AGENDA
ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION

October 25, 2016
6:30 p.m.
2" Floor Council Chambers
1095 Duane Street * Astoria OR 97103

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ROLL CALL
3. MINUTES
a. June 28, 2016
b. September 27, 2016
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS

a. Amendment 16-02 by Community Development Director to amend Article 3: Accessory
Dwelling Units. This is a contiuance of a Public Hearing from September 27. The
Astoria Planning Commission will take public testimony, review the staff report, and
make a recommendation based on criteria in Article 10 of the Development Code.

b. Conditional Use CU16-10 by Daryl Bell to locate a medical-recreational marijuana
dispensary and retail sales establishment in an existing commercial building at 3930
Abbey Lane, Bldg A, Unit 104 (Map T8N-ROW Section 9AA, Tax Lot(s) 90104; Astoria
Business Park) in the S-2A, Tourist Oriented Shorelands zone. Development Code
Standards 2.700-2.715, Articles 7, 9, and 11 and Comprehensive Plan Sections
CP.005-CP.025, CP.070-CP.075, CP.130-CP.186, and CP.190-CP.210 are applicable
to the request.

. The Astoria Planning Commission will review the proposed Astor-West Urban Renewal
Plan First Amendment, including its relationship to the Comprehensive Plan, and make
a recommendation to the Astoria City Council. This is not a land use action. However,
ORS 457 requires Planning Commission review for consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan.

5. REPORT OF OFFICERS
6. PUBLIC COMMENTS (Non-Agenda Items)

7. ADJOURNMENT

THIS MEETING IS ACCESSIBLE TO THE DISABLED. AN INTERPRETER FOR THE HEARING
IMPAIRED MAY BE REQUESTED UNDER THE TERMS OF ORS 192.630 BY CONTACTING SHERRI
WILLIAMS, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, 503-338-5183.




ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Astoria City Hall
June 28, 2016

CALL TO ORDER:

President Pearson called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm.

ROLL CALL:

Commissioners Present: President David Pearson, McLaren Innes, Sean Fitzpatrick, Daryl Moore, Jan
Mitchell and Frank Spence.

Excused: Vice President Easom

Staff Present: Planner Nancy Ferber, City Attorney Henningsgaard, Parks Director Angela

Cosby, and Parks Planner lan:Sisson. The meeting is recorded and will be
transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

President Pearson asked for approval of the minutes of the May 24, 2016 meeting. Commissioner Innes moved
that the Astoria Planning Commission approve the minutes as presented; seconded by Commissioner Moore.
Motion passed unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

President Pearson explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and
advised that handouts of the substantive review criteria were available from Staff.

ITEM 4(a):

CuU16-04 Conditional Use CU16-04 by Oscar Nelson to locate light manufacturing (grow marijuana
and soap making) in an existing retail/storage space at 487 W Marine in the C-3, General

Commercial zone.

President Pearson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at
this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of
interest or ex parte contacts to declare.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick declared that he hires the property owner, who is a drywall contractor. However, this
would not affect his decision. He believed his vote would be impartial.

President Pearson asked Staff to present the Staff report.

Planner Ferber reviewed the written Staff report. Staff recommended approval of the request with the conditions
listed in the Staff report.

Commissioner Innes asked for clarification about the landscaping requirements. Planner Ferber explained that
landscaping was a requirement for temporary occupancy. When the property owner applied for temporary
occupancy, he planted the only plants he was able to buy at the time. Therefore, Staff added the condition that
plants must be maintained and landscaping would be reviewed in one year.

Commissioner Moore asked if the legality of the operation was a review criterion. Planner Ferber said distributing
marijuana would trigger a review by the Oregon Liquor Control Commission (OLCC) and the Police Department.
However, the Applicant would just be growing plants. Staff cannot create conditions of approval for illegal
activities, so illegal activities are not reviewed. City Attorney Henningsgaard further explained that possessing
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and growing marijuana is illegal under federal law, but is decriminalized under State law. He did not know how
the decriminalization process would apply to research and development.

Commissioner Moore said he understood the APC was not tasked with reviewing the legality of operations and
activities.

President Pearson opened the public hearing and called for a presentation by the Applicant.

Oscar Nelson, 1444 Commercial St., Astoria, said since he filed the application, his wife has decided to move
the soap and lotion making to another location. Medicinal cannabis would be grown in the facility. He and one
other person at the facility will have medicinal licenses. The operation will. conduct research and development for
equipment. He would also like to sell plant starts if he can find a legal avenue to do so. He is part owner of Sweet
Relief and is comfortable with the required documents and procedures. He believed the facility would have no
impact on the community. No odors or adverse traffic would be generated. He has a garden store and a license
to grow cannabis, so he would like to try out different equipment and techniques. He hoped the City would
approve his request, allowing him to be an entrepreneur. He wanted the facility to be for light manufacturing so
that he is not restricted to cannabis because he might want to produce root beer.

Commissioner Spence asked if the Applicant had received permits from the State. Mr. Nelson said not yet.
However, once the permits are received, the plants would come in. The facility will remain empty until he
receives the permits. He does everything legally and he has been careful and responsible. He confirmed that he
had no plans to retail any of the cannabis. He might sell plant starts if it is legal, but his goal is to experiment with
equipment and plants.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick confirmed that the facility on 13" Street had a grow operation in the basement.

President Pearson called for testimony in favor of or impartial to the application. There were none. He called for
testimony opposed to the application.

Linda Stevens, 490 Hamburg, Astoria, said she owns her home and the home at 486 Hamburg. Both properties
back up to the proposed grow operation and she did not want it in her neighborhood. The tenants in her duplex
are very concerned and have talked about moving because they do not want to live next to a marijuana grow
operation. She has nothing against Mr. Nelson and believed he was a great business man. She was only
opposed because she lives next to the facility. She has owned her house since before the building was built. Mr.
Nelson keeps saying that growing plants is what he wants to do for now, but then he wants to sell plants. If he
were into rhododendrons, she would buy them by the buckets. However, she had concerns because her property
borders the facility. She watches what goes on at the facility and does not want it in her backyard.

Commissioner Mitchell asked what Ms. Stevens’ concerns were.

Ms. Stevens said currently, there seemed to be a lot of traffic, especially on weekends, but she did not want to
get into the details of her concerns. She plans to put up a fence because the property owner over sprayed and
killed her yard. She did not want marijuana growing, even if it is to find out which light would grow the plants
better. Growing marijuana is a step toward more activity than the property can handle, especially parking. Large
trucks go in and out of the gas station and what goes on is interesting. The community sees the front of the
building, but does not see what goes on in the back.

President Pearson called for the Applicant’s rebuttal.

Mr. Nelson said Ms. Stevens had valid concerns, but he was confident her concerns would be considered
unfounded as time went on. He offered to give Ms. Stevens his personal number and invited her to call him with
any concerns. He wanted to make sure he had a good business environment. The facility is currently a retail
establishment, so there is traffic going in and out. The area in the back is employee parking. Her concerns are
news to him, but if he needs to address something, he would make sure the issues are handled.

President Pearson closed the public hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation.
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Commissioner Moore said it is difficult to consider residential zones adjacent to commercial zones. He
understood residents being concerned about the commercial spaces, but the C-3 zone is zoned for this type of
activity. He appreciated that the business owner is concerned about the neighbors.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick said he sympathized with residential property owners adjacent to commercial
properties. He owned a property adjacent to the Applicant’s last enterprise and he did not feel that it affected the

use of his property.

President Pearson appreciated the neighbor’s concerns. However, Staff has done an extensive review and set
some meaningful conditions. The request meets all of the criteria the APC is asked to review.

Commissioner Innes believed the owner would respond to any of Ms. Stevens concerns if any issues occur after
the business has begun. The APC cannot ignore the rules that go along with this type of application and review.
She thanked Ms. Stevens for expressing her concerns.

Commissioner Spence said most of the activity would be due to the retail business, the indoor garden supply
store. The grow room is 30-feet by 25-feet and would be enclosed. He did not believe this would have a negative
impact on the neighbors because the Applicant is prohibited from allowing any light or odors to escape. He
believed Ms. Stevens was concerned about the concept of marijuana being grown in the neighborhood.
However, he believed the Applicant would be a good neighbor because he has been in the past. The zoning
gives the Applicant the right to be in the facility and the operations are legally permitted.

Commissioner Mitchell agreed with the rest of the Commission. The large trucks that go in and out of the area
create noise and fume issues. She did not believe the grow operation would create more of a hazard or
problems for the neighborhood. The Applicant's downtown operation has been a very quiet business. Given the
zoning, there is no way for the APC to deny this request. The Applicant has complied with Staff's requirements.
Residents can request changes if the business becomes a problem.

Commissioner Moore moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions
contained in the Staff report and approve Conditional Use CU16-04 by Oscar Nelson; seconded by
Commissioner Innes. Motion passed unanimously.

President Pearson read the rules of appeal into the record.

ITEM 4(b):

A16-03 Amendment A16-03 by Astoria Parks and Recreation Department to amend the Astoria
Comprehensive Plan to include the Astoria Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Master
Plan, city wide. This issue was continued from the May 24, 2016 meeting.

President Pearson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at
this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of

interest or ex parte contacts to declare.

Commissioner Mitchell stated she would abstain from voting because she did not attend the last hearing.
However, she had read the Master Plan and the minutes of the hearing. City Attorney Henningsgaard said this
was not a quasi-judicial hearing, so Commissioner Mitchell did not have to abstain. He explained this was a
legislative hearing and the APC’s decision would be a recommendation to City Council. Commissioner Mitchell

understood and said she would participate.
President Pearson asked Staff to present the Staff report.

Planner Ferber said Staff would give a presentation in lieu of a Staff report. All correspondence received and text
amendments made since the last hearing were included in the agenda packet.

lan Sisson, Parks and Recreation Planner, 1555 W. Marine Dr., Astoria, presented the updates made to the draft
Master Plan and Staff report, and a memorandum summarizing the modifications made since the last hearing.
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The Citizen Advisory Committee and Parks Advisory Board unanimously voted to recommend that City Council
adopt the Plan.

Commissioner Spence said the Citizen Advisory Committee and Parks Advisory Board raised the priority level of
staffing and maintenance. He asked if this was reflected in the revised Plan. Mr. Sisson stated that the Plan
communicates the priorities to decision makers in several ways. The implementation strategy prioritizes projects
by recommendation completion dates for each action item. The recommendations are composed of narrative
text and action items. Additionally, the Plan includes a matrix displaying the recommendations, projects, action
items, and target completion dates. The executive summary also lists top priorities.

Commissioner Spence believed the City owns about 1300 parcels of land. Three years ago when the City
discussed selling properties, the properties being considered for sale were not parks. He was in favor of selling
any undevelopable parcels of vacant land to adjacent property owners. This would put those properties on the
tax rolls and generate revenue for the City, which is needed to support the Parks and other departments. He
believed the option to sell non-park properties should remain open.

President Pearson asked Staff to clarify what the APC was being asked to consider. Director Cosby explained
that the Plan only applies to park land, not the other parcels that have been discussed in the past. The Plan
identifies specific parks as underutilized and in over served areas. If the Plan is adopted, the City would consider
repurposing or selling those parks.

President Pearson called for public comments.

George Hague, 1 3" Street, Astoria, said he sent letters and email that had been included in the agenda packet.
Mr. Sisson has done a wonderful job, but he was concerned about how the City would implement the Plan. One
of the findings says the Plan identifies a higher than normal level of park land per capita and several
underutilized parks. This finding will probably be used to satisfy a 20 year supply of residential or commercial
land. The City will sell the underutilized parks to a private interest. In 100 years, the finding could be used again
to sell even more parks in order to supply more residential and commercial properties. At some point, the City
needs to maintain its parks. The report is full of statement after statement from residents opposed to selling
parks. The citizens would like a higher level of service, but do not want the City to sell parks. The question about
selling parks received negative responses, and then Staff separated it into two questions. The residents
indicated a preference for allowing parks to return to a natural state rather than selling them. However, the Plan
states the City will need more residential and commercial land over the next 20 years without indicating how
much park lands will be needed in that time. Based on the projected population for 2036, Astoria’s park lands will
be within the recommended range. If the City sells parks and ends up with a deficit 20 years from now, it will be
very difficult to buy more parcels. The minutes of a Citizen Advisory Committee meeting indicates the committee
members were opposed to selling parks and were concerned that once park lands are sold, they can never be
reclaimed. The APC needs to consider this. The cemetery takes a lot of Staff time because it is 100 acres. Staff
is not doing as good a job as they used to on the cemetery because the City has cut the Parks budget each year
since 2009. Since the department no longer has the funds to maintain its parks, the City has decided to sell
some of the parks. This Plan does not state that revenues from park sales will benefit the Parks Department.
The money would go into the General Fund. He attended the last Citizen Advisory Committee meeting where
people were quite concerned about the sale of parks. Committee members believed they were only discussing
the sale of ace parkland, which they referred to as real estate. However, the finding in the Staff report states
several sites could be sold. Six or seven years from now when the City begins selling land, the public comments
included in this Plan will be forgotten, but the finding will not. Page 41 of the Staff report indicates that selling
underutilized parks did not rate favorably and that respondents preferred developing or reducing maintenance of
those parks. Page 55 of the Staff report states the community has expressed that reconfiguration or alternative
uses of facilities are strongly preferred to sales. City Staff was the only one of 13 focus groups mentioned selling
parks. Yet now, the City will move forward with this finding in support of selling parks. This is not right. Astoria
has an overage of basketball and volleyball courts; football, baseball, and softball fields; and playgrounds. He did
not believe the City would try to get rid of those sports and playground facilities. This should have been
presented in the Staff report, instead of the finding that parks should be repurposed to meet residential and
commercial land needs. Staff will say this will be further investigated, but who will do the investigation? The same
focus group that was in favor of selling? Staff will say this is subject to future public hearings, but how many
people spoke on this issue last month? He had a problem with Staff's analysis. While he applauded the work
done by Mr. Sisson and the Parks Department, he was concerned about the direction the City would go.
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However, he would not be surprised if the APC recommended City Council adopt the Plan. This Plan could be
recommended with limits to the sale of City parks. The APC could ask Mr. Sisson to revise his numbers to
represent 2036 and show that park lands would be within the recommended range. The APC could also
recommend that Council refrain from cutting Parks funding. If Parks had more funding, it would not be necessary
to discuss selling parks. He believed the residents of 2036 would appreciate the City maintaining its current
acreage. The park system should not be sliced and diced in order to deal with the issues. The Parks Department
is responsible for many things he does not consider parks, yet their budget continues to decrease. The City
should focus on ways to cut back on the non-park responsibilities that have been assigned to the Parks

Department.

President Pearson closed the public hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked Staff to respond to Mr. Hague’s comments. Mr. Sisson clarified that the
evaluation of land that could be sold or repurposed was directed towards lands that are not legally dedicated as
park land in areas that are already over served. One such property is Birch Field in Alderbrook. The Astoria
Recreation Center was also considered because the Plan recommends a feasibility study on combining the
recreation center at the aquatic center site. This could potentially involve the sale of the old yacht club and
current recreation center facility. Oceanview Cemetery was also a consideration. This would just be a matter of
due diligence to determine what could be gained by land sales, like whether the revenue would go directly to the
Parks Department or time saved by the maintenance department. Several acres of land are not dedicated park
lands, nor are they considered part of the inventory of park lands. These properties include rights-of-ways and
traffic triangles. Some Citizen Advisory Committee members supported the sale of land and the investigation of
the sale of land. The overall sentiment of the Committee was that the City should do its due diligence and look
into selling land because they preferred a more manageable park system that the maintenance crew could
handle with existing resources. The level of service recommendations set by the state provides very large ranges
for several categories of park lands. The recommendations are based on statewide medians and it is up to each
community to decide the appropriate levels of service. Facilities managed by outside recreation providers, like
the State or National parks services, can also contribute to levels of service in a community.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick wanted to know the process for selling the cemetery and asked about the annuity that
provides for the perpetual care of the gravesites. Director Cosby said selling the cemetery would be a challenge.
Staff has been open to selling the cemetery for quite some time. The State Cemetery Board would have to
approve the sale of the developed portion of the cemetery. The undeveloped land could be sold and
professionals have indicated that about 30 acres of the undeveloped land could be developed. The City has an
irreducible fund with just less than $1 million. About a year and a half ago, the City conducted an analysis of the
fund and discovered that the interest has been $2000 to $3000 per year for the last 10 years. Prior to that, the
fund was earning $30,000 to $40,000 per year that would go towards staffing and maintenance of the cemetery.
In the 1970s, staffing was cut from seven to five full time employees. Staffing continued to be cut and in 1999,
the number of full time employees went from two to zero. This has resulted in the current negative feedback

about the cemetery.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the decrease in funding was related to the decrease in interest. Director
Cosby confirmed that City funding was completely separate from the irreducible fund. The City has struggled
financially to maintain a full service city and so many services in a small community is not typical. Many
departments are stretched thin and the most severe cut was seven years ago when the Parks Department lost
the majority of its full time employees. The Master Plan demonstrates that while funding and staffing were

reduced, services were not.

President Pearson congratulated Director Cosby and Parks Staff for creating a plan that encompasses many
concerns. He fully supported the Plan and was willing to recommend City Council adopt it.

Commissioner Innes said she would recommend the Plan as well. She believed the Plan provided the framework
for solving several issues in phases. She was confident the right data would be examined and good decisions
would be made. Citizens have enjoyed great services from the City, but not everyone can have what they want

when they want it anymore.

Commissioner Spence said Mr. Hague made many good points. The City can never have enough open space
and green space. He believed an oversupply of parks relative to population was immaterial. Land is not made, so
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the City must utilize what it has wisely. He agreed with Mr. Hague and was not in favor of selling park lands. He
supported utilizing park lands in different ways while maintaining them. Once the properties are gone, they can
never be recaptured. Even with a lack of buildable lots, Astoria’s population will continue to grow. The City needs
to preserve and protect what it has. He would approve this request with comments in opposition of selling park
lands and hoped Council would consider the comments.

Commissioner Mitchell said she believed there were some very particular things about Astoria that make this a
special circumstance. The population has been between 9000 and 10,000 for 100 years or more. There is not a
lot of buildable land, so the population cannot grow very much in Astoria. This makes population growth
predictable. Also, there is a wealth of recreational land in the area. City parks and other parks are used daily, so
people are not entirely dependent on what the City provides. Lands not being used as park space could be used
in another functional way. However, people will only begin to speak up about selling land when the City starts to
take action. If the City decides to sell an unused land, there will be much public participation. Therefore, she was
not as concerned about land sales as Mr. Hague. She has not seen a city sell a park because it is not worth
going through the grief. She believed Staff did a marvelous job creating a basic plan.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick thanked Director Cosby and Mr: Sisson for their work on the Plan and Mr. Hague for
his presentation. The Plan points out the consequences of the shortfalls in the budget and the importance of
figuring out how to staff and fund the parks.

Commissioner Innes moved that the Astoria Planning Commission found the proposed amendment to be
necessary and recommends to the Astoria City Council that the proposed amendment be approved. seconded
by Commissioner Fitzpatrick. Motion passed unanimously.

REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS:

Commissioner Fitzpatrick said at the last public hearing, he was surprised by the response from an Applicant
when asked if he had a presentation, as the project was very large. Staff had invested considerable time
assisting the Applicant with preparing the application and the Planning Commission invested considerable time
reviewing the application. He expected the Applicant to thank Staff and Commissioners for their time, then either
offer more information or state the Planner had done a good job of presenting the application and offer to answer
questions. He believed Staff and the Commission felt the application was worthy of approval and the
Commission unanimously voted to approve the request. However, he was still bothered by the Applicant's
response when asked if he had a presentation, “nope.” He understood an Applicant might be timid about
approaching the microphone, but in the ten years since he began attending Planning Commission meetings, he .
has seen possibly more than 100 Applicants thank the City and provide input; he could not remember an
Applicant who did not. He has even made long distance trips to Astoria to make sure Applicants understood he
took their request seriously. Even if he had nothing to add, he thanked the Applicants. He asked if it would be out
of line for a Commissioner to request that a public hearing be continued until the Applicant could provide a
presentation that justifies their request. During the last public hearing, he was not sure how to react.

President Pearson said he disagreed with Commissioner Fitzpatrick. The application was very simple and all of
the necessary information was provided in the Staff report. The Applicant did not deny the Commission access to
any information and no questions were asked of the Applicant. He did not have any expectation, nor did he want
there to be a perception that the Commission expected thanks for the work they do.

Commissioner Moore believed it would be difficult to draw such an arbitrary line about what constitutes a
complicated request. He had been concerned that the Applicant would be significantly violating the Gateway
Overlay Zone because the applicant did not provide a master plan for the campus area as recommended in the
staff report to bring the project up to the standard in the future. The Applicant seemed to be confident the
request would be approved without the need to address any questions about the project. The Commission had
the opportunity to ask questions and the request could have been denied if questions went unanswered. It would
be difficult to require a presentation for certain projects. He would not want to force people to make a
presentation, but would encourage presentations and be available to support applications in the future.

Commissioner Innes said in this particular case, she felt like she could ask questions. She believed
Commissioners did ask questions. It was regrettable that the Applicant did not have a long range plan, which put
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Staff in an unfavorable position. However, she believed it would not have been appropriate to continue the
hearing until a long range plan was presented.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick stated the Applicant requested a variance from the Gateway Overlay zone floor to area
ratio requirement. Instead of explaining why the variance was being requested, the Applicant said nothing.

Commissioner Moore suggested Commissioners put a little more thought into future variance requests.

Commissioner Innes added she believed choosing between Applicants would create a slippery slope. Many
people are uncomfortable making presentations.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick said this particular Applicant was a professional who was being paid to present the
request. Sometimes he is unsure of the Commission’s authority to make judgment calls and ability to state when
he is not comfortable with the way an application is being presented. That request was one of the biggest the
Planning Commission has had to review. He believed an Applicant requesting a major variance should offer an
explanation or offer to answer questions.

Commissioner Spence said if the situation occurs again, Commissioner Fitzpatrick would recognize his ability to
speak his mind. Commissioners have the right to bring up things that are bothersome or make motions at any
time in a public forum.

Commissioner Mitchell suggested the people in charge of the project be told they need a different representative.
Commissioner Moore noted that the Applicant put in the minimum effort required to have their request reviewed
by the Planning Commission.

President Pearson said he was confident about the way he voted in that hearing. He was presented with all of
the information he requested. The architect and project manager were present. No questions were asked and
the Commission voted unanimously to approve the variance. The Commission can discuss procedures and the
role of the Chair, but he believed a specific topic should be addressed, other than the Applicant’s personality.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick clarified that he was not questioning the Commission’s vote. He wanted to know what
the Commission could do in those situations.

President Pearson said the hearing could have been continued or asked the Applicant for more information. He
apologized for failing to make this clear. In the future, if Commissioners believe information is missing, the
Commission could work with the Applicant.

City Attorney Henningsgaard reminded that the City is bound by the 120-day rule, which establishes a timeline
for approving applications. Continuing a hearing could violate this rule and keeps the application on Staff's desk,
occupying more Staff time. Commissioners can always ask questions of an Applicant. If Commissioners believe
the record is deficient, the Commission could continue the hearing or deny the request. However, if all of the
information has been presented, the Applicant has a right to make a presentation but does not have any

obligation to speak.

Commissioner Spence confirmed that a special meeting had been scheduled for August 2nd.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

George Hague, 1 3" Street, Astoria, said his letters to the Planning Commission were buried in the end of the
88-page Staff report. It would be nice if Commissioners were notified where public comments were located within
the reports. He suggested Commissioners read public comments first and then review the Staff's reports.
Sometimes, Commissioners miss the public comments because they are behind 80 pages of material. He walks
around the city every day and has noticed that some of the large garbage bins around town need to be updated.
Other cities set standards for those types of containers. The large doors are sometimes left open, but some
cities provide bins with side doors that make dumping easier. At some two- and three-story buildings, like hotels,
large slats are placed over the bins so that people looking down do not see into the garbage. He believed Astoria
should adopt these standards, maybe over a ten year period. Staff should encourage business and property
owners to fix and update the bins. Also, he asked the Planning Commission to consider where the Sunday

Astoria Planning Commission
Minutes 06-28-2016
Page 7 of 8



Market would be located if a new library were built on Heritage Square. He has looked at the plans and
understood all of the work that went into the plans. The City probably needs multi-family units above the library,
but where would the residents park and where would the Sunday Market go? If the building were just a library, no
cars would be parked at that location on Sundays, allowing the market to be located there. He hoped the
Planning Commission and Staff could find a solution. As more multi-family units are built, the City will need more

parks.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:00 pm.

APPROVED:

Community Development Director
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ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Astoria City Hall

September 27, 2016

CALL TO ORDER:

President Pearson called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm.

ROLL CALL:

Commissioners Present: Commissioners Present: President David Pearson, Vice President Kent Easom,
McLaren Innes, Daryl Moore, Jan Mitchell, Sean Fitzpatrick, and Frank Spence.

Staff Present: Community Development Director Kevin Cronin and Planner Nancy Ferber. The

meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Item 3(a) July 26, 2016

Item 3(b) August 2, 2016
Commissioner Innes moved that the Astoria Planning Commission approve the minutes of July 26, 2016 and August
2, 2016, as presented; seconded by Vice President Easom. Motion passed unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

President Pearson explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and advised
that handouts of substantive review criteria were available from Staff.

ITEM 4(a):

CU03-04 Permit Extension request for Conditional Use CU03-04 by Elisabeth Nelson for a temporary use
permit for one year, to August 26, 2017 to operate the Astoria Conservatory of Music in the
existing church structure at 1103 Grand Avenue in the R-3, High Density Residential zone.

President Pearson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at
this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of
interest or ex parte contacts to declare.

Vice President Easom declared that he was a member of the First Presbyterian Church, but this request would not
affect his personal finances or his vote.

Commissioner Moore declared that his son is currently a student at the conservatory, but that would not affect his
objectivity.

President Pearson called for the Staff report.
Planner Ferber reviewed the written Staff report.

President Pearson opened the public hearing and confirmed the Applicant was not present. He called for any
testimony in favor of, impartial to, or opposed to the application. Hearing none, he closed the public hearing and
called for Commission discussion and deliberation.

Commissioner Mitchell believed using an existing building for a non-obstructive use was great. All of the
Commissioners confirmed they supported the request.

Commissioner Moore moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions contained
in the Staff report and approve Permit Extension request for Conditional Use CU03-04 by Elisabeth Nelson;
seconded by Commissioner Mitchell. Motion passed unanimously.

President Pearson read the rules of appeal into the record.

ITEM 4(b):

A16-01 Amendment A16-01 by Community Development Director to amend the Astoria Development
Code, Article 9 Administrative Procedures, City Wide. Development Code Standards Articles 9

and 10 are applicable to the request.
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President Pearson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at this
time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of interest or
ex parte contacts to declare. Hearing none, he called for the Staff report.

Director Cronin reviewed the written Staff report and noted no significant changes had been made since April.

Commissioner Mitchell said she appreciated the level of detail that went into this work because it will solve problems
down the road.

Commissioner Moore confirmed no major changes had been made since the last time the Planning Commission
discussed the amendments.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked what changes had been made other than providing notices to people within 200 feet
and posting notices at the site. Director Cronin clarified there were no other changes. He explained Staff had already
been providing notices to people within 200 feet, but the current Code had only required a radius of 100 feet from the

site.
President Pearson opened the public hearing and called for any testimony in favor of the application.

Jack Osterberg, 1711 Grand Ave., Astoria, stated he believed the proposed amendments made sense, added
necessary information, and aligned the Code more with what the City has already been doing.

President Pearson called for any testimony impartial to the application.

Doug Thompson, 342 14" Street, #602, Astoria, said in theory he was supportive of streamlining administrative
procedures regarding land use issues and he believed the proposed amendments looked good. He received
information from Director Cronin that night that the Department of Land Conservation (DLCD) had a template for a
model. He believed models were beneficial and he wanted to know in which areas Director Cronin had decided to
vary from the model and why because that information did not appear to be included in the Staff report. He has
known about this hearing for several weeks now, but the materials were not released until the middle of last week.
He did not know the proposed language was almost identical to what was discussed last spring. He noted his
concerns were not substantial. This issue quickly died last spring and now, six months later, the issue is being
revisited. However, he only found out in the last several days that the language is identical to the previous work.
Director Cronin has decided to link two chapters, so this hearing and the hearing on the Code amendments related to
accessory dwelling units (ADU) should be continued. Many people have not had the opportunity to review the

material.

President Pearson called for any testimony opposed to the application. Hearing none, he closed the public hearing
and called for Commission discuss ion and deliberation.

Commissioner Mitchell asked why this hearing had been delayed. Director Cronin explained that this proposal was
linked to the ADU proposal for efficiency and the two are not related in any way. He could have scheduled this
hearing for April 2016, but Staff wanted to provide more opportunities for public comment. He apologized for not
including the model code language in the Staff report and offered to provide the information to anyone who wanted it.

Commissioner Moore believed the Planning Commission was ready to move forward on Article 9 that last time they
reviewed it and no changes have been made since then.

President Pearson said he supported the changes, particularly the higher standards for mailing notices because it
increases transparency. Commissioner Moore added that the onsite notices will let renters know about what is going

on.

Vice President Easom moved that the Astoria Planning Commission finds that Amendment A16-01 to be necessary
and recommends approval to City Council; seconded by Commissioner Fitzpatrick. Motion passed unanimously.

ITEM 4(c):

A16-02 Amendment A16-02 by the Community Development Director to amend the Astoria
Development Code, Article 3: Accessory Dwelling Units, Article 1: Definitions section to
encourage more housing options as part of a larger affordable housing strategy, City Wide.
Development Code Standards Articles 9 and 10 are applicable to the request.
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President Pearson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at
this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of
interest or ex parte contacts to declare. Hearing none, he called for the Staff report.

Director Cronin reviewed the written Staff report and noted no significant changes had been made since April.

Commissioner Moore understood that an existing detached garage could not be converted to an ADU, but the
space above a detached garage could be. He recommended allowing detached garages to be converted because
Astoria has many small detached garages that are not useful as garages and adding another story would be
prohibitively expensive. He also believed the location of entrances should state whether the requirements apply to

detached structures.

Commissioner Mitchell believed the Code language should ensure normal doors are used on converted garages
to prevent someone from using a garage door as an entrance.

Following discussion, the Commission agreed that ADUs should not be mentioned in the paragraph about the
location of entrances.

Commissioner Moore asked how many units Staff expected to create. Director Cronin said he could not predict
the market, noting this was also discussed at the Lower Columbia Preservation Society (LCPS) meeting held just
before this Planning Commission meeting. However, he was sure no additional units would be created under the
existing Codes. The City has only received one application in five years. Commissioner Moore understood the City
was trying to open up some opportunities for some additional low rent units. Director Cronin confirmed that he did
not expect more than two or three applications per year.

Commissioner Moore asked how many lots would be affected by the changes in the lot size requirements.
Director Cronin said he did not have the answer, but noted Staff is not receiving requests for lot partitions because
of the current requirements. Staff could run a GIS analysis to determine the number of lots, but it would be a small
number. Placing a tiny home or ADU on a flat 9,000 square foot lot is a more attractive option than waiting on the
City to do something about the lot sizes.

Commissioner Moore understood tiny homes had to be constructed off site and attached to a foundation when
placed on site. Director Cronin clarified tiny homes are not required to be built off site, but they usually are. The
Code would allow a tiny home to be built on the property. The proposed changes create the ability to add
detached units, but define a tiny home as a manufactured dwelling built off site.

Vice President Easom said the recommendation discusses reducing lot sizes from 5,000 to 4,500 square feet.
Director Cronin explained the Staff report in the packet was included to keep the Findings of Fact available from

the original Staff report.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick said he was also concerned about the original Staff report. Director Cronin clarified the
Commission would be recommending the amendments, not the Staff report, to City Council and a new Staff report
would be provided to City Council.

Vice President Easom disagreed with eliminating garages, which can increase on-street parking. However, he
supported putting an ADU above a garage.

Director Cronin confirmed that a garage counted as a parking space when a driveway was present. However,
Staff has found that no one uses their garages for parking anymore; they are used for storage.

Vice President Easom understood that ADUs would have to provide adequate parking, but the Code allows that
parking to be on the street. Astoria has neighborhoods with parking issues and increasing on-street parking by
eliminating a garage is a mistake.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick agreed.
President Pearson opened the public hearing and called for any testimony in favor of the application. Hearing

none, he called for any testimony impartial to the application.
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Doug Thompson, 342 14" Street, #602, Astoria, stated he was generally in favor of the concept of increasing
density in Astoria. He was also in favor of a variety of housing types in order to accomplish increased density
because density is directly related to affordability. There is a lot of pressure to increase density. In the past few
days, the Obama Administration just released a 32-page toolkit available online for cities and counties to use
when increasing density. This is not a politically pain-free exercise, but he believed it was necessary to increase
the supply and the affordability of housing of all types. He commended Director Cronin and the Planning
Commission for dealing with this issue. However, this issue is moving forward very quickly. He realized the City
dealt with this issue six months ago, but he did not know the Staff report that was issued and made available to
the public just last week was the identical to the Staff report from last spring. Now, he has learned that Staff report
could not be relied upon 100 percent. Earlier that day, he received a notice in the mail from the City. The notices
were mailed last Friday, September 23", It was a Notice of Public Hearing for the Astoria City Council on Monday,
October 17" to consider the two items being discussed now. The notice says the Planning Commission has
already recommended approval of the two requests. He asked for an explanation.

Director Cronin said he had not reviewed the notice before it was sent out, but explained that the City is required
to send the notices in advance.

President Pearson confirmed the Planning Commission had not approved anything when the notices were sent.

Mr. Thompson understood that errors happen, but this public notice did not allow the public to understand when
they would have the opportunity to comment.

Commissioner Mitchell stated the point of the public notice is to get people to attend the meeting and this notice
worked.

President Pearson apologized for the mistake.

Mr. Thompson added that he was speaking as an individual, but he was also a member of the Lower Columbia
Preservation Society (LCPS) Board of Directors and has been designated by that board to advocate for the LCPS.
However, he was not present in that role because the board has not reviewed, discussed, or taken a position on
these two requests. He asked the Planning Commission to continue this hearing to give the public the opportunity
to look at the recommendations from today, not six months ago. The Sightline Institute in Seattle states on their
website that they did an exhaustive study on ADUs within the last two years. The study included a survey of about
36 cities of all sizes in the northwest and the survey results were summarized in a 4-page matrix that he printed
from the website, which he had available. The matrix identifies the seven criteria that those cities wrestled with to
come to conclusion on as follows: the number of ADUs allowed per mile; off-street parking spaces required per
ADU; must property owner live on site; how many people may live on the lot; how big may the ADUs be; where
will ADUs be allowed; and must the exterior design of the ADU match the house. The Staff report addresses each
of these points. It is possible that the Planning Commission held work sessions to deal with the issues in detail,
but that would have been done six months ago. He questioned whether the public was engaged in the process.
He understood a public engagement process would be time consuming and costly. The City did this with the
Riverfront Vision Plan by dividing the process into bite sized chunks. He read in the newspaper that the City is
now struggling to continue the process. He understood time was money, but believed this proposal to allow ADUs
in every zone would affect every citizen in the city. He advised the Commission to engage the public. An
education process is necessary because there were things in the Staff report he did not understand even though
he served on this Commission for three years and on City Council for 11 years. He believed the public should
have the opportunity to think about this proposal. As a Planning Commissioner, he was advised early on that the
Commission’s job is to sweat the details and deal with the minutia of the issues, allowing the Commission to tell
Council that a lot work went into their recommendation. If the Planning Commission has not looked at other cities,
dealt with all of the issues, and tried to learn lessons from other jurisdictions through a thorough public discussion,
then he urged the Commission to take the time to do this right.

Sarah Jane Bardy, 1661 Irving, Astoria, said she agreed with much of what Mr. Thompson said. She was not
opposed to ADUs and understood they could address the housing crisis. People are moving to Astoria, but there
is nowhere for them to go. However, she believed the amendments needed to be narrowed to ensure that they do
fulfill housing needs before being approved. It is very important to include a clause ensuring that converted
garages and newly built structures are rented at least on a month-to-month basis. This will prevent people from
renting the units out as nightly vacation rentals. She was also concerned about the parking requirements. Some
neighborhoods already have a parking shortage. Cars park on the sidewalk along one stretch of Irving because

there are no driveways. The Code could prevent people in that neighborhood from having ADUs because the
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parking is not adequate for more tenants. She believed new construction should not be visible from the street
because the beauty of the town is a huge part of its charm. She has never seen a town this well preserved. The
Planning Commission should not just say no to everything, so she believes the amendments are a good idea, but
they need to be narrowed. She also wants new construction to match or be congruent with the style of the house.
Years ago, she was thinking about converting her garage. The City told her no codes were in place for that type of
project at the time. Her garage and house were built in 1905 and her converted unit would have matched the
house. She believed all of her suggestions could be written in and the amendments have the potential to make the

city more affordable to live in.

Katy Rathmell, Astoria, said she was speaking as a member of LCPS. She believed the comments made so far
were correct. She wanted the process slowed down so that the issues could be discussed. She did not believe the
community had enough information about how the amendments would impact the neighborhoods. The community
has no idea how much density can be increased and it would be nice to know how many more housing units could
be put in Astoria without overwhelming the system. She asked the Commission to continue the hearing and let the
public have more time to discuss and think about the issues.

Dave Pollard, 1676 Jerome, Astoria, said he has lived in Astoria all his life. His family came to Astoria in 1900 and
they have had a deep commitment to the city for a long time. He lives in a National Historic District and a
designated historic home in an area that he believed would be significantly impacted by the proposed changes.
He believed Astoria was experiencing a renaissance and much of the change is positive. However, he also
believed the changes made were fragile. The number of vacant buildings downtown indicates there is a lot of
potential for growth, but that growth has not yet occurred in the commercial areas. The people who come to
Astoria are people who can go anywhere they want and their income is portable. If these people find another
place that is exciting, they will go there instead of Astoria. He hated to say he was opposed to a proposal
designed to create affordable housing, but he did not believe the proposal would actually create affordable
housing. Last night, he looked online and found 13 vacation rentals by owners in Astoria, and Airbnb listed 35.
There are also other homeowners who are renting out their properties without being officially listed on Airbnb. This
has resulted in a tremendous demand for transient housing and recreational housing in Astoria. He has been very
interested in how many homes are empty in his neighborhood. About a year ago, he walked the neighborhood.
Clatsop Community College is on the south side of his house. There were 31 houses that were used for
recreational housing and were not lived in full-time. Within the last 24 hours he passed by those same properties
and found that there are now 29 houses not lived in full-time. This means people are buying the houses, but not
living in them full-time or participating in Astoria’s economy. These people own the properties but are not really a
part of the community. He was afraid this proposal would become a Petri dish for creating Airbnb properties and
transient housing. The government has problems enforcing the rules that have been established, especially
because there is‘no system in place to enforce the rules. Can the City control who parks where or how many cars
a person owns? Can the City control who lives in a house with an accessory dwelling? Those are pretty difficult to
do. People may or may not live in the house or they may rent under the radar. People could be parking cars in
spaces that could be used by residents or other individuals. He was concerned that this proposal would eventually
cause the situation that occurred in Cannon Beach, where the number of vacation rentals ended up overwhelming
them. The same thing has happened in Seaside and Gearhart. He was also concerned about density and parking.
At about 11:00 am on weekdays, he must park several blocks away from his house. On Irving between 16" and
17" Streets, there are eight homes. On his street, there are three homes. All of those homes except one could
have an accessory dwelling unit. What we’re really talking about is increasing densities in areas that cannot
handle higher densities because there is no parking. He appreciates when people have to come to the City
Planning Department to get variances because there are controls set to limit how much the density would impact
the neighborhoods and how it would impact the quality of life in those neighborhoods. He was also concerned
about what these changes would do to the historic neighborhoods. Converting a basement into an accessory
dwelling unit would not have a visual impact on how the neighborhood presents itself. One block from his house is
an area where large houses are turned into five-plexes, duplexes, and rental units. He was not categorically
opposed to those types of changes. However, he was concerned about what tiny houses would do to historic
districts. He goes to every historic district he can find in every town he has traveled to and has never seen an area
that successfully presented itself well with things like tiny houses and trailers. If his community is going to present
itself to the City, the State, and to the world as a wonderful town that supports historic preservation and historic
districts, the City needs to be very careful about the types of structures built into the Development Code. He also
believed it was very important to protect the quality of life and ensure the changes will really do what the City
hopes they will do. He asked the Commission to consider whose needs would be met by this proposal.

President Pearson called for any testimony opposed to the application.
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Linda Oldenkamp, 1676 Jerome, Astoria, stated she was opposed to the proposal, particularly the tiny house
concept. The Comprehensive Plan’s general land and water use goals state the primary goal is to maintain
Astoria’s existing character by encouraging compact urban form, strengthening the downtown core and waterfront
areas, and protecting the residential and historic character of the city. The intent of the Plan is to promote Astoria
as a commercial, industrial, tourist, and cultural center. The Plan’s housing policies state the historic
neighborhoods are recognized as some of the City’'s most significant assets and should be protected through the
Historic Preservation Ordinance and other actions. Wherever possible, renovation of existing structures should be
carried out in lieu of demolition or new construction. If the Commission plans to vote in favor of the proposal, she
wanted to hear from each Commissioner how tiny houses in all of the neighborhoods would protect the historic
character of neighborhoods. The historic homes and residential areas are the most wonderful things about Astoria
and they need to be protected. She did not believe tiny houses were the answer. Nothing could convince her that
tiny homes would end up being affordable housing. The Findings of Fact state the ability to use land efficiently
would allow property owners to partition lots, use proceeds to finance improvements to existing historic structures,
and allow reuse of existing buildings. This will provide income for the building owners and facilitate restoration and
maintenance of historic buildings. This is not a fact. People will not necessarily use money from tiny houses to
work on their homes. She was concerned because people in Astoria do not know about this proposal. She knew
the City held meetings, but people do not know what the meetings are about. She encouraged the City to do all it
could to get the information out to people. The City needs to hold a meeting with the community before going any
further because these are sweeping changes. It is not fair or right that people do not know about this proposal.
Property owners and renters need to know what is being proposed.

Pamela Alegria, 1264 Grand Ave., Astoria, said Astoria’s charm and economic engine are its historic buildings and
vistas. Astoria is a destination, but the proposed amendments might negate this accomplishment. She was
concerned about tiny homes. The housing study seemed to indicate there were other strategies that have been
proposed and would be more effective at increasing affordable housing. If tiny houses are approved, she
suggested they be approved as a Type 2 permit to provide opportunities for comments. She also recommended
tiny homes be a conditional use, not a permitted use in any zone. She preferred tiny homes only be permitted in a
manufactured home or recreational vehicle park. Design guidelines should be required, particularly in historic
areas, because every home should have its own aesthetics. Many of Astoria’s streets have parking problems and
many people have two cars. The parking ordinance is too wishy-washy because there are no criteria for
determining how to credit parking spaces. This creates a lot of contention. She wanted the location of entrances
and the location of the tiny house to be part of the design guidelines. She also wanted tiny homes limited to a
cluster zone. She hoped the Commission would consider the effect of tiny homes on the character of the city and
whether they will actually increase affordable housing.

Lorrie Johnson, 1193 Harrison Ave., Astoria, said she supported protecting and maintaining Astoria’s historic
neighborhoods. She agreed with the speakers before her. The historic neighborhoods are the charming parts of
Astoria. She wanted to know how a tiny house would fit into affordable criteria. She had no idea how much tiny
houses cost to build, but she was interested in looking it up. Her apartments are lower income apartments and she
could not understand how she could rent a tiny house after the building costs, taxes, and other expenses. She
wanted to see some of the empty downtown buildings reutilized, improved, and made into affordable housing. She
was also concerned about parking. There are three churches within a block of her house and there is no parking
on Sundays between 10:00 am and 1:00 pm, even for the residents. She believed this process was moving too
quickly and she wanted a community discussion on this proposal. She questioned whether these amendments
would help tax-paying residents with historic homes or people who move into the area without jobs and need

affordable housing.

Jack Osterberg, 1711 Grand Ave., Astoria, said he had not prepared any comments because he just noticed the
email about the hearing earlier that afternoon when he returned home from vacation. He stated he was a member
of the LCPS and the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC), but he did not believe his position on the HLC had
any bearing on this testimony. He opposed the amendments and agreed with the comments made impartial to the
proposal. He was concerned about the overall impact to historic districts. He believed the amendments included
many shades of grey. He supported many aspects, but he was troubled by other elements. The existence and
placement of tiny houses in historic districts could never be placed without adverse or negative impacts. Perhaps
some locations could be allowed under certain circumstances. However, in general, he was in opposition because
of the way the Staff report was presented. He must speak against the application because he did not support the
entire proposal. He lives in a historic district and parks his cars in his garage. He agreed that parking was an issue
and that more time should be spent on this request. The Commission might believe they had already done their
work, but several committed individuals have brought up some good points. He urged the Commission to listen to

the testimony given at this hearing and consider a continuance.
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Mike Sensenbaugh, 110 Kensington, Astoria, said he did not own a historic property, but he was a member of the
LCPS. He did own a lot that could potentially be subdivided and had enough area to build an ADU or a tiny home.
However, he was opposed to the proposed amendments. This would start a slippery slope in the community.
About a year ago, he relocated to Astoria from a neighborhood in Portland with many smaller homes, which were
removed and replaced with skinny homes or larger homes that were out of place in the neighborhood. He was
very concerned when he first saw this proposal six months ago because a lot of the changes that are taking place
in Portland could start here. When the packet was first posted online about a week ago, he believed some of the
Commissioners were confused about why the April Staff report was being reviewed again. However, he did
appreciate that City Council would receive an updated Staff report. This proposal might be a good start, but the
Code needs a number of revisions. This is an opportunity to prevent the destruction of the visual appeal of the
neighborhoods. He and his wife came to Astoria for 10 years before deciding to move. If ADUs could be
incorporated while preserving the appearance of the neighborhoods, and the amendments could be tweaked
before they are passed, then he would favor the proposal. He did not see that the amendments addressed the
number of ADUs. The proposal addresses size, but does not say there can only be one ADU. He was afraid a
number of tiny houses would show up on a larger property. The Commission needs to make sure that the
proposed changes are for affordable housing, not vacation rentals or Airbnb.

President Pearson closed the public hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick thanked everyone for speaking because people voiced many of the concerns he had as
well. He asked which of the seven issues mentioned by Mr. Thompson applied to the Planning Commission.

Director Cronin stated he did not have the list, so he could not say. He confirmed he would look into it.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick believed all seven of the issues were valid considerations. He agreed that each
application should be reviewed individually. He was also concerned about how units would be used and how
those uses would affect neighbors and the community. Parking is a major concern. He had sent an email
discussing the infill of housing in his neighborhood over the past two years. There are many parking issues on
Sundays. A number of chronic vacancies have been filling in. He listed two houses that had once been chronic
vacancies and are now occupied with people who have at least one car each. The cars have spilled out into his
block on Grand and in front of his house and church. These parking issues did not exist five years ago. It is
important to realize how serious the parking issues are getting with existing residences. Allowing more residences
and offering an on-street parking space will increase the issues and seriously impact the neighborhoods. He was
in favor of a continuance since it seemed to be the consensus of the audience.

Commissioner Moore thanked everyone who commented. He believed it was obvious that everyone who attended
wanted more information and he believed an informational session would benefit many people. During public
testimony, he heard many questions that had already been addressed, like the questions about vacation rentals.
Astoria does not currently have good enforcement, but Staff has not proposed anything that would make vacation
rentals any more legal. It would still be illegal to have a nightly or weekly vacation rental, even in an ADU. He
appreciated the design review process because the Commission certainly would not want to see pop-up shanties
on the side of a house. He was unsure if this had already been addressed through the building permitting process
and wanted more information. He proposed a work session or an informational session. He liked most of the
proposed amendments, but did have some concerns. He preferred to spend more time on these issues.

Commissioner Mitchell said she could not think of any reason not to take more time to involve the public. Some of
the issues mentioned at this hearing were things she had not considered in great detail. She lives in an 1890
house, but it is not in a historic district. The streets in her neighborhood are all dead ends and they have parking
problems. Her neighborhood has single-family homes that were converted to multi-family or have units over the
garage. Affordable housing has not been discussed as part of this hearing. She wants to protect the area from
second home owners who do not participate in the community, but this proposal does not deal with that issue. She
has lived in Astoria for more than 20 years and remembers when this was the affordable resource for people who
were working in Cannon Beach and Gearhart. This was one of the arguments for keeping the community college
in Astoria because there was affordable student housing. This is not the case anymore. She did not want to write
off the people who contribute to the community. The City needs to find a way for people who work here to also live
here, and that may not be through tiny homes, but she believed that is what Staff and City Council had in mind
when they prepared this proposal. Astoria does not have a lot of vacant land for apartments. She understood that
some people cared deeply about the issues. Parking is an issue, but some value choices will have to be made.
She was happy to continue this discussion and possibly get more people to speak about the issues. She noted
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she was also a member of the LCPS, but the community needs to recognize that Astoria is becoming so cute and
popular that people from the cruise ships with a lot of money decide to buy houses; that is not what makes
Astoria. The community needs to struggle to find ways for all income groups to live here.

Vice President Easom said he was concerned about parking. He did not believe the proposed amendments would
serve as an affordable home remedy. Tiny homes and ADUs would be rented at the full market rates, not reduced
rates. The units might not be seen from the street, but they will still be seen by the neighbors. The visual impact
matters to all surrounding properties and the street. Adding an ADU to take care of a sick mother seems
legitimate, but if the mother dies or something happens to the homeowner, it will become another rental unit.
Instead of putting money into an ADU, that money could be put into maintaining the main house. An 800 square
foot ADU is larger than most studio or one-bedroom apartments by 300 to 400 square feet, which is substantial. At
least two people could be added to the ADU, which would definitely impact the neighborhood. He believed the
Commission should take more time to consider the proposal.

Commissioner Innes agreed with much of what had been said. She thanked everyone for attending and speaking.
She believed there was nothing to lose by continuing the hearing. She was pleased with all of the energy put into
the various editions of the Staff reports. The audience has some good suggestions, adding that coping with
affordable housing has only just begun.

Commissioner Spence thanked everyone for clearly identifying their concerns. He supported Mr. Thompson’s
presentation and said he wanted to see a copy of the matrix. It is important for Staff and the Commission to see
what other cities have gone through. He did not believe adding mini houses to a historic district would be
compatible. Historic districts must be preserved. Any accessory units must comply with design requirements and
neighbors are allowed to participate. He was in favor of a continuance. Implementation of the Riverfront Vision
Plan was very successful because the community was involved, the City received feedback and made
adjustments, and it was supported in the end. It is important for the community to support what the Commission is
trying to do. Astoria has important historic districts that must be preserved, but the City’s boundaries are
extensive. There are opportunities outside of the historic districts, so maybe an exclusion could be added. This
definitely needs more work, more input, and more dialogue between neighbors and the Commission.

President Pearson thanked everyone for attending because the Commission appreciates all feedback, for and
against. As Staff pointed out in the beginning, there has only been one ADU in the last five years. To many
people, that could seem like something is not working right. This is a vital community that has to move forward
and there should be more going on. Only one ADU means the Development Code is not healthy and is not
working. He supported finding a way to make ADUs work. Historic preservation is never supposed to be a moment
frozen in time. Astoria is about so much more and the community has always defied the odds because they have
never allowed historic preservation to define the city. Astoria loves its historic buildings and this is just a small
section of the Development Code that does not preempt anything else. The proposed amendments will not stop
the good work of the HLC or the protections already in place. None of the on-street parking rules will be changed.
This section is just about ADUs. The Planning Commission has always had to make difficult decisions and it is
very rare that everyone agrees. The perception that the Commission has rushed a decision is unacceptable, so he
favored a continuance. However, the Commission must move forward and present something to City Council,
where there will be another opportunity for the public to speak during a hearing.

President Pearson moved that the Astoria Planning Commission continue the public hearing on Amendment A16-
02 by the Community Development Director to October 25, 2016 at 6:30 pm; seconded by Commissioner
Fitzpatrick. Motion passed unanimously.

Director Cronin confirmed that the on-street parking standard will not change. He explained he was trying to
provide an on-street credit for property owners with an actual City street in front of their home; but the Commission
can strike that from the proposal and require that the extra parking be an off-street space. He was just trying to
creatively maximize space. The vacation rental dwelling standards will not change with an accessory dwelling unit.
A homeowner could have a home stay lodging through an ADU, but the Commission could decide not to allow
this. Astoria requires a design review in most of the city and if an ADU were proposed, the design would be
reviewed by the Design Review Committee or the HLC. The Planning Commission was not being asked to review
design standards. The proposed amendments do not include changes to the review types, which are determined

by zoning categories.
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REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS:

Commissioner Innes reported that she recently attended a civic leadership training session that focused on
planning. She asked for specific information on affordable housing, tiny housing, distrust at public meetings, and
transparency. They discussed the Planning Commission’s relationship to City Council, hearing processes, ethics,
and community relations. No conclusions were drawn, but experiences were shared. She learned that land use
and planning guidelines were adopted by the State when farming and forestry were the focus. The guidelines lack
terminology related to urban development. She also learned that other communities have had success with pre-
hearing training sessions, where the Community Development Director explains procedures, the issues being
discussed at upcoming meetings, and the criteria that the Commission is required to review. Commissioners
should always be gracious hosts because remaining open, welcoming, and pleasant allows for the best result.

Director Cronin announced the following upcoming events:
e Economic Development Strategy presentation at Fort George on Wednesday at 6:00 pm.
e Astor West Expansion open house, which will be proposed to the Planning Commission on October 25, 2016.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the Commissioners should take public comments on the proposed
amendments. Director Cronin explained the differences between a legislative hearing and a quasi-judicial public
hearing. He confirmed Commissioners could discuss the amendments outside of public hearings because they
are simply forwarding recommendations to City Council.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the microphones in the audience could be turned off because they magnify the
sounds in the audience. Director Cronin explained those microphones are used to record the minutes.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:
There were none.

ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:20 pm.

APPROVED:

Community Development Director

Astoria Planning Commission
Minutes 09-27-2016
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STAFF REPORT AND FINDINGS OF FACT -
AMENDED

October 20, 2016

TO: ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION (APC)

FROM: KEVIN A CRONIN, AICP, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
SUBJECT: AMENDMENT REQUEST (A16-02) BY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DIRECTOR TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE — REVISIONS TO ACCESSORY
DWELLING UNITS.

l. BACKGROUND SUMMARY

A. Applicant:  Kevin A. Cronin, AICP
Community Development Director
City of Astoria
1095 Duane Street
Astoria, OR 97103

B. Request: Amend the Development Code to include definitions for tiny
homes and revision to accessory dwelling unit, removing
restrictions for accessory dwelling units (ADUs), and allowing “tiny
homes” as ADUs.

Development Code Sections: Article 1: Definitions, Article 3:
Accessory Dwelling Units

C. Location: Citywide
D. Zone: Multiple (see above)
E. Previous Applications: A concurrent application (A16-01) was heard by the

Planning Commission on September 27 to amend Article 9 — Procedures. The
APC recommended approval to the City Council.

Il. BACKGROUND

The Astoria Development Code (Code) outlines what is allowable in each zoning
district with specific standards to implement the zone, including: density, lot size,
setbacks, lot coverage, height, and building type. Currently, the Code allows
accessory dwelling units - also called “mother-in-law units” or “granny flats” — only in
certain zones under strict conditions. The provision was added in 2004, but has only
produced one application and no new housing units.
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Policy Context

The City Council set a FY 15-16 goal: “Promote housing that Astorians can afford.”
As a result, the Community Development Department conducted a full analysis of
housing in Astoria to provide policymakers a baseline of information on the local
housing crisis. The “Housing Study” (2015) outlines a range of issues from population,
household income, demographics, housing production, housing costs, local examples
of affordable housing, and recommendations. City staff presented the study to the
Astoria Planning Commission (APC) in August 2015 and City Council in September
2015 in a special work session and followed it up with a list of recommendations in
November 2015 referred to as the ‘affordable housing strategy.” The strategy included
a “Problem Definition” that the Council has adopted to address the lack of housing
opportunities for local residents and employers.

Regional supply is at an all-time low in every housing category and demand is at an
all-time high as a result of the North Coast’s historically low unemployment rate among
other factors (City/County Building Permits 2011-2016). With this backdrop, the
Community Development Department proposed a set of zoning revisions to achieve
the goal of creating more housing supply. With the exception of the ADU proposal,
those provisions in Article 2 have been tabled until further direction from the Council.

Review Process

Beginning in February 2016, the APC held two work sessions (February 23 and March
22) to review the proposed revisions. In April, the APC was slated to hold a public
hearing to officially take public comment, but the Commission opted to hold a “town
hall style” work session where public comment was requested. On July 18, the City
Council held a work session to get an update on the affordable housing strategy and
study the code amendments, including the option to increase flexibility of ADUs and
tiny homes. Based on the feedback from Council, the ADU portion was scheduled for a
public hearing on September 27. (The APC did not hold their regular meeting in
August). The APC continued the hearing until their next regular meeting on October
25. In order to process the comments from the public hearing, staff scheduled a work
session on October 19, which was open to the public and comments were received.
The staff report, recommendation, and revisions to the ADU proposal reflect the
comments received at the work session.

Overview of Revisions

Staff presented a list of issues that were raised at the September hearing during a
work session on October 19. Discussion of the issues is contained in a memo to the
APC dated October 14, 2016 and enclosed of the record. Based on this feedback, staff
has made the following revisions to Section 3.020 — Accessory Dwelling Units:
Added a homestay lodging prohibition

Clarified city street standard for on street parking credit

Clarified allowable ADUs: detached vs. attached

Clarified entrances for new detached units

Added height standard for detached ADUs

Revised definition of ADU (Article 1)
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Next Steps

The APC has the option of closing the hearing, and then deliberating for as long as
necessary. The other option is to continue the hearing until November 22. If the APC
recommends approval, the proposal will be forwarded to City Council for consideration
and a public hearing at a date to be determined.

II. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

Planning Commission

A public notice was mailed to Neighborhood Associations and interested parties
on October 6, 2016. In accordance with Section 9.020, a notice of public
hearing was published in the Daily Astorian on October 10, 2016. The proposed
amendments are legislative as they apply citywide. Any comments received will
be made available at the Planning Commission meeting.

IV.  FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Development Code Section 10.020(A) states that “an amendment fo the text of
the Development Code or the Comprehensive Plan may be initiated by the City
Council, Planning Commission, the Community Development Director, a person
owning property in the City, or a City resident.”

Finding: The proposed amendment to the Development Code is being initiated
by the Community Development Director.

B. Section 10.050(A) states that “The following amendment actions are considered
legislative under this Code:

1. An amendment fo the text of the Development Code or Comprehensive
Plan.

2. A zone change action that the Community Development Director has
designated as legislative after finding the matter at issue involves such a
substantial area and number of property owners or such broad public
policy changes that processing the request as a quasi-judicial action
would be inappropriate.”

Finding: The proposed amendment is to amend the text of the Astoria
Development Code concerning ADUs to encourage more housing opportunities.
The Code is applicable citywide in any of the proposed zones. Processing as a
quasi-judicial action would be inappropriate.

C. Section 10.070(A)(1) requires that “The amendment is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.”
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1. CP.005(5) concerning General Plan Philosophy and Policy Statement
states that local comprehensive plans “Shall be regularly reviewed, and,
if necessary, revised to keep them consistent with the changing needs
and desires of the public they are designed to serve.”

Finding: The Comprehensive Plan and Development Code establish
specific uses allowed in each zone. The evolving development pattern
and market fluctuation over the last 10 years has seen an increased
need for affordable housing. The proposed amendments are aimed at
addressing the need for more housing options. The Housing Study 2015
clearly outlined a need for more housing options. In response, the
Council directed staff to develop a strategy to address the lack of
housing options. The ADU proposal is one small part of a larger strategy.

2. CP.015(1) concerning General Land and Water Use Goals states that “/f
is the primary goal of the Comprehensive Plan to maintain Astoria's
existing character by encouraging a compact urban form, by
strengthening the downtown core and waterfront areas, and by
protecting the residential and historic character of the City's
neighborhoods. It is the intent of the plan to promote Astoria as the
commercial, industrial, tourist, and cultural center of the area.”

CP. 015(2) concerning General Land and Water Use Goals states that “/t
is a goal of the plan to encourage the development of public and private
lands within the city limits, particularly areas that are presently serviced
with sewer and water, prior to the extension of public facilities to areas
outside the City.”

Finding: The proposed amendment would allow for continued compact
urban form development of an area currently serviced by City utilities and
maximizes the recent investments in stormwater treatment. The proposal
will encourage redevelopment and reinvestment in vacant houses. In
addition, the City’s Buildable Lands Inventory (2011) indicates the supply
of residential land is at a deficit of 15 acres. The proposed changes will
allow Astoria to maximize existing land within the urban growth boundary
(UGB) by encouraging infill and redevelopment of underutilized
properties. An expansion of the UGB is not feasible nor is it warranted.

3. CP.220.5 concerning Housing Policies states that “Low and moderate
income housing should be encouraged throughout the City, and should
not be concentrated in one area.”

CP.220.8 concerning Housing Policies states that “Astoria’s historic
neighborhoods are recognized as some of the City's most significant
assets, and should be protected through the Historic Preservation
Ordinance, and other City actions to protect individual structures and
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neighborhoods. Wherever possible, renovation of existing structures
should be carried out in lieu of demolition or new construction.”

Finding: The ability to use land efficiently will allow property owners to
use the proceeds to finance improvements to existing historic structures.
It would also allow adaptive reuse of existing houses providing income
for the building owners and in turn will facilitate restoration and
maintenance of historic homes in the various zones.

Finding: The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as a
result of the findings stated above.

D. Statewide Planning Goal 12 concerning Transportation requires that cities
review transportation related issues when considering land use amendments.
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Section 660-012-0060(1) concerning
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) - Plan and Land Use Regulation
Amendments stated that “Where an amendment to a functional plan, an
acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation would significantly
affect an existing or planned transportation facility, the local government shall
put in place measures as provided in Section (2) of this rule to assure that
allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity, and
performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of
the facility. . .” The OAR text continues to identify the requirements for
compliance with the TPR and specific review that must be made to show
compliance. The full text is not copied in this staff report but is available upon

request.

Finding: The proposed amendment encourages infill and redevelopment
thereby encouraging a compact urban form that facilitates alternative
transportation options. The amendment would only change the allowable
parameters for the construction of ADUs. Therefore, the traffic impact would be
minimal for any residential use regardless of the proposal as long as itis
consistent with the zoning code. Finally, the Transportation System Plan (2013)
contemplated the development of a compact urban form on the overall service
levels and by policy encourages infill and redevelopment. The amendment is
not subject to review under the Transportation Planning Rule.

E. Section 10.070(A)(2) requires that “The amendment will not adversely affect the
ability of the City to satisfy land and water use needs.”

Finding: The proposed amendment would allow expanded ADUs within the R-x
zones. Existing utilities and services are available for this type of use. Reuse of
the underutilized portions of properties and buildings would be consistent with
the compact urban form of development the City needs to conserve land area
for development within the UBG. The proposed amendment will not adversely
affect the ability of the City to satisfy land and water use needs.
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V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the
proposed amendment to the City Council for a public hearing, review, and adoption.
Alternatively, the APC could continue the hearing to November 22 or close the hearing
and deliberate at the November 22 meeting.

The Planning Commission recommendation includes an evaluation of the new
standards after one year to study the production levels, efficacy, and determine if
additional revisions are needed. In addition, the fee schedule to process ADU permits
should be updated to reflect the true cost of administering the permit.
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| 3.020. ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS (ADUs).

A. Purpose.

The purpose of this Section is to promote more efficient use of large, older

homes; provide more affordable housing; allow individuals and smaller

households to retain large, older houses as residences; and maintain the single-
| family character of the house and neighborhood.

B. Standards.

1. Size.

a.

Primary Structure.

A house with an Accessory Dwelling Unit must have at least
1,400 square feet of floor area prior to creation of the Accessory
Dwelling Unit. The floor area of the garage or other non-living
space, such as an unfinished basement, may not be used in the
calculation of the total square footage. Any-finished-area-used-to
determinefloorarea-ofthe-primary-unit-must-have-been-completed
at-least-tenyears-prior-to-the-application-foran-Accessory-Dwelling
Unit—This-date-shall-be-determined-by-proof-to-be-submitted-by-the
applicant;-such-as-the-final-inspection-report-date-of-a-building
permit

Accessory Dwelling Unit.
An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall not exceed 40% of the

primary structure or 800 square feet in size, whichever is smaller.
Only one unit per single family lot is permitted.

2. Creation of the Unit.

| a.

| APC: October 25, 2016

The Accessory Dwelling Unit may be created enly through an
internal conversion of an existing living area, basement, attic, other
existing attached accessory buildings, such as a garage. or areas
over attached or detached garages. Construction of new units are
also permitted and can be built over new detached or attached
garages or as separate detached units. Acsessery-Dwelling-Units
residenceincluding-but-notlimited-to-guest-cottages-detached

garages—orwerkshops-

To differentiate an Accessory Dwelling Unit from a two-family
dwelling, all utilities such as water, electric, or gas, shall remain as

{ Formatted: Font: 9 pt
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single service utilities. -The Accessory Dwelling Unit shall not have
its own utility services, except if the separate services existed prior
to January 1, 2004. This does not apply to utilities providing
service to communication devices such as telephone, television,
and other communication devices.

o An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall be subordinate to the existing
single-family dwelling and may not be subdivided or otherwise
segregated in ownership from the primary residence structure.

d. Tiny Homes: A tiny home as defined in Article 1, Section 1.400 may
be located on a single family lot and treated as an accessory
dwelling unit. A tiny home must be mounted on a foundation,
anchored to the foundation with hurricane straps, tie-downs or other
engineered measures to withstand wind load, and hooked up to city
utilities.

3. Location of Entrances.

| In addition to the main entrance, one entrance to the house for the ADU
may be located on the side or rear of the house. An additional entrance

| on the main dwelling shall not alter the appearance in such a way that the
structure appears to be a two-family dwelling, unless the house contained
additional front doors prior to the conversion._The location of the entrance
to a detached unit can be anywhere if it is placed behind the main
dwelling. In cases where the new ADU is placed in from the main dwelling.
the entrance shall not face the street.

4. Zones in Which Permitted.

Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted outright or conditional allewed- as <« { Formatted: Tab stops: 1", Left
an accessory use to any existing single-family dwelling in all zones.

5, Owner Occupancy.

a. The property owner shall occupy either the principal unit or the
Accessory Dwelling Unit as their permanent primary residence, and
at no time receive rent for the owner-occupied unit.

b. The property owner shall provide a covenant or deed restriction in a
form acceptable to the City and suitable for recording with the
County, providing notice to future owners of the subject lot that the
existence of the Accessory Dwelling Unit is predicated upon the
occupancy of either the Accessory Dwelling Unit or the principal
dwelling unit by the property owner.

( Formatted: Font: 9 pt
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-6. Lot Size.

A home with an Accessory Dwelling Unit in the R-1 Zone (Low Density
Residential) shall be located on a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet.
There is no minimum lot size for other zones.

7. Off-Street Parking Requirements.

In addition to the two spaces required for the primary unit, the
Accessory Dwelling Unit shall have one additional off-street parking
space._If on street parking is available on a city street built to a city
standard identified in the Transportation System Plan, one space may be
credited to the requirement of three total spaces.

-8. Age-of-Home: Height

The height of new detached units shall not exceed 20 feet or 80% of the < Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5",

height of the main dwelling. whichever is less. Ar-Accessery-Dwelling-Unit-may Tabistaps: Notak 0.5
: = il o ¢ 5 . .
application-forthe-Accessory-Bwelling-Unit-

9. Homestay Lodging

Homestay lodging is prohibited in accessory dwelling units created
after January 1, 2017.

C. Permits.
1. Permit Required.

A Type | or Type 3 permit is required for the establishment of an
Accessory Dwelling Unit. The property owner shall submit an application
to the Community Development Department on a form provided by the
City.

2. Expiration of Permit.

An Accessory Dwelling Unit permit shall automatically expire if any of the
following occurs:

a. The Accessory Dwelling Unit is substantially altered and is no
longer in conformance with the plans as approved by the Astoria
Planning Commission, Community Development Director, and/or
the Building Official; or

{ Formatted: Font: 9 pt 4]
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b. The subject lot ceases to provided the approved number of parking
spaces; or
c. The property owner ceases to reside in either the principal or the
Accessory Dwelling Unit.
D. Non-conforming Accessory Dwelling Units.
1. The portion of a single-family dwelling which meets the definition of

Accessory Dwelling Unit which was in existence prior to January 1, 2004,
may continue in existence provided the following requirements are met:

a. An application for an Accessory Dwelling Unit is submitted to the
Community Development Department for review.

b. The Accessory Dwelling Unit complies with the minimum
requirements of the Building Codes as adopted by the City of
Astoria.

c. The Accessory Dwelling Unit complies with the requirements of this
Section 3.020 concerning “Accessory Dwelling Units”.

2. The Community Development Director may approve a permit submitted

for a non-conforming unit that does not meet all of the above
requirements, except those relative to building code requirements, as
follows:

a.

| APC: October 25, 2016

The permit review shall be in accordance with Article 9 concerning
Type Il administrative decisions. The Community Development
Department shall notify property owners of record in accordance
with 9.010 to 9.020 at least twenty (20) days prior to the issuance of
a permit for a Non-conforming Accessory Dwelling Unit. The notice
shall set forth the standards required and the nature of the non-
conformity.

Permits for a Non-conforming Accessory Dwelling Unit may be
issued after the notice period by the Community Development
Director where the Director has made written findings as follows:

1) That full compliance would be impractical; -and
2) That neither present nor anticipated future use of the unit

reasonably require strict or literal interpretation and
enforcement of the requirements of this code; and

A 16-02: ADU Revisions_ A S S T R PSR e n e~ RN SR
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3) That the granting of the permit will not create a safety
hazard.

3. A decision of the Community Development Director may be appealed to
the Planning Commission in accordance with 9.040.

(Section 3.020 Added by Ordinance 04-10, 11/1/04)

ags ags - i
Additions to Definitions Section of Development Code, ... comment [KC1]: Proposed additions to the
i o i i E Development Code require an addition and

revision to the definition section.

Article 1: Section 1.400 ...4':".\'{Formatted: Font: Bold

[ Formatted: Font: Bold

Tiny Home: An accessory dwelling unit that is less than 500 square feet, a
manufactured dwelling constructed off site according to Section 1.400, and either
certified by HUD manufactured dwelling standards for permanent living or through
Recreation Vehicle Industry Association safety standards for temporary living. A
minimum of 150 square feet per occupant shall be required up to two occupants
maximum per tiny home.

Accessory Dwelling Unit: An accessory dwelling unit is one additional subordinate or
auxiliary living unit in an existing house or detached from the main dwelling. A dwelling
with an accessory dwelling unit is distinguished from a duplex by the retention of the

---(Formatted: Font: Not Italic

appearance as a single-family dwelling,

‘ 4,-mrmatted: Font: 9 pt J
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The Standards

Determining the Design Types of Mixed-Use
Streets

Step 1: Determine if the street is

Figure 15a: Optimum
Street Design for
Mixed-Use Collector
Streets

located along a transit route. If
so, the through lane width should
be a minimum of 11 feet, or the

minimum lane width as shown in
the optimum street design,

whichever is higher.
. - . 3 1.3 o 3 9 " .y 9 1.5 o >
Step 2: Determine if left-turn T ; 1o ™
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Intersection design should e S ‘ :
i Qptimuom Sreeet Width = 48"
generally try to minimize ! ’ Ooptinum Right of Way = 72

pedestrian crossing distance. If
turn-lanes are warranted, consider
the trade-offs between improved

driving mobility and increased Figure 15b:

crossing distance. Optimum
Street Design
Step 3: Compare the optimum for Mixed-Use

street design to the available right
-of-way. If the cross-section is
wider than the right-of-way,
identify whether right-of-way
acquisition is necessary or reduce
the width of or eliminate lower-

Local Streets
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The Standards

Determining the Design Types of
Residential Streets

Figure I5c:
Optimum Street
Design for :
Residential Collectorg
Streets
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2013 Astoria Transportation System Plan: Volume 1

Step 1: Determine if the street is
located along a transit route. If
so, the through lane width should
be 2 minimum of 11 feet, or the
minimum lane width as shown in
the optimum street design,
whichever is higher.

Step 2: Determine if left-turn
lanes are needed at intersections.
Intersection design should
generally try to minimize
pedestrian crossing distance. If
turn-lanes are warranted, consider
the trade-offs between improved
driving mobility and increased
crossing distance.

Step 3: Compare the optimum
street design to the available right
-of-way. If the cross-section is
wider than the right-of-way,
identify whether right-of-way
acquisition is necessary or reduce
the width of or eliminate lowet-
priority elements as determined
by the City.
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STAFF REPORT AND FINDINGS OF FACT

October 20, 2016
TO: ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: NANCY FERBER, PLANNER %///;f/

SUBJECT: CONDITIONAL USE REQUEST (CU16-10) BY DARYL BELL TO LOCATE
RETAIL SALES AT 3930 ABBEY LANE, BUILDING A, UNIT 104

l. Background

A. Applicant:  Daryl Bell
2220 SE Ladd Ave
Portland, OR 97214

B. Owner: Ted Forcum
Nomadic Properties, LLC
10139 NW Skyline Heights Drive
Portland OR 97229

C. Location: 3930 Abbey Lane; Map T8N-ROW Section 9AA, Tax Lot 90108;
Building A Unit 104, Cannery Loft Condominium, Astoria Business

Park
D. Zone: S-2A, Tourist Oriented Shoreland Zone
E. Lot Size: Proposed retail space is 950 Square Feet
F. Request: To locate a medical/recreational marijuana dispensary center as a

retail sales establishment in an existing mixed use
(commercial/residential) building

G. Previous
Applications: The condominium mixed residential and commercial use was
approved by the Planning Commission under Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) 04-04, and Amendment to Existing Permit AEP05-
05

e Variance 04-07 and 05-04 for building height and landscaping

e Conditional Use Permit 04-04 for condominium construction

e Conditional Use Permit 14-15 to locate professional offices in
units 101, 102, 109, approx. 1,050 square feet in existing building
first floor

e Conditional Use Permit 14-09 to locate a wellness center within
the maximum 20% allowable non-industrial use

1
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e Amendment 14-03 for rezoning from Gl General Industrial to S-2A
Tourist Oriented Shoreland approved by City Council 9/2/2014
Ordinance 14-08

H. Comments from Public Notice
1. Heather Hansen
2. Randy Elliott
3. Jake Bakke
4. Katie Murry and Bill Colwill
5. Donna and Russel Calahan
6. Connie Spencer
7. Petition from condo residents (see attached).

Comments and a petition from the condominium residents are attached. All
concerns voiced are not directly related to criteria reviewed by the Planning
Commission. In summary, concerns that are applicable include: parking and traffic
impacts, potential odor nuisance, and Cannery Loft Condo Association Policies
that govern usage separate from what is reviewed by the City.

[I. BACKGROUND

A. Subject Property

The property is located on the north side of Abbey Lane in Building A of the
Cannery Loft Condominium complex. The structure, built in 2007, is four stories
with mixed use spaces on the ground floor and residential use on the upper
floors.

B. Adjacent Neighborhood

Proposed

The neighborhood is
developed with a
mixture of industrial
and commercial
uses. To the south
across Abbey Lane
is the Astoria
Business Park with
construction supply
retail sales,
automotive
repair/detailing,
carpet store, and a : 2
gym. Most recently, a salon has moved into 103, which falls under ° personal
service establishment” and is an outright permitted use.
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The parking spaces required for the salon were dictated by the number of stations
available to customers. Parking for retail sales is determined by square footage of
the site.

As a condominium, each unit is
individually owned, but the
building envelope, parking and
other common areas are owned
jointly by all condominium owners
through a Condominium Owners
Association.

To the north is the City Trolley
line and Riverwalk Trail, Columbia
River, and Pier 39 facility with
Rogue Brewery, boat storage,
offices, and marine related supplies. To the west
across the 39th Street right-of-way is Hampton
Inn & Suites; to the east is Building B of the
condominium complex.

Proposed Site

Abbey Lane right-of-way is 50’ wide with a paved area of approximately 35’ wide
and parking on the north side only.

C. Proposed Use

The applicant has requested a conditional use to locate a medicinal/recreational
marijuana dispensary in one ground floor unit of the building. The proposed
footprint is approximately 950 square feet.

The S2-A zone allows “Tourist Oriented Retail Sales” as an outright permitted use.
“Non-Tourist Retail Sales Establishments” requires a conditional use permit. The
definitions of both are as follows:

Tourist-Oriented Retail Sales Non-Tourist Retail Sales Establishment

A use or business which devotes 50% | Business, including a restaurant or bar,
or more of its gross floor area to uses | which are primarily engaged in selling

or activities which are open or merchandise to customers for personal,
physically accessible to the public, household or farm use. Retail Sales
and are reasonably expected to be Establishment does not include gasoline
interest to visitors service station, automotive sales

establishment, or other sales of large
motorized vehicles, or mobile homes.

Permitted Outright in S-2A Requires Conditional Use Permit in S-2A

Note that any retail sales establishment would come under Commission review in
S2-A, this application should not be weighed solely on the fact the product sold is
2
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marijuana. In an earlier draft of the application, the applicant included a business
plan including the use of the space for a gallery and splitting the space to dedicate
an area to accessories and art pieces. This portion of the proposal has since been
withdrawn, and the general retails sales of medicinal/recreational marijuana is the
proposed use for the space.

I. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

A public notice was mailed to all property owners within 100 feet pursuant to
Section 9.020 on September 30, 2016. A notice of public hearing was published in
The Daily Astorian on October 18, 2016. Any comments received will be made
available at the Planning Commission meeting.

IV.  APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT

A.

Section 2.710 (4), Conditional Uses in the S-2A Zone, lists “Non-Tourist
Oriented Retail Sales Establishment” as an allowable conditional use.

Finding: This district is intended to “provide for mixed-use tourist oriented
development that retains and takes advantage of the working waterfront
character of the area. The uses permitted are intended fo be compatible with
pedestrian orientation. The emphasis is on the rehabilitation and reuse of
existing structures.

The applicant proposes to locate a marijuana dispensary in approximately 950
square feet in the ground floor of an existing structure. The gross floor area of
the ground level industrial/commercial includes 7,390 square feet (enclosed
building area excluding parking and outdoor covered walkways) with the
covered parking and communal areas of approximately 3,030 square feet for a
total of 10,420 square feet.

Existing commercial/industrial uses at the site include a salon-an outright
permitted use, mini-storage, and counseling offices, which were granted a
Conditional Use Permit (CU 14-15) for “Professional and Business Offices.”

Medicinal/recreational sales of marijuana falls under “Non-Tourist Oriented
Retail Sales Establishment” as an allowable conditional use.

Section 2.715 (2) Development standards and procedural requirements states
“Outdoor storage areas will be enclosed by appropriate vegetation, fencing or
walls.” 2.715 (4) Signs will comply with requirements in Article 8

Finding: The applicant has not proposed any additional outdoor storage areas,

should any storage areas be developed in the future, they shall be enclosed by
appropriate vegetation, fencing or walls.

3

T:\General CommDewWAPC\Permits\Conditional Use\2016\CU16-10 Dary! Bell 3930 Abbey Lane A104 Retail
Sales\CUP16-10 Daryl Bell Retail Sales 3930 Abbey Lane FINAL.docx



Any signage shall require a sign permit and site plan submitted per Article 8
requirements, including signage for any sandwich boards.

Section 7.100(C), Minimum Parking Space Requirements, Retail Sales
Establishment parking requirements are determined by square footage of the
proposed space. Retail Sales requires one off-street parking space per 500
square feet of gross floor area. With a proposed floor plan of 950 square feet, two
parking spaces are required for the use as a retail sales.

Finding: The Cannery Loft Condominium complex was constructed with parking in
the common areas. Covered parking within the two buildings is limited to the
ground floor industrial uses as per conditions of the original Conditional Use
Permit (CU04-04) and Amendment to Existing Permit (AEP05-05) and may not be
used for residential parking. The building was developed with 11 covered parking
spaces allocated for uses within the ground floor of Building A. The proposed 950
square feet of floor space would require one space per 500 square feet of space
for a total of two parking spaces. Currently, 8 of the 11 available spaces for
commercial use are accounted for. This proposal requires 2 spaces, which leaves
1 available for additional commercial/professional service use in Building A.

The site was developed with 30 residential units in Building A requiring 40 parking
spaces, and 33 units in Building B requiring 45 parking spaces. With the
completion of construction of Building B, 85 common area parking spaces are
available.

The applicant has submitted additional traffic and parking information with the
application.

C. Section 11.020(B.1) states that “the Planning Commission shall base their
decision on whether the use complies with the applicable policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.”

1. CP.200, Economic Development Goal 1, states “The City of Astoria will
strengthen improve, and diversify the area's economy to increase local
employment opportunities.”

CP.200, Economic Development Goal 1 Policies, states:

4. “Encourage private development such as retail, restaurants,
commercial services, transient lodging.

5. Provide a supportive environment for new business.

6. Encourage a diversity of businesses, target firms to add to the
business mix and strengthen the overall economic base.

7. Encourage and support local industrial development in order fo

diversify beyond the City's predominant industrial sectors, while
maintaining strong support for these sectors.”

4
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Finding: The proposed retail sales establishment is a new business to
Astoria. The existing industrial/commercial spaces in the two condominium
buildings have availability for commercial tenants. They were constructed
as small condominium units that are not conducive to heavy industrial
operations. As such, the site was rezoned from General Industrial to the
current S-2A to allow for more flexibility of uses. The proposed business
helps diversify the commercial site, and strengthens the City’s economic
base.

Finding: The proposed use complies with the Comprehensive Plan.

D. Section 11.030(A) requires that “before a conditional use is approved, findings will
be made that the use will comply with the following standards:”

1L Section 11.030(A)(1) requires that ‘the use is appropriate at the proposed
location. Several factors which should be considered in determining
whether or not the use is appropriate include: accessibility for users (such
as customers and employees); availability of similar existing uses;
availability of other appropriately zoned sites; and the desirability of other
Suitably zoned sites for the use.”

Finding: The proposed use is an appropriate use of an existing building.
Customers can easily access the site as pedestrians coming off of the
Riverwalk, or automobiles utilizing existing available parking.

The property is accessed from 39" Street, north of Lief Erikson Drive.
There is an existing parking lot at the site with sufficient area for vehicle
maneuvering. The nature of the applicant’s business is similar to a
professional services office with customers physically coming to and from
the site for short periods of time. The applicant indicated that Oregon
Health Authority policies restrict the number of customers that can be
served at a time which would potentially minimize traffic and accessibility
impacts on the site. Other zones which allow this type of use outright may
be available. However, the property is available and otherwise appropriate
for the use.

While there is “availability of other appropriately zoned sites,” Astoria is
already home to five dispensaries, and two additional retail shops in the
permitting process, not including this permit. These existing retail
operations are located in commercial zones and near the downtown
core. See the attached map for the distribution of dispensaries.

Three grow operations have also been permitted in commercial areas.
Marijuana grow operations and dispensaries are already located in the
downtown core and in commercial areas along the west end of Marine
Drive. The location at Abbey Lane would allow for an equal distribution of
dispensaries around the City, and avoids a clustering of these operations
in any one specific neighborhood.

9
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Unlike other retails sales, marijuana dispensaries do have additional
Oregon Revised Statutes which limit the locations where they can locate
Oregon Revised Statutes i

475B.110 require retall
sale of marijuana items
subject to regulation by
the Oregon Liquor
Control Commission.
This includes:

That the site “may not be
located in an area that is
zoned exclusively for
residential use” and “may
not be located within
1,000 feet of a school. The location
at Abbey Lane is over 1,000 feet
away from a school. See map above.

Distance to
school is appx
1,467 feet

The governing body of a city or county may adopt ordinances that impose
reasonable regulations on the operation of businesses located at premises
for which a license has been issued under ORS 475B.070, 475B.090,
475B.100 or 475B.110. At the time of this permit, the City of Astoria has not
added adopted additional provisions beyond the ORS regulations.

The applicant has acknowledged their close proximity to residences, and
included information about carbon filters they propose installing to mitigate
any unwanted odors. See attached specifications.

2. Section 11.030(A)(2) requires that “an adequate site layout will be used for
transportation activities. Consideration should be given to the suitability of
any access points, on-site drives, parking, loading and unloading areas,
refuse collection and disposal points, sidewalks, bike paths, or other
fransportation facilities. Suitability, in part, should be determined by the
potential impact of these facilities on safety, traffic flow and control, and
emergency vehicle movements.”

Finding: There is ample area available for maneuvering of vehicles on the
site. The 39" Street and Abbey Lane rights-of-way are improved to a width
of approximately 35’, with existing curbs and sidewalks. The site is easily
accessible by bike and foot, via the Riverwalk. The site is located within
walking distance of the trolley line.

6
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Vehicular traffic on 39 Street is increasing yearly with the development at
Pier 39, the occupancy of
the Condominium

buildings, and the -
Hampton Inn Hotel. .
However, the proposed |
use should not add a | T ;
larger volume of vehicle e g
trips to the site due to the

nature of the number of —
clients that can be served
at a time. The applicant

approximates servicing 50
customers per day (12 __:J n

L

e

~

hours) but has not

&

indicated hours of

38

operation. Emergency

vehicles are stationed at L.

30t St Public Safety . Sit
Building and are located in f"m“”-‘»%"ﬁ’m( Pllai
close proximity to the O—"ﬂs”w"RPLAN ——

subject location.

With the rezone to S-2A Zone (A14-03), a Traffic Impact Study was
completed by Lancaster Engineering, dated June 19, 2014, indicating that
the proposed zone, which allows professional offices, retail, and other
similar uses, would not have a major traffic impact.

3. Section 11.030(A)(3) requires that the use will not overburden water and
sewer facilities, storm drainage, fire and police protection, or other utilities.

Finding: All utilities are at the site and are capable of serving the use. The
proposed additional surveillance may in fact increase the security at the
site. As with all new or increased businesses and development, there will
be incremental impacts to police and fire protection but it will not
overburden these services. Marijuana dispensaries are a cash only
business and therefore are a target for criminal activity. To address public
safety concerns, the applicant will need to work with the Police Department

on a security plan.

4. Section 11.030(A)(4) requires that “the topography, soils and other physical
characteristics of the site are adequate for the use. Where determined by
the City Engineer, an engineering or geologic study by a qualified individual
may be required prior to construction.

Finding: The site is not within 100’ of a known geologic hazard as indicated
on the City map. No new construction is proposed.

7
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5. Section 11.030(A)(5) requires that “the use contain an appropriate amount of
landscaping, buffers, setbacks, berms or other separation from adjacent uses.

b2

Finding: The site is landscaped and is buffered from other uses. No
additional landscaping is required.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The request meets all applicable review criteria. Staff recommends approval of the
request based on the findings of fact above with the following conditions:

1.

Significant changes or modifications to the proposed plans as described in this
Staff Report shall be reviewed by the Astoria Planning Commission.

Any signage shall require a sign permit and site plan per Article 8 requirements,
including sandwich boards. Sign permits are required prior to installation of
signage.

The applicant shall submit all necessary OLCC paperwork and a business
license prior to opening.

Should odor nuisances arise, the applicant shall install additional air filtration
systems or odor abatement techniques.

The applicant shall adhere to the condominium bylaws and any additional
regulations imposed by the Cannery Loft Condo Association.

Should parking issues due to a greater number than 50 customers per day, the
applicant shall submit a parking evaluation report after one year of operation to
determine if parking is adequate. If more parking is needed, the applicant shall
develop a parking demand management strategy with property owner, tenant,
and COA and submit to the City.

To address public safety concerns, the applicant will need to work with the Police
Department on a security plan.

The applicant shall work with Recology and the COA for locating garbage and
recycling.

The applicant should be aware of the following requirements:

The applicant shall obtain all necessary City and building permits prior to the
start of operation.

8
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3930 Abbey Lane, Unit 104
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FILING INFORMATION: Planning Commission meets on the fourth Tuesday of each month.
Completed applications must be received by the 20th of the month to be on the next month's agenda.
A Pre-Application meeting with the Planner is required prior to acceptance of the application as
complete. Only complete applications will be scheduled on the agenda. Your attendance at the

Planning Commission meeting is recommended.

Briefly address each of the following criteria: Use additional sheets if necessary.

11.030(A)(1)

The use is appropriate at the proposed location. Several factors which should be
considered in determining whether or not the use is appropriate include: accessibility
for users (such as customers and employees); availability of similar existing uses;%
availability of other appropriately zoned sites; and the desirability of other suitably
zoned sites for the use.

The use is appropriate at the proposed location:

11.030(A)(2)

The proposed site is approximately 1 block west of Hwy 101 located at 3930 Abbey
Lane. Traffic is relatively light exiting from Hwy 101 (Leif Erikson) resulting in easy
fluid access to the proposed location which features two points of egress/ingress,
making it very accessible to customers. Traffic studies were performed by Lancaster
Engineering to support retail use with the rezoning from GI to S2a.
There are additional dispensaries in Astoria — all located west of the proposed location.
The Farmacy located at 2911 Marine Drive is the closest in proximity. The proposed
site will focus on and cater to residents east of 29" Street and potential customers that
enter the city from the north.
Given the number of dispensaries and respective location there are very few options in
other appropriately zoned sites. In addition, there is a dearth of building
owners/landlords able to or willing to accommodate cannabis based business. I have
dedicated 16 months looking for desirable appropriately zoned locations in Astoria.
Additional Considerations:

o Dispensary will provide discounts to veterans and the elderly
Will act as a canvas for local artisans/artists
Offer community support in an effort to be good stewards of the community
Conduct parking lot sweeps/checks
Be compliant with local and state regulations
Be low profile, understated, rustic
Offer robust surveillance
Outfit proposed site with carbon charcoal filters to mitigate scent of marijuana
Not allow consumption of cannabis products on site

0O 0 0O0O0O0OO0OO

An adequate site layout will be used for transportation activities. Consideration should
be given to the suitability of any access points, on-site drives, parking, loading and
unloading areas, refuse collection and disposal points, sidewalks, bike paths, or other
transportation facilities. Suitability, in part, should be determined by the potential
impact of these facilities on safety, traffic flow and control, and emergency vehicle

movements.

Please see site layout and dispensary schematic.

Proposed location will not adversely impact access points. There are two egress/ingress
points.
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Proposed location has two dedicated spaces. There is additional street parking allocated
fo CLC.

- The complex parking lot has never exceeded 35% of capacity.

- Dispensary will service approximately 50 customers per day (12 hour day) — light

traffic designation.
Dispensary traffic will not impede and/or interrupt refuse collection and disposal points,

sidewalks, bike paths, or other transportation facilities.

11.030(A)(3) The use will not overburden water and sewer facilities, storm drainage, fire and police
protection, or other utilities.

Dispensary operation will be consistent with traditional retail operation and will not overburden water
and sewer facilities, storm drainage, fire and police protection, or other utilities. Robust surveillance

will increase overall efficacy of security on site.

11.030(A)(4) The topography, soils, and other physical characteristics of the site are appropriate for
the use. Where determined by the City Engineer, an engineering or geologic study by a
qualified individual may be required prior to construction.

N/A — Proposed location in established commercial corridor

11.030(A)(5) The use contains an appropriate amount of landscaping, buffers, setbacks, berms or
other separation from adjacent uses.

N/A — Proposed location in established commercial corridor

11.030(B) Housing developments will comply only with standards 2, 3, and 4 above.

N/A —Proposed location in established commercial corridor
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From: Daryl Bell (daryl.bell1 @gmail.com)
To: noella.nelson@yahoo.com;

Date: Wednesday, September 21, 2016 12:23 AM
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Parki . Phoc’lco bzlow is ﬁiom

Wednesday April 9
ar lng from building B at
11:00am.

* 36.5% of building B
commercial space is
occupied.

* 97% of building B
residences are
occupied.

* 5 vehicles in the 14
commercial spaces, one
of which is residential.

* 10 vehicles in the

common 50 spaces

surrounding building B,
{4 east, 10 courtyard, 36 south,
14 commercial).

* On this day at standard
business hours onl
23.4% of parking is
consumed with office
space commercial use.

Parking 7:30pm Friday April 25t 2014
Wine and Seafood Festival

(not part of BOD presentation)

* 42 vehicles / 103 parking lot
spaces

* 5 vehicles on Abbey lane
* 3 walked to Pier 39
2 vehicles allotted to CLC
* 8 spaces on Abbey Lane allotted
for Cannery Lofts.
* On one of the busier weekends
only 39.6% of allowable spaces
are being used




Parking 3:30pm Sunday May 25, 2014
Memorial Weekend

* 38 vehicles in the 103 parking lot
spaces.

* 1 vehicle on Abbey Lane. 8
spaces on Abbey Lane allotted
for Cannery Lofts.

* 111 Total allotted spaces.

* On one of the busier weekends
only 34% of allowable spaces are
being used.

Parking 5pm Saturday June 7™, 2016

* 27 vehicles in the 103 parking lot
spaces. O vehicle on Abbey Lane. 8
spaces on Abbey Lane allotted for
Cannery Lofts.

e 111 Total allotted spaces.

* 24% of allowable spaces are being
used.




Friday 4/22/16 10:26am

* During Construction
* Building B
* Greatest amount of commercial
occupancy

* West covered parking was closed
off.

* 40% (26 of 64) building B spaces
closed for construction.

I'ed Forcum, DC, DACBSP, CES, PES, CSCS

ortland Winterhawks, Team Chiropractor

2015 USATF World Championship Sports Medicine Team

‘oint Commission on Sports Medicine and Science, Board Member
)7-08 US Olympic Sports Medicine Team Member

ACA Sports Council,, Past President 2008-2010

{omadic Properties, LLC
0139 NW Skyline Heights Drive
ortland, OR 97229

03-816-6581

ack In Motion Chiropractic and Sports Rehab Center
385 SW Scholls Ferry Road
eaverton, Oregon 97008

)3.524.9040




Generated by COMcheck-Web Software
Envelope Compliance Certificate

Section 1: Project Information

Energy Code: 2014 Oregon Energy Efficiency Specialty Code

Project Title: Astoria Dispensary

Project Type: Addition

Envelope Compliance Method: Simplified Trade-Off

Designer/Contractor:

Corey Morris
Carleton Hart Architecture

Construction Site: Owner/Agent:
3930 Abbey Lane, Suite A104
Astoria, Oregon

Building Location (for weather data): Astoria, Oregon
Climate Zone: 4c
Vertical Glazing / Wall Area Pct.: 7%

Floor Area

Building Use: Area Type
950

1-Office : Nonresidential

Section 2: Envelope Assemblies and Requirements Checklist

Envelope Assemblies:

Component Name/Description Gross Cavity Cont. Proposed Budget
Areaor R-Value R-Value U-Factor U-Factor()
Perimeter

Ext. Wall: Concrete Block, 8in., Solid Grouted,Light Density , 450 13.0 0.0 0.074 0.150

Furring: Wood, [Bldg. Use 1 - Office]
Window: , Perf. Specs.: Product ID Existing, SHGC 0.70, [Bldg. Use 80 --- - 0.350 0.450

1 - Office] (b)

Ext. Wall: Steel-Framed, 16in. o.c., [Bldg. Use 1 - Office] 640 13.0 0.0 0.124 0.064
90 --- - -—- —

Floor: Unheated Slab-On-Grade, [Bldg. Use 1 - Office]

(a) Budget U-factors are used for software baseline calculations ONLY, and are not code requirements.
" (b) Fenestration product performance must be certified in accordance with NFRC and requires supporting documentation.

In the following requirements, blank checkboxes identify requirements that the applicant has not acknowledged as being met. Checkmarks
identify requirements that the applicant acknowledges are met or excepted from compliance. 'Plans reference page/section’ identifies where in

the plans/specs the requirement can be verified as being satisfied.

Fenestration Product Rating:

v 1. U-factors of fenestration products (windows, doors and skylights) are determined in accordance with NFRC 100 by an accredited,
independent laboratory, and labeled and certified by the manufacturer or are determined using the commercial size category values
listed in Chapter 15 of the 2009 ASHRAE Handbook of Fundamentals, Table No.4 and shall include the effects of the window frame.
The temporary label afixed to the fenestration products must not be removed prior to inspection.

Plans reference page/section:

¢/ 2. Solar heat gain coefficient (SHGC) of glazed fenestration products (windows, glazed doors and skylights) shall be determined in
accordance with NFRC 200 by an accredited, independent laboratory, and labeled and certified by the manufacturer or be determined
using the Solar Heat Gain Coefficients (SHGC) in Chapter 15 of the 2009 ASHRAE Handbook of Fundamentals, Table No.10. The
overall values must consider type of frame material and operator for the SHGC at normal incidence.

Plans reference page/section:

Air Leakage, Insulation, and Component Certification:
v 3. Sealing of the building envelope. Openings and penetrations in the building envelope are sealed with caulking materials or closed with
gasketing systems compatible with the construction materials and location. Joints and seams are sealed in the same manner or taped

Project Title: Astoria Dispensary Report date: 09/19/16
Data filename: Page 1 of 6



or covered with a moisture vapor-permeable wrapping material. Sealing materials spanning joints between construction materials allow
for expansion and contraction of the construction materials.

Plans reference page/section:

v/ 4. Window and door assemblies. The air leakage of window and sliding or swinging door assemblies that are part of the building envelope
are determined in accordance with AAMA/WDMA/CSA 101/1.S.2/A440, or NFRC 400 by an accredited, independent laboratory, and

labeled and certified by the manufacturer.

Plans reference page/section:

v/ 5. Curtain wall, storefront glazing and commercial entrance doors. Curtain wall, storefront glazing and commercial-glazed swinging
entrance doors and revolving doors are tested for air leakage in accordance with ASTM E 283. For curtain walls and storefront glazing,
the maximum air leakage rate is 0.3 cubic foot per minute per square foot of fenestration area. For commercial glazed swinging
entrance doors and revolving doors, the maximum air leakage rate is 1.00 cfm/fft2 of door area.

Plans reference page/section:

v/ 6. Building thermal envelope insulation. An R-value identification mark is applied (by manutacturer) to each piece of insulation 12
inches or greater in width. Alternately, the insulation installers have provided a signed, dated and posted certification listing the type,
manufacturer and R-value of insulation installed. Refer to code section for blown or sprayed insulation installation/settling depths and
marker requirements.

¢/ 7. Insulation mark installation. Insulating materials are installed such that the manufacturer's R-value mark is readily observable upon
inspection.

o 8. Insulation product rating. The thermal resistance (R-value) of insulation has been determined in accordance with the U.S. FTC R-value

rule.
9. Installation. All material, systems and equipment are installed in accordance with the manufacturer's installation instructions and the
International Building Code.

o7 10.0utdoor air intakes and exhaust openings. Stair and elevator shaft vents and other outdoor air intakes and exhaust openings integral
to the building envelope shall be equipped with not less than a Class | motorized, leakage-rated damper with a maximum leakage rate
of 4 cfm per square foot at 1.0 inch water gauge when tested in accordance with AMCA 500D. Stair and shaft vent dampers shall be
capable of being automatically closed during normal building operation and interlocked to open as required by fire and smoke detection

systems.
Requirement is not applicable.

Plans reference page/section:

o 11.Loading dock weatherseals. Cargo doors and loading dock doors are equipped with weather seals to restrict infiltration when vehicles
are parked in the doorway.

Requirement is not applicable.

Plans reference page/section:

v’ 12.Recessed lighting. Recessed luminaires installed in the building thermal envelope are sealed to limit air leakage between conditioned
and unconditioned spaces. All recessed luminaires are IC-rated and labeled as meeting ASTM E 283. All recessed luminaires are
sealed with a gasket or caulk between the housing and interior wall or ceiling covering.

Requirement is not applicable.

Plans reference page/section:

v 13.Vestibules. Doors that separate conditioned space from the exterior are protected with an enclosed vestibule, with all doors of the
vestibule equipped with self-closing devices. Vestibules are designed so interior and exterior doors to not operate simultaneously.

v/ Exception applies: Doors that open directly from a space less than 3000 sq. ft. in area.

Plans reference page/section:
o 14.Other' components have supporting documentation for proposed U-Factors.

Requirement is not applicable.

Plans reference page/section:

Section 3: Compliance Statement

Compliance Statement: The proposed envelope design represented in this document is consistent with the building plans, specifications and
other calculations submitted with this permit application. The proposed envelope system has been designed to meet the 2014 Oregon Energy
Efficiency Specialty Cod