CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT

STAFF REPORT
Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning District Map Change CPZA.1.20

DATE: August 12, 2020
To: City Council
FrOM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner

APPLICANT: City of St. Helens

OWNER: City of St. Helens

ZONING: Approximately 0.57 acres along the north side along Maple Street is zoned
Moderate Residential, R7, with the remaining area zoned Public Lands, PL

LOCATION: 4N1W-8BC-2600 and 4N1W-8CB-400
PROPOSAL: Comprehensive Plan Map change of entire property (approx. 23 acres) from
Suburban Residential, SR and Public Lands, PL to General Commercial, GC.

Zoning District Map change of the entire property (approx. 23 acres) from
Moderate Residential, R7 and Public Lands, PL to Mixed Use, MU.

The 120-day rule (ORS 227.178) for final action for this land use decision is not an issue as
the City is the applicant.

SITE INFORMATION / BACKGROUND

The site is just over 23 acres of property located between Maple Street to the north and Millard
Road to the south. The local School District owned the property for many years and used the site
for wetland mitigation for school projects elsewhere. The School District owned the property
until 2009.

The City annexed the property in 2009 (files A.1.09, Ordinance No. 3116; and A.2.09,
Ordinance No. 3115). At the time of annexation, the City owned the approximate norther two-
thirds and the Columbia Health District owned the remaining southerly approximate one-third.

In November 2010, the Columbia Health District Board of Directors voted unanimously to stop
all work on a hospital project after taxing citizens to fund it. The failed hospital project resulted
in dissolution of the Health District, which resulted in the County taking ownership of the
property, who subsequently transferred the property to the City since is was in its municipal
boundary. Thus, the City owns the entire property now.

The site lacks improvements except for frontage improvements (sidewalk, curb) along Millard
Road installed as part of a failed hospital project, remnants of the failed hospital project within
the southerly third, some underground utilities, and a wood pedestrian bridge spanning McNulty
Creek towards the north end associated with trails.

CPZA.1.20 Staff Report 1of13



The north quarter is heavily wooded around McNulty Creek. Topography is irregular. Area
south of the wooded portion is generally open field with scattered trees, except around some
wetlands where tree density increases. Topography is more level in this area. There are several
wetlands on the site. Some are mitigation areas from past School District projects. Though a
failed project, there is even mitigation area for the hospital that never was.

PuUBLIC HEARING & NOTICE

Hearing dates are as follows: August 11, 2020 before the Planning Commission and September
2, 2020 before the City Council.

Notice of this proposal was sent to surrounding property owners within 300 feet of the subject
property(ies) on July 17, 2020 via first class mail. Notice was sent to agencies by mail or e-mail
on the same date. Notice was published in the The Chronicle on July 22, 2020. Notice was sent
to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development on June 11, 2020.

AGENCY REFERRALS & COMMENTS
As of the date of this report, no agency comments have been received.
APPLICABLE CRITERIA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

The “Millard Road property” currently owned by the City and the subject of this proposal
consists of multiple parcels of land. Thus this CPZA is a legislative action as defined by Chapter
17.20 SHMC.

Pursuant to SHMC 17.20.020(2)(b), the Council must approve the concept for an application for
a legislative application to be accepted. At their January 15, 2019 work session, the City Council
directed staff to rezone the property to Mixed Use in its entirety. The Mixed Use (MU) zone

requires a change to the Comprehensive Plan Map to the General Commercial (GC) designation.

SHMC 17.20.120(1) and (2) — Standards for Legislative Decision

(1) The recommendation by the commission and the decision by the council shall be based on
consideration of the following factors:
(a) The statewide planning goals and guidelines adopted under ORS Chapter 197;
(b) Any federal or state statutes or guidelines found applicable;
(c) The applicable comprehensive plan policies, procedures, appendices and maps; and
(d) The applicable provisions of the implementing ordinances.
(e) A proposed change to the St. Helens zoning district map that constitutes a spot zoning is
prohibited. A proposed change to the St. Helens comprehensive plan map that facilitates a spot zoning is
prohibited.
(2) Consideration may also be given to:
(a) Proof of a change in the neighborhood or community or a mistake or inconsistency in the
comprehensive plan or implementing ordinance which is the subject of the application.

(1)(a) Findings: This criterion requires analysis of the applicable statewide planning goals.
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The applicable goals in this case are: Goal 1, Goal 8, Goal 9, Goal 10, and Goal 12.

Statewide Planning Goal 1: Citizen Involvement.

Goal 1 requires the development of a citizen involvement program that is widespread, allows
two-way communication, provides for citizen involvement through all planning phases, and is
understandable, responsive, and funded.

Generally, Goal 1 is satisfied when a local government follows the public involvement
procedures set out in the statutes and in its acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use
regulations.

The City’s Development Code is consistent with State law with regards to notification
requirements. Pursuant to SHMC 17.20.080 at least one public hearing before the Planning
Commission and City Council is required. Legal notice in a newspaper of general circulation
is required too. The City has met these requirements and notified DLCD of the proposal.

In addition to following its fundamental notification and public hearing requirements, the
City vetted this proposal prior to this CPZA process, as summarized:

City holds a public forum on June 20, 2018 to discuss potential rezoning of the
property. About six people provided oral input. The County Commissioners provided
written input (letter dated June 20, 2018, attached). There was some support for Mixed
Use zoning, and some for R10 (low density residential) zoning. The location of a future
park was discussed with some support, especially around McNulty Creek on the north
end of the site.

Staff discusses the rezoning with the Parks Commission on August 13, 2018. Parks
Commission recommends Public Lands on north side to some extent for parkland and the
remainder Mixed Use. There was also discussion about ensuring the park area had
enough gradually sloped property (as opposed to the steeply sloped areas near McNulty
Creek) to accommodate park facilities, including parking. The Parks Commission also
wanted to see a pedestrian connection from Millard Road through the site (through the
wetlands) to the bridge over McNulty Creek.

Housing Needs Analysis efforts October 2018 — August 2019 (for adoption). These
efforts helped inform the zoning consideration of this property. We now have current
information regarding housing supply. Per the HNA, the St. Helens UGB contains a
significant surplus of all residential lands, except high density residential. The HNA also
supports Mixed Use. See Goal 10 discussion below.

Staff discusses the rezoning with the Planning Commission on May 14, 2019 after the
Housing Needs Analysis conclusions are known (but before adoption of the HNA). The
Planning Commission supported Mixed Use zoning for the entire property. In regards to
keeping some zoning Public Lands for a future park, the Commission noted the entire
property could be zoned Mixed Use and the park on the north side zoned back to Public
Lands once that boundary is determined. The Commission also noted that public parks
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are a conditionally permitted use in the Mixed Use zoning district. See discussion about
the Parks Master Plan below.

e Staff discusses the rezoning with the City Council at their June 5, 2019 work session.
The Council directive: 1) a master plan for a park on north side along McNulty Creek,
and 2) Public Lands zoning for the park and Mixed Use for the remainder.

e In the approximate 3" quarter of 2019 staff works with a landscape architecture
consulting firm and the Parks Commission to develop concept Master Plan for the park
that contained two options differentiated by area. One option was focused on the north
side of the site and the other most of the site.

o Staff discusses the rezoning with the City Council at their January 15, 2020 work
session. With some debate over the size of the park, the Council directive changed from
the June 5, 2019 meeting, to zoning the property to Mixed Use in its entirety with no
Public Lands zoning reservations.

Finding: Given the public vetting for the proposal, scheduled public hearings, and notice
provided, Goal 1 is satisfied.

Statewide Planning Goal 8: Recreational Needs

1t is the purpose of this goal to satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and
visitors and, where appropriate, to provide for the siting of the necessary recreational facilities
including destination resorts.

It is the purpose of the City’s Parks & Trails Master Plan (2015) to establish the long-term
framework for enhancing the livability of the community for residents, employees, and
visitors for the next 10-15 years. The provision of parks, trails, and recreation facilities and
amenities is a crucial aspect of the plan.

The subject property is included in the Parks & Trails Master Plan (2015) because a portion
of it is forecasted as a future park. See 2 mile radius policy in the City’s Comprehensive
Plan, explained below.

Given that the development and implementation of the Parks and Trails Master Plan plays a
keystone role in satisfying the recreational needs of citizens of the state, and visitors to the
community, Goal 8 is satisfied only if the Parks & Trails Master Plan in affect at the time of
implementation is met.

Under the current zoning, Public Lands, PL, public or private parks are a permitted use.
Public park is also a permitted use in the Moderate Residential, R7 zone (note small portion
of R7 zoning along the north side). Under the Mixed Use, MU zone, parks are a
conditionally permitted use, which requires greater effort and uncertainty to establish a park.
Thus, the Parks & Trails Master Plan can still be met with the proposal, though, not
necessarily as easily.
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Finding: Goal 8 is technically satisfied. However, this proposal makes compliance with
Goal 8 more difficult and less certain, given how it impacts the possibility of new park lands.

The Commission recommends the City Council include a section in the adoption ordinance
for this proposal that reads something like: development of this property shall comply with
the City’s adopted Parks Plan.

Statewide Planning Goal 9: Economic Development
1t is the purpose of this goal to provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety
of economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens

This goal is satisfied when it can be shown that the proposal will not negatively affect
industrial or other employment land, as such lands are catalysts to economic development.

Finding: Since this proposal will actually increase the amount of employment lands, Goal 9
is satisfied.

Statewide Planning Goal 10: Housing.

Goal 10 requires buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall
encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent
levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow
for flexibility of housing location, type and density

This proposal relates to housing as it is changing the possible uses of land, as dictated by the
City’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Districts Maps.

St. Helens completed and adopted a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and Buildable Lands
Inventory (BLI) in 2019 (Ordinance No. 3244). The results of the housing needs analysis
indicate that the current St. Helens Urban Growth Boundary is sufficient to accommodate
future housing needs, with a small deficiency of high density land for multi-family
development.

Currently, zoned (predominately) Public Lands, PL as it has been for decades, no permanent
residential use is allowed. In other words, the land does not contribute to the City’s housing
needs. However, if zoned Mixed Use, MU as proposed, note the following from the adopted
Housing Needs Analysis:

e HNA pg. 21 it states: While the overall UGB land supply is adequate to meet future demand,
there is currently a need to utilize commercial/mixed use sites _for specific amounts of high density
(apartment) development.

e In a 20-year forecast, under some housing needs calculation methods included the
recommendation No. 5 (HNA pg. 43), some proportion (up to 8 acres) of existing
commercial and mixed use land would be required to be used for residential (HNA pg.
43). This assumes a 15% residential composition of development (i.e., 15% residential
and 85% non-residential) (HNA pg. 32).
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e Changing the zoning of this land to Mixed Use, MU increases the mixed-use acreage
within the St. Helens Urban Growth Boundary, thus increasing the probability the up-to-
8-acre target can be met in the 20-year forecast. Most housing types are possible in the
Mixed Use zone including multi-family development.

A small portion of the property on the north side is zoned Moderate Residential, R7. While
other adjacent property that is within City limits is zoned R7, and there are arguments to
favor this zoning for land use continuity in the area, the HNA identifies a surplus of medium
and low density lands. Thus, there is not a need for R7 zoned lands, while Mixed Use
zoning actually satisfies an identified need. Further, the R7 zoned portion is comparatively
small to the rest of the property at approximately 25,000 square feet (0.57 ac.) and
substantially encumbered by floodplain and riparian area associated with McNulty Creek.

Before the public hearing process, the City received some comments suggesting that the
appropriate zone for the property is Suburban Residential, R10. The HNA identifies a
considerable surplus of low density zoning. Thus, R10 would not meet an identified need
and there is no adjacent or nearby R10 zoning. R10 is inappropriate zoning designation
for this site.

Finding: Because the Mixed Use, MU zoning meets an identified need in the City adopted
Housing Needs Analysis and the Public Lands, PL zoning does not contribute to housing
need, Goal 10 is satisfied.

Statewide Planning Goal 12: Transportation

Goal 12 requires local governments to “provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic
transportation system.” Goal 12 is implemented through DLCD’s Transportation Planning Rule
(TPR), OAR 660, Division 12. The TPR requires that where an amendment to a functional plan,
an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation would significantly affect an
existing or planned transportation facility, the local government shall put in place measures to
assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity, and
performance standards of the facility.

Traffic impact is required to be analyzed as part of a plan amendment or zone change
application, pursuant to Chapter 17.156 SHMC. See Section (d) for a more detailed
discussion of the TPR and implementing ordinances.

Finding: Traffic impact is required to be analyzed as part of a plan amendment or zone
change application, pursuant to Chapter 17.156 SHMC. See Section (d) for a more detailed
discussion of the TPR and implementing ordinances. Based on Section (d) below, Goal 12 is
met.

(1)(b) Findings: This criterion requires analysis of any applicable federal or state statutes
or guidelines.

There are no known additional federal or state statutes or guidelines not already addressed
elsewhere herein.
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(1)(c) Findings: This criterion requires analysis of applicable comprehensive plan policies,
procedures, appendices and maps.

For these findings, the comprehensive plan addendums will be examined followed by
policies.

Comprehensive Plan Addendums:

The applicable addendums to the Comprehensive Plan include the Economic Opportunities
Analysis (Ord. No. 3101), Waterfront Prioritization Plan (Ord. No. 3148),
Transportation Systems Plan (Ord. No. 3150), Corridor Master Plan (Ord. No 3181),
Parks & Trails Master Plan (Ord. No. 3191), Riverfront Connector Plan (Ord. No.
3241), and Housing Needs Analysis (Ord. No. 3244).

The applicable addendums are:

Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA): The 2008 Economic Opportunities Analysis
notes a shortage of zoned commercial lands of about 10 acres. Though this information
is dated and many lands have been changed to commercial from something else since
2008, it still suggests a lower commercial land inventory. Public Lands, PL zoning does
not advance the EOA. Mixed Use, MU does.

Transportation Systems Plan (TSP): The 2011 Transportation Systems Plan identifies a
transportation connection between Millard Road and Maple Street. Zoning this property
Mixed Use will not prohibit the ability for future development to accommodate a
transportation connection through the site.

Parks & Trails Master Plan: In Chapter 4, the 2015 Parks and Trails Master Plan
analyzes future population growth and makes recommendations about how many acres
and of what type of parks will be needed to meet the statewide recommended level of
service. It recommended development of the Millard Road city-owned property into a
*community park to help meet this guideline.

*The Parks and Trails Master Plan identifies a variety of different types of parks,
open space areas, and recreational venues, each designed to provide a specific type of
recreation experience or opportunity. The Plan describes community parks as
follows:

Community parks are typically larger in size and serve a broader purpose than
neighborhood parks. Their focus is on meeting the recreation needs of several
neighborhoods or large sections of the community, as well as preserving unique landscapes
and open spaces. Community parks are typically 15-100 acres, depending on the spatial
requirements of the facilities provided and the amount of land dedicated to natural resource
protection. Community parks provide both active and passive recreation opportunities that
appeal to the entire community serving an area within approximately 15 minutes driving time.
While a community park may be proximate to a neighborhood and can provide typical
neighborhood park amenities, they are normally designed as a “drive-to sites.” Community
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parks typically accommodate large numbers of people, and offer a wide variety of facilities,
such as group picnic areas and large shelters, sports fields and courts, children’s play areas,
swimming pools and splash pads, community gardens, extensive pathway systems,
community festival or event space, and green space or natural areas. Community parks
require additional support facilities, such as off-street parking and restrooms and as such can
also serve as regional trailheads.

As noted under the findings for Statewide Planning Goal 8 above, the change to Mixed
Use, MU zoning makes advancing the Parks and Trails Master Plan more difficult and
less certain as parks will be a conditionally permitted use instead of a permitted use.

At their June 5, 2019 Work Session, the City Council unanimously supported (with
Councilor Carlson absent) a master plan for the north side of the property by the
creek. Around the 3™ quarter of 2019, staff worked with Mackenzie (consultants) and
the Parks Commission, including the Council Liaison Council President Morten, to
develop concept park master plan for this property with two options differentiated by
area. Though not adopted, these represent potential community parks. Attached.

The Commission could accept this or add a “condition” that requires compliance with the
Parks and Trails Master Plan for this property.

“Condition” could be additional language in the adoption ordinance that emphasizes
compliance with the Parks and Trails Master Plan for this property.

Please note that this “condition” could be challenging to impose, especially if not
resolved before sale to another party. Rather than exclusively as a condition of a future
land use decision to develop the site, it would be better to require the reservation of lands
as part of an agreement that proceeded any development, land use permit or sale of
property, if the City worked with another party to develop the property or sold it.

The Commission recommends the City Council include a section in the adoption
ordinance for this proposal that reads something like: development of this property shall
comply with the City’s adopted Parks Plan.

Housing Needs Analysis: See findings for Statewide Planning Goal 10 above.

Comprehensive Plan policies:

Noteworthy and applicable policies are:

SHMC 19.08.020 Economic Goals and Policies

(3)(j) Allocate adequate amounts of land for economic growth and support the creation of
commercial and industrial focal points.

(3)(m) Make commercial designation large enough to accommodate a large variety of
commercial development with sufficient buffers.
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The site is large (23.16 acres or 15.63 acres less estimated sensitive lands area) enough to
create a new commercial node, which is possible under the Mixed Use, MU zoning. It
also adds this much acreage to the City’s employment land base. The property is long
and narrow (comparatively), but still exceeds 500 in width, which should be able to
accommodate required buffers from surrounding residential lands.

SHMC 19.08.030 Public Services and Facilities Policies

(3)(o) Develop a program whereby the city’s park system can be maintained or expanded to
serve the needs of anticipated growth...

(3)(p) Acquire sites for future parks as identified on the comprehensive plan map as far in
advance as possible to have sites be within %2 mile of residential areas.

Chapter 4 of the Parks & Trails Master Plan analyzes the service area of a 2 mile radius
to residential areas suggested in (3)(p) and recommends development of a portion of the
subject property into a community park to help meet this guideline. As already noted
above, the proposal makes establishing a park more difficult.

Given the 2 mile radius provision and lack of other formally identified properties in the
SW quadrant of the City, the subject property is important for the City’s future
recreational needs.

The Commission could accept this or add a “condition” that requires compliance with the
Parks and Trails Master Plan for this property. This is discussed above.

The Commission recommends the City Council include a section in the adoption
ordinance for this proposal that reads something like: development of this property shall
comply with the City’s adopted Parks Plan.

Other options the City Council has includes but is not necessarily limited to:

1. An alternative property in the same vicinity could be analyzed and set aside for a
future park that would accommodate this 2 mile radius gap and recreational need.
The best planning practice in this scenario would be for this to be formally adopted
(e.g., amended or new Parks and Trails Master Plan) prior to any sale or development
proposal of the subject property.

2. If the property is divided or otherwise disparate in ownership, the City retain adequate
property for future park needs.

(1)(d) Findings: This criterion requires analysis of the applicable provisions of the
implementing ordinances.

The key implementing ordinance for consideration is SHMC 17.08.060, Transportation
planning rule compliance:
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(1) Review of Applications for Effect on Transportation Facilities. A proposed comprehensive plan
amendment, zone change or land use regulation change, whether initiated by the city or by a private
interest, shall be reviewed to determine whether it significantly affects a transportation facility, in
accordance with OAR 660-012-0060 (the Transportation Planning Rule (“TPR”)). “Significant” means
the proposal would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility
(exclusive of correction of map errors in an adopted plan);

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or

(c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation
system plan:

(i) Allow land uses or levels of development that would result in types or levels of travel or
access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation
facility;

(i) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the
minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP; or

(iii) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is
otherwise projected to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the
TSP or comprehensive plan.

In addition, SHMC 17.156.030 traffic impact analysis applicability includes:

(1) A change in zoning or a comprehensive plan amendment designation, except when the
change will result in a zone or plan designation that will result in less vehicle trips based on permitted
uses (e.g., from a high density residential district to a lower density residential district or from a
commercial district to a residential district);

Thus, whether or not the transportation facility will be significantly impacted needs to be
examined. Impacts are often determined by Traffic Impact Analyses (TIAs), which can be

required for zoning/comprehensive plan map amendments and actual development.

e Analysis for zoning/comprehensive plan map amendments are based on planning
level documents.

e Analysis for actual development is based on the assumed (based on traffic
professional industry standard modeling) real world impacts.

**As this is a zoning/comprehensive plan map amendment proposal, findings pertain to
planning level analysis. **

First, let’s compare vehicular trip rates based on the 9™ ed. of the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Rates.

Permitted uses under the current Public Lands, PL zoning with notably high trip rates

include:

Description ITE Code | Units Weekday | AM | PM
Elementary School 520 KSF 15.43 520 |1.21
Middle/ JR. High School 522 KSF 13.78 435 | 1.19
High School 530 KSF 12.89 3.06 |0.97
Junior/ Comm. College 540 KSF 27.49 299 1254
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| Library | 590 | KSF | 56.24 [ 1.04 |7.30

Of these uses, the maximum total average weekday trips possible is 56.24 with a maximum
AM and PM peak of 5.20 and 7.30. All are based on per 1,000 s.f. gross floor area.

Comparable non-residential permitted uses possible in the Mixed Use Zone that are not
listed above (for the PL zone trips) and have higher trip rates.

Description ITE Code | Units Weekday | AM PM
Free-Standing Discount Store 815 KSF 57.24 1.06 4.98
Hardware/Paint Store 816 KSF 51.29 1.08 4.84
Shopping Center 820 KSF 42.70 0.96 3.71

These uses have comparable trip rates. Though some retail and eating/drinking
establishments have higher rates, they are less likely for several reasons due to location,
sensitive lands and park lands (described below).

Also, the closest intersection of significance is Millard/US30. ODOT is planning to install a
traffic signal along with other intersection improvements. According to ODOT’s website
(https://www.oregon.gov/odot/projects/pages/default.aspx), construction of this $7.5 million
project is currently forecast for 2021. The ODOT project is anticipated to make up for any
functional issues this proposal may cause at this intersection.

The Mixed Use, MU zoned also allows residential uses. So that should be examined as well.
The total acreage of the site after removing estimated sensitive lands (see attached) is 15.63
acres. A typical permitted use would be a detached single-family development.

In the MU zone, the General Residential, R5 standards applies to this type of development.
I£ 20% is removed for public facilities per Chapter 17.56 SHMC, the net developable area is
about 12.5 acres (i.e., 15.63 — 3.13 acres).

This equates to 544,500 square feet. Per the RS zone, the minimum lot size is 5,000 square
feet. 544,500/5,000 = 109 lots. Less lots are likely as this does not take into account park
lands, rights-of-way/streets and other factors. The trip rate for apartments (ITE Code 210) is
9.52 average weekday trips per. This equates to 1,038 trips. A Library Services (ITE Code
590—see above) building that is 25,000 square feet in size would result in a comparable total
trip rate; this use is possible under current zoning, thus, the reasonably expected residential
use for the MU zone is not worse than the reasonably anticipated use on the PL zone.

The City’s adopted planning documents identify this property as a community park. Per the
Parks and Trails Master Plan, community parks are typically larger in size typically 15-100
acres. Thus based on the City adopted planning documents, much if not all, of the property
can be viewed as parkland for the purpose of traffic impact review for this proposal. City
parks have trips rates as follows:
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Description ITE Code | Units Weekday | AM PM

City Park 411 Acres 1.89 4.50 3.50

The rates are much less than others. Note this is per acre, not per 1,000 square feet.

In conclusion, based on the City’s adopted documents as they pertain to park lands, the
transportation planning rule (TPR) is met. In addition, comparing other uses reasonably
expected to occur, the TRP is met. That Millard Road/US30’s capacity will be enhanced by
an ODOT planned project is an additional aid (safety net) to the TPR compliance. Finally,
Traffic Impact Analysis can still be required for actual development.

(1)(e) Findings: This criterion is intended to prevent spot zoning.

Spot zoning is defined by Chapter 17.16 SHMC as follows:

“Spot zoning” means rezoning of a lot or parcel of land to benefit an owner for a use incompatible with
surrounding uses and not for the purpose or effect of furthering the comprehensive plan.

This proposal would place Mixed Use zoning in area that currently has none. However, it is a
very large parcel, and Mixed Use accommodates a variety of uses, many of which are similar
to the surrounding uses.

(2) Findings: This criterion allows consideration of proof of a change in the neighborhood
or community or a mistake or inconsistency in the comprehensive plan or implementing
ordinance which is the subject of the application.

The site has had a predominant Comprehensive Plan designation of Public Lands, PL since at
least 1978. When annexed in 2009 (Ord. No. 3115 and 3116) is was zoned Public Lands, PL
accordingly.

The much smaller portion of the side lying north of McNulty Creek has had a
Comprehensive Plan designation of Rural Suburban Unincorporated Residential, RSUR since
at least 1978. When annexed in 2009 (Ord. 3115) the Comprehensive Plan designation
changed to Suburban Residential, SR (incorporated) and the Moderate Residential, R7 zone
was established accordingly.

No evidence of mistake or error.
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the facts and findings herein, the Planning Commission recommends approval
of this with considerations as detailed herein.

Attachment(s): Subject property approximate location map
Subject property aerial map
Letter from City dated May 22, 2018 providing notice of public forum
Letter from Columbia County Commissioners dated June 20, 2018
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1978 City of St. Helens Comprehensive Plan Map

Subject property zoning, etc. information map

Parks and Trails Master Plan pg. 48, park system service radius map
Park master plan for subject property concepts (not adopted), x2
Subject property Sensitive Lands Map

Subject property net developable area (sensitive lands)

Housing Needs Analysis slide 7, need findings

Zoning comparisons table
Letter from the Oregon Fair Housing Council stamped Received Aug. 10, 2020
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265 Strand / PO Box 278

St. PHelens, Oregon
97051

May 22, 2018

RE: Public forum to discuss zoning of the City owned former “hospital property” located along
the north side of Millard Road between properties addressed as 35031 and 36176 Millard
Road.

Dear Property Owner,

If you have been around for several years, you may recall the hospital project on Millard Road
by the now defunct Columbia Health District.

In short, the hospital project did not work out and the property fell into City of St. Helens
ownership. Since that happened, the City now owns approximately 23 acre of property between
Millard Road and Maple Street (see other side of this letter). Please note that the City owned
about two-thirds of this before dissolution of the Columbia Health District; it’s not all from the
hospital debacle.

The property is zoned Public Lands, which allows a limited number of uses.

At their April 4, 2018 work session, the Council directed staff to change the zoning of the
property to better accommodate potential use.

Before we start the formal process for this, the City is seeking feedback in regards to the zoning
options. You are receiving this letter as a neighboring property owner who may have interest in
this.

On June 20, 2018 at 6:30pm, the we will have a public forum before the City Council to
discuss the potential zoning options, which will determine what the property can be used
for.

This will be held in the Council Chambers at City Hall at 265 Strand Street.
If you have any questions, please contact this office.

Respectfully yours,
4

e |

Jacob A. Graichen, AlcP
City Planner

Phone 503.397.6272 PLANNING DEPARTMENT Fax 503.397.4016
www.ci.st-helens.or.us



Golumbia Bournty Board of Commissioners
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/ e 230 Strand Street, Rm 331, St. Helens, Oregon 97051-2096
: #Ph: 503-397-4322  #Fax 503-397-7243

Commissioner Margaret Magruder Margaret.magruder@co.columbia.or.us
Commissioner Henry Heimuller Henry.heimuller@co.columbia.or.us
Commissioner Alex Tardif Alex.tardif@co.columbia.or.us

0r99°n Jan Greenhalgh, Board Office Administrator Jan.greenhalgh@co.columbia.or.us
Jacyn Normine, Board Office Specialist Jacyn.normine@co.columbia.or.us

RECEIVED
June 20, 2018 - "
JUN20 20

City of St. Helens
PO Box 278 QITY OF 8T, fnELsns

St. Helens, OR 97051

RE: Re-zone of Millard Property FILE BOPY

To Whom It May Concern,

The Columbia County Board of Commissioner’s appreciates the opportunity to address
the re-zone of the Millard property, also known as the hospital property. We have held
lengthy discussions and believe that the property would best serve the community being
re-zoned as multi-use. We believe that a mix of residential, both low income and
moderate income, along with senior housing, mixed with apartments and commercial,
would best serve the community. It is our belief that you can achieve this goal by utilizing
a cottage cluster model, in conjunction with programs such as, but not limited to, Proud
Ground. The Board would also like to see a piece carved out and reserved for a park
and the entire development served by a meaningful transit plan, including bus pullouts
and shelters and a vibrant bicycle/pedestrian flow. You have an opportunity with this
property that could meet the needs of all residents if developed correctly.

We look forward to working with you on this project and providing additional feedback as
you move along with the re-zone process. If you need additional information we are

more than happy to elaborate.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONER
FOR COL{;/I?BIA COUNTY, OREGON
By g

t /Lw,uaf

Margayet Magruder, Chair

By | j}l‘l/"/\'

Henry Heimuller, Commissioner

By &&C \\gﬁe)—d/é//

Alex Tardif, Commission
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(1) PARALLEL PARKING ON MAPLE ST. (&) PICNIC AREA (WITH TABLES)

(%) EXISTING PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (7) MULTI-USE FIELD

(3) PLAYGROUND BASEBALL FIELD

(%) PICNIC SHELTER (5) RESTROOMS/CONCESSIONS/STORAGE

(5) FENCED DOG PARK (i9) FLEX COURT

CHASE ROAD

B
o

(1) BOARDWALK WITH WETLAND OVERLOOK
(2) WETLAND BOUNDARY

(i3) SOFTBALL FIELD

UNDEVELOPED PARCEL

(i5) ACCESS TO MILLARD RD.

e &

MILLARD ROAD

City of St. Helens | Millard Road Park

SEPTEMBER 2019

MASTER PLAN /OPTION 1 M

© 2019 Mackenzie
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(1) PARALLEL PARKING ON MAPLE ST. (&) PICNIC AREA (WITH TABLES)

(%) EXISTING PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE (7) RESTROOMS
(3) PLAYGROUND FLEX COURT
(%) PICNIC SHELTER (2) OPEN LAWN
(5) FENCED DOG PARK PARKING (20 SPACES, CAN BE EXPANDED)

CHASE ROAD

(1) BOARDWALK WITH WETLAND OVERLOOK
@ WETLAND BOUNDARY
(13) ACCESS TO MILLARD RD.

UNDEVELOPED PARCEL

MIL
e LARD ROAD

A8

B

[ I —
o’ 100’ 200’ 300’ 400’

City of St. Helens | Millard Road Park

SEPTEMBER 2019

MASTER PLAN / OPTION 2

© 2019 Mackenzie
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City, of St Helens

Mlllard Road Property
Sensmve L’ands
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Mar;:h 2020

100 Year
Flood

50'

Protection
Zone

McNulty Creek: This stream is
"significant" to the City and

~~_includes a 50' upland
protection buffer.

4N1W-8CB-400

16.3 Acres
Wetland
50" MC-17
Upland
Protection”<
Zone
Wetland
MC-15
/ Hospital
Mitigation
Area

Wetland MC>18: Not "significant"
to the City.

e
Wetland MC-17: Mitigation area
\for past School Dlstrlct project.

ThIS is also " S|gn|f|cant to the
City as a Type 2 wetland and
includes a 50' upland
protection buffer

Wetland MC- 15 “Mitigation area
for past School District project.
There is also a mitigation area
on its east side that
was a mitigation area for the
failed hospital ( Columbla Health
Dist.) project.

DSL had a deed restrlctlon
requirement that the now defunct
Columbia Heath District never

fullfilled. K /
This wetland is not "significant"

to the City.

MITTARD RoAD




Millard Road Property Sensitive Lands — Estimated Net Developable Area

March 2020

Total gross size: Approximately 23.16 acres
* x x
Sensitive Lands Constraints:
McNulty Creek floodplain (100 yr) and 50’ upland protection zone (City required)
Approximate area: 97,000 s.f. or 2.23 acres
Basis: DFIRM and City Staff estimate (GIS — not field verified/surveyed)
Wetland MC-18
Approximate area: 0.54 acres
Basis: DSL WD# 06-0677
Wetland MC-17
Approximate area: 2.55 acres
Basis: DSL WD# 06-0677
Wetland MC-17’s 50" upland protection zone (city required)
Approximate area: 60,000 s.f. or 1.38 acres
Basis: City Staff estimate (GIS— not field verified/surveyed)
Wetland MC-15
Approximate area: 0.66 acres
Basis: DSL WD# 06-0677
Wetland MC-15 addition (hospital mitigation area)
Approximate area: 7,341 s.f. or 0.17 acres
Basis: Hospital project plans
Total estimated approximate sensitive land constraints: 7.53 acres

* ¥ 3k

Net acres, excluding estimated sensitive land constraints: 15.63 acres



Housing Needs Analysis Need Findings
o : : .
> Discussion: Reconciliation

]

Sanchieesle teetes) + Step 1) Convert forecast

Low Densily” 249 housi it growth from Task

Medium Density** 40 OUSlng uni g

High Density 24 Two to net land need.

Manufa dH Park 5

o cEgHome Pare | ¢ Step 2) Compare land supply

Buildable Land Inventory (net acres) from Task Three to land need.

Low Density 532 .

Medium Densiy | ¢ Step 3) Determine land surplus

High Densiy 16 or deficit by land use category.

Manufactured Home Parks 45 o C | - St H | h

Commercial/Mixed Use*** 19 | onclusion: t' elens nas
T~ [Tou 705 adequate land across most

LLJOGWBDLea;r:ij lyfurplus/Deficit (net acres) categories.

Medium Densiy* ¢ High density residential land

AgNDETEL] deficit could be addressed in

Manufactured Home Parks ) )

CommercialMixed Use commercial/mixed use land

Total surplus.

* Includes detached units and mobile homes. ** Includes
townhomes, plexes and group quarters.

FCS GROUP Slide 7
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P s will need to be permitted in the 57 and R10 zones
/ by June 2021 per Oregon HB 2001 (2019).

Zoning | Detached | Attached | Duplexes YApartments | RV Neighborhood | Public | Commercial | Industrial
SFDs SFDs ('\/\r\’/ (3+ units) Parks | Store Parks | Use Use

R10 P I (A I X P

R7 P (¢ ) C P

R5 P P p/ C C P

AR P P P P C P

MU P P P C C C P

GC I I C C C P

LI X C C C P

Comp Plan — Suburban Residential (incorporated), SR
e Same as surrounding area.
e Possible zoning districts:
O Suburban Residential, R10
0 Moderate Residential, R7
e  Pros/Cons: Greatest change of compatibility / tax base and employment lands

Comp Plan — General Residential, GR
e Possible zoning districts:
0 General Residential, R5
0 Apartment Residential, AR
e  Pros/Cons: Density / compatibility

Comp Plan — General Commercial, GC
e Many zonings possible. Two proposed:
0 Mixed Use, MU
0 General Commercial, GC
e Pros/Cons: Tax base/employment lands and greatest flexibility / compatibility

Comp Plan - Light Industrial, LI
e  Zoning: Light Industrial
e  Pros Cons: Best tax base and employment lands / compatibility
e However, may want to restrict use (e.g., no mini storage)
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Duplexes will need to be permitted in the R7 and R10 zones
by June 2021 per Oregon HB 2001 (2019).
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FAIR
HOUSING
COUNCIL

OF OREGON

August 9, 2020

City of St. Helens Planning Commission
265 Strand Street
St. Helens, Oregon 97051

RE: CPZA.1.20
Comprehensive Plan Map change of entire property from Suburban Residential, SR and Public Lands, PL

to General Commercial, GC. Also zone change from Moderate Residential, R7 and Public Lands, PL to
Mixed Use, MU.

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is submitted jointly by Housing Land Advocates (HLA) and the Fair Housing Council of Oregon
(FHCO). Both HLA and FHCO are non-profit organizations that advocate for land use policies and
practices that ensure an adequate and appropriate supply of affordable housing for all Oregonians.

Both HLA and FHCO commend the planning staff for their thoughtful and thorough analysis of CPZA.1.20
within the Goal 10 findings of the staff report. However, while the staff report clearly illustrates that
there is a deficit of higher-density land within the City, and that the proposed mixed use zone allows for
the opportunity to meet this need, there is no mentioned policy and/or code mechanism to ensure that
needed housing will be built. Just because a use is allowed, does not mean that it will be developed. In
the future, we encourage the City to pursue strategies that will further housing opportunities in mixed
use zones, such as density bonuses and parking requirement reductions for certain housing types, or
mandatory housing minimums.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,
- C,ENED
N)G 1 0 1“1“ Eﬂs
éfw & g St el
K oY O
Louise Dix

AFFH Specialist
Fair Housing Council of Oregon

Cc: Gordon Howard, DLCD

1221 SW Yamhill Street, Portland, Oregon 97205
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