ICON"’

CONSTRUCTION

CCB#150499
1980 Willamette Falls Dr. #200, West Linn OR 97068 503-657-0406

January 23rd, 2019
Mayor Holladay and City Commissioners:

I’m writing to you in response to staff and city commission discussions that took place at
the January 16" hearing, related to the removal of OCMC chapters 17.21 and 17.22, that
outline the Park Place and South End design requirements. I’'m reaching out to you in
hopes to shed some perceptive directly from a local home building company, that has had
a strong presence in Oregon City for.the past 20 years. Icon is heavily vested in Oregon
City; past, present and future, and shares the same goals outlined in the current code
reform currently before you today.

As you know, the main emphasis of revamping the development sections within the
OCMC, is to inject a variety of different affordable housing products into Oregon City’s
market. We applaud the work performed by city staff, the appointed task force, the
planning commission, and others who have vested many hours into bringing their ideas,
goals, and objectives forward. We see good opportunities to come, and are excited and
eager to venture together with the city, as partners, to implement this vision. I use the
word partnership, because it’s a critical component, needed to achieve the goals set forth
within this equitable housing program. Without the community, city staff, planning
commission, city council, land developers, home builders and future home buyers
working together cohesively to create a platform suitable and obtainable by all parties,
this program will not thrive, nor will it ever come to fruition. Without fairness and
balance, it goes nowhere.

The current adopted design standards, defined in chapter 17.14, already require an
abundant amount of design requirements for ALL residential construction in Oregon
City. Oregon City planning and city staff, have already done a fantastic job of injecting
historical design requirements for new construction in this city that all builders must
adhere to. As written within chapter 17.14, builders must include a minimum of 5 and as
many as 14 design standards into their building design. These standards require selecting
from the list below:

- Dormers, which are projecting structures built out from a sloping roof housing a
vertical window.

- The roof design must utilize either a gable or hip roof system.

- The building facade includes two or more offsets of 16-inches or greater.
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- A roof overhang of 16-inches or greater.

- Arecessed entry that is at least 2-feet behind the furthest forward living space on
the ground floor, and a minimum of 8-feet wide.

- A minimum sixty 60 square-foot covered front porch that is at least five 5 feet
deep OR a minimum forty 40 square-foot covered porch with railings that is at
least five 5 feet deep AND be elevated entirely a minimum of eighteen 18-inches.

- A bay window that extends a minimum of twelve 12-inches outward from the main
wall of a building and forming a bay or alcove in a room within.

- Windows and main entrance doors that occupy a minimum of fifteen 15 percent of
the lineal length of the front facade (not including the roof and excluding any
windows in a garage door).

- Window trim (minimum four 4-inches).

- Window grids on all street facing windows (excluding any windows in the garage
door or front door).

- Windows on all elevations include a minimum of four 4-inch trim.

- Windows on all of the elevations are wood, cladded wood, or fiberglass.

- Windows on all of the elevations are recessed a minimum of two 2 inches from the
facade.

- A balcony that projects a minimum of one foot from the wall of the building and is
enclosed by a railing or parapet.

- Shakes, shingles, brick, stone or other similar decorative materials shall occupy a
minimum of sixty 60 square feet of the street facade.

- All garage doors are a maximum nine 9-feet wide.

- All garage doors wider than nine 9-feet are designed to resemble two 2 smaller
garage doors.

- There are a minimum of two 2 windows in each garage door.

- A third garage door is recessed a minimum of two 2 feet.

- A window over the garage door that is a minimum of twelve 12 square feet with
window trim (minimum four 4-inches).

- There is no attached garage onsite.

- The living space of the dwelling is within five 5 feet of the front yard setback; or
the driveway is composed entirely of pervious pavers or porous pavement,

We’re not refuting or objecting to any of these existing design requirements. Although it
did take some time for our building team to learn these, and implement them correctly
within our building product, we worked with the city to understand them and have
designed our homes to ensure they conform. We understand the significance and respect
the goals and objectives set forth within these standards that are required in Oregon City.
As written, they heavily target the implementation of historic elements and they also
reduce garage massing by requiring more elements when street facing garage facades
increase in size. The objectives set forth in the Park Place and South End concepts plans
are already easily met by adhering to the current code criteria set forth in chapter 17.14.

Chapters 17.21 and 17.22 reach far beyond the standards set forth in chapter 17.14 by
requiring very rigid and specific requirements that dictate a single style of architectural
design,; historic only. Not only do these standards drive up the costs of construction, they
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drastically limit what type/style of product can be built. This code forces a style of
architecture that is desired by very few, which will have a HUGE impact on the
marketability of these homes. We are mindful and respectful of the historic significance
and influence within Oregon City’s architecture, and we understand the importance of it
when it is applicable. We are very proud of the work that we did to fully restore the
Mathew McCarver house, in which we preserved all of the historic construction elements
(roofing, siding, structure/bones, windows, doors, hardwoods, hardware, etc.), in
conjunction with a full renovation and restoration of this home. Bringing this boarded up
and forgotten about treasure back to life in 2007 was very challenging, but also extremely
rewarding (I’ve included some before and after pictures reflecting the work that was
done, for your interest only). The point being, We DO appreciate and respect the history
and true era architecture in this city, but it needs to make sense and be appropriate and
proportionate to the overall goals of the city, community, home builders and future
homeowners. Rick Givens provided testimony in his January 14" letter to the city
commission that referenced our McCarver Landing development and the requirement that
the newly constructed homes, surrounding the McCarver house, had to be constructed in
a Vernacular architecture form, to match that of the McCarver home. We didn’t object to
this requirement, as we understood the significance of these homes abutting the
McCarver home. We understood the concept of blending historic construction with new
construction in this development, and we followed the guidelines set forth within the
conditions of this development that we agreed to. During the 1-16-19 hearing, one of the
commissioners stated that we should understand and respect the significance of these
requirements. I want to state clearly that we did then and still do today.

Unfortunately, our point that was highlighted in Rick Given’s letter, was misconstrued.
We were merely trying to emphasize that we’ve gone down this road before, following
specific historical home architecture designs as dictated on just a few of our homes in
McCarver Landing, and this was received very poorly by the general public. We learned
very quickly, that mimicking historical era construction, is not in high demand. The
absorption rate was extremely low, and the homes had to be discounted drastically to
instigate sales. One commissioner at the 1-16-19 hearing stated, “look at these homes
now, they are occupied, eventually they sold.” This is not a model that any builder
should be burdened to follow nor does it offer Oregon City home buyers any variety or
flexibility with the architecture designs and styles that they desire and can chose from.
Forcing builders and home owners to construct homes that don’t appease the majority of
the public, directly conflicts with the spirit of this equitable housing program. These two
code sections offer no flexibility of any kind, and they blanket two very large areas in
Oregon City, that will soon house thousands of single-family dwelling units. Requiring
“historic only” design and architecture into these areas is a recipe for disaster, and the
McCarver Landing example was only used to illustrate our experience with this before,
and at a much smaller scale. The required style of architecture completely prohibits
home builders any opportunity to conform to market demand. Dictating historical homes
throughout ALL development in these planned areas, prohibits any ability to conform to
the community’s wants and needs. Historical era construction only, is simply far too
much to require in these two very large concept areas. I've included the sample pictures
(inserted directly from the code sections themselves) that reflect the required styles of
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architecture per sections 17.21 and 17.22, as well as a picture of a vernacular home that
was required and constructed in McCarver Landing for you to reference.

In addition, and what was discussed very little at the 1-16-19 hearing, are the garage
requirements found within the Park Place concept chapter 17.21. This chapter requires
NO front load garages. Only side load, rear load, detached, or NO garages are allowed.
Not only do these standards drive up costs of development and home construction, they
are not practical or even obtainable within the diverse zoning districts in these two
concept areas. I'll explain each of these garage options below in hopes to provide some
insight as to why these standards would be extremely problematic:

Side entry garages, unless on a corner lot, require a minimum of 40’ side yard for
driveway access and vehicle maneuverability. This width is needed alongside a home so
that vehicles can appropriately enter the garage. That’s not feasible on any lots that
aren’t corner oriented. Taking 40’ of width out of a lot for driveway/access, leaves no
room for a home to fit within the remaining buildable envelope. Unless you have a lot
width of at least 90°+, this simply does not work. The comp plan for Park Place consists
of a variety of different blended zonings. Sideload garage orientations will not be
feasible in high, medium, and most low-density zones. These simply do not work.

For similar reasons above, detached garages are not feasible in most zones, simply
because there is not enough room on building lots to get them to work. It’s very
challenging to create lots that will conform to what is needed to make rear load garages
possible. This configuration requires a minimum of 20” clear space for a driveway along
the home and property line, which again diminishes the remaining buildable area for
homes to fit. This configuration also requires a much deeper lot to create room in the
back of the property for a garage, within the setbacks, and with ample clearance and
separation between it and the home. This requires deeper lots which reduces widths to
meet lot size area. This absolutely does not work in medium, high, and most low density
zoning districts. Beyond that, and even if this configuration could work, this requirement
still creates another hardship on the property, builder and home owner, as the general
public does not want a garage detached from their home. We live in a rainy climate here
in Oregon. Homeowners do not want to walk through the elements from their garage to
their home. Detached garages are not sought after by the general public.

We’ve had experience with rear entry garages in Oregon City. These require alleys,
which doubles the quantity of roads within a development, further driving up
development and final lot costs. Beyond being more expensive to develope, alley
projects create more impervious area, which create further hardships pertaining to storm
water management, and they are a poor use of land as a resource (by creating more roads
and hardscapes vs. planted green areas). In the end, homeowners are left with little to no
rear yards. Oregon City homebuyers want rear yards. They often have kids, pets, or
simply want to enjoy privacy within their fenced-in rear property. What little room that
is left from rear yard loaded garages, can’t be fenced and adhere to vision requirements,
and these homes are left with little to no usable yard area. This is another product, that
we have had experience constructing, that is not sought after by the consumer.
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So, after the above configurations are explored and deemed not physically or
economically feasible by the developer and home builder, and not desired by the general
public, the last option is to construct a home with NO garage. That’s a non-starter.
People want garages. They drive cars. They store things. Garages are an amenity and
staple in today’s homes that homeowners are not willing to give up. So, the “no garage”
option, is simply not an option in a single-family residential district. Apartments, sure,
but not when constructing single family detached residential homes. If a builder is forced
to build a home without a garage, he/she better plan on using it for a rental. It will never
sell as there is little to no market for homes without garages.

We are very hopeful that you will see the magnitude of development challenges, added
costs, diminished home values, and the burden and hardship that these two chapters will
place on developers, builders and future homeowners in these two concept areas, if
chapters 17.21 and 17.22 aren’t removed from the OCMC. I say again, successful
development requires a collective partnership with all parties involved. If it becomes
unbalanced, the equitable housing program will be unsuccessful in these concept areas.
Chapters 17.21 and 17.22 completely conflict with the objectives and goals outlined
within this program, and the impact is severe when blanketing these two areas and
thousands of future home sites with these very strict and specific requirements.

[ appreciate your time and consideration to all parties impacted, while you and city staff
continue discussing the removal of chapters 17.21 and 17.22. Other members from the
building and development community will continue attending and speaking at each of the
upcoming hearings. I will be attending all upcoming hearings, and would be more than
happy answering any questions related to this letter and the current round of code reform
if asked to come forward for further testimony.

Sincerely,

Darren Gusdorf

General Manager - Commercial & Residential Division

ICON Construction & Development, LLC #150499

1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200 | West Linn, OR 97068
503.657.0406 office | 503.655.5991 fax
darren(@iconconstruction.net
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Required styles of architecture per
OCMC chapters 17.21 and 17.22

SAMPLES ABOVE ARE CUT & PASTED
FROM CODE SECTIONS 17.21 AND 17.22

***Note Historic Era Architecture with
no garages.



Vernacular Style as Required and
Constructed in McCarver Landing



















From: JEAN LASALLE

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 11:51 AM
To: Pete Walter
Subject: ocMmC 17.21

29 January, 2019

Hello Pete;

It has come to my attention that there are requests to remove the
residential design standards specific to the Park Place Concept Plan Area in
OCMC 17.21. I am very concerned about the possibility of this deletion
because it has the effect of destroying the spirit of why the Concept Plan was
developed. | can understand the developers concerns for the requirement of
side or rear entry garages. | have thought about that from when | first read
the Plan. | agree, that part should be eliminated as most impracticable.
However, to eliminate the Code in it's entirety would be a mistake for the
following reasons:

1. It is stated that the architectural requirements are limiting and hard to
sell. | find that very hard to believe. If the architecture listed in the Concept
Plan don't work there are additional choices as stated in 17.21.010 Purpose;
"The 2006 Historical Review Board's Design Guidelines for New Construction
include additional architectural descriptions of historic single-family structures
in Oregon City" This shows they have other choices and the architecture is
on of the things that will make the Park Place Concept Area unique and not
just a "cookie cutter" look.

2. This request will eliminate Section 17.21.040 Modulation and massing.
One of the requirements is paragraph A "Houses with footprints over 1200
square feet shall provide for secondary massing (such as cross gabled wings
or sunroom/kitchen/dining room extensions) under separate roof lines." Why
eliminate this?

3. It will also eliminate Section 17.21.050 Porches and entries. Paragraph
A states "Each house shall contain a front porch---at least eighty square
feet." Why eliminate this neighborhood friendly requirement? Paragraph C
states "Each dwelling shall have a separate---pedestrian connection. The
pedestrian connection shall be separate from s driveway." This makes for a
better appearance and is pedestrian friendly. Why eliminate it?

4. It eliminates Section 17.21.060 Architectural details. There are many to
choose from listed as A through H. The builders are not very restricted in this
area.

5. It eliminates Section 17.21.070 Approved siding materials. This Section
gives the builder a good selection. Why eliminate it?


mailto:jeanbob06@comcast.net
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6. It also eliminates Section 17.21.080 Windows. What's wrong with this
section. | don't think these window requirements will "break the bank" for the
builders costs.

The elimination of an entire Chapter is unreasonable and merely destroys
the purpose of a major part of the Park Place Concept Plan. Most sections
can be appealed for an exemption to the Community Development Director. |
recommend this be done in regard to garages, but to eliminate the entire
Chapter is asking too much of the Concept.

Many people put in countless hours to put this Concept Plan together and it
was passed and adopted in 2008. To have it torn apart piece by piece when
it is finally near fruition is a slap in the face of those people and totally
unnecessary.

Let the developers/builders make their case in small, acceptable steps, not in
sweeping eliminations of well thought out concepts.

| urge that this proposition of the elimination of OCMC Chapter 17.21 not
be allowed for the above reasons. Affordable housing can be accomplished
without that elimination. As stated earlier, | agree with the elimination of the
requirement of side or rear facing garages. That is the only thing that won't
work in the Concept Plan.

| request that this correspondence be made a part of the record.

Most Sincerely
Bob La Salle

Oregon City Resident



January 14, 2019 : R

Y JAN 14 2019 @
Mayor Dan Holladay and

Fellow OC City Commissioners CITY RECORDER

625 Center Street CITY OF OREGON CITY, OR

Oregon city, OR 97045
Dear Mayor Holladay and City Commissioners:

My name is Kent Ziegler and | presently serve as the President of the Oregon City Business
Alliance(OCBA). | am writing to you on the behalf of my Board of Directors relative to certain building
design guidelines outlined in the Park Place Concept Plan. Specifically, we are referring to OCMC 17.21
and 17.22. These two chapters are quite onerous and would create some very challenging and overly
expensive design features that would not be compatible with the homes in the neighboring existing
residential communities. With every city facing a severe housing affordability crisis we believe it is in the
best interests of the OC Commission to either remove or drastically modify these restrictive design
standards as part of the ongoing code amendment process.

As we interpret the existing codes for new single-family homes under these rules it would require that
all the residential structures adhere to historic plan designs that may or may not be what the consumer
market is asking for in today’s housing environment. A second walkway and garages that cannot face the
street, if they are attached to the house, is not what is being built and purchased these days. With the
rainy/windy weather we typically experience in the Portland metro area we can’t imagine buyers
wanting a detached garage so under the present code a resident could not drive directly through their
garage from the street unless the overhead doors were pointed sideways or to the rear of the lot. We
believe this is simply going too far in governing how citizens live in their own neighborhoods.

Having been personally involved in developing subdivisions and constructing new homes in the Oregon
City area | know how critical it is to maintain as much flexibility in the architectural design of a home to
meet a particular clients requests. Under the current code, if we decide to build something different
than the approved historical styles we have to apply for a Type Il land-use permit with no guarantee it
will be approved in a timely manner if at all. We at the OCBA do not believe it was the intention of our
appointed and elected officials to adopt such difficult design rules that in practice simply do not work.
From experience, each new neighborhood will have its own set of recorded Conditions, Covenants &
Restrictions which will require architectural design review by their HOA.

In summary, our goal at the OCBA is to see local businesses succeed and thrive by being able to
successfully market and sell their product(s) to the buying public. Anything that creates an obstacle to
that end we believe needs to be analyzed with the goal of finding a positive resolution to the problem.
In this case, we believe these Sections of the OCMC must be changed to allow for market driven
architectural styles and front loaded entry garages. We feel confident the developers of these new
communities will do everything possible to make the homes very attractive and compatible.

Sincerely,

ST aes

Kent Ziegler, OCBA President



Equitable Housing Input

years. | have been building houses for thirty. Mostly in Oregon
City and Canby, also in Happy Valley. My company has built
twenty-four units of Townhouses in the last decade in Oregon

City and Canby. We own twelve rental units. That is my resume.

We have never done multi-family or commercial so | have no
input on that. | have read the proposed code changes and have
some ideas | would like for you to consider.

Ch 17.10 Medium Density- Townhomes (single family attached)
in the R3.5 zone, for example, require a 2500 sq. ft. lot
minimum. Yet the lots are only required to be 20’ wide. If then,
the lot for an inside unit is 20’ wide, then to achieve min. 2500
sq. ft. requirement, the lot must be 125’ deep. | see that as
somewhat unnecessary and wonder if it was intentional.

The proposed code allows for up to six units in any one
structure. There is one problem that | have noticed with many
of the townhome units built in O.C. that you might want to
address. On the inside units, unless there is an alley behind
(which most don’t) there is no access to the back of the unit
except through the front door. That means, for example, if you
wanted to repair your siding (or mow your lawn), all of the
materials and labor would have to come through the front
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My name is Ray Crisp. | have lived in Oregon City for forty-nine 7/



door, down the hall, through the living room, dining room and
out the back door. It would be good to require some sort of
easement for access to the inside units back yard.

Ch 17.16.060 b. Allows for a min. of (2) off-street parking
spaces total for either a 3-plex or a 4-plex. Two parking spaces!
It would be of poor judgement to allow for such inadequate
parking in any neighborhood. In Oregon City there are two
things that every residence absolutely requires. One is a place
for the dog to poop, the other is a place to park cars. | know
this from being a landlord. If those things are not provided then
an ongoing tension resides in the neighborhood, quality of
everyday life is diminished, along with the neighborhood,
seriously. Oregon City is, for the most part, a bedroom
community. Most people who live here need to commute to
work elsewhere. Currently (in 2019) public transportation is not
sufficient to adequately support this suburban community. |
don’t expect that to change any time soon. When it does then
adjust the code at that time. Please change this mistake before
someone actually has the lack of incite to implement it.

Ch 17.20.010 ADU’s- The current proposal would allow for one
ADU a max. of 800 sq. ft. | would propose that you consider
allowing up to four attached units separate from the main
dwelling. That is, provided that all other criteria is met
regarding setbacks, parking, etc... The max. size of unit could



vary from: 1 unit @ 800 sq. ft. (as proposed), 2 units @ 600 sq.
ft. each, 3 units @ 500 sq. ft. each, 4 units @ 400 sq. ft. each.
This proposal could be ideal for some of the many existing
oversized lots in town where, based on existing (overwhelming)
development criteria, would be too expensive to develop
otherwise. Make it a Type 1 Land Use Application and keep it
simple.

Ch 17.20.020 Cluster Housing- The current proposal would
allow for flag lots. It then refers to CH 16.08.050 A-F (the
section on flag lots) where the new and improved width of the
flag pole is 10’. That, of course, wouldn’t be very practical if you
had twelve cluster units each needing a 10’ wide pole.
Somebody should take a look at the flag pole criteria to see if a
modification is in order in regards to cluster housing.

The other thing about cluster housing, in order to make it work,
the SDC fees would need to be reduced based on increased
density and reduced unit size. Getting slammed with the full
residential SDC fee would make the cluster housing option
unworkable.

That is the extent of my input for now.
Ray Crisp

President, Crisp Homes



January 14, 2019 Rick Givens

Planning Consultant
Mayor Dan Holladay & 18680 Sunblaze Dr.
City Commissioners Oregon City, Oregon 97045
625 Center Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Dear Mayor Holladay and City Commissioners:

I regret that I am out of town and unable to attend Wednesday’s hearing to offer my testimony in
person. I am writing on behalf of my client, Icon Construction & Development, LLC, to request
that the Commission consider our concerns relating to OCMC 17.21, & 17.22. These chapters
establish design standards for single-family residential development in the Park Place and South
End Concept Plan areas, respectively. Although no changes to these chapters have been proposed
by staff, we think that since they are included in the code amendment package currently under
consideration, this is the appropriate time to address concerns about the impact of these design
standards on development that will occur within these neighborhoods. We believe that many of
the standards are unduly onerous and costly, and that they therefore conflict with the spirit of the
primary issue before the Commission of providing for equitable housing in Oregon City. The
standards for both chapters are very similar and can be considered together.

These two chapters require that new single-family construction within the Park Place and South
End Concept Plan areas conform to a series of design standards that exceed the already stringent
requirements for single-family construction elsewhere in the city. In particular, they require:

e Adhering to historic plan designs only (Vernacular, Bungalow, Foursquare, Queen Anne)
unless a Type Il land use decision is approved.

Front porches on all units.

A second walkway from the street to the entry.

Additional design elements above/beyond what’s already required

Recessed windows.

Garages that, if attached, cannot face the street (the code only allows no garages,
rear/side load or detached).

With respect to the architectural style standards, these chapters dictate specific historic styles of
architecture that are desired by very few prospective purchasers. These standards only allow
future home builders the opportunity to adapt to market demand for other styles of homes if they
apply for and receive approval through a Type Il land use application. These applications are
expensive and time consuming. Further, the code provides no criteria for approval of such
applications. These standards will have a tremendous impact on the marketability of future
homes in these areas.

Icon has had experience in trying to market vernacular homes in Oregon City. The McCarver

Landing subdivision off of Warner-Parrot Road was conditioned to require the construction of
five vernacular style homes around the Mathew McCarver home. Upon completion, these homes

phone: 503-479-0097 | fax: 503-479-0097 | e-mail: rickgivens@gmail.com



were not sought after by home purchasers and proved to be extremely difficult to market. Other
homes that Icon constructed within this same development, that did not have the same design
requirements/restrictions, had no issues with marketability because they were built per the
demands/needs of future homebuyers. The vernacular homes were simply not desired.

The design details sections of these chapters require costly design modifications that must
respond to standards for porches, roof pitch and massing, entry design, exterior materials choices
and unusual window designs. All of these factors are expensive and time consuming to respond
to and will not result in homes that are better suited to the needs of future Oregon City residents.
They will certainly not help in achieving more equitable housing as they are certain to raise the
cost of housing in these two areas of the City that contain the majority of the remaining vacant
land supply.

The standards relating to garage design in the Park Place Concept Plan area are particularly
concerning. Section 17.21.090(A) states that, “Garages must be detached, side entry or rear
entry. For side entry garages: the garage area shall not be located in front of the living area.”
Home buyers do not want detached garages. Side entry garages are only practical on corner lots
because the density planned for these neighborhoods results in narrow lots that do not work with
side loaded garage designs. Alley designs for rear access homes are costly, do not work on
hillside areas, and result in home configurations that do not provide for significant usable back
yard areas that are so desirable to home buyers. The garage standards for the South End Concept
Plan area found in Section 17.22.090 do not mandate the use of detached, side or rear entry
garages. Similar language should be applied in the Park Place neighborhood.

For all of the reasons outlined above, we request that the Commission delete these two chapters
entirely. We believe that the design standards presently contained in the City’s Low Density
chapters provide ample assurance that quality design is provided in our neighborhoods.
However, if the City wishes to adopt new chapters for the Park Place and South End Concept
Plan areas, they should be rewritten to provide much greater flexibility of design and given new
consideration by the Planning Commission, with opportunity for more public input. We want to
provide neighborhoods that are attractive and responsive to the desires of prospective
homebuyers. These chapters, as written, are counterproductive to that goal.

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony.

Sincerely yours,

Rick Givens

CC: Mark Handris



November 26, 2018
Respectfully submitted to The Oregon City Commission
By Craig & Debbie DeRusha

We live and work in Oregon City. We have been property owners for more than 25 years. We are
small business owners in the City employing five Oregon City residents. Debbie serves on the
Oregon City Chamber Board as well as a local medical patient/advocate committee. We want to
continue to participate and contribute to the future of our great city. It from that perspective that
we write this letter.

We support the Equitable Housing Project and its committee’s commitment, time and creativity
in finding more ways to provide additional housing for our community. Seeing the breadth of
review, comments and codes affected by this project has been overwhelming. Given this, it
makes sense that the committee members could not possibly contemplate all of the scenarios that
these proposals will affect.

Although it is late in the process, we are asking that you review our comments and consider
making a few more adjustments. We have two areas of comment.

20-Year Age Limitation for Internal Conversions

First, we want to ask that reconsideration be given to the 20-year age restriction proposed for
internal conversions. As we review the Statement of Purpose for this section of the code, it is
unclear how the age of a building is relevant:

e provide opportunities to adaptively reuse existing dwellings in a manner that preserves
existing residences

e add additional dwelling units, maintaining building scale and design compatible with
surrounding neighborhoods

o make efficient use of existing housing and infrastructure resources.

We currently own two single family homes in an R8 zone whose square footage could deem
them a candidate for an internal conversion under all of the proposed revisions, except for their
age; one is 16 years old and the other is eight. A bit of research discovered other homes in the
city with similar attributes. Limiting the code change to homes 20 years and older would be
overlooking additional housing opportunities for the city, specifically for the “missing middle.

In a conversation with Pete Walter, he indicated that part of the rationale is to save older houses
from being torn down. We discussed how current building codes render many of the older homes
too expensive for internal conversions. Older homes will need to meet new electrical, plumbing,
structural and egress standards. We own a home older than 20 years but updating may just be too
expensive. There may be undiscovered potential in homes that are newer than 20 years, since
they have been built closer to current standards.

We would like to ask the commission to consider removing the age restriction under this new
code. There might be more and better potential in applying this part of the code to newer housing
stock.



If there needs to be an age limit we would suggest five years and older. It is highly likely that
anyone with a home that new is an owner occupant who would not be interested in utilizing this
code.

Owner Occupancy Restriction for ADUs

The city’s code reads that the property owner must reside in either the principal or the accessory
dwelling unit for at least 7 months of the year and receive no rent for the remaining 5 months.
We were part of early meetings where was discussion to allow non-owner occupancy of
properties with ADUs but can see that the language has remained the same.

A public comment appearing on a written summary of a 10/22 meeting of Planning Commission
requested non-owner occupancy for ADUs but the Commission recommended that the code
remain the same. Without any background, there or elsewhere to review, we are at a loss to
address the Commission’s hesitancy to make that change.

We would like to recommend that the City Commission consider allowing for non-owner
occupancy — of either or both dwellings.

We have many supporting comments.

The city’s Equitable Housing website lists these documents (among others). We have copied
excepts from them below.

e Metro’s Opportunities and Challenges for Equitable Housing: ...accessory dwelling units
represent a housing form that can be incorporated into existing neighborhood fabric with
minimal impacts to urban form...Many jurisdictions require accessory units to be
occupied by the primary property owner, limiting the ability of accessory units to
contribute to the rental housing stock.

e 2017 Harvard University Study, The State of the Nation’s Housing: ...Home ownership
declined for the 12th consecutive year in 2016, ...with renter households increasing over
the same number of years...new rental construction aimed at upper end of
market...buyers under 35 total well below pre-boom level...increasing prices and interest
rate hikes create considerable uncertainty in housing costs...concern for younger and
older households

e May 2017 Residential Infill Report - Austin Texas: ... Not more than four unrelated
persons 18 years of age or older may reside in the principal structure, and not more than
two unrelated persons 18 years of age or older may reside in the second dwelling unit.

e ADU Memorandum CA Dept of Housing 12/2016: Are Owner Occupants Required? No,
however, a local government can require an applicant to be an owner occupant.

Additionally, a review the Statement of Purpose for this section of the code does not address how
the owner-occupancy status is pertinent. These are bullet points of that Statement.
e provide homeowners with a means of obtaining, through tenants in the ADU or the
principal dwelling unit, rental income, companionship, security, and services
e provide flexibility in the use of their property as their household composition and needs
evolve over time
e add affordable housing units to the existing housing inventory
e support more efficient use of existing housing stock and infrastructure by offering
environmentally friendly housing choices
¢ make housing units available to moderate income people who might otherwise have
difficulty finding homes within the city



develop housing units in single-family neighborhoods that are appropriate for people at a
variety of stages in the life cycle, that responds to changing family needs, smaller
households, and increasing housing costs

create new housing units while respecting the look and scale of single-family
neighborhoods.

protect neighborhood stability, property values, and the single-family residential
appearance of the neighborhood

These are our own further observations:

The code does not prohibit someone from staying in the “owner occupied” unit for the 5
remaining months, just from paying rent for doing so.

Vacant properties promote disrepair, vandalism and problems for the neighbors.
Mortgage payments are likely high on homes with ADUs as the primary home’s equity is
a primary source of financing the construction of ADUs. Rental income is an important
source of repayment.

A property owner may be unable to live onsite for many life reasons. Prohibiting rental of
both units could result in financial hardship, promoting disrepair, inability to pay property
taxes and vacancy due to foreclosure.

The lion’s share of ADUs are ground floor units making them perfect for the disabled or
older citizens who may not be able to afford home ownership.

Corner duplexes, with two rent paying units (non-owner occupied), are allowed in the
same zone, and potentially right next door.

Internal Conversions, where there may be up to four rent paying non-owner occupied
units, are allowed in the same zone and right next door.

Restriction of income results in potential reduction in property value and buyer appeal
during financial transactions.

Property taxes are assessed annually on the value of the entire property not a portion of
the year. It could be argued that a property that lies vacant for 5 months holds little or no
value.

Promotes infill vs more annexation.

For all of the reasons above, we respectfully urge the City Commission to consider removing the
non-owner occupancy component of the City code as a part of the Equitable Housing Project.
Collective goals can still be met while providing citizens, neighborhoods and the City benefits.
Win/Win.

Thank you for your commitment in serving our community and for your time in reading through
our requests.



Board of Education
( dC S 19600 Molalla Avenue | Oregon City, OR | 97045-7998

i 503-594-3002 | www.clackamas.edu
A Communlty Couege Education That Works

November 29, 2018

Oregon City Commissioners
625 Center Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

Oregon City Commissioners:

The Clackamas Community College (CCC) Board of Education has reviewed the draft
Oregon City Municipal Code, section 17.54.115, pertaining to food trucks, that are
set to change in 2019. Here is the link, as reference:
https://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page /12299
ocmc.54 - supplemental zoning regulations and exceptions 1.pdf

CCC has been informed by the city of Oregon City that although the revised/moved
food cart code section 17.54.115 will remove the reference to the Willamette Falls
Downtown District, food carts (per standards) will only be permitted in a few
districts, including MUE, C], GI, and the Downtown District. The Institutional District
("I”) in which CCC is located will not be allowed food carts outside of special events.

We understand hearings are occurring in December of 2018, and we are submitting
our written comments for those hearings within this memorandum. We understand
that public comments are welcome and encouraged by the city of Oregon City.

As stated above, CCC is in the Institutional District of Oregon City, and the current
version of the code amendments does not allow food carts in the Institutional
District at all, even for a five-hour limit (as provided in portions of the code).

CCC serves approximately 26,000 students in a year, and has an obligation to
provide affordable meals and a variety of food choices on our campus. CCC has been
exploring options for students that provide convenient food services at a reasonable
price. Expanding our options to allow for food trucks would enable CCC to provide
hot meals throughout our campus, even at remote buildings that are not close to the
café.

CCC students are typically holding down multiple jobs, have extenuating personal
circumstances, have transportation barriers, and face challenges in meeting
academic expectations. If CCC can provide affordable food options on campus,


https://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page/12299/ocmc.54_-_supplemental_zoning_regulations_and_exceptions_1.pdf
https://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page/12299/ocmc.54_-_supplemental_zoning_regulations_and_exceptions_1.pdf

which keep them in our supportive environment, they have a much better chance
for success.

Food trucks also provide an opportunity for community members to develop a small
business with relatively low risk. CCC could provide educational courses to assist
these community members in their entrepreneurial ventures. Allowing food trucks
on our campus would allow for these small businesses to pilot their ideas before
expanding to other areas of the community.

CCC would not house permanent food trucks, but we would like to have the option
of hosting them for 3-4 hour windows of time throughout the work week, on a
rotating basis. We have a large campus and the food trucks would be contained
within the core of our campus, which is buffered from the highway and local
arterials.

We are requesting that the Oregon City Commission expand the code changes to
either allow food trucks to be allowed in the Institutional District or provide for an
exemption for CCC, to provide food trucks within its Oregon City campus location.

Further, we are requesting that Chapter 17.39 of the zoning code is amended to list
“mobile food trucks”, either as a permitted use, accessory use, or a conditional use
rather than as a prohibited use, which is what is proposed.

Please feel free to reach out to any of the CCC Board members regarding this
request.

Thank you for your consideration on behalf of the CCC Board of Directors,

G VS I s s

ris Groe
Board Chair


https://library.municode.com/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.39IINDI

November 26, 2018
Respectfully submitted to The Oregon City Commission
By Craig & Debbie DeRusha

We live and work in Oregon City. We have been property owners for more than 25 years. We are
small business owners in the City employing five Oregon City residents. Debbie serves on the
Oregon City Chamber Board as well as a local medical patient/advocate committee. We want to
continue to participate and contribute to the future of our great city. It from that perspective that
we write this letter.

We support the Equitable Housing Project and its committee’s commitment, time and creativity
in finding more ways to provide additional housing for our community. Seeing the breadth of
review, comments and codes affected by this project has been overwhelming. Given this, it
makes sense that the committee members could not possibly contemplate all of the scenarios that
these proposals will affect.

Although it is late in the process, we are asking that you review our comments and consider
making a few more adjustments. We have two areas of comment.

20-Year Age Limitation for Internal Conversions

First, we want to ask that reconsideration be given to the 20-year age restriction proposed for
internal conversions. As we review the Statement of Purpose for this section of the code, it is
unclear how the age of a building is relevant:

e provide opportunities to adaptively reuse existing dwellings in a manner that preserves
existing residences

e add additional dwelling units, maintaining building scale and design compatible with
surrounding neighborhoods

o make efficient use of existing housing and infrastructure resources.

We currently own two single family homes in an R8 zone whose square footage could deem
them a candidate for an internal conversion under all of the proposed revisions, except for their
age; one is 16 years old and the other is eight. A bit of research discovered other homes in the
city with similar attributes. Limiting the code change to homes 20 years and older would be
overlooking additional housing opportunities for the city, specifically for the “missing middle.

In a conversation with Pete Walter, he indicated that part of the rationale is to save older houses
from being torn down. We discussed how current building codes render many of the older homes
too expensive for internal conversions. Older homes will need to meet new electrical, plumbing,
structural and egress standards. We own a home older than 20 years but updating may just be too
expensive. There may be undiscovered potential in homes that are newer than 20 years, since
they have been built closer to current standards.

We would like to ask the commission to consider removing the age restriction under this new
code. There might be more and better potential in applying this part of the code to newer housing
stock.



If there needs to be an age limit we would suggest five years and older. It is highly likely that
anyone with a home that new is an owner occupant who would not be interested in utilizing this
code.

Owner Occupancy Restriction for ADUs

The city’s code reads that the property owner must reside in either the principal or the accessory
dwelling unit for at least 7 months of the year and receive no rent for the remaining 5 months.
We were part of early meetings where was discussion to allow non-owner occupancy of
properties with ADUs but can see that the language has remained the same.

A public comment appearing on a written summary of a 10/22 meeting of Planning Commission
requested non-owner occupancy for ADUs but the Commission recommended that the code
remain the same. Without any background, there or elsewhere to review, we are at a loss to
address the Commission’s hesitancy to make that change.

We would like to recommend that the City Commission consider allowing for non-owner
occupancy — of either or both dwellings.

We have many supporting comments.

The city’s Equitable Housing website lists these documents (among others). We have copied
excepts from them below.

e Metro’s Opportunities and Challenges for Equitable Housing: ...accessory dwelling units
represent a housing form that can be incorporated into existing neighborhood fabric with
minimal impacts to urban form...Many jurisdictions require accessory units to be
occupied by the primary property owner, limiting the ability of accessory units to
contribute to the rental housing stock.

e 2017 Harvard University Study, The State of the Nation’s Housing: ...Home ownership
declined for the 12th consecutive year in 2016, ...with renter households increasing over
the same number of years...new rental construction aimed at upper end of
market...buyers under 35 total well below pre-boom level...increasing prices and interest
rate hikes create considerable uncertainty in housing costs...concern for younger and
older households

e May 2017 Residential Infill Report - Austin Texas: ... Not more than four unrelated
persons 18 years of age or older may reside in the principal structure, and not more than
two unrelated persons 18 years of age or older may reside in the second dwelling unit.

e ADU Memorandum CA Dept of Housing 12/2016: Are Owner Occupants Required? No,
however, a local government can require an applicant to be an owner occupant.

Additionally, a review the Statement of Purpose for this section of the code does not address how
the owner-occupancy status is pertinent. These are bullet points of that Statement.
e provide homeowners with a means of obtaining, through tenants in the ADU or the
principal dwelling unit, rental income, companionship, security, and services
e provide flexibility in the use of their property as their household composition and needs
evolve over time
e add affordable housing units to the existing housing inventory
e support more efficient use of existing housing stock and infrastructure by offering
environmentally friendly housing choices
¢ make housing units available to moderate income people who might otherwise have
difficulty finding homes within the city



develop housing units in single-family neighborhoods that are appropriate for people at a
variety of stages in the life cycle, that responds to changing family needs, smaller
households, and increasing housing costs

create new housing units while respecting the look and scale of single-family
neighborhoods.

protect neighborhood stability, property values, and the single-family residential
appearance of the neighborhood

These are our own further observations:

The code does not prohibit someone from staying in the “owner occupied” unit for the 5
remaining months, just from paying rent for doing so.

Vacant properties promote disrepair, vandalism and problems for the neighbors.
Mortgage payments are likely high on homes with ADUs as the primary home’s equity is
a primary source of financing the construction of ADUs. Rental income is an important
source of repayment.

A property owner may be unable to live onsite for many life reasons. Prohibiting rental of
both units could result in financial hardship, promoting disrepair, inability to pay property
taxes and vacancy due to foreclosure.

The lion’s share of ADUs are ground floor units making them perfect for the disabled or
older citizens who may not be able to afford home ownership.

Corner duplexes, with two rent paying units (non-owner occupied), are allowed in the
same zone, and potentially right next door.

Internal Conversions, where there may be up to four rent paying non-owner occupied
units, are allowed in the same zone and right next door.

Restriction of income results in potential reduction in property value and buyer appeal
during financial transactions.

Property taxes are assessed annually on the value of the entire property not a portion of
the year. It could be argued that a property that lies vacant for 5 months holds little or no
value.

Promotes infill vs more annexation.

For all of the reasons above, we respectfully urge the City Commission to consider removing the
non-owner occupancy component of the City code as a part of the Equitable Housing Project.
Collective goals can still be met while providing citizens, neighborhoods and the City benefits.
Win/Win.

Thank you for your commitment in serving our community and for your time in reading through
our requests.



Rick Givens

November 6, 2018 Planning Consultant
18680 Sunblaze Dr.

Mr. Pete Walter Oregon City, Oregon 97045

Oregon City Planning Department

698 Warner Parrott Rd

Oregon City, Oregon 97045
RE: PC 18-153, Ordinance No. 18-1009, Development Code Amendments
Dear Pete:

| am writing on behalf of myself and my client, Icon Construction and Development, LLC, to
express concerns about amendments to two sections of code included in the above-referenced
file. I would appreciate it if you would include this letter in the public testimony relating on this
matter and present it for consideration by the City Commission at the public hearing tomorrow
night.

OCMC 16.08.025 - Preliminary subdivision plat—Required Plans Information: This section is
proposed to be amended to require that a site plan “drawn to scale by a surveyor” be included in
the application submittal. As a land planner who has worked in the subdivision industry for more
than 40 years, | must point out that the requirement that the site plan be drawn by a surveyor is
not consistent with industry practices. The typical practice today is that an existing conditions
map is prepared by a licensed surveyor and a CAD file is provided to the site planner for
preparation of the site plan. Civil engineers, wetlands biologists and other professionals also use
the existing conditions map to do their portions of the project.

Land planning professionals come from a variety of disciplines, including landscape architects,
civil engineers, urban planners, etc. Certainly, some land surveyors do land planning, but the far
more prevalent practice is that site plans are prepared by people from these other disciplines who
specialize in site planning. Most surveyors, while experts in requirements for land surveying, are
not experienced in reading the development codes, concept plans, Transportation Systems Plans,
etc. that must be understood in order to prepare a suitable site plan. Nor are surveyors typically
familiar with design standards for streets, sewers, water systems and other public facilities.
Certainly, having an accurate site boundary survey and topographic survey is essential to
preparing a good site plan, and it is to be expected that the site plan be drawn to scale. My
recommendation would be that a separate submittal be added to require an Existing Conditions
Map, prepared by a licensed surveyor, and remove that requirement from the Site Plan section.

OCMC 16.08.065 — Lot size reduction. This section has been discussed by the City Commission
previously, but it seems that we are now back to the proposed reduction in flexibility that
initially came out of the Planning Commission. The reduced flexibility in lot size (only a 10
percent reduction from the standard lot size instead of the current 20 percent) is of great concern
due to impacts on the ability to achieve full density of development consistent with zoning.
Further, the ordinance proposes and even greater limitation of only being able to apply that
reduction to 25 percent of the lots rather than the current standard that simply requires that the

phone: 503-479-0097 | fax: 503-479-0097 | e-mail: rickgivens@gmail.com



average lot size be consistent with the underlying zone. The existing ordinance provides
flexibility necessary to deal with design constraints that often exist on a given property and
without that flexibility there will be a loss of density that will undoubtedly result in the costs of
lots and housing increasing in Oregon City.

As an example for your consideration, | am attaching a copy of the site plan for the approved
Icon Construction and Development subdivision called Parker Knoll. This project made use of
the existing design flexibility of the existing ordinance to deal with some specific design
constraints that otherwise would have significantly reduced the number of lots. The property is
zoned R-8, which has a minimum lot size standard of 8,000 sq. ft.

You will note that the narrow width of the property at the entrance from Leland Road resulted in
Lot 1 being 5,631 sq. ft. larger than the minimum lot size standard, at 13,631 sq. ft. in area. At
the rear of the subdivision, there was a requirement by City staff that Reddaway Avenue be
extended to the south to line up centered on two lots to the south of the Parker Knoll site. This
will potentially allow for the street to be continued through to S. Kalal Court to create a looped
street system. This required configuration resulted in Lots 10 and 11 being significantly
oversized at 9,455 sq. ft. and 9,158 sq. ft., respectively. Finally, because of the configuration of
the property, we ended up having to create two flag lots, one of which is oversized due to the
access strip location. The new code would only allow two of the lots in the project to be
undersized and would only allow for those lots to be reduced to 7,200 sq. ft. My best estimate
that this code change would have cost at least one and perhaps two lots. That would be a huge
impact to the economic feasibility of a project like this. The constraints faced on this site are not
unusual, particularly on smaller infill sites such as this. We need the flexibility of the current
code to make full use of valuable urban land and ask that you leave this section unchanged.

Thank you for your consideration of this input.
Sincerely yours,
Rick Givens

Cc: Mark Handris
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Agenda Item 6a / proposed code changes / 5 Dec 2018 / Rosalie Nowalk /
rosalie.nowalk@gmail.com

Good evening, Commissioners and Mayor,

My name is Rosalie Nowalk. I have been before you in person this past
September voicing my support for the proposed code changes that have
been vetted by the Oregon City Planning Commission and have that body’s
recommendation and are now before you for further discussion and final
approval.

These code changes are meant to help achieve the goal of facilitating more
equitable* housing in Oregon City.

Because of work responsibilities, I'm not able to appear in person this
evening and can only write my thoughts with the hope you take the time to
read them.

I am a renter. I am also a member of the Project Advisory Team (PAT) that
worked with the city and public on the Equitable Housing Project this past
year.

I think about housing every single day.

Sometimes I wonder if that would be the case if I'd remained a homeowner,
as I had been for many years. Would I care as much if I didn't experience
the rollercoaster life of a renter for myself? Sadly, probably not.

But here I am in the thick of it and involved because stable, affordable, safe
housing is not just for those who have great credit and a down payment.
It’s every living, breathing person’s right to be sheltered, however humbly.

Having experienced a few injustices of my own over the past 10 years as a
renter (because the Landlord Lobby has the money to make sure they retain
all power in housing), I won't stop fighting for tenant rights — even if I do
manage to buy my own little place again.

I want to once again add my support for the proposed code changes and
sincerely and whole-heartedly ask that you make them a permanent part of
Oregon City's code.

1of2
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I would also ask that, along with these fine, forward-thinking code changes,
that the City of Oregon City adopt a Tenant Bill of Rights. It just makes
sense because the change in codes will not be the only thing that helps in
the housing crisis we are in.

Also, I would urge rules dealing with short-term rentals (STR) that may pop
up more and more in the city as property owners add an ADU (or two) to
their properties. That may be nice for the tourist, but it won’t be helping
Oregon Citians with their longer-term housing needs if they go unregulated.

Please don’t delay. The time is now. Take the step towards an Oregon City
where happiness comes not only from a pleasant stroll down Main Street,
but in the underlying sense of peace knowing you have a home to go to
after, to rest and reflect and think (perhaps):

There’s nothing more I need. > I have it all here in Oregon City.

Thanks for reading!

Rosalie

Equitable Housing Goal

&6 Diverse, quality, physically accessible,
affordable housing choices with access
to opportunities, services and amenities. 2

Broad definition includes choices for homes:
= To buy or rent

- Accessible to all ages, abilities and incomes

- Convenient to meet everyday needs, such as transit,
schools, childcare, food and parks

20f2
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Home Builders Association
of Metropolitan Portland

October 8th, 2018

Denyse McGriff, Chair

Oregon City Planning Commission
625 Center Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

Subject: Oregon City Municipal Code Section 16.08.065— Lot size reduction.
Dear Chair McGriff and Commissioners:

The HBA of Metropolitan Portland appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Equitable Housing Code
Amendments, specifically the portion dealing with lot size reduction.

We would like to express our support for keeping the lot size averaging code language as is, without any of the proposed
madifications included in the staff report. The Lot size averaging provision of the Oregon City community development
code is an extremely useful tool to maximize the efficiency of developable land within a given development.

It is also worth noting that in the summary of proposed draft amendments document, the lot size reduction amendment
language changes are described as “Section renumbered, various language and grammar revisions, changes for clarity
and consistency”. We find that summary of the code amendment and its explanatory statement to be inaccurate.
Additionally, the Equitable Housing Advisory Committee convened for this code update did not request that this code
change be made as part of their recommendation to the Planning Commission and the City Commission, and the Oregon
City commission did not request that this code change be made. The Oregon City Commission already voted against
adopting this particular code change earlier in 2018.

Our region is experiencing a housing affordability crisis because there is a severe shortage of homes of all types and
price points. Altering the code in a way that will cost buildable land that is perfectly serviceable by existing
infrastructure, within a city’s urban growth boundary, and help that city meet their density standards does not present
itself as good public policy.

The HBA cannot support code changes that take housing options off of the table, and we ask that you do not adopt the
amendments in section 16.08.065. We appreciate your consideration of the above noted items.

Respectfully,

James Adkins
Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland

Home Builders Association of Metro Portland
15555 SW Bangy Rd., Ste. 301
Lake Oswego, OR97035
503-684-1880 ¢ Fax 503-684-0588
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To the Planning Committee,

I am very sad to say that I recently found out that the information originally given to me by the
city regarding rules and regulations regarding VRBO was in error and has resulted in hours of
wasted time and work and caused a real difficult situation. When I spoke with many people at the
City of Oregon City, the planning department and other offices it was suggested that I send these
questions and concerns to your committee. I also sent these concerns to Pete Walter, as I was
told he was on the committee regarding affordable housing.

I am requesting the city to reevaluate the classification and fees for short term rentals in Oregon
City. I am talking about vacations rentals that are in residences in single family dwelling

zones. The current requirements make it next to impossible for this type of short term rental to
exist in Oregon City. It is cost prohibitive.

I have spoken with many residents in our community who had no idea that renting a room out of
their home requires a conditional use permit, just like a hotel or bed and breakfast. Getting this
permit is a lengthy process that costs $3957.00.

When I first contacted the city regarding the requirements for renting part of a home as a short
term (vacation) rental, I was told that it would net be considered the same as a bed and breakfast
or a hotel as we are not conducting retail business out of our home and because it was also our
place of residence. I was informed that it would be looked at no differently than if we rented a
room in our home out to a longer term renter. So I went ahead and assisted my sister in setting
up a VRBO rental in a small apartment located in a portion of the lower level of their home. It
has been actively listed for about 6 months, and we've had a few guests. Gross revenue to date is
just over $700. So unless it is the objective of this committee to not allow VRBO's and Airbnb's
in our city, the requirements need to be reevaluated. No one making such a small amount is
going to be able to or interested in paying for the required permit.

In my sister’s case, she and her husband renovated part of the lower level of their home to be
able to accommodate a future caregiver to come in and assist them with the upkeep of the home
and to care for them as well. They spent a significant portion of their savings to build this unit.
They did not include a range so that they didn't have a full kitchen because it would have added a
$16,000.00 duel occupancy permit charge on to the construction.

They are not interested in renting the apartment out on a month to month lease as they want to
have the apartment available for their own children, who visit from another state. They decided
to try to recoup some of the expense of the apartment by renting it out on VRBO as a short term
vacation rental. At that point we understood that they would need to pay the county 6% lodging
tax, the city 6% lodging tax and the state 1.8% lodging tax, a total of 13.8% in lodging taxes.



They would also need to report the rental income on their taxes. All of this is understandable.
But now we hear that we need to pay for a conditional use permit costing $3957.00 and embark
in a long involved process with the planning committee. These requirements gave us no choice
but to shut down the short term vacation rental. It is no longer an option for most of us, even
those who already have it.

I would also like to suggest that you committee members go online to your own city web page
and research for yourself the requirements for short term vacation rentals. You'll find out for
yourself how hard it is to even get this information regarding vrbo's, lodging tax and so forth. I
was assisting the Clackamas County finance department in coming up with a county ordinance
that would require VRBO, and Homeaway to collect the county tax for them, as right now they
don't have one. It was during this time that the county and I both looked through the city's web
page and could not find this information. I searched the topics of short term vacation rental,
lodging tax and renting your home.

I have now spoken through social media with other residents who have VRBO's and Airbnb’s in
our area who had no idea about the city's requirements and do not have the permit and did not
know about needing one and are quite surprised about this requirement; in fact some don't
believe it. Most of them did not want to write anything or come in with me today because they
don't want to make the city aware of their rentals . Many of them had also checked with the city
months and in some cases years ago. And most of them, like us, were not informed correctly, or
the understandings have now changed, or whatever, but they are not making enough to pay the
current fees.

Grouping short term vacation rentals in family owned homes with larger business such as hotels
and bed and breakfasts is devastating to the small time entrepreneur and will end up hurting our
Jocal community. The city will lose the 6% lodging tax as they discover more and more VRBO's
that are not complying and end up shutting them down because they don't have the conditional
land use permit. Stores, restaurants and private little shops in our community will lose revenue as
we turn away potential vacation renters looking for a place to stay for a weekend. We personally
have already canceled and given refunds to people who were looking forward to coming and
exploring our neighborhoods and all that Oregon City has to offer. It also will affect our income,
which we try to spend in our local community, at our theaters, restaurants, stores and small
businesses. For these reasons we ask that the planning commission take a new look at the
requirements for small short term vacation rentals and consider dropping the conditional land use
permit requirement. I do not believe this will negatively affect the affordable housing shortage
in our area as most of these rooms are not available as a full time rentals.

Thank you in advance for taking the time to reevaluate this matter.
Debbie Dew 503 807-1110
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Home Builders Association
of Metropolitan Portland

October 8th, 2018

Denyse McGriff, Chair

Oregon City Planning Commission
625 Center Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

Subject: Oregon City Municipal Code Section 16.08.065— Lot size reduction.
Dear Chair McGriff and Commissioners:

The HBA of Metropolitan Portland appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Equitable Housing Code
Amendments, specifically the portion dealing with lot size reduction.

We would like to express our support for keeping the lot size averaging code language as is, without any of the proposed
madifications included in the staff report. The Lot size averaging provision of the Oregon City community development
code is an extremely useful tool to maximize the efficiency of developable land within a given development.

It is also worth noting that in the summary of proposed draft amendments document, the lot size reduction amendment
language changes are described as “Section renumbered, various language and grammar revisions, changes for clarity
and consistency”. We find that summary of the code amendment and its explanatory statement to be inaccurate.
Additionally, the Equitable Housing Advisory Committee convened for this code update did not request that this code
change be made as part of their recommendation to the Planning Commission and the City Commission, and the Oregon
City commission did not request that this code change be made. The Oregon City Commission already voted against
adopting this particular code change earlier in 2018.

Our region is experiencing a housing affordability crisis because there is a severe shortage of homes of all types and
price points. Altering the code in a way that will cost buildable land that is perfectly serviceable by existing
infrastructure, within a city’s urban growth boundary, and help that city meet their density standards does not present
itself as good public policy.

The HBA cannot support code changes that take housing options off of the table, and we ask that you do not adopt the
amendments in section 16.08.065. We appreciate your consideration of the above noted items.

Respectfully,

James Adkins
Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland

Home Builders Association of Metro Portland
15555 SW Bangy Rd., Ste. 301
Lake Oswego, OR97035
503-684-1880 ¢ Fax 503-684-0588



From: Andrew Cramer

Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2018 11:51 AM
To: Pete Walter
Subject: Request for Review - Oregon City Planning Commission

Planning Commission;

| would like to respectfully submit an amendment to the proposed code revisions currently
under review. One of the principal intents of this code revision is to remove the barriers for
affordable housing development within Oregon City. Manufactured Housing remains one of
the last, and most affordable, sources for low and limited income families. Manufactured
housing parks offer opportunities for stabilized housing, home ownership, and long term
affordable living that no other housing type can match. | believe it is in the best interest of
Oregon City to facilitate, where possible, the development of new manufactured housing
parks and, more importantly, provide methods for existing parks in the city to add more
affordable housing opportunities. In order to facilitate these expansions, it is recommended
that, for any expansion of an existing manufactured housing park, the following standards be
adopted:

"For existing manufactured housing parks within the zone seeking to expand capacity, the
expansion plan must include the following:
A) Clearly marked site plan showing the currently used open spaces in the property

B) A project narrative and supporting site plan(s) detailing how the existing designated open
space will not be reduced or removed as part of the expansion "

| believe that the use of specific language for manufactured housing, rather than arbitrary open
space designations applicable to new construction standards, will facilitate the careful and
deliberate addition of new affordable housing within Oregon City. Without the proposed
amendment, none of the existing manufactured housing parks in Oregon City will be able to
increase density which will severely limit affordable housing in Oregon City where it is already
dangerously ill served.


mailto:andrew@bridgeviewmgmt.com
mailto:pwalter@orcity.org

Laura Terway

From: Paul Edgar <pauloedgar@g.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2018 4:59 PM

To: Laura Terway; Pete Walter

Cc: guttmcg@msn.com

Subject: Equitable Housing Code Revisions in Oregon City, dreaming out loud and this requires

any and all ideas from everyone

I want to put into writing, with on the record more comments about what needs to be included into revisions
into OCMC codes to achieve the Equitable Housing goals for Oregon City and our region.

First, I am very concerned with the difference of and between subsidized housing and affordable housing within
the Equitable Housing equation.

We cannot in Oregon City afford to create the amount of affordable units suggested as needed in our Portland
Region of in access of 45,000 units and within that, some proportionate share on the part of Oregon City.

We do not have the geography and/or the tax base to stuff in a high density development into our existing
neighborhoods and I believe that many of the changes proposed to our codes to be applied across the board will
cause more harm than good. We are not Portland nor do we live in Multnomah or Washington Counties. We
are talking about Oregon City.

These changes to our Planning Codes can have a destructive side to many of the global changes that will happen
to our existing neighborhoods with in-appropriate infill and density, that can negatively effect our city. Metro
chapter 3.07 suggests that no decision should be made to increase densities that negatively effect
neighborhoods. What is done must be targeted, to places where there are limited negative infrastructure
problems with all utilities and access.

Transportation and parking implications cannot be looked over, with the critical needs for access to public
transit having a very high weight value. Each of these dwelling unit is going to have on average between 10
and 12 incidents of travel generated daily and only 1% of those trips are now being taken care of regionally with
public transit.

Lyft and Uber get more people to where they need to go globally and the current trend is transit ridership is
falling like a rock.

Motor vehicle use, has never been higher and more affordable. More people without the necessary incomes to
justify owning a car now have one and use it, creating this much higher incidents of travel on our roads.

People with limited income go to the stores more often and this also creates a need for neighborhood markets
and when it is not available options and access to affordably.

We need code revisions that can lead to new locations, where we can help create affordable housing within
Planned and Clustered Developments, where every aspect can be optimized. Where we have the capacity in our
parks, schools, college, jobs, roads, trails, parking, and reasonable access to health care and to the grocery
stores.



We may well need to have the ability to flip zoning, to enable this ability to create these "Planned and Clustered
Developments" into undeveloped area's. We have one those areas/opportunities around Clackamas Community
College, that are currently zoned industrial or commercial/industrial or campus industrial and these lands could
have "Greater Use Potential" for affordable housing. (What needs to be done to make that happen?)

As I have said many times, we have to look at how we can make things happen with the least amount of harm in
providing something, that we can all afford. "Afford" is an important word, and "to me it is allowing people to
reach their Full Potential" where they can provide for themselves and their families.

We have as a society the responsibility to do something more than provide a hand-out, we need to provide a
hand-up and this is not simple!

This world we live in is not perfect in the eyes of everyone, but we cannot provide housing that in real cost is
greater than $250,000 per dwelling unit on average. We as society cannot provide housing that in real cost is
greater than $150,000 per dwelling unit on average. Any housing that is in these ranges of greater than
$150.000 real cost requires for it to be subsidizes at a levels that cannot be sustained.

We need reasonable housing units that can be spartan in features and in the size of these housing units, but can
be created in the max of $100,000 but closer to $50,000 range.

Just think about Manufactured Housing, Cottage Housing and Tiny Houses, all in Planned Communities within
Clusters.

We need affordable land (a place for government help), and access to; all utilities, parks, schools, college, jobs,
roads, trails, parking, and reasonable access to health care and to the grocery stores.

We just have this large group of the working poor or limited income families in the 60% to 80% of the medium
income levels where the cost of renting living space is equal to 60% of there gross income. This then also calls
for the need for semi-permanent "family housing", often two (2) adults and one (1) or two (2) children with
access to our schools and colleges and greater then average incidents of travel generated.

Sustainability of the financial implications in this equation is a very big deal and Equitable Housing paid for off
of the backs of those with incomes greater than the medium average income levels are not sustainable in how
the funds are made available to create these subsidizes.

It is therefore my opinion is that we need to create new codified codes within these Equitable Housing Revision
effort, that are like a manufactured home parks, and we can get examples of those codes from other cities. This
is to create new model of affordable housing communities that does not exist in Oregon City's codes. These
communities need to have high densities that can be like R-1 or R-1.5 in lot size, with less space/area dedicated
to interior roads and more to walking paths, gazebo's and green space. Effort's should be made limit the needs
and space for cars and reemphasize the need for Transit. Community rooms, centralized laundry capability
should be part of the design.

One of the greatest additional needs is access to educational betterment and that requires day care, schools,
colleges and skill training. Creating housing intermixed with employment opportunities is a win - win.

Creating these communities in clusters, opens the to centralizing services with greater efficiencies and the
ability to target problem areas with more talent, at less cost.



This is where we put together a plan that allows people who want something better, the ability to get their
priorities together and live very affordably, take care of their families, gain new skills and create new
opportunities to move on to better places.

Why not have Oregon City figure this out and create case study and example, of how it. We can be do it and
show the way in our region.

Others like Johnson City is doing better than any other City in Clackamas County in providing affordable
housing with housing ownership on leased lot spaces. Private developers created that model and incorporated

that into a city.

Paul Edgar



TO: Oregon City Planning Commission

FROM: Homeless Solutions Coalition of Clackamas County
Co-Founders, Dan Fowler and Nancy Ide

DATE: September 17, 2018

SUBJECT: Proposed Code Amendment related to Shelters

During the winters of 2016-17 and 2017-18, the City Commission approved emergency resolutions to
temporarily waive code requirements to allow emergency warming shelters for homeless people in
Oregon City. The warming shelters provided life-saving measures during very cold nights, providing
relief, safety, and security for Clackamas County citizens who found themselves homeless.
Homelessness remains a concern in our community, and there has been increased activity to help find
solutions to the crisis. The Homeless Solutions Coalition of Clackamas County (HSCCC) is working
diligently to address the impacts and the service needs to help folks get off the street and into
sustainable, independent living.

However, just as the crisis did not happen overnight, neither do solutions come easily. To ease the
burden of the emergency resolution process and to aid the planning for the warming shelter service
providers in Oregon City, HSCCC is asking the Planning Commission to allow shelters as a permitted use
in the MUC and MUD zone districts. This would allow the warming shelters to operate again this coming
winter as in the past two years.

If the Planning Commission votes to recommend that the shelters be a conditional use in the code, then
the HSCCC proposes the amendment below so the warming shelters can continue to operate this winter,
providing safety and security to our vulnerable residents.

Thank you for your consideration.
AMENDMENT:

Overnight warming shelters are permitted for tax lots 2-2E-31AA-02200, 2-2E-31AA-02300, and 2-2E-
29CC-03800 from November 1 — April 30 of each year. Shelter providers are required to hold a public
meeting or open house prior to the opening of the warming shelter to hear the neighborhood concerns,
and to provide 24-hour contact information for the duration of the event.



DOWNTOW

OREGON CITY

ASsociaTION

September 19, 2018

Dear Chair McGriff and Oregon City Planning Commissioners:

Please accept these comments on behalf of the Downtown Oregon City Association
Board of Directors. Thank you for all of the hard work that the commission has been
doing to consider these complex issues. DOCA is in support of more equitable
housing options in our community, however most of the proposed amendments that
affect the district are within the “other clean-up” category.

Most of our comments are based on an August draft and thus might be slightly out of

date.

1.

2.

o~

Transitional Shelters should not be allowed in the design district overlay area
of MUD.

Parking not in conjunction with a primary lot use should be allowed in MUD.
DOCA has identified parking lots that are willing to serve as part of a pilot
nights and weekends parking program. One is a parking lot that serves a
professional office building and the other is a tax lot that is only used as for
lease parking. Both are not used on nights and weekends and there availability
for nights and weekends parking will greatly alleviate current parking
constraints with minimal infrastructure investment.

We are supportive of making the landscape standard clearer and more
objective but would like to better understand why 5% was chosen. This may
detract from the zero lot line nature of our historic core when infill
construction occurs.

Building standards should prioritize our historic district's small town character.
Minimum space requirements for multi-family open space could be met by
nearby parks or public space thus allowing infill construction to follow the
same regular form that is exhibited by downtown'’s existing historic buildings.

We will be studying any changes that were made to the code package since August
for comment at your proposed October 9 hearing.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Stone
Executive Director

2018 Board

President

Vice President

Treasurer

Secretary

Board Members

Executive Director



From: Chicoine, Lynne

To: Pete Walter; Carr, Erik

Subject: RE: OC Planning Commission question on TCSD capacity
Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 2:07:19 PM
Attachments: image004.png

Hello Pete —

It’s an interesting question and the short answer is no, the additional demand doesn’t take away
from the other cities’ shares, because we don’t allocate capacities to member cities. It would be
very difficult to do so as we can’t/don’t segregate flows/loads by city. Further, unit process
capacities at TC WRRF are defined by different parameters that occur under different conditions.
There is no one number that defines TC WRRF capacity, or cities’ contributions.

Thanks —

Lynne

Lynne Chicoine, PE
WES Capital Program Manager

150 Beavercreek Road
Oregon City, OR 97045
Direct: 503.742.4559
Mobile: 503.953.2587

a WATER
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From: Pete Walter [mailto:pwalter@orcity.org]

Sent: Monday, September 17, 2018 9:38 AM

To: Carr, Erik <ECarr@co.clackamas.or.us>; Chicoine, Lynne <LChicoine@co.clackamas.or.us>
Subject: OC Planning Commission question on TCSD capacity

Good morning Erik and Lynne,

Thanks for the letter that you prepared in response to the housing code amendments. We entered
this into the record, and one of the planning commissioners specifically asked us to clarify whether
the other cities that were part of TCSD would have any objections. In other words, does this
additional demand take away from other city’s share of the plant capacity? | don’t know how the
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capacity is allocated within the district, but please could you respond?
Thanks,
Pete Walter

Pete Walter, AICP, Planner

Oregon City Planning Division

Community Development Department

We Moved! 698 Warner Parrott Rd, Oregon City, OR 97045 (Map)
Phone: (503) 496-1568

Planning Division Website: www.orcity.org/planning

Check out the Equitable Housing Project
Mapping Tools: OCWebMap and other Useful Maps



https://goo.gl/maps/1e11mMRWdiz
http://www.orcity.org/planning
https://www.orcity.org/planning/equitable-housing
https://www.orcity.org/maps

West Coast Mobile Home Parks, Inc.

Richard Delaney -- CA BRE# 00781389
Suzanne Michaelson -- CA BRE# 01056851
Hazel Bautista

August 29, 2018

Shirley Truesdell
13531 Clairmont Way #133
Oregon City, OR 97045

Notice of Owner's Interest in Selling Park Served by First Class Mail
Dear Shirley and all others:

This is your notification ("Notice") that pursuant to City of Oregon City ordinance
15.52.060 as well as ORS 90.842 the owner is providing you with the following information:

1. The Owner has received an unsolicited offer and is considering selling the Park;

2. The Owner of the park is Clairmont Manufactured Housing Park LLC. The representative
authorized to negotiate a sale of the manufactured home park is Richard Delaney. The
owners representative can be reached at 31 Airport Blvd. Suite G, South San
Francisco CA 94080, 650-589-8757.

3. The Park tenants, through a tenants committee, have an opportunity to compete to
purchase the Park;

4. 1In order to compete to purchase the Park, Per ORS 90.842 within ten (10)days ("Ten
Day Period") commencing on the fourth calendar day following the above Date of
Mailing of this Notice, the tenants must form, or identify, a tenants' committee,
for the purpose of purchasing the Park, and notifying the Owner in writing of the
following information.

a. The tenants' interest in competing to purchase the Park; and
b. The name and contact information of the representative of the tenants'
committee with whom the Owner may communicate about the purchase.
The Oregon City ordinance has a different time frame than ORS 90.842. It is unclear
if the State law or the City ordinance prevails.

5. An authorized representative to the tenants' committee may request
certain financial information described in ORS 90.844 from Owner within the Ten Day
Period. Such requests should be made to Richard Delaney, the agent of the Owner, at
the address below and should be made in writing.

6. Information about purchasing a manufactured dwelling park is available from the
Office of Manufactured Dwelling Park Community Relations of the Housing and
Community Services Department. (http://www.oregon.gov/OHCS/pages/index.aspx), and
they, as well as the City of Oregon City, have been provided with a copy of this

Notice.

Note: Pursuant to ORS 90.846(4), following issuance of this Notice, Owner may list the
Park for sale and/or solicit, seek, and negotiate with potential purchasers, other than
the tenants, or an entity formed by, or associated with them.

Sincerely,

Richard Delaney
Agent for, Clairmont Manufactured Housing Park, LLC

ENTERED INTO THE RECORD
31 Airport Blvd, Suite G, South San Francisco, CA 94080 DATE RECEIVED: </ // o//E
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Clairmont Park Homeowners Co-op - September 2,2018 - From Don Leith #93 - Co-op President

Extremely important - read this letter carefully!

What is the Clairmont Park Homeowners Cooperative? it is an organization that has existed here in
the park for over 10 years. Its express purpose is to save our homes from development by real estate
speculators. This can be accomplished by joining the growing ranks of manufactured home parks that have
become Resident Owned Communities. Otherwise referred to as ROCs.

A little history. If you did not live here in 2007, here is what happened. We woke up one day and discovered
that the park was for sale. And we were all in danger of losing our homes so that high dollar condominiums
could be built. As park residents we did two things. First we lobbied the Oregon City Council to pass an
ordinance giving us some compensation for our homes if the park were to sell. You would get $7,500 if you
owned a singlewide and $15,000 if you owned a doublewide. Otherwise, because these older homes usually
can't be moved, they would be bulldozed and we would get nothing. The Oregon City law offers higher

payouts to home owners than the minimum set by the state of Oregon.

AR ] “ov

The second thing we did was create the Clairmont Park Homeowners Cooperative. The Co-op is organized
under a law providing the legal framework for us to own and operate the park ourselves as a non-profit
corporation. This has the advantage of stabilizing the space rent and making the homes more valuable over
time because each member actually owns a share of the entire park. And you will never lose your home to real
estate development. In the end the deal did not proceed because the real estate market collapsed in 2008.

The Co-op has been notified that the owners of the Park have received
an unsolicited offer to purchase the park and are considering selling
Clairmont. But do not panic or lose hope.

The Day has come! Even though the park has not been for sale we have continued to keep the Co-op
together as a legal entity for just such a day as this. We do not yet know for sure if the park is being sold for re-
development or not. But chances are good that re-development is in the works. We will find out soon. But we
have a plan to purchase the park as a non-profit corporation.

Here is where you come in. If you joined the Co-op back 10 years ago you are still a member. If you have
moved into the park in more recent times, you can become a voting member of the Co-op for $15 per home.
We strongly urge you to do so! We will have an open house at the park clubhouse where you can join and
have your questions answered on Sunday, September 9, from 1 to 4 p.m.
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August 27, 2018, Planning Commission Work Session

Written comments from Nancy Ide, Co-founder of Homeless Solutions Coalition of
Clackamas County.

Good evening. My name is Nancy Ide, and | am speaking this evening with my hat
on as co-founder of the Homeless Solutions Coalition of Clackamas County. The
Coalition has a vision to provide compassionate and respectful solutions to those
who are homeless through community partnership.

Tonight | would like to speak specifically to one area of the code amendments you
are considering — the area of transitional housing or shelters for our community
members who are on the low-or no-income spectrum. These folks are people like
you and | who are residents of Clackamas County, but due to their unfortunate
circumstances, cannot find stable housing in our city or county.

https://www.facebook.com/ClackamasCounty/videos/2116653238409113/

Recently, a video was prepared by Clackamas County and Vahid Brown, the
County’s Housing and Policy Coordinator spoke to help dispel myths about who
the homeless are in our region. I'd like to read the comments from Vahid Brown.

Vahid: I've worked with people in our community who haven’t had stable
housing for years, and [they include] every type of person from every walk of life.
One of the big myths you hear, particularly on the West Coast, is what’s called the
Magnet Myth. It’s the idea that the West Coast’s weather is nice, the people are
friendly, the communities are welcoming, and there’s an abundance of services.
So, [the myth says], people come to Clackamas County from outside the region or
state to be homeless here. The County did a survey two years ago on the
Springwater Trail and got very solid data on homelessness in the County. We
asked them:

e where they lived before they were homeless; and

e how long they lived in Oregon.
\ ENTERED INTO THE RECOR 5
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The overwhelming majority of them - 90% - were Oregonians for more than ten
years. | asked them where they were last housed before camping on the Trail,
and they would point to an apartment complex a few blocks from where we
were. Not in every case, but two-thirds of them identified their last housing as
the neighborhood in which they were currently camping. This is common across
the West Coast. People lose their housing and they stay in the community they
know.

That’s where they have their networks, where they know the lay of the land. It
makes sense.

Many people who were at working-class incomes are experiencing homelessness
in our community. Not everyone has a mental illness or a substance-abuse
disorder. Substance-abuse is consistent across the [overall] population,
regardless of their housing status. Substance abuse disorders don’t discriminate,
but [affect] people all age brackets, including parents with children. For instance,
this year, 65% of the head start children in our free preschools, the 3-5 year old
children, are homeless. That’s 2 out of 3 children. THAT is what homelessness
looks like in Clackamas County. We're talking about OUR neighbors — ALL types of
folks.

The [homeless] people that reinforce the stereotype are the folks that are most
visible because you see them on the sidewalk going through a mental health

crisis. But [those individuals] represent a tiny fraction of the overall community of
people who are struggling to maintain stable housing in our community.

Those are words from Vahid Brown and I'd like to publicly thank him for his
tireless, hands-on work in our region helping the homeless find housing.
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As a city, it is our obligation to not be selective, but to provide housing
opportunities to all income brackets in our community. The other proposed code
amendments you are considering are addressing a variety of equitable housing
options without a conditional use, but the missing piece is housing for our
homeless and low-income residents. | encourage you to recommend codes that
permit shelters in the MUC and MUD zone districts without a conditional use. |
also encourage you to use specific federal language for housing to help applicants
secure grant funding for building transitional housing. The phrase “transitional
shelter” is old school, and the federal government is simply saying “shelter” to
define a variety of housing options for homeless and low-income persons. Once a
person is housed, the County is doing its part by providing a variety of services to
promote good health and well-being, and Clackamas Community College is ready
and waiting with workforce training to help transition the homeless into a
sustainable, independent living environment.

Please help provide the missing piece in our Oregon City community by permitting
shelters without a conditional use.

Thank you.



My name is Robin Schmidt. I'm the Executive Director of The Father’s Heart Street
Ministry in Oregon City. | want to thank you for this opportunity and for all that
you are doing on behalf of the most vulnerable in our community. | am impressed
with your desire to find and implement solutions for them. In the last two years
of my directing, | have seen so much support from the local community. | have
heard countless times the appreciation for us being available to those in need.
The community seems to appreciate a place that they can contribute to the needs
of others, not only with their item and financial donations, but many times they
bring people in need for services. There seems to be an underlying compassion
that runs through Oregon City and it’s citizens. We are so glad to be a part of this
community.

The Father’s Heart is a Day Center for those experiencing homelessness and those
on the verge of losing their homes. We also have served for many years as an
emergency warming shelter for up to 49 people when the weather is freezing or
below. Because of Oregon City granting emergency resolutions, we have been
able to offer a safe, caring place for people to receive a warm meal and a warm
place to lay their head. We also help keep people from filling emergency rooms in
the hospital by preventing them from sickness. You could honestly say that we
save lives.

The people served in the emergency shelter many times are also fighting physical
health issues, disabilities, mental health on top of dealing with severe weather.
They come to us many times with soaked wet clothes and or shoes. We are able
to offer them dry clothes and shoes, hand and feet warmers, a warm meal and a
supervised, safe night of rest. We are also able to refer people to our Day Center
for receiving much needed services.

Sometimes people are brought to us by people in the community that see
someone in distress, also police officers and sometimes even some are released
to us from the local hospital because they have no place to go but us. We are
grateful for the privilege of serving the community by caring for those in great
need in severe weather.

Those that come to our Day Center are not only able to receive meals, but also
showers with a clothing exchange, computer access, access to a phone and use us

as their mailing address. We also have weekly services from Clackamas county
ENTERED INTO THE RECORD
£kt 5 - pare peceven: 3/27// 3
SUBMITTED BY:_ L0207k Sl i
SUBJECT;_=0 .
Ii(;:”bll /(j)é. r’r—rjy' 0 54
y = 7




housing, weekly veterans representatives and monthly foot care and Medical
care.

In the last month alone, we have seen clients advocated for and supported in
court, transported to appointments, 3 people find affordable housing, with one
moving in to her new home tomorrow! We have given out numerous bus tickets
to those just starting employment, many sleeping bags for those waiting to get
inside. We had one guest come back to thank us for being available in his great
time of need and sharing with us that he has been sober for on year, working and
living in his own home. Another guest in his late 80’s and a veteran wrote me a
note to thank us for the “good program” we have at TFh.

Day or night, The Father’s Heart greatly respects our neighborhood and
community at large. We have strict guidelines for appropriate behavior inside as
well as outside on our property. Guests that come in for emergency shelter must
be able to comply to our guidelines to stay as a guest. Every night the guidelines
are gone over with all guests to make sure that peace is maintained for all. This
means being considerate while outside on our property. There are designated
areas for smoking and visiting outside and no one is allowed outside after 10pm.

It is made clear that those that can’t comply will be asked to leave or sometimes
trespassed. This however, is not something that occurs often. We have found
that people are too appreciative of the emergency shelter to jeopardize their stay.

The Father’s Heart encourages you to change the current terminology of
“emergency resolution” to “permitted use”. In the past, the cold weather comes
earlier than the passing of an emergency resolution. Last year, | actually opened
the shelter at midnight of the day the resolution was passed. | couldn’t live
another night telling people as soon as the resolution passes we can open. So, at
midnight | drove over to the transit center and the nearby streets and told people
we were open. The simple fact is that we cannot operate at night without
funding. We couldn’t receive funding from the county until the city passed an
emergency resolution.

Changing the code to “permitted use” would also allow us the necessary time to
prepare and schedule volunteers and staffing for the operation of the emergency



warming shelter. In years previous, we have had to tell volunteers that we hope
to be operating by a certain date, but that is only if the resolution is passed. As
you can see, a permitted use would help us greatly for scheduling with confidence
the volunteers that want to serve.

The Father’s Heart is only interested in maintaining a well serving Day Center and
providing an emergency warming shelter in extreme weather. We are honored to
be in Oregon City.

Thank you for your time. I'd now like to introduce Jim McGuire, a former guest of
The Father’s Heart Day Center as well as the emergency warming shelter.



This isn’t my first time coming before you. But | hope it's my last. And frankly, |
don’t know what all our advocating, picketing, letter writing, meeting taking has
done. Getting local meetings was met with a mere shoulder shrug and an aloof
response. Getting county, state officials involved was useless.

| came here before to advocate on behalf of my neighborhood. We were a great
little place. Kids laughing and riding their bikes in the street, families standing on
corners chatting, front yard BBQs. Now, our street has lost 7 kids. We have 5
rental house and one on the way. Our children aren’t allowed to play outside
without supervision. This, this is what you all created. Now, | don’t feel safe
walking my dog at dark. | walk along Human excrement in our alleys. | have to
make sure | look ahead to ensure my children don’t see sexual acts in the alleys.
“Neighbors” come home clearly under the influence, blaring music and screaming
profanity. Again. |say, this, this is what you all created. You didn’t hear the pleas
of my street. But maybe you’ll acknowledge that will not be an isolated incident if
you do not change your codes. And take notes for the upcoming proposed
changes.

rhatrou-arecreating. Itis your job to plan for
growth. And each and every one of you should be putting the desires of the
community first. We can choose to be a town, known for the jail, the courthouse,
the homeless, the transitional houses for criminals, sexual offenders and addicts.
OR you can create a city for young professionals. A place where families can
come, put down roots and grow. You can cultivate a city known for its unique
location, amazing locally owned businesses and our historical preservation-ef-tsis-

-eeanptay. But it’'s up to you to make a choice. As much as we'd like to say we can
have it all, we simply can’t. Families don’t want to raise their children around
felons. Families want to feel safe walking their neighborhood.

So, when | hear a complaint | ask for 2 possible solutions.

Options. Stop transitional homes. Stop ADUs. Focus on the very flawed codes

we currently have and make rules so that tax paying, voting citizen are the ones

who get to drive the direction of their neighborhoods. %—FM“WW%““
—ﬁﬂww

OR Re-write the code so neighborhoods can be involved. Focus on making clear
rules that are defined so that we don’t have homes filled with felons, addicts, and
sex offenders with no consequence and with no oversight. The ADUs need clear
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defined rules so that we don’t have sheds as “ADUs”. Owners of the property
must be held accountable. There must be a system in place that examines the
integrity of the area where these multi-living dwellings will occur and actually
stop the development if it negativity impacts that area. A simple, “the code is the
Y] . 0 P« — Py i
code, or my hands are tied” are simply unacceptable. C\Yav-e5 . ABSEag =3 =

This isn’t just a “my street concern”. And if you are naiive enough to think that
this won't impact you, then | can’t speak to that. What | can sayis | run all over
this town. My last run | found 5 needles. When | ran around CCC | had to literally
run around 3 homeless people.

| keep hearing we are worried to become the next Portland. But Portland has a
vibe to “embrace all”. When you move to Portland, you have a sense of what
you are getting. From food carts, to people sleeping in your yard. Oregon City
does not. Oregon City is tore into so many parts that what defines us has been
lost. Rules aren’t made for those who follow them. They are made for those who
try to get around them. | don’t fear Portland, | fear that we will become the next
Gothum city.

Now | need to go home. Lock my doors, arm my security system and put my
children to bed.



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 3.07-720 on Five-Year 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.

Exhibit D. Paul Edgar
File: LEG-18-00001
Planning Commission
9.27.2018



pwalter
Textbox
Exhibit D. Paul Edgar
File: LEG-18-00001
Planning Commission
9.27.2018

mailto:pauloedgar@q.com
mailto:pauloedgar@q.com
mailto:pwalter@orcity.org
mailto:pwalter@orcity.org
mailto:lterway@orcity.org
mailto:rockylsmith2@yahoo.com
mailto:rockylsmith2@yahoo.com
mailto:rockylsmith2@yahoo.com
mailto:damonmabee@comcast.net
mailto:mike.k.mitchell@gmail.com
mailto:brian_d_shaw@msn.com

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 re-purpose 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/re-education 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
(re-setting the height Standard to 75-Ft.) 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/urban-growth-
management-functional-plan-04162018.pdf

Thank You,

Paul Edgar, Canemah Neighborhood Resident


https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/04/16/urban-growth-management-functional-plan-04162018.pdf

From: Kol Laws
Laura Teruay; pete iater

Subject Roosevl
Date: Monday,Augus 27 2018 110052 i
Lt afternoon to evening activiies of homeless & transitional house at 523 in the past few days on Roosevelt. Totally My neighbor and my housefold le drug dealings, indecent exposure. My children do not feel safe and see inappropriate things. I the upper mide shed photo doing

soxualactivitis Just rying to walk to thelrcar from ther own porch. Th person fving inthe shed will not leav. No bathoom facilites. Ifcods become more enient, | o't see how this il 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 o in here too on a regular basis;
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Karla Laws

Sent from my iPhone



Fort Kennedy Vision Statement

On Tiny Houses in a Cluster

“Our direction is to enable All Veterans to move forward in their lives after military
service. We will provide transitional housing, shelter for homeless service men and
woman. To ensure All Veterans receive the support through employment, family
counseling, and help with well-deserved benefits. We will work with all Veteran
Agencies in the community, we will achieve a much needed ‘Hand Up, not a Hand Out’
for our Homeless Veterans.”

We would like to comment on affordable housing, with efforts to create transition shelters/housing and very
low cost (affordable) housing, where we can move more people/families, affordably off of our streets.

The focus of Fort Kennedy has been initially on creating encampments, with Transitional Shelters and Semi-
Permanent Housing (Tiny Houses) for our Homeless Veterans.

Fort Kennedy currently operates a Veteran specific day center, at 7600 Johnson Creek Road on the second
floor of a building within space provided by Crosspoint Northwest. We subsequently allocate space for non-
profits; Gold Star Wives, Vietnam Veterans Post 392, and PTSD foundation of America and even the VA.

Our Veterans and non-Veterans and how we (as society) address these conditions and various reasons and
core causes of the lack of housing and subsequent homelessness, there will always be an open wounds.

Our seniors and the working poor find their ability to find Housing is equally a problem/opportunity, which
needs to be addressed positively and overlaps the greater needs of society.

We have significant segment of people without adequate housing that have Mental Health Issues, many of our
Veterans also have the additional problem of PTSD and those problems can be compounded, where a lot are

addicted and/or self-medicate and that results in additional major problems/opportunities.

We have look to all transitional opportunities to move people from being dependent within society, to where
they are self-supporting, that includes addressing all educational opportunities including job training.

We also need to talk about the "Not In My Back Yard" (NIMBY) issues, of where and how we create/locate -
locations, for the full spectrum of people priced out of housing opportunities, including opening up the UGB.

Paul Edgar, Board Member of Fort Kennedy, 501(c) (3)

To provide everyone a better idea of what a 20-unit planned community built in a cluster for Homeless
Veterans - Housing, could be using an Oregon City company might cost, we gathered following information.
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Better Built Barns, 13781 S. Forsythe Rd. (Just off Clackamas River Drive.)
in Oregon City to provide Fort Kennedy a quote on Affordable Tiny Houses.

We asked them to spec-out a 10' x 20' units (200 sq. ft.) in their Country
Barn style, with 9' base walls and a loft. (Floor to ceiling interior peak,
would be approximately 13' high, which provides a lot of cube.)

We asked for them to upgrade these structures where these Tiny House Units
would be built on Post and Beam, but with 2' x 6' Construction and with a
pressure treated material for the floor structures.

The Gambrel Roof rafter would be 4' in height to the initial curb, then
would then go up an additional 2' to the peak, providing a floor to ceiling
height of approximately 13’ and also have one 5' wide dormer, and built
with addition of vents, roofing pre-engineered for Solar Panels.

Each of these Tiny Housing units would have two 3.0' man doors, four 3' x
3' windows for legal egress, and two 2' x 2' windows.

Each Tiny Housing unit would have an 8' x 10' sleeping loft and below it 8'
x 10' walled in room (Handicap accessible bedroom, or have two bunk-beds.)

The preliminary estimated cost is based on building 20 of these Tiny House
units (all material and labor) at one site. The cost would be $8,500 per
structure or $170,000 in total. (This would be achieved as a result of,
gaining a 10% volume discount, by building all structures at one location)

There would be no plumbing, electrical and/or wall heating units, but that
could be easily added after the fact, hopefully by donation.

They would be ready for standard insulation and hard board interior walls
possibly over that of sheet-rock, to prevent damage.

This same Tiny House units could be designed to where they could have an 8'
x 10' kick-out on the back side, if there was a need for a future bathroom
and/or micro kitchen. (This would make the structures 280 Sq. Ft. and add
$3,000 more and would open the door to SDC Fees and other Impact Fees being
assessed.)

Each of these Tiny House structures could easily sleep up to four (4)
people comfortably and more in emergency conditions.

What we are attempting is to build are Affordable Housing Units on Post and
Beam, which are in a size, which is below a size (200 Sq. Ft.) of what
requires Building Permits and is additionally not assessed with SDC or
other Impact Fees.

To make this vision complete, we see a need for a central commissary
building that becomes the kitchen - meeting space, with toilets and
showers. This building should be envisioned, as part of creating an
effective planned community.

Centralizing outreach efforts, where effective peer-to-peer intervention
can take place, in combination with counseling, we can transition Homeless
Veterans into a sustainable life and will prevent suicides.



Testimony for Planning Commission consideration of the Equitable Housing Code
Amendments- LEG-18-00001 on 8/27/2018

e My name is Nikolai Ursin

O

Served as a member of the Technical Advisory Team for the Equitable
Housing Strategy
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:

e The need for housing is clear

O

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.

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.

For a family earning minimum wage or several dollars an hour higher, this
rent is far out of reach.

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.

It’s for these reasons this process got underway.

e 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.

Articulation and modulation, ground floor building height, maximum
facade 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.

| 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.

e Parkingis 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.

Offstreet parking costs roughly S10k per space to build, not taking into
account circulation requirements. Structured parking can range between
$25-50K depending on if it is underground.

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.

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

It makes sense that in a city with such topographic challenges, the market
would provide parking, and | suspect most new development provides
plenty of parking for buyers

However, times are changing. Self driving cars, electric bikes and scooters,
and other technologies may reshape transporation in ways we can barely
imagine.

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.

e Finally, | want to applaud the city for this inclusive and participatory process

o

o

o

The code amendments before you were thoughtfully and thoroughly
considered.

Your expert staff and excellent consultants took city code and made it
interesting and relevant.

The eventual recommendation was supported by the majority of those
who participated in the various committees, and | 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 | 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.

e Thank you and I'd welcome any questions you may have.



From: Nikolai Ursin

To: Pete Walter

Subject: Planning CommissionTestimony_08272018
Date: Thursday, August 30, 2018 10:10:17 AM
Attachments: Plannina CommissionTestimony 08272018.docx
Hey Pete,

Per your request, attached is a written version of the testimony | provided during this week’s
planning commission meeting. Hope the rest of the meeting went alright. It’s really a shame that
they seemed so adverse to reducing parking requirements. Everyone seems afraid to experience
Portland’s challenges, which are so different than what might take place in Oregon City. As far as |
can tell, it’s going to be a long long time before housing built in Oregon City resembles the scale of
Portland’s typical development. They’re regulating for something that won’t happen. And it
especially won’t happen if so much parking is required...

Anyway, let me know if there’s more | can do to help.

Cheers!
Nikolai



Testimony for Planning Commission consideration of the Equitable Housing Code Amendments- LEG-18-00001 on 8/27/2018

· My name is Nikolai Ursin

· Served as a member of the Technical Advisory Team for the Equitable Housing Strategy

· 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

· 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. 

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



· The need for housing is clear

· 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.

· 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. 

· For a family earning minimum wage or several dollars an hour higher, this rent is far out of reach. 

· 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. 

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

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

· 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 replicate, but then we discussed our effort with planning staff and found that it couldn’t be done.

· 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. 

· 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

· While we did not dispute the parking requirements through a variance request for our project, these did come with a price-tag.

· 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. 

· 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. 

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

· 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

· However, times are changing. Self driving cars, electric bikes and scooters, and other technologies may reshape transporation in ways we can barely imagine. 

· 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

· The code amendments before you were thoughtfully and thoroughly considered. 

· Your expert staff and excellent consultants took city code and made it interesting and relevant. 

· 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.

· 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. 

· 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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To: Oregon City Planning Commission and City Planning Commission

From: Robert J. Zimmer, Ph.D.; member of Project Advisory Team,
Oregon City Equitable Housing Project

Date: August 17, 2018

Re: Feedback on Equitable Housing Project Recommendations

In June 2016, I made a major investment in Oregon City by purchasing Mt.
Pleasant, a 68 space manufactured housing community. It was in terrible condition
because the previous owners at one time were in the process of closing the park, in
order to redevelop it for single-family, detached housing, i.e. “highest and best use”. At
its nadir, the park was half empty and in a state of serious disrepair causing unsafe
living conditions for the residents.

To date, I have invested over $400,000 in improvements including repairing and
sealing the streets, installing 13 exterior light poles with boring for 6 poles, repairing
walkways, landscaping the entrance and installing new mailboxes, with overhead cedar
shelters. With these improvements, residents are beginning to show real pride of
ownership by remodeling and cleaning up their own homes.

As a park owner with 16 years’ experience in manufactured housing, I was
invited to join the Project Advisory Team (PAT) of the Oregon City Equitable Housing
Project lead by Pete Walter. Having read the report, I support fully the proposed
zoning code changes to promote more equitable housing options to current and
prospective residents. I think the recommended code and regulatory changes are fair,
reasonable, practical and creative solutions to a very complex, multidimensional,
burgeoning problem.

Though I have owned and managed apartments in California for forty years, I
will focus my suggestions on manufactured housing parks, which provide the most
affordable home ownership options. Prospective buyers can purchase a 3 bedroom, 2
bath resale home with carport and shed for $60,000-$80,000 in Oregon City. With
monthly space rent under $600, utilities about $100, and low vehicle tax rate versus
property tax rate, home ownership is comparatively cheap and affordable. The problem
is that they sell quickly because of the dearth of homes available on the market, i.e.
demand far exceeds supply.

With a total inventory of approximately 1,000 manufactured homes in Oregon
City, the supply is extremely tight, and all parks are at full capacity. There is no
available space in Oregon City to place a newly purchased home unless an existing
house is demolished.

The solution is to encourage developers to build more manufactured housing
communities in Oregon City. Three specific recommendations pertaining to
manufactured homes are:



1. Stipulate in the report that manufactured home communities are permitted in
R-2 High Density Zones, if they meet design standards.

2. Remove square footage requirements so as to allow “tiny homes” or park
models with less than a 400’ square footprint.

3. Allow manufactured homes to be included as another option for cluster
housing. (Cumberland MHP is a 7 space park in S.E. Portland.)

My last recommendation deals with warming shelters or transitional housing. As
part of their mission, churches and other not-for-profit organizations are doing an
amazing job assisting individuals and families who are struggling in their daily lives.
Increasing shelter capacity and allowing shelters to operate year round is imperative.
Also, Southern California shelters open up their doors when the “wind-chill”
temperature hits 32 degrees.

To achieve increased development of affordable housing units for current and
future Oregon City residents requires the Oregon City Planning Commission to approve
the creative, compassionate and pragmatic changes recommended in the Project
Advisory Team’s report. Crises demand bold leadership at the highest levels, and
affordable housing in Oregon City is a crisis.



July 23, 2018

Members of the Oregon City Planning Commission:

As the landowners of 545 Holmes Lane we are affected by the zoning changes proposed under the
Equitable Housing grant and would like to share our thoughts about the proposed changes.

We support the goals of “Diverse, quality, physically accessible, affordable housing choices with access
to opportunities, services and amenities” that the city has embraced. We also value our neighborhood
and the lifestyle gained through a piece of property that originally was a portion of the Holmes Land
claim. It is our thought that placing apartments only on the land at 535 and 545 Holmes Lane diminishes
the historical importance of the history directly across the street. The Rose Farm is an important piece
of the history of Oregon City and the surrounding area should enhance and reflect that history. We feel
that small, single family homes in this area would enhance the pioneer spirit of the city.

We attended the focus group meeting when R-2 zoning was discussed and felt that the members were
open to a wide variety of housing types in the zone but we also felt that they were deeply swayed by a
photo of very ugly single family homes on small lots. Two photos were presented and one was very well
received while the second was not well received at all. It is our belief that with the correct zoning
requirements, single family housing could fit well on 2000 square foot lots.

If Oregon City is to provide affordable housing choices for all, then the possibility of home ownership is
the ultimate goal. We believe that smaller homes, which fit the density requirement offers a greater
opportunity to meet the goals then larger facilities where rent is the only possibility and the renter
receives nothing in return for their monthly payments.

Please consider including single family housing in the R2 zone or at least in the Holmes Lane properties.
Thank you for your consideration.

Chris and Barb Streeter

545 Holmes Lane, Oregon City, Oregon 97045



Fort Kennedy Vision Statement

On Tiny Houses

We would like to comment on affordable housing, with efforts to create transition shelters/housing and very
low cost (affordable) housing, where we can move more people/families, affordably off of our streets.

The focus of Fort Kennedy has been initially on creating encampments, with Transitional Shelters and Semi-
Permanent Housing (Tiny Houses) for our Homeless Veterans.

We have Veterans and non-Veterans and how we (as society) attempt to create conditions, that address
various reasons and core causes of the lack of housing and homelessness, there will always be an open wound.

Senior Housing is equally a problem/opportunity, which needs to be addressed positively.

We have significant segment of people without adequate housing that have Mental Health Issues, many with
PTSD and a lot who are addicted and self-medicate and that is a major problem/opportunity.

We have look to all transitional opportunities to move people from being dependent on society, to where they
are self-supporting, that includes addressing all educational opportunities including job training.

We would also like to talk about the "Not In My Back Yard" {(NIMBY) issue, of where and how we create/locate
- locations, for the full spectrum of people priced out of housing opportunities, including opening up the UGB.

Paul Edgar, Board Member of Fort Kennedy, 501(c) (3)

To give everyone a better idea of what a 20-unit planned community for
Homeless Veterans - Housing, using this Oregon City company might cost, We
gathered following information.

Better Built Barns, 13781 S. Forsythe Rd. Oregon City provide me a quote on
these Tiny Houses.

We asked them to spec-out a 10' x 20' units (200 sg. ft.) in their Country
Barn style, with 7' base walls. (Floor to ceiling peak, would be
approximately 13' high, providing a lot of cube.)

We asked for it to be upgraded where these Tiny House Units would be built
on Post and Beam, with 2' x 6' Construction and with a pressure treated
material for the floors.



The roof would be 4' in height above the walls, to the initial bend and
would then go up an additional 2' to the peak, providing a floor to ceiling
height of 13’ and have one 5' wide dormer, and in addition to 4 roof vents.

Each of these Tiny Housing units would have two 3.0' man doors, four 3' x
3' windows, and two 2' x 2' windows.

Each housing unit would have an 8' x 10' sleeping loft and below it 8' x 10'
walled in room (Handicap accessible bedroom, or have two bunk-beds.)

The preliminary estimated cost is based on building 20 of these Tiny House
units (all material and labor) at one site. The cost would be $8,500 per
structure or $170,000 in total. (This would be achieved as a result of,
gaining a 10% volume discount, by building all structures at one location)

There would be no plumbing, electrical and wall heating units, but that
could be easily added, hopefully by donation.

They would be ready for standard insulation and hard board interior walls
possibly over sheet-rock, to prevent damage.

This same Tiny House units could be designed to where they could have a 8°'
x 10' kick-out on the back side, if there was a need for a future bathroom
and/or micro kitchen. (This would make the structures 280 Sg. Ft. and add
$3,000 more and would open the door to SDC Fees and other Impact Fees being
assessed.)

Each of these Tiny House structures could easily sleep up to four (4)
people comfortably and more in emergency conditions.

What we are attempting to build are Post and Beam Structures, which are in
a size, which is below a size (200 Sqg. Ft.) of what requires Building
Permits and is additionally assessed with SDC Fees or other Impact Fees.

To make this vision complete, we see a need for a central commissary,
kitchen, meeting space, toilets and showers. This building should be
envisioned, as part of creating an effective planned community.

Centralizing outreach efforts, where effective peer-to-peer intervention
can take place, in combination with counseling, we can transition Homeless
Veterans into a sustainable life and will prevent suicides.



Pete Walter

From: Debbie Chelson <dchelson@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 1:47 PM

To: Pete Walter

Subject: Sufficient Cell Phone Towers for Proposed Growth Plans

Dear Mr. Walter —

I've just reviewed the proposals for amendments to the Oregon City Municipal Code as posted at
https://www.orcity.org/planning/housing-and-other-development-and-zoning-code-amendments.

I’'m in agreement that we need a variety of affordable housing options, but am concerned that the city also ensures
sufficient cell phone towers for this growth. As it is, there are many low or spotty signal strength areas, particularly in
the residential neighborhoods. As we add more people to the area | think we must plan for an abundance of cell
coverage. This is not only important for the day-to-day cell usage of individuals and businesses, but essential in times of
emergencies when first responders need to stay connected to each other and the citizens.

Thank you for taking this into consideration as we plan for additional options and opportunities in Oregon City.

Kind regards,
Debbie

Debbie Chelson

11524 Shelby Rose Drive
Oregon City, OR 97045
971-678-5680 (cell)
dchelson@gmail.com




Matheson Email 7.24.2018

Matheson v. City of Oregon City Amended Petition for Writ of Review and Amended Complaint
FINAL 07182017

Norby Ltr re 17 CV25621 Matheson v City of Oregon Cityunderlined
Norby Itr re17CV25621 Resp Motion for reconsideration
ocroofpolice

ocroofreply

OCstats

Petitioner-Plaintiffs' Response in Opposition to Respondent's Motion for Reconsideration-Case
No. 17CV25621-1



Pete Walter

From: Mark J. Matheson <mark.matheson@drteamsint.com>

Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 3:05 PM

To: Pete Walter

Subject: Fwd: For the record - Planning Commission -

Attachments: Matheson v. City of Oregon City Amended Petition for Writ of Review and Amended

Complaint FINAL 07182017.pdf; Petitioner-Plaintiffs' Response in Opposition to
Respondent's Motion for Reconsideration-Case No. 17CV25621-1.pdf; Norby Ltr re 17
CV25621 Matheson v City of Oregon Cityunderlined.pdf; Norby ltr re17CV25621 Resp
Motion for reconsideration.pdf; ocroofpolice.pdf; ocroofreply.pdf; OCstats.JPG

I forgot that you were the POC for the planning commission

Subject:For the record - Planning Commission -
Date:2018-07-23 14:44
From:"Mark J. Matheson" <mark.matheson@drteamsint.com>

To:Laura Terway <lterway(@ci.oregon-city.or.us>, Denyse McGriff <guttmcg@msn.com>, Kattie Riggs
<kriggs@orcity.org>

Cc:Miranda Sierra <sierra318@gmail.com>, Patti Webb <Pdgboxerrescue@yahoo.com>, Gary Avery
<gavery(@gavery.net>, Karla Laws <karla.laws@gmail.com>, Mike Simon <mikele4e5@gmail.com>,
Al Snell <classiccycleinc@yahoo.com>, Gordon Wilson <gordon@gkwphoto.com>, Tom O'Brien
<tom.obrien4(@comcast.net>

For the record
I would like to suggest postponing any unnecessary changes to the code's until the elections are over.

As someone who has an authentic reason to question the motivations behind City decisions, and someone who happens to be a
candidate for Mayor of Oregon City I stand adamantly against any changes to the code for three (3) reasons

1. Damon Mabee, a Planning Commissioner has declared his intention to run for Mayor and should stay neutral until after the
elections

2. Dan Holladay has not declared his intention to run for Mayor yet and the proposals under his Administration should be
treated as a lame duck initiatives

3. There is a pattern of abuse and inconsistency when it comes to applying the code

I am submitting the material emblematic of "code practices gone wild" and information the Planning Commission should consider.
The material led Honorable Norby's from Clackamas County Circuit Court to make the conclusion "the lawfulness of the Stop Work
Order is also irreparably compromised' pg 5, paragraph 4, last sentence, and the conclusion the ruling by the Oregon City Municipal
Court "on the scope of the project and the legality of the Stop Work Order" that it was unnecessary to review any other part of the
complaint. Pg 6, last paragraph first sentence. Both conclusion coming from ignoring and/or mishandling the administrative policy
and/or the municipal code.

The above facts are from a settled case. The legal battles currently being waged in Circuit Court are the efforts of the 6 attorney's the
City retained to defend the indefensible, stemming out, in part from the illegal action. The City took an aggressive action and is
actively attempting downplay the fact they illegally used a Stop Work Order on someone. A recent hearing can support the fact the
City insists the reversal was caused by a clerical error from mishandling the recordings. An idea that has been consistently shot down
by the facts.



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vXhZelKoEfl&feature=youtu.be

For the record the action the City took against my wife was reversed in part because of the questionable legality of the Stop Work
Order. It was a claimed I stated in September 19, 2016 letters I sent in response to the violation. For the record, Mike Roberts, Chris
Long and David Mueller lied under under oath about receiving the Sept. 9, 2016 letters. They were forced to recanted their testimony
after being presented with copies of the letters they said they had not seen. In my view if City agents are willing to lie under oath to
win a code enforcement case then the entire process has cascaded into a corrosive process and extremely untrustworthy.

I believe the OC Planning Commission should serious review the motivation behind the code changes, how they are applied, who they
are directly or indirectly benefiting, and their impact to the community. In light of Tom O'Brien's stellar investigation published in the
Oregon City News, the Planning Commission has more than enough reason to question the process.

https://pamplinmedia.com/cr/28-opinion/400555-2961 1 5-oregon-city-mayor-commissioners-asked-to-resign

Mr. O'Brien clearly establishes a connection between Dan Holladay and the real estate industry by the fact he "received over $6,165
from four developers, Dan Fowler (former mayor and real-estate developer), Mark Handris (ICON Construction & Development
LLC), Richard Langdon (Oregon Real Estate Investment LLC) & Scott T. Parker (Parker Development Company)"

The Planning Commission should move beyond a code's intent or the revenue it may generate and resolve the abuse and
inconsistency. In the MUC portion alone it ignores the fact the it excludes 30 homes in Barclay Hills from residential mortgage
products because it does not include residential homes in its zoning language. The Container Housing being proposed for Barclay
Hills neighborhood was told building in Container Houses in Oregon City was a turnkey process, and was not subject to any public
comments. Dan Holladay openly declared and without any due process that a house on Roosevelt Street could be converted into a
commercial facility, and unilaterally annex property into the City against the Planning Commission's recommendation. It seems the
Planning Commission would be doing the community a favor by agreeing to stay unnecessary decisions until after the elections.

Higher density housing models work when the underlying property values can sustain an above average housing market and support
the impact for improving roads and infrastructure amenities. The average home in the Oregon City is approximately $254,000 whereas
Happy Valley is $411,300. Without any in-depth analysis, when the City Administration sacrifices the volume of residential permits
over the quality, and absent of any conversations about creating jobs, the City will rapidly slide into a bedroom community and be
forever dependent on fee's, increases in local taxes, and the County government as its only industry.

Sincerely,

Mark J. Matheson

Mark J. Matheson, Founder and CEO
The Advantage Group, LLC Nw
www.drteamsint.com

503.953.0250

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This message may be legally privileged and is confidential information intended only for
the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. It is exempt from
disclosure

under applicable law including court orders. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are

hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copy of this message is
strictly

prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the original sender
and

delete this message from your computer.
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Mark J. Matheson

Anna Marie Matheson

855 Molalla Avenue

Oregon City, Oregon 97045

(503) 954-0250
mark.matheson@drteamsint.com

On behalf of Petitioner/Plaintiffs, Pro Se

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE STATE OF OREGON
FOR THE COUNTY OF CLACKAMAS

ANNA MARIE MATHESON,
Petitioner/Plaintiff,

MARK J. MATHESON, THE ADVANTAGE
GROUP, LLC, NW, an OREGON LIMITED
LIABILITY COMPANY, OREGON CITY
COMMUNITY EMERGENCY RESPONSE
TEAM, an OREGON NONPROFIT
CORPORATION, and ABETTER
OREGON CITY COALITION, an OREGON
NONPROFIT CORPORATION,

Plaintiffs,

VS.

CITY OF OREGON CITY, an Oregon
municipal corporation formed under the
laws of the State of Oregon,

Respondent/Defendant,

DAN HOLLADAY, the City of Oregon City
Mayor, in his official and personal capacity,
and ANTHONY J. KONKOL, lll, the City of
Oregon City Manager, in his official and
personal capacity,

Defendants

Case No.: 17CV25621

AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF
REVIEW; AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT;
COMPLAINT FOR VIOLATIONS OF 42
U.S.C. § 1983 AND 42 U.S.C. § 1985;
NEGLIGENCE; FALSE LIGHT,;
INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF
EMOTIONAL DISTRESS; BREACH OF
DUTY OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR
DEALING; INTENTIONAL
NTERFERENCE WITH CONTRACTUAL
RELATIONS; INTENTIONAL
INTERFERENCE WITH PROSPECTIVE
ECONOMIC ADVANTAGE

FEE AUTHORITY ORS 21.160(1)(d) and
ORS 21.105(2)

NOT SUBJECT TO MANDATORY
ARBITRATION

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

PAGE 1 — AMENDED PETITION AND AMENDED COMPLAINT
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Petitioner/Plaintiffs hereby amend the Petition for Writ of Review and Complaint
for Declaratory Judgment filed on June 20, 2017, demand a jury trial with regard to their
civil rights and tort claims, and allege:

A. PARTIES; JURISDICTION; VENUE
1.

At all times material to this Amended Petition for Writ of Review and Complaint
(Amended Petition and Amended Complaint), Petitioner/Plaintiff Anna Marie Matheson
(Mrs. Matheson) and Plaintiff Mark J. Matheson (Mr. Matheson), are husband and wife,
and are residents of Clackamas County, Oregon.

2.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, Plaintiff
The Advantage Group LLC, NW (TAG) is an Oregon limited liability company with a
principal place of business located at 855 Molalla Avenue, Oregon City, in Clackamas
County, Oregon. Mr. Matheson is a member/manager of TAG.

3.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, Plaintiff
Oregon City Community Emergency Response Team (OC CERT) is an Oregon
nonprofit corporation with a principal place of business located at 855 Molalla Avenue,
Oregon City, in Clackamas County, Oregon. Mr. Matheson is the Registered Agent,

Incorporator and Vice President of OC CERT.

PAGE 2 — AMENDED PETITION AND AMENDED COMPLAINT
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4.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, Plaintiff A
Better Oregon City Coalition (ABOCC) is an Oregon nonprofit corporation with a
principal place of business located at 855 Molalla Avenue, Oregon City, in Clackamas
County, Oregon. Mr. Matheson is the Secretary and Incorporator of ABOCC.

5.

Petitioner/Plaintiffs are collectively and individually a “person” as defined in 42

U.S.C. § 1983, 42 U.S.C. § 1985, ORS 28.130 and common law.
6.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
Respondent/Defendant the City of Oregon City (the City) is a municipal corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Oregon and is a corporate entity
capable of suing and being sued.

7.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint,
Defendant Dan Holladay (Holladay) is the elected Mayor of the City with a term from
January 1, 2015 to December 31, 2018. Holladay is made a Defendant in both his

official and personal capacities.

PAGE 3 — AMENDED PETITION AND AMENDED COMPLAINT
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8.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint,
Defendant Anthony J. Konkol, Il (Konkol) is the City Manager. Konkol has served as
the City Manager since March 2016. Konkol is made a Defendant in both his official
and personal capacities.

9.

The Respondent/Defendants are collectively and individually a “person” as

defined in 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 42 U.S.C. § 1985, ORS 28.130, and common law.
10.

Respondent/Defendants were timely notified of the Petitioner/Plaintiffs’ intent to
file tort claims against them as required by the Oregon Tort Claims Act, a set forth in
ORS 30.275 (hereafter, the OTCA).

11.

This Court has jurisdiction over this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint
under the provisions of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 42 U.S.C. § 1985(3), ORS 455.475, ORS
34.030, ORS 31.230, ORS 28.010 to ORS 28.160, ORS 183.484, Oregon Residential
Specialty Code (ORSC) at Section 104.6 and 105.2, Oregon Structural Specialty Code
(OSSC) at Section 104.6, Title 17 of the Oregon City Municipal Code (OCMC), OCMC
1.24.180, OCMC 1.24.190, OCMC 2.30.060 and OCMC 16.020. In particular, ORS
34.030 requires the Petitioner/Plaintiff Mrs. Matheson to file the Amended Petition with

this Circuit Court.

PAGE 4 — AMENDED PETITION AND AMENDED COMPLAINT
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12.

Venue in this Court is proper because the acts and omissions, decisions and
determinations that occurred giving rise to this Amended Petition and Amended
Complaint arose in Clackamas County, Oregon.

B. GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
13.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, the City
has a “Council-Manager” form of government. The Mayor is part of the Council. The
Council members (the Commission) are the leaders and policy makers and the
legislative body; the Commission are also the decision makers. Power is centralized in
the elected Council, which approves the budget and determines the tax rate, for
example. The City Manager is appointed by the Commission to carry out policy and
ensure that the entire City community is being served.

14.

In accordance with the City’s “Council-Manager” form of government at the City,
the City’s Mayor, Commission, and Manager constitute a policy-development and
management team. The City Mayor acts as the key political leader and policy
developer on the Commission.

15.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, the

Mayor, the Commision and the Manager are the final decision-makers and policy

makers with regard to the improved safety and livability of the City by ensuring the
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City’s policy that building construction in the City is safe and built to code requirements.
The Mayor, the Commission and the Manager are also the final decision-makers and
policy makers with respect to the City’s Police Department’s duty to maintain public
order and protect all lives and property in the community within the City.

16.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
Commission, Holladay, as the Mayor, and Konkol, as the Manager, were acting under
the color of City, State and federal law as the final decision-makers and policy makers.

17.

The City’s “Building Inspection Operating Plan” dated March 2015 provides, in
relevant part:

As provided in ORS 455.475 an applicant for a building permit may

appeal the decision of a building official on any matter relating to the

administration and enforcement of the department. The appeal must

be in writing. A decision by the department on an appeal filed under this

subsection is subject to judicial review as provided in ORS 183.484. An

appeal of a decision of the Building Official unrelated to code provisions is
reviewed by the Community Development Director (emphasis added).

18.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, Mrs.
Matheson is the owner of property located at 855 Molalla Avenue, Oregon City, in
Clackamas County, Oregon (the Property). Mrs. Matheson resides in a residential
house that was built in 1916 at the Property with her husband, Mr. Matheson
(collectively, the Mathesons). The Mathesons have lived together at the Property for

over twenty-five (25) years.
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19.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, Mrs.
Matheson granted a General Power of Attorney to Mr. Matheson, which includes, but is
not limited to, a power of attorney to act as her “attorney-in-fact” with respect to claims
and litigation on her behalf (the Power of Attorney). On information and belief, none of
the Respondent/Defendants, acting through their officers, servants, agents, employees
and assigns, ever requested proof of the Power of Attorney, nor did they ask if Mr.
Matheson was acting as attorney-in-fact on behalf Mrs. Matheson at any time material
to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint.

20.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs
TAG, OC CERT and ABOCC (collectively, the Plaintiff Businesses) use the trailer as a
technology platform to remotely operate, train and educate people and is located next to
the residential home on the Property.

21.

On information and belief, Respondent/Defendants knew that the Plaintiff
Businesses used the trailer as a principal resource for business for at least two (2)
years before the filing of this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, and certainly
at all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint. On information
and belief, Respondent/Defendants also knew that the residential home at the Property
was used solely as a residence at all times material to this Amended Petition and

Amended Complaint.
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22.

On or about June 10, 2016, Mr. Matheson started a public discussion on the
social media website Nextdoor.com under a thread entitled “Oregon City Armory” (the
OC Armory thread). Motivated by his political and ethical beliefs, Mr. Matheson stated:
“Over the last 6 months the City officials have been hammering Col. Norman Stewart
(ret) with a silent campaign to discredit his work at the OC Armory because John Lewis,
the Public Works Director can build an operation center. Mr. Lewis has obfuscated his
interest in taking over the OC Armory while intending to get the State of Oregon
National Guard to sell the facility to the City. Seventy-five percent of the Col. Stewarts
operation directly services veterans, but Mr. Lewis insinuated that Mr. Stewart's
operation was attracting the wrong type of people during a CIC meeting. I'm interested
in helping Col. Stewart is there anyone else who wants to help?”

23.

On or about June 30, 2016, Mr. Matheson wrote a letter to the Oregon Military
Department. Motivated by his political and ethical beliefs, Mr. Matheson stated that he
objected to the City’s Public Works Director’s plans to use the Oregon City Armory, and
that he was planning a rally to protest it. Mr. Matheson closed the letter by saying, “A
small group of people are taking formal steps to remove a specific Oregon City official
from office because we're tired of the BS.” Although Mr. Matheson did not state with
specificity which “Oregon City official” he was referring to, given that Mr. Matheson

stated in the letter that he intended to run for Mayor of the City, a reasonable person,
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exercising ordinary and common judgment, could infer that Mr. Matheson was referring

to Holladay.

24.

On or about July 1, 2016, Mr. Matheson, acting on behalf of ABOCC, filed a petition
for a ballot measure to recall Holladay as the City’s Mayor (the petition for recall).
ABOCC was formed specifically to file the petition to recall. There are two (2) other
individual Incorporators of ABOCC: Al Snell and Mike Simon.  Of the three (3)
Incorporators, Mr. Matheson is the most vocal. On information and belief, the
Respondents/Defendants did not retaliate against Snell and Simon for exercising their

free speech rights.

25.

Motivated by his political and ethical beliefs, on or about July 3, 2016, Mr.
Matheson started a public discussion on Nextdoor.com under a thread entitled “Recall
Dan Holladay” (the recall thread) to inform citizens that the petition for recall had been

filed.

26.
On or about July 6, 2016, the City approved the petition for recall.
27.
On or about July 7, 2016, Holladay posted a message directly to Mr. Matheson
on the recall thread, as follows: “Mark, | am confused [sic] what exactly is broken that

needs to be fixed?” Holladay signed the post as “Mayor Dan Holladay” (emphasis
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added). On information and belief, Holladay had not participated on the Nextdoor.com
website before the petition for recall was filed.
28.
On or about July 7, 2016, Mr. Matheson posted a link on the recall thread to an
article that had been published in the Portland Tribune about the recall petition. In
response, and on the same date, Holladay posted: “Mark, [sic] Once again what exactly

is broken that needs to be fixed? Mayor Dan Holladay” (emphasis added).

29.

At or near the same time the petition for recall was approved, Mr. Matheson hung
a large "Recall Mayor Holladay" banner (the banner) in front of the residential house
where he lives with Mrs. Matheson at the Property. As of the date of the filing of this
Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, the banner remains prominently displayed
on the Property. On information and belief, Holladay lives in the same neighborhood as
the Mathesons and presumably sees the banner frequently.

30.

On or about July 7, 2016, The Clackamas Review, a local newspaper, published

an article about the petition for recall. Mr. Matheson posted the link to the article on the

recall thread.
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31.

On or about July 8, 2016, Holladay offered Mike Acosta (Acosta) a position on
the Urban Renewal Commission on the recall thread. Acosta had made several
comments in support of Holladay on the recall thread.

32.

On or about July 9, 2016, Holladay posted a link on the recall thread
without comment. The link was to a Trustee’s Notice of Sale (the foreclosure
notice). The foreclosure notice had been filed against Mrs. Matheson on or
about June 22, 2016 concerning the Property.

33.

On or about July 9, 2016, Mr. Matheson responded to Holladay’s July
9 posting on the recall thread, in relevant part, as follows: “I see Dan is picking
on my wife now. And your lack of taste may be satisfying to you, and the
special interests, but you just devastated my wife.” Although Mr. Matheson
went on to explain that the Mathesons were in the process of obtaining an
injunction against the foreclosure on the grounds that their lender was
predatory and that there is no subset of standard Mixed-Use District
classifications within the City that would allow a financial institution to
underwrite the Property, this was hours after Holladay posted the foreclosure
notice. On information and belief, the foreclosure notice had been seen by
several members of the public before Mr. Matheson could respond and/or

clarify. As of the date of the filing of this Amended Petition and Amended
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Complaint, the Mathesons have yet to resolve their problems with their
mortgage servicer but did receive a twelve (12) month injunction.
34.

On information and belief, Holladay did not reply to Mr. Matheson or otherwise
acknowledge Mr. Matheson’s comment on the recall thread concerning the foreclosure
notice.

35.

On or about July 10, 2016, Mr. Matheson posted on the OC Armory thread, that:
“The Armory issue has moved beyond the local politics. John Lewis bending of the truth
has seen to that. The matter is now being looked at by the state agencies, and the fed's
are involved because I'm involved.” Mr. Matheson made that comment because of his
political and ethical beliefs.

36.

The following day, July 11, 2016, motivated by his ethical and political beliefs, Mr.
Matheson posted on the OC Armory thread that: “With a volunteer mayor at the helm,
its [sic] unsettling to more than a few people how this is getting slammed through like
there are no other alternatives.”

37.

On or about July 11, 2016, Holladay posted a direct reply to Mr. Matheson on the

OC Armory thread: “One simple question MRK [sic] ARE YOU A VETERAN [sic] HAVE

YOU SERVED [sic] BECAUSE | HAVE.” On information and belief, Holladay
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deliberately used all capital letters with the intent to “shout” at’ and humiliate Mr.
Matheson because he is not a Veteran like Holladay allegedly is.
38.

Rather than respond directly to Holladay, on the same date, Mr. Matheson
replied: “It seems Holladay is campaigning again.” Holladay replied directly to Mr.
Matheson: “Simple question have you severed [sic] your Nation in uniform? | thought
not.” Mr. Matheson responded: “If there [sic] is only one way to serve a country is to put
on a uniform, | hear China has a dress code.”

39.

On information and belief, all of Holladay’s postings on Nextdoor.com set forth

herein were made in his official capacity as the Mayor.
40.

On or about July 11, 2016, Mrs. Matheson received a “Notice of Code
Enforcement Complaint” (Notice #1) regarding the banner. Within Notice #1, the City
alleged that the banner did not meet City code requirements and must be removed.
Notice #1 stated that even if the banner met requirements, Mrs. Matheson must pay a
$50 fee to hang the banner. Notice #1 was signed by Chris Long (Long), a Building
Department official. Notice #1 did not notify Mrs. Matheson whether she had a right to
appeal the Notice. Within ten (10) days of the date Mrs. Matheson received Notice #1,

Mr. Matheson moved the banner from in front of the residential home to the trailer used

!https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/All_caps
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for work purposes. The City pursued no further action against Mrs. Matheson for any
alleged code violations related to the banner.
41.

On or about August 10, 2016, Mr. Matheson’s first editorial concerning the
petition for recall was published in The Clackamas Review. Within the editorial, Mr.
Matheson explained in detail why he and the ABOCC filed the petition for recall.
Motivated by his political and ethical beliefs, Mr. Matheson stated that he had concerns
about Holladay’s adherence to election laws and ethics rules. Mr. Matheson also
explained that Holladay needed to be able to demonstrate “economic expertise.” Mr.
Matheson concluded his editorial by saying, “The recall of Holladay is meant to give the
community an opportunity to change the leadership and begin rebuilding cooperative
relationships.”

42.

At or near the end of August 2016, Mr. Matheson began performing roof repairs
at the residential home he shares with Mrs. Matheson at the Property. The roof repair is
a restoration project, which means that Mr. Matheson was using like materials. Mr.
Matheson has worked over a decade in designing, managing, and oversight
responsibility for major and minor road reconstruction, water, sewer and storm
construction, historical reconstruction, beatification projects, property development and
maintenance programs, as a government civil engineer and as a civil engineering

designer for the private sector.
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43.

On or about September 6, 2016, Mr. Matheson sent a letter to City
Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. (Commissioner Smith) concerning his reservations
about Acosta’s nomination to the URC. Motivated by his ethical and political beliefs,
and with knowledge that Holladay had previously offered Acosta the position on the
Nextdoor.com website, Mr. Matheson stated that Holladay “is using his status as
the...Mayor of Oregon City to reward Michael Acosta for joining his special interest
group.” Of major concern to Mr. Matheson was that Acosta’s behavior at Neighborhood
Association meetings “was clearly an attempt to influence and intimidate people who
could be supporting the recall initiative.”

44.

On or about September 9, 2016, the City, by and through its Building
Department, sent a letter to Mrs. Matheson (Notice #2). Notice #2 incorrectly stated
that “unauthorized construction” had been “completed” at Mrs. Matheson’s residential
home without “obtaining the required permits.” Notice #2 also incorrectly cited the
OSSC at Section 105.1, which does not apply to residential property.

45.

Notice #2 stated that “required permits must be applied for and obtained within
10 days from [sic] date of this letter.” Notice #2 went on to say that: “All decisions and
orders are appealable to the City of Oregon City Building Official.” Notice #2 was

signed by Long.
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46.

As of September 9, 2016, Mr. Matheson had only started—and had not
completed—the roof repair restoration project. Mr. Matheson had been performing the
roof repair work for approximately three (3) weeks.

47.

On information and belief, the City deliberately used the incorrect code so that
Mr. Matheson would be forced to stop the roof repairs and so that the City could justify
the need for full access to the residence at the Property. “Full access,” meaning
inspection of the entire Property, not just the roof of the residential home.

48.

At or near the same time Mrs. Matheson received Notice #2, the Building
Department demanded to obtain full access to inspect the entire residential home
without “reasonable cause” as required by Section 104.6 of the OSSC. Mr. Matheson
and Mrs. Matheson refused to grant access.

49.

On or about September 12, 2016 at approximately 9:43 a.m., the City’s Building
Department posted a “stop work notice” (Notice #3) on the residential home at the
Property. Notice #3 stated: “ALL PERSONS ARE HEREBY ORDERED TO STOP
WORK ON THIS PROJECT LOCATED AT 855 Molalla Ave. Permits are Required Prior

to starting work” (emphasis in original). Notice #3 went on to say: “ALL PORTIONS

OF WORK ARE TO BE DISCONTINUED. THIS WORK STOP ORDER TO BE

REMOVED ONLY UPON AUTHORIZATION FROM THE CITY OF OREGON CITY”
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(emphasis in original). Notice #3 did not cite a code, ordinance, statute or rule upon
which the City relied, nor did Notice #3 state that it is appealable. Notice #3 was
signed by Long.

50.

On or about September 14, 2016, the City’s Police Department mailed a “Notice]
of Violation” to Mrs. Matheson, notifying her that she is required to obtain a permit (Notice
#4). Notice #4 stated that: “Prior to any additional work occurring at this property, all
applicable permits must be obtained....” Notice #4 further provided that “[f]ailure to obtain

all applicable permits by 5 PM on Monday, September 19, 2016 will result in a citation tg

the Municipal Court (emphasis in original). Although Notice #4 listed the codes and
statutes on which it relied, it did not state that it is appealable. Notice #4 was not signed,
although it referenced “Investigator Mueller.” Of note, the City e-mailed a copy of Notice
#4 to Mr. Matheson. On information and belief, by e-mailing a copy of Notice #4 to Mr,
Matheson, the City tacitly acknowledged that Mr. Matheson was acting as attorney-in-fact

on behalf of Mrs. Matheson.

51.

On or about September 19, 2016, Mr. Matheson, acting as attorney-in-fact on
behalf of Mrs. Matheson, faxed and e-mailed a letter to the City’s Building Department,
asking the City to clarify with specificity what law the City relied upon when issuing
Notice #3, the “stop work notice.” Mr. Matheson'’s letter stated that the City’s Notice #3

was issued illegally and, for that reason, “is being ignored.” Mr. Matheson’s
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communication to the City’s Building Department was made within the ten (10) day
deadline set forth in Notice #2 and by the deadline set forth in Notice #4. The Building
Department did not respond to either Mrs. Matheson or Mr. Matheson, nor did the
Building Department acknowledge receipt of the letter.

52.

On or about September 19, 2016, Mr. Matheson, acting as attorney-in-fact on
behalf of Mrs. Matheson, faxed and e-mailed a letter to the City’s Police Chief, informing
the Police Chief that he considered Notice #3, the stop work notice, to be issued
illegally. Mr. Matheson asked that the Police Department investigate the “fishing
expedition” that was being conducted by the Building Department. Mr. Matheson
stated that the code enforcement action was in retaliation for his political activities. The
Police Department did not respond to Mr. Matheson or Mrs. Matheson and, on

information and belief, did not investigate Mr. Matheson’s claims.

53.

On or about September 19, 2016, Mr. Matheson, acting as attorney-in-fact on
behalf of Mrs. Matheson, faxed and e-mailed a letter to Mike Roberts (Roberts) at the
Building Department. Within the letter addressed to Roberts, Mr. Matheson again asked
that the City specify “what triggered” Notice #2 and Notice #3, the stop work notice. Mr.
Matheson stated that “unless you clarify the reason, or under what context you are
applying the code,” the City’s stop work notice is illegal and is “a misuse of government

office and racketeering.” Roberts and/or the Building Department did not respond to Mr.
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Matheson or Mrs. Matheson. Hereafter, all of the letters Mr. Matheson sent to the City
dated September 19, 2016 are referred to as the September 19 letters.
54.

On or about September 20, 2016, the City filed a Complaint, Case No. CE-
19613-16 (the Complaint), against Mrs. Matheson in the Oregon City Municipal Court
(the Municipal Court). Within the Complaint, the City alleged that Mrs. Matheson failed
to obtain a permit before beginning roof repairs at her residential home located on the
Property. The City also alleged that Mrs. Matheson failed to comply with the “stop work
notice” contained in Notice #3.

55.

On or about November 21, 2016, Mr. Matheson reported to the City’s Police
Department that a trespasser had been at the Property and had threatened to burn his
house down. The following day, November 22, 2016, Mr. Matheson provided the
license plate number of the truck the trespasser had been driving to the Police
Department. On information and belief, the Police Department did not investigate Mr.

Matheson’s claim.
56.

Between November 28, 2016 and June 1, 2017, Mr. Matheson repeatedly
requested a copy of the police report concerning the trespasser and threat to burn his
home. The Police Department did not provide a copy to Mr. Matheson, nor did the
Police Department provide any substantial response to Mr. Matheson concerning his

report of a crime on the Property.
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57.

On or about November 30, 2016, Mr. Matheson’s editorial concerning the recall
petition was published in The Clackamas Review. Motivated by his political and ethical
beliefs, Mr. Matheson stated that “[t]he level of lather created by the recall initiative
triggered the need to set aside a number of responsibilities to editorialize my personal
perspective and experience over the last 90 days.” Mr. Matheson, who believed the
Respondent/Defendants retaliated against him for his political activities, closed the
editorial by writing: “Legitimizing Holladay’s political ambitions depends on administering
a corrosive style of governing to fend off any opposition.” Mr. Matheson subsequently
withdrew the recall petition. Mr. Matheson and the ABOCC filed a second recall
petition, which Mr. Matheson also withdrew.

58.

On or about February 24, 2017, the City’s Code Enforcement Division of the
Police Department mailed a Notice to Mrs. Matheson concerning “possible code
violations” at the property (Notice #5). Like Notice #3, the stop work notice, Notice #5
does not list a code, citation, statute or ordinance upon which the City relies, nor does
Notice #5 state that it is appealable.

59.

On or about April 6, 2017, a hearing was held before the Honorable Laraine
McNiece (the Honorable McNiece) at the Municipal Court concerning the Complaint. At
the hearing, Mrs. Matheson argued through her attorney that she was denied due

process because the City failed to cite the correct law in both Notice #2 or Notice #3,
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and because the City proceeded with the Complaint without providing her the
opportunity to contest, appeal or otherwise remonstrate the validity of Notice #2, Notice
#3 and Notice #4. Finally, Mrs. Matheson argued that ORSC, Section 105.2 exempted
her from applying for a permit for roofing repairs, so long as less than fifteen percent
(15%) of the roofing sheath had been removed on her residential home.

60.

At the April 6, 2017 hearing, the Court admitted Mr. Matheson as a witness on
behalf of Mrs. Matheson. Mr. Matheson testified that he personally measured the
roofing sheeting that had been removed, and that it came out to be approximately two
percent (2%) to five percent (5%) of the skip sheeting, less than half of what ORSC,
Section 105.2 requires for an exemption from applying for a permit. Yet and still, in
support of Mr. Matheson’s testimony, Mrs. Matheson presented an expert withess who
testified that in his professional opinion, less than fifteen percent (15%) of the plywood
sheeting had been removed.

61.

The City testified at the April 6, 2017 hearing that it never measured how much
of the roofing sheath had been removed. The City also provided testimony that, based

on its naked eye observation of the residential home—an observation that was made

from a moving car traveling at approximately 30 miles per hour—the City required

Mrs. Matheson to obtain a permit on the basis that more than fifteen percent (15%) of
the skip sheeting had been removed. When asked on the stand whether there could be
any other reason why the residential home at the Property was getting so much
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attention, Roberts testified that “there was no other reason.” The City further conceded
in its testimony that although it received all of Mr. Matheson’s September 19 letters, the

City did not acknowledge or respond to any of Mr. Matheson’s September 19 letters.

62.

On or about April 20, 2017, the Honorable McNiece issued a Final Order, a copy of
which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference.
Notwithstanding that the City acknowledged under oath that it received all of Mr.
Matheson’s September 19 letters, the Honorable McNiece ruled that Mrs. Matheson
failed to respond to the City’s Notice #2, Notice #3 and Notice #4. Furthermore,
notwithstanding Mr. Matheson’s and the expert witness’ testimony, the Honorable
McNiece ruled that Mrs. Matheson was required to obtain a permit. Finally, the
Honorable McNiece ruled that Mrs. Matheson was not denied due process.

63.

OCMC 16.020 provides that each day of penalty requires a fine of $300.00 per
day. Within the Final Order, the Honorable McNiece issued a fine of $62,100.00 in
favor of the City, representing $300.00 per day from September 14, 2016, the date of
Notice #4, to April 6, 2017, the date of the hearing. The Court also issued a fine in favor
of the City in the amount of $10,200.00 for the alleged violation of Notice #3, the “stop
work notice.” The April 20, 2016 Final Order incorrectly states that the stop work notice

was issued on September 14, 2016; in fact, it was issued on September 12, 2016.
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64.

On or about May 27, 2017, Mr. Matheson, acting as attorney-in-fact on behalf of
Mrs. Matheson, e-mailed the Municipal Court concerning the recording of the hearing on
April 6, 2017. The recording Mr. Matheson received from the Municipal Court was only
approximately one and a half (1.5) hours in length, whereas the hearing lasted
approximately four (4) hours. The Municipal Court e-mailed Mr. Matheson on or about
May 30, 2017, informing him that the recording he received contained “[e]verything the
recorder captured.” The recording did not include key elements of Mrs. Matheson’s
case in chief. Noticeably absent from the recording was Mr. Matheson’s testimony
about his measurements of the roof sheaf that had been removed.

65.

On or about June 1, 2017, the City’s Police Chief informed Mr. Matheson by e-mail
that no police report had been filed concerning the trespass and threat that occurred in
November 2016 “because the officer did not believe that a crime had been committed.”
The Police Chief went on to say, “l understand you do not like the result. It is certainly
not the first time that unwelcome behavior in a neighborhood ends up being something
that is not illegal.” Mr. Matheson responded to the Police Chief’s e-mail on the same
day, June 1, 2017. In his response, Mr. Matheson stated, “| want to clarify my position,
the concern and actions to follow are about adhering to a procedure and working in
regards to the public's interest.” The preceding statement to the Police Chief was

motivated by Mr. Matheson’s political and ethical beliefs.
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66.

On or about June 2, 2017 the City’s Building Department mailed a notice to Mrs.
Matheson (Notice #6). Notice #6 states that the City intends to bring further code
violations against Mrs. Matheson, and that she must “cease all work on the roof”

because “this work has been legally determined....in a court action to be work requiring

a permit from the City...” Notice #6 does not state whether it is appealable. Hereafter,

Notice #1, Notice #2, Notice #3, Notice #4, Notice #5 and Notice #6 are collectively

referred to as the Notices.

67.

On or about July 15, 2017, Mrs. Matheson received a Motion for Judgment,
Affidavit in support and a Final Judgment signed by the Honorable McNiece on July 11,
2017 (the Final Judgment). The Final Judgment requires Mrs. Matheson to pay a fine in
the amount of $71,400 plus interest in the amount of nine percent (9%) per annum. A
copy of the Final Judgment is attached hereto as Exhibit C and is incorporated herein
by this reference.

68.

Within the Affidavit attached to the Motion for Judgment, the City alleges that the
Honorable McNiece issued a Corrected Final Order/Judgment on April 25, 2017, a copy
of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by this reference. On
information and belief, Mrs. Matheson was never served a copy of the Corrected Final
Order/Judgment and was not aware of its existence until July 15, 2017. The Corrected
Final Order/Judgment corrects the date of the hearing from April 9, 2017 to April 6,

2017. It also corrects the amount of fines payable. The Corrected Final
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Order/Judgment again incorrectly states that Notice #3, the stop work notice, was
issued on September 14, 2016; the stop work notice was actually issued on September
12, 2016. Hereafter, the April 20, 2017 Final Order and the April 25, 2017 Corrected
Final Order/Judgment are collectively referred to as the Final Orders.

69.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, on
information and belief, Respondent/Defendants’ actions, individually and collectively,
constitute single, continuous and ongoing pattern of violations of the
Respondent/Defendants’ written and/or unwritten policies, and/or de facto policies.

70.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, on
information and belief, Respondent/Defendants’ written and/or unwritten policies, and/or
de facto policies are currently in place at the City, with new, current and/or
prospective private citizens being subjected to the harms that have already been
inflicted upon the Petitioner/Plaintiffs.

71.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, on
information and belief, any interest advanced by the Respondent/Defendants to support
the Notices and/or the Final Orders and Final Judgment related to the suppression of
constitutional and statutory rights is minor compared to the infringement of rights

worked by the Notices and the Final Order against the Petitioner/Plaintiffs.
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72.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, on
information and belief, unless and until all Respondent/Defendants are restrained by
Order of this Court, Respondent/Defendants, acting through their officers, servants,
agents and employees, will continue to attempt to enforce the Notices and/or the Final
Orders and Final Judgment.

73.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, on
information and belief, unless and until this Court declares the Notices, the Final Orders
and the Final Judgment unconstitutional, the Respondent/Defendants, acting through
their officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns, will continue to attempt to
enforce the Notices, the Final Orders and the Final Judgment.

74.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, on
information and belief, Mrs. Matheson has already been fined once for alleged code
violations is at risk to be fined again. Mrs. Matheson reasonably fears that she will
continue to be issued illegal code violations and fined for conduct which is prohibited by
City and/or State law and/or that is otherwise protected by the U.S. Constitution.

I
I
I

I
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C. CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PETITIONER MRS. MATHESON AGAINST THE
RESPONDENT THE CITY
AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF REVIEW
75.

Mrs. Matheson realleges and incorporates paragraphs 1. through 74. as though
fully set forth herein.

76.

This Amended Petition for Writ of Review (Amended Petition) is brought pursuant
to ORS 34.010 to ORS 34.100.

77.

The Municipal Court’s Final Orders and Final Judgment are “judicial” or “quasi-
judicial” as defined in ORS 34.040 and is subject to this form of review.

78.

The original Petition for Writ of Review was filed on June 20, 2017, within 60 days
of the date the April 20, 2017 Final Order was issued. As such, there can be no dispute
that this Amended Petition is timely filed, even though this Amended Petition is filed
outside the 60-day statute of limitations. See, e.g., Meury v. Jarrell, 16 Or. App. 239,
517 P.2d 1221 (1974), aff'd 269 Or. 606, 525 P.2d 1286 (1974). Moreover, this

Amended Petition is filed within 60 days of the date the Final Judgment was

issued on July 11, 2017.
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79.

Mrs. Matheson has standing to seek this Amended Petition because she was a
party to the proceedings in the Municipal Court below and because she suffered injury
to a substantial interest as a result.

80.

Mrs. Matheson’s fundamental due process rights were violated and were
significantly impaired by the City, acting through its officers, servants, agents,
employees and assigns, by issuance of the Notices, and by issuance of the Final
Orders and Final Judgment, in one or more of the following particulars:

e By exceeding its jurisdiction — to wit, by issuing code violations that are not
applicable to Mrs. Matheson’s residential home in order to obtain full
access to inspect the entire Property without reasonable cause;

e By failing to follow the procedure applicable to the matter before it — to wit,
deliberately refusing Mrs. Matheson the opportunity to contest the Notices
and deliberately refusing to acknowledge Mr. Matheson’s September 19
letters written as attorney-in-fact on behalf of Mrs. Matheson, thereby
prohibiting Mrs. Matheson the ability to appeal Notice #2, Notice #3 and
Notice #4;

e By making a finding or order not supported by substantial evidence in the
whole record — to wit, ruling that Mrs. Matheson failed to communicate

with City officials, when the evidence clearly establishes otherwise, and by
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ruling that Mrs. Matheson is required to obtain a permit, notwithstanding
evidence that clearly establishes she is not required to do so;

e By improperly construing the applicable law — to wit, ruling that Mrs.
Matheson is required to obtain a permit when the evidence clearly
establishes otherwise and ruling that Mrs. Matheson’s due process rights
were not violated, when the evidence clearly establishes otherwise; and

e By rendering a decision that is unconstitutional — to wit, ruling that Mrs.
Matheson was not denied due process of law, when the evidence clearly
establishes otherwise.

81.

Mrs. Matheson suffered substantial injury as a result of the City’s actions in that
she was denied procedural and substantive protections under City, State and federal
law. Mrs. Matheson is also being forced to pay illegal fines to the City.

82.

On information and belief, this Amended Petition constitutes an exhaustion of all

administrative remedies available to Mrs. Matheson.
83.
Mrs. Matheson has no plain, speedy, or adequate remedy other than the review

prayed for herein.
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84.

Mrs. Matheson is entitled to an Order issuing a Writ of Review directed to the
Respondent/Defendant, commanding the Respondent/Defendant to return the Writ with
a certified copy of the entire record and proceedings in this matter for review by this
Court in substantially the form attached hereto as Petitioner/Plaintiff's proposed Order
for Writ of Review.

85.

Mrs. Matheson is entitled to an Order staying all proceedings related to the

Notices, the Final Orders and the Final Judgment.
SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFF MRS. MATHESON AGAINST THE
DEFENDANT THE CITY
AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT
86.

Mrs. Matheson realleges and incorporates paragraphs 1. through 74. as though
fully set forth herein.

87.

Mrs. Matheson requests a Declaratory Judgment under ORS 28.010 to ORS
28.160 for the purpose of determining a question and actual controversy between the
parties.

88.
Mrs. Matheson contends that the Notices, the Final Orders and the Final

Judgment violate her due process rights and are illegal. Mrs. Matheson further
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contends that she should not be required to pay the fines issued by the Honorable
McNiece in the Final Orders and Final Judgment.
89.

The City has stated its intent to enforce the Notices, the Final Orders and the
Final Judgment against Mrs. Matheson. Therefore, a current controversy exists
between the parties.

90.

Mrs. Matheson requests that this Court issue a Judgment declaring that all
Notices issued by the City and the Final Orders and Final Judgment issued by the
Honorable McNiece are invalid and void because they violate City, State and federal
law.

91.
Mrs. Matheson has no plain, speedy, or adequate remedy.
THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS THE MATHESONS AND
ABOCC AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS FOR VIOLATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER
COLOR OF LAW -42 U.S.C. § 1983
(FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE U.S. CONSTITUTION — FREEDOM OF SPEECH)
92.

The Mathesons and ABOCC reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1. through 74.
as though fully set forth herein.

93.

The First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution prohibits the Defendants from

abridging citizens from their guaranteed right to freedom of speech.
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94.

Mr. Matheson’s letter to the Oregon Military Department, the banner displayed at
the Mathesons’ Property, the recall petitions filed by ABOCC and Mr. Matheson, Mr.
Matheson’s comments and postings on Nextdoor.com on the OC Armory and recall
petition threads, Mr. Matheson’s editorials in the Clackamas Review, Mr. Matheson’s
letter to Commissioner Smith, the September 19 letters Mr. Matheson wrote as attorney-
in fact for Mrs. Matheson, and the June 1, 2017 e-mail Mr. Matheson wrote to the Police
Chief, are all speech protected by the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

95.

Mr. Matheson’s speech was made in the capacity of a private citizen on matters
of public concern.

96.

Mr. Matheson’s free speech rights outweigh any interest of the Defendants in
suppressing that speech.

97.

Defendants, by and through their officers, servants, agents, employees and
assigns, including, but not limited to, Holladay, acting in his official capacity as Mayor,
violated Mr. Matheson'’s right to free speech and retaliated against ABOCC, Mr.
Matheson and Mrs. Matheson in one or more of the following particulars:

¢ By maliciously and publicly humiliating Mr. Matheson on a public social media

website simply because he was not a Veteran;
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¢ By maliciously and publicly humiliating the Mathesons on a public social media
website by posting a link to the foreclosure notice;

e By deliberately interfering with and/or terminating ABOCC and Mr. Matheson’s
political activities concerning the recall petition, effectively chilling Mr. Matheson
from exercising his free speech rights;

e By deliberately and maliciously retaliating against Mr. Matheson, the most vocal
of the Incorporators of ABOCC, both in his individual capacity and as an
Incorporator of ABOCC, and not retaliating against the other two (2)
Incorporators of ABOCC who were less vocal than Mr. Matheson;

e By intentionally failing and/or refusing to follow their own written or unwritten
policies and procedures concerning the alleged code violations;

e By deliberately and maliciously issuing all of the Notices against Mrs. Matheson,;

e By insisting on full access to the Mathesons’ Property for inspection without
reasonable cause;

e By deliberately and maliciously imposing illegal code violations against Mrs.
Matheson without due process;

e By deliberately and maliciously ignoring Mr. Matheson’s September 19 letters,
which were written as attorney-in-fact on behalf of Mrs. Matheson, effectively
prohibiting Mrs. Matheson the right to appeal the imposition of the illegal code

violations;
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e By deliberately and maliciously refusing to investigate Mr. Matheson’s report of
illegal code violations, in violation of their duty to maintain public order and
protect lives and property in the community;

e By maliciously prosecuting Mrs. Matheson for alleged code violations without due
process of law;

o By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that there was “no other reason”
why the City was targeting the Property;

e By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that Mrs. Matheson was required
to obtain a permit for the roofing repairs, based solely on the City’s naked eye

observation of the Mathesons’ residential home—an observation that was

made from a moving car traveling at approximately 30 miles per hour:;

e By maliciously and deliberately refusing to investigate and/or create a report
concerning a crime reported by Mr. Matheson, in violation of their duty to
maintain public order and protect lives and property in the community; and

e By continuing to issue and/or threaten to issue illegal code violation notices to
Mrs. Matheson after the Final Orders and Final Judgment were issued.

98.

The list in the above paragraph is not exhaustive or inclusive. The Mathesons
and ABOCC reserve the right to amend this Amended Writ of Review and Amended
Complaint should they learn of any other actions by any of the Defendants that show
that the Defendant(s) violated the ABOCC, Mr. Matheson’s or Mrs. Matheson’s right to

free speech and/or that shows by a preponderance of evidence that any of the
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Defendants retaliated against either or both Mr. Matheson and Mrs. Matheson and
ABOCC due to their exercise of free speech rights.
99.

The proximity and closeness in time of each of the above-listed events to Mr.
Matheson and ABOCC'’s political activities and exercise of free speech is too
coincidental to be a mere coincidence. Mr. Matheson’s and ABOCC’s exercise of their
free speech rights were clearly a substantial or motivating factor in the Defendants’
retaliatory adverse actions against both the Mathesons and ABOCC. The Defendants’
malicious and retaliatory conduct is continuing and ongoing as of the date this Amended
Petition and Amended Complaint is filed.

100.

Defendants acted intentionally and with callous disregard for Mr. Matheson’s and
ABOCC'’s clearly established constitutional free speech rights. Simply put, it was not
objectively reasonable for the Defendants, by and through their officers, agents,
servants, employees and assigns, including, but not limited to Holladay, acting in his
official capacity as Mayor, to refuse to protect Mr. Matheson’s and ABOCC's right to free
speech and to retaliate against both the Mathesons and ABOCC simply because Mr.
Matheson and ABOCC exercised their free speech rights. This conduct on the part of
all Defendants represents a violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, given that their actions were

undertaken under color of law.
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101.

To the extent the Commission, Holladay and Konkol, the policy making
Defendants in this action, had the policies, whether written or unwritten, or a de facto
policy and affirmative duties as set forth herein, the need for more or different training is
so obvious, and the inadequacy so likely to result in the violation of constitutional rights,
that the policy-makers can reasonably be said to have been deliberately indifferent to
the need for new and/or additional training.

102.

The City’s actions, by and through its officers, employees, servants, agents and
assigns, were conducted pursuant to the policy, custom or practice of the Building
Department and the Police Department. As such, the City is directly liable for the
damages to the Mathesons and the ABOCC.

103.

On information and belief, the Commission, Holladay and Konkol, are
responsible for establishing the policies, customs, practices, and procedures to be
utilized in the operation of their facilities, and is responsible for the implementation of
the policies, practices, and procedures questioned in this lawsuit. As such, Holladay
and Konkol are each individually responsible for the damages of the Mathesons and the
ABOCC.

I
I

I
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104.

Defendants’ conduct is well defined by law and each individual Defendant knew
or reasonably should have known that their conduct was well below the standard
prescribed by law.

105.

The Mathesons and ABOCC are entitled to injunctive relief to restrain the City, its
officers, agents, servants, employees and assigns, from engaging in existing and future
violations of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

106.

The Mathesons and the ABOCC are entitled to declaratory relief that the City,

Holladay and Konkol’s conduct violated their federal statutory rights.
107.

The City’s actions, by and through its officers, employees, servants, agents and
assigns, were intentional, willful and with reckless disregard of the Mathesons’ federal
statutory rights. Such conduct exceeds the bounds of social toleration and is of the type
that punitive damages deter.

108.

As a direct and foreseeable result of the Defendants’ violations of Mr. Matheson’s
and ABOCC'’s free speech constitutional rights, and the Defendants’ retaliation against
both the Mathesons and ABOCC, the Mathesons and ABOCC have suffered severe and
substantial damages. These damages include, but are not to limited to, fear and

apprehension that they will, again, be subject to similar unlawful acts for the purpose of
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limiting and/or preventing protected free speech, for imposed illegal fines, for continued
allegations of illegal code violations and/or continued imposed illegal fines, for
diminished earnings capacity, lost career and business opportunities, economic loss
due to the damage to the Property, emotional trauma, loss of liberty, loss of privacy and
irreparable harm to their reputations.

109.

As a further consequence of the Defendants’ deprivations, Mrs. Matheson was
required to retain counsel to represent her in the code violation proceedings pursued
against her; the Mathesons will further incur litigation expenses including attorney fees,
expert witness fees, costs and expenses related to this Amended Petition and Amended
Complaint.

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS
THE MATHESONS AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS FOR VIOLATION OF
CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER COLOR OF LAW - 42 U.S.C. § 1983
(FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT TO THE U.S. CONSTITUTION - DUE
PROCESS CLAUSE)
110.
The Mathesons reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1. through 74. as though

set forth herein.

111.

The Due Process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
prohibits the Defendants from depriving any person of life, liberty or property without

due process of law.
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112.

Notice #3, the stop work notice, and Notice #5 failed to adequately advise, notify,
or inform Mrs. Matheson of what alleged code violations Mrs. Matheson was being
charged; Notice #1, Notice #3, Notice #4, Notice #5 and Notice #6 also did not advise
Mrs. Matheson of her right to appeal. Therefore, on their face, Notice #1, Notice #3,
Notice #4, Notice #5 and Notice #6 are unconstitutionally vague as applied or
threatened to be applied.

113.

The Defendants violated Mrs. Matheson’s guarantee under the Fourteenth
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution to due process of law and retaliated against both
Mr. Matheson and Mrs. Matheson in one or more of the following particulars:

e By intentionally failing and/or refusing to follow their own written or unwritten
policies and procedures concerning the alleged code violations;

e By insisting on full access to the Mathesons’ Property for inspection without
reasonable cause;

e By deliberately and maliciously imposing illegal code violations against Mrs.

Matheson without due process;

e By deliberately and maliciously ignoring Mr. Matheson’s September 19 letters,
which were written as attorney-in-fact on behalf of Mrs. Matheson, effectively
prohibiting Mrs. Matheson the right to appeal the imposition of the illegal code

violations;
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e By deliberately and maliciously refusing to investigate Mr. Matheson’s report of
illegal code violations, in violation of their duty to maintain public order and
protect lives and property in the community;

e By deliberately and maliciously issuing all of the Notices against Mrs. Matheson,;

e By maliciously prosecuting Mrs. Matheson for alleged code violations without due
process of law;

e By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that there was “no other reason”
why the City was targeting the Property;

o By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that Mrs. Matheson was required
to obtain a permit for the roofing repairs, based solely on the City’s naked eye

observation of the Mathesons’ residential home—an observation that was

made from a moving car traveling at approximately 30 miles per hour:;

e By maliciously and deliberately refusing to investigate and/or create a report
concerning a crime reported by Mr. Matheson, in violation of their duty to
maintain public order and protect lives and property in the community; and

e By continuing to issue and/or threaten to issue illegal code violation notices to
Mrs. Matheson after the Final Orders were issued.

114.
The list in the above paragraph is not exhaustive or inclusive. The Mathesons
reserve the right to amend this Amended Writ of Review and Amended Complaint
should they learn of any other actions by any of the Defendants that show that the

Defendants violated Mr. Matheson’s or Mrs. Matheson’s right to due process of law
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and/or that shows by a preponderance of evidence that any of the Defendants retaliated
against either or both Mr. Matheson and Mrs. Matheson due to a violation of due
process of law.

115.

Defendants acted intentionally and with callous disregard for Mrs. Matheson’s
clearly established constitutional due process rights. Simply put, it was not objectively
reasonable for the Defendants, by and through their officers, agents, servants,
employees and assigns, to refuse to protect Mrs. Matheson’s right to due process and
to retaliate against both the Mathesons. This conduct on the part of all Defendants
represents a violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, given that their actions were undertaken
under color of law.

116.

To the extent the Commission, Holladay and Konkol, the policy making
Defendants in this action, had the policies, whether written or unwritten, or a de facto
policy and affirmative duties as set forth herein, the need for more or different training is
so obvious, and the inadequacy so likely to result in the violation of constitutional rights,
that the policy-makers can reasonably be said to have been deliberately indifferent to
the need for new and/or additional training.

117.
The City’s actions, by and through its officers, employees, servants, agents and

assigns, were conducted pursuant to the policy, custom or practice of the Building
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Department and the Police Department. As such, the City is directly liable for the
damages of the Mathesons.
118.

On information and belief, the Commission, Holladay and Konkol, are
responsible for establishing the policies, customs, practices, and procedures to be
utilized in the operation of their facilities, and is responsible for the implementation of
the policies, practices, and procedures questioned in this lawsuit. As such, Holladay
and Konkol are each individually responsible for the damages of the Mathesons.

119.

Defendants’ conduct was well defined by law and each Defendant knew or
reasonably should have known that their conduct was well below the standard
prescribed by law.

120.

The Mathesons are entitled to injunctive relief to restrain the City, its officers,
agents, servants, employees and assigns, from engaging in existing and future
violations of the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

121.

The Mathesons are entitled to declaratory relief that the City, Holladay and

Konkol’s conduct violated their federal statutory rights.
122.
The City’s actions, by and through its officers, employees, servants, agents and

assigns, were intentional, willful and with reckless disregard of the Mathesons’ federal
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statutory rights. Such conduct exceeds the bounds of social toleration and is of the type
that punitive damages deter.
123.

As a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ violations of Mrs. Matheson’s
due process constitutional rights, the Mathesons both have suffered severe and
substantial damages. These damages include, but are not to limited to, fear and
apprehension that they will, again, be subject to similar unlawful acts for the purpose of
limiting and/or preventing protected free speech, for imposed illegal fines, for continued
allegations of illegal code violations and/or continued imposed illegal fines, for
diminished earnings capacity, lost career and business opportunities, economic loss
due to the damage to their Property, emotional trauma, loss of liberty, loss of privacy
and irreparable harm to their reputations.

124.

As a further consequence of the Defendants’ deprivations, Mrs. Matheson was
required to retain counsel to represent her in the code violation proceedings pursued
against her; the Mathesons will further incur litigation expenses including attorney fees,
expert witness fees, costs and expenses related to this Amended Petition and Amended

Complaint.

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS THE MATHESONS AND
ABOCC AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS FOR VIOLATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS UNDER
COLOR OF LAW — 42 U.S.C. § 1985(2)(3)
(OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE AND CONSPIRACY)

125.
The Mathesons and ABOCC reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1. through 74.

as though set forth herein.
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126.

Under color of law, the Defendants, individually and collectively, conspired and
entered into express and/or implied agreements, understandings, or meetings of the
minds amongst themselves for the purpose of impeding, hindering, obstructing and
defeating the Mathesons and ABOCC, with the intent to deny the Mathesons and
ABOCC equal protection of the laws.

127.

As a direct and foreseeable consequence of this conspiracy, the Mathesons and
ABOCC were deprived of their rights under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the
U.S. Constitution and were subjected to retaliation by the Defendants in one or more of

the following particulars:

By maliciously and publicly humiliating Mr. Matheson on a public social media

website simply because he was not a veteran;

e By maliciously and publicly humiliating the Mathesons on a public social media
website by posting a link to the foreclosure notice;

e By deliberately interfering with and/or terminating ABOCC and Mr. Matheson’s
political activities concerning the recall petition, effectively chilling Mr. Matheson
from exercising his free speech rights;

e By deliberately and maliciously retaliating against Mr. Matheson, the most vocal

of the Incorporators of ABOCC, both in his individual capacity and as an

Incorporator of ABOCC, and not retaliating against the other two (2)

Incorporators of ABOCC who were less vocal than Mr. Matheson,;
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e By intentionally failing and/or refusing to follow their own written or unwritten
policies and procedures concerning the alleged code violations;

e By insisting on full access to the Mathesons’ Property for inspection without
reasonable cause;

e By deliberately and maliciously issuing all of the Notices against Mrs. Matheson;

e By deliberately and maliciously imposing illegal code violations against Mrs.
Matheson without due process;

e By deliberately and maliciously ignoring Mr. Matheson’s September 19 letters,
which were written as attorney-in-fact on behalf of Mrs. Matheson, effectively
prohibiting Mrs. Matheson the right to appeal the imposition of the illegal code
violations;

e By deliberately and maliciously refusing to investigate Mr. Matheson’s report of
illegal code violations, in violation of their duty to maintain public order and
protect lives and property in the community;

e By maliciously prosecuting Mrs. Matheson for alleged code violations without due
process of law;

o By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that there was “no other reason”
why the City was targeting the Property;

e By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that Mrs. Matheson was required
to obtain a permit for the roofing repairs, based solely on the City’s naked eye

observation of the Mathesons’ residential home—an observation that was

made from a moving car traveling at approximately 30 miles per hour;
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e By maliciously and deliberately refusing to investigate and/or create a report
concerning a crime reported by Mr. Matheson, in violation of their duty to
maintain public order and protect lives and property in the community; and

e By continuing to issue and/or threaten to issue illegal code violation notices to
Mrs. Matheson after the Final Orders were issued.

128.

The list in the above paragraph is not exhaustive or inclusive. The Mathesons
and ABOCC reserve the right to amend this Amended Writ of Review and Amended
Complaint should they learn of any other actions by any of the Defendants that show
that the Defendants entered into express and/or implied agreements, understandings,
or meetings of the minds among themselves for the purpose of impeding, hindering,
obstructing and defeating the Mathesons, with the intent to deny the Mathesons the
equal protection of the laws, and/or that shows by a preponderance of evidence that
any of the Defendants retaliated against either or both Mr. Matheson and Mrs.
Matheson as a result of the obstruction of justice and conspiracy.

129.

As a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ obstruction of justice,
conspiracy and retaliation, the Mathesons both have suffered severe and substantial
damages. These damages include, but are not to limited to, fear and apprehension
that they will, again, be subject to similar unlawful acts for the purpose of limiting and/or
preventing protected free speech, for imposed illegal fines, for continued allegations of

illegal code violations and/or continued imposed illegal fines, for diminished earnings
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capacity, lost career and business opportunities, economic loss due to the damage to
their Property, emotional trauma, loss of liberty, loss of privacy and irreparable harm to
their reputations.

130.

As a further consequence of the Defendants’ deprivations, Mrs. Matheson was
required to retain counsel to represent her in the code violation proceedings pursued
against her; the Mathesons will further incur litigation expenses including attorney fees,
expert witness fees, costs and expenses related to this Amended Petition and Amended
Complaint.

SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS THE MATHESONS AGAINST
THE DEFENDANT THE CITY FOR NEGLIGENCE

131.

The Mathesons reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1. through 74. as though
set forth herein.

132.

As a direct and proximate result of the Final Judgment, the Final Orders and all
Notices, the Mathesons have been unable to complete the repairs to their roof, causing
significant property damage to their residential home.

133.

The City, by and through the actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees

and assigns of the City’s Building Department and Police Department, negligently

breached its duty owed to the Mathesons to maintain public order and protect their lives
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and property in the community; it also negligently breached its duty owed to the
Mathesons to maintain improved safety and livability as residents of the City.
134.
The City is vicariously liable for the actions of its officers, servants,
agents, employees and assigns, that caused the property damage under the
common-law doctrine of respondeat superior for the following reasons:

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s Building
Department and Police Department were employed by the City and were acting
in the course and scope of their employment with City;

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department that caused the property damage
occurred substantially within the authorized limits of time and space of their
employment with the City; and

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department that caused the property damage
were motivated, in whole, or at least in part, to serve their employer, the City.

135.

The City is subject to liability to the Mathesons for property damages in an

amount to be proven at trial. The Mathesons also seek attorney fees, costs and
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disbursements, pursuant to ORCP 68, and prevailing party fees, pursuant to ORS
20.190 and any and all other statutes or rules that apply.

SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS THE MATHESONS
AGAINST DEFENDANTS THE CITY AND HOLLADAY IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY
FOR FALSE LIGHT
136.

The Mathesons reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1. through 74. as though
set forth herein.

137.

On information and belief, when Holladay posted the foreclosure link on the recall

thread on or about July 9, 2016, he was acting in his official capacity as Mayor.
138.

On information and belief, when Holladay made the disparaging comments about
Mr. Matheson’s Veteran status on the OC Armory thread on or about July 11, 2016, he
was acting in his official capacity as the Mayor.

139.

Even to the extent the information in the foreclosure link and Mr. Matheson’s
Veteran status is true, Holladay knew or should have known that his public comments
on a social media website would place the Mathesons in a false light before the public
and would be highly offensive to a reasonable person.

140.

The fact that Holladay posted the link under the recall thread establishes that

Holladay intended to place the Mathesons in a false light in retaliation for Mr.
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Matheson’s free speech activities. Furthermore, the fact that Holladay made the

disparaging comments about Mr. Matheson’s Veteran status on the OC Armory thread

in direct response to Mr. Matheson’s comment about his views about the Mayor also

establishes retaliation for Mr. Matheson’s for Mr. Matheson’s free speech activities.
141.

Holladay’s actions caused emotional injury to both of the Mathesons, including,
but not limited to, embarrassment, helplessness, and irreparable harm to their
reputations in the community.

142.

The City is vicariously liable for Holladay’s actions under the common-law
doctrine of respondeat superior for the following reasons:

e Holladay clearly posted the foreclosure notice link and made the comment about
Mr. Matheson’s veteran status in his official capacity as the Mayor of the City,
and not as a private citizen;

e Holladay’s activities on Nextdoor.com occurred substantially within the
authorized limits of time and space of the Mayor’s elected position with the City;
and

e Holladay’s actions were motivated, in whole, or at least in part, to serve the City
as the City’s elected Mayor.

143.
The City is subject to liability to the Mathesons for economic and non-economic

damages in an amount to be proven at trial. The Mathesons also seek attorney fees,

PAGE 50 — AMENDED PETITION AND AMENDED COMPLAINT




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

costs and disbursements, pursuant to ORCP 68, and prevailing party fees, pursuant to
ORS 20.190 and any and all other statutes or rules that apply.
144.

The City’s actions, by and through Holladay, were intentional, willful and with
reckless disregard of the Mathesons’ statutory and constitutional rights. Such conduct
exceeds the bounds of social toleration and is of the type that punitive damages deter.
The Mathesons hereby give notice of their intent to amend this claim to include punitive
damages.

EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS THE MATHESONS AGAINST

DEFENDANTS THE CITY AND HOLLADAY IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY

FOR INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
145,

The Mathesons reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1. through 74. as though
fully set forth herein.

146.

The City, by and through its officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns,
including Holladay, acted with the intent to inflict emotional distress to both Mr.
Matheson and Mrs. Matheson, or knew with substantial certainty that their actions would
inflict extreme emotional distress to the Mathesons, in one or more of the following
particulars:

¢ By maliciously and publicly humiliating Mr. Matheson on a public social media

website simply because he was not a veteran;
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¢ By maliciously and publicly humiliating the Mathesons on a public social media
website by posting a link to the foreclosure notice;

e By deliberately interfering with and/or terminating ABOCC and Mr. Matheson’s
political activities concerning the recall petition, effectively chilling Mr. Matheson
from exercising his free speech rights;

e By deliberately and maliciously retaliating against Mr. Matheson, the most vocal
of the Incorporators of ABOCC, both in his individual capacity and as an
Incorporator of ABOCC, and not retaliating against the other two (2)
Incorporators of ABOCC who were less vocal than Mr. Matheson;

e By intentionally failing and/or refusing to follow their own written or unwritten
policies and procedures concerning the alleged code violations;

e By insisting on full access to the Mathesons’ Property for inspection without
reasonable cause;

e By deliberately and maliciously imposing illegal code violations against Mrs.
Matheson without due process;

e By deliberately and maliciously issuing the Notices against Mrs. Matheson,;

e By deliberately and maliciously ignoring Mr. Matheson’s September 19 letters,
which were written as attorney-in-fact on behalf of Mrs. Matheson, effectively
prohibiting Mrs. Matheson the right to appeal the imposition of the illegal code

violations;
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e By deliberately and maliciously refusing to investigate Mr. Matheson’s report of
illegal code violations, in violation of their duty to maintain public order and
protect lives and property in the community;

e By maliciously prosecuting Mrs. Matheson for alleged code violations without due
process of law;

o By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that there was “no other reason”
why the City was targeting the Property;

e By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that Mrs. Matheson was required
to obtain a permit for the roofing repairs, based solely on the City’s naked eye

observation of the Mathesons’ residential home—an observation that was

made from a moving car traveling at approximately 30 miles per hour:;

e By maliciously and deliberately refusing to investigate and/or create a report
concerning a crime reported by Mr. Matheson, in violation of their duty to
maintain public order and protect lives and property in the community; and

e By continuing to issue and/or threaten to issue illegal code violation notices to
Mrs. Matheson after the Final Orders were issued.

147.
The City is vicariously liable for the actions of its officers, servants,
agents, employees and assigns in both the Building Department and the
Police Department, under the common-law doctrine of respondeat superior

for the following reasons:
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At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s Building
Department and Police Department were employed by the City and were acting
in the course and scope of their employment with City;
At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department that caused the emotional distress
to the Mathesons occurred substantially within the authorized limits of time and
space of their employment with the City; and
At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department that caused the extreme emotional
distress to the Mathesons were motivated, in whole, or at least in part, to serve
their employer, the City.

148.

The City is vicariously liable for Holladay’s actions that caused the

Mathesons’ extreme emotional distress under the common-law doctrine of

respondeat superior for the following reasons:

Holladay clearly posted the foreclosure notice link and made the comment about
Mr. Matheson’s veteran status in his official capacity as the Mayor of the City,

and not as a private citizen;
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e Holladay’s activities on Nextdoor.com occurred substantially within the
authorized limits of time and space of the Mayor’s elected position with the City;
and

e Holladay’s actions were motivated, in whole, or at least in part, to serve the City
as the City’s elected Mayor.

149.

As a direct and proximate result of the City’s actions, by and through its officers,
employees, servants, agents and assigns, the Mathesons suffered severe emotional
distress, medical costs, emotional trauma, emotional injury, mental anguish,
degradation, embarrassment, and irreparable harm to their reputations in the
community, for which Mathesons seek compensation in an amount to be proven at trial.
The City is subject to liability to the Mathesons for all economic and non-economic
damages in an amount to be proven at trial. The Mathesons seek costs and
disbursements, pursuant to ORCP 68, and prevailing party fees, pursuant to ORS
20.190, and any and all other statutes and rules that apply.

NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS THE MATHESONS

AGAINST DEFENDANTS THE CITY AND HOLLADAY IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY
FOR BREACH OF DUTY OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING

150.
The Mathesons reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1. through 74. as though

fully set forth herein.
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151.

The City, by and through its officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns,

owed a common-law duty of good faith and fair dealing to the Mathesons, which

required the City to act in accordance with reasonable expectations.

152.

The City breached its duty of good faith and fair dealing owed to the Mathesons

in one or more of the following particulars:

By maliciously and publicly humiliating Mr. Matheson on a public social media
website simply because he was not a Veteran;

By maliciously and publicly humiliating the Mathesons on a public social media
website by posting a link to the foreclosure notice;

By deliberately interfering with and/or terminating ABOCC and Mr. Matheson’s
political activities concerning the recall petition, effectively chilling Mr. Matheson
from exercising his free speech rights;

By deliberately and maliciously retaliating against Mr. Matheson, the most vocal
of the Incorporators of ABOCC, both in his individual capacity and as an
Incorporator of ABOCC, and not retaliating against the other two (2)
Incorporators of ABOCC who were less vocal than Mr. Matheson,;

By intentionally failing and/or refusing to follow their own written or unwritten
policies and procedures concerning the alleged code violations;

By insisting on full access to the Mathesons’ Property for inspection without

reasonable cause;
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e By deliberately and maliciously issuing all of the Notices against Mrs. Matheson,;

e By deliberately and maliciously imposing illegal code violations against Mrs.
Matheson without due process;

e By deliberately and maliciously ignoring Mr. Matheson’s September 19 letters,
which were written as attorney-in-fact on behalf of Mrs. Matheson, effectively
prohibiting Mrs. Matheson the right to appeal the imposition of the illegal code
violations;

e By deliberately and maliciously refusing to investigate Mr. Matheson’s report of
illegal code violations, in violation of their duty to maintain public order and
protect lives and property in the community;

e By maliciously prosecuting Mrs. Matheson for alleged code violations without due
process of law;

o By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that there was “no other reason”
why the City was targeting the Property;

e By falsely testifying at the April 6, 2017 hearing that Mrs. Matheson was required
to obtain a permit for the roofing repairs, based solely on the City’s naked eye

observation of the Mathesons’ residential home—an observation that was

made from a moving car traveling at approximately 30 miles per hour:;

e By maliciously and deliberately refusing to investigate and/or create a report
concerning a crime reported by Mr. Matheson, in violation of their duty to

maintain public order and protect lives and property in the community; and
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e By continuing to issue and/or threaten to issue illegal code violation notices to

Mrs. Matheson after the Final Orders were issued.
153.

The City is vicariously liable for the actions of its officers, servants,
agents, employees and assigns in both the Building Department and the
Police Department, that breached the City’s duty of good faith and fair dealing,
under the common-law doctrine of respondeat superior for the following
reasons:

¢ At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s Building
Department and Police Department were employed by the City and were acting
in the course and scope of their employment with City;

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department occurred substantially within the
authorized limits of time and space of their employment with the City; and

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department were motivated, in whole, or at least

in part, to serve their employer, the City.
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154.

The City is vicariously liable for Holladay’s actions that breached the
City’s duty of good faith and fair dealing under the common-law doctrine of
respondeat superior for the following reasons:

e Holladay clearly posted the foreclosure notice link and made the comment about
Mr. Matheson’s veteran status in his official capacity as the Mayor of the City,
and not as a private citizen;

e Holladay'’s activities on Nextdoor.com occurred substantially within the
authorized limits of time and space of the Mayor’s elected position with the City;
and

e Holladay’s actions were motivated, in whole, or at least in part, to serve the City
as the City’s elected Mayor.

155.

As a direct and proximate result of the City’s actions, by and through its officers,
employees, servants, agents and assigns, including Holladay, the Mathesons suffered
economic damages, severe emotional distress, medical costs, emotional trauma,
emotional injury, mental anguish, degradation, embarrassment, and irreparable harm to
their reputations in the community, for which Mathesons seek compensation in an
amount to be proven at trial. The City is subject to liability to the Mathesons for all
economic and non-economic damages in an amount to be proven at trial. The
Mathesons seek costs and disbursements, pursuant to ORCP 68, and prevailing party

fees, pursuant to ORS 20.190, and any and all other statutes and rules that apply.
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TENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS MR. MATHESON AND TAG AGAINST
THE DEFENDANT THE CITY FOR INTENTIONAL INTERFERENCE WITH
CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS

156.

Mr. Matheson and TAG reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1. through 74. as
though fully set forth herein.

157.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, TAG is
an International manufacturing company that holds exclusive rights over a disaster
response initiative for the United States and Australia. On an interim basis, it operates
from a home office and uses a prototype technology platform to remotely operate, train
and educate people on the initiative. As the member/manager of TAG and the owner
of its intellectual property, Mr. Matheson operates field services and daily administration
needs from a home office and dispatches the technology platform located on the
Property. On information and belief, the City was aware that TAG is operated from the

Property at all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint.
158.

Prior to September 12, 2016, the date Notice #3, the stop work order
was issued, Mr. Matheson and TAG developed a Cooperative Research and
Development Agreement and secured an agreement with BMW
Manufacturing to develop a dedicated satellite network. The National Disaster

Response Infrastructure for the Federal Emergency Management Agency
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(FEMA) is the prelude to a dedicated network called BMW Manufacturing
network. Mr. Matheson personally worked for over twelve (12) years on the
disaster response initiatives and five (5) years to develop a good working
relationship with BMW Manufacturing as a technology supplier. The
Agreement represents trillions of dollars in equipment, services and support.

159.

Until September 12, 2016, TAG performed all of its obligations under the
contract, except those obligations it was prevented or excused from performing. That
obligation includes, but is not limited to, building a dedicated National Disaster
Response Infrastructure that is the prelude to a dedicated network for BMW

Manufacturing.

160.

From and after September 12, 2016, and continuously as of the date this
Amended Petition and Amended Complaint is filed, the existing unit cannot be
deployed, because it involves working on a four (4) additional platforms as part of a pilot
initiative of the State of Oregon and the first phase in the BMW Manufacturing
agreement. These platforms and anything else on the Property is included in the stop
work notice issued on September 12, 2016 and in the Final Orders and Final Judgment

issued by The Honorable McNiece.
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161.

From and after September 12, 2016, and continuously as of the date this
Amended Petition and Amended Complaint is filed, the City, by and through its officers,
servants, agents, employees and assigns, have intentionally disrupted TAG’s
performance of its initiatives with the State of Oregon, FEMA and BMW Manufacturing
by enforcing the illegal stop work notice and the Final Orders and Final Judgment.

162.

The City is vicariously liable for all actions that intentionally interfere with TAG’s
agreements with the State of Oregon, the FEMA and BMW Manufacturing, under the
common-law doctrine of respondeat superior for the following reasons:

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s Building
Department and Police Department were employed by the City and were acting
in the course and scope of their employment with City;

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department occurred substantially within the
authorized limits of time and space of their employment with the City; and

¢ At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department were motivated, in whole, or at least

in part, to serve their employer, the City.
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163.

The City’s intentional conduct, by and through its officers, servants, agents,
employees and assigns, is a substantial factor in causing Mr. Matheson and TAG to
suffer damages in an amount that exceeds this Court’s jurisdictional threshold under the
OTCA, in amount to be proven at trial.

ELEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF BY PLAINTIFFS MR. MATHESON, TAG AND OC
CERT AGAINST THE DEFENDANT THE CITY FOR INTENTIONAL INTERFERENCE
WITH PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC RELATIONS

164.

Mr. Matheson, TAG and the OC CERT reallege and incorporate paragraphs 1.

through 74. as though fully set forth herein.
165.

At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, the OC
CERT is a nonprofit company tasked with developing the League of Oregon CERT's
initiative. CERT's are federal programs and have the ability to dispatch resources
whenever needed. Mr. Matheson is the Registered Agent, Incorporator and Vice
President of OC ERT, the author of its implementation plans, subsequent intellectual
property being used to promote the League of Oregon CERT's pilot initiate and state-
wide Oregon League of CERT's initiatives.

166.
At all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint, Mr.

Matheson holds exclusive rights over a disaster response initiative for the United States
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and Australia. On an interim basis its operating from a home office and using a
prototype technology platform to remotely operate, train and educate people for OC
CERT which are located on the Property. On information and belief, the City is aware
that OC CERT is operated from the Property at all times material to this Amended
Petition and Amended Complaint.
167.

Prior to September 12, 2016, the date the stop work notice was issued,
the OC CERT was in the process of implementing an economic relationship
using the League of Oregon CERT as a pilot initiative to the statewide Oregon
League of Oregon CERT’s initiatives. On information and belief, the City knew
of Mr. Matheson and the OC CERT’s potential economic relationship with the
League of Oregon CERT pilot program and the statewide Oregon League of
CERT at all times material to this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint.

168.

From and after September 12, 2016, and continuously as of the date
this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint is filed, Mr. Matheson and
the OC CERT is restricted from and is disrupted from entering into
agreements or engage its local State Representatives to lead the League of
Oregon’s CERT or the Oregon League of CERT's.

169.
From and after September 12, 2016, and continuously as of the date

this Amended Petition and Amended Complaint is filed, the City, by and
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through its officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns, have
intentionally disrupted TAG’s and OC CERT’s ability to enter into
prospective economic relationships by enforcing the illegal stop work notice
and the Final Orders.

170.

The City is vicariously liable for all actions that intentionally interfere with Mr.
Matheson’s TAG’s and OC CERT'’s ability to enter into prospective economic
relationships, under the common-law doctrine of respondeat superior for the following
reasons:

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s Building
Department and Police Department were employed by the City and were acting
in the course and scope of their employment with City;

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department occurred substantially within the
authorized limits of time and space of their employment with the City; and

e At all times material to thisAmended Petition and Amended Complaint, the
actions of the officers, servants, agents, employees and assigns of the City’s
Building Department and Police Department were motivated, in whole, or at least

in part, to serve their employer, the City.
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171.

The City’s intentional conduct, by and through its officers, servants, agents,

employees and assigns, is a substantial factor in causing Mr. Matheson, TAG and OC

CERT to suffer damages in an amount that exceeds this Court’s jurisdictional threshold

under the OTCA, in amount to be proven at trial.

1)
2)

3)

4)

9)

6)

D. PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Petitioner/Plaintiffs pray for the following relief:
Assume jurisdiction over each of the claims set forth herein;
Grant a permanent injunction restraining the City, its officers, agents, employees,
servants and assigns, from engaging in existing and future violations of the First
and Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution on such terms as the Court
may direct;
Grant declaratory relief that the City, Holladay and Konkol’s conduct violated
Plaintiffs the Mathesons’ federal statutory and Constitutional rights;
Order Defendants, individually and collectively, to comply with all federal
statutory laws and further order Defendants to participate in training or other
remedial actions as the Court may direct;
Order Defendants to make Plaintiffs whole by compensating them for any and all
economic damages in an amount to be proven at trial,
Order Defendants to make Plaintiffs whole by compensating them for all

noneconomic damages in the amount to be proven at trial,
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7) Grant punitive damages against the Defendants for each federal statutory claim
for relief in an amount to be determined at trial;

8) Grant Plaintiffs attorney fees, prevailing party fees, expenses, disbursements,
expert witness fees, pursuant to any and all other statutes or rules that apply;

9) To the extent any amount awarded to Petitioner/Plaintiffs is for damages
occurring prior to the entry of judgment, grant Petitioner/Plaintiffs an award of
prejudgment interest at the legal rate from the date the damage occurred until the
date of judgment;

10)Grant Plaintiffs post judgment interest on all damages, costs, expenses, and fees
from the date of judgment until the date paid;

11)Issue an Order issuing a Writ of Review directed to the Respondent/Defendant
the City, commanding the Respondent/Defendant to return the Writ with a
certified copy of the entire record and proceedings in this matter for review by
this Court in substantially the form attached hereto as Petitioner/Plaintiff's
proposed Order for Writ of Review;

12)Issue an Order staying any and all further proceedings by the
Respondent/Defendant against the Petitioner/Plaintiff, including, but not limited
to, the charges and fees imposed by the Final Orders and the Final Judgment;

13)Upon review, for an Order reversing or annulling any and all proceedings by the
Respondent/Defendant against the Petitioner/Plaintiff;

14)For a declaration that all of the Notices issued by the Respondent/Defendant are

invalid and void;
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15)For a declaration that the Final Orders and Final Judgment are invalid and void;
and

16)For such other relief as may be found just and equitable.
DATED this ___ day of July, 2017.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark J. Matheson, Pro Se

Anna Marie Matheson, Pro Se

E. DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiffs demand a jury trial on their tort, statutory and Constitutional claims
relief.

DATED this day of , 2017.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark J. Matheson, Pro Se

Anna Marie Matheson, Pro Se
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F. CERTIFICATION PUSUANT TO ORS 34.040

| am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of Oregon. | certify that |
have examined the underlying proceeding in this matter to the extent that it is now
available to me, and the Final Orders therein, and that it is erroneous as alleged in the

Amended Petition for Writ of Review set forth in the First Claim for Relief above.

DATED this ___ of July, 2017.

Signature

Printed Name

OSB #:
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FINAL ORDER

IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT FOR OREGON CITY
COUNTY OF CLACKAMAS, STATE OF OREGON
CITY OF OREGON CITY, a municipality

formed under the laws of the State of
Oregon

NO. CE-19613-16

VS, FINAL ORDER

)

)

)

Plaintiff, )

)

ANNE MARIE MATHESON, )
)

Defendant

This matter came before the Court on April 9, 2017. Plaintiff, through it's Code
Enforcement Department, was present and represented by Rebecca Schaleger; Defendant was
present and represented by Gary Kahn.

Defendant is charged with violating the Oregon City Municipal Code by failing to obtain a
permit for roof repair and for violating a stop work order. Defendant claims she is exempt from
the requirement for a permit and that she was denied due process.

The Court, having had an opportunity to review fhe records and files herein including
photographic exhibits, to hear the testimony of each witness, observe their demeanor, and
determine the weight to be given to the testimony of each witness, makes the following

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Anna Mqrie Matheson is the owner and occupant, along with her husband Mark J.
Matheson, of prope‘rty located at 855 Molalla Avenue, Oregon City, Clackamas County,
Oregon.

2. This Court has jurisdiction over these proceedings.

-1-  FINALORDER *

Exhibit A - Page 1 of 6.



3. Commencing September 9, 2016 it was observed that Defendant was in the process

1

9 of making significant roof repair to her two story home, including removal of skip sheathing

3 leaving a large hole in the roof.

4 4, On the same date, the city building department sent a letter to Defendant claiming it
5 had been determined that Defendant needed a permit to perform work on the roof. Said letter
6 erroneously cited the Oregon Structural Code.

7 5. Having no response from Defendant, a stop work order was placed on Defendant’s
8 residence on September 12, 2016, directing Defendant to communicate with the building

9 officials. The building inspector was directed to leave the premises.

0 5. On September 14, 2016 City Code Enforcement officials mailed a notice of violation
1 to Defendant and emailed a copy to Defendant’s husband's email address directing Defendant
2 to obtain a building permit no later than September 19, 2016. Defendant made no attempt to

. communicate with the building official.

4 6. The Notice of Violation correctly cited the Oregon Residential Specialty Code.

| 7. Defendant made no attempt to communicate with officials.

° 8. On September 20, 2016 Code Enforcement filed a complaint in the above court

! alleging that Defendant failed to obtain a permit as required by the Oregon Residential

Z Specialty Code and Oregon City Municipal Code and for violating a stop work order issued by
T the City Building Official.

;1 9. Defendant appeared in court and requested continuances of this matter on October
19 8, 2016, November 16, 2016, December 22, 2016, January 12, 2017 and February 9, 2017.

13 10. Defenfiant's husband acknowledged he continued work on the roof after receipt of
4 the stop work order because it “was an unlawful stop work order”.

35 11. Plaintiff states that at least 15% of the skip sheathing on the roof has been

6 removed;{jefenc_iant's husband states 2%-5% removed, defendant’s witness, a building

dage -2 FINAL ORDER
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inspector, stated approximately 12% had been removed. No actual calculations were made by

1
9 any witness. The court finds, based upon testimony of the parties and photographic evidence,
3 that 15% of skip sheathing was removed.
4 12. Work continued on the roof after issuance of the stop work order of September 12,
5 2016 until November 8, 2016 . The roof was covered with tarp and no longer visible after
8 November 29, 2016.
7 13. At no time has Defendant or her husband attempted to communicate with building
8 officials or code enforcement officials.
9 ISSUES
10 1. Defendant claims she was denied due process because the initial notice issued to
i1 her on September 9, 2016 erroneously cited the Oregon Specialty Cod3e.
12 2. Defendant claims the roof repair is exempt from permit requirements because, under
L5 the Oregon Residential Specialty Code 105.2, less than 15% of the roof sheathing has been
5 removed.
5 3. Plaintiff claims that more than 15% of the skip sheathing has been removed and has
. concerns regarding weight load and damage to the interior, including dry rot, necessitating an
1 inspection and building permit.
' 4. Plaintiff claims that Defendant continued work on the roof after the issuance of the
0 stop work order.
20
21 CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
29 1. Due Process: Defendant has not been denied due process in this matter. The issue
23 before this court IS a complaint filed by Code Enforcement citing failure to obtain a permit
94 pursuant to the Oregon Residential Specialty Code and for disobeying a stop work order issued
925 by the City. Defendant was appropriately cited to this court and granted all requested
26 extensions of time. Defendant was fully aware that the issue before this court alleged a violation
Page -3-  FINAL ORDER ~
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of the Oregon Residential Specialty Code.

2. Permit Requirement. A permit is not required under the Oregon Residential

Specialty Code 105.2.18 so long as the roof repair does not involve removal of more than 15%
of the skip sheathing. Although the city building official was not allowed access to the property
he determined, from observation from the street and plain view of the project, that a permit was
required because more than 15% of the skip sheathing was removed.
Oregon Residential Specialty Code 105.2 states:

“Exemptions from permit requirements of this code shall not be deemed

to grant authority for any work to be done in any manner in violation of

this code or any other law or ordinance of this jurisdiction.”
An exemption from the code does not allow Defendant to make that determination. Once a
violation is alleged, it is Defendant’s burden to demonstrate compliance or negate the need for
a permit. Defendant has failed and refused to do so and this Court finds, based upon the
evidence and testimony of the parties, that a permit is required.

3. Stop Work Order: ORSC 114.1 provides:

“Whenever the building official finds any work regulated by this code

being performed in a manner either contrary to the provisions of this code

or unsafe, the building official is authorized to issue a stop work order. . .”
The city building official determined that a permit was required and that an inspection was
required to determine there is no structural damage such as dry rot. Defendant refused to
communicate with building officials. While Defendant's husband claims it was “an unlawful stop
work order”, Defendant was, nonetheless, obliged to immediately stop work on the roof until
compliance was determined. As stated above, Oregon Residential Specialty Code 105.2 does
not give Defendant license to ignore a stop work order simply because Defendant believes it is
“an unlawful stop work order”. It is the determination of the building official, not the Defendant,
to determine if a stop work order should be issued.

4. -At all times Defendant has failed and refused to communicate with the Building

-4-  FINAL ORDER
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Official to resolve the issue to obtain any necessary permit and lift the stop work order.

5. Defendant continued to work on the property, including replacing tar paper and plywood
sheeting from September 12, 2016 (date of Notice of Violation) until November 8, 20186.

6. The Oregon Residential Specialty Code, Oregon Revised Chapter 455, Oregon City
Municipal Code, and the Operating Plan adopted by the City building department, is designed to
ensure compliance with code requirements in the least litigious manner and obtain compliance
in a timely manner. Defendant's refusal to communicate and cooperate, as well as repeated
requests for continuances in this matter delayed resolution.

ORDER
1. The Court finds that Defendant is guilty of failing to obtain the proper permit for
roofing repair as required by Oregon Residential Specialty Code 104.18(b) and said violation
continues and constitutes a civil infraction as described in Oregon City Municipal Code 1.20.030
and 15.04.020.

2. Defendant is guilty of violating the stop work order issued September 14, 2016 until
November 8, 2016 and constitutes a civil infraction as described in Oregon City Municipal Code
1.20.030 and 15.04.020.

3. Oregon City Municipal Code 16.020 provides that each day of violation carries a
penalty of $300 per day.

4. Plaintiff is granted judgment against Defendant in the sum of $62,100.00 representing
$300 per day (OCMC 16.020) from September 14, 2016 (Notice of Vielation) untit April 9, 2017
(date of hearing) for failing to obtain the necessary permit..

5. Plaintiff is granted judgment against Defendant in the sum of $10,200.00 representing
$300 per day from September 14, 2016 (stop work order) until November 8, 2016.

6. This court will suspend $51,700.00 of the above judgment ON THE CONDITION that

Defendantvandlo_'r her agent allow inspection of the premises and obtain necessary permits no

-5-  FINAL ORDER
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later than May 1, 2017.
This Final Order may be appealed or judicially reviewed pursuant to OCMC 1.24.180,

1.24.190.

1
2

3

4 DATED this /(> _day of April, 2017, '

N |

5 04\{1%:.: s\_;\_) )(.«._ /L S
6

7

8

9

Laraine McNiece, Judge
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FINAL ORDER

IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT FOR OREGON CITY

COUNTY OF CLACKAMAS, STATE OF OREGON

CITY OF OREGON CITY, a municipality )
formed under the laws of the State of ) NO. CE-19613-16
Oregon )

Plaintiff, ) CORRECTED

VS, ) FINAL ORDER/JUDGMENT
) .

ANNA MARIE MATHESON, )

Defendant )

A typographical error occurred in the Order entered by this Court on April 20,
2017 regarding the date of hearing, which consequently affected the amount of
judgment imposed and numbering of findings. This order is entered to correct and
replace the April 20, 2017 order of this court:

This matter came before the Court on April 6, 2017. Plaintiff, through it's Code
Enforcement Department, was present and represented by Rebecca Schaleger;
Defendant was present and represented by Gary Kahn.

Defendant is charged with violating the Oregon City Municipal Code by failing to
obtain a permit for roof repair and for violating a stop work order. Defendant claims she
is exempt from the requirement for a permit and that she was denied due process.

The E'Jourt, having had an opportunity to review the records and files herein
including ph;:atographic exhibits, to hear the testimony of each witness, observe their
demeanor, and determine the weight to be given to the testimony of each witness,

makes the following

-

-
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FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Anna Marie Matheson is the owner and occupant, along with her husband
Mark J. Matheson, of property located at 855 Molalla Avenue, Oregon City, Clackamas
County, Oregon.

2. This Court has jurisdiction over these proceedings.

3. Commencing September 9, 2016 it was observed that Defendant was in the
process of making significant roof repair to her two story home, including removal of
skip sheathing leaving a large hole in the roof.

4. On the same date, the city building department sent a letter to Defendant
claiming it had been determined that Defendant needed a permit to perform work on the
roof. Said letter erroneously cited the Oregon Structural Code.

5. Having no response from Defendant, a stop work order was placed on
Defendant’s residence on September 12, 2016, directing Defendant to communicate
with the building officials. The building inspector was directed to leave the premises.

6. On September 14, 2016 City Code Enforcement officials mailed a notice of
violation to Defendant and emailed a copy to Defendant’s husband's email address
directing Defendant to obtain a building permit no later than September 19, 2016.
Defendant made no attempt to communicate with the building official.

7. The Notice of Violation correctly cited the Oregon Residential Specialty Code.

8. Defendant made no attempt to communicate with officials.

9. On September 20, 2016 Code Enforcement filed a complaint in the above
court allegiqg that Defendant failed to obtain a permit as required by the Oregon
Residential ;Specialty Code and Oregon City Municipal Code and for violating a stop
work order issued by the City Building Official.

. 10. Defendant appeared in court and requested continuances of this matter on

FINAL ORDER o

Exhibit B - Page 2 of 6.



10
11

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

24
25

October 8, 2016, November 16, 2016, December 22, 2016, January 12, 2017 and
February 9, 2017.

11. Defendant’s husband acknowledged he continued work on the roof after
receipt of the stop work order because it “was an unlawful stop work order”.

12. Plaintiff states that at least 15% of the skip sheathing on the roof has been
removed; defendant's husband states 2%-5% removed; defendant’s witness, a building
inspector, stated approximately 12% had been removed. No actual calculations were
made by any witness. The court finds, based upon testimony of the parties and
photographic evidence, that 15% of skip sheathing was removed.

13. Work continued on the roof after issuance of the stop work order of
September 12, 2016 until November 8, 2016 . The roof was covered with tarp and no
longer visible after November 29, 2016.

14. At no time has Defendant or her husband attempted to communicate with
building officials or code enforcement officials.

ISSUES

1. Defendant claims she was denied due process because the initial notice
issued to her on September 9, 2016 erroneously cited the Oregon Specialty Cod3e.

2. Defendant claims the roof repair is exempt from permit requirements
because, under the Oregon Residential Specialty Code 105.2, less than 15% of the roof
sheathing has been removed.

3. Plaintiff claims that more than 15% of the skip sheathing has been removed
and has conf:erns regarding weight load and damage to the interior, including dry rot,
necessitatin‘g an inspection and building permit.

4. Plaintiff claims that Defendant continued work on the roof after the issuance
of the. stop work order.

FINAL ORDER ° e

Exhibit B - Page 3 of 6.



(8

=\ L, B - S S

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Due Process: Defendant has not been denied due process in this matter.
The issue before this court is a complaint filed by Code Enforcement citing failure to
obtain a permit pursuant to the Oregon Residential Specialty Code and for disobeying a
stop work order issued by the City. Defendant was appropriately cited to this court and
granted all requested extensions of time. Defendant was fully aware that the issue
before this court alleged a violation of the Oregon Residential Specialty Code.

2. Permit Requirement. A permit is not required under the Oregon Residential
Specialty Code 105.2.18 so long as the roof repair does not involve removal of more
than 15% of the skip sheathing. Although the city building official was not. allowed
access to the property he determined, from observation from the street and plain view of
the project, that a permit was required because more than 15% of the skip sheathing
was removed.

Oregon Residential Specialty Code 105.2 states:

“Exemptions from permit requirements of this code shall not be deemed

to grant authority for any work to be done in any manner in violation of

this code or any other law or ordinance of this jurisdiction.”

An exemption from the code does not allow Defendant to make that
determination. Once a violation is alleged, it is Defendant's burden to demonstrate
compliance or negate the need for a permit. Defendant has failed and refused to do so
and this Court finds, based upon the evidence and testimony of the parties, that a permit

is required.

3. Stop Work Order: ORSC 114.1 provides:

“Whenever the building official finds any work regulated by this code
being performed in a manner either contrary to the provisions of this code
or unsafe, the building official is authorized to issue a stop work order. . .”

The city building official determined that a permit was required and that an inspection

FINAL ORDER ° T
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was required to determine there is no structural damage such as dry rot. Defendant
refused to communicate with building officials. While Defendant’s husband claims it was
“an unlawful stop work order”, Defendant was, nonetheless, obliged to immediately
stop work on the roof until compliance was determined. As stated above, Oregon
Residential Specialty Code 105.2 does not give Defendant license to ignore a stop work
order simply because Defendant believes it is “an unlawful stop work order”. It is the
determination of the building official, not the Defendant, to determine if a stop work
order should be issued.

4. At all times Defendant has failed and refused to communicate with the
Building Official to resolve the issue to obtain any necessary permit and lift the stop
work order.

5. Defendant continued to work on the property, including replacing tar paper
and plywood sheeting from September 12, 2016 (date of Notice of Violation) until
November 8, 2016.

6. The Oregon Residential Specialty Code, Oregon Revised Chapter 455,
Oregon City Municipal Code, and the Operating Plan adopted by the City building
department, is designed to ensure compliance with code requirements in the least
litigious manner and obtain compliance in a timély manner. Defendant's refusal to
communicate and cooperate, as well as repeated requests for continuances in this
matter delayed resolution.

ORDER

1. T!1e Court finds that Defendant is guilty of failing to obtain the proper permit
for roofing rz‘epair as required by Oregon Residential Specialty Code 104.18(b) and said
violation continues and constitutes a civil infraction as described in Oregon City
Municipal Code 1.20.030 and 15.04.020.

FINAL ORE)ER )
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2. Defendant is guilty of violating the stop work order issued September 14, 2016
until November 8, 2016 and constitutes a civil infraction as described in Oregon City
Municipal Code 1.20.030 and 15.04.020.

3. Oregon City Municipal Code 16.020 provides that each day of violation carries
a penalty of $300 per day.

4. Plaintiff is granted judgment against Defendant in the sum of $61,200.00
representing $300 per day (OCMC 16.020) from September 14, 2016 (Notice of
Violation) until April 6, 2017 (date of hearing) for failing to obtain the necessary permit..

5. Plaintiff is granted judgment against Defendant in the sum of $10,200.00

representing $300 per day from September 14, 2016 (stop work order) until November

8, 2016.
6. This court will suspend $51,700.00 of the above judgment ON THE CONDITION

that Defendant and/or her agent allow inspection of the premises and obtain necessary

permits no later than May 1, 2017.

This Final Order may be appealed or judicially reviewed pursuant to OCMC

1.24.180, 1.24.190.

DATED this 25" day of April, 20 W
_ NN QU AN

Laraine McNiece, Judge

-

-
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POLICE DEPARTMENT

OREGON CODE ENFORCEMENT
ﬁ@ ‘ I C I I Y 320 Warner Milne Road | Oregon City OR 97045
HV Complaint Line: (503) 496-1559 | Fax (503) 657-6629

July 13,2017

Anna Marie Matheson
855 Molalla Ave.
Oregon City, Oregon 97045

RE: CE19613-16 Final ]udgment

Attached please find a copy of the final judgement.

PAYMENT OPTIONS:

Payment must be made within the following thirty (30) days from the date of this notice. Non-
payment will result in a lien against the property in the full amount, plus the filing fee, including
interest at a rate of nine percent (9%).

Please contact the code enforcement office with any questions you may have.

Code Enforcement Division

City of Oregon City
503-496-1559

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 320 Warner Milne Road | Oregon City, OR 97045
Ph (503) 657-0891 www.orcity.org
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IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT FOR THE CITY OF OREGON CI'IQ; @ P
y LI:";/‘ (B

COUNTY OF CLACKAMAS, STATE OF OREGON jL

U

) Case No.: CE-19613-16
CITY OF OREGON CITY, ) TLID#: 32E05BB04400
e ) Address: 855 Molalla Ave.
Plaintiff, ) Oregon City, Oregon 97045
)
Vs. )
) MOTION FOR JUDGMENT
Anna Marie Matheson. )
)
Respondent(s) )
)

COMES NOW, Plaintiff, by and through its officer, David Mueller, and moves the Court
for a judgment as follows:

1) A $71,400.00 fine, based upon the Final Order/Judgement and respondent’s
failure to comply with a court order.

Code Enforcement Officer

Now Therefore, it is hereby ordered that the Plaintiff’s Motion for Judgment be granted.

-

{
Itis so Ordered this | dayof } ( A¢ O

S ; /{/j" g s
r““??;@;& L I / Ud s~

Municipal Court Judge

F-THDGMENT ANDY ORDER
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IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT FOR THE CITY OF OREGON Cl@
COUNTY OF CLACKAMAS. STATE OF OREGON @J\’\&;
: ) Case No.: CE-19613-16
CITY OF OREGON CITY. )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
VS. ) AFFIDAVIT OF NON-COMPLIANCE
: ) AND JUDGMENT

Anna Marie Matheson, )
)
Respondent, )
)
)

I, David Mueller, Code Enforcement Officer for the City of Oregon City, being first duly
sworn, depose and say:

On April 6, 2017, the parties appeared before Judge Laraine McNiece for a trial.

On April 25, 2017, Judge Laraine McNiece entered a Corrected Final Order/Judgment.
The property owner was fined $71,400.00 for violations of the Oregon City Municipal Code.
$51,700.00 will be suspended if necessary permits are obtained and inspections occur by May 1,
2017.

On May 2, 2017, Chris Long, Oregon City Building Inspector, reported that no permits
had been pulled, no inspection had occurred, and there had been no contact with the property
owner.

As of July 10, 2017, the property owner has failed to obtain required permits, has not
allowed inspection by the Building Official, and has failed to appeal the Final Order/Judgment as

outlined in the Oregon City Municipal Code 1.24.180 & 1.24.190.

AFFIDAVIT OF NON-COMPLIANCE AND
JUDGMENT CE-19613-16

Exhibit C - Page 3 of 5.
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I make this affidavit in support of my motion for entry of judgment filed herein.

Therefore, on behalf of the City, I request the entry of Judgment and Order as follows:

1) A $71.400.00 fine be imposed.

Dated this [I™  dayof J—wlj 2017.

L2 K

Code Enforcement Officer
City of Oregon City

State of Oregon

County of Clackamas
Subscribed and sworn to before me this _| \ day of A 3) (A Q( ’ 2017.

5 OFFICIAL STAMP
%) AUTUMN RENEE WILSON
Y  NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON
COMMISSION NO. 920005 ; (L
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 08, 2017 --NOTARY PUBTLIC - OR N
My commission expires:

AFFIDAVIT OF NON-COMPLIANCE AND
JUDGMENT CE-19613-16 =5
2 Exhibit C - Page 4 of 5.
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JUDGMENT

Based upon the above motion and affidavit, and Respondent’s failure to comply with Oregon
City Municipal Court Order,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent’s non-compliance be entered of record,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Plaintiff shall have judgment against respondent herein:

a) The sum of $71.400.00, plus interest at 9.% annual simple interest

S

(o
Dated this /( day of |, [/og 2017.

e 3

{

&

AL apn ! Mdfe e
Laraine McNiece
Municipal Court Judge

AFFIDAVIT OF NON-COMPLIANCE AND
JUDGMENT CE-19613-16

9
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CIRCUIT COURT OF OREGON

FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
CLACKAMAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE
807 MAIN STREET, ROOM 301
OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045
Susie L. Norby (503) 650-8902.
Circuit Court Judge FAX (503) 650-8909
December 29, 2017
Mark & Anna Marie Matheson David C. Lewis
855 Molalla Avenue Steven Kraemer
Oregon City, OR 97045 Kraemer, Lopez & Lewis
mark.matheson@drteamsint.com PO Box 1469
Lake Oswego, OR 97035
Gerald Warren dlewis@cisoregon.org
Aaron Hisel skraemer@cisoregon.org

901 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301
gwarren@geraldwarrenlaw.com
ahisel@geraldwarrenlaw.com

RE: Mark & Anna Marie Matheson v. City of Oregon Citv, Dan Holladay & Anthonv Konkel 111
Clackamas Circuit Court Case No. 17 CV 25621

Gentlemen & Ms. Matheson:
This Letter Opinion contains the court’s rulings on the Petitioners’ Writ of Review.

Contextual Summary

Petitioners (“Husband” & “Wife™) reside in a home located at 855 Molalla Avenue, Oregon City,
Clackamas County, Oregon. On the home facade hangs a large banner that reads: “Recall Mayor
Holladay.” In early September 2016, Husband was working to repair a section of the roof, including
removing skip sheathing. On Friday, September 9, 2016, a City code enforcement officer drove by and
did a sight check of Husband’s roof repair. He became concerned that the roof repair may require a
permit. He drafted a letter that same day and mailed it. The letter instructed Wife, the title holder, “that
the required permits must be applied for and obtained within 10 days from the date of this letter.]” The
letter invoked an incorrect Structural Specialty Code reference as authority for the command.

On Monday, September 12, 2016, the next business day, a City code enforcement officer served a
Stop Work Order commanding Husband and Wife to stop work on the roof project, because “permits are
required prior to starting work.” The Order also instructed the petitioners to contact the City, but they did
not. On Wednesday, September 14, 2016, the City issued a Notice of Violation instructing the petitioners
that “{f]ailure to obtain all applicable permits by SPM on Monday, September 19, 2016 will result in a
citation by Municipal Court.” Petitioners did not apply for a construction permit. Husband did stop work
on the open roof, but not immediately. When work stopped, the roof hole was covered with
weatherproofing, as it has remained ever since.



On Tuesday, September 20, 2016, the City issued a Citation/Complaint to Wife for failing to
obtain a permit and failing to immediately discontinue all work when the Stop Work Order was served.
On April 6, 2017, a court trial was held before the Honorable Laraine McNiece. The Judge issued a
Corrected Final Order/Judgment on April 25, 2017, which found Wife guilty of (a) failing to obtain a
required roofing repair permit, and (b) violating a lawful stop work order. The Judge ordered cumulative
fines that totaled $71,400.00, but ailowed that $51,700.00 of that total would be suspended if petitioners
allowed inspection of their roof project and obtained necessary permits by May 1, 2017. They did not.

On June 19, 2017, petitioners filed a Writ of Review challenging the Municipal Court’s April 25,
2017 Corrected Final Order/Judgment. This court issued an Order for Writ of Review on August 1, 2017,
after petitioners filed the required bond. That Order required the Municipal Court “to make return
together with required copy of records/proceeding on or before August 31, 2017.” On September 14,
2017, the city filed the transcript and record of proceedings, which it later supplemented with color
photographs and emails concerning gaps in the audio record of the trial. Most notably, there is an email
exchange between Husband and a Municipal Court employee:

Husband: “I need a complete record. The hearing was 4 hours long and the audio files
are only 1.5 hours... they’re [sic] big gaps in testimony. 1need an unedited version of
the transcripts.”

Court Employee: “I gave you everything that was recorded. We actually sent the
cassettes out to have the sound enhanced but nothing was edited. Everything the recorder
captured was given to you.”

Petitioners filed their Opening Brief on Writ of Review on October 20, 2017. Respondents filed
their Response Brief on November 17, 2017. Petitioners filed their Reply Brief on December 1, 2017.
Oral argument was held on December 11, 2017. Mark Matheson argued on petitioners’ behalf, and David
Lewis argued on behalf of the City of Oregon City.

Assignments of Error & Responsive Arguments

Petitioners claimed error in the proceedings below in three separate categories, as follows:

1. Petitioners were denied due process of law because of misconduct by the City, to wit:

(a) Issuance of the legally inaccurate September 9, 2016 notice, which also lacked directions on how
to appeal it;

(b) Service of a legally insufficient September 12, 2016 stop work order;

(c) Issuance of an unjustified September 14, 2016 citation of violation;

(d) Unresponsiveness to Matheson letters sent on September 19, 2016;

(e) Improper filing of September 20, 2016 Complaint without just cause;

(f) Failure to record a significant portion of testimonial evidence presented at the hearing, and
inappropriate ex parte contact between the Municipal Judge and the City Attorney.

2. The Municipal Court Judge made rulings not supported by substantial evidence in the whole record:
(a) The ruling that 15% of the skip sheathing on the Mathesons’ roof was removed (Finding #12);



{b) The ruling that Mr. Matheson was required to immediately stop working as soon as he was served
with the City’s stop work order.'

3. The Municipal Court Judge imposed a fine that is cruel and unusual under all the circumstances and is
therefore unconstitutional.

With regard to petitioners’ due process concerns, the City responds that, despite a flaw in the
September 9, 2016 notice and the absence of friendly communication about the City’s concerns prior to
serving the stop work order and the Complaint of violation, the Mathesons were given notice of the City’s
concerns and an opportunity to be heard through the Municipal Court proceedings, which met or
exceeded due process standards. Although the City failed to create, or maintain, a full audio record of the
Municipal Court proceedings, it argues that Petitioners fall short of showing their due diligence in
searching for an audio record, and made no adequate showing that the trial below was unfair, incorrect, or
unjust. Therefore under Smith v. Custom Micro, Inc., 311 Or 375 (1991), petitioner did not prove
entitlement to a remedy based on the flaw in the audio record sufficient to justify reversal. As to
petitioners’ claim of improper ex parte contact, the City responds that impermissible ex parte contact only
arises from communication about the merits of a case before the judge. Contact between the Judge and a
lawyer after the case has been concluded by a Judgment does not fall in that category.

With regard to petitioners’ substantial evidence challenges, the City responds that:
(1) As to the court’s finding that the petitioners made no attempt to communicate with the building
officials or code enforcement, petitioners® September 19™ letters were not received as exhibits or included
in the record, therefore their contents could not be considered by the Municipal Judge;
(2) As to the court’s finding that petitioners removed 15% of the skip sheathing on their roof, the
testimony of City representatives and the photograph exhibits support the finding, and this court may not
second guess a Municipal Judge finding of fact unless no evidence exists in the record to support it;
(3) As to the ruling about the effect of the stop work order on petitioners” ability to continue working, the
petitioners’ concession that they did not immediately stop work after service of the order alone supersedes
the need for substantial evidence in the record.

With regard to the constitutionality of the fine imposed, the City responds that the fine amount
falls within the range set by the City Code, and the Judge gave petitioners the power to dramatically
reduce the fine by securing a permit for the work done. It was petitioners’ choice not to act to reduce the
fine, so they tacitly acquiesced to the full amount ordered.

Analysis

This matter is rooted in a simple conflict over a single issue: did petitioners’ roof repair involve
15% or more of their roof and require a permit, or did it involve 14.99% or less of their roof and not
require a permit. The Municipal Court Judge found that 15% of the skip sheathing on petitioners’ roof
was removed. All conclusions flowed from that finding. Finding #12 specified that the Municipal Judge
was persuaded by the “opportunity to review the records and files herein including photographic exhibits,
to hear the testimony of each witness, observe their demeanor, and determine the weight to be given to the

! Petitioners appear to have attempted to add claims of error in their Reply Brief, regarding the Municipal
Judge’s failure “to make specific and detailed findings™ on particular points. It is impermissible to supplement
claims of error in a Reply Brief — there is no further opportunity for the respondent to argue thereafter. Therefore,
those afterthought claims of error are stricken, and will not be analvzed in this Letter Opinion.

3



testimony of each witness™. This court reviewed the transcript of proceedings, to locate any testimony
about the proportion of the roof under repair. The following transcript segments address this question:

p. 4, lines 17-23
RS:  Okay. And why did, why did you send this letter?

Long: Because of the roof being open. We wanted to contact them and find out what was the scope of
the work.

RS: Okay. So, the purpose of this letter was to what, put the owner on notice that they needed to get a
permit? What was the purpose of this letter?

Long: For them to contact us. We could then ask questions, find out what the scope of the work is.

p. 5, lines 11-14
RS:  Okay. And why did you go out to the house on September 1272

Long: Uh, with it being as exposed as it was, our concern that permits are required, we didn’t have any
permits so we wanted to place a Stop Work Order to further get their attention to come discuss
with us what their scope of work was.

p- 7, lines 18-22
RS:  And what was the substance of that conversation? I’m not asking you to say what he said; I'm
simply saying, what was the substance of the conversation?

Long: Let him know that I'm placing a Stop Work Order on the house, reason being for the roof and that
he would probably be required to get a permit, and to come talk to us.

p. 27, lines 19-23
GK:  Tjusthave one. In light of all this, your conclusion is based on your observations that less than
15% of the space (sic) sheathing was removed and replaced.

Wade: My observation at that time, it appeared to me to be in the realm of 10%.

GK:  Andif-

Wade: Less than 15.

p. 28, lines 9-15

RS: Mr. Roberts, let’s just cut to the chase right now. You testified earlier that more than 15%, uh,
that by your visual inspection, more than 15% of the sheathing had been replaced. Do you stand
by that testimony after hearing Mr. Wade’s testimony?

Roberts: I do.

RS: Why?

Roberts: Based on the evidence in the photographs and by driving by.
4



Thereafter, beginning on p. 31 of the transcript, the attorneys’ closing arguments include
references to the extensive unrecorded witness testimony that was not preserved during the evidentiary
phase of the trial. Based on the subsequent email exchange between Husband and the Municipal Court
employee about the gaps in the transcript, it is apparent that none of the testimony relied on by the City on
the question of project scope was recorded. Attorneys’ arguments, statements and questions are not
evidence. Only witness testimony and exhibits received are evidence.

Therefore, the only evidence in the record on review that could explain the Municipal Judge’s
conclusion that 15% or more of the roof was involved in petitioners® repair are the words “I do” spoken
by witness Roberts on p. 28 in response to the city attorney’s summary of his previous unrecorded
testimony, and the photograph exhibits. Roberts’ words are ambiguous, because the attorney’s summary
of his prior testimony in her leading question is not evidence, and his response does not adopt her
summary, but rather re-adopts his unrecorded testimony. At best, those two words are consistent with
witness Long’s testimony, which was vague and inconclusive on the project’s actual scope.”

This court reviewed the photographs exhaustively. There is no photograph of the back half of
petitioners’ roof, and no way to know if it has one or more dormers on the back half. There is a dormer
on the front half of the roof. Dormers appear to require more roofing than would otherwise fill the same
space. The repair work is limited to the edge of the roof on the far left in the photographs, below the
chimney. Based on this court’s review of the photographs, and inferences about the size and
configuration of the un-photographed back half of the roof made in the light most favorable to the
Municipal Judge’s opinion, they are evidence that less than 15% of the total roof was under repair.

The available evidence on the roof project scope i the record on review does not support the
Municipal Judge’s conclusion that more than 15% of the petitioners’ skip sheathing was removed from
their roof, necessitating a permit. Without substantial evidence in the record to support that conclusion,
the conclusion about the lawfulness of the Stop Work Order is also irreparably compromised.

At oral argument, the City acknowledged its obligation to record the entirety of the trial in
Municipal Court, but relied on the decision in Smith v. Custom Micro. Inc., 311 Or 375 (1991) to argue
that petitioners cannot use the absence of an audio record to make their case on Review. The Smith court
interpreted ORS 19.130(3) to require that an appellant may not secure a reversal of a lower court decision
based on the absence of an audio record without first persuading the reviewing court that: (1) there was
due diligence in attempting to find and supply a record for the purposes of appeal; and (2) there is a prima
facie showing of error, or unfaimess in the trial, or that there had been a miscarriage of justice.’

2 Although most of the testimony given by the City’s witnesses was unrecorded, the parties agree that no
City building inspector ever gained access to the roof. No consent to inspect was given, no administrative
inspection warrant was procured from a municipal judge, and no ORCP 43 process was invoked to allow the City to
take measurements on the roof. If witness Roberts testified contrary to the defense expert (Wade) who did have roof
access, then perhaps Roberts’ testimony about his expert credentials tipped the balance in favor of his subjective
visual assessment. The absence of any testimony corroborating his basis for confidence in his visual scan, however,
cannot be overcome,

3 This threshold analysis has been a complete obstacle to appeals rooted in due process and procedurally
driven questions. It is unclear whether it also applies when the questions on appeal regard the lack of substantial
evidence in the whole record. In an abundance of caution, this court assumes that the precondition always applies.
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The record in this case persuades me that there was due diligence in attempting to find and supply
a complete audio record for the appeal. The law requires that the Municipal Court generate an audio
record and supply it with a transcript to the court on Writ of Review. The record on review includes
email messages between Husband and the Municipal Court in which Husband notifies that court about the
gaps in the andio record, and urges production of a complete audio record. But the ability to do so is
within the Municipal Court’s control, not his. This effort by Husband to secure a complete audio record
satisfies the due diligence requirement of the Smith court.

The second question is whether petitioners made a prima facie showing of error, or unfairness in
the trial, or that there has been a miscarriage of justice. A “prima facie showing” has been interpreted as a
legal term of art “commonly defined as ‘[a] party’s production of enough evidence to allow the fact-trier
to infer the fact in issue and rule in the party's favor.” “Staten v. Steel, 222 Or. App. 17, 49, 191 P.3d 778
(2008), rev. den., 345 Or. 618, 201 P.3d 909 (2009) (Edmonds, P.J., concurring) (quoting Black's Law
Dictionary 1228 (8th ed. 2004)). Generally a prima facie showing is viewed as minimal sufficiency; it
does not invite a court to engage in weighing of competing facts or arguments. The testimonial evidence
regarding the roof project scope that was captured for the record on review includes:

1) The statements of city witness Long, who expressed uncertainty about the scope of the roofing
project based on his visual appraisal, and who emphasized that the initial letter and Stop Work
Order were intended to get the petitioners’ attention, and star? a conversation about the scope.

2) The testimony of petitioners’ witness Wade, that the roof repair scope was approximately 10%.

The photographic evidence is similarly insubstantial, absent any testimony in the record to guide a judge
to view it in a manner that supports a conclusion in the City’s favor. It supports a conclusion that
petitioners did roof work, but not that 15% of the roof was involved in the project.

I conclude that the testimonial and photographic evidence in the record establishes a prima facie
showing of error that satisfies the second pre-requisite created by the Smith court that would otherwise
limit a grant of relief on appeal when an incomplete audio record exists of the proceedings below.

Having decided in the petitioners’ favor on their claims that there is not substantial evidence in
the whole record to support the Municipal Court Judge’s rulings on the scope of the project and the
legality of the Stop Work Order, it is unnecessary to analyze the petitioners’ remaining assignments of
error. The Writ of Review challenging the Municipa! Court’s April 25, 2017 Corrected Final
Order/Judgment is granted, and the Corrected Final Order/Judgment is reversed. This case is remanded
to the Municipal Court for entry of a Judgment consistent with this opinion. Attorney David Lewis is
directed to file a form of Limited Judgment to formalize these rulings.

Very truly yours,
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CIRCUIT COURT OF OREGON

FIFTH JUDICTAL DISTRICT
CLACKAMAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE
807 MAIN STREET, ROOM 301
OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045
Susie L. Norby (503} 650-8902
Circuit Court Judge FAX (503) 650-8909
January 31,2018
Mark & Anna Marie Matheson David C. Lewis
855 Molalla Avenue Steven Kraemer
Oregon City, QR 97045 Kraemer, Lopez & Lewis
mark.matheson@drteamsint.com PO Box 1469
Lake Oswego, OR 97035
Gerald Warren dlewis@cisoregon.org
Aaron Hisel skraemer@cisoregon.org

901 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301
gwarren(@geraldwarrenlaw.com
ahisel@geraldwarrenlaw.com

RE: Mark & Anna Marie Matheson v. City of Oregon City. Dan Holladay & Anthony Konkel I11
Clackamas Circuit Court Case No., 17 CV 25621

Gentlemen & Ms. Matheson:

This Letter Opinion contains the court’s ruling on the Respondent’s Motion for Reconsideration.

Contextual Summary

The court issued a Letter Opinion on December 29, 2017 granting the Mathesons’ Writ of
Review, reversing the Oregon City Municipal Court’s April 25, 2017 Corrected Final Order/Judgment,
and remanding the case to the Municipal Court for entry of a Judgment consistent with that reversal. On
January 16, 2018, Oregon City filed a Motion for Reconsideration. Oregon City argues that a result of
reversal is that “the City is prejudiced in its ability to enforce its building codes and potentially protect its
citizens.”

On January 29, 2018, the Mathesons filed a Response in Opposition to the City’s Motion for
Reconsideration.

Ruling

The City’s Motion for Reconsideration implies that the ruling on Writ of Review in this case
sabotages the City’s ability to keep citizens safe, by undermining its efforts to enforce protective
provisions in its Building Code. To the contrary, the City continues to have substantial power to pursue
code enforcement action, as long as it does so in a way that withstands objective review. If the City still
believes that circumstances on the Mathesons’ roof constitute a code violation, then the City may choose



to begin a new code enforcement action. Code violations occur in slices of time. There is no res judicata
or claim preclusion against a future allegation of code violation merely because a previous similar
allegation was already concluded. The only relief no longer available to the City after this court’s
reversal on Writ of Review is the revival of accumulating daily fines that reach back to 2016.

The Motion for Reconsideration is denied. Attorney David Lewis is directed to file a form of
Limited Judgment to formalize the rulings on Writ of Review.

Very truly yours,

%. S L A
Hdn. Susia .. Norby
Circuit Court Judge
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Al Snell, Michael Simon, Mark J. Matheson September 19, 2016
A Better Oregon City Coalition

855 Molalla Ave

Oregon City, Or. 97045

Chief Jim Band

Oregon City Police Department
320 Warner Milne Rd

Oregon City, Or. 97045

Re: Code enforcement being used as a political harassment tool

Dear Chief Band,

We won't assume you're aware of every detail of the departments day-to-day
activities, at every level under your command. The City's code enforcement
impropriety issues aren't typically worthy of the your time, or A Better Oregon
City Coalition's time. Moreover, it's unfortunate that code enforcement has been
outsourced as a subservient crossover task to law enforcement, which is fueling
animosity towards all city officials who use their authority to punish individuals,
businesses, and organizations that voice any decent.

In regards to City officials using your department as a harassment tool, not unlike
mob bosses sending goons to collect a payment or else, it's easy to dismiss the
coalitions concerns as inexperienced, uninformed, or misunderstood.
Nonetheless, the issue is not our perspective, depth of information or level
understanding, it's the pattern of destructive behavior fueling a large portions of
the community to be at odds with each other while officials sit back and watch.

The incident prompting an aggressive posturing originates from the targeted
method, and veracity your department followed the building departments lead to
illegally gain access to private property. As you'll see by the information we
provided, the City of Oregon City has overreached their authority and is misusing
their positions to discount and disrespect people. The level of animosity being
expressed has left of no other choice than to share our information with the
Governor's office, the Attorney General, and the State of Oregon Building Codes
Division.



INBelierS,

oredpilCiy. A Better Oregon City Coalition
coalitiond

On September 19, 2016 the City is demanding a permit is needed, which it
doesn't, and negligent by using the code as their fishing expedition to up tally
tickets. Our building official and civil engineer has reviewed the letter, and the
code, and they need to clearly state their process of determination, and how it
relates to any work on the property.

If your code enforcement staff are issuing a citation, feel free to mail it to the
property owner. Dan Holladay unleashed his special interests, and as a precaution
to any unwarranted, or unwanted attempts to enter the property is not
appreciated, or welcomed. Less than a year ago, the home owner's husband was
contacted by a local attorney who loosely represented the City's interest
specifically wrote that he should never under estimate his enemies. Which is
enough reason to be concerned about overreaching of any type, by any official.

Sincerely,

Al Snell, Michael Simon, Mark J. Matheson
A Better Oregon City Coalition
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Al Snell, Michael Simon, Mark J. Matheson September 19, 2016
A Better Oregon City Coalition

855 Molalla Ave

Oregon City, Or. 97045

Mike Roberts

Oregon City Building Official
221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200
Oregon City, Or. 97045

Re: Illegal attempt to gain access onto private property as retribution

Dear Mike Roberts,

On September 12, 2016 a building inspector, Chris Long attempted to illegally place a
"stop work order" at 855 Molalla Avenue, Oregon City Oregon. His actions prior to, and
after placing the stop order onto the house is equivalence to a "knock and talk" policy,
and was ruled unconstitutional years ago. You may try to deny the comparison,
nevertheless a code enforcement official used that exact terminology as their policy
during a Community Involvement Committee meeting.

I find the practice of officials forcing themselves onto private property to tally up
"tickets" is disgusting. The fact that he crossed a caution line without proper protective
gear either demonstrated a negligent industry awareness, a lack of respect for people in
general, arrogance, or a combination of all. He entered without requesting permission
which supports the level veracity and determination to cause financial discomfort.
Moreover, the lack of any prior communication, indicates that he was acting on
someone orders, and reeks of collusion.

At this point, the city must specified what triggered a letter being sent on Friday,
September 9, 2016, which initiated the site visit and prior to getting the letter, and then
red tag. The code being used is inappropriate and does not apply. Again, you need to
specifically why it does apply.

Unless you clarify the specific reason, or under what context you are applying the code,
the stop work order is being characterized as harassment, a misuse of a government
office, and racketeering. The illegal stop order is also being ignored.

If you have any questions, please feel free to address them to A Better Oregon City
Coalition, which will be reviewed by our building official.

Al Snell, Michael Simon, Mark J. Matheson

A Better Oregon City Coalition
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1/29/2018 3:56 PM
17CVv25621

Mark J. Matheson

Anna Marie Matheson

855 Molalla Avenue

Oregon City, Oregon 97045

(503) 953-0250
mark.matheson@drteamsint.com

On behalf of Petitioner/Plaintiffs, Pro Se

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE STATE OF OREGON
FOR THE COUNTY OF CLACKAMAS

ANNA MARIE MATHESON,
Petitioner/Plaintiff,

MARK J. MATHESON, THE ADVANTAGE
GROUP, LLC, NW, an Oregon limited
liability company, OREGON CITY
COMMUNITY EMERGENCY RESPONSE
TEAM, an Oregon nonprofit corporation,
and A BETTER OREGON CITY
COALITION, an Oregon nonprofit
corporation,

Plaintiffs,
VS.

CITY OF OREGON CITY, an Oregon
municipal corporation formed under the
laws of the State of Oregon,

Respondent/Defendant,

DAN HOLLADAY, the City of Oregon City
Mayor, in his official and personal capacity,
and ANTHONY J. KONKOL, lll, the City of
Oregon City Manager, in his official and
personal capacity,

Defendants

Case No.: 17CVv25621

PETITIONER/PLAINTIFFS’ RESPONSE
IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION

PAGE 1 - PETITIONER/PLAINTIFFS’ RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION

FOR RECONSIDERATION
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INTRODUCTION

On January 16, 2018, the Respondent the City of Oregon City (the City) filed a
Motion for Reconsideration of the Honorable Susie J. Norby’s Letter Opinion dated
December 29, 2017 in the above-captioned matter (the Letter Opinion). Within the
Letter Opinion, Judge Norby ruled that there is no substantial evidence in the record to
support Honorable Laraine McNiece’s rulings on the scope of the construction project
and the legality of the Stop Work Order* as set forth in the Corrected Final
Order/Judgment issued by Judge McNiece on April 25, 2017 in the City of Oregon City
Municipal Court (the Municipal Court). For that reason, Judge Norby ruled that the
Corrected Final Order/Judgment shall be reversed.

Judge Norby ordered the City’s attorney of record, David C. Lewis, to prepare a
Limited Judgment to formalize her rulings. Rather than prepare a Limited Judgment as
ordered, the City instead filed a Motion for Reconsideration of the Letter Opinion, which
essentially asks the Court to remand this matter back to the Municipal Court to conduct
a new hearing because of the City’s failure to provide a full recorded hearing as
required by law.

As outlined below, the City has failed to establish any reason why Judge Norby

should reconsider her decision. Petitioner and Plaintiff Anna Marie Matheson (Mrs.

1 See Letter Opinion at page 6.

PAGE 2 — PETITIONER/PLAINTIFFS’ RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION
FOR RECONSIDERATION




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Matheson) and Plaintiff Mark J. Matheson (Mr. Matheson) respectfully request that the
Court deny the City’s Motion for Reconsideration for the following four (4) reasons.
ARGUMENT

1. The City’s Motion for Reconsideration Should Be Denied Because There is
No Such Procedural Remedy Allowed Under Oregon Law

First, the City’s Motion for Reconsideration should be denied because there is no
such procedural remedy allowed under Oregon law. Indeed, former Oregon Supreme
Court Chief Justice Edwin J. Peterson said it best when he mused in a concurring
opinion:

The so-called “motion for reconsideration” appears neither in the Oregon

Rules of Civil Procedure nor in any other Oregon statute. Lawyers filing

motions to reconsider after entry of judgment might better denominate

such a motion as a “motion asking for trouble” for questions arise

concerning whether the filing of such a motion extends the time for

appeal.?

Here, it is unclear whether the City has filed the Motion for Reconsideration as a
legal tactic to extend the time to file an appeal, or whether the City actually believes that
Judge Norby should reconsider her well-reasoned Letter Opinion. The Court of
Appeals addressed this dilemma in Alternative Realty v. Michaelsz:

In Schmidling, we admonished lawyers not to file "motions for
reconsideration." However, as this case and Carter v. U.S. National Bank,

2 Carter v. U.S. National Bank, 304 Or. 538, 546, 747 P.2d 980 (1987). See also, Schmidling v. Dove, 65
Or. App. 1, 5, 670 P.2d 166 (1983) (Held: Parties seeking "reconsideration” must do so by means of a
motion for new trial under ORCP 64).

390 Or. App. 280, 285, 753 P.2d 419 (1988)
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supra, show, attorneys continue to do so. The result is confusion as to

whether a motion is a request for a new trial so as to extend the time in

which to file a notice of appeal or whether the motion serves the narrower

purpose merely to get a trial judge to rethink a decision.4

The above dilemma is precisely why there is no such procedural remedy as a
“motion for reconsideration” under Oregon law. It would seem that the City’s lawyers
should already be aware of this; Petitioner/Plaintiffs cannot help but wonder out loud
why the City is wasting taxpayer money by filing a motion that is not even authorized by
Oregon law. For this reason alone, the City’s Motion for Reconsideration should be

denied.

2. The City’s Motion for Reconsideration Should Be Denied Because the
City Failed to Establish That It is Entitled to a New Trial

As the Court held in Schmidling, parties seeking a “reconsideration” must do so
by filing a motion for a new trial pursuant to ORCP 64. To the extent the Court
chooses to treat the City’s Motion for Reconsideration as a motion for a new trial, the
City’s argument that it should be entitled to a new hearing based on the lack of a full
recording is nonsensical and vexing, given that the City argued against remanding to
the Municipal Court in both its brief and at the December 11, 2017 hearing before Judge
Norby. The City also asserted in its brief that the lack of a full recording did not violate

Mrs. Matheson’s due process rights.s

41d., 90 Or. App. at 284.
5 See City’s Response Brief on Writ of Review at page 12:1-3.
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Yet, now that Judge Norby has ruled in Petitioner/Plaintiffs’ favor, the City is
reversing its argument, even going so far as to say that “as a result of the incomplete
court recording, the City is prejudiced in its ability to enforce its building codes and
potentially protect its citizens.” The operative and key word in that sentence is
potentially.

“Potential” is defined as follows:

1: existing in possibility : capable of development into actuality

potential benefits

2: expressing possibility; specifically : of, relating to, or constituting a verb
phrase expressing possibility, liberty, or power by the use of an auxiliary
with the infinitive of the verb (as in "it may rain")”

To argue that the City should be entitled to a new trial because the City possibly
may need to protect its citizens from some unknown danger does not establish a valid
reason for the Court to grant the City a new trial. Simply put, the City has not shown
that it is entitled to a new trial. To quote the City from its own brief:

The Oregon Supreme Court has made clear in the appellate courts where

the underlying trial court audio record was destroyed, that, to obtain a

reverse on that ground, the appellant/petitioner must show (1) due

diligence in attempting to find and supply a record; and (2) “must make at

least a prima facie showing of error, or unfairness in the trial, or that there

has been a miscarriage of justice.” Smith v. Custom Micro, Inc., 311 Or
375,379 811 P2d 1371 (1991).8

6 City's Motion for Reconsideration at page 2:17-18.
7 Merriam Webster Dictionary, 10t ed.
8 See City’'s Response Brief on Writ of Review at page 12:20-25.
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Again, the City’s only argument is that its ability to protect the public may
somehow, possibly, may be compromised if it is not allowed to have a new hearing.
That argument is nonsensical, not only because we are talking only about the mere
“potential” of having to protect the public, but also because the property at issue is a
1916 residence that is private and not even open to the public. Additionally, the
argument is nonsensical because the City did not know and will never know the extent
and scope of the activities on the Matheson property. The City admitted under oath that
it did not know what the extent or scope of the activities were before issuing the illegal
Stop Work Order. This was on the part of the hearing that was recorded.® The City also
admitted under oath on the recording that not all activities on private property require a
permit.°

The City has failed to establish that it is entitled to what it is asking for.1* For

this second reason, the City’s Motion for Reconsideration should be denied.

9 See City's ER-3 at page 22, where Chris Long testified: “The house was opened up and we don't know
what the scope is so we need to contact them.” See also City’'s ER-3 at page 31, where Mike Roberts
testified he had never been on the property and that his conclusions were based on the photographs and
by driving by.

10 See City’'s ER-3 at page 21.

11 Even if the Court were to treat the City’s Motion for Reconsideration as a motion for a new trial, we also
note that the City’s motion is filed prematurely, because a party is not entitled to file a motion for a new
trial until after the judgment has been entered. See ORCP 64 E F(1). There has been no judgment
entered because the City did not follow Judge Norby's instructions. This is another reason why the City’s
Motion for Reconsideration should be denied.
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3. The City’s Motion for Reconsideration Should Be Denied Because
Judge Norby Carefully Considered All of the Evidence in the Record

The City implies that Judge Norby would not have ruled in the manner that she
did if there had been a full recording of the hearing. For that reason, the City argues
that Judge Norby should exercise her power to remand this case to the Municipal Court
for a new hearing.

While it is true that Her Honor has the power to remand this matter pursuant to
ORS 34.100, as will be discussed in more detail below, Judge Norby considered that
option but instead chose to rule in the manner that she did. More importantly, it is clear
from her Letter Opinion that Judge Norby carefully considered all of the parties’
arguments and “exhaustively”? reviewed the photographic evidence which the City
argued established its case against Mrs. Matheson. In fact, in its brief, the City argued
that the lack of a full recording was no big deal, because the photographs alone
allegedly established that Mrs. Matheson needed to obtain a permit:

Even a cursory review of those pictures is sufficient to establish that a

reasonable person could conclude that more than 15% of the roof had

been removed.=

Judge Norby obviously did not agree with the City’s analysis of the photographs.

In particular, Judge Norby pointed out that, viewing the photographs in the light most

favorable to Judge McNiece’s rulings, the pictures simply do not establish that more

12 |_etter Opinion at page 5.
13 City’'s Response Brief at page 15:14-15.
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than fifteen percent (15%) of the skip sheathing had been removed, necessitating a
permit. Unlike Judge McNiece, who failed to articulate why she ruled in the manner
that she did, Judge Norby set forth a well-reasoned Letter Opinion, outlining why she
made her decision.

Judge Norby concluded that it was not necessary to address the remainder of the
arguments because her ruling that there is no substantial evidence in the record to
support Judge McNiece’s rulings on the scope of the construction project and the
legality of the Stop Work Order is dispositive.

Judge Norby clearly understood the ramifications of her decision. After
judiciously considering all of the arguments, testimony and evidence, Judge Norby
determined that the Corrected Final Order/Judgment should be reversed. The City
should not be entitled to a do-over merely because it has sour grapes over Judge
Norby’s careful analysis of the evidence presented. For this third reason, the City’s
Motion for Reconsideration should be denied.

4. The City’s Motion for Reconsideration Should be Denied Because Judge

Norby Already Considered and Rejected the Argument for Remanding
This Matter to the Municipal Court

Based on her Letter Opinion, Judge Norby already considered whether to

remand this matter for a new hearing. Specifically, Judge Norby listed all of

Petitioner/Plaintiffs’ assignments of error, including the error on the City’s part in failing
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to provide a full recording of the hearing below.* Obviously, Judge Norby read the
briefs on this issue and listened to Petitioner/Plaintiffs’ argument at the December 11,
2017 hearing that if the Court refused to reverse the Corrected Final Order/Judgment
than this matter should be remanded because of the recording issue.

In her Letter Opinion, Judge Norby noted that the City conceded at the
December 11, 2017 hearing that it was responsible for providing a full recording of the
hearing, despite its argument to the contrary in its brief. Judge Norby also summarized
the City’s argument that Petitioner/Plaintiffs allegedly failed to establish a remedy for the
failure to provide a full recording in her Letter Opinion.s

On review, Judge Norby held that the Petitioner/Plaintiffs established that Mr.
Matheson exercised due diligence in attempting to obtain a full record. Clearly, Judge
Norby understood what each party’s position was on the issue of remanding the matter
to the Municipal Court. Thus, Judge Norby’s decision to reverse the Corrected Final
Order/Judgment took into account that she could have remanded the matter to the
Municipal Court for a new hearing.

Instead of accepting Judge Norby’s Letter Opinion, the City now “flips the script”
and argues for the first time that it is entitled to a new hearing based on the City’'s own
failure to provide a full recording of the hearing. For the City to now claim that “if the

City were prohibited from re-trying the issues in this case, it could jeopardize not just the

14 See Letter Opinion at page 2.
15 |d. at page 3.
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current residents of the home, but future residents and first responders™s¢ is nonsensical
and insulting to Judge Norby’s well-reasoned analysis.

This Court has ruled, as a matter of law, and the Court's decision is not subject to
review or reconsideration simply because the lawyers for the City quibble with the
Court's analysis. Furthermore, the legal arguments raised simply fail-Judge Norby has
already rejected the arguments made with regard to remanding this matter to the
Municipal Court, and nothing has been provided to this Court which would merit
reconsideration.

Absent any new evidence or controlling law that has changed since the Court
was fully briefed on this matter, mere disagreement with Judge Norby’s ruling does not
provide a valid reason to remand this to the Municipal Court for a new hearing. Judge
Norby has already considered and rejected that argument. Therefore, as Chief Justice
Peterson famously remarked, the City has made a frivolous “motion asking for trouble.”
For this fourth and final reason, the City’s Motion for Reconsideration should be denied.

CONCLUSION

For the all of the foregoing reasons, points and authorities, the City’s Motion for
Reconsideration should be denied. Petitioner/Plaintiffs respectfully request that the
Court order the City to prepare a Proposed Limited Judgment consistent with Judge

Norby’s Letter Opinion within seven (7) days of the date the Court denies the City’s

16 City's Motion for Reconsideration at page 2:21-23.
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Motion for Reconsideration and serve the Proposed Limited Judgment on
Petitioner/Plaintiffs pursuant to UTCR 5.100(1)(c).
DATED this 29th day of January, 2018.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Anna Marie Matheson

Anna Marie Matheson, Petitioner/Plaintiff
Pro Se

/s/ Mark J. Matheson

Mark J. Matheson, Plaintiff
Pro Se

PAGE 11 — PETITIONER/PLAINTIFFS’ RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION
FOR RECONSIDERATION




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
, ODUN - ODWKHVRQ D 30DLQWLII KHUHLQ KHUF}

WUXH DQG FRUUHFW FRS\ RI WKH IRUHJRLQJ 3HWLWL
WKH 5HVSRQGHQWYTV ORWLRQ IRU 5HFRQVLGHUDWLRGQ
87&5 WR 5HVSRQGHQW DQG 'HIHQGDQWVY DWWR

'DYLG & /HZLV $WWRUQH\ DW /DZ

.UDHPHU /RSH] /HZLV

32 %R]

IDNH 2VZHJR 2UHJRQ

GOHZLV#FLVRUHJRQ RUJ
2 SWWRUQH\V IRU &LW\ RI 2UHJRQ &LW\ DQC

*HUDOG / :DUUHQ $WWRUQH\ DW /DZ

$DURQ 3 +LVHO $WWRUQH\ DW /DZ

/IDZ 21ILFH Rl *HUDOG / :DUUHQ DQG $VVRFL
&DSLWRO 6WUHHW 1(

6DOHP 2UHJRQ

JZDUUHO#JHUDOGZDUUHQODZ FRP

DKLVHO#JHUDOGZDUUHQODZ FRP

2] SWWRUQH\V IRU 'DQ +ROODGD\

'$7(" WKLVY*GD\ RI -DQXDU\

SHVSHFWIXOO\ VXEPLWW,

BBV ODUN - ODWKHVRQO

i E\ FHUW
RQHU 30
WKURX.

JQH\V RI

5 SQWKR

DWHV

HG

ODUN - ODWKHVRQ 301
3UR 6H

PAGE 1 - CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

DLQWLII




























&Fu W Wuo PE

N vANV du o QJ pPRueSToUIi0iiWe D

dyw WSt & @ uEd & QAU P uevX}iu

W Z 1CM]EZr,3u V ulvD VW] DISZ av v
"ZArK Juulelv E

iodW D s Z % EXOURE V' FAZD v Pu Vs

& giv oVvov— —Z H}v o&uv §tv oVbv
Z <UJEU VE-AJZITi0u%o o

MVP\ EHIH WD/ HARVEKTSM) 8 UEDD* URZ\WO DIIHP WY XGRMRDOB @Y
\KRX@ EHUHYLHZ H | RUFRP SCDQAH DG AUHRMRQ DY VWABIMYLQ 3XSRH

$Q AWR FRXQV GHAP LODMRQ GRAR LGFR SR DM DOUHNLHG | XQRIRDOSDO
SRIFHVLQR FRP SUHKHUMYH STV \KDTEH \KEMRAMR FRJ CEAMROWMRQDQG

P HADMRQSIRFHIMAVIGFOGGZ MMQ5 8 * * 2 * RO SIRYIMRQ/ SURMRILGDD
DERSWRQR LOARQUMMBRIALHY RUDPNRYY

| DMQLIKVWEH RIHWH3@QQQ) &RP P MRQ  HHHAG7M®  + RMQ)
&KREH/ 70MB  SURKRRANROR 5 RIGHOL HIKERKRRG/

5 RGN0 HOMW

7@ 5HIGQNO HJW 0 HAR\KDDQRAMNXULHDY AW RUFRXQIV\R

DAKR ] HDQLGRU-DHLQWHUMGHRMOGHMW R DMQIGHI LP 1O GHIKERKRRGLODD
DBDP DSSHG\RBD Dv1 HIKERKRRG

7 KHHIVMI QU QAN X AAH I RXGLOYIWXOD DOR \WH 7 MB{G 6 HAWRQ/ \WDNELHAD

DESTHVVR \WH PXUHAVRQUGHDARYY H | RWDQG DRNRQMR XSADM2 B RQ&LWY
( ABE®! $ 1| REEGH+ RMQ) Z W Q. SRIAH/DYGFREHUMMRY

0\ SHYRIDOARP P HQWDUH\WDAKHJ UHDAP LGBBIR WHKRAMQ) QHHB/DUHP RA®
GQUYHOE \WHFRQAWRQ/R \WHO DIHEDFHDG\WHORNR G @Q0/IRXQGZ WO
\KHIGHQVIHGS UDQ* URZ WYRXQA  : HKRXGEHYHY FOH XCBUIAFUEQ) QF
LQ LAY W LOFRQUNAMNGHQUIN UHTXLUHP HQWLQBABEQKHG GHLI KER KRRO/\KDN
DOHYHD DOGQHIDYHY GAXMR  WHFKDUIRMUDQG PXAMUH\KDAKRTY DQHI KERKRRG
\RIHKHU

) RXQGLO7 V@ 5 HFRP P HIEDMRQ/\R, P SBP HOARKHUS || RUTED!

+ RMQ) 6\WDAILEY DUH\EE® RQ) LYH < HIU9 ROQIY $ |1 RITEGH+ RAMQ)
3URGANRY* R 7KHHOHOWE  -XIMARIRD) R 1 HEHEQE KRAMQ XQWIRU
KRAHRD/HLOQ) GWKDN R \WHP HADQKRAHKRGLGARP HDQG 1 HE-GQH
KRAMQ) XQWI RKRAHRD/HIQQ) R \WHP HADQKRAHKRGLGRP H/

+ RZ Z HDAAHWWHRUHDAQ) RN FRGHUHYMMRQVI RUKRXMQ) SHRSBIEHBZ WH
R WHP HIDQ KRX\VHKRT LOARP HVIVR WHKLIKHWASURUW DQG VWAVRP H
WHRHBRWILRXS R KRXMQJ

0\ SHYRIDOEHIH \WDARKLY FOQKCSSHR BRANQ 3MUGHE&RP P XQUHYZ WLQ& OMAL
+ RAMQ) &RFHBIV Z KHHH | RWDUHWR KDYHSUP DY CRRHAAR WBQMIG HEFDARD
Z W YHY \P DDBRV



: HDARARVDGW SD HY AR | RGWH\R DGO RACEIKRMQ) KUK UMA
SURVWRNV \KDADUHVR \WH P RMEDWWAXEMA] HZ DKM QU LEDQAY SD HUIXQG-GH IRW
R UHEHHWH FRW\WKDNDBHRZ. CESURCHKIQ) AVSHIEZ HIQJ XQW 7KHH
LVDORFRWWKDAZ HZ LOSD DVDVRAHN Z KHHWHH WHHDNRQLYBRXAIKWXS LQ

HMURQP HOWVZ KHIHWHHDHHBYDRLY DGR WHY JUHIWDW SDINWVDOGI WK QU

3GDHUMEZ \WHP D) RAMBRAQ) 6HIRU+ RAMQ) &RP P XQWAYDQGLG-DY/FDQEH
SNHGXS

. HKRXG UV KRZ Z HFDQUH SXLSRVH, QGAIDCONGE, MQB/RQDOMGHR
&@ANCP D/&RP P XQW &RTBIH WDAKDYH\DAGH QGBI HARP HR \WRHDQG/
\WHU] RQQJ \R RKHUSORHYDOGWXVRSHOWHGRRUR* DML HG3URFHWR
SHHZ \KDNFRXG\RYHWHSUREGP VVZ LW WHRSSRWHQW \R GFDMKRAQ) Z KHH
1,0 %< DQGRMUHIKER KRRGUTRIRQ/DHP LGP I HG 7KHNH \R\WHHRSHD
OQE/IVDAKH DA \KHFUMFDOADQUMDQG HEXFDIRQ UH HEXFDIRQ DOG VE W@
EX@Q) FRP SRHIVZ W \KHKLIKHWZ HIKWDDH/ 7 KHHOUHP D) DOGP XIS
WO GYHYR YHY GZ FRWKRALQ) WDNHHE/\R EHDGE3HNHE DG HIFK FOQEH
FROUGHHGDVMES.Q) WRGH\R\WHQH VBYHD

© KHQP DNHAFRWIWR KRAMQ) DOGLGARP HBYHY CR QR DIRK DG SHRSBIDUHI RIAHG
R\RHVHNR R \WHUFDLY 7 KHSIRSRHGKRAMQ) ROWHXSSHUIGRYR SRME®!
KRAMQ) EHEHHQ0 F RXIKIQYEYGDQG0 DQEWHNQWRHQH DIRZ CEGI GRY
UH VAN \WHKHIKVG\BQAGWR. ) W Z RAGQRAEHDI REE®! HDAEBIKRAMQ
WIQRH  EHBZ WHP HADQDHIIHIGARP H 0 RWHYHY WLQ) BHQJ \KIJHAG
Z IKLQWKHH UAYMRQAKDANHHP VAR JHABIDHS CERXY | RUSHRSGICERYHWHP HADD
DYHDIHLGARP HRURQWHKLIKHUHIG/R LARPH 7RP HZ HDHAQ) WIRNR Z KDV
\KLY/Z KRBIUYLMRQ SURFHN/ LY DG \KRXS EHDOTERAW

3GDHP DNHWLYLQ RP DIRQSOVR \WHUFRGR \WHHKHDUQ)VDQG DYD.OEGI\R DD
PHPEHYR WH2 UIRQ&LW 3@QQQ) &RP P MWIRQ

KWV 777 RIHREP HARJRY AWM/ CGH DKOVLBV XU JURZ K
P DDJHP HOANXCRMRCDOSTD sa
7KOON< RX

3D QDJ &DH K 1 HIKERKRRGS RGNV



Fram:

KataLaws
To Lauen Terway, pete Water

Suect Roosovelt

D Mondy, August 27, 2018 110052 PM

Late afternoon to evening activities of homeless & transitional house at 523 in the past few days on Roosevel. Totally My neighbor and my household witnesses sexually acts, unsafe shoutinglcussing, possible drug dealings, indecent exposure. My children do not feel safe and see inappropriate things. In the upper middie shed photo doing
sexual activities just trying to walk o their car from their own porch. The person living in the shed will not leave. No bathroom faciles. If codes become more lenient, | 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 oo on a regular basis.



Karla Laws

Sent from my iPhone









Testimony for Planning Commission consideration of the Equitable Housing Code
Amendments LEG18-000010on 8/27/2018

X 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 qanofit housing organizations
in the state
x Roughly 2000 units in 15 Oregon counties, with nearly a third of our
portfolio located in Clackamas County
X Was before Commission in March discussing Pleasant Aveavister
Housing
o Narrowly approved by this body in a last minute 5/2 vote that was
almost held up due to factors that mawp longer applicable to
future projects if the package before you is passed into code.
0 /[luzZ & 8} C 8} +C 3Z 3888Z % P EP}}AZTIWPU

X The need for housing is clear

o0 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 justifet difficult
times due to the loss of work, iliness, or other factors outside of their
control.

0 The cost omarket rate housing is now out of reach for nyarho call this
community home, where the median home value is now at $410,000 and
the average renfor a 2bedroom 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 mustlfar from their places of
employment simply to keep a roof over their head.

0 /8[* (}JE 8Z ¢« E o}ve §Z]* %0 E} ++ P}3 pv EA CX

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

o0 Pleasant Avenue Veterans Houswgs designed to produdibe 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

\Y



replicate, but then we discued our effort with planning staff and found
§Z S ]S }uo Vv[S }v X

0 Articulation and modulation, ground floor building height, maximum

facade width. These were all adjusted, at great cost of funding and time,
v A +3]Joo }po Vv[3 P § }u@EnQUSE feview WithaEt} p P Z
variances.

o | 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.

x Parking is not free

o While we did not dispute the parkimgquirements through a variance
request for our project, these did come with a priza.

o Offstreet parking costs roughly $10k per space to build, not taking into
account circulation requirements. Structured parking can range between
$2550K depending orf it is underground.

0 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 /( 8Z & [« fanp&kKing, the market will provide it.

0 It makes sense that in a city with such topographic challenges, the market
would provide parking, and | suspect most new development provides
plenty of parking for buyers

o However, times are changing. Self drivilags; electric bikes and scooters,
and other technologies may reshape transporation in ways we can barely
imagine.

o /[ Z}% 3Z]e }uul]ee]}v A}po v[8 P 8§ ]v 8Z A C }( 8z
ability to experiment in ways to most efficiently build what Oregay Ci
buyers/rentersdemand.

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

o The code amendments before you were thoughtfully and thoroughly
considered.

0 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 | have a feeling there
were many involved who wish the community could do even more to bring
about equitable housig for Oregon City residents.



o After what | hope is unanimous approval of this package of code
amendmentsU /[ A o }u dESysfer Development Charges and
Tax abatement programs that further reduce the cost of developing
Y% ZYue]vP X /v dehsdgragk the city to look for ways to
provide further investments in housing through dedicated Construction

£l d £Ud £ /v EuUuvs &]vv]vPU v CluE
26-199, the regional affordable housing bond that will be on the bahis
November.

o All of these together can truly address the housing crisis facing our
communities, so that hardworking familiese able toafford a safe and
stable place to liven Oregon City
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Welcome

We’re glad you’re here and we want your feedback.

Please:
» Review the posters / ask questions!

e Use the sticky dots to indicate your preferences
— (Please use only 1 dot per issue)

Green Dot = Support @
- Don’t Support @




?

What Amendments are Proposed

E it bl Broad definition of Equitable HousIng
qu a e includes choices for homes:
e To buy or rent

HouSing . Accessible to all ages, abilities and

incomes

= e Convenient to meet everyday needs,
A majority of the recommended . il
such as transit, schools, childcare,

changes are from our equitable (Codand s
housing project, which identified

opportunities to support and

incentivize diverse, quality, Other Chanees
physically accessible, affordable e S
: _ _ Amendments identified by staff
housing Chc_)'_ces W'th_ access 1o including general clarification,
opportunities, services and reformatting, and amendments to

amenities as well as the removal of address concerns identified over the
barriers. years.
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Simplified Procedures

Expand Type | Site Plan and Design Review o000

“Over-the-Counter”

* Public Hearing Notices on City website rather

than Newspaper ®®e@

* Applicants may contact Citizen Involvement
Committee & Neighborhood Associations via

email rather than certified mailo®oeo e ®

e Expedited process for review of Affordable

housing projectse 00 @@

e Remove 1 year waiting period for similar

applicationsegee 0@ g

e« Remove staff reconsideration of a final decisiono.o.o.




Other Recommendations

o

Remove live/work units as a permitted use in R-2 -
. 1 Equitable Housi

(conserve for multi-family development) ®®

Require 5% landscaping in Mixed Use Downtown
Z0NE o

Clarify fence/hedge/wall height limitse e s eee

New standards for mobile food carts in Willamette

Falls Downtown Districte, e

Alleys required for Concept Plan Areas only

Updated submittal requirements (e.g. electronic). o
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vis Cod

Zoning Designation

Comprehensive Plan Designation
R-10 R-8 R-6 R-5 R-3.5

Low Low Low Medium Medium
Use Density Density Density Density Density

Single-Family Detached Y Y Y Y Y Ny
ADU Y Y Y Y . { Y
Cluster Housing Y Y Y Y Y Y
Internal Conversion Y Y Y Y Y Y
Corner Duplex Y Y Y
Duplex Y Y Y
Single-Family Attached & Y 5
(Townhouses) ! J
Live/work units Conditional
3-4 plex Y Y Y
Multifamily (5+ Units) Y
Manufactured Home Park Y

Y = Permitted Y = Proposed Permitted (Currently Prohibited)

Pro








