


































From:                              Paul Edgar
Sent:                               Tuesday, August 28, 2018 11:04 AM
To:                                   Pete Walter; Laura Terway; guttmcg@msn.com
Cc:                                   Rocky Smith ‐ Home; Damon Mabee; Mike Mitchell; Brain

Shaw ‐ OC Commissioner
Subject:                          Metro's Chapter 3.07, "Urban Growth Management

Functional Plan" & "Regional Functional Plan
Requirements" with 2018 updates

 

It is my belief that Metro's Chapter 3.07 Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
should be reviewed for compliance and direction as it states in 3.07.010 Purpose:

"Any city of county determination not to incorporate all required functional plan
polices into comprehensive plans shall be subject to conflict resolution and
mediation processes included within RUGGO, Goal I provisions, prior to final
adoption of inconsistent policies or actions".

Last night before the Planning Commission 8/27/18, I referenced Title 7 ­ Housing
Choices & Title 12 ­ Protection of Residential Neighborhoods ­ 3.07.1220,
Residential Density.

Title 3.07.1220 Residential Density ­ "Metro shall not require any city or county to
authorize an increase in the residential density of a single family neighborhood in an
area mapped solely as Neighborhood."

There is significant guidance found in virtually all of the Titled Sections that directly
applies to the current considerations, efforts and actions to update Oregon City's
Equitable ­ Affordable Housing with new policies and code revisions.

My personal comments are that the great middle of the housing needs are mostly
driven by the conditions of the Marketplace and the lack of new lands found within
the identified Urban Growth Boundary.  We should be very careful prescribing new
infill with inconsistent density requirements in established neighborhoods that
adversely and negatively destroy the character and culture that holds a neighborhood
together.

Found in Title 3.07.760 ­ "Recommendations to Implement other Affordable
Housing Strategies" are table 3.07­720 on Five­Year Voluntary Affordable Housing
Production Goals. There are lists by "Jurisdiction" of "Needed new housing units for
households earning less that 30% of the median household income and Needed new
housing units for households earning 30 ­ 50% of the median household incomes."

How we address the creating of code revisions for housing people below the
30% of the median household incomes is of the highest priority and it is to me
the one lost group of housing. 

My personal belief that this can happen best in Planned Communities within Cluster
Housing Concepts, where efforts are to have primary access to transit and education
with very small lots. 
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We as society and tax payers cannot afford the so called affordable housing high rise
projects, that are to the most part subsidized with significant tax payer funded efforts
to reduce the costs that are now approaching $250,000 plus per dwelling unit.   There
is also cost that we will pay as a society where the next generation is brought up in
environments where there are elevators and no trees, green grass, parks and fresh air.

Please review the many outstanding Senior Housing Communities and ideas can be
picked up.  

We should review how we can re­purpose Industrial and CI lands on all side of
Clackamas Community College, that have sat idle and transfer some of those lands
their zoning to other places and thus open the door to Greater Need Process of
Review, that could solve the problems with the opportunity to locate housing, where
NIMBY and other neighborhood reactions are minimized.  The key to these open
lands is that they satisfy the critical transit and education/re­education and job skills
building components with the highest weight values.  There are many and multiple
tears/levels of very low cost housing that needs to be addressed and each can be
considered a stepping stone to the next level. 

When market costs of housing and income levels do not match and people are forced
to the street or to their cars.  The proposed housing on the upper floors of possible
housing between McLoughlin Blvd and Main Street in those new allowable floors
(re­setting the height Standard to 75­Ft.) would not be affordable ­ equitable housing
to anyone 30% below the median average income.  Most everything being suggested
within these revisions that seems to get talked about is for people above the median
average income or on the higher ends of income.  To me we are losing track of what
this whole revision process is and should be all about.

Please make this information part of the record of these hearings and available to all
members of the Oregon City Planning Commission.

https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/04/16/urban­growth­
management­functional­plan­04162018.pdf

Thank You,

Paul Edgar, Canemah Neighborhood Resident
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From: Karla Laws
To: Laura Terway; Pete Walter
Subject: Roosevelt
Date: Monday, August 27, 2018 11:00:52 PM

Late afternoon to evening activities of homeless & transitional house at 523 in the past few days on Roosevelt. Totally My neighbor and my household witnesses sexually acts, unsafe shouting/cussing, possible drug dealings, indecent exposure. My children do not feel safe and see inappropriate things. In the upper middle shed photo doing
sexual activities just trying to walk to their car from their own porch. The person living in the shed will not leave. No bathroom facilities. If codes become more lenient, I don’t see how this will improve.

Please share w who you see fit. Please keep my identity & contact anonymous for the protection of my family.

& tonight at 10:03pm. Shed being occupied illegally with no bathroom facility.  Ppl from 523 occupy this shed frequently, at least 3 different ladies overnight. Seen ppl homeless and high go in here too on a regular basis.
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Karla Laws

Sent from my iPhone
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Testimony for Planning Commission consideration of the Equitable Housing Code 

Amendments- LEG-18-00001 on 8/27/2018 

 My name is Nikolai Ursin 

o Served as a member of the Technical Advisory Team for the Equitable 

Housing Strategy 

o Here on behalf of NHA, one of the largest non-profit housing organizations 

in the state  

 Roughly 2000 units in 15 Oregon counties, with nearly a third of our 

portfolio located in Clackamas County 

 Was before Commission in March discussing Pleasant Ave Veterans 

Housing 

o Narrowly approved by this body in a last minute 5/2 vote that was 

almost held up due to factors that may no longer applicable to 

future projects if the package before you is passed into code.  

o I’m here today to say that that is a good thing, and here’s why: 

 

 The need for housing is clear 

o The last point in time homeless count found more than 2000 people living 

in the streets/shelters/cars in Clackamas County. These include veterans, 

children, the disabled, and hard working families that just fell into difficult 

times due to the loss of work, illness, or other factors outside of their 

control. 

o The cost of market rate housing is now out of reach for many who call this 

community home, where the median home value is now at $410,000 and 

the average rent for a 2-bedroom unit is $1230.  

o For a family earning minimum wage or several dollars an hour higher, this 

rent is far out of reach.  

o This imbalance causes all sorts of problems, from family instability, to 

greater traffic caused by folks who now must live far from their places of 

employment simply to keep a roof over their head.  

o It’s for these reasons this process got underway.  

 Overly prescriptive code can get in the way of innovative development 

o Pleasant Avenue Veterans Housing was designed to produce the most 

housing for the least cost. It was unadorned, but still elegant. The design 

reduced material waste, thereby reducing its carbon footprint. It was a 

model we hoped to prove here and take to other areas of the state to 
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replicate, but then we discussed our effort with planning staff and found 

that it couldn’t be done. 

o Articulation and modulation, ground floor building height, maximum 

façade width. These were all adjusted, at great cost of funding and time, 

and we still couldn’t get our project through land use review without 

variances.  

o I am thrilled that the code revisions take this into account, and provide a 

more predictable path for those wishing to build needed housing for the 

community.  

 Parking is not free 

o While we did not dispute the parking requirements through a variance 

request for our project, these did come with a price-tag. 

o Offstreet parking costs roughly $10k per space to build, not taking into 

account circulation requirements. Structured parking can range between 

$25-50K depending on if it is underground.  

o These are not absorbed by the developer in market rate buildings. Rather, 

they are passed along to the renter/owner.  If the city wants to have 

housing that is equitable, parking is something you have to consider.  

o If there’s a market for parking, the market will provide it. 

o It makes sense that in a city with such topographic challenges, the market 

would provide parking, and I suspect most new development provides 

plenty of parking for buyers 

o However, times are changing. Self driving cars, electric bikes and scooters, 

and other technologies may reshape transporation in ways we can barely 

imagine.  

o I’d hope this commission wouldn’t get in the way of the market and its 

ability to experiment in ways to most efficiently build what Oregon City 

buyers/renters demand.  

 Finally, I want to applaud the city for this inclusive and participatory process 

o The code amendments before you were thoughtfully and thoroughly 

considered.  

o Your expert staff and excellent consultants took city code and made it 

interesting and relevant.  

o The eventual recommendation was supported by the majority of those 

who participated in the various committees, and I have a feeling there 

were many involved who wish the community could do even more to bring 

about equitable housing for Oregon City residents. 



o After what I hope is unanimous approval of this package of code 

amendments, I’d welcome review of System Development Charges and 

Tax abatement programs that further reduce the cost of developing 

needed housing. In addition, I’d encourage the city to look for ways to 

provide further investments in housing through dedicated Construction 

Excise Taxes, Tax Increment Financing, and your city’s support of Measure 

26-199, the regional affordable housing bond that will be on the ballot this 

November.  

o All of these together can truly address the housing crisis facing our 

communities, so that hardworking families are able to afford a safe and 

stable place to live in Oregon City. 

 Thank you and I’d welcome any questions you may have.   
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