AGENDA
ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION

Astoria City Hall Council Chambers, 1095 Duane Street, Astoria

Tuesday, January 7, 2014

CALL TO ORDER

INTRODUCTION OF NEW MEMBERS

a. Sean Fitzpatrick
Peter Gimre
Ron Williams

ROLL CALL

ELECTION OF OFFICERS

a. In accordance with Sections 1.110 and 1.115 of the Astoria Development
Code, the APC needs to elect officers for 2014. The 2013 officers were
President McLaren Innes, Vice President Mark Cary, and Secretary Sherri
Williams

MINUTES

a. November 26, 2013

b. December 3, 2013

REPORT OF OFFICERS

ADJOURNMENT

a. Adjournment to Work Session: Riverfront Vision Plan — Civic Greenway




ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Astoria City Hall
November 26, 2013

CALL TO ORDER:

President Innes called the meeting to order at 7:22 p.m.

ROLL CALL:

Commissioners Present: President McLaren Innes, Vice-President Mark Cary, DaV|d Pearson, and Zetty
Nemlowill ’

Commissioners Excused: Al Tollefson, Thor Norgaard, and Kera Huber.

Staff Present: Community Development Director / ASSIstant Clty Manager Brett Estes, Planner

Rosemary Johnson, City Attorney Blair Henningsgaard, and City Engineer Jeff
Harrington. The meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC
Transcription Services, Inc.. =~

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

ITEM 3(a): October 22, 2013 APC Meeting
President Innes noted that on Page 4, under Item 5(b), Carol's last name is Scott

Vice-President Cary moved to approve the minutes of October 22, 2013 with changes as noted; seconded by
Commissioner Nemlowill. Motion passed unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

President Innes explained the procedureé‘governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and advised
that handouts of the substantive review ‘criteria were available from the staff.

ITEM 4(a):

CU03-04 Permit Extension for Conditional Use CU03-04 by Elisabeth Nelson for a temporary use permit
for one year, to August 26, 2014, to operate the Astoria Conservatory of Music in the existing
church structure at 1103 Grand Avenue in the R-3, High Density Residential zone.

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

Commissioner Nemlowill declared that her daughter takes a music class at the Astoria Conservatory of Music,
but she does not believe it will-influence her in the review of the application.

Planner Johnson reviewed the written Staff report. No correspondence has been received and Staff
recommends approval of the request with conditions.

President Innes called for questions of Staff. Hearing none, she opened the public hearing and noted the
Applicant was not present to give testimony.

President Innes called for any testimony in favor of, impartial or opposed to the application. Hearing none, she
closed the public hearing and called for Commissioner comment.



Vice-President Cary said this was his eighth time voting on this permit extension. There have been no
complaints, so the application should be approved. President Innes and Commissioner Nemlowill stated they
have voted on this permit extension several times as well.

Commissioner Pearson moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions
contained in the Staff report and grant Elisabeth Nelson a temporary use permit for one year, to August 26,
2014, to operate the Astoria Conservatory of Music in the existing church structure at 1103 Grand Avenue in the
R-3, High Density Residential zone; seconded by Commissioner Nemlowill. Motion passed unanimously.

ITEM 4(b):

CuU13-06 Conditional Use CU13-06 by William and Pamela Myers to locate and live in a motor home as a
temporary use for up to one year while renovating the adjacent house at 218 Franklin. The
motor home would be parked in the driveway within the 2™ Street right-of-way on the west side
of the dwelling at 218 Franklin in the R-2, Medium Density Residential zone.

President Innes asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at
this time. There were no objections. President Innes asked if any member of the Planning Commission had a
conflict of interest or any ex parte contacts to declare. There:were none. . ;

Planner Johnson reviewed the written Staff report. An email, included in the Staff report, from Arline and Cliff
LaMear, supported the request. Staff recommends approval of the request with conditions.

President Innes called for questions of Staff. Hearing none, she opened the hearing for public testimony and
called for a presentation by the Applicant.

Pam Myers, 6046 SE Holgate, Portland, stated she and her husband have been married 49 years and neither of
them have ever smoked, drank, or taken illegal drugs. They adopted their youngest granddaughter, who is a
junior at Franklin High School in Portland, Oregon. She and her husband-plan to come to Astoria as often as
possible, but cannot relocate to Astoria until their granddaughter graduates from high school. They would like to
put the motor home on their property in Astoria because they will not be'living in it all of the time. Her husband
will be able to come to work on the house often. While school is out, she and her granddaughter joined Mr.
Myers. On December 12", Mr. Myers will have carpal tunnel surgery on both of his hands, so not much work will
be completed during the month of December. They were at the house all day and Mr. Myers has been at the
house often. She has nicknamed the house money pit because they had to pay a huge water bill the day after
they purchased the home. They were told they were not responsible for the water bill, but paid it because they
did not want the bill to become a lien against the house. She noted the house had to be shoveled out, the
condition was so bad. There has been a five-ton dumpster at the house for five days. Any items of use were set
at the end of the driveway to be given away instead of sending them to the landfill. Any items not taken by
November 27" will be taken to the landfill. Everyone in the neighborhood is friendly. They have been visiting
Astoria for almost 20 years. Every month when they come to fish they stay at Kampers West, where the motor
home is currently located. This is extremely expensive, but easier than traveling back and forth every day. They
have never been apart during their marriage, but Mr. Myers has been coming to Astoria because they are
dedicated to making the house what it can be. She feels like the house is happy that she and her husband are
there doing something that is not'destructive. They are trying to do the best they can. The wall will be fixed in the
spring. Currently, they are working on the unit they plan on living in, which is the unit near the street. While they
are living in the house, they will work on the other unit. They are not party people; they are old and love Astoria.
They plan to make Astoria their permanent home, but right now; they will come to town as often as possible,
which is why they wantto leave the motor home on the property. She assured that they will not be living in the
motor home 7 days a week, 24 hours a day.

President Innes clarified that the Applicants would not be able to move in for two years because their
granddaughter, a junior in high school, plans to graduate from Franklin High School in Portland. However, the
application is for a one-year permit. Mrs. Myers stated that when she submitted the application, she told Planner
Johnson that they would not be there with the motor home for one year. She said Planner Johnson helped them
fill out the application and told them not to worry. Planner Johnson explained that once the Applicants have
repaired the house to a state that they can move into it, they would be able to stay in the house while visiting
Astoria. The motor home will only be necessary until they get the house to a certain condition. Mrs. Myers added



that they did not anticipate it would take a year to get the house to a livable condition, but it is nice to know they
have some place to stay that is near their house.

President Innes called for any testimony in favor of, impartial or opposed to the application. There were none.
She called for closing remarks from Staff. Hearing none, she closed the public hearing and called for
Commissioner comment.

Vice-President Cary thanked the Applicant for cleaning up the property and stated he fully supports the
application. Commissioner Pearson stated the Applicants have their work cut out for them, but he applauds them
for the project. He was pleased to read the email from Mr. and Mrs. LaMear, which demonstrates that the
neighbors support the application as well. Commissioner Nemlowill agreed the letter of. support helps. No
neighbors spoke against the application, which is part of the criteria that must be considered.

Commissioner Nemlowill moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Ftndlngs and Conclusions
contained in the Staff report and approve Conditional Use Permit CU13-06 by William»and Pamela Myers to
locate and live in @ motor home as a temporary use for up to one year; seconded by Vlce Presrdent Cary. Motion
passes unanimously. =N

President Innes read the rules of appeal into the record.

Agenda Items 4(c) and 4(d) were addressed at the same time.

ITEM 4(c):

CuU13-07 Conditional Use CU13-07 by Anthony Deluz to operate a one-bedroom bed and breakfast with
an on-site manager in an existing multi-family dwelling at 1320 Franklin in the R-3, High Density
Residential zone. :

ITEM 4(d):

V13-16 Parking Variance V13-16 by Anthony DeILiz for Barbara and Stephen Lee from the required one

off-street parking space for a one bedroom bed and breakfast to provide one leased space
within 300 feet of the site for an existing multi- famlly dwelling at 1320 Franklin in the R-3, High
Density Residential zone.

President Innes asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear these matters at
this time. There were no objections. President Innes asked if any member of the Planning Commission had a
conflict of interest or any ex parte contacts to declare. There were none.

Planner Johnson noted that the Applicant also has a Parking Variance, Item 4(d), and confirmed that the Staff
reports for-both applications could be presented at the same time. She reviewed the written Staff reports for
Items 4(c) and 4(d) The only correspondence received was submitted by the Applicant with the applications.
One letter was from Jack Harris of Fort George Brewery. The second letter was the lease letter for parking from
Hughes-Ransom Mortuary Staff recommends approval of both requests with conditions.

Commissioner Nemlowrll asked how the Conditional Use permit would be affected should the Applicant move
and stop managing the property. Planner Johnson said the permit could pass to the next manager. The property
owner has been part of the application and in contact with Planner Johnson but is working through her property
manager. The owner does not live at the property. She would need to verify with Planner Johnson that the future
property manager would manage the bed and breakfast and be on site on the same days as the current
manager. Conditional Use permits go with the property, but the conditions of approval would remain the same.

Commissioner Nemlowill asked how the request for a bed and breakfast differed from a home stay or vacation
rental. Planner Johnson explained that a home stay is where the owner lives in the structure, rather than a
manager. A vacation rental does not have anyone living in the structure as the same time as the guest.

President Innes opened the public hearing for Items 4(c) and 4(d) and called for testimony from the Applicant.



Anthony Deluz, Pilot Home Apartments, 1320 Franklin Avenue, Astoria, believed his letter attached to the
application expounded on his proposal. He offered to answer any questions from the Planning Commission. He
added that he has lived at the property for almost two years and that he and his daughter live on-site seven days
a week, 24 hours a day. They do not plan on moving and the owner has indicated that she would like Mr. Deluz
to remain on the property for five years or more. He did not believe he and his daughter would be leaving the
property any time soon.

President Innes called for testimony in favor of, impartial or opposed to the application.

Drew Herzig, 628 Klaskanine Avenue, Astoria, spoke impartial to the application, stating there has been some
confusion between the home stay and bed and breakfast classifications. The Airbnb, a.relatively new
phenomenon, is unsure if this business fell under the bed and breakfast category' and would be required to
provide the one off-street parking spot. Bed and breakfasts are usually a one-bedroom in a residence where the
owners are also living. He asked if Staff could clarify and refine these definitions for the future because this has
been an issue. The rentals on Airbnb are owners renting out a single bedroom. Planner Johnson explained that
Airbnb is an advertising website, like Vacation Rentals By Owner. These websites are just advertising tools. In
the City of Astoria, anyone who rents out a room is considered a home stay; a bed and breakfast, or an inn. A
home stay is defined as a one or two-bedroom house with the owner living in the home. A bed and breakfast can
have up to seven bedrooms with an owner or manager living'in the property. An inn can have up to 11 bedrooms
with an owner or manager living in the property. Astoria does not allow any transient lodging, no matter how
small, without completion of the permitting process for one of the three types of room rentals. In most cases, a
Condltlonal Use Permit is required. Some outright uses are allowed, depending‘on the zone. Even a one-
bedroom rental with the owner living on-site requires a permit, business license, and payment of transient room
taxes. Transient room taxes are paid to the City.to support the Chamber of Commerce and Promote Astoria. The
City did receive a complaint about Airbnb because they advised their clients that no permits were required. She
contacted all of Airbnb’s clients in Astoria and has been working with them. Director:Estes added the
Commission would have some cases coming up because of Airbnb’s erroneous advice.

President Innes confirmed there was no further public testimony or comments’ from Staff. She closed the public
hearing and called for Commissioner.comment.

Commissioner Nemlowill said she could support the applications because this bed and breakfast model, with an
on-site manager, has been proven to work in Astoria. She is concerned about what could occur if the property
changed managers, but was glad that Mr. Deluz planned to remain on the property for a long time. Because the
entire property is not being used as a bed and.breakfast, she questioned the City’s ability to ensure the property
retains its nature as a bed and breakfast with-a new manager. Planner Johnson believed the conditions were
adequate to meet Commissioner Nemlowil's concerns because the owner is responsible. Like any other code or
condition enforcement, the owner would be required to notify Staff of a new manger, which could be done
through the transient room tax. She believed this was manageable for Staff.

Commissioner Nemlowill believed Astoria had a good thing going with strong neighborhoods, year-round
communities, and low second home ownership rates, which is different than many coastal communities that shut
down in the winter time when 60 or 70 percent of the population leaves for warmer climates. Astoria has
residents who live in the community year-round. She is concerned that changing neighborhoods into vacation
rentals could erode one of Astoria’s biggest assets and sense of community. These applications were
acceptable because a manger will be on-site, but she is concerned about more property owners coming forward
in an attempt to circumvent the system currently in place, claiming to have on-site managers or a bed and
breakfast model, when, in fact, the property is not truly a bed and breakfast.

Commissioner Pearson believed the Staff report was complete and answered all of his questions and concerns.
He supported both the parking variance and conditional use permit applications.

Commissioner Nemlowill moved to adopt the Findings and Conclusions contained in the Staff report and
approve Conditional Use CU13-07 by Anthony Deluz to operate a one-bedroom bed and breakfast with an on-
site manager in an existing multi-family dwelling at 1320 Franklin in the R-3, High Density Residential zone;
seconded by Vice-President Cary. Motion passes unanimously.



Vice-President Cary moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions contained
in the Staff report and approve Parking Variance V13-16 by Anthony Deluz for Barbara and Stephen Lee from
the required one off-street parking space for a one bedroom bed and breakfast to provide one leased space
within 300 feet of the site for an existing multi-family dwelling at 1320 Franklin in the R-3, High Density
Residential zone; seconded by Commissioner Pearson. Motion passes unanimously.

President Innes read the rules of appeal for Items 4(c) and 4(d) into the record.

ITEM 4(e):

CU13-08 Conditional Use CU13-08 by Marty Burnstead to repair the existing radio towers at 1002 W.
Marine and 1006 W. Marine in the A-4, Aquatic Natural, and C-3, General Commercial zones.

President Innes asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at
this time. There were no objections. President Innes asked if any member of the Planning Commission had a
conflict of interest or any ex parte contacts to declare. There were none.

Planner Johnson reviewed the written Staff Report. She noted that the Planning Commission granted a similar
extended Conditional Use Permit when Pacific Power wanted to clean up,the power plant on West Marine Drive.
Staff would review the plans as work is necessary. No correspondence has been received and Staff
recommends approval of the permit request as conditioned. She clarlf ed that Page 3 of the Staff report
confirmed that the work had already been completed.

President Innes opened the public hearing and.called for testimony from the Applicant. Planner Johnson noted
the Applicant was not present.

President Innes called for any testimony in favor of, impartial or opposed to the application. There were none.
She confirmed there were no closing remarks from Staff and closed.the public hearing.

Commissioner Nemlowill moved. that. the Astoria Planning:<Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions
contained in the Staff report and approve Conditional Use CU13-08 extending the time period for maintenance of
the radio towers until 2031 seconded by Commlssmner Pearson. Motion passes unanimously.

REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS: There were none.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:05 p.m. to convene the work session.

WORK SESSION — Transportation System Plan Update

Director Estes introduced Kevin Chewuk with DKS & Associates, who has been working on Astoria’s
Transportation System Plan (TSP) update as a consultant He noted this presentation of the TSP Update was
the same presented to City Council at their November 4™ meeting. Staff sought to receive final comments from
the Council and Planning Commission. If the TSP Committee makes a final recommendation at the ir meeting in
December, the updated plan would be presented to the Planning Commission for a public hearing in February
2014.

Commissioner Nemlowill asked if City Council had any significant final comments. Director Estes replied there
were a few projects Staff would be looking into further, particularly the proposed roundabout near Fultano’s
Pizza; however, City Council did not indicate any major red flags.

Director Estes presented the TSP Update via PowerPoint, noting the Plan’s purpose and how the TSP
functioned as a living document to meet Astoria’s transportation needs through 2035. He also discussed the key
issues revealed through public input and reviewed the key projects proposed along with funding resources.
President Innes said she had not heard much about enhanced transit stops. Mr. Chewuk explained that
enhanced transit stops were a general project to improve the shelters and upgrade amenities, like adding



benches. Funding has already been allocated to this project and the City will work with the transit provider to
install amenities at the bus stops. The project also includes getting sidewalks to the bus stops to ensure
connections from neighborhoods without people having to go out into the street. Director Estes added one
question that has been raised was how the TSP dovetails with the Sunset Empire Transit District's planning
process. The TSP would provide the necessary infrastructure to get people from their homes and places of work
to the transit system stops.

Commissioner Nemlowill asked how the TSP projects would be prioritized, given the large number of projects in
proportion to the funds available. Mr. Chewuk replied that project evaluation criteria have been developed to
measure the progress in achieving each goal. The criteria were applied to each project, which was given a score.
Projects that scored the highest are prioritized for funding. A priority project list is lncluded in the TSP. Director
Estes added the criteria included livability, capacity, and safety, and the TSP Committee ranked the projects
according to the criteria. Commissioner Nemlowill asked if the Irving/Nimitz Extension was on the priority list. Mr.
Chewuk noted the Nimitz Extension would cost more than $6.4 million and was ranked as a high priority project,
but was not included in the funded plan. Director Estes explained the list of funded. pro;ects was based on what
the City can afford based on current funding sources.

Commissioner Nemlowill did not understand why the Irving/Nimitz Extension is included in the\TSP but not the
by-pass. ODOT has stated funding for the by-pass is not available; however, there is no pOSSIblhty of building the
by-pass unless it is included in the TSP. The City’s main goal has been to build a by-pass. Mr."Chewuk explained
that the by-pass would involve the entire county. Director Estes added that the County has begun to update their
TSP. Commissioner Nemlowill asked why the by-pass has been a goal of City Council. The City plays a role and
the TSP is the process by which the City would participate. Director Estes replied the City Council is interested in
getting trucks off the downtown core. Some Clatsop County Planning Commissioners are pushing to include the
by-pass in the County TSP. The by-pass has not been included in the City's TSP because it generally would not
go through the City. ODOT has told the County that they:did not believed funding for-the by-pass would be
available within the 20-year time frame. Clatsop County-could build the by-pass themselves, but the cost would
be a factor. Mr. Chewuk stated the by-pass would be referred to as a regional project. He believed City Council’'s
goal was to support the project, not that Astoria would take on'theproject. The TSP does state that City Council
supports a by-pass. Because fundmg would not be available within the. planning horizon, the TSP reflects best
practices for Astoria if the by-pass is never built, which prevents the inglusion of projects that could not be
implemented without the by-pass. The projects included in.the TSP allow the traffic system to work without the
by-pass. W

Commissioner Nemlowill said Mr. Chewuk’s explanation made sense. She questioned the accuracy of the road
diet traffic simulations .because traffic flow in Astoria is'seasonal. Weekend traffic is heavy and congested in the
summertime, but other times of the year, traffic is light. Increases in population and tourism would affect traffic
flow. Mr. Chewuk explained that traffic volumes are collected and factored up to represent the highest traffic
levels of the year, which is what ODOT bases their designs on. Traffic simulations represent the fourth worst
weekend of the year. Director Esteés added that on the busiest weekends, there could be more congestion on
roads that have undergone a road diet. However, the road diet will work on a typical day. This trade-off is
necessary to achieve improved pedestrian connectivity. Mr. Chewuk said the improved connectivity would
include bike lanes on the roads, which currently are lacking, improved crossings, and turn lanes that improve
traffic flow. ~

Commissioner Nemlowill said she supports pedestrian amenities on roadways, but is concerned that road diets
would slow traffic more often than one weekend each year. She believed traffic stopped, east to west through
town, during most summer weekends. There does not seem to be any viable options for having an alternate
route through town. Director Estes recalled a statement by Council Warr that City Council would need to vote to
apply for grants to fund each project included in the TSP. The City cannot apply for grants to fund projects not
included in the TSP.

Commissioner Nemlowill asked if everyone agreed the traffic simulations are accurate and that a road diet will
improve traffic flow. Engineer Harrington explained that driving into town from the south, there is a lot of
jockeying when left turns are made on the two through lanes and this affects capacity. The traffic simulation
indicates that one through lane with an uninterrupted Ieft turn lane could allow just as much traffic to get through.
Every time a truck must slow down to make a turn at 8" and Commercial, another driver attempts to jockey into
a position that requires the truck to stop and wait for the car to move. Other drivers will follow the first and the



truck becomes stuck. The single lane scenario will allow trucks to move uninterrupted, except at crosswalks. He
has confidence in the people who created the traffic simulations, but understood that it is intuitively difficult to
grasp the concept. The simulations show that congestion would not be as bad as he anticipated. He understood
that congestion could have a financial affect on truck drivers, but believed the issue was relative, as congestion
is worse in other locations. On the worst days, it only takes a few extra minutes to get through town. Traffic
congestion can be frustrating, especially for emergency vehicles. Director Estes said that not all TSP Committee
members supported the road diet, but a majority did. Vice-President Cary stated he opposed the road diet.
Director Estes added that getting feedback from the Planning Commission allows Staff to address any concerns
and answer questions prior to bringing the TSP back to the Planning Commission.

There being no further business, President Innes adjourned the work session at 8:52 p.m.

ATTEST: APPROVED:

Secretary Community D‘eyel‘opment Director /
Assistant City Manager



ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Astoria City Hall
December 3, 2013

CALL TO ORDER:

President Innes called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL:

Commissioners Present; President McLaren Innes, Vice-President Mark Cary, Thor Norgaard, David
Pearson, and Zetty Nemlowill. Sean Fitzpatrick arrived at 7:30 p.m.

Commissioners Excused: Kera Huber

Staff Present: Community Development Director Brett Estes, Planner Rosemary Johnson, and

City Attorney Blair Henningsgaard. The meeting is recorded and will be
transcribed by ABC Transcriptiyon’ Services, Inc.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

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

ITEM 3(a):

CuU13-09 Conditional Use CU13-09 by Gary. M. Mauro to operate a th—bedroém home stay lodging with
owner occupancy in an existing single-family-dwelling at 1098 14" Street in the R-1 zone.

ITEM 3(b):

V13-17 Parking Variance 13-17 by Gary M. Mauro from the required two off-street parking spaces for a

two-bedroom home stay lodging to provide zero off-street parking at an existing single-family
dwelling at 1098 14" Street in the R-1 zone.

President Innes asked if anyoné‘ objected to théjuris‘dictidh of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at
this time. There were no objections. President Innes asked if any member of the Planning Commission had a
conflict of interest or any ex parte contacts to declare. There were none.

Planner Johnson confirmed that Staff reports for Items 3(a) and 3(b) would be presented at the same time. She
reviewed the written Staff reports. Correspondence has been received from a neighbor on Jerome who has
concerns with the lack of on-street parking in the area and specifically, a potential increase in recreational
vehicles. That neighbor called to inform Staff that they would be unable to attend tonight's meeting but confirmed
their letter was received. Staff has conditioned the Applicant that if the Parking Variance is approved, the
Applicant must advise guests that large trailers and RVs cannot be parked in the neighborhood. Staff
recommends approval of both requests with the conditions listed in the Staff report.

President Innes stated that Item 3(a): CU13-09 would be discussed first, and then the Planning Commission
would discuss Item 3(b): V13-17. She confirmed there were no questions for Staff and opened the public hearing
for Item 3(a): CU13-09 and called for a presentation from the Applicant. Hearing none, she called for any
testimony in favor of, impartial or opposed to the application.

Ernest Peterson, 1136 14" Street, Astoria, understood one of the owners must be at the residence while guests
are present, but this has not been the case. He asked how the City would confirm whether the owners were
staying in the home. Guests are at the residence often and sometimes the owners are present. More often, the
owners are not present. He did not know how this would be monitored. Planner Johnson explained that the
owner was not aware of any requirements or permits in the past. The Applicant has been informed of the
requirements and Staff will monitor compliance. If complaints are received, Staff will implement enforcement of



the requirements. The permit can be withdrawn if the Applicant fails to comply. Mr. Peterson responded that this
was fair.

President Innes confirmed there were no closing remarks from Staff, closed the public hearing for Conditional
Use CU13-09.

President Innes opened the public hearing for Item 3(b): Parking Variance V13-17 and called for a presentation
by the Applicant. Hearing none, she called for any testimony in favor of, impartial or opposed to the application.

Ernest Peterson, 1136 140 Street, Astoria, said that he is opposed, but he was almost impartial to the
application. The parking is very tight in the neighborhood and there have been trailers :and boats in the past. He
understood this would change. Parking in the area, especially during holidays, is almost unusable because so
many people park there. The Applicant parks on the one-way street in front of another house so that parking
spaces within his block are not used. This allows the Applicant’s guests to use parking on their block.
Sometimes, there are three or four cars on the block, which he does not oppose. However, large numbers of
cars are parked in the area often and because the Applicant has guests. He was concerned because police and
fire vehicles already have a difficult time getting through. He did not know who was parking:in his area, but some
of drivers do not know how to park, which will become a problem when more than two cars are parked there
because they will block emergency access. He was sure something could be done to alleviate this issue and did
not want this to be a problem in the future because his house could be on fire one day. His opposition to the
application was cautionary. There is a tight, narrow corner on this block. People cannot get through the streets
and must drive around the block. It would be good if the application could include something to“alleviate his
concerns.

Mr. Peterson clarified that he was talking about 14" Street, adding that the fire trucks come through on
Kensington. The Fire Department tests this route occasionally and must drive over a few yards to get through.
The fire trucks would not be able to get through if cars were parked on the corners. If a car were parked where
the emergency vehicles normally run over the grass, they would not be able to get through. He did not want to
lose parking in his area, but also wanted emergency services to have access. People do park on the grassy
strips. Generally, people who do-not know the neighborhood will park spaced out and residents lose their parking
spaces. He has to walk a block sometimes because drivers do not realize they can fit between cars. There is
barely enough space for four vehicles in front of his house and the Applicant’s house. Sometimes he parks
differently because it is so tight and he is worried about cars scraping his. United Parcel Service (UPS) cannot
get through half of the time. Snowplows cannot get through because the cars are too close together when they
are parked along both sides of the street. The street is very narrow and will probably never be widened because
it is in a historic district. He was concerned about this because it is a safety issue.

Planner Johnson‘\r'm\‘éted that the Applicant had arrived. President Innes called for testimony by the Applicant.

Gary Mauro; 1098 14" Street, Astorla apologized for arriving late and thanked Planner Johnson for helping him
prepare the application. His house is currently below its historic parking load. He and his wife are the only two
living in his house. If there were more people in his family, the parking load would be higher as other family
members would likely have vehicles. Having a few guests every now and then brings his household up to load.
He has addressed-the parking issue with his clients. As soon as he became aware of the parking and safety
issues, he instructed his clients, through Airbnb, to park only in front of his house as a courtesy to the neighbors.
His guests have complied and thIS is not an issue. If guests do not park in front of the house, they park up above
in an overflow area that can accommodate up to six cars. Since his home stay began on October 23, 2013 he
has only had singles or couples as guests, who have brought no more than two cars. The Airbnb also informs
clients that recreational vehicles and boats cannot be accommodated. He offers to refer clients to locations in
Astoria where these vehicles can be parked.

President Innes called for questions of the Applicant. Hearing none, she closed the public hearing Conditional
Use CU13-09 and called for Commissioner comments.

Commissioner Nemlowill agreed with the neighbors’ concerns about parking and was concerned about the
impact of this type of tourist use in a residential neighborhood. She believed criteria could be applied to those
concerns in both applications, including the section of the Comprehensive Plan that requires a use to be



appropriate for the proposed location. These uses are not appropriate for the location. Safety is also a concern
regarding the parking variance.

President Innes said it appears that the Applicant has been operating without problems so far. Her experiences
in a town where people offer home stays indicate the businesses are operating all right. She understood that
Commissioner Nemlowill was concerned about the subtle changes such businesses make to neighborhoods.

Commissioner Nemlowill confirmed that this Conditional Use permit would apply to the next owner of the
residence. The current owner has been operating in a manner that has not been disruptive to the neighborhood,
but the next owner may not operate in the same way. While this is just one home stay in this particular
neighborhood, homeowners all over town could start offering home stays.

President Innes believed this was already occurring and many have received permits. She hoped all of the home
stays apply for permits.

Commissioner Nemlowill stated that not every home stay was in an R-1zone or in a location with no off-street
parking. There were issues of particularly concern to her. 2,
Vice-President Cary asked if the permit could include the condition that the permit stays with the owner, so that if
the property was sold, the permit would go back to the Applicant. Planner Johnson confirmed that the permit
could be limited to the current owner. Vice-President Cary said he had no problems with the proposal. Of the
entire neighborhood, only one neighbor is against and one neighbor is impartial‘to the applications.
Commissioner Nemlowill clarified Mr. Peterson did speak against the applications because there are issues with
the parking variance. Vice-President Cary said he supported the applications, as he believed more people would
have spoken against the Applicant if the issues were a big problem in the neighborhood.

Commissioner Norgaard agreed with the conditions that restrict parking. The business seems to have been
operating with not many problems. If issues arise, the permit.can be W|thdrawn ‘He had no problem approving
the applications. )

Commissioner Pearson appreciated Mr. Peterson’s concerns. Parking.in neighborhoods is a delicate balance,
but it appears to him that all of the findings have been reviewed. He stated there was no reason to deny the
applications based on the conditions. He supported the appllcatlons with the caveat that if the neighbors
complain, the permit can be revoked.

President Innes also suppor’ted the applications. She has used these types of services and it is a privilege to be
in a neighborhood. She has experienced parking stipulations while using home stays. She did not object to
approving the permits, knowing that if any problems evolve they will be dealt with.

Vice-President Cary moved that the Astoria Plénn'ving Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions contained
in the Staff report and approve Conditional Use CU13-09 by Gary M. Mauro with the conditions as stated in the
Staff report; seconded by Commissioner Pearson. Motion passed 4 to 1 with Commissioner Nemlowill opposed.

Planner Johnson confirmed that the Planning Commission did not choose to add the condition that the permit
was valid only for the current owner.

Commissioner Pearson moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions
contained in the Staff report and approve Parking Variance V13-17 by Gary M. Mauro with the conditions as

stated in the Staff report; seconded by Vice-President Cary. Motion passed 4 to 1 with Commissioner Nemlowill
opposed.

President Innes read the rules of appeal, which applied to both applications, into the record

Planner Johnson noted for the record that Commissioner Fitzpatrick had arrived by 7:30 p.m.

ITEM 3(c):



V13-18 Sign Variance V13-18 by Double R Products from the required 20 percent landscaping to install
approximately 14.2 percent landscaping; and from the maximum 150 square feet of signage to
install approximately 209 square feet of signs; and from the maximum two signs per frontage to
allow five signs on the south elevation of the existing commercial building at 2264 Marine in the
LS, Local Service zone.

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

Vice-President Cary, Commissioner Fitzpatrick, and Commissioner Nemlowill declared that they do business
with the Applicant. Vice-President Cary stated he purchased gas for his business from the Applicant, but would
not realize a direct financial gain from this application. Commissioner Fitzpatrick stated he sold products to the
Applicant, but did not believe his relationship with the Applicant would affect his decision. Commissioner
Nemlowill said that the Applicant is one of her clients who purchases beer from Fort George and was unsure if
the application would result in a direct financial benefit to her company. She stated that she would abstain from
the vote.

President Innes called for a presentation of the Staff report and’ recommendatlons

Planner Johnson cited the substantive criteria applicable to the apphcatlon and reviewed the written Staff report.
An email from the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) is included which addresses outdoor signage
regulation. It appears that the Applicant complies with ODOT sign regulations, but the Applicant must contact
ODOT for verification. Staff recommends approval of the request with conditions.

President Innes stated that after reading the letter from ODOT, she could not determine if the Applicant complied
with the sign regulations. Commissioner Norgaard understood-that this was between the Applicant and ODOT.
Planner Johnson explained that one of ODOT's regulations states any sign visible from the outside on a state
hlghway must be for a business or public activity. All of the Applicant’s signs will be for his business. None of the
signs will move, flash, blink, or draw-attention. The LED: (light emitting diode) light will be lit constantly and would
not be blinking. The Appllcant appears to. have met the requirements, but one condition requires him to verify this
with ODOT. ODOT usually sends confirmation directly to Staff.

President Innes opened the public hearing'and called for testimony from the Applicant.

Don Patterson,1635.SW 14" St., Warrenton, thapkéd’PIanher Johnson for her help, adding he is trying to abide
by the rules and do his best. The property looks much-better than it did with a fence around it. He offered to
answer any questions.

President Innes called for questions of the Applidént. Hearing none, she called for any testimony in favor of,
impartial or opposed to the application. There were none. She confirmed there were no closing remarks from
Staff, closed the public hearing, and called for Commissioner comments.

Vice-President Cary believed this was a great project. He was glad to see businesses in the building and
supported the application. Commissioner Pearson also supported the application. The site is large, has multiple
views, and is on a busy street

Commissioner Norgaard moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions
contained in the Staff Report and approve Sign Variance V13-18 by Double R Products with the conditions

stated in the Staff report, seconded by Commissioner Pearson. Motion passed 4 to 0 with Commissioners
Nemlowill and Fitzpatrick abstaining.

President Innes read the rules of appeal into the record.

REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS: No reports.

OLD BUSINESS:




ITEM 5(a):

AP 13-01 on AP 13-02 Cannery Loft Holdings LLC to amend the Land Use and Zoning Map to rezone the
property at 4050 Abbey Lane from Gl Zone (General Industrial) to S-2A Zone (Tourist-
Oriented Shoreland) — approved by City Council and appealed to the Land Use Board of
Appeals (LUBA). LUBA upheld the decision. Appealed to Court of Appeals. Appellant
withdrew the appeal.

Planner Johnson reviewed the details of request and appeal, noting that a resident of Cannery Loft
condominiums appealed to LUBA. LUBA upheld the City’s decision. The appellant then appealed to the Court of
Appeals. Staff recently received notification that the appeal to the Court of Appeals has been withdrawn and the
zone has been changed to S-2A. ‘

NEW BUSINESS:

ITEM 6(a): Work Session on Riverfront Vision Plan Implementation = Development of Code and
Comprehensive Plan Language for the Civic Greenway. Plén Area. ~

Director Estes recalled the first work session on the Riverfront Vision Plan |mplementatlon at the Astoria
Planning Commission meeting in October 2013, noting that once work is complete on the Civic Greenway Area,
work will begin on the Bridge Vista Area on the west end of the Columbia River, from Smith Point to about 2" oy
3" Street. He gave an overview of the feedback received from the Planning Commission at the‘last work
session. This work session will address concerns with overwater development and landscape standards. Other
issues will be addressed at future work sessnons

Matt Hastie, Angelo Planning Group, presented via PowerPomt an overview. of the memorandum included in the
Staff report, which focused on options associated wnth overwater development and landscaping regulations, and
reviewed the assumptions and objectives included in the Riverfront Plan. He noted these regulations would only
apply to the Civic Greenway Plan Area, but one or two.regulations. could apply elsewhere in the city or Riverfront.
He requested feedback about the types of uses that should be allowed, limited or prohibited within the Civic
Greenway Plan Area which would be used by him to move forward with finalizing the proposed Comprehensive
Plan and Code amendments.

Staff explained currently, conditional uses in an A-2 zone are permitted when visual access is provided. Water
dependent commercial and industrial businesses are a permitted use and defined as businesses that get their
products from the water or transport their product out by water. For example, a business that makes cardboard
boxes would be allowed as.long as they ship those boxes by boat. Mr. Hastie reminded tonight's discussion
primarily regarded overwater development, not on the land. The discussion on landscape requirements would
apply to.land.

Key consnderatlons for the Plannmg Commission with regard to overwater development and building size

included:

e How should eating and drlnkmg establlshments be restricted, whether or not they were associated with a
water related use?

e Should water dependent commermal and industrial businesses remain in the list of permitted uses, and if so,
should there be anylimitations in light of other potential limitations on size, height, etc.?

e Refraining from restricting building size and implement other measures that would limit development.

e Iflimiting the building.size is appropriate, options included limiting the gross floor area or building footprint,
as well as the building height and width.

e Ifthe requirements discussed in the Staff report are implemented, 15 to 17 percent of the view of the river
would be blocked should maximum development occur.

President Innes called for discussion, questions, and comments regarding overwater development.

Tom Burgess, Astoria, hoped that any final draft would clearly state who is responsible for the water areas. Once
developers build on the shoreline, what are the City and citizens required to do? The waterline is a junk pile and
Astoria has been through two major fires. The area is full of wrecked cars, steel work, woodwork, and pieces of
buildings. He believed an undersea engineering system should be built to survey the riverbed before any



overwater or shoreline development takes place. This survey would reveal where the junk is located in the river.
He explained that he fell off a pier piling at low tide, hit a pile of junk in the water that was not visible and almost
damaged one eye and other body parts. Knowing what is under the water should be established for the City’s
financial well-being. The City should try to build away from the junk or have it hauled away. He also suggested
posting warning signs and noted this issue should be addressed in writing.

Shel Cantor, 1189 Jerome, Astoria, thanked Sherri Williams for keeping the public informed about meetings by
mail and email, and the Planning Commission for allowing the public to express their views at the meetings. At
the Planning Commission on October 22, 2013, a member of the audience raised a concern about permitting
new development in an area that will be directly in harm’s way from a major earthquake and the resulting
tsunami that is expected to occur. Lessons learned from past earthquakes indicate that structures are especially
prone to destruction if built on saturated sandy silts because this type of soil liguefies during the shaking of an
earthquake. The soil along the river is obviously saturated sandy silt. The City could accept that tremendous
destruction will occur and choose not to require developers to build for surviving an earthquake and tsunami.
Alternatively, the City could require developers to build for survival, and if this were not possible, at least the City
would not be complicit in aggravating the problem. This issue is being debated in other areas prone to natural
disasters, like the floodplains of the Midwest, the low-lying areas of the Atlantic shoreline and Gulf coast. Even if
this issue is not openly discussed, the City is choosing whetherto allow new development that will add to the
effects of an earthquake and tsunami. In addition, at the October 22, 2013 meeting, potential new development
designs were shown, including one relatively attractive design that would essentially extend the Rivertrail around
new development on the riverside. He saw this design at one of the open publlc steering committee meetings
and was told that developers would not be required to provide this extension to mitigate the fact that the view
from the existing trail would be blocked by development. He was also told that the City would not be paying for
this extension. He stated it is misleading to suggest that the extension would be built, and then say it is possible
to get developers to do something like this if the City gives them variances from the Code in exchange. In fact,
on Page 55 of the December 2009 report the potential new development designs are shown with the following
statement: “In order to implement these concepts, there-may need to be trade-offs between access and intensity
of development, e.g. extra height or density for expanded public and visual access to the river edge.” He
believed it would be more accurate to state “recovered public and visual-access to the river edge.” He asked if
the City had the option to require developers to give back the trail that would be blocked without having to bribe
the developers with variances. :

Director Estes stated those same images were displayed and the Planning Commission indicated that they
wanted to move forward with the Blueway concept, rather than the overwater pier structures in the subject
illustrations. He believed those scenarios would.be reconsidered for implementation within the Bridge Vista Area
and Urban Core Area, specifically with regard to the effects of development on access points. However, these
design concepts were not preferred within the Civic Greenway Area. Mr. Hastie recalled the Planning
Commission had indicated that these design trade-offs may not be necessary within the Civic Greenway Area
depending on how the Blueway zone is implemented. Limiting the amount of overwater development that occurs,
either-by use, width, or height, the trade-offs between developments or river access may be less necessary in
the Civic Greenway Area. He suggested continuing the discussion about the limitations currently being
suggested, then determine if those trade-offs need to be considered, either for the Civic Greenway Area or other
areas.

Director Estes stated the topics of this work session, defining a Blueway and appropriate codes within a Blueway,
were a result of feedback given at the last meeting about the images. Mr. Hastie added that requirements and
incentives related to access would be discussed.

Mr. Cantor understood that the Planning Commission would have the option to consider requiring developers to

provide access without offering incentives to the developers. He noted the Civic Greenway Zone is the zone that
is planned to have the least development and most available public access. Therefore, limiting building height to
the height of the riverbank, Option 3 in the Staff report, seems to be the obvious answer.

Mike Weston stated he was speaking on behalf of the Port of Astoria, a landowner on the East End Mooring
Basin. The Port owns properties on 36" and 37" Streets, a marina, and a causeway. The marina, a critical
property for the port, is currently zoned S-1 or S-2, Wthh does not have any height restrictions. Cruise vessels
arrive in sets of two and the marina cannot accommodate them, so they moor out in the river. The East Mooring
Basin could be a potential cruise ship location where the ships could dock and unload passengers. He believed



the Riverfront Vision Plan was a good plan. The Port did not have any complaints with the landscaping
requirements suggested in the plan, but cautioned the Planning Commission on building height, width, and size
restrictions that may reduce options for development. The Port currently has a hotel on one side of its property
and the other side of the property has potential for a conference center for the city. He asked that the Planning
Commission consider the potential impacts to the value of public properties. The City is basically rezoning and
adding restrictions to its own lands and there is a lot of potential for development that could benefit the
community. The Port does not currently have plans for development, but development should be considered as
the Commission looks at the suggested restrictions because the restrictions could affect the value of the
properties. He referred to Figure 3 on Page 6 of the draft report, and asked why many of the uses for the A-1
Zone are not permitted at South Tongue Point. Planner Johnson replied there were.some goal exceptions that
were required when the South Tongue Point area was rezoned. At that time, the Code limited the uses allowed in
the area. She was unsure if the intent was to prevent fish processing in the area, but recalled that uses were
being added to the A-1, A-2, and Shoreland Zones. She offered to show Mr.-\Weston some of the documentation
regarding these zoning changes that were implemented in the 1980s.

Mr. Weston stated his biggest concern was #10 New dike construction. Currently, the flood zones are rising on
the Port’'s properties and new dikes may become necessary. He was also concerned about #5 Flow lane
disposal of dredged material off that side, which is one of the last remaining sites available for industrial
development in the flow lane. He understood that no additional dredge material could be put in the area because
Mott and Lois Islands were the original dredge material sites. Unless the restriction was lifted of those islands,
the types of disposal options would be really limited. Planner Johnson said these restrictions were not being
proposed for change, but were existing codes that are not being discussed during the Riverfront Vision Plan. She
offered to have a separate discussion with the Port about these issues. Director Estes added that the South
Tongue Point area is within the Neighborhood Greenway Zone of the Riverfront Vision Plan and the notes were
included in the draft as a reference.

Mr. Weston said he noticed the language that was up for adoption. He reiterated that the Port was particularly
concerned with building size restrictions and allowed uses, both overwater and on land. He wanted the Planning
Commission to consider these concerns as they move forward.

President Innes confirmed that Mr Weston was referring to potential development on the shoreland side and did
not want limits on overwater uses. Mr. Weston noted that the Port’s most valuable asset was their overwater
properties because these properties supply all of the revenue and employ the most people. Opportunities on the
east side would be commercial, but the Port may need to develop a cruise terminal off the East Mooring Basin in
the future. This would require a building to process passengers, bags, and equipment to keep them out of the
weather. Some of the suggested height restrictions may-allow for this type of building if equipment was
narrowed. There are many overwater options that may.provide a service. A footprint expansion would probably
be necessary because the causeway is already at the end. The land would have to be purchased from the State,
a mltlgat|on plan developed, and:the area flooded out, which would cost millions of dollars. This is one of the last
few remalnlng industrial sites in Astoria. Currently there are no plans for development, but the options should be
kept open. \

Elizabeth Menetrey, 3849 Grand Avenue, Astoria, explained that everyone at one of the public input sessions
was instructed to place a green sticker on the displayed photographs they liked and a red sticker on the
photograph they disliked: She noted the pictures at the end of the draft plan gave a good idea of what the public
liked. Most of the preferred'pictures included open waterfront. She has overwhelmingly heard that people want
open waterfront with a fantastic view. She asked the Planning Commission to consider the example of a
cardboard box manufacturer that transports its products by boat, and decide if this type of use should be
allowed. A business like this would be water related and larger in size. She asked why the eating and drinking
establishments were included in the A-1 zone and if a restaurant could only serve seafood. Director Estes stated
eating and drinking establishments that provide a viewing area of the water are currently listed as a conditional
use in the zoning district. He noted the existing zone structure was included as an overview, not as
recommendations.

Ms. Menetrey believed eating and drinking establishments were not water related. The City could decide if it
would like to allow only permitted uses and no conditional uses, but the water dependent industrial uses and
restaurants are interesting to think about. Eating and drinking establishments are also included in the A-2 Zone
as a permitted use. Hotels, other restaurants, indoor amusement parks and other uses are allowed as



conditional uses; many of these do not seem appropriate for a Blueway Zone. This space has maximum views.
She believed she represents those who attended the public meetings and those views were important.
Discussions about limiting the size of commercial buildings were irrelevant because most of the use is permitted
only conditionally and a mechanism to limit size already exists. While she understood Mr. Weston’s comments
about industrial uses, she did not understand why there would be buildings in the area. Money and quality usually
make a decision like this difficult, but this is one section of the riverfront where the decision is clear.

Drew Herzig, 628 Klaskanine Avenue, Astoria, thanked Planner Johnson for the example of the cardboard box
factory. He suggested that the permitted uses also be made conditional so the City would have the option to vote
against a factory in the area, for example. The eastern section of the Riverwalk is the last open stretch of water
and he wanted to make sure as many protections as possible were implemented.'He agreed with limiting the
height of development to the height of the riverbank and appreciated the nightmare scenario of cruise ships
docking at the East End Mooring Basin. He approved of docks and piers, but any. structures built on those docks
and piers would be above the riverbank and would impede the view. He beheved people were opposed to
structures that would block the view.

L N

Jon Englund, 90274 Peter Johnson Road, Astoria, stated he could no longer sit and Iisten‘ to comments opposed
to overwater development. He understood the concerns, but noted that the East End Mooring:Basin is a valuable
piece of land. The section of the river that extends from the Maritime Museum almost up to the basin is shallow,
which would make development difficult. He cautioned the Planning Commission on restrictions. The option to
restrict buildings to the height of the riverbank is ridiculous. He appreciated people walking up and down the
Riverwalk. Property owners along the Riverwalk gave the City permission to use their propertles for the
Riverwalk, which was a mistake because property owners can no longer use their properties. He asked the
Planning Commission to be careful and remember the Department of State Lands (DSL) owns the water, not the
City. The City leases the piece of ground from 1 6 Street to 15" Street from the State for $11,000 each year.
The City must be careful about the development restrlctlons implemented in this area. Some of the Civic
Greenway Zone is great for use as a public viewing area. and could not be used for development anyway
because of the way the river sits. Dredging would be expensive and permitting would be impossible. He urged
the Planning Commission to use common sense when considering. where good economic development would be
appropriate. To say no to everything:is a bit ridiculous. & .

Ms. Menetrey asked if Mr. Hastie had spoken with people who know the river and considered these
conversations in the draft plan. Director Estes said these types of discussions were sought out during the
Riverfront Vision Plan. The plan has been developed and now the City must implement appropriate codes. There
are different interpretations of how the plan could be adopted, which is why various options are being introduced.
The Planning Commission can consider the options and provide recommendations to City Council. President
Innes added that a long period of study went into the Riverfront Vision Plan.

Mr. Hastie stated a variety of limitations could be implemented and noted one of the main recommendations was
to maintain riverfront views to a significant degree in this area. He reviewed the options before the Commission,
stating no changes could be made to the list of outright allowed conditional uses; conditional uses currently
allowed in Code could be prohlblted or limited, or a combination of permitted and conditional uses could be
implemented. Other options not offered in the draft plan may be available.

President Innes called\for\a vote.

Commissioner Pearson stated that he was not ready to vote, as there were many details in the draft plan. He
recently had the opportunity to walk along the river from the East End Mooring Basin down to the Maritime
Museum, which was full of people. The Riverwalk was exactly as he envisioned it was intended. He was not part
of the Planning Commission that created the four different planning areas, but commended them for their work.
The name Civic Greenway indicates the intent of this area, which is relatively restricted in size, and is to preserve
as much as possible. He was not opposed to carefully managing and regulating the area for development over
the water. He believes it should be discussed separately from the south side of the river. He also respected the
concerns of the Port regarding the East End Mooring Basin. He was unsure how to work through these issues as
he believes they are two different topics. The East End Mooring Basin is a maritime use that would have different
qualifications from a greenway or blue zone.



Vice-President Cary stated he had a difficult time implementing restrictions on specific areas and preferred to
consider development on a case-by-case basis. For example, 95 percent of people would be opposed to a 45-
foot building on the water. However, Cannery Pier Hotel, which is a 45-foot tall building on the water, looks good.
He cannot say that a certain height is appropriate for a particular area because it depends on the project. The
river dictates what will occur and he does not want to limit development too much. The City does not really know
what the land should be used for and use depends on the project. He did not know how to suggest this in writing,
but wanted the fewest limitations possible. President Innes asked if Vice-President Cary was speaking about the
Civic Greenway Area. Vice-President Cary said he was simply giving a specific example and reiterated that he
found it difficult to implement restrictions.

Commissioner Norgaard agreed with Vice-President Cary and added he was still-trying. to digest all of the
information. He has not worked on this project as much as other Commissioners, but he did not believe it was
appropriate to limit building height to the height of the riverbank if a taller structure could be beneficial. This could
limit revenue for the City or jobs for the citizens in this area. He recalled that Commissioner Nemlowill once said,
“Astoria for Astorians.” Astoria needs to offer places of work so that peaple can live in Astoria. Commissioner
Nemlowill clarified the restrictions would not be implemented throughout Astoria. Commissioner Norgaard
understood and added the restrictions would still be implemented-in a particular space, making the space
financially unproductive. Many times, it comes down to dollars and cents, but he does like walking the Riverwalk
and there are places where buildings are set back a little bit.so’'that people can still walk in front of them. When
he wants to see a view of the river, he parks and walks down to'the Riverwalk or out on the pier. He does not try
to see the river from his vehicles while drlvmg, as this is dangerous. He asked if the goal was to allow people to
walk down to the Riverwalk to see the river completely. v

President Innes reminded that this discussion was specific to the Civic Greenway Area, which is one of four
areas of the Riverwalk. Commissioner Norgaard reiterated he was still trying to digest much of the information.
President Innes clarified that the restrictions being discussed would not be implemented along the entire
Riverwalk. She likes to see the river as much as possible, but believed the Civic Greenway Area would be able
to tolerate a Blueway zone with few buildings. She supported working through the issues one-step at a time.

Commissioner Nemlowill said she has put a lot of thought-into this and believed Commissioner Norgaard’s
comments about potential job‘prospects in Astoria are important. She has walked the Civic Greenway Area of
the Riverwalk a lot recently. She understood it can be irritating to see so many jobless people who just want to
walk along the Riverwalk, enjoying the view. However, she believed there were lands that were more conducive
to offering employment opportunities. She supported all of the-options that maximize the views, as this would be
special and proactive. She confirmed that she.does believe in “Astoria for Astorians” and noted that every
Astorian she has spoken to wants the City to maxxmlze the views.

Mr. Hastie.summarized that the comments so far regarded some of the options associated with limitations on
specific uses as well as potential height and size. He encouraged the Commission to provide further comment
and direction regarding options related to building size, height, and width. He confirmed the options and
limitations presented were specific to overwater development in the Civic Greenway zone, which is designed to
be balanced by other areas where more overwater development could occur.

Commissioner Pearson believed 3,000 square feet was a too large for a building on the water in the Civic
Greenway zone. He supported the restrictions in Option 3 or less; Commissioner Nemlowill agreed. He added
that he considered the Civic Greenway Zone and the East End Mooring Basin to be very different uses.

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked for clarification of the specific location of the Civic Greenway Zone and its
proximity to the East End Mooring Basin. Commissioner Nemlowill agreed that the East End Mooring Basin and
Civic Greenway zone had different uses and believed this should be researched further. Director Estes
confirmed the Commission would be willing to allow a higher level of development around the East End Mooring
Basin. Commissioner Nemlowill added that the scope of the Civic Greenway Zone could potentially be different.
She was not sure if this could be discussed at this point in the process. Mr. Hastie stated previous comments
indicate any requirements should be applied to the entire Civic Greenway Zone, rather than just a portion. City
Attorney Henningsgaard explained that the Commissioner’s job at this meeting was to recommend zoning that
complies with the Riverfront Vision Plan, which was adopted by City Council and part of the Comprehensive
Plan, the law of the land. This meeting is not about rewriting the plan. The Planning Commission must implement
the plan into an ordinance that complies with the Comprehensive Plan. The Commission can let the City Council



know about anything in the plan that they disagree with, but only City Council can approve any changes. The
Planning Commission must create an ordinance that is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.

Commissioner Nemlowill understood that the Planning Commission did not have the option to consider the Port
property separate from the rest of the Civic Greenway Zone.

City Attorney Henningsgaard replied the Commission has options, but is tasked now to recommend a set of
ordinances that comply with the Comprehensive Plan. If the Commission wants to change any part of the plan,
changes can be included as part of their recommendations to City Council. The Comprehensive Plan is like the
Constitution and serves as the over-arching set of policies that controls land use actions. Currently, the zoning
ordinances are not in complete compliance with the plan. The Riverfront Vision Plan still needs to be
implemented as part of the Comprehensive Plan. Rather than discussing whatthe Commission would like to
see, the discussion should be about how to implement each aspect of the Riverfront Vision Plan. Commissioner
comments have indicated that there is some disagreement with the Riverfront Vision Plan, but the Commission’s
job is to implement that plan as adopted. Mr. Hastie added that any Code recommendations must be consistent
with the Riverfront Vision Plan. This does not mean that the Plannlng Commlssmn does not have options, but
recommendations must be supported with findings. \

Commissioner Nemlowill asked if the Port had to be considered as part of the Civic Greenway Zone when
considering development restrictions that enhance the view.in an effort to implement the Riverfront Vision Plan.
City Attorney Henningsgaard said the entire Civic Greenway Zone does not have to be zoned exactly the same
or have the same restrictions. However, any restrictions that the Commission recommends must be grounded in
the plan that was adopted. The Commission would have to refer to the plan and support their recommendations.

Mr. Hastie believed limiting the width of buildings was a key set of potential requ1rements and asked for further
feedback on the options, especially with regard to limiting width. ,

Commissioner Pearson said that the Civic Greenway Zone was designed to have more restrictions on the width
of a building, which seemed to be a concern in the community when the Riverfront Vision Plan was approved.

Mr. Hastie continued his presentation, discussing options for landscaping standards. He noted objectives in the
Riverfront Vision Plan that related to open space, recreation, and landscaping. Images in the presentation
included photos of the types of landscaping the community preferred during public meetings. He reviewed his
recommended potential changes to the Code’s landscaping requirements.

President Innes recalled comments at the last meeting about keeping the area darker and asked if this was the
appropriate time to consider lighting options. Mr. Hastie believed lighting could be addressed in a couple different
ways. The Commission could recommend an expanded set of trail amenities that did not include lighting, or
recommend lighting for improved safety, but require that lighting be focused downward to preserve the darkness
and view of the night sky. Director Estes believed the Commission should discuss lighting as part of the
Iandscapmg |mprovements

President lnnes‘called for public comments on landscaping and trail amenities.

Elizabeth Menetrey, 3849. Grand Avenue, Astoria said she liked the dark, but found it disconcerting as a woman,
so she supported minimal lighting. She asked if landscaping tied in to setbacks. Director Estes stated that
setbacks of buildings on land would be discussed at the next work session meeting. The landscaping currently
being discussed refers to vegetation along the river or between the Riverwalk and any adjacent buildings that
would be on the land side. Ms. Menetrey believed setbacks should be required for large hedges on the river
front. Director Estes explained the landscaping would be used to fill in any recommended setback.

Ms. Menetrey asked if the Commission was done discussing overwater development. Mr. Hastie believed
discussion regarding the subtopics presented at tonight's meeting was over. President Innes confirmed that the
discussion would continue.

Mr. Hastie requested feedback from the Planning Commission about landscaping on the river side of the trail.
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President Innes wanted to comment on the potential requirements in a way that makes sense with regard to their
enforcement. She was unsure what would work best or be the most simple because there were so many
choices. Planner Johnson explained that landscaping is enforced when a developer presents their landscape
plan to Staff. The only issue with enforcement is trimming because property owners must be contacted and
reminded to trim their bushes. This task can be done and is not overwhelming, so she did not believe
enforcement of landscaping requirements would be a big problem if regulations were created. Currently, there
are no regulations that prevent overgrowth of the riverfront, so Staff cannot ask property owners to trim
overgrown bushes on the river side of the trail. Once a Code has been implemented, it will be easy for Staff to
enforce it. Director Estes added that landscape plans could be reviewed to make sure the species being planted
will not grow over 30 inches in height. Planner Johnson supported offering a list of recommended plants so that
developers and property owners know which plants will be appropriate. When reviewing landscaping plans for
trees, Staff considers how much the trees will branch, grow, and whether the trées will produce fruit.

President Innes understood that the list of options was tuned to some native plants that landscapers would be
expected to accommodate. Mr. Hastie suggested the list of plants be tuned to meet the requirements so that
property owners will not have to trim hedges, making enforcement easier. Trees should be planted so that they
do not block the V|ew along an entire parcel. Planner Johnson recalled when evergreen trees were planted
between 16" and 17" Streets. As the trees grew, they blocked the view of the Coast Guard dock. Citizens began
asking Staff if the trees could be removed. The Maritime Museum and the City worked to eliminate the trees and
planted fewer trees. Trees can be planted in a variety of ways without blocking the view. The Planning
Commission needs to consider hedge height and tree spacing.
The Planning Commission discussed the recommendations regarding landscape regulations and consented to
support the following options:
e Height and Spacing: 0
e River Side of the Trail: Option 3, a low hedge helght restriction and minimum spacing of trees.
e Land Side of the Trail: Option 3, for landscaping the edges of parking lots adjacent to the Rivertrail
e Native Plants: Option 2, provide a suggested list, of plants that encourage native plants to allowing some
flexibility and more variety.
e Trail Amenities: Option 1, maintain existing Iandscapmg requrrements that allow amenities to be counted
toward landscaping requirements to provide more flexibility.
e Landscaping Credits/Reductions: Option 2, Allowing up to 10 percent of required landscaping to be non-
vegetative features: \ N
e Applicability:
e Eliminate change of use as a trigger for requiring compliance with landscaping requirements.
e Option 3; trigger should be based on the value of the exterior remodeling with the remodeling being at
least 33 percent. of the structure’s assessed value.

Director Estes reminded the appllcabrhty trigger could still be changed before a recommendation was made to
City Council. .

Commrssroner Nemlowill believed Iower thresholds would encourage more compliance with the landscaping
requirements; perhaps this is one area of the Riverwalk where the threshold should be lower. Planner Johnson
noted the threshold in the Gateway area is 25 percent instead of 33 percent which would trigger a design review
quicker. Commissioner Nemlowill'believed it was important to trigger landscaping in the Civic Greenway Zone,
especially in places where there is no landscaping.

Director Estes understood that the landscaping issues were tedious, but some of these options can be
implemented in other areas. The issues can be revisited again in future discussions, but there was a lot of
discussion in the Riverfront Vision Plan about landscaping in the Civic Greenway zone. The issues that still need
to be discussed involve structures and setbacks.

Mr. Hastie said draft amendments would be updated based on the feedback from the Planning Commission
tonight. On topics that had no clear consensus, judgment will be used to balance the varying views with regard to
consistency with the Riverfront Vision Plan. A special session on January 7, 2014 will discuss building height,
setbacks, step backs on land, and requiring access to water. The work session on January 28, 2014 will discuss
the idea of a new residential zone between Mill Pond and Safeway and the issue of building and architectural
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design standards within the Civic Greenway Zone. Once the work sessions are complete, a revised set of
amendments that cover all of the topics will be presented to the Planning Commission.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:40 p.m.

ATTEST: APPROVED:

Secretary Community Development Director /
Assistant City.Manager
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Memorandum

Date: December 31, 2013

To: City of Astoria Planning Commission

cc: Brett Estes and Rosemary Johnson, City of Astoria Community Development Department
From:  Matt Hastie, Shayna Rehberg, and Cathy Corliss

Re: Draft Civic Greenway Plan Area Amendments #1b (Task 3.1) '

A. INTRODUCTION/OVERVIEW

In 2009 the City of Astoria adopted the Astotia Riverfront Vision Plan. The Riverfront Vision Plan
describes a future vision and specific recommended implementation measures related to open space,
land use, and transportation plans along the Columbia River watetfront. For purposes of the
Riverfront Vision Plan, City’s riverfront was divided into four plan areas: Bridge Vista, Urban Core,
Civic Greenway, and Neighborhood Greenway.

In 2012-2013, the City of Astoria requested and received a Transportation and Growth Management
(TGM) Code Assistance grant to develop and write updated comprehensive plan language,
development code text, and map amendments to implement policies and recommendations in the
City’s adopted Riverfront Vision Plan for the Civic Greenway Plan Area (Phase 1) and Bridge Vista
Plan Area (Phase 2). As a first step in this process, the project team prepared a Code Evaluation
Report summarizing development code issues to be addressed in drafting these amendments for the
Civic Greenway Plan Area, which is shown in Figure 1. The current zoning within the Civic
Greenway Plan Area is shown in Figure 2.

After reviewing the Code Evaluation Report with City and TGM program staff, as well as members
of the Astoria Planning Commission, the project team began drafting preliminary code amendment
language to address selected code issues. The group agreed to prepare three sets of draft code
amendments to allow for adequate review of the draft code amendments with the Planning
Commission and public. This memo represents the second set of three sets of draft code issues and
amendments for the Civic Greenway Plan Area (Amendments #1b). These issues and amendments
address the following topics:

e Physical access to the river
o0 Design concepts and ownership
o Access hours
o Design standards
o Applicability

' This project is partially funded by a grant from the Transportation and Growth Management (TGM) Program,

a joint program of the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Oregon Department of Land Conservation
and Development. This TGM grant is financed, in part, by federal Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21% Century
(MAP-21), local government, and State of Oregon funds. The contents of this document do not necessarily
reflect views or policies of the State of Oregon.

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468, Portland, OR 97205 - tel 503.224.6974 - fax 503.227.3679 * www.angeloplanning.com
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e Visual access to the river
© Building height
O Building stepbacks
0 Building setbacks
o Applicability

For each topic, the project team has identified one or more options for consideration and discussion
by the Planning Commission. In some cases, options may be combined or further refined to
identify a preferred option. Itis noted how graphics may be provided to illustrate the preferred
option. In some cases, options range from making minimal or no changes to existing code language
to making more significant changes or amendments. In other cases, they represent different
approaches to addressing a given topic. Where examples of implementing code language are
presented, these examples are usually based on language from other communities and are shown in
shaded text boxes. Finally, some topics and sets of options conclude with a project team (staff and
consultant) recommendation for the Planning Commission to consider.

Ultimately, new or amended code provisions may be implemented by integrating them into existing
articles of the Development Code (e.g., individual zones, Columbia River shorelands, Additional
Development Standards) or by including them in a new ovetlay district developed for the Civic
Greenway Plan Area and/or the Riverfront Plan Area. These alternatives will be further discussed
and determined once all of the code elements that will apply to the Civic Greenway Plan Area are
developed.

As stated in previous work sessions with the Planning Commission, the objective of this project is to
identify amendments to the city’s Development Code that will implement recommendations in the
Astoria Riverfront Vision Plan. The intent is not to revisit or revise recommendations from that
Plan which has been adopted by the Astoria City Council.

Civic Greenway Planning Vision Plan Land Use Assumptions and Objectives

e Protect river vistas to maintain physical and visual connections to the Columbia River.

e Create and enhance open spaces which provide views of the Columbia River, ranging
from smaller, more intimate spaces to larger gathering places.

e Create a modest scale residential and mixed use neighborhood in an area east of Mill
Pond.

e Enhance connections to the Civic Greenway area from adjacent neighborhoods.

e Encourage maritime related uses consistent with Astoria’s working riverfront such as
docks, piers, marinas, and associated uses that provide jobs and maintain a historic
connection to the River.

e Continue to permit repair of existing overwater structures.



Draft City of Astoria Code Assistance Memorandum Task 3.1
December 31, 2013

Figure |: Civic Greenway Plan Area
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Figure 2: Zoning in the Civic Greenway Plan Area

During the Riverfront Vision planning process, the community indicated that there are important
view corridors to the river from three key perspectives:

1. Along and out over the river from the River Ttrail;

2. Uppertown on hillsides above the Civic Greenway Plan Area; and

3. Along streets between Marine Drive and the river.

Views along and out over the river (#1 above) are addressed by Section B of this memo, which
focuses on physical access to the river, while views from above the plan area (#2) and along the
streets between the Marine Drive and river (#3) are addressed by visual access to the river in the
following section, Section C, of this memo.

B. PHYSCIAL ACCESS TO THE RIVER

Physical access to the river is discussed in this section of the memo in terms of requiring or
encouraging development to provide piers or walkways out over the water associated with future
overwater development that obstructs the view of the river from the shoreline. Depending on how
overwater development is regulated in the Civic Greenway, there may be a limited need for these
types of requirements in this area. However, this topic is expected to be relevant and potentially
applicable to other riverfront plan areas. The topics of potential code amendments associated with
construction and operation of this type of physical access to the river include the following:

e Design concepts and ownership
e Access hours

e Design standards

e Applicability

This memo describes approaches and options to address these topics. Specific draft code language
needed to implement a set of preferred options will be provided in a subsequent memo. New
provisions are expected to be included in a new code section consisting of applicability standards,
illustrations of preferred design options, width and length design standards, and assignments of
maintenance responsibilities.
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1. Design Concepts and Ownership

Three design concepts for providing physical access to the river were illustrated and described in
the Riverfront Vision Plan as well as in the Final Evaluation Report (Task 1.4). These design
concepts can be further clarified with design standards that can be integrated into the
Development Code (discussed in Section B3 of this memo) and into engineering standards as
needed. The three concepts — Design Concepts A, B, and C — are presented below in order to
review the range in designs they represent and to discuss the different ownership models
associated with them. The illustrations for Design Concepts A, B, and C are drawn from the
Riverfront Vision Plan and show multi-story buildings. These illustrations were originally
prepared for the Urban Core Plan Area where there may be higher maximum building heights
and greater density. Overwater building heights will be limited in the Civic Greenway Plan Area,
as addressed in the previous Amendments #1a memo. The ownership model influences issues
like access and responsibility for maintenance. Applicability of these concepts and associated
requirements will be addressed in Section B4.

Design Concept A/“Mid-site access” (Figure 3) — This design concept is based on an
easement provided through the middle of the parcel. As an easement, access could be restricted
during specified hours and responsibility for maintenance would likely be the property owner’s.

Figure 3: Design Concept A
2]

COLUMBIA RINER

Design Concept B/“Viewpoints” (Figure 4) — This design concept could be provided
through either existing right-of-way, created and dedicated right-of-way, or easements,
depending on the location and relationship of the wallways to the overwater structure. Access
may be restricted during specified hours and responsibility for maintenance could be either the
City’s or the property owner’s. The following sub-section of this memo addresses that issue.
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Figure 4: Design Concept B

COLUMBIA RINER

Design Concept C/*Trail extension” (Figure 5) — This design concept setves as an
extension of the River Trail and could be provided through either existing right-of-way, created
and dedicated right-of-way, or easements for the piers on the east and west sides of the
development. The boardwalk along the north side of the development would be provided in an
easement. Given the ownership options, access may be restricted during specified hours and
responsibility for maintenance could be either the City’s or the property ownet’s. This concept
may be cost-prohibitive for developers to provide, but it would be a valuable amenity for those
who may choose to provide it.

Figure 5: Design Concept C
4]

COLUMBIA RIVER

Project Team Recommendation: Allow all three concepts as options for providing physical
access to the river along with applicable supporting code and engineering requirements.
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2. Access Hours

Access to the River Trail is currently restricted by section Code 5.927 which applies to city Park
Hours because the River Trail is considered a city park. Similarly, the City or property owners
may want to limit access to these piers or walkways during certain hours of the day or evening
for safety or liability reasons. Similar to the City’s park hours, typical examples of limiting access
hours include physically and/or regulatorily prohibiting access for time periods such as sunset to
sunrise or 10 p.m. to 6 a.m. Physical prohibition would entail erecting gates or other batriers to
access; regulatory prohibition would entail including the hours in the City code and posting the
hours of access at the entrances to the piers. For those piets or walkways that are privately
owned, the hours of access should be established with the property owner as part of the
conditions of approval. Community development staff will work with police and parks
departments staff to identify appropriate limitations on hours of access.

3. Design Standards for Overwater Access

New piers and boardwalks in Astoria have been constructed according to International Building
Code standards, referenced in the City’s Building Code (Chapter 9), including specifications for
railings and ballisters. New piers in the plan area may be subject to design review by the Historic
Landmarks Commission for those that are adjacent to a designated Historic District or Historic
Landmark, pursuant to Development Code Article 6 (Historic Properties).

Design elements for new piers that can be further detailed in the plan area include minimum
width and length.

Minimum Width

The Draft 2013 TSP includes width standards for shared-use paths in Astoria.” The standards
show a 12-foot wide hard-surfaced shared-use path, with two-foot shoulders on each side. There
is a provision for 16 feet of path width in areas with “significant walking or biking demand.” The
Riverfront Vision Plan proposed pier widths of 12 to 24 feet for overwater access depending on
whether there was development to just one side or both sides of the pier.

Project Team Recommendation: Establish a minimum pier width of 12 to 16 feet, with 16
feet required if both sides of the pier or walkway are developed with overwater structures.

? Draft 2013 TSP, Volume 1, p. 48 and Figure 18.
The 2013-2033 Astoria Trails Master Plan does not include dimensional design standards for trails but does
address trail amenities like signage.
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Length

Length of the piers was discussed in the Riverfront Vision Plan in terms of length beyond the
north face or plane of development in order to see views up and down the river. The Riverfront
Vision Plan proposed that the piers in Design Concept B — designated as the “viewpoints”
design option — extend 10 feet beyond the north face of the development. There is the potential
to apply this to Design Concept A as well.

Project Team Recommendation: Require the pier to extend beyond the north face of
development by the same amount (e.g., 10 feet) for Design Concepts A and B.

4. Applicability

The main decision in considering applicability of new provisions regarding physical access to the
tiver is whether development will be required to provide this access or whether development
will be encouraged to provide it. Requiring this access could be triggered similarly to existing
design review provisions in the City’s Gateway Overlay zone’, which the City has indicated has
generally been working well thus far. These trigger conditions include not only new
development, but also significant renovations as defined in the code in terms of value of the
renovation compared to the structure’s assessed value. It should be noted that there are very few
existing overwater structures within the Civic Greenway area so this issue will be more relevant
to other sub-areas. Encouraging this access could be done by allowing increases in maximum
overwater building height, size, and width, which are regulations that are being developed as part
of this code amendment process.

e Opton 1 — Encourage physical access to the river to be provided by allowing specified
increases (percentages or absolute amounts) of overwater building height, building size,
or building width) in conjunction with provision of piers or walkways.

e Option 2 — Require only new construction to provide physical access to the river.

® Option 3 — Require new construction or major renovation to provide physical access to
the river, where “major renovation™ is defined as construction/alterations only to
building exteriors valued at 75% or more of the assessed value of the existing structure;
routine maintenance costs would not be part of the trigger calculation.

A secondary question is whether these provisions should be applied to all new overwater
development or only development that would block physical access to or view of the River. For
instance, docks, piers or marinas may already include these features and would not necessarily
have to meet these requirements. In addition, the City could choose not to apply these
requirements to other uses that do not include structures that block views of the river.

Project Team Recommendation: None at this time

3 Astoria Development Code, Section 14.020.
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C. VISUAL ACCESS TO THE RIVER FROM LAND

Visual access to the river is addressed in this section primarily in terms of views from hillsides above the
river and views along streets between Marine Drive and the river. Code topics that address these types of
visual access include the following:

e Building height

e Building stepbacks

e Building setbacks

e Applicability

Building height — in particular, limits to building height — is an important factor in protecting views from
above the river, as are upper story building stepbacks. Stepbacks ate stepped or progtessive recessions in a
building’s face as the building rises higher. Building height in this memo is discussed in terms of on-land
building height; overwater building height was addressed in the previous “Amendments #1a memo.” In
addition to blocking less of the view from above the river, upper story building stepbacks also address
issues of increased light and solar access and the aesthetic experience from the street. Building setbacks
and streetscape design elements such as street trees are key in protecting views along streets running
between Marine Drive and the Columbia River.

1. Building Height

As shown in Table 1, existing maximum height regulations in many zones in the Civic Greenway
Plan Area —where there are height regulations — allow buildings up to 45 feet, with some
specified exceptions.

Table I: Existing On-Land Height Regulations in Civic Greenway Plan Area

Zone Maximum Height

AH-MP 35 feet, except 45 feet for structures on lots with frontage on Marine Dr and
Lot 47 in Mill Pond Village with frontage on 29" St and Waterfront St

C-3 45 feet

HR 45 feet, except 60 feet for hotels

LS 35 feet

MH 45 feet

R-3 35 feet

S-1 None

S-2A 28 feet, except 45 feet above grade of adjacent shoreland between extended

15th-21st St right-of-way

Gateway Overlay | 24 feet minimum height (for building massing purposes)
(GO) Zone

As discussed in the Evaluation Report, studies of view corridors from above the river found that
development built up to 45 feet does not necessarily intrude into the view corridors from the
hillsides. A study of building heights and setbacks along the riverfront was also conducted for
the Riverfront Vision Plan, which also generally found 45 feet to be a threshold between clear
and blocked views along the river. While 45 feet appears to be a sensible maximum height for
this area, it may be advisable to set a lower base maximum height, and allow for 45 feet in
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exchange for other view protection measures (e.g., additional setbacks, stepbacks or other
strategies to limit building mass or site coverage) in the area.

e Option 1 — Maintain existing height regulations, except for eliminating the HR zone (and
its allowance for hotels of up to 60 feet), which City staff indicated eatlier only applies to
one area and may no longer be necessary or appropriate for that area.

e Option 2 — Establish a maximum building height of 28 feet for the plan area, with an
allowance for up to 45 feet when additional building setbacks are applied or when
building floors/stories above 28 feet are stepped back at least [six/15] feet. Existing
variance procedures and criteria would continue to apply. (Note: Stepbacks are discussed
further in Section C2.)

Project Team Recommendation: Option 2

2. Building Stepbacks

There are currently no stepback regulations in Astotia. Stepback requirements in other communities
typically apply to floors three stories and above. The TGM Model Development Code for Small
Cities (3" Edition) features model language for upper story stepbacks and generally directs a
modest stepback for fourth stories and higher. However, stepbacks described during the Riverfront
Vision process typically illustrated stepbacks above the first story as shown in Figure 7.

A stepback study done for a TGM code assistance project for Downtown Tigard demonstrated
how stepbacks of six and ten feet wete visually comparable, particularly from the street, while a
ten-foot stepback significantly constrained building construction and the configuration of units
within it. At the same time, different stepback widths may be more visually impactful if seen
from buildings or streets on Astoria’s hillsides and a larger stepback may be watranted for the
facades of taller buildings that front streets approaching the river.

Figure 7: Stepback Example
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As discussed in Section C1, a stepback requirement can be established in conjunction with an
allowance to increase building height.

e Option 1 — Do not establish stepback requirements.

e Option 2 — Establish a stepback of [six/15] feet for floors/stoties above 24 feet (ot two
stories) up to the maximum height allowed for the face of a building fronting a street
leading to the river or fronting the River Trail (Figure 9).

Figure 9: Potential Code Requirements for Upper Story Stepbacks

Purpose. The purpose of the stepback is to allow for less obstructed views from above the building, to
create a less imposing building scale as viewed from the street or parallel River Trail, and to allow more light
down to the adjacent or fronting street, sidewalk or trail.

Stepback. Where the height of a proposed building or building addition exceeds 24 feet or two stories, that
portion of the building shall provide a stepback of at least [six/ 15] feet from the front plane of the subject
building that is closest 1o the street or trail.

Project Team Recommendation: Option 2

3. Building Setbacks

As illustrated in Table 2, on-land zones in the Civic Greenway Plan Area have minimal to no
front, rear, or side setback requirements currently. Correspondingly, substantial lot coverage is
allowed, and a minimum floor area ratio (FAR) of 1:1 is required in the Gateway Overlay zone.

Table 2: Existing Setback Regulations in Civic Greenway Plan Area

Zone Setbacks

AH-MP None, except a view corridor of at least 25 feet (75 feet recommended) from
Marine Drive to the Columbia River

C-3 None, except 5-foot “buffer” when adjacent to a lot in a residential zone

HR None

LS None

MH None

R-3 Front yard — minimum 20 feet

Side yard — minimum 5 feet, except corner lots 15 feet
Rear yard — minimum 15 feet, except corner lots 5 feet

S-1 None
S-2A None
Gateway Overlay | None
(GO) Zone

The Draft 2013 TSP classifies streets in Civic Greenway Plan Area, from west to east, as mixed-
use local, residential local, and commercial/industrial local. Most streets in this area are platted as
60-feet wide rights-of-way although some of those streets have been vacated and few have been
developed. There is one potential new identified east-west street in the area — an extension of
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Log Bronc Way through a potential new residential area. Optimum right-of-way widths for
these streets are established in the TSP as:

e Mixed-use local — 60 feet
e Residential local — 54 feet
e Commercial/industrial local — 42 feet

During the review of the Evaluation Repott, a view corridor of at least 50-75 feet wide was
discussed, which would generally involve the street right-of-way and varying building setbacks.

Another potential feature in view corridors between Marine Drive and the river are street trees.
Currently the only specific street tree regulations in the Astoria Development Code ate the
Gateway Overlay zone design guidelines that state that street trees that are at least 15 feet tall at
maturity should be provided along both sides of the right-of-way (Section 14.030.D.1).
Otherwise, a landscaping plan must be submitted to the Community Development Director for
new construction, remodeling with a value of at least 33% of the assessed value of the structure,
or when there is a change of use or installation of new parking areas; however, street trees are
not specified as required elements in a landscaping plan. It may be advisable to limit the height
and width of tree species in the rights-of-way between Matine Drive and the river in the plan
area to ensure that they do not inordinately block views of the river along streets that lead to the
river.

View Corridor Options
® Option 1 — Maintain existing regulations, which would include view cotridors along
existing north / south rights-of way and the view corridor requirement of at least 25 feet
in the AH-MP zone.
e Option 2 — Establish a minimum view corridor width of 70 feet, centered on the right-
of-way centerline, for north-south rights-of-way between Marine Drive and the
Columbia River.

Additional Questions

e Should the minimum 1:1 FAR requirement in the Gateway Ovetlay zone for parcels
fronting rights-of-way that run between Marine Drive and the river in the plan area be
eliminated (e.g., in the MH and HR zones in this area)?

e Should the City require that street trees be columnar species with relatively narrow
profiles or pruned to a width of [10-15] feet, and with a maximum height of [45-50] feet.
(See Attachment A for a list of columnar tree species and their heights and spreads at
maturity.)

Project Team Recommendations: Option 2 and yes to the additional questions
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4. Applicability

Staff recommends that potential new provisions regarding building height, stepbacks, and
setbacks apply to:

e New construction; and

e Expansion or reconstruction of an existing building that would result in all or a portion
of the building exceeding proposed new building height, stepback, or setback
requirements.
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