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AGENDA 
Aurora Planning Commission Meeting 
Tuesday, October 4, 2016, at 7:00 P.M. 
City Council Chambers, Aurora City Hall 

21420 Main Street NE, Aurora, OR 97002 

1. CALL TO ORDER OF THE AURORA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

2. CITY RECORDER DOES ROLL CALL

3. CONSENT AGENDA
a) Planning Commission – September, 2016
b) City Council Minutes – August, 2016
c) Historic Review Board Meeting Minutes – NA

4. CORRESPONDENCE –
a) FEMA NFIP_ESA_Consultation in Oregon

5. VISITORS

Anyone wishing to address the Aurora Planning Commission concerning items not already on
the meeting agenda may do so in this section.  No decision or action will be made, but the
Aurora Planning Commission could look into the matter and provide some response in the
future.

6. PUBLIC HEARING

a) Discussion and or Action on Legislative Amendment LA-16-01 Application for Lavena Green
Farms.

7. NEW BUSINESS

a) NA

8. OLD BUSINESS

a) Discussion Regarding Code Revisions List.

9. Commission Action/Discussion

a) City Planning Activity (In Your Packets) Status of Development Projects within the City.

10. ADJOURN
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Minutes 
Aurora Planning Commission Meeting 

Tuesday, September 6, 2016, at 7:00 P.M. 
City Council Chambers, Aurora City Hall 

21420 Main Street NE, Aurora, OR 97002 
 

 
STAFF PRESENT  Kelly Richardson, City Recorder 
   Renata Wakeley, City Planner 
    
STAFF ABSENT:   
 
VISITORS PRESENT: Iselin Architect Firm, Oregon City 
   Guy Sperb, Aurora 
   Ken Hartley, Canby 
 
    
 

1. CALL TO ORDER OF THE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
 
 Meeting was called to order by Chairman Schaefer at 7:02 pm 
 

2. CITY RECORDER DOES ROLL CALL 
 Chair Joseph Schaefer - Present 
 Commissioner Craig McNamara- Present 
 Commissioner Bud Fawcett - Present 
 Commissioner Jonathan Gibson - Present 
 Commissioner Mercedes Rhoden-Feely - Present 
 Commissioner Tara Weidman - Absent 
 Commissioner Open 
 

3. CONSENT AGENDA 
a) Planning Commission Minutes – July, 2016 
b) City Council Meeting Minutes – July, 2016 
c) Historic Review Board Minutes – July, 2016 

  
Motion to approve the consent agenda as presented was made by Commissioner McNamara 
and is seconded by Commissioner Gibson. Motion approved by all.  
 
 

 
4. CORRESPONDENCE –  

a) UGB Training Opportunity how the newly adopted population forecasting administrative 
rules could affect our city.  Chair Schaefer explains that currently PSU is the provider that 
will provide the forecasting. City Planner Wakeley states that usually this type of forecasting 
is done by Marion County and that they did a good job in years past. Wakeley states PSU not 
sure this is there first time not sure how they will accept information from the city.  

b) Planning Commissioner Training 101.  
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This training is presented by planners and planning directors association this group works in 
the trenches with the actual workers and geared towards the nuts and bolts and how to get 
things done.  
 

 
5. VISITORS 

Anyone wishing to address the Aurora Planning Commission concerning items not already on 
the meeting agenda may do so in this section.  No decision or action will be made, but the 
Aurora Planning Commission could look into the matter and provide some response in the 
future. 

 
 No one Speaks at this time.   
 

6. PUBLIC HEARING, Opens at 7:09 PM 
a) Discussion and or Action on SDR-2016-03 Aurora Historical Society New Building. No ex-

parte contact is declared by any of the Commissioners.  
 

CITY OF AURORA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
STAFF REPORT: Site Development Review 2016-03 [SDR-16-03] 
DATE:      August 30, 2016 (for September 6, 2016 Planning Commission meeting) 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER:  Aurora Colony Historical Society/Ken Hartley 
    15018 2nd Street, Aurora OR 97002 
 
REQUEST:  Site Development Review approval for construction of an approx. 5,773 

sq. ft. two-story structure to be located to the rear of the existing 
structure; on-site improvements include paved walkways and a 
secondary access/driveway off of Martin Street.   

 
SITE LOCATION: 21561 Main Street, Aurora, OR 
 Map 41.W.12CD Tax Lot 5700 
 

SITE SIZE:    10,890 square feet or 0.25 acres 
 
DESIGNATION:  Zoning:  Commercial (C) with Historic Commercial Overlay (HCO)  
 
CRITERIA: Aurora Municipal Code (AMC) Chapters 16.22 Historic Commercial 

Overlay and 16.58 Site Development Review  
 

ENCLOSURES: Exhibit A: Assessor Map 
 Exhibit B:  Application and site plan 

Exhibit C: Historic District Inventory #89  
Exhibit D: Historic Review Board Notice of Decision (July 28, 

2016) 
 Exhibit E:  Request for Comments (RFC) responses 
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I. REQUEST 
 
Site Development Review approval for construction of an approx. 5,773 sq. ft. two-story 
structure to be located to the rear of the existing structure; on-site improvements include paved 
walkways and a secondary access/driveway off of Martin Street.   
 
 
II. PROCEDURE 
 
The application was submitted to the City on July 25, 2016. Notice to property owners within 200 feet of 
the subject property was mailed on August 18th and published in the Canby Herald on August 24th in 
compliance with AMC 16.76. 
 
The City has until November 21, 2016, or 120 days from acceptance of the application to approve, 
modify and approve, or deny this proposal. 
 
 
III. APPEAL 
 
Appeals are governed by AMC 16.76.240.  An appeal of the Planning Commission's decision shall be 
made, in writing, to the City Council within 15 days of the Commission’s final written decision. 
 
 
IV. CRITERIA AND FINDINGS 
 
The applicable review criteria for Site Development Review are found in AMC 16.58. 
 
16.58.100 Approval Standards  
 
The review of a Site Plan shall be based upon consideration of the following: 

 
A. Provisions of all applicable chapters; 

 
FINDINGS: The subject parcel is zoned Commercial (C) with a Historic Commercial Overlay (HCO). 
According to the applicant, the currently structure houses an antique store which is a permitted use. The 
applicant states the addition/new structure will contain a new preservation and research facility for the 
Aurora Colony Historical Society used to consolidate and improve ongoing work for collecting, analyzing 
and repairing historical artifacts. Staff finds the proposed use meets AMC 16.22.020.E. “cultural exhibits 
and library services” and is a permitted use in the zone. 
 
According to the Marion County assessor, the existing structure was built in 1910 and includes 
an approx. 1599 sq. ft. of main floor and 1,000 sq. ft. of unfinished basement (the applicant also 
provides existing total square footage similar to the Assessor’s office in Exhibit B). The 
applicant proposes an approx. 5,773 sq. ft. two-story addition to the rear (west) of the existing 
structure with on-site improvements to include paved walkways and a secondary 
access/driveway off of Martin Street.   
 
Staff finds the property and proposal meet the HCO zone requirements for lot depth, width, and height. 
AMC 16.22.040.D. states, “no front setbacks shall be permitted, except as necessary to maintain visual 
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clearance areas. The existing structure is setback approximately 20 feet from the front property line and is 
considered a pre-existing non-conforming structure to the zero front setback requirement. No rear or side 
setbacks are required in the zone. 
 
The existing structure is also identified in the Aurora Historic Building Inventory as Resource #89 
(Exhibit C) and has a Secondary Significant classification.  
 
AMC section 17.040.020.A. governs additions to contributing commercial structures (which applies to 
the existing structure/subject property as follows: 
 
 1. New additions may only be placed on the rear elevation.  Architectural detailing 
including roofing, siding, trim, doors, and windows shall match the existing structure in design and 
materials unless supported by evidence in the historic inventory. 
 2.  Previous additions to the original structure that were added prior to 1921 shall be subject 
to the same standards and criteria as the original portion of the structure; however, in the event that the 
addition does not match the original, the exterior features of the addition may be altered to match the 
original. 
 3.  Additions to contributing structures that were built in 1921 or later may be removed, and 
following removal, the exterior materials on that portion of the structure must match the remainder of the 
structure. 
 4.  Additions to commercial structures are exempt from the parking requirements in Title 16.  
 
Staff believes requiring new construction be placed in front of the historic structure or parallel to the 
existing would be in conflict with AMC 17.040.020 and staff finds the proposed addition to the rear of the 
historic structure satisfies both AMC section 16 and 17. 
 
AMC 16.22.040.I states all properties, uses, and structures in the historic commercial overlay shall be 
subject to the requirements of Title 17, Historic Preservation. The Aurora Historic Review Board (HRB) 
reviewing the application at a July 28, 2016 meeting and comments from the HRB are included under 
Exhibit D. Recommended conditions of approval from the HRB are included as recommended conditions 
of approval in this report. 
 
Staff finds the proposed addition and site improvements can meet the requirements of AMC Title 16 and 
Title 17- Historic Preservation, with conditions.   
 

B. Buildings shall be located to preserve topography and natural drainage and shall be located 
outside areas subject to ground slumping or sliding; 

 
FINDINGS:  Exhibit B provides a contour map of the property, as well as the location of the existing 
structure and proposed new construction. The contour map shows a slope change of approx. 12 feet from 
the east to west portions of the proposed new construction.  The proposed construction does not propose 
grading and is proposed to be built into the existing grading/slope.  Storm water and drainage are 
addressed under criteria N. below for public improvements in compliance with public works standards. 
 
Staff finds this criterion is met. 
 

C. Privacy and noise; 
 

1. Buildings shall be oriented in a manner which protects private spaces on adjoining 
residential properties from view and noise; 
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2. On site uses which create noise, lights, or glare shall be buffered from adjoining residential 
uses;  

 
FINDINGS:  The subject property abuts the Historic Commercial Overlay (HCO) property to the north, 
south and Main Street to the east and abuts Martin Street and the urban growth boundary and city limits to 
the west. Staff finds this criterion does not apply. 
 
 D. Residential private outdoor areas:  
 
FINDINGS:  Staff finds this criterion does not apply. 
 
 E. Residential shared outdoor recreation areas: 
 
FINDINGS:  Staff finds this criterion does not apply. 
 
 F. Shared outdoor recreation space shall be readily observable for reasons of crime prevention 
and safety; 
 
FINDINGS: The applicant proposes new sidewalks/pathways to connect the existing structure to the new 
construction and a propose connection to the property to the north. No other recreation/outdoor space is 
proposed. Staff finds this criterion does not apply. 
 
 H. Demarcation of public, semipublic, and private spaces; 
 
FINDINGS:  Staff finds this criterion does not apply as the space is private, commercial property. 
 

I. Crime prevention and safety:  
 

1. In residential developments, interior laundry and service areas shall be located in a way 
that they can be observed by others; 

 
2.  Mail boxes shall be located in lighted areas having vehicular or pedestrian traffic; 
 
3. Exterior lighting levels shall be selected and the angles shall be oriented towards areas 
vulnerable to crime;  

 
4. Light fixtures shall be provided in areas having heavy pedestrian or vehicular traffic and in 
potentially dangerous areas such as parking lots, stairs, ramps and abrupt grade changes. 
Fixtures shall be places at a height so that light patterns overlap at a height of seven feet which 
is sufficient to illuminate a person.  

 
FINDINGS: Criteria I.1 and I.2 are related to residential development and found not to apply.  16.42.050.B. 
requires any lighting used to illuminate off-street parking areas to be arranged so as not to project light 
rays directly upon any adjoining residential property. While the property does not abut residential 
property, staff recommends a lighting plan in conformance with the above criteria be submitted for City 
review and approval prior to final occupancy permit approval. The lighting plan must also show that lighting 
shall not reflect onto surrounding properties. This is included as a recommended conditional of approval.  
 

J. Access and circulation; 
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1. The number of allowed access points for a development shall be as determined by the City 

Engineer in accordance with standard engineering practices for city rights-of-way, as 
determined by Marion County for county rights-of-way, and as determined by the Oregon 
Department of Transportation for access to Highway 99E. 

 
2. All circulation patterns within a development shall be design to accommodate emergency 

vehicles. 
 

FINDINGS:  At the time of this staff report, comments from the Aurora Rural Fire District had not been 
received.  The property fronts on Main Street and a secondary access is proposed off of Martin Street, 
which is currently graveled. The Aurora Transportation System Plan (TSP) identifies Martin Street as a 
local street, requiring a pavement width of 34 feet. According to the applicant, the new structure will 
house two full-time employees who currently have office space at another location.  
 
The proposed expansion is not expected to generate 25 or more peak hour trips or 250 or more daily trips 
and a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was not required by the City Engineer.  
 
A recommended condition of approval requires Aurora Rural Fire District review and approval of the 
structural permit application and access prior to final City of Aurora permit approval. 
 
Staff finds this criterion can be met, with conditions. 
 

K. Public transit;  
 
FINDINGS:  Access to the property is via Main Street. No transit stops abut or are adjacent to the subject 
property nor or any identified as needed.  Staff finds this criterion does not apply. 

 
L. All parking and loading requirements shall be design in accordance with the requirements set 

forth in Chapter 16.42. 
 
FINDINGS: Parking shall be in conformance with the AMC 16.22 for the historic commercial overlay 
zone and Title 17-Historic Preservation. AMC 16.22.040.F. states, “Parking shall be in accordance with 
Chapter 16.42 except as specifically exempted by Chapter 16.28 and Title 17, and should be located to the 
rear of the building. AMC 17.40.020.A.4. and 17.40.110 states, “Additions to commercial structures are 
exempt from the parking requirements in Title 16”. Staff finds parking is not required and the applicant 
does not provide for additional parking on-site.  
 
No ADA parking is shown on the proposed site plan. Staff recommends the Planning Commission defer 
to the building inspector to determine whether ADA parking is required on site. If ADA parking is 
provided or required, it shall be constructed in accordance with the Oregon Structural Specialty Code, in 
conformance with AMC 16.42.100. This is included as a recommended condition of approval. 
 
16.42.050.A. states, “All parking and maneuvering surfaces shall have a durable, hard and dustless 
surface such as asphalt, concrete, cobblestone, unit masonry, scored and colored concrete, grasscrete, 
compacted gravel, or combinations of the above”. The applicant does provide a driveway access to the 
rear of the new structure, to provide access off of Martin Street to the open storage area via a garage door. 
In accordance with AMC 16.42.050.D., the proposed driveway access to the rear shall be required to 
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receive review and approval by the City Engineer and Public Works prior to occupancy permit approval. 
This is included as a recommended condition of approval. 
 
Criteria under 16.42.050.B-I. contain requirements for service drives and/or residential developments and 
are found not to apply to the subject property and application.  
 
Staff finds this criterion can be met, with conditions. 
 

M. All landscaping shall be designed in accordance with the requirements set forth in Chapter 

16.38. 

 
FINDINGS: The Historic Commercial Overlay (HCO) zone requires compliance with 16.38 and Title 17. 
AMC 16.38.020.C.1 requires commercially zoned properties up to twenty thousand (20,000) square feet 
to have at least fifteen (15) percent of the total lot area landscaped. According to the site plan and 
application, the subject property shows approx. 3,650 sq. ft. or 34% landscaping upon completion of the 
proposed improvements. Staff finds this criterion is met.  
 
AMC 16.38.50.D. requires refuse containers or disposal area and service facilities such as gas meters and 
air conditioners which would otherwise be visible from a public street, customer or resident parking area, 
any public facility or any residential area, shall be screened from view by placement of a solid wood 
fence, masonry wall or evergreen hedge between five and eight feet in height. According to the applicant, 
the HVAC equipment will be screened with an evergreen hedge between 5’-8’ at maturity. The applicant 
states garbage and recycling will be housed within the lower level building. Staff recommends inclusion 
of screening of refuse containers, disposal areas and service facilities be screened in compliance with 
16.38.050.D be included as a condition of approval.  
 
If landscaping improvements exceed $2,500, review and approval by the Historic Review Board (HRB) is 
also required in conformance with AMC 17.04.050.B.2. This is included as a recommended condition of 
approval.  
 

N. All public improvements shall be designed in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 

16.34. 

 

FINDINGS: The subject property is generally considered developed. Extension/sizing of water, sewer, or 
storm drainage improvements are required to comply with Chapter 16.34 and the City of Aurora public 
works design standards and City of Aurora and State of Oregon development, building and fire codes. 
This is included as a recommended condition of approval.  
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At the time of this staff report, staff did not have comments from the city engineer or city public works. 
 
The Aurora Transportation System Plan (TSP) identifies Martin Street as a local street requiring 34 feet of 
paving. Due to the use of the proposed structure predominately for storage, staff does not recommend 
half-street improvement requirements for Martin Street along the rear frontage.  
 
Rather, AMC section 16.34.030.A.2. states subject to approval by the Planning Commission, “the City 
may accept and record a non-remonstrance agreement in lieu of street improvements if the following 
conditions exist: 
 a. A partial improvement creates a potential safety hazard to motorists or pedestrians; or 
 b. Due to the nature of existing development on adjacent properties it is unlikely that street 
improvements would be extended in the foreseeable future and the improvement associated with the 
project under review does not, by itself, provide a significant improvement to street safety or capacity”. 
 
Staff finds that Martin Street, running one block in total length and serving 6 or fewer properties, would 
not serve a significant improvement to the safety, capacity or service to the subject property were half-
street improvements required.  
 
However, AMC section 16.34.030.A.3. states, subject to approval by the Planning Commission, “the City 
may accept a payment in lieu of street improvements. To propose a payment in lieu of street 
improvements, the applicant shall prepare an engineering estimate for the costs of engineer, design and 
construction of the required frontage improvements. City staff will review and approve the engineering 
cost estimate and calculate the payment in lieu of street improvements. The payment in lieu of street 
improvements will generally be set at two-thirds of the estimated cost. Payment in lieu of street 
improvement funds collected by the City will be used to pay for improvements within public rights of 
way within the Aurora city limits”.   
 
As it is unlikely that a non-remonstrance agreement will ever be called upon by the City or in the creation 
of a local improvement district for Martin Street, staff recommends the Planning Commission require 
payment in lieu of half street improvements as permitted under AMC 16.34.030.3. This is included as a 
recommended condition of approval. 
 
Additional right-of-way dedication is not required by the TSP.    
 
Staff does not believe the subject Site Development Review application will require completion of a 
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) as the proposed application is not determined by staff to result in more 
than 25 peak hour trips or 250 or more vehicle trips per day as specified in the TSP. At the time of writing 
of this staff report, the City did not have comments from the city engineer on the subject application. The 
subject property is exempt from parking requirements in compliance with AMC  17.40.020.A.4. and 
17.40.110. 
 
Staff finds this criterion can be met, with conditions. 
 
In compliance with 16.34.080.A and B., sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve each new development 
and to connect developments to existing mains in accordance with the provisions set forth by the City’s 
public works design standards and the adopted policies of the comprehensive plan. The City Engineer 
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shall approve all sanitary sewer plans and proposed systems prior to issuance of development permits 
involving sewer service. This is included as a recommended condition of approval.  
 
In compliance with 16.34.090.A., the City Engineer and Public Works Director shall issue permits only 
where adequate provisions for storm water and floodwater runoff have been made. All storm water 
analysis and calculations shall be submitted for review and approval prior to structural permit approval. 
This is included as a recommended condition of approval.  
 
In compliance with 16.34.100, the City Engineer and Public Works Director shall issue permits only 
where provisions for municipal water system extensions have been made. Any water system extension 
shall be designed in compliance with the comprehensive plan existing water system plans. This is 
included as a recommended condition of approval.  
 
In compliance with 16.34.140, prior to beginning any construction, the applicant shall assure the 
completion and maintenance of improvements by securing a bond, or placing cash in escrow, an amount 
equal to one hundred twenty-five (125) percent of the estimated cost of the improvements. Further, the 
applicant shall execute an agreement with the City Attorney regarding the repair, at the applicant’s 
expense, of any public facilities damaged during development. 
 

O. All facilities for handicapped shall be designed in accordance with the requirements set forth 

in the ADA requirements; 

FINDINGS: The subject application includes new construction which will be subject to Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code and all City of Aurora and State of Oregon ADA requirements. This is included as a 
recommended condition of approval. Staff finds this criterion can be met, with conditions.  
 

 P. All of the provisions and regulations of the underlying zone shall apply. 

FINDINGS: Staff finds the applicant can meet the zone criteria under the HCO and can meet the criteria 
for Site Development Review approval, with recommended conditions of approval. The application meets 
the side and rear yard setbacks and meets the height limitation of 35 feet. While the application does not 
meet the zero front yard setback, the applicant is proposing new construction to be complementary and 
subordinate to the existing historic structure. Staff finds the uses proposed are listed as permitted uses in 
the zone. 
 
Staff finds this criterion is met. 
 
 

 

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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Based on the findings in the staff report, staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE the 
for Site Development Review (SDR-2016-03) with the following conditions: 
 

1) Develop the subject property in accordance with plans approved by the city.  
 
2) Comply with City of Aurora and State of Oregon development, building and fire codes in effect 

at the time of building permit application, including AMC 16.34 for extension/sizing of water, 
sewer, or storm drainage improvements. 
 

3) As recommended by the Aurora Historic Review Board, railings for the proposed development 
shall be made of wood or wrought iron; roofing materials shall be review and approved by the 
HRB prior to structural permit application; a landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by 
the HRB prior to occupancy permit approvals; and prior to any demolition permit approvals, 
structures proposed for demolition shall be dated and documented in writing and submitted to the 
HRB for records retention. 
 

4) A lighting plan in conformance with AMC 16.58.100.C.2. and 16.58.100.I.3-4.  shall be submitted 
for City review and approval prior to building permit approval. The lighting plan shall also show that 
lighting will not reflect onto surrounding properties. The approved lighting plan shall be installed 
prior to final occupancy permit approval.  
 

5) Aurora Rural Fire District review and approval of the structural permit application and access 
shall be required prior to final City of Aurora structural permit approval. 
 

6) If ADA parking is provided or required, it shall be constructed in accordance with the Oregon 
Structural Specialty Code, in conformance with AMC 16.42.100. 
 

7) In accordance with AMC 16.42.050.D., the proposed driveway access to the rear shall be required 
to receive review and approval by the City Engineer and Public Works prior to occupancy permit 
approval.  
 

8) Screening of refuse containers, disposal areas and service facilities shall be screened in 
compliance with 16.38.050.D., prior to occupancy permit approval. 

 
9) If landscaping improvements exceed $2,500, review and approval by the Historic Review Board 

(HRB) is also required in conformance with AMC 17.04.050.B.2. 
 

10)  In compliance with AMC 16.34.030.A.3, the City shall require payment in lieu of half street 
improvements to Martin Street along the frontage of the subject property.  
 

11) In compliance with 16.34.080.A and B., sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve each new 
development and to connect developments to existing mains in accordance with the provisions set 
forth by the City’s public works design standards and the adopted policies of the comprehensive 
plan. The City Engineer shall approve all sanitary sewer plans and proposed systems prior to 
issuance of development permits involving sewer service.  

 
12) In compliance with 16.34.090.A., the City Engineer and Public Works Director shall issue 

permits only where adequate provisions for storm water and floodwater runoff have been made. 
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All storm water analysis and calculations shall be submitted for review and approval prior to 
structural permit approval. 
 

13) In compliance with 16.34.100, the City Engineer and Public Works Director shall issue permits 
only where provisions for municipal water system extensions have been made. Any water system 
extension shall be designed in compliance with the comprehensive plan existing water system 
plans. 
 

14) In compliance with 16.34.140, prior to beginning any construction, the applicant shall assure the 
completion and maintenance of improvements by securing a bond, or placing cash in escrow, an 
amount equal to one hundred twenty-five (125) percent of the estimated cost of the 
improvements. Further, the applicant shall execute an agreement with the City Attorney regarding 
the repair, at the applicant’s expense, of any public facilities damaged during development. 

 
 
VI. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
 

A. Approve the site development review application (SDR 2016-03) for new construction of an 
approx. 5,773 sq. ft. two-story structure to the rear of the existing structure and on-site 
improvements including paved walkways and a secondary access/driveway off of Martin Street:   

 
1. As recommended by staff, or  

 
2. As determined by the Planning Commission stating how the application satisfies all the 

required criteria, and any revisions to the recommended conditions of approval, or  
 

B. Deny the request for site development review approval for SDR 2016-03 stating how the 
application does not meet the applicable approval criteria. 

 
C. Continue the hearing to a time certain or indefinitely (considering the 120-day limit on 
applications). 

 
Fire will need to do review prior to permit issuance since we had no comments prior to this meeting.  Planner 
Wakeley recommends not to require half street improvements along the frontage. Later under recommendation 
would be payment instead of improvements the payment would be 2/3 of the estimated cost. Exempt from 
parking requirements criteria L. Criteria M Landscaping is met however on pg 6 the code does state that anything 
over 2500.00 in landscaping would require approval of the Historic Review Board. Criteria N   Wakeley has 
submitted a revised staff report to include City Engineers comments regarding underground injection for storm 
drain run off.  Commissioner Fawcett asks as to who maintains them and that would be the property owner. 
Wakeley states this is a 5,000 square foot structure and although the impact is minimal we don’t know what it 
could be used for in the future. Wakeley also clarifies that in her original report she had stated additional right 
away was not required however that is not correct so I want to correct that.  
 
Chair Schaefer asks if there are any Doland Findings?  Making a financial determination based on use. Wakeley and 
Schaefer discuss proposed use and want the financial determination is per Doland findings. Wakeley states again 
this is a 5,000 square foot structure and we don’t know what it could be used for in the future. Wakeley no there 
are no Doland findings in the staff report. Wakeley summarizes the Doland findings. There is a discussion regarding 
nexus and Schaefer is concerned that we charge too much. Schaefer states that Federal Law is clear and this 
impaction is just not there. He asks if everyone can agree on this and no one says anything except staff states no 
comment.  Staff and applicant acknowledge that there will be trips to the site and will be an impact. Wakeley still 
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recommends a fee instead of improvements. I (Wakeley) also do not recommend a right away dedication. (For a 
full recap of the conversation please refer to the recording) Staff continues recap of the staff report.  
 

 
Guy Sperb, Vice Chair Aurora Colony Society, thanks the Planning Commission approximately 10 years ago we 

began the strategic plan to build a facility to take care of our history all of which require climatic control 
to care for our artifacts. This site will not be open to the public it will only house our artifacts.  Once the 
facility is filled up and running really there won’t be a lot of people coming and going. We have contracted 
with Iselin Architect and Jessica Iselin. We have gone through the Historic Review Board which I believe 
you have their comments regarding the project.  

 
Schaefer asks the applicant what there take on the impacts would be for the site, would you prefer a fee or 

half street improvements. This is not going to be a money maker so as cost effectively as possible. We will 
be tasked with fundraising for the dollars to move forward. Staff was not aware this project wasn’t ready 
to go and informs them they could apply for an extension otherwise it is good for 2 years and then staff 
can approve an extension for 2 years.  

 
• Schaefer asks of the Octagon building will remain and the applicant states yes.  
• Schaefer what did you think about our code update of title 17 and the applicant stated that they 

thought it was a good update.  
• The applicant formally requests a waiver of fee and right away improvements.  

 
PUBLIC HEARING CLOSES AT 8:05 PM 
 
There is more of the same type of discussion points as previously mentioned in the minutes regarding impact and 
use. Staff’s recommendation remains the same.  
 
The following are the proposed changes. As moved by Commissioner Rhoden Feeley and is seconded by 
Commissioner Fawcett. Motion Passes.  
 

a)       Adopted the additional comments from John Ashley, City Engineer, on proposed condition of approval #2 
regarding the approval of a potential Underground Injection Control (UIC) system, and 

b)      Removed condition #10 for payment in leiu of street improvements. 
 
 
7. NEW BUSINESS 

 
a) Discussion and or Action on Code Revisions List. Not really a discussion just look at the items 

there could be a text amendment next month and I don’t want to confuse the issues 
together. 

• Airport Overlay Concerns- Remove definitions of what the airport overlay and how to define 
it; 16.24.050.B.  

 
• Discussion on vacation of portions of 2nd Street near Christ Lutheran Church- ROW is 

approximately 90 feet wide, no longer complies with TSP, and is wider than will be 
developed in the future. 

 
• Storm water (AMC_16.34) – Discussion on storm water ponds and PC concerns regarding 

ongoing maintenance. Feedback from public works and city engineer required to update 
public works design standards as well. Require underground storm water detention and/or 
city owned larger ponds?   
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• AMC 16.82.010       Enforcement. It shall be the duty of the City Recorder, or other designee 
of the City Council, to enforce this title. All city and county staff vested with the duty or 
authority to issue permits shall conform to the provisions of this title and shall issue no 
permit, certificate or license for any use, building, property or purpose (unless you apply for 
everything to bring the property into compliance), which violates or fails to comply with 
conditions or standards imposed by this title or conditions of approval adopted in 
compliance with this title. Any permit, certificate or license issued in conflict with the 
provisions of this title, intentionally or otherwise, shall be void.  

 
OR 

• require an application completeness provision in code sections: Application submission 
requirements- for SDR, SUB, etc. add, “If there are any unauthorized activities occurring on the 
property, any land use application must be accompanied by all land use applications necessary to 
bring property into compliance for all existing and proposed uses on the property.” 

 
• AMC 16.72.060 “Application submission requirements--Final plat. Unless otherwise provided in 

Section 16.72.020, the applicant shall submit final plat and two copies to the planning director 
within two years which complies with the approved tentative plan”. Make sure this means 
conditions of approval of the tentative subdivision plat approval need to be met within those two 
years.  16.78.150B. states, “The approval for a property line adjustment, partition or 
subdivision shall lapse if:1. A property line adjustment map or final plat has not been signed and 
recorded with the County within a two-year period” 

 
• AMC 16.62.050.A. Discontinuance states, “Except for single-family residential uses which shall be 

continued by right, if a nonconforming use involving a structure is discontinued from active use 
for a period of one year, further use of the property or structure shall be a conforming use, 
except as provided in subsection C of this section”. 

 
• Add language on expedited land divisions in partition and subdivision sections in compliance with 

new Oregon Revised Statute 197.360. 
 

• AMC 16.44 – remove references to “off-premise” signage in compliance Oregon LUBA cases. 
 

• AMC  16.58.020.G. remove reference to, “Any proposed development which has a valid 
conditional use approved through the conditional use permit application process” shall not be 
required to under Site Development Review.  

 
 
There were various discussion points on the above list and it was decided to continue the discussion next month. 
Main item that Schaefer wanted added to the list is annexation processes to line up with State law.  
 

 
8. OLD BUSINESS 

a) Discussion Regarding Zoning Practices for Tiny Houses. Schaefer this is an article regarding 
tiny houses and how they fit into the zoning rule.  

b) Discussion Regarding additional information from FEMA Notice of Federal Land Use Change 
for Biological Opinion. Nothing new at this point.  

c) Hydraulic project approval opinion from Washington and the fish and wildlife how close to 
water do you have to get before you go through the hydraulic process, does the statue 
regulate, attorney general 9.5 pages opinion, authority is limited to activity at or below high 
water line. You can limit PG 10 for rest of the opinion.  
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9. COMMISSION/DISCUSSION 
 
a) City Planning Activity (in your packets) Status of Development Projects within the City.  

• Discussion regarding the potential 2nd marijuana business within the 1000 foot 
buffer zone. City Council gave them a month to submit its application for text 
amendment.  

 
10. ADJOURN  

 
Chair Schaefer adjourned the September 6, 2016 Aurora Planning Commission Meeting at 9:03 P.M. 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Chair Schaefer  
 
ATTEST: 
 
________________________________________ 
Kelly Richardson, CMC 
City Recorder 
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FEMA’s NFIP ESA Consultation in 
Oregon
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Overall Objective of ESA
Compliance

 Under the ESA, Section 7, all federal agencies are required to 
consult with NMFS to ensure that any action that is authorized, 
funded or carried out by that agency does not jeopardize the 
continued existence of endangered species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat of such 
species.
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Terms and Acronyms

• NMFS: National Marine Fisheries Service is a 
division of NOAA Fisheries, responsible for 
the stewardship and management of the 
nation's living marine resources and their 
habitat

• NFIP: National Flood insurance Program
• BO/BiOp: Biological Opinion on the NFIP 

issued by NMFS
• RPA: Reasonable and Prudent Alternative

that NMFS believes necessary to achieve 
ESA (Endangered Species Act) compliance
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NFIP in Oregon- ESA History
• 2009 – Lawsuit filed by Audubon Society of Portland et al, for 

FEMA’s Failure to Consult.

• 2010 - Settlement agreement reached
• Require that habitat impacts be avoided or mitigated as a 

condition of processing CLOMR-Fs

• 2011 – FEMA requested informal consultation with NMFS

• 2012 – FEMA began formal consultation with NMFS requiring 
Program Level Biological Assessment (BA)

• 2013 – BA last amended – NMFS produced draft BiOp with 
Jeopardy Determination and draft RPA

• 2013 - April 14, 2016 – Oregon BiOp issued -
Jeopardy/Adverse Modification with RPA – after extensive 
negotiations between NMFS and FEMA staff.  
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• The requestor must
submit written 
documentation with 
analysis showing
ESA compliance

• Take (harm and harass)
cannot occur

Conditional Letter of Map Revisions

Conditional Letter of Map Revisions 
(CLOMR-F)
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Oregon RPA
RPA Summary Timeframe
1. Notification Notice, education, and outreach to NFIP communities 

in Oregon regarding the outcome of FEMA’s 

consultation with NMFS on the implementation of the 
NFIP in Oregon.

60 days (June 14, 
2016) for letter, and
September 15, 
2016 for everything 
else

2. Interim 
Measures

Interim measures that FEMA and its NFIP participating 
communities must promptly implement to mitigate the 
impacts of floodplain development on natural 
floodplain functions needed to support listed species. 
These interim measures, which include extensive 
reporting requirements, are to be implemented prior 
to the implementation of the permanent elements of 
the RPA.

March 15, 2018

3. Mapping 
Criteria

Required use of more extensive and expensive 
mapping protocols and methodologies for the stated 
purpose of improving the identification of special 
hazard areas. Mapping a number of new areas 
including the future conditions floodplain through 
2100, erosion zones, and channel migration zones 
(the RPA also requires FEMA to regulate to these new 
and expanded zones as well). 

3A & 3E March 15, 
2018

3B, 3C, 3D, 3F & 
3G are due 
September 15, 
2019
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Oregon RPA
RPA Summary Timeframe
4. Revised 
Floodplain 
Management 
Criteria

Revised floodplain management criteria to:

• Include a generally applicable ESA performance 
standard; 

• Prohibit almost all development in an area known 
as the High Hazard Area - HHA (floodway, V-Zone, 
LiMWA, erosion zone);

• Prevent the re-drawing floodway to accommodate 
floodplain development (will drastically limit 
development in floodway);

• Require a 60 year erosion setback area with very 
limited uses (agricultural, open space, temporary 
structures);

• Expand definition of SFHA to include future 
conditions floodplain; and 

• Significantly restrict subdivisions of lots.

There are extensive and prescriptive compensatory 
mitigation requirements that apply in the entire SFHA, 
including the future conditions floodplain.

January 1, 2019 for 
components that 
FEMA determines 
do not need a 
regulation change
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Oregon RPA
RPA Summary Timeframe

5. Data Collection 
and Reporting

Data collection and reporting requirements needed 
to accurately track floodplain development impacts 
and RPA implementation.

March 15, 2018

6. Compliance 
and Enforcement

Compliance and enforcement strategies to ensure 
that effects of floodplain development pursuant to 
the NFIP are avoided or reduced throughout the 
action area.

March 15, 2019

Timeframe Note:  Components of the RPA that require 
regulatory revisions – January 1, 2021
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Oregon Affected Communities

All river sub-basins in Oregon that contain ESA listed Salmon, 
Steelhead & Eulachon fish (excludes shaded green area)

Affects 251 of 
271 Oregon 
Communities
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Summary of Oregon RPA

 All 251 Affected Communities will be remapped 
based on higher standards

 All communities will be required to revise/adopt local 
regulations with these more restrictive standards for 
development in the Floodplain 

 If communities fail to comply with the RPA, FEMA will 
have no choice but to apply existing NFIP 
enforcement actions
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FEMA’s View on Oregon RPA

 FEMA will work toward implementation of the RPA 
requirements within our legal authority

 Or we will search for alternative methods of 
implementation to meet the overall goal of the RPA –
working with the State, communities, Tribal Nations, 
and stakeholders
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Path Forward (Year 1 - planning)

Strategic and programmatic 
partnership with Oregon DLCD

 DLCD will receive funding through our CAP-
SSSE Grant for FY16 for technical assistance 
and to serve an advisory role to FEMA 

 Inclusive of state goals and land use principals
 Conduct outreach/workshops
 Provide information to local floodplain 

administrators and biological consultants
 Coordinate work groups
 Provide clarification and help develop guidance 

materials/tools/data
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Path Forward (Year 2 Implementation)

 FEMA will create implementation plan based on Tribal, 
State and local government input

 Model ordinance, guidance and other tools

 Offer technical assistance

 Communities adopt new ordinances
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Tribal and Local Government can expect:

 A seat at the table and input to the process

 By approximately April 2018,  the NFIP in 
Oregon will look different than it does 
today 

Summary :  The Next 2 years
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Workshops
First Series – more workshops and workgroups to follow
• Please visit DLCD’s website for up-to-date schedule at 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/NFIP_BiOp.aspx
• Below schedule as of July 12, 2016

Albany June 27, 1:00 - 4:00 p.m. Albany City Hall, 333 Broadalbin St SW

North Bend June 28, 1:00 - 4:00 p.m. North Bend Library, 1800 Sherman Ave

White City June 29, 1:30 - 4:30 p.m. Jackson County Roads, 200 Antelope Rd

Tillamook July 14, 1:00 - 4:00 p.m. Oregon Department of Forestry, 5005 Third St

Oregon City July 15, 9:00 a.m. - noon Clackamas County Development Services Building, 150 Beavercreek Road

Portland July 25, 1:00 - 4:00 p.m. Bureau of Planning and Sustainability, 1900 SW 4th Ave

Salem July 26, 9:00 a.m. - noon Marion County Public Works, 5155 Silverton Rd NE

Springfield July 26, 2:00  – 5:00pm Springfield Justice center, 2nd floor, 230 4th street, Springfield OR

The Dalles July 27, 2:00 - 4:30 p.m. Columbia Gorge Community College

La Grande July 28, 9:00 a.m. - noon Eastern Oregon University, One University Boulevard
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Examples of Region X WA Guidance
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Questions 
Resources 

• DLCD website     http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/NFIP_BiOp.aspx
• FEMA ESA comment email address

FEMA-R10-ESAcomments@fema.dhs.gov

Contact information 
Scott D. Van Hoff, CFM
Mitigation Specialist
FEMA Region X
Office 425-487-4677
Cell 425-892-4152

Justin Craven
Mitigation Specialist
FEMA Region X
Desk: 425-487-4640

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/NFIP_BiOp.aspx
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Memorandum 

MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
105 HIGH STREET S. E. SALEM, OREGON 97301-3667 

TELEPHONE: (503)588-6177                           FAX:  (503)588-6094 
 
 

TO:   Aurora Planning Commission   

FROM: Renata Wakeley, City Planner 

RE: Legislative Amendment 2016-01 (LA-16-01) 

DATE:  September 27, 2016 

 

 

REQUESTED ACTION 

The Planning Commission’s options for taking action on Legislative Amendment 16-01 include 

the following:   

 

A. Adopt the findings in the staff report and recommend that the City Council adopt 

Legislative Amendment 16-01: 

1. As presented by staff; or 

2. As amended by the Planning Commission (stating revisions). 

 

B. Recommend that the City Council take no action on Legislative Amendment 16-01. 

 

C. Continue the public hearing: 

1. To a time-certain, or  

2. Indefinitely. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

In January 2016, the Aurora City Council adopted Ordinance 480 amending the Commercial and 

Industrial zone codes to adopt reasonable time, place, and manner restrictions on marijuana 

related businesses, including a restriction on marijuana grow sites and/or processing sites 

requiring a 1000-foot buffer between other marijuana businesses (established at the time of initial 

permit application). 

 

The public hearings and staff reports related to the adoption of Ordinance 480 can be found in 

file #LA-2015-01. 

 

On August 18, 2016, the City of Aurora received an application to amend the Industrial zone 

code (Section 16.16) to remove the 1,000-foot buffer requirement between marijuana businesses 

(See Exhibit B). 

 

The following sections of the Aurora Municipal Code (AMC) are proposed for amendment: 

 16.16 Industrial  
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Legislative Amendment 16-01 includes the draft code amendments to the Aurora Municipal 

Code. The revisions are attached in a bold and strikethrough format for review purposes (see 

Exhibit A).   

 

 

FINDING OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Aurora Planning Commission, after careful consideration of the testimony and evidence in 

the record, adopts the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions: 

 

1. In accordance with the post-acknowledgement plan amendment process set forth in 

Oregon Revised Statute 197.610(1), the City Planner submitted the draft proposed 

amendments to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development on 

September 12, 2016, 23-days prior to the first evidentiary hearing and 30-days prior to the 

tentative City Council hearing on October 11, 2016.  

2. Amendments to the Aurora Municipal Code, Comprehensive Plan, and/or Maps are 

considered Legislative Amendments subject to 16.80.20. Staff finds the application is 

subject to section 16.80.020 as a Legislative Amendment as the applicant proposes a 

change to the Industrial zone code for all industrial properties within the City of Aurora 

that applies to a broad class of people and a variety of factual situations and any change 

would be an expression of local government policy rather than a closely circumscribed 

factual situation or a relatively small number of impacted parties. As such, legislative 

amendment application shall be processed in accordance with the procedures and 

standards set forth in AMC 16.74-Procedures for Decision Making-Legislative. A 

legislative application may be approved or denied. 

3. AMC 16.74.030 outlines notice requirements. At least ten days prior to the first public 

hearing, the City shall publish notice in a newspaper of general circulation. The notice of 

the planning commission and city council hearings was published in the Canby Herald on 

September 21, 2016, at least 10 days prior to the scheduled October 4, 2016 Planning 

Commission hearing. In addition, owners of industrially zoned properties within the 

Aurora urban growth boundary were mailed notice of the pending application on 

September 21, 2016. 

4. Proposed amendments for consideration of legislative changes to the provisions of the 

Comprehensive Plan, implementing ordinances and maps are a legislative action. Section 

16.74 calls for amendments to the Development Code to be processed as a 

recommendation by the Planning Commission and the decision by the City Council.  

5. AMC 16.74.060 includes the standards for decision of Legislative Amendments as 

outlined under FINDINGS below. 

6. The Planning Commission will review the proposed legislative amendments at a October 

4, 2016 public hearing. If applicable, the City Council will hold a public hearing on the 

Planning Commission recommendation for LA-2016-01 at a tentatively scheduled 

hearing on October 11, 2016. 

 

 

FINDINGS 
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In accordance with 16.74.060.A., the recommendation by the Planning Commission and the decision by 

the Council shall be based on consideration of the following factors: 

1. Any applicable statewide planning goals and guidelines adopted under Oregon 

Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 197; 

 

FINDINGS: Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: A public hearing on the proposed amendments is 

schedule before the Planning Commission on October 4, 2016 and a second hearing is scheduled 

before the City Council on October 11, 2016. Notice was posted at City Hall and published in the 

Canby Herald. Owners of industrially zoned properties within the Aurora urban growth boundary 

were mailed notice of the pending application on September 21, 2016. The staff report was 

available for review one week prior to the Planning Commission and City Council hearings. This 

is consistent with City procedures. Staff finds Goal 1 is met. 

 

Goal 2, Land Use Planning: The proposal does not involve exceptions to the Statewide Goals. 

Adoption actions are consistent with the acknowledged AMC for processing of legislative 

amendment applications to the zoning ordinance. Goal 2 generally supports clear and thorough 

local procedures. Staff finds Goal 2 is met. 

 

Goal 3, Agricultural Lands and Goal 4, Forest lands are found not to be applicable. 

 

Goal 5, Open Spaces, Natural Resources, and Historic Areas: The proposed amendments do not 

affect regulations within the Aurora Historic District nor does it affect open spaces or natural 

resources. Staff finds Goal 5 does not apply.   

 

Goal 6, Air, Water and Land Resource Quality: Goal 6 is not applicable. The proposal does not 

address Goal 6 resources.  

 

Goal 7, Natural Hazards: Goal 7 is not applicable. The proposal does not address Goal 7 

resources.  

 

Goal 8, Recreational Needs: Goal 8 is not applicable. The proposal does not address Goal 8 

resources. 

 

Goal 9, Economic Development: The draft code amendments responds to an application received 

from a tenant on an industrially zoned property. According to the applicant, the removal of the 

1000-foot buffer from other marijuana related businesses would benefit the City’s economic 

development by increasing potential city revenue via increased business and potential taxation 

and would promote employment and business opportunities in the industry. Staff finds Goal 9 is 

met. 

 

Goal 10, Housing: Goal 10 is not applicable. The proposal does not address Goal 10 resources.  

 

Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services: Goal 11 is not applicable. The proposal does not address 

Goal 11 issues. 
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Goal 12, Transportation: Goal 12 is not applicable. The proposal does not address Goal 12 

issues. 

 

Goal 13, Energy Conservation: Goal 13 is not applicable as the code amendments address 

permitted uses under State law on properties already zoned for industrial development. The 

proposal does not address Goal 13 resources.  

 

Goal 14, Urbanization: Goal 14 is not applicable. The proposal does not address Goal 14 issues 

as the proposed code amendment applies to existing industrially zoned properties within the City 

limits and permissible uses within these zones. 

 

ORS 197 does not include specific notice requirements for legislative processes but the City met 

all noticing requirements under AMC for Legislative Amendments. ORS 227.186, more 

commonly known as Measure 56 notice, does not apply as the proposed amendment does not 

reduce permissible uses of properties in the affected zones. Owners of industrially zoned 

properties within the Aurora urban growth boundary were mailed notice of the pending 

application on September 21, 2016. 

 

2. Any federal or state statutes or rules found applicable; 

 

FINDINGS: Staff finds the adoption actions are consistent with Oregon Revised Statute 

197.610(1) for notice to the Department of Land Conservation and Development. Measure 56 

notice was not required as the proposed amendments do not reduce permissible uses on industrial 

lands. Notice of the proposed code amendment was mailed to all industrial zoned property within 

the urban growth boundary.  

 

Beyond the State-imposed and regulated standards for marijuana related facilities, jurisdictions 

are permitted to adopt reasonable time, place and manner restrictions to meet the intent of their 

development code and comprehensive plans. Proposed amendments to address these new 

regulations and to further clarify the locations of specific facilities were adopted via Ordinance 

480 and include buffers from schools and daycares; prohibiting marijuana related businesses 

from being adjacent to residential zones, parks or churches; limiting hours of operation; and 

requiring a conditional use permit application and approval.  

 

According to the applicant, the additional requirement for a 1000-foot buffer between marijuana 

related businesses is unnecessary as it does not provide additional protections against security 

threats nor does it maintain higher livability standards for residents. The applicant also states the 

AMC already contains fair and thoughtful provisions to safeguard the City’s livability and limits 

the marijuana industries footprint upon the City via other conditional use permit criteria and 

because of the State of Oregon’s existing security standards, the AMC buffer requirement is 

unnecessary.   

 

Staff finds the City may amend the Industrial zone code to remove the 1000-foot buffer 

requirement and still meet applicable state statutes related to marijuana grow and processing sites 

and this criterion is met. 
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3. The applicable comprehensive plan policies and map; and 

 

The applicable Aurora Comprehensive Plan Goals align with the Statewide Planning Goals and 

associated policies as outlined under FINDINGS, subsection A.1 above. Staff finds the proposed 

amendment to the industrial zone code can meet this criteria, as outlined under subsection A.1 

above.  

 

4. The applicable provisions of the implementing ordinances. 

 

FINDINGS: The draft code amendment responds to request from a property owner and tenant of 

industrially zoned property. The proposed code amendment is not found to deter employment or 

business opportunity but rather to clarify locations of a permitted conditional use in the industrial 

zone and allow for greater economic uses of industrial properties while maintaining the permitted 

and conditional uses in the zone, and the zone development and design standards. 

 

Staff finds the proposed code amendment can be adopted in compliance with the implementing 

ordinances as the proposed code amendment does not proposed to amend the development or 

design standards of the applicable zone or other requirements of the Aurora Municipal Code. 

Staff finds this criterion is met. 

 

In accordance with 16.74.060.B., consideration may also be given to proof of a substantial 

change in circumstances, a mistake, or inconsistency in the comprehensive plan or implementing 

ordinance which is the subject of the application.  

 

FINDINGS: Staff does not find a change in circumstance, mistake or inconsistency in the 

comprehensive plan or implementing ordinances. Rather, the proposed code amendment is a 

result of an application for zone text amendment from Lovena Green Farms.  In accordance with 

AMC 16.74.020.A.5, an owner of property or contract purchaser may apply for a zone code text 

amendment. The application is signed by the property owner of record. Staff finds this criterion 

does not apply.   

 

 

EXHIBIT A  Aurora Municipal Code (AMC) section 16.16- Industrial zone code proposed 

amendments 

EXHIBIT B Zoning Ordinance Amendment application 

 































 Proposed Code Update Discussion – 2016 

• Airport Overlay Concerns- Remove definitions of what the airport overlay and how to define it; 
16.24.050.B.  
 

• Discussion on vacation of portions of 2nd Street near Christ Lutheran Church- ROW is approximately 90 
feet wide, no longer complies with TSP, and is wider than will be developed in the future. Would still 
need a fire turnaround and comments from fire district on narrowing the street.  
 

• Storm water (AMC_16.34) – Discussion on storm water ponds and PC concerns regarding ongoing 
maintenance. Feedback from public works and city engineer required to update public works design 
standards as well. Require underground storm water detention (tanks) and/or city owned larger ponds?  
Comments needed from City Engineer 
 

• AMC 16.82.010       Enforcement. It shall be the duty of the City Recorder, or other designee of the City 
Council, to enforce this title. All city and county staff vested with the duty or authority to issue permits 
shall conform to the provisions of this title and shall issue no permit, certificate or license for any use, 
building, property or purpose (unless you apply for everything to bring the property into compliance), 
which violates or fails to comply with conditions or standards imposed by this title or conditions of 
approval adopted in compliance with this title. Any permit, certificate or license issued in conflict with 
the provisions of this title, intentionally or otherwise, shall be void.  

 
OR 

require an application completeness provision in code sections: Application submission requirements- 
for SDR, SUB, etc. add, “If there are any unauthorized activities occurring on the property, any land use 
application must be accompanied by all land use applications necessary to bring property into 
compliance for all existing and proposed uses on the property.” 

Morrow County Code Enforcement Ordinance provides the following: Impact on other Permits: No 
building permit, sanitation permit or other permit or license may be issued, or any work continued 
under such permits while a stop work or stop use order is in effect. 

Multnomah County: § 37.0560 CODE COMPLIANCE AND APPLICATIONS. Except as provided in 
subsection (A), the County shall not make a land use decision approving development, including land 
divisions and property line adjustments, or issue a building permit for any property that is not in full 
compliance with all applicable provisions of the Multnomah County Land Use Code and/or any permit 
approvals previously issued by the County. 
(A) A permit or other approval, including building permit applications, may be authorized if: 
(1) It results in the property coming into full compliance with all applicable provisions of the Multnomah 
County Code. This includes sequencing of permits or other approvals as part of a voluntary compliance 
agreement; or 
(2) It is necessary to protect public safety; or 
(3) It is for work related to and within a valid easement over, on or under an affected property. 
(B) For the purposes of this section, Public Safety means the actions authorized by the permit would 
cause abatement of conditions found to exist on the property that endanger the life, health, personal 
property, or safety of the residents or public. Examples of that situation include but are not limited to 



issuance of permits to replace faulty electrical wiring; repair or install furnace equipment; roof repairs; 
replace or repair compromised utility infrastructure for water, sewer, fuel, or power; and actions 
necessary to stop earth slope failures. 

 

 

 
• AMC 16.72.060 “Application submission requirements--Final plat. Unless otherwise provided in Section 

16.72.020, the applicant shall submit final plat and two copies to the planning director within two years 
which complies with the approved tentative plan”. Make sure this means conditions of approval of the 
tentative subdivision plat approval need to be met within those two years.  16.78.150B. states, 
“The approval for a property line adjustment, partition or subdivision shall lapse if:1. A property line 
adjustment map or final plat has not been signed and recorded with the County within a two-year 
period” 
 

• AMC 16.62.050.A. Discontinuance states, “Except for single-family residential uses which shall be 
continued by right, if a nonconforming use involving a structure is discontinued from active use for a 
period of one year, further use of the property or structure shall be a conforming use, except as 
provided in subsection C of this section”. 
 

• Add language on expedited land divisions in partition and subdivision sections in compliance with new 
Oregon Revised Statute 197.360. 
 

• AMC 16.44 – remove references to “off-premise” signage in compliance Oregon LUBA cases. 
 

• Check annexation rules (charter amendment) for voter approved annexation and remove this 
requirement. 

 
• AMC  16.58.020.G. remove reference to, “Any proposed development which has a valid conditional use 

approved through the conditional use permit application process” shall not be required to under Site 
Development Review.  

 
• Establish procedures under 16.72, 16.74, and 16.76 to define/allow minor and major amendments to all 

land use actions. For example, under SDR 16.58.070: Minor modification(s) to approved plans or existing 
development.  

 
• Remove the requirement for recording of development agreements after a Notice of Decision is filed? 

Does this add anything legally to the decision? Just seems like an extra step and expense to the 
applicant.  
  
 

  

Comment [r1]: One negative of this is that 
you might find vacant structures as the 
commercial demand cannot be met. 
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