
mWest Linn
PLANNING COMMISSION / COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

WORK SESSION
Minutes of March 3, 2010

Members present: Chair Robert Martin, Vice Chair Michael Jones and Commissioners Laura
Horsey, Charles Lytle, Lewis McCoy and Christine Steel
Members absent: Commissioner Dean Wood
Guests: Alma Coston, Pat Prichard and Kevin Bryck, Thomas Boes
Staff present: John Sonnen, Planning Director; and Chris Kerr, Senior Planner

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Martin called the meeting to order in the Bolton Room of City Hall at 6:45 p.m.

WORK SESSION

PUD and WRA Regulation Revisions

Sonnen related that the City Council had discussed long-range planning strategy. They did not
favor spending resources on fashioning design guidelines for single-family houses, but they did
want to look at infill and PUDs and re-evaluate WRA regulations. There was to be an associated
public process. The staff asked the Commissioners to help them begin to fashion a work
program. Kerr presented talking points to start the brainstorming session. He asked the
Commissioners to consider what the scope of the work should be and identify problems,
objectives and stakeholders.

The Commissioners saw one issue as the "automatic PUD." The PUD code forced a developer
to propose a PUD if the site contained steep slopes. They wanted the code to distinguish
between a PUD and a smaller sized infill development. They suggested setting some sort of
threshold. They saw a need to offer the PUD applicant clearer and more objective standards
and to ask applicants to provide more information about a development at the Planning
Commission approval stage, so the Commissioners understood what the downstream
implications would be. They recognized the City was obliged to meet the state requirement to
plan for higher density. The approach might be to utilize a study and a public outreach program
to identify locations where higher density would be appropriate. The City might allow new
housing types, such as cottage, clustered and courtyard housing. Kerr advised compatibility of
infill development could be achieved without design review guidelines. Code standards related
to floor area ratio, height, size and orientation to the street could be used. Commissioners
contributed suggestions that included making PUD development standards "relative to the base
zone" so if the base zone changed, they would still work; specifying decent PUD lot sizes and
shifting away from the proportional approach; comparing a proposed development with the
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area's existing corridor and open spaces; and avoiding damage to adjacent property (such as
blocking sunlight or planting trees that would grow tall and block a view corridor). The PUD
code was not coordinated with the rest of the code and it was confusing. Part of the work
program would be to audit the code. The purpose section did not reconcile with the criteria, so
it was a challenge to apply the criteria. The clearer and more objective the standards could be,
the better. There was a need to clarify and better measure what a "public benefit" was. It
should be clear what was being protected and how. Perhaps conservation areas should have to
be protected in a separate tract and not allowed to flow through backyards. Future
connectivity should be considered at the time of annexation of land because the roads would
create neighborhoods. Alternative street standards might be allowed so fewer private
driveways were necessary. The issue of how many dwellings could be on a cul-de-sac needed
to be addressed.

The staff suggested one objective should be to consider sustainability as they worked. They
suggested the Commissioners consider the issue of affordability of housing. Another objective
was to respect the rights of the property owners and the neighbors and look for opportunities
to get them involved. The staff planned to research best practices and find out what other
communities had done. They planned to analyze City plans (including neighborhood plansL
goals and task force recommendations to identify where they were conflicting or inconsistent.
The Commissioners agreed this was the time to take another look at aspirational statements
and code change recommendations that had been removed from draft neighborhood plans in

the past.

The staff and the Commissioners began to compile a list of potential stakeholders to be
involved. The staff encouraged the Commissioners to continue to think about stakeholders to
add to the list as the staff fashioned the work program. They advised it would be better to put
code related to smaller developments in a separate code chapter than in the PUD chapter.
They advised the Commissioners to think about how many participants should be on a task
force and what interests needed to be represented. The Commissioners suggested 7 to 10
persons was an appropriate size task force. When asked, Sonnen confirmed the Planning
Commission could act as the task force. However, Martin wanted to involve more people to
gain a broader perspective and Steel suggested balancing developer/architect interests with
environmental protection interests. Kerr had envisioned a task force that would be more of a
technical advisory group that would collect input and help draft code. The Commissioners
suggested using the web to collect citizens' comments. It seemed to be working well for the
trails planning effort. Sonnen agreed any input received would be made available to the
general public. Kerr was to draft the work plan and bring it back to the Planning Commission
for discussion in about 30 days.

Sonnen then reported the City was involved in a case where an owner failed to protect a
conservation area on his lot and built a pool on it. The staff was in discussion with state officials
about what mitigation and corrective action to require.
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The Commissioners then met as the CCI. Kerr circulated copies of the handbook he had created

and asked for comments. The Commissioners offered formatting and wordsmith suggestions.

During the discussion the Commissioners wanted to know if they could base decisions on

Comprehensive Plan policy. The staff advised that Comprehensive Plan policies were

implemented in the Community Development Code. The Planning Commission had to make

quasi-judicial findings and decisions based on the criteria in the code.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no other business, Chair Martin adjourned the Planning Commission meeting at

approximately 9:25 p.m.

APPROVED:

Robert Martin, Chair
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