s called to order by Hal Grobey.

CIAC Members Present:

Silly Adamson. Charlie Hindman

Leonard Attrell Herman Hughes
Ji-m DeYoung Jim Snell

Hal Grobey
CIAC Mcmbcr.s Ali.scnt:

V. G. An dcrson

Rebecca Page

Tom Tucker

Gary Windsor

Planning Commission Members Present;

John Cach Rebecca Piros

Hal Grobey Art Stanley

Jean Harris Jim Tumbleson

Jack Kriz Bob Youngman
Planning Commission Member Absent:

Oscar Gerth

Staff Present-

Clay Moorhead, Planning Director

Barb Mingay, Recording Secretary

Others Present- Approximately 20 Citizens

Motion; Cach-Piros to amend the minutes of March 3, 1981 meeting regarding
eligibility of further testimony to add No new parcels will be considered at
continued hearing." Motion carried by those present.

Motion: Cach-Youngman to approve minutes of February 24, 1981 and March 3 , 1981
as amended. Motion carried by those present.

Secretary was instructed to correct the minutes as amended.

Clay Moorhead read the staff report relating to each area.

Mr. Cach questioned the inclusion of the Wertl-i property because of no previous

testimony. Chairman Grobey indicaLed discussion will include all areas indicated
in local advertising, areas presented at previous meetings and areas mentioned

in letters from the public.

Motion: Youngman-Hindman to include the WerLb parcel in considerations regarding

up-zoning. Aye: Aclnmson, Atrfcrell ,DcYoung , Grobey, Hindman, Hughes, Snell, Harris

Kriz, Piros, Stanley, Tnmblcfion, Youngman. Opposed: Cach. Motion Carried.
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No public agencies wished to testify.

Staff Report Rebuttal;

Joe Brugato, 2911 Portland Road, Brugato and Sons, Realtors, made reference to

Staff's inclusion of future Coppergold Development. Using Coppergold's future
existenEse as a basis for changing zoning of other properties in area is an

error. Mr. Brugafco also requested comniissions to not include any vaguely

mentioned properties for consideration at this hearing. He felt we should
maintain the area at the base of the Chehalem Mountains as it presently
exists for its aesthetic values. He felt the Integrity of that area could
be maintained by retaining the R-l zoning.

Joyce Vergets, 1500 Chehalem Drive questioned the intent of Ehis hearing
for re-zoning and not: just re-clesign.ating areas. She prefers that Ehe Comprehensive

Plan Map and Zoning Map designations be separated. She feels the Comprehensive

Plan map should be for the future and the Zoning Map should be for current use
with a distinct separation between the two. She sited past changes in City

personnel, ideology, population, etc. have changed a great deal in the past

and are still subject fco change. She felt that if zoning is tied down now to
the Comprehensive Plan, potential for change will be even more restricCive.

She felt even the Urban Growth Boundary is sLi'.ll subject to change due to

new areas asking to be included during the next few years. She felfc a designation

change on Comprehensive Plan Map rather than a unified change in Comprehensive

Plan designation and zoning designation would be more beneficial to the City.

Terry Mahr, 115 N. Washington asked staff if there is State objection to zoning
being in conflict with Comprehensive Planning-on a specific site. Staff informed

him that State does not: object to such a plan being enacted provided the mechanism

is included for changing zoning to correspond to comprehensive planning designation
in the Comprehensive Plan. He statred further that our current proposed plan does

not have such mechanism included.

Further discussion of current: zoning/comprehensive plan coordination versus

separation of zoning/comprehensive plan designation followed. It was mentioned

that our plan does not include the criteria to effect enabling legislation

for separation of zoning/comprehensive plan designation and if we choose to use
such a system, our current efforts will be placed in jeopardy. No conclusion

was reached at this time.

Charles Heckman, Rt. 2, Box 25 presented data to support creation of more

medium and high cicnsiEy housing. He stated L-.liat: only 19% of market can afford

housing and only about 127,, can afford single family housing. He fel£ the

community must provide more medium and high densily land for today s teenagers.

Proponent: Thomas Hailey, 1225 Pennington Dr. N. proponent of property

at 8th between P.aci.fic and Wynooski indicafced fchat: current financing is restrictive

in regards to housing needs. He felt this arc'a would strengthen use of downtown

core area.. In acldtfcion, lie feels all guidelines have been met; there are

adequate collccfcor routes, schools, store. and clue. t;o low cost of land in Che older

sections of town this land should be considered. He presented written testimony

and pictures which are on file in the Planning Department:.

Proponent- Terry Mahr, 115 N. Washington, representing Oscar Gerth who owns

two parcels in North Main St:rcel: and Illinois cU-o.n indicated Chere are schools

in the ,-irp-a nnd n sdioo'l ,';LI:n is Co be Roon inclndcfl i.n tlie area. He feels Chc

area is buffnrod by a stro.nm from other nrcn.s nncl I'l-ic older liousc on Si-te could be
renovat-.cd • Hc* I~f1t; Die Cdiinlry coulcl pos.sibl y n^nnvat-.c t)u> street in area due to



-3-

County s lack of upkeep on Main Street prior to City's acceptance of street.

Rachel Kennedy, 1909 N. Springbrook Street asked if taxes go up according
to zone designations? Mr. Grobey indicated that taxes are based on assessed

valuation and if part of the valuation by the County is for land use or zone

then taxes would probably go up.

Additional discussion regarding separation of the comprehensive plan map and

zoning followed with a consensus of opinion indicating we should continue with
discussion under existing conditions and make no changes in format.

Proponent Rebuttal:

Jim Darby, 900 Wynooski j.ndicatcd inadequacy of sidewalks and abundance of
apartments in the area of 8Lh & Wynooski & Pacif-i.c were reasons for not

including this area in upzoning proposal. In addition, he cited street

inadequacy and sever situation also were adverse conditions in area.

Opponent Rebuttal:

Thomas Hailey, 1225 Pennington Dr. N. indicated that engineering was done on

an 8 ft. sewage system up Hess Creek which would help that neighborhood.
He would discourage access to Wynooski and its heavy use until it is improved.

Public Hearing Closed.

Mr. Cach s suggestion during previous discuss ion that the committees think in

terms of Plan Designation Changes rather than Zone Changes and consideration

of all lands Ehat have been mentioned in any context was further discussed.

It was recommended that decisions be made on a parcel by parcel basis with proposed

R-3 under discussion first and recommendations made by CIAC and then Planning

Commission. General, consensus was to discuss all areas previously mentioned i.n any x^7ay.

Motion: Cach-Adamson l:o adopi: six criteria as adequate to address the criteria

for a Comprehensive Plan Designation change. Motion carried unanimously by those

present.

R-3 Parcels

CIAC Motion: Sncll-H i-ndman to recommend to Counci.l the area along Blaine Street,

being west of Memorial Park from Third to die bus barns, approximately 9 acres

currently Konccl R-l and R-2 and designated LDR nnd MDR 07-1 Comprehensive Plan Map

\\ to be changed lo R-3 zoning and HDR Comprehen.sivc Plan designafcion, based oil

.'' j good street; access, good school access, evidence of sub-standard housing in area

and available traffic n.cl:work. Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, Afctrell, DeYoung, Grobey,

} Hindman, Hushes, Snell Nay: None Motion Carri.od.

Pl_anning Commission Motion- Youngman-Cach t:o rGcommend to Council the area along

Blaine Street, being wesi: of Memorial Park from Third to the bus barns, approximately
9 acreH currently zoned R-l and R-2 and designated LDR and MDR on Comprehensive

Plan Map to be changed to R-3 zoning and HDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based
on criteria I, 2, 3, 4 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Piros,

-Stanley, Tnmbleson, Yonnp;mnn Nay: None Mol:ion Cnrried.
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CIAC Motion: Grobey-Adamson to recommend to Council the area near Ehe intersection

o^^^-^-^.^^—^P-rJ-nS^r-o.o^..^}:^ ^ acres

currently designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed to an HDR
\ designation on the Comprehensive Plan Map, based on criteria 1, 2, 3 and 5.

I Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, Attrell, DeYoung, Grobey, Hindman, Hnghes, Snell--

/ Nay: None--Motion Carried.

Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Stanley to recommend to Council the area located at

the S.E. corner of the intersection of Second and Springbrook Street, approxi-

mately 8 acres currently designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed
to an HDR designation on the Comprehensive Plan Map, based on criteria 1, 4 and 5.

Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Piros, Stanley, Tumbleson, Youngman--

Nay: None--Motion Carried.
^

Mr. Grobey stepped down from the chair and abstained from voting on the next

motion as a member of either commitEee.

CIAC Motion: Attrell-Snell to recommend to CouncLl the area across from Mabel

Rush School north of the Mormon Church on Deborah Road, approximately 2.9 acres

currently zoned R-2 and designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be
changed to R-3 zoning and T1DR Comprehensive P'l.an designation, based on criteria

1, 2, 4 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, AtlrreU, Tie'Vwm'g, Hindman, Hughes, Snell--

Nay: None--Motion Carried.

Planning Commission^. Motion: Cach-Harris to recommend to Council the area across

from Mabel Rush School north of the Mormon Church on Deborah Road, approximately
2.9 acres currently i-'.oned R-2 and designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to

be changed to R-3 zoning and HDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on criteria

1, 2 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Harris, .Stanley, Youngman--Nay: Kriz, Piros,

Tumbleson- -Ah stain : GrobGy--Mot:i-on Carried.

Mr. Grobey resumed fche chair.

Property directly north and abutting the Paylcss Shopping Plaza along Springbrook
Road was pointed out at: this time by Staff. No motion was presented at this time

by CIAC or Planning Commi.ssicm.

CIAC Motion: DeYoung-Grobey to recommend to Council the area afc the northeast
corner of Springbrook and Crestview, approximately 13 acres currently zoned R-2

and designated MDR on t:he Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed to R-3 zoning and
HDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on criteria I, 2, 4 and possibly 5.

Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, DeYoung, Hlnclman, Snell--Nay: Attrell, Grobey, Hughes--

Mofcion Carried.

£l5j3nlj^&_Jl&iTynis_sjjon_Mo_t-:L^n_: Cach-Youngman to recommend to Council the area at t'r.e

northeast corner of Springbrook and Crestvle.w, approximately 13 acres currently

zoned R-2 and designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map 1:0 be changed to R-3

zoning and UDR Comprehcnsi.ve Plan designation, based on criteria 1 and 2.

Roll Call: Aye: Harris, St:anley--Nay: Grobcy, Kriz, Piros, Youngman, Tumbleson--

Mo Li on Failed.

A 5 mi.nute recess was called. Chairman Grobey recalled the meeting to order.

The Wcrth properly, 17 ncres was pointed out: at this time by Staff. No motion was

preBent:ed at: this time by CIAC or Planni.ng Commi.Ksion.
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CIAC Motion- Adamson-Grobey to nol: recommend to Council the property located

between 8th and 9th, Pacific and Wynooski, approxLmately 2 acres currently

zoned R-2 and designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to not be changed,
based on criteria 1, 2 and 3 not being met. Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, DeYoung,

Grobey, Hughes, Snell--Nay: Attrell-"Abstain: Hindman. Motion carried.

Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Grobey to recommend to Council the property

located between 8th and 9th,Pacific and Wynooski, approximately 2 acres currently
zoned R-2 and designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map bo be changed to R-3

zoning and HDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on criteria 2 and 4. Roll
Call: Aye: Cach--Nay: Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Piros, Stanley, Youngman, Tumbleson.

Motion failed.

CIAC Motion: Grobey-Snell to recommend i:o Council the property located South

of 3rd, West of Everest, approximately 3 acres currently zoned R-l and designated

LDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed to R-3 zoning and HDR Comprehensive

Plan designation, based on criteria 2, 3, and 5.

CIAC Motion to Amend; DeYoung-Grobey to include criteria 1 in preceding motion.
Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, Attrell, DeYoung, Grobey, Hindman, Hughes, Snell--

Nay: None--Amendment carried.

Vote on Amended Motion: Aye: Adamson, Atfcrell, DeYoung, Grobey, Hindman, Hughes,

Snell--Nay: None--Amended motion carried.

Planning Commission Mot^Lon: Youngman-Harris to rGcommend to Council the property

located South of 3rd, West of Everest, approximately 3 acres currently zoned R-l

and designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed to R-3 zoning and

HDR Comprehensive Plan cle-signafcion, based on. crj.L'eria 1, 2, 3 and 5. Roll Call:

Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Kriz, PiroB, Stanl.cy, Tumbleson, Youngman--Nay: None--

Motion ciarried.

CIAC Motion: Attrell-DeYoung to recommend fco Council the property N.E. and S.E.

of the intersection of 3rd and Everest, approximately 7.85 acres currently zoned

R-l and/6r designalred LDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed to R-3

zoning and/or 1IDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on criteria 1, 2 and 5.

Roll Call: Aye: Adcimson, Attrell, DeYoung, Grobey, Hindman, Hughes, Snell--Nay:
None--Motion carried.

Planning Commission Motion: Youngman-Stanley to recommend to Council the property

N.E. and S.E. of the j.nterHection. of 3rd and Kvcrest, approximately 7.85 acres

currently zoned R-l an<1/or designated LDR on (.-lie (comprehensive Plan Map to be

changed to R-3 zoning and/or 11DR CompTGlicn.s:tvc* P 1 nn clesignation based on criteria

1, 2 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Unrris, Piros, Stanley, Tumbleson, Young'

man, Kriz--Nay: None-~MoCion Carried.

CIAC Motion: Snell-Grobey to recommend to Council, the property located at the

N. E. corner of 2nd and Springbrook, approxj.mat-ely 7.7 acres currently designated

MDR on the. Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed Lo HDR Comprehensive Plan

designation based on criteria 1, 2, 3 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, Attrell,
DeYoung, Grobey, Hindman, Hnghes, Snell--Nay: None--Motion carried.

Planni.ng Commissioii Mot^ Cach-Youngman to recommend t:o Council the property

located afc the N.E. corner of 2nd and Springhrook, approximately 7.7 acres

currently designated MJ)R on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed to HDR
Comprehensive Plan dcsi.gnabion based on cri l-.crin 1, 2, 3 and 5. Roll Call:

Aye: Cnch, Grobp.y, Hnrris, Kriz, Piros, Stanl.c'y, Y<wngman--Nay: Tumbleson--

Mo 1: i o n c a r r j . e d.
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CIAC Motion: ACtrcll-Sncll t'-o C'IOHC discussion of fchc R-3 areas. Roll Call: Aye:

Adamson, Attrell, DeYoung, Grobey, Hindmai-t, llnghes, Snell--Nay: None--Motion carried.

Planning Conmission ^ Harris-Plros to proceed to consideration of R~2 areas.

Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Pi.ros, Stanley, Tumbleson--Nay:

Youngman--Mo<:ion carried.

Mr. Hindman, CIAC Member was excused.

R-2 Parcels

CIAC Motion: Afctrell-Grobey to recommend to Council the area north of Mountainview

Drive and east of Zimri, approximately 20 acres currently with Comprehensive Plan
designation LDR to be changed to MDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on
criteria 1, 2, 3 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, Attrell, Grobey, Hughes, Snell--

Nay: DeYoung--Moti.on carried.

CIAC Motion: Attrell-Grobey to recommend to Council the area north of Mountainview

and west of Zimri, approximately 20.5 acres currently with Comprehensive Plan

designation LDR to be changed to MDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on

criteria 1, 2, 3 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Att:rell--Nay: Adamson, DeYoung, Grobey,
Hughes, Snell--Motion failed.

Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Piros to recommend to Council the area north of

Mountainview Drive and east of Zimri, approximately 20 acres currently with Comp-

rehensive Plan designation LDR fco be changed to MDR Comprehensive Plan designation,
based on criteria 1, 2 [tvsS 3. Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Piros,

Stanley--Nay Kriz, Youngman, Tumbleson--MoEion carried.

Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Stanley to •recommend to Council the area north of

Mountainview and west of Zimri, approximately 20.5 acres currently with Comprehensive

Plan designation LDR to be changed 1:0 MDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on
criteria 1, 2 and 3. Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Piros, Stanley--

Nay Kriz, Youngman, Tumbleson--Motion carried.

CIAC^ Mption: Sncll-Grobey to recommend to Council the area in the general vicinity

of W. 5th Street approximately 42.5 acres (approx. 21 net buildable acres),

currently zoned R-l and/or designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed

to R-2 zoning and/or MDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on criteria 1, 2, 4
and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Attrell, DeYoung, Grobey, Hughes, Snell--Nay: Adamson--

Motion carried.

Planning CommiBRionMot:ion: Cach-Piros to recommend to Council the area in the

general vicinity of W. 5th Street, approximatel.y 42.5 acres (approx. 21 net buildable

acres), currenfcly zoned R-l and/or clesignat-.Gd LDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map

to be changed to R-2 zoning and/or MDR Comprehen.sivc Plan designation, based on

criteria 1, 2, 4 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Piros, Stanley,

Tumbleson--Nay: Youngman—Motion carried.

CIAC Motion: At'trell-Grobey to recommend to Council the area north of Illinois,

between the western UGB and College Street, approximately 23 acres currently zoned
R-l and designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan map, to be changed to R-2 zoning -

and MDR Comprehensive Plan designation, based on criteria 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5.
Roll Call: Aye: Attrell, DeYoung, Grobcy, Hughe.s, Snell, Adamson--Nay: None--

Motion carried.
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Planning Commission Motion: Harris-Piros to recommend to Council the area north

of Illinois, bel'-ween the western UGB and College. Street, approximately 23 acres

currently zoned R-l and designated LDR on the. Comprehensive Plan map, to be changed

to R-2 zoning and MDR Comprehensive Plan designati.on based on criteria 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5

Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Piros, Stanley, Tumbleson--Nay: Youngman-

Motion carried.

/-- CIAC Motion: Snell-Adamson to reconunend to Council the area north of Newberg

I Garbage Service east and west of Main, approximately 21.5 acres, currently zoned

\ R-l and designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan map, to be changed to R-2 zoning

and MDR Comprehensive Plan designation based on criteria 3 and 5. Roll Call:

Aye: Adamson—Nay: Attrell, DeYoung, Grobey, Hughes, Snell--Motion failed.

(Planning Commissioni Motion: Youngman-Stanley to recommend to Council the area

/north of Newberg Garblge Service east and west of Main, approximately 21.5 acres,

j currently zoned R-l and designated LDR on the- Comprehensive Plan map, to be changed
to R-2 zoning and MDR Comprehensive Plan designation based on criteria 1, 2,4 and 5.
Roll Call: Aye: Youngman--Nay: Cach, Grobey, Kriz, Piros, Stanley, Harris, Tumble-

\ son--Motion failed.

CIAC Motion: Adamson-Snell to recomnend to Council the area north of Columbia

between Main and College, approximately 17 acres currently zoned R-l and designated

LDR on the Comprehensive Plan map, to be changed to R-2 zoning and MDR Comprehensive

Plan designation based on criteria 3. Roll Call: Aye; Adamson, Attrell--Nay: DeYoung,
Grobey, Hughes, Snell--Motion failed.

Planning Commission Motion: Youngman-Cach to ncvt recommend to Council the area north

of Columbia between Main and College, approximately 17 acres curreiitly zoned R-l
and designated LDR on. the Comprehensive Plan map to be changed. Roll Call: Aye: Harri;

Cach, Piros, Stanley, Youngman, Tumbleson--Nay: Grobey, Kriz--Motion carried.

Planning Coinmission Motion: Kriz-Cach to recommend to Council an area approximately

300 feet N.W. and S.W. of intersection of College and Columbia, approximately 6 acres
currently zoned R-l and designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan map to be changed

to R-2 zoning and MDR Comprehensive Plan designation based on. criteria 1, 2, 3, 4 and
5. Roll Call: Aye:' Harris, Cach, Grobey, Stanley, Tumbleson, Kriz--Nay: Piros,

Youngman--Motion carried.

CIAC Motion: Grobey-Adamson to recommend to Council the area south of Third,

East of Everest, West of Sportsman Airpark, approximately 16.4 acres currently
designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan map to be changed to MDR Comprehensive
Plan designation based on criteria 1, 2, and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Adamson, Attrell,
DeYoung, Grobey, Hzighcs, Sn.e.ll--Nay: • None--M6t:ion carried.

Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Piros to recommend to Council the area south of

Third, East of Everest, West of Sportsman Airpark, approximately 16.4 acres currently

designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plam map fco be changed to MDR Comprehensive Plan

designation based on criteria 1, 2, and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris,

Kriz, Piros, Stanley, Tumbleson, Youngman--Nay: None--Motion Carried.

CIAC Motion: Snell-Adamson to recommend to'Council the area south of Third Street

between Sportsman Airpark and the Cemetary, approximately 9 acres currently

designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan map to be changed to MDR Comprehensivp

Plan designation based on lack of driteria 3. Roll Call: Aye: None--
Nay: Adamson, Attrell, DeYoung, Grobey, Huglies, Snell--Motion failed.
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Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Youngman to recommend to Council the area

south of Third Street between Sportsman Airpark and the Cemetary, approximately

9 acres currently designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan map to be changed to
MDR Comprehensive Plan designation.. Roll Call: Aye: None--Nay: Cach, Grobey,

Harris, Kriz, Piros, Stanley, Tumbleson, Youngman--Motion failed.

CT.AC Motion: Snell-Adamson to recommend t:o Council the area north of Mountainview

Drive abutting the east side of lless Creek, approximately 32 acres, currently

designated LDR on the Comprehen.sive Plan map to be changed to MDR Comprehensive
Plan designation. Roll Call: Aye: None-'-Nay: Adamson, Attrell, DeYoung, Grobey,

Hughes, Snell. Motion failed.

Planning Commission Motion: Youngman-Stanley to recommend to Council the area north

of Mountainview Drive abutting the east side of Hess Creek approximately 32 acres,
currently designated LDR on the Comprehensive Plan Map to be changed to MDR Comp-
rehensive Plan designation

Planning Commission Motion to Amend: Cach-Kriz to include...based on criteria 1, 2,

and 3...Motion carried unanimously by a voice vote.

Vote on Amended Motion: Aye: Cach, Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Stanley--Nay: Piros,

Youngman, Tumbleson--Motion carried.

R-3 Parcels, Planning Commission Consideration. Only

Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Youngman to recommend to Council an area north

of Snringbrook Plaza east of Springbrook Street, approximately 5.7 acres currently
zoned R-2 and designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan map to be changed to
R-3 zoning and HDR Comprehensive Plan designation based on criteria 1, 2, 3 and 5.

Roll Call: Aye: Cach, Sfcanley~-N!ay: Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Piros, Youngman,

Tumbleson--Motion, failed.

Planning Commission Motion: Cach-Stanley to recommend to Council an area north

of Springbrook Plaza east of Springbrook Street:, n-pproximately 3.0 acres currently

zoned R-2 and designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan map to be changed to

X-3 zoning and HDR Comprehensive Plan designation based on criterial, 2, 3 and 5.
Roll Call: Aye: None--Nay: Cach, Staley, Grobe-y, Harris, Kriz, Piros, Youngman,

Tu mb 1 G s on --Mo t ion failed.

Staff indicated at this time t.hat thGre was an excess of acreage in R-3.

Planninp; Commission Motion.: Cach-Piros to recommend to Council an area south

of the intersGctLon of 2nd and Springbrook, approximately 7.0 acres currently

designated MDR on the Comprehensive Plan map to be changed to HDR Comprehensive
Plan designation based on criteria 1, 4 and 5. Roll Call: Aye: Cach--Nay: Stanley,

Grobey Harris, Kriz, Piros, Youngman, Tumble.son--Motion failed.

Plajuiing Comnnssion^^^^^M^ Cach-Kriz to not. "rGcommend to Council an area known

as fche Werth property, approximatiely 17 acres as no criteria are met. Roll Call:

Aye: None--Nay: Cach, Sfcanley, Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Piros, Youngman, Tumbleson--

Motion Carried.

"~f""\

Planning Commissi-on MoLi.on: Kriz-Stanle.y to reduce,Quantity ol: property to be

recommended to CoinT.cU^^^^^^^^ north of Mount.'itrtvTcTw Drive east and west of

Zj.mri (rom 40.5 total ncres to 20 acres using only t:he soutlierly 10 acres of each

parcel for recommend at; 1011 to be clianged to MDK Comprehensive Plan designation.

Roll C;ill: Aye: Grobey, Harris, Kriz, Pi.ro.s, SI'anlcy-~Nay: Cach, Youngman, Tnmbleson--
Mo fc i on c ar r i c d .
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P. lan.ning Commission Motion: Kriz-Cach to reduce quantity of property to be

recommended to Council in area north of Mountainview Drive abutting the east

side of Hess Creek, approximately 32 acres, currently designated LDR on the
Comprehensive Plan map to use only the southerly 16 acres for recommendation

based on criteria 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6. Roll Call: Aye: Grobey, Harris, Kriz,
Piros, Stanley, Cach, Youngman, Tumble,-3on--Nay: None--Motion carried.

Staff indicated the need to continue fchis hearing to discuss die Comprehensive

Plan packets previously distributed and added there was additional information
to be dis@us.sed.

Planning Commission Motion: Stanlcy-Cach to continue Ehis hearing to Tuesday,

March 24, 1981 at 7:00 to be in conjunction with CIAC. Carried unanimously

by those present.



CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
PLANNING COMMISSION

JOINT MEETING
Tuesday, March 3, 1981 7:00 P.M.

The meeting was called to order by Hal Grobey.

CIAC Members Present:

Hal Grobey Andy Anderson
Leonard Attrell Gary Windsor
Jim DeYoung Sally Adamson

Planning Commission Members Present:

John Cach Hal Grobey

Jean Harris Jack Kriz

Rebecca Piros Jim Tumbleson

Staff Present:

Rick Faus, City Attorney

Clay Moorhead, Planning Director

Barb Mingay, Recording Secretary

Others Present: Approximately 39 Citizens

Chairman Grobey requested the minutes of previous meeting be read at

the conclusion of joint hearings.

Planning Commission members Bob Youngman and Art Stanley now present.

CIAC member Rebecca Page now present.

Chairman Grobey again restated hearing procedure to be followed and he

indicated testimony would be heard from proponents or opponents of
areas not yet spoken to. Time limit of 6 minutes was again placed on

each party speaking. Additional testimony concerning previously spoken to
areas would also be taken if not repetitive.

Staff indicated each area to be considered for up-zoning on a map and their

current designations.

CIAC member Charlie Hindman now present.

The following testimony will be referenced to area numbers given in

February 24, 1981 CIAC/Planning CommissiDn minutes:

Area 4 - Additional testimony: Area north of Mountainview between Zimri

Drive and Springbrook Road, requested to be changed from Comprehensive
Plan designation LDR (Low Density Residential) to MDR (Medium Density Res-
•idential).

Proponent: Terry Mahr, Attorney aL Law, 511 N. Washington, representing C.R. Moe,

indicated that the following criteria are met regarding this parcel:
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Criteria 1 - Springbrook Road is a major arteri-al into the area.

Criteria 2 - A major shopping center and schools are nearby

Criteria 3 - This type of zone. is not specifically concentrated in one area, |

but appears all over town. In addition, an R-2 zone. would act |

as a buffer. I

A planned unit development could be very readily created in this
area. I

Criteria 4 - This criteria is probably not met as there is not a great deal
of sub-standard housing in the area.

Criteria 5 - The property does not require additional or improved roads at
this time - Probable annexation to City will not occur for 2-3 years

at least. |
Criteria 6 - On basis of priority, criteria I, 2, 3 and 5 seem to be adequately

satisfied.

Question to Proponent:

Mr. Youngman requested Mr. Mahr speak to the question of buffering. Mr. Mahr

indicated R-2 would act as a buffer between induslrrially zoned property and
pre-existing rural subdivisions in the area.

Mr. Larry Johnson, Rt. 2, Box 47, asked how far Lhis area extends up hill.

Staff indicated location of property was on bofch sides of Zimri Drive up to the
Roberts Lane.development area.

Proponent: John Garland, Rt. 2, Box 28, ML. View Dr., indicated proximity

to schools, buffering from light industrial zoning to other properties and
overall location in community were reasons for up-zoning this area.

Proponent: James Morgan, Rt. 2, Box 39, owner of part of property in this

area, stated that properties are accessible to Mountainview Drive, to schools,

shopping and that a possible park in area would be convient.

Opponent: Arthur Roberts, 2514 Roberts Lane, prefers R-l, small lov density

housing which would fit in area better. Solar paneled type housing would be
appropriate to the site due to south slope of hill. The community would be
enhanced by R-l rather than medium density. He noted printing error in
paper advertisement regarding zone designation proposed and location of site.

Questions to Opponent:

Mr. Mahr asked Mr. Roberts his opinion of buffering between industrial and
housing zones. Mr. Roberts indicated that the industrial park currently

near the site is kept in very good condition and is well maintained. It would

be a good neighbor to single family homes. This large of an area proposed for
up-zoning is out of proportion to other types of housing in area. Other

locations closer to City center would be more appropriate.

Opponent:: Fern Roberts, 2514 Roberts Lane indicated Adec and Technical Images
are preferred as a buffer i-o townhouses currently classed in R-3 zone. She would

prefer other industrial parks across Mountainview Drive rather than R-2 housing.

^Questions to Opponent:

Mr. DeYoung asked Mrs. Roberts which townhouses were objectionable and her

response was the Eownhouses located in the north section of Spring Meadow.
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Opponent: Delbert Ellis, 2009 N. Springbrook Street indicated there is already

to much traffic in the area.

Opponent: Rachell Kennedy, 1909 N. Springbrook Street, is opposed because
of sewer and water problems in area. Sewer lines are being cleaned out at

her location often. Springbrook Road is over-crowded already. There is

an over-concentration of high density housing in the area already. She discussed

a number of units currently existing in area (identified by quantity) which
are zoned R-3. She indicated there was a large amount of school and

industrial traffic in the area also.

Questions to Opponent:

Mr. Tumbleson asked staff if the City has a traffic count on Springbrook Street

and staff indicated there has been no traffic study to date but development

in area is for the year 2000.

Mr. Youngman asked Mr. Roberts if a PUD overlay on the property would change

his opinion of the zoning proposed. Mr. Roberts indicated that a PUD was
considered at one time but up-zoning now would not be of assistance later in

achieving a PUD. Single family homes would be more appealing. Mr. Grobey
indicated that the City cannot place a PUD sub-district classification on

the property at this time. Mr. Roberts responded that since a PUD cannot

be placed at this time an R-l designation would better protect this area.

Opponent: Estelle Dare, 1901 N. Springbrook St. is opposed for the above
reasons.

Area 3 - Additional testimony: North Main Street and Illinois, requested
to be changed from R-l to R-2.

Proponent: Vida Staley, 1400 E. First, property owner in area 3. She
indicated up-zoning to R-2 would be okay.

Qpppnent: Diane Canfield, 115 E. Illinois. She indicated that the proposed
school property in Crater Lane area has not been approved and without additional
school, any more homes will overload Central School creating more busing.

Opponent: Josephine Rose, for her father, a resident at 735 N. College,
is concerned about the potential increase in taxes. This property is just under
3 acres and her father is 92. She checked with Yamhill County on increase
in taxes and the County indicated probable tax increases due to reassessment

in next several years. She is concerned that they will be forced to sell
due to tax increases because re-zoning will increase the value of her father's

property. She wanted to know if re-zdning will have the effect of increased

taxes.

Question to Opponent:

Mr. Cach asked Ms. Rose if property was in the City and she indicated it

was in the City limits. Mr. Cach asked staff if a change in the Comprehensive

Plan designation automatically changes the zoning district. Staff responded

that all Comprehensive Plan designations on Comprehensive Plan map correspond

to zone designations on Zoning map relating to residential uses.



Mr. Grobey indicated that as property values in area increase, taxes

will also increase.

Staff explained the purpose of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning designations
and the method of enactment: of each. Mr. Grobey indicated zone changes would

be enacted at the time the Comprehensive Plan designation was changed on areas

within the City limits. Areas in the Urban Growth Boundary not in the City

limits would not have County zoning designations changed until time of
annexation to the City.

Dick Daugherty, 1204 Marguerifce Way, neutral status, asked for clarification
of selection methods of previously presented parcels. He wanted to know if

choice of each site was made by land boundary design or because of acreage

involved. Staff indicated examples of different areas in which both methods
of selection were used.

Mr. Daugherty asked what criteria staff based selection on prior to committee

establishment of currently used criteria. Mr. Grobey stated criteria were

established prior to property selection.

Mr. Daugherty asked why Lhis area (Area 3) was not extended further north
toward Pinehurst Drive. He. felt the same criteria were applicable to this

additional property.

Mr. Cach asked Mr. Dougherty to locate the proposed location. Mr. Dougherty

indicated extension (of area 3) to Pinehurst Drive would be in order using
the. same. criteria staff used. He indicated that if property were, re-zoned

development could begin immediately on vacant parcels.

Mrs. Canfield asked Mr. Dougherty the location of Marguerite Way and he
indicated it was located in Reed Park, east of Main.

Area 1 - Addi.tional testimony: Across from Mabel Rush School north of Mormon

Church on Deborah Road, requested to be changed from R-2 to R-3.

Opponent: Gene Platt, 1701 Cedar Street, stated the integrity of the neigh-
borhood is maintained by lower density housing and the area is already saturated

with high density from Haworth to Douglas. High density loses its appeal quicker

as can be seen by existing high density disrepair in the neighborhood.

Opponent: Estelle Dare, 1901 N. Springbrook Street, stated there is a high
feoncentratioft of'apartments in the area, hazards to school children and is

opposed to up-zoning.

Area 6 - Additional testimony: The northeast corner of the intersection of

Crestview and Springbrook, requested to be changed from R-2 to R-3.

Opponent: Mrs. Delbert Ellis, 2009 N. Springbrook is opposed, area is unsafe

for additional children.

Area 8 - Additional testimony: In and around the area located at the intersection
of Third and Church Streets, requested to be changed from R-2 to R-3.

Leroy Nollette, 704 S. Willamette asked for staff to indicate the location
of area on a map and staff did so.
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Opponent: Jim Darby, 900 Wynooski asked what drainage was in the area. His

property in the canyon is flooding more now and he would like to see corrections

to flooding problems before more housing is created.

Chairman Grobey called a five minute recess.

Other properti.es proposed:

Proponent: Arnold Peterson, 8240 S. W. Terwilliger, Portland representing

C.R. Moe, o\mer of property lying north of Technical Images (west of area 4)

containing roughly 32 acres, Tax Lot 3208-4400 proposed change for up-zoning
to R-2 -or R-3. He did not speak to the criteria.

Proponent: Thomas Hailey, 1225 Pennington Dr. N. part owner at 8th between
Pacific and Wynooski indicated he would like this property to be considered
for up-zoning from R-2 to R-3 with a S-R subdistrict. He had previously

applied to the Planning Commission for such a change , and was denied because
Wynooski was a sub-standard street. He i-ndicated staff recommendation of

Comprehensive Plan change did not occur. He felt the site had other access

roads and was a suitable site. Tax lot 3220CA-1300, -1400, -1401 and additional

properties are involved totaling approximately 2.1 acres.

Mrs. Piros asked Mr. Hailey what his property ownership involved. Hailey

stated he is \ owner of property.

Opponent: Jim Darby, 900 Wynooski wanted confirmation of rejection of

Mr. Haileys parcels for zone change by the Planning Commission and Commission

confirmed its findings. Mr. Darby indicated the area still doesn t have

adequate sewer facilities, Wynooski is sub-standard. Pacific is not adequate,

drainage is not adequate and he is still opposed to a zone change. He mentioned
letters which were sent in opposition to this proposal at originial time of
request before Planning Commission. Same people were still in opposition.

^roponent^: Emerson Walton, owner of property at the S.E. corner of Third and

Everest Road approximately 6.85 acres, T. L. 3220-1200 proposed his property
to be up-zoned from current Comprehensive Plan designation LDR to HDR (R-3).
He felt criteria are probably all met on this parcel.

Oppwient: Sally Marshall, 200 Pinehurst Drive indicated she is opposed to
extending Area 3 described by Dick Dougherty. She felt this area1only meets
one or two criteria. There is already a concentration of housing in this

area. She wanted to know what happened to park site designation.

Staff responded that park site is still designated and is in the Park & Rec
long-range plans.

Ms. Marshall felt there were inadequate park sites now and doesn't wish to see
additional R-2 in her backyard.
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The following letters were submitted for consideration:

Area 4
Area 4
Area 6

Areas 4 & 6
Area 4

George & Kristy Knickrehm, Rt. 2, Box 48, Newberg - Opponent,

Raymond & Clifistine Nelson, T.L. 3208-300 - Opponent,

Estella Dare, Nona Klohs, 1.901 N. Springbrook Rd. - Opponent,

Mr. & Mrs. Paul Kennedy, 1909 N. Springbrook St. - Opponent,

Arthur Roberts, George Fox College, Newberg - Opponent,

Lucille Adams, 1404 Hoskins St. stated her opposiEion to area north of Mounfcainview
Drive. She made a suggestion that older, close-in areas be re-zoned first.

Secondly, if Mountainview is to be re-zoned, the CiEy should consider only

part of.

Staff indicated an additional continued meetring should be established March 12,

Thursday, at 7:00 P.M. General discussion of further testimony eligibility

followed with information about notice requirements for newly proposed areas

being stated by Counsel. Notification of completion of public testimony on all
areas will be published prior to March 12 final hearing date.

Motion: (CT.AC) llindinan-Atlrell to continue joi.nt meeting of CIAC/Planning
Commission to March 12, 1981 at 7:00 P.M. Motion carried by those present.

Motion: (Planning Commission) Stan.ley-Piros to continue joint meeting of CIAC/
Planning Commission to March 12, 1981 at 7:00 P.M. Motion carried by tliose

present.

Motion: (CIAC) DeYoung-Adams on Eo continue hearing to discuss Comprehensive Plan
packets. Motion carried by those present.

Motion: (Planning Commission) Youngman-Stanley to continue hearing to discuss

Comprehensive Plan packets. Motion carried by those present.

Clay Moorhead reviewed Comprehensive Plan correction pages specifically

referencii-tg a packet which members of both bodies have received for review.

A brief general discussion of the packet followed.

Staff introduced Mary Dorman, Yamhill County Coordinator and distributed

her staff report to Yamhill County Planning Commission.

Motion: Stanley-Piros to express appreciation to staff for time spent on

gathering material. Motion carried by those present.

Chairman Grobey instructed both committees to review all pertinent material

prior to March 12 hearing and suggested the following order of agenda:
1. Priority of acreages and decision to Council regarding up-zoned lands

2. Comprehensive Plan documenl: revision review

Staff recommended attendance at the County Planning Commission hearing, Thunsday,

March 5, 1981 at the County Courthouse at 7:30. Attendance by as many members
of both committees as possible was encouraged and staff also suggested continued

negotiations with the County regarding passage of our Comprehensive Plan.

Mary Dorman reviewed the staff report to Yamhill County Planning Commission.

General discussion and comments from both CIAC and Planning Commission members

followed. There was general agreement that coordination of efforts between

the City and County should be strived for.



CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
PLANNING COMMISSION

JOINT MEETING
Tuesday, February 24, 1981

The meeting was called to order by Hal Grobey.

CIAC Members Present:

Hal Grobey Rebecca Page
Sally Adamson Dr. Herman Hughes

Gary Windsor Jim DeYoung

Planning Commission Members Present:

Bob Youngman Jack Kriz

Hal Grobey Jean Harris

Oscar Gerth Jim Tumbleson

John Cach Arthur Stanley

Staff Present:

Rick Faus, City Attorney

Clay Moorhead, Planning Director

Barb Mingay, Recording Secretary

Others Present: Approximately 57 Citizens

Chairman Grobey informed audience as to method of hearing procedure.

Clay Moorhead, Planning Director gave background information regarding

purpose of the Comprehensive Plan, LCDC s involvement and reason for
potential up-zoning. He indicated areas on a map which are under consideration

for such up-zoning.

Rebecca Piros, Planning Commissioner, now present.

Public Hearing open.

Mr. Moorhead indicated the number of hearings that have taken place and

presented the criteria which will be used to select areas for up-zoning.

Chairman Grobey indicated a 6 minute time limit has been placed on individual

testimony.

The following areas were proposed for change in zoning. Proponents and
opponents are indicated for each area.

Area 1: Across from Mabel Rush School north of Mormon Church on Deborah Rd,

requested to be chaiiged from R-2 to R-3.

Proponent: Earl Sandager, Rt. 1, Box 28B wishes to have his parcel across

from Mabel Rush School north of the Mormon Church on Deborah considered for
change from R-2 to R-3. He believes the following criteria have been met:
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1.) The. property is next to an arterial (Deborah Rd.) 2.) It is across
from a school, not in a congested area. 5.) It is close to transportation.

4.) N/A Property adjacent to this parcel should also be considered as
it would become an island. His property involves approximately one acre.

Chai-rman Grobey indicated he would abstain from voting when this issue

is brought up for vote.

Area 2: Third to Fifth lying west of Dayton Avenue, requested to be changed
from R-l to R-2.

Opgonent:. Leon Blanchard, 314 W. Fifth, asked if there was only one fire
hydrant in this area. Chairman Grobey indicated facilities will be installed
should improvements be made in the future in this area. Mr. Blanchard

opposed up-zoning to R-2 on Fifth due to law enforcement problems, only 1

fire hydrant, drainage problems, unpaved street, dead-end street with only

one exit for traffic.

Chairman Grobey asked proponent if any criteria were met in this area.

Mr. Blanchard indicated some but not all were met.

Opponent: Alfred Littau, 409 W. FifLh was opposed to Fifth Street up-zoning.
After reading a description to audience of R-l area from the Newberg Zoning

Ordinance, he indicated he has been a homeowner at this site approximately

4-5 years, he enjoys neighborhood rapport: in this area which would be lost
with a higher density neighborhood. He would like to see R-2 housing types
described more accurately.

Staff described examples of R-l, R-2 and R-3 lot; sizes with equivalent

number of units possible on each lot.

Mr. Littau asked for clarification of LCDC. Staff indicated the City must.

comply with 15 goals set by the State with final acceptance of our plans
determined by State LCDC.

Mr. Littau expressed a commitment to single family living. He indicated

multi-family units tiend to deteriorate due to lack of commitment.

Mr. Grobey indicated we are committed to fulfilling State requirements also.

Opponent: Jim Hulet, 515 Dayton doesn t think older section of town should
be destroyed and also that intersection at: Fifth & Dayton is dangerous .

He has an objection to developments already taking place in the area and
questioned why up-zoning couldn t take place in some of the newer portions

of the City. This area has small lots, narrow streets and drainage problems.

He indicated that additional housing would cause a severe effect on property
owners in the area. He asked who made selection of areas to be up-zoned.

Staff indicated a general selection was made to be refined at this hearing.

Mr. Hulet asked why more citizens weren t here as proponents for this area.

Mr. Grobey indicated that very little community cesponse comes forth except

when people become angry .
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Mr. Youngman requested audience to consider and put forth any additional
areas that meet criteria for consideration by the Committees.

Mr. Grobey requested a show of hands in opposition to the proposed area
from Third to Fifth lying West. of Dayton Ave. 21 Members of audience indicated

their opposition.

Opponent: Wes Cosand, 200 W. Fourth, indicated criteria #4 is not met as

the stability of this section of town not always apparent on the surface

but still is in existence. Young people who aren t able to afford more

expensive housing are moving into the area and upgrading the homes.

Copies of the criteria used to chose sites for up-zoning were handed out
to the audience at this time.

Opponent: Dweight, Hageman, 510 W. Fifth indicated some of the homes were
built in the early 1900 s, there are unpaved streets, poor access and he
was opposed to a change in zoning.

Opponent: Harold Vols, 417 S. Harrison, is opposed as the streets are narrow,

unpaved, there are lots of children in the area, upzoning would cause an

increase in school population causing overcrowding.

Opponent: Tom Bailey, 420 S. Harrison, indicated narrow streets, unpaved,
dead-end street, not accessible. He moved into area to get away from rentals.

Opponent: Richard E. Meyer, 200 W. Second, is opposed to up-zoning. He refered

to American Village parking problem. He doesn t wish to see street parking
in this area.

Ojyponent: Rachel Kennedy, 1909 N. Springbrook St. indicated visitor parking

is not allowed in American Village parking lot.

Opponent: Glint Donaldson, 512 Dayton indicated there would be a driving

hazard created in this area.

Opponent: Robert Hill,214 W. Fifth, stated his opposition.

Mr. Leon Blanchard, an opponent answered a general question that if improvements

were placed in area, what would opposition to up-zoning be, by stating that

creek in area is still a detriment to additional housing, especially if it
meant additional children would be in area. There would still be very poor

drainage.

Tom Tucker, a GIAC member, now present.

Ojrponent: Gale Hughes, 1909 Springbrook Street, questioned if neighbors of
proposed up-zoning areas also contacted about hearing.

Staff indicated only newspaper advertising is required. Additional notices
were sent out to affected property owners but are not a requirement.

Opponent: Al Littau indicated that if that street (5th) is widened, many

property fronts would be infringed on.
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Proponent: Judy Brunner, 413 W. 5th, also owner of 415A & B W. 5th, also

representing Bob Mallott, has built a duplex on 5th St. and has felt no

adverse impact. She has installed (paid for) a public usage manhole on

5th St. She wishes to see street paved in this area. Zoning in the area
was originally R-2 which was changed Co R-l last year. The City lot abuts

her property and Newberg River Rock, which is very noisy, also abuts her
property. An R-2 zone is designated to be a buffer zone and at present

her house is the buffer to the surrounding neighborhood. Schools are

available, a park is available, and safety is no different in this
neighborhood than elsewhere In town. Other duplexes are in area.

Transportation onto a main highway is available (99W). The neighborhood
has been upgraded parLly due to duplexes in this area.

Questions to Proponent::

Tom Bailey asked for clarification of her property and she idicated its

location on a map.

Leon Blanchard indicated there is more than one problem drainage area.

Manhole doesn t solve fche problem. He asked if area is up-zoned, how

are improvements going to be obtained. Judy Brunner indicated a petition
for street improvement will be presented at Council at that time.

POLL: Planning Commission/ClAC was polled as to the desirability of
continuing this meeting to March 3, 1981 at 7:00 P.M. Decision in favor
of continuance was unanimously carried by those present.

Area3: North Main Street and Illinois, requested to be changed from R-l
to R-2.

Opponent: Diane Canfield, 115 E. Illinois, is opposed. North Main is in
poor shape.and property owners would be the ones assessed for this improvement

to be done. She chose this site because of its zoning.

Opponent: Ray Mahaney, 709 Wynooski indicated oposition.

Opponent: Scott Canfield, 115 E. Illinois, doesn't want to have R-2 zone in

his backyard. He is opposed Co change.

Opponent: Ted Payne, 301 W. Illinois, is noL for or against.

Questions to Opponents:

Jim DeYoung asked Diane Canfield if her property borders Main Street.

She indicated it does not.

Area 4: Area north of Mountainview between. Zimri Drive and Springbrook
Road, requested to be changed from Comprehensive Plan designation LDR

(Low Density Residential) to MDR (Medium Density Residential).

Proponent: James Morgan, Rt. 2, Box 39, property owner in this area,

indicates that property is near schools, transportation, shopping and

open ground.

Question to Proponent::

Mr. Adams, 1404 Hoslcins asked Mr. Morgan if he owned property involved or
if he represents someone who owns land. Mr. Morgan stated he was owner of

land involved.
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Opponent: Jack Nulsen, Attorney at Law, 817 E. First St., representing

Delbert Ellis, property owner in the area and A-Dec, property owner in area.

He indicated this area was represented in the paper to be changed from R-l to

R-3. He indicated that as more high density is needed, any property with

high density placed outside of the City limits would be pressured into annexing
earlier than usual. Currently he believes it is the policy of the City not
to annex unless by request of citizens. He indicates that this area does

fit 1-3 of the criteria and 4 doesn't apply. The County road is not sufficient
for a higher usage and right-of-way problems are still under work by A-Dec

and the County.

Opponent: Lucille Adams, 1404 Hoskins prefers R-l to R-2 in this area.

Questions to Proponent:

Mr. Tucker asked Mr. Nulsen what Adec's specific objection was. Mr. Nulsen

indicated Adec doesn t desire to see rapid development adjacent to industrial
land.

Mr. Nulsen also was asked about Adec's ownership of adjacent land and he

indicated they owned property to the south however they do not want to
develop this area yet. They feel it is premature. Street is not an arterial

street yet.

Questions to Opponents:

Rachell Kennedy doesn t want to see road improvements in this area yet.

She asked Mr. Morgan how soon property is proposed to be developed. He indicated

within several years, as soon as they can annex.

Mr. Cach asked Mr. Nulsen what zone he believes is ideally compatible to

be adjacent to an industrial complex like Adec. Mr. Nulsen indicated that

R-l or higher would be appropriate but the time is not right yet.

Mr. Youngman asked Mr. Nulsen his recommendation of other areas. Mr. Nulsen

offered none.

Mrs. Adams indicated the run-down areas of Newberg north of Second Street
toward Central School should be considered for up-zoning.

Area 5: General Parcels to the north of Newberg such as Ann s Addition,
Binkley Subdivision, and other newly laid out but undeveloped subdivisions,

proposed for up-zoning to either R-2 or R-3.

Proponent: Glint Donaldson, 512 Dayton Ave, indicated the above areas would

have easy access to schools and were as yet unestablished neighborhoods.

Question to Proponent:

Mr. Morgan questioned what happened to alternate route to Highway 240.
Staff responded that route will be developed :Ln the future as an arterial.

Chairman Grobey called a five minute recess.
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Area 6: The northeast corner of the intersection of Crestview and Springbrook,

requested to be changed from R-2 to R-3.

Proponent: Barclay Tompkins, 2102 N. Springbrook Street, indicated that with
change to high density, perhaps improvements would be taken care of, schools

are close and streets are available.

Questions to Proponent:

Rachell Kennedy asked Mr. Tompkins when development starts if he intends to
move. lie indicated lie might be moving.

Estelle Dare asked Mr. Tompkins who surrounding property owners were.

He indicated Wilfred Couch, Mr. Stout have property on west side.

Jim Deyoung asked Mr. Toropkins if he was more in favor of up-zoning to R-2 or

R-3. Mr. Tompkins indicated R-3 would be most beneficial. Mr. DeYoung

asked if Mr. Barclay understood use of beffering to which he responded he

really did not.

Opponent: Rachell Kennedy, 1909 N. Springbrook Street, indicated she was
opposed to R-3 due Eo excessive traffic. Charges for improvements are going

to be $65.00 a foot for road development so high density area can be developed
She indicated speed on street is already excessive and sewer problems occur

oft:e. High density apartments currently in the area are not nice appearing.

If road is improved half of her yard will be removed. She is very opposed
to additional traffic on this road.

Opponent; Gale Hughes, 1909 Springbrook Street. He indicated people have
moved to this area for keeping of livestock, and he is very opposed to
high density.

Opponent: Estelle Dare, 1901 N. Springbrook SLreet. She stated that only
part of criteria, are met in this area as there is no place for kids to play,

only a school yard. The road would have fco be widened if high density were
allowed.

Opponent: Jack Stout, 3301 Crestview Drive, stated residents of the area are

being divided by disagreement. Some are elderly. He indicated that Criteria

1 is met by accessability of Springbrook road and part of criteria 2 is met
by location of Springbrook Plaza down the street, however there are no parks

in the area and the area is overloaded wifch apartment complexes already.

There are not substandard houses in the area. Criteria five is not met

as he is a taxpayer and since he is a property owner in the area, he would

also have to pay for improvements to the road.

Questions to Opponent:

Mr. Cach questioned Mr. Stout about City payment for improvements to benefit

only a few property owners. Mr. Stout stated older people cannot bear the

cost of improvements. If the City would pick up the cost for improvement,

he felt there would be a lot less opposition to this up-zoning. He also

stated that Springbrook is one of the main routes to A-dec.

Mr. DeYoung asked Mrs. Kennedy if she was aware some property in this area

is R-2 and if she felt this changing of this parcel would have as much or
more impact as the other properCy. She indicated she was originally told
her property would be R-l.
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Opponent: Jack Nulsen, Attorney at Law, 817 E. First St., representing

Delbert Ellis, property owner in the area and A-Dec, property owner in area.

He indicated this area was represented in the paper to be changed from R-l to

R-3. He indicated that as more high density is needed, any property with

high density placed outside of the City limits would be pressured into annexing

earlier than usual. Currently he believes it is the policy of the City not
to annex unless by request of citizens. He indicates that this area does

fit 1-3 of the criteria and 4 doesn't apply. The County road is not sufficient
for a higher usage and right-of-way problems are still under work by A-Dec

and the County.

Opponent: Lucille Adams, 1404 Hoskins prefers R-l to R-2 in this area.

Questions to Proponent:

Mr. Tucker asked Mr. Nulsen what Adec's specific objection was. Mr. Nulsen

indicated Adec doesn t desire to see rapid development adjacent to industrial

land.

Mr. Nulsen also was asked about Adec s ownership of adjacent land and he

indicated they owned property to the south however they do not want to
develop this area yet. They feel it is premature. Street is not an arterial
street yet.

Questions to Opponents^:

Rachell Kennedy doesn't want to see road improvements in this area yet.

She asked Mr. Morgan how soon property is proposed to be developed. He indicated
within several years, as soon as they can annex.

Mr. Cach asked Mr. Nulsen what zone he believes is ideally compatible to

be adjacent to an industrial complex like Adec. Mr. Nulsen indicated that

R-l or higher would be appropriate but the time is not right yet.

Mr. Youngman asked Mr. Nulsen his recommendation of other areas. Mr. Nulsen

offered none.

Mrs. Adams indicated the run-down areas of Newberg north of Second Street:

toward Central School should be considered for up-zoning.

Area 5: General Parcels to the north of Newberg such as Ann s Addition,
Binkley Subdivision, and other newly laid out but undeveloped subdivisions,

proposed for up-zoning to either R-2 or R-3.

P^roppnent; Glint Donaldson, 512 Dayton Ave, indicated the above areas would

have easy access to schools and were as yet unestablished neighborhoods.

Question to Proponent:

Mr. Morgan questioned what happened to alternate route to Highway 240.

Staff responded that route will be developed in the future as an arterial.

Chairman Grobey called a five minute recess.
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Area 6; The northeast corner of the intersection of Crestview and Springbrook,
requested to be changed from R-2 to R-3.

Proponent: Barclay Tompkins, 2102 N. Springbrook Street, indicated that with
change to high density, perhaps i.mprovemcntrs would be taken care of, schools

are close and streets are available.

Questions to Proponent:

Rachell Kennedy asked Mr. Tompkins when development starts if he intends to
move. He indicated he might: be moving.

Estelle Dare asked Mr. Tompkins who surrounding property owners were.

He indicated Wilfred Couch, Mr. Stout have property on west side.

Jim Deyoung asked Mr. Torepkins if he was more in favor of up-zoning to R-2 or

R-3. Mr. Tompkins indicated R-3 would be most beneficial. Mr. DeYoung

asked if Mr. Barclay understood use of beffertng to which he responded he

really did not.

Opponent: Rachell Kennedy, 1909 N. Springbrook Street, indicated she was
opposed to R-3 due to excessive traffic. Charges for improvements are going

to be $65.00 a foot for road development so high densiCy area can be developed
She indicated speed on street is already excessive and sewer problems occur

ofte. High density apartmcnts currently i.n the area are not nice appearing.

If road is improved half of her yard will be removed. She is very opposed

to additional traffic on this road.

Opponent: Gale Hughes, 1909 Springbrook Street. He indicated people have
moved to this area for keeping of livestock, and he is very opposed to

high density.

Opponent: Estelle Dare, 1901 N. Springbrook Street. She stated that only
part of criteria are met in this area as there is no place for kids to play,
only a school yard. The road would have to be widened if high density were
allowed.

Opponent; Jack Stout, 3301 Crestview Drive, stated residents of the area are

being divided by disagreement. Some are elderly. He indicated that Criteria

1 is met by accessability of Springbrook road and part of criteria 2 is met

by location of Springbrook Plaza down the streeL, however there are no parks
in the area and the area is overloaded with apartment complexes already.

There are not substandard houses in the area. Criteria five is not met

as he is a taxpayer and since he is a properLy owner in the area, he would

also have to pay for improvements to the road.

Questions to Opponent:

Mr. Cach questioned Mr. Stout about City payment for improvements to benefit

only a few property owners. Mr. Stout stated older people cannot bear the

cost of improvements. If the City would pick up the cost for improvement,

he felt there would be a lot less opposition to this up-zoni.ng. He also

stated that Springbrook is one of the main rouLes t-o A-clec.

Mr. DeYoung asked Mrs. Kennedy if she was aware some property in this area

is R-2 and if she felt this changing of this parcel would have as much or
more. impact as the other property. She indicated she was originally told

her property would be R-l.
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Area 7: Near the intersection of Second and Springbrook Road, requested

to be changed from Comprehensive Plan Designation MDR (Medium Density Resi-
dential to HDR (High Density Residential).

Proponent: Neil Radar, Rfc. 4, Box 367, owner of part of the proposed property,
indicated he felt this area would be good for future development.

Question to Proponent:

Mr. Joyce, 518 Wynooski asked Mr. R;idar whal: effect up-zoning would have.

on his taxes. Mr. Radar indicated it would have no effect as long as the

property remained in County.

Area 8: In and around the area located at the intersection of Third and
Church Streets, requested to be changed 'from R-2 to R-3.

Walter Joyce, 518 Wynooski, neutral citizen, indicated property is in an
area 1/3 of which is in a General Hazard area.

No proponents or opponents wished to be heard.

Area 9: Along Blaine Street, being west of Memorial Park from Third
to the bus barns, requested to be changed from R-2 to R-3.

Opponent: George Wenker, 313 S. Blaine, indicated there is excessive
traffic in this area. Cars don t stop for trains, there have been car

accidents with animals and cars hitting train. Kids are going back
and forth to the park. Very poor drainage is in area.

Mr. Tucker indicated he has financial interest in some property in this

proposed section.

Proponent: Judy Brunner, 413 W. 5th, also representing Keith Wright, 308 E.
5th under their jcdnt ownership. If this area is changed to R-3, they

would consider undertaking improvements to their older home. All criteria

are met, including accessible schools, access roads, shopping, in an older

area, and also this area would act as a buffer area between residential

and school areas and Railroad.

Area 10: Hal Grobey, 1412 Deborah, has property currently zoned R-2 which

abuts~area proposed by Earl Sandager (Area 1). This property meets all
criteria for R-3 and Mr. Grobey indicated he would abstai.n from any voting

on this parcel.

Jack Kriz indicated the following other parcels for consideration in re-zoning:

1. Near Columbia at College
2. Vacant land behind Springbrook Plaza
3. South of Second Street and North of the cemetary
4. South of Crestview - east and west of Springbrook Road

Staff was asked if park area in Springbrook area was still designated Park

on the Comprehensive Plan and staff indicated yes it was even without Park
budget approval. Staff also explained tl-ie methods the Park District: must

follow in purchasing park zoned land.

Mr. Grobey cautioned the joint committees to review the Comprehensive Plan

update information prior to Tuesday, March 3, next: joint meeting.

County review of our Comprehensive Plan. will take place March 5.
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The following Ie fc ters were submitted for considera_tion:

Thomas McGinnis, 113 E. Fifth St., Newberg

David Neat, 521 S. Blaine, Newberg
Martha Rowan, Second & Lincoln, Newberg

Delbert R. Ellis, Rt. 2, Box 40A, Newberg
Mr. & Mrs. George Rattay, 611 S. Blaine St., Newberg

Judiith Brunner, Bob MallotE, 413 W. 5t:h, 415A & B W. 5th
Mr. & Mrs. Robert Summers, 416 S. Harrison, Ncwberg

Mr. & Mrs. Al Blodgetfc, 102 E. Fifth, Newberg

Mr. Youngman suggested the following site:

1. Crestview east of Free Methodist: Church

Opponent, Area 2
Proponent, Area 9

Opponent, Area 2

Opponent, Area 4
Proponent

Proponent

Opponent, Area 2

Opponent, Area 2

661 S. Blaine

Areas 2 & 9

Motion: Piros-Page to continue joint meeting of CT.AC/Planning Commission to

March 3, 1981 at 7:00. Carried unanimously by those present.

Meeting adjourned.



CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CIAC)
Special Meeting

Wednesday, January 14, 1981

Members Present:

Herman Hughes
Allan Blodgett
Hal Grobey
Jim Snell

Leonard Attrell

Gary Windsor
Sally Adamson

Rebecca Page
V. G. Anderson

Charlie Hindman

Staff Present:

Clay Moorhead, Planner
Arvilla Page, City Recorder

Bob Sanders, City Engineer
Michael Warren, City Administrator

The meeting was called to order at which time the City Planner
explained the current status of the acknowledgement process of the

Newberg Comprehensive Plan. In explaining the status of the
Comprehensive Plan, the City Planner indicated that several options

were available as possible amendments to the Plan which might

satisfy the- LCDC requirements. One option that: was described was

to incorporate the population figure of 27,000 people throughout

the Comprehensive Plan document. In doing so, using cettain
selected ratios of housing mixes, it was found that the high density

and medium density districts within the Newberg Urban Growth Boundary

are deficient in terms of acreages. Statistically, there would be

a need for 33 additional acres of R-3 (High Density Residential) and

approximately 64 acres of R-2 (Medium Density Residential) land within

the Newberg Urban Growth Boundary.

The staff memorandum which proposed a list of criteria to be used in

locating or siting additional multi family lands was presented and
discussed. Discussions relating to the capacities of the Newberg
School system, the state of the housing market, and conversion of

older, sub-standard homes as a method for upgrading neighborhoods

was discussed. Hal Grobey mentioned that additional criteria may
be included along with that as mentioned in the staff memorandum and

further suggested that one criteria could be that those properties

could be listed in priority as to the number of criteria a particular
parcel would satisfy. A second criteria that was discussed was that

sites should be located or selected that have some form of existing

buffering to any adjacent non-compatible uses. Charlie Hindman

mentioned that the impact of high-density dwelling units upon the
City's transportation network should be considered as a primary factor
when determining potential additional acreages for such uses. V. G.

(Andy) Anderson mentioned that high density uses should be used as a
buffer for commercial and industrial users.
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Minutes (CIAC)

The City Planner recommended that the criteria be** reviewed on an

individual basis by the CIAC members for a period of one month at
which time the CIAC will again meet formally to adopt criteria which
could be used in determining locations of high density residential
units. The City Planner further noted that a priority list of loca-
tions which would satisfy the criteria should also be established at
the following regular meeting of the CIAC.

The meeting was then adjourned.


