Housing Advisory Committee Meeting #2

ZOOM link: https://zoom.us/j/94882995331
Meeting ID: 948 8299 5331
Phone: +1 253 215 8782

COOS BAY HOUSING ADVANCEMENT PROJECT
Friday, February 12, 1-3 PM

AGENDA

Time | Subject Lead

1:00 Welcome Carolyn Johnson, City of Coos Bay
1:05 Comprehensive Plan Update Recommendations Jacob Callister, LCOG
1:30 Housing Pre-Production Strategy Todd Chase, FCS GROUP
2:15 Development Code Recommendations Jacob
2:50 Next Steps Jacob
3:00 Adjourn Carolyn

Meeting Materials

HAC Item Summary
Attachment A: Housing Pre-Production Strategy
Attachment B: HAP High Level Themes

Attachment C: Comprehensive Plan Amendment Recommendations Matrix

Attachment D: Annotated Development Code
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LANE COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

3) CONSULTING

To: Housing Advisory Committee
Date: February 5, 2021
From: Carolyn Johnson, Community Development Administrator

on behalf of the Housing Advancement Project Team (Team)

RE: Friday, February 12, 2021 second Housing Advisory Committee (HAC)
Meeting: Housing Advancement Project & Housing Pre-Production Strategy

BACKGROUND/CONTEXT. In 2020, the Oregon Department of Land Conservation
(DLCD) awarded funding to the City for consulting services for evaluation and modification
of Coos Bay Comprehensive Plan (CBCP) policies and Development Code (CBDC)
directives. The modifications will assure City compliance with new Oregon law mandated by
Oregon House Bills 2001 & 2003 and address the 2020 Needs Analysis (HNA) findings.

In November of 2020 the HAC reviewed the scope and initial themes for CBCP and CBDC
revisions. With that meeting outcome, the Team prepared the attached concepts for HAC
consideration. Please familiarize yourselves with this information and be ready to discuss at
our Feb. 12 meeting. The attached information will facilitate creation of more refined work
products at the March 9, 2021 joint Planning Commission /Council public meeting for
Planning Commission consideration/advisement and City Council decisions to modify the
CBCP and CBDC for expanded Coos Bay housing opportunities.

KEY DOCUMENTS. Your feedback on these documents will inform the Team’s continued
work. We look forward to our collective review of the following documents at our Friday,
February 12 meeting.

e Attachment A: Draft Housing Pre-Production Strategy. This 3J prepared draft
identifies, analyzes and memorializes legislative, regulatory and program housing
development incentive tool options to facilitate housing development opportunities for
households of all income levels.

e Attachment B: Coos Bay Comprehensive Plan and Development Code High-Level
Themes. This LCOG Team prepared list of high-level themes and a description of
recommendations for each accompanies the CBCP matrix (attachment C) and annotated
CBDC (attachment D).

e Attachment C: Coos Bay Comprehensive Plan Draft Recommendations Matrix.
Prepared by the LCOG Team, Comprehensive Plan revision recommendations consistent
with House Bill 2001 are identified in a matrix format with current policy text or themes and
recommendations.

e Attachment D: Annotated Coos Bay Development Code. The LCOG Team prepared
annotated Development Code recommendations/green boxes for CBDC updates in the
context of the applicable sections of the existing code.
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Solutions-Oriented Consulting

To: Steve Faust; 3J Consulting Date: 2/4/2021
From: Todd Chase, Tim Wood; FCS GROUP
RE Draft Coos Bay Housing Pre Production Strategy

PURPOSE OF THE HOUSING PRE-PRODUCTION STRATEGY

The objective of the Coos Bay Housing Pre-Production Strategy (HPPS) is to incentivize the
development of needed housing. This effort will include the preparation of baseline assumptions
required by House Bill 2003 (2019) to create a future Housing Needs Capacity Analysis (HCA) to
measure future housing demand against developable land available for residential development to
ensure that cities have sufficient land to meet demand as well as a using Production Strategy (HPS).

The HPPS process and outcomes are intended to identify, analyze, and recommend housing
development incentives as well as legislative, regulatory, and policy options for the expansion of
housing opportunities for households of all income levels. The HPPS will also build upon and
complement housing expansion efforts previously undertaken by the City of Coos Bay (City).

HPPS WORK PLAN

The HPPS Work Plan tasks include the following:

] Housing Background Report which summarized: findings from housing plans that have been
completed; actions to foster housing production already completed by the city; housing policies
the city could consider going forward; and draft criteria to be used when evaluating potential
local housing policies.

® Stakeholder Interviews as detailed later in this report and Appendix A. Interviews were
conducted with housing developers, affordable housing advocates and others.
L City code evaluation and preliminary recommendations as discussed later in this report.

During the HPPS process, the city and consultant team reviewed city codes and are
recommending consideration of potential code strategies for Coos Bay to producing target

housing types.

L Housing Advisory Committee (HAC) engagement with two HAC meetings to review, advise,
participate and refine consultant recommendations and products.

° Public Involvement with one public meeting to inform and further refine consultant
recommendations.

] Summary Report. HPPS work effort compilation into a final report with recommendations

for Comprehensive Plan and Development Code amendments developed as part of the City’s
Housing Advancement Project.

HOUSING STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH

As part of the HPPS process, the consultant team conducted one-on-one interviews with six
stakeholders in the Coos Bay housing market including non-profit and for-profit developers. This input
was mainly focused on perceived regulatory and market barriers to the development of housing in Coos
Bay. Stakeholder, public and committee input will be used to contextualize policy recommendations
in the final HPPS document.

Locations page 1
Washington | 425.867.1802
Oregon | 503.841.6543
Colorado | 719.284.9168
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REGULATORY OBSTACLES

Developers unanimously identified low density allowances and restrictive lot dimension
standards as their chief regulatory hurdle. That hurdle not only restricted market feasibility for
single-family detached housing but for middle housing development as well (particularly
developments with 2 to 4 dwellings per structure). Some suggested that changing current
standards would result in more naturally occurring affordable housing.

° Developers also conveyed the need for additional multifamily zoned land within the city,
saying that there is a market for apartments, but not enough land is available, and the locations
in which multifamily is planned results in higher site development costs (due to need for site
assembly, demolition, soils remediation, etc.). They suggested targeted rezoning of lower
density residential land to allow higher density.

Other comments from developers included:

L Confusion regarding the engineering and infrastructure requirements in general.
° Frustration at excessive land use regulations at the state level
° Lack of clarity from the City regarding if/how reimbursement for developer funding of public

improvements will be reimbursed on a pro-rated basis when other future developments come
to fruition. Therefore, these is little incentive to undertake major housing investments
requirement private investment for off-site public facility improvements.

MARKET OBSTACLES

Developers noted that:

° Buildable land in Coos Bay exists but large tracts are often owned by several individuals,
some of whom do not want to sell or have unrealistic sales price expectations. It is not always
clear if there are environmental issues with a parcel (e.g., floodplain or dredging).

] Return on investment, especially in the rental apartment market, is unproven which likely
keeps larger regional developers out of Coos Bay.

° Some city-owned parcels available for development are located in less desirable parts of
Coos Bay, making development there less feasible from a market perspective.

L Costs of demolition, and building reuse is prohibitive because buildings are old and require

remediation (i.e., asbestos and lead paint removal) and because landfill costs are very high;
this discourages redevelopment of older sections of the City.

STRATEGIES TO INCREASE HOUSING

To provide greater housing affordability to middle-income families, the consultant team, along with
Coos Bay staff, identified a list of potential strategies or actions the city might consider. Generally, the
policy strategies can be separated into four categories:

[ Land Use Policies and Regulations: Future Comprehensive Plan revisions to Housing and
Land Use element policies and code amendment directives that reflect the updated Housing
Needs Assessment and community input.

° Programs and Collaborative Partnerships: This category includes City partnerships with
non-profit or for-profit developers to identify and develop housing sites in the City.

’:§> FCS GROUP page 2
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L Oregon Revised Statutes owner occupied affordable housing development incentive
options: Among other options, these include general obligation bonds for affordable housing,
construction excise tax, and inclusionary housing' as specified in ORS 197.309.

L Other DLCD Best practices: Best practice guidance provided by DLCD.

The consultant team evaluated 26 housing strategies or actions to be considered to prioritize
for action. To evaluate each strategy on its own merits, the following criteria were applied, and
a relative score was assigned ranging from 1 (low relative score) to 3 (high relative score).
Aggregated scores were compiled based on the following criteria.

L Public Opportunity Cost: measures the cost associated with each policy, such as foregone
property tax income or in-kind staff administration requirements, relative to the estimated
amount of additional low or middle-income housing units added.

] Compatibility with the 2020 HNA targeted housing numbers and types.

] Compatibility with other City Policies: Assessing if/how each policy is compatible with
other existing city policies to avoid conflict with other city objectives.

° Development Feasibility: considers the ability of a policy or action to enhance overall project

feasibility and improve the chance that a developer will be willing to risk private equity and
leverage debt required to construct and sustain new investment.

It should be note that additional criteria may be presented by the public and/or policy makers over the
coming months and result in a different set of policy priorities. Consequently, the scoring of each
strategy, along with those recommended by the consultant team and staff will be refined.

An overall score was created for each of the strategies is noted in the strategy chart on the following
pages. Using the criteria noted above, many have the same score. Categories mentioned above are
noted by corresponding number in each strategy.

! Inclusionary housing programs requires developers to sell or rent a percentage of their units to lower-income
residents. Programs may partially offset the cost of providing affordable units by offering developers one or
more incentives such as tax abatements, parking reductions, or the right to build at higher densities. Most programs
recognize that it’s not always feasible to include affordable on-site units within market-rate projects. In some cases,
developers can choose among alternatives, such as payment of an in-lieu fee or provision of affordable off-site units
in another project.

’:§> FCS GROUP page 3



P ECIGROUE, | Memorandum

- =
17,] < - p—
S g I o
> = = » = =
= o L= ° &
. 28 EE£ w
o O =S 2= =
Exhibit 1: Strategy Table s €5 £33 % 5
. . I~ & S = L >
Description © 2 OU A& ©
1 Create Cottage cluster development options. Cottage Cluster housing refers to small 3 3 2 3 11
homes on small lots grouped together with a larger area of open space available for common
use. Consider introducing into Development Code.
2a Evaluate land use processing & infrastructure funding requirements. Land use permit 2 3 2 3 10

process streamlining would cut down on developer time and cost. Clarity should be provided
on infrastructure cost reimbursement. These would-be incentives for developers to more
quickly get through the land use review process with assurance of reimbursement for off-site
public improvements with broader public benefit.

2b Lot size reduction for new lots in residential areas. Four stakeholders indicated lot size 2 3 2 3 10
parameters were outdated and cumbersome to work around.

2c Middle Housing (including Townhomes, Duplexes, Triplexes and quadplexes) in single- 2 3 2 3 10
family low-density residential zoning districts with design standards for compatibility with
single family homes as mandated by HB 2001.

3a Partnering with non-profits. A City partnership to assist with a housing nonprofit to acquire | 3 2 2 2 9
naturally occurring affordable housing such as foreclosures and expansion of the City’s
vacant property registration program for housing rehabilitation or purchase.

3b Limit single unit homes in medium density areas. Limitation of single unit homes in the 2 2 2 3 9
medium density residential district to a certain percentage of the total land area specified for
multi-unit residential use.

3c Create a minimum density standard in all residential zones. Minimum density standard of | 2 2 2 3 9
at least 70% of that for maximum density permitted in any residential zone.

Locations page 1
Washington | 425.867.1802
Oregon | 503.841.6543
Colorado | 719.284.9168
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Exhibit 1: Strategy Table

Description
3d Extremely limit single unit homes in higher density areas. Prohibition of new single-unit | 2 2 2 3 9
housing in high density residential zoning districts unless the site is less relatively small, and
the site could not accommodate multiple units.
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Compatibility with

City Policies
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Development
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Overall Score

3e Providing a pre-approved set of plans for middle housing typologies (ex. Cottage clusters, | 2 2 2 3 9
townhomes, and ADUs). The plans would be highly efficient, designed for constrained lots
and low-cost solutions, and would allow for streamlined permitting.

4a Density bonuses for development of deed-restricted affordable housing. This low-cost, | 2 2 2 2 8
market-side solution can assure an affordable housing “pool” for a period of at least ten years.

4b Identify appropriate locations for “up-zoning” to create a high-density residential area to | 2 1 2 3 8
meet multifamily land needs. Use areas that were previously zoned for high density residential
but are now medium density.

4c Ensure that zoning is clear and objective to allow lower-cost housing types (e.g., ADUs, | 2 2 2 2 8
cottage clusters, multifamily, manufactured housing, etc.) where appropriate.

4d Allow density transfers from land area on property that is > 20% slope or land located in | 1 2 2 3 8
environmentally sensitive areas to “receiving areas” within the City. Explore if/how density
transfers could be achieved outside city limits in collaboration with Coos County.

de Residential development for small commercial lots. Consider allowing residential | 2 1 2 3 8
development by right on commercial property less than a certain size that is infeasible for
commercial development .

4f High density residential land use district. Creation of a high—density residential land use | 2 1 2 3 8
district consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

49 Changes to Development Code zero-lot line regulations. Revisit the City’s Zero-lot line | 1 2 2 3 8
concept for residentially zoned property to refine as needed.

’:§> FCS GROUP page 2
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4h Options identified in ORS 197.309. These include options to increase owner-occupied 1 3 2 2 8
affordable housing; such as general obligation bonds for affordable housing, a construction
excise tax, and inclusionary housing requirements as specified in ORS 197.309.

5a Property tax options. Exploration of the opportunities offered in statute including tax 1 2 2 2 7
exemption for low-income housing developments and single unit housing in distressed areas
as well as property tax freezes.

5b Create affordable housing fund, by considering a construction excise tax/dedication of city | 1 3 2 1 7
bed tax.

5¢ Require or incentive a mix of housing types within Residential Planned Unit Developments | 2 1 2 2 7
through zoning ordinance.

5d Adopt increased density codes by right near transit stations, with higher levels of density | 1 2 2 2 7
near high capacity/high frequency stations, then stepping back into residential areas.
Automatically upzone based on transportation corridor classifications; meaning wider ROWs
get more flexibility in land use by right.

6a Preventing displacement and preserving '"naturally occurring" affordable housing 1 2 2 1 6
through acquisition, low-interest loans/revolving loan fund for preservation, and/or code
enforcement.

6b Non- conforming housing zoning limits. Examine zoning limitations on existing non- 2 1 2 1 6
conforming housing uses.

6c Parking modifications. Modification of parking requirements for certain housing types. 1 2 1 2 6

6d Explore affordability-focused covenants 1 2 2 1 6

6e Consider adopting inclusionary zoning 1 2 2 1 6

*
*
’0:> FCS GROUP page 3




PERCRY, | Memorandum

APPENDIX A: STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEW
SUMMARY

The following is a summary of the issues raised through stakeholder interviews conducted for the
Coos Bay Housing Advancement Project. The purpose of stakeholder interviews is to understand
how Coos Bay’s zoning standards, development review regulations, tools and practices affect
housing development in the community. The project team identified a list of nine (9) stakeholders
including for-profit and non-profit real estate developers. As of December 2020, six (6) stakeholders
were interviewed in October and November 2020 to understand the impacts of the zoning code and
review requirements on development in Coos Bay. The interviews were also an opportunity to
discuss future changes to incentive density and MFR development. The below table details
stakeholders interviewed thus far.

Stakeholders Interviewed

Stakeholder Affiliation

Adam Rutherford Local developer

Beth Albrecht Hi-Valley Development Corp

Brad Woodruff Manufactured home developer

Brian Shelton Kelley Developer Director, NeighborWorks Umpqua
Chris Swanson Local developer

Tim O’Brian Urban Asset Advisors

Issues Summary: Issues raised through stakeholder interviews help inform the code audit findings,
code concepts and housing production pre-strategy report.

Housing Types: Interviewees identified a variety of housing types they would like to see built within
Coos Bay that could alleviate rising housing costs and cater to buyer preferences and desires. The
range of options includes:

Duplexes
Multifamily Residential
Entry-level affordable housing (SFR or MFR)

Rental properties

Housing for older adults

Land Supply: While not unique to Coos Bay, available land was one of the main factors cited as a
barrier to development in Coos Bay. Many interviewees noted environmental constraints as the
leading reason for a limited land supply. Interviewees discussed hillsides and slopes as well as coast-
specific environmental concerns such as old dredge zones, floodplains, and impacts of salt water on

Locations page 1
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building materials. In addition to environmental constraints, two interviewees perceived the school
district as owning a significant amount of land that could be otherwise developed for residential uses.
Overall, interviewees noted any vacant land is often too expensive due to limited land supply.

Dimensional Standards: Most interviewees cited density standards as the main barrier to developing
middle housing. Specifically, several interviewees discussed the MDR density standards, with a
maximum of 16 units per acre, as an impediment to higher density development. While not a
majority, some interviewees were frustrated by setbacks and building height restrictions.

Zoning: Two interviewees suggested zoning and allowed uses prohibited a greater variety of
residential units, especially in a development environment with limited available land. For example,
one interviewee wanted to build multifamily residential on larger SFR-zoned lots. Here, the available
land was large enough for dense development, but the zoning did not allow it. Similarly, one
interviewee cited a potential downtown residential development in a commercial zone allowing
mixed-use. While they were able to pencil in tens of residential units and enough parking, they faced
challenges in filling the ground-floor commercial space. In this case, they suggested district-level or
form-based code, reducing commercial requirements, and defining commercial space to include
community/social services spaces as solutions to this challenge.

Infrastructure Costs: Infrastructure development costs were often cited as a barrier to development.
Several interviewees pointed to specific areas adequate for development, yet noted the cost and
responsibility of building infrastructure, specifically roads, made these areas cost prohibitive. Here,
they felt that being the first-in to develop resulted in unfair and significant upfront costs. Several
interviewees discussed recovery fees or infrastructure financing/help from the City of Coos Bay as a
solution to infrastructure costs.

Review and Permitting Process: Overall, the interviewees felt positively about working with the
City of Coos Bay in review and permitting processes. One interviewee, however, perceived the
process as duplicitous and unnecessarily lengthy, specifically citing the amount of paperwork
compared to other jurisdictions, multiple project cost estimates, and a refunded sewer bond fee
creating unnecessarily upfront costs. Many interviewees suggested SDC and fee waivers when
developing middle and multifamily housing to encourage more dense residential development.

Other External Factors

Construction Labor: Several interviewees cited construction labor shortages as an impediment to
development in Coos Bay. One interviewee discussed the limited number of commercial and general
contractors on the coast, forcing them to solicit bids from inland contractors, as a reason they will not
develop in Coos Bay.

Materials Costs: Several interviewees discussed materials transport and costs as barrier to
development in Coos Bay. Specifically, two interviewees cited gravel and crushed rock, used for
paving and to fill in trenches, as more expensive than other areas in Oregon. Transporting the
materials from Eugene, for example, was also cost prohibitive.

’:§> FCS GROUP page 2



ATTACHMENT B: COOS BAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT CODE
HIGH-LEVEL THEMES

COOS BAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN + DEVELOPMENT CODE RECOMMENDATIONS -
HIGH-LEVEL THEMES

High-Level Themes

1. A Coos Bay Suited Solution

2. Implementing House Bill 2001 (Expanding Housing Opportunities — Removing
Barriers)

3. Continuity Between Comprehensive Plan (CBCP) and Development Code (CBDC)

4. Simplifying and Streamlining Policy and Administration

1. A Coos Bay Suited Solution

The LCOG Team has worked diligently to prepare initial recommendations with careful
consideration of local context, as represented by feedback from public meetings, recent research
and analysis of existing trends, studies and other data, and very close coordination (and iteration)
with City staff. The message has been clear that Coos Bay is committed and eager to create more
housing opportunities. State Law dictates this to some extent, but local values must guide
numerous components of this effort for improvement. The Project Team is prepared, with the
HAC, to work through initial recommendations for public comment, Planning Commission review
and recommendation and Council action.
2. Implementing House Bill 2001 (Expanding Housing Opportunities — Removing
Barriers)

The aim of House Bill 2001 is to remove barriers to the development of needed housing. Cities of
Coos Bay's size are now required by State law (OAR 660-046) to implement these HB 2001
changes. This change includes an HB 2001 requirement for allowing duplexes on any lot or
parcel zoned for residential use that allows for the development of detached single-unit dwellings.
In Coos Bay duplexes are permitted on low density (LDR) residential lots; however, the CBCP
and CBDC must be revised to be comprehensively consistent with HB2001 and reflect needs
identified in the 2020 Housing Needs Analysis. Consequently, we recommend amending and/or
removing language that is in direct conflict with HB2001 or that could otherwise undermine the
intention or spirit of the law and findings of the Housing Needs Analysis. This also means that our
approach is focused on housing and residential land use goals and objectives, as well as the
implementation measures in the CBDC. For example, we generally only address other districts
where they address residential uses and are in conflict with HB2001 or the current CBDC.

Examples

Comprehensive Plan:

Energy Conservation Policy EC.6 (row 12 in the matrix) states that “...this strategy shall not
supersede the strategy dealing with the protection of the integrity of established residential
neighborhoods.” The current recommendation is to remove this sentence from the end of that
policy. Coos Bay recently adopted Development Code updates allowing duplexes within all
residential zones, consistent with HB2001. Amending this policy would provide continuity with
HB2001 in the underlying Comprehensive Plan policies as well.

Development Code:

The Housing Advancement Project aims to remove procedural or regulatory barriers to the
development of needed housing, as well as facilitate the creation of housing options such as
duplexes, townhouse or rowhouses, cottage clusters, and small apartments like triplexes and
quadplexes on lots where single-unit dwellings are allowed. We recommend revising the codified
definitions so the CBDC recognizes these housing types, and then using the codified terms in the
list of permitted land uses in the applicable Zoning district. The consistency in terminology and
improved clarity will enhance ease of use for property owner/developers, neighbors, and staff.
(See Annotated Code, Sec. 17.150).
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3. Continuity Between Comprehensive Plan and Development Code

Oregon law (and best practices) call for a Comprehensive Plan that serves as the overarching
guiding document for community planning. It provides high level goals, objectives and policy
direction that guide implementation. The Zoning districts and Development Code should provide
the granular specificity for development that is in keeping with those overarching Goals and
Objectives. Presently Coos Bay's Comprehensive Plan and Development Code are out of
alignment on some key residential elements. Recommendations are made to bring some of these
into better alignment.

Comprehensive Plan
e The Project Team believes that the Comprehensive Plan contains some overly
prescriptive language, which can create legal ambiguity, limits the development code’s
purpose, and may require more updating of the Plan than is prudent.

Examples:

Residential Areas Objectives:

» The Plan currently dictates numerous residential zones by name (R-1, R-3, R-5) which
do not currently exist in the code. We recommend removing these to eliminate the
conflict.

e The Plan’s Residential Objectives currently include rationale and implementation
statements that reference decades old information and are lengthy, often with very
specific language that can serve to dilute or confuse the applicability of the overarching
objective. We recommend removal of these.

Development Code

There are two notable inconsistencies between the Comprehensive Plan land use designations

and implementing the Zoning districts.

e The Comprehensive Plan’s Residential-Low Density designation caps density at 9 dwelling
units per acre (du/ac); however, the Low Density Residential-6 Overlay Zone allows density
up to 16 du/ac. This inconsistency presents a legal vulnerability for the property
owner/developer and the City. We recommend repealing the overlay zone to remove this
inconsistency and legal concern.

e The Medium Density Residential-16 (MDR-16) zone implements the Comprehensive Plan’s
Residential-High Density land use designation. The designation allows densities up to 25
du/ac, but the zone is capped at 16 du/ac. We recommend creating a residential zone that
allows for the greater density allowed in the Comprehensive Plan. (See Annotated Code, Sec.
17.220 and 17.225).

o Below is a recommendation for zoning district and comprehensive plan district adjustments

Comp Plan Designation Comp Current Zone | Current New New Zone
Plan Zone Zone DUA
DUA DUA
Medium/High Density Residential Max 25 MDR Max 16 MDR 12-16
(previously High Density Residential) none - MDR-X | 17-25
Low Density Residential LDR-8.5 Max 6 LDR Max 6
Max 9 LDR-6 Max 9 SLR Max 9
LDR-6 Max 16 LDR or | Max6 or
Overlay SLR Max 9
Commercial/Mixed Use Max 25 MX 18-24 MX 17-25
(previously Res./Prof. Office) C 18-24 C 17-25
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4. Simplifying and Streamlining Policy and Administration
Simplification of process and provisions create a more welcomed environment for desired
developments. They also reduce inefficiencies impacting overwhelmed City staff.

Comprehensive Plan
¢ Where practical, recommendations include minor housekeeping items that increase clarity
and bring the Comprehensive Plan up to date including removing redundant policies and
removing or changing references to outdated codes. It also includes more focused
Comprehensive Plan language allowing the Development Code to better fulfill its distinct
purpose.

Examples:
¢ Housing Policy 2.5 (See row 18 in the matrix)
* Housing Goal 7 (See row 25 in the matrix)

Development Code

In addition to the City’s prior action that expanded the permitted uses in zones to allow duplex

dwellings, certain procedures (e.g., Type I, Type Il, etc.) and applications (e.g., CUP, PUD) can

create obstacles to housing development through greater cost, time delays, and ambiguity in
development standards. Therefore, we recommend revisions to the Administrative section and the
other applicable development standards to simplify and streamline the process.

o Recategorize the land use procedures to enable staff review — Exemptions or Type |
procedures — of permitted land uses that are perceived to be minor in scale or generally
compatible with the surrounding land uses in that Zoning district. (See Annotated Code, Sec.
17.130.030)

e Provide clear and objective development standards for certain housing types. For example,
the introduction of Multi-Unit Residential Standards will enable a Type Il process with Planning
Director decision for proposals that currently require PUDs and possibly Variances. (See
Annotated Code, Sec. 17.225.060




ATTACHMENT C: COOS BAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (CBCP) DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS MATRIX

PLAN  bG.  CURRENT POLICY TEXT OR THEME RECOMMENDATION

ELEMENT *Recommended new policy language is underlined

Chapter 5: Cultural Environment

Housing 53 Section contains outdated information from 2009 HNA-BLI Update with 2020 HNA data
Section 5.3
Chapter 6: Land Use
Residential Lands | 65 Section contains outdated information from 2009 HNA-BLI Update with 2020 HNA data
Section 6.2
Chapter 7: Identification of Problems, Planning Issues, Goals, and Plan Implementation Strategies

Introduction 67 Section describes stakeholder & public involvement process | Add stakeholder & public involvement process of

in development of Comprehensive Plan HAP/HPPS projects
Natural 70 Coos Bay shall use the information resulting from the area’s | Development on steep slopes presents significant
Resources and soil survey to assess property development concerns limitations, increases vulnerability to hazards such as
Hazards regarding the hazards or erosion, drainage, slope, and landslides, and necessitates costly development. For the
Policy NRH.1 windthrow. For development in areas with identified purposes of the recently completed Housing Needs

constraints, the developer shall be required to substantiate | Assessment, slopes greater than 20% were considered
to the city that property development will not be endangered | environmentally constrained and were therefore not

by the constraints. For example, the developer should included in the Buildable Lands Inventory.

incorporate preventative measures into the project’s site

design, such as engineered foundations, landscape The recommendation is to add language prohibiting
measures intended to maintain bank stability, retaining development on slopes greater than 20%:

walls, and so forth. The city recognizes that these

development requirements will insure the safety of its “Coos Bay shall use the information resulting from
residents and reduce the potential impacts to its land the area’s soil survey to assess property

resources. development concerns regarding the hazards or

erosion, drainage, slope, and windthrow.
Development shall be prohibited on slopes greater
than 20%, regardless of soil content. For
development in areas with identified constraints, the
developer shall be required to substantiate to the
city that property development will not be
endangered by the constraints. ...”
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PLAN
ELEMENT

PG.

CURRENT POLICY TEXT OR THEME

RECOMMENDATION
*Recommended new policy lanquage is underlined

Energy
Conservation
Policy EC.1

71

Coos Bay shall exercise residential site development
practices consistent with sound energy conservation design
principles, including where appropriate, consideration of
alternatives for cluster housing, for structural orientation and
landscaping design to minimize adverse climatic impacts
and maximize solar benefits, and for street design to
minimize surface heat loss. Coos Bay shall implement these
concerns by developing performance standards in the
zoning and/or subdivision ordinances in order to produce
energy-efficient developments, (e.g., development of
subdivisions which orient the longitudinal axis of homes in
an east-west direction allowing maximum passive and active
solar potential). The city recognizes that such alternative
site and structure design practices will afford greater energy
conservation rewards than conventional practices.

Overly prescriptive siting and design standards could
inhibit the development of needed housing. Many of
these are aspirations that are not realized in the Code.

The recommendation is to remove elements that are
too specific and aspirational and generalize by
stating that site development practices should be
consistent with State law:

“Coos Bay shall exercise residential site
development practices consistent with Oregon
planning law. seund-energy-conservation-designh
—— i . iate,
|a||ne_|ples ."'EIHEI"'Q whe_le appropriate ing.
EE"S'E|E'EI“'E." of all_ltematllules IIE' EIH.StE'II'E.HS"'g fol
surface-heatloss. Coos Bay shall implement these
concerns by developing performance standards in
the zoning and/or subdivision ordinances in order to
produce energy-efficient developments;(e-g-;
eleue_lepl_nent E.I sulaelmsmn_ls which-orient th_e .
Is"nglt_uelmal axis of Ilam_es b E"I' eas_t ueslt direction
potential). The city recognizes that such alternative
site and structure design practices will afford
greater energy conservation rewards than
conventional practices.”
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RECOMMENDATION
*Recommended new policy lanquage is underlined

Energy 71 Coos Bay shall promote the rights of residents to solar Some increased density is allowed in formerly single-unit
Conservation access and encourage an in-depth study of solar energy areas, because duplexes are allowed in zones that allow
Policy EC.2 which will lead to establishing appropriate design standards | for single-unit development. Lowering densities is
and other provisions in the zoning and subdivision therefore not a viable or legal strategy in these areas.
ordinances, recognizing that (1) the use of solar energy is
becoming more desirable and necessary in the present The recommendation is to remove the last sentence:
energy situation, and (2) active solar systems may become | "... This-strategy does-not-mean-thatthe desireto
an economic feasibility to an increasing number of encourage-utilization-of solarenergy-should
households and, therefore, the ability to obtain this energy preclude-other-important-and-desirable-site-design
should not be obstructed by the design of the home or of such-as-lowing-densities.”
adjacent homes. This strategy does not mean that the
desire to encourage utilization of solar energy should
preclude other important and desirable site designs such as
lowing densities.
Energy 72 Coos Bay shall promote development along major The aim of House Bill 2001 is to remove barriers to
Conservation transportation corridors by zoning lands adjacent to such development of needed housing. Cities of Coos Bay's
Policy EC.4 corridors to allow commercial, industrial, and multi-family size are required by State law (OAR 660-046) to allow

development except where such areas are irreversibly
committed to low density residential development. However,
ingress/egress to such development shall be designed so
that it does not restrict traffic flow on the arterial streets. The
city recognizes that intense development, along major
transportation corridors conserves energy by providing
shorter, direct access to home and trade and service areas.

duplexes on any lot or parcel zoned for residential use
that allows for the development of detached single-unit
dwellings. The purpose of the Housing Advancement
Project is to ensure HB 20001 compliance. For the Plan,
this entails removing language that is in direct conflict
with HB2001 or that could otherwise negate the intention
or spirit of the law.

In this case, because duplexes are allowed in zones that
allow for single-unit development, an area cannot be
considered "irreversibly committed to low density
residential development."

The recommendation is to remove the following

from the first sentence: "... except-where-such
- bl itted tol lonsi
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Energy 72 Coos Bay shall attempt to site residential apartment The aim of House Bill 2001 is to remove batrriers to the
Conservation development in appropriate areas within or on the fringe of | development of needed housing. Cities of Coos Bay's
Policy EC.6 commercially zoned areas, recognizing that such uses size are now required by State law (OAR 660-046) to
conserve energy by the centralized location of achieving the | allow duplexes on any lot or parcel zoned for residential
goal of “infilling”, and by maximizing the potential of land use that allows for the development of detached single-
uses within developed areas of the city. This strategy shall | unit dwellings. The purpose of the Housing
not supersede the strategy dealing with protection of the Advancement Project is to ensure that Coos Bay's
integrity of established residential neighborhoods. Comprehensive Plan and Development Code are
compliant with HB2001. For the Plan, this entails
removing language that is in direct conflict with HB2001
or that could otherwise negate the intention or spirit of
the law.
In this case, cities are not allowed to protect the integrity
of existing residential neighborhoods that prohibit the
development of needed housing.
The recommendation is to remove the last sentence:
elea_lllng ".“IH' pf altlestllan all t.l.,'e integrity of established
Energy 73 Coos Bay shall continue to enforce the currently adopted The recommendation is to remove this policy. State
Conservation version of the Uniform Building Code as it regulates the laws requires compliance with building codes. It is
Policy EC.10 residential/development, recognizing that energy unnecessary to include this as a local policy.

conservation benefits accrue from these sound construction
standards.
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Economic
Development
Objective

78

Encourage a range of housing types at different price points
(including, but not limited to first-time home owners,
workforce housing, and retirees).

Use stronger language to ensure that needed housing is
realized according to State law. The current list of
examples mixes housing types with demographic
groups; to illustrate possible housing types at different
price points and the groups of people who need housing
at different affordability levels, include a list of both. Be
inclusive to avoid limiting future possibilities to existing
options.

Recommended amendment:

“Encourage Establish a range of housing types-at,
consistent with State law, that by nature of their
size, design, location or other factors accommodate
different price points. {including;but-notlimited-to;
These may include, but are not limited to, duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes, cottage clusters, townhouses,
etc. that are affordable to first-time homeowners,

renters, workforce-housing workers at all income

levels, and retirees residents wishing to age in
place).”

Economic
Development
Policy 2.3

79

Pursue the implementation of the Hollering Place Master
Plan, adopted December 2, 2008, to create a public activity
area on the waterfront that serves residents and visitors;
rebuild the dilapidated dock to promote more water-related
activities; and, complement surrounding properties while
connecting with the existing business district. A plan
amendment from industrial to commercial or mixed-use will
be required.

The Hollering Place property has a chapter-specific set
of commercial guidelines in the Coos Bay Development
Code; therefore the requirement for a plan amendment
is not needed.

Recommended amendment:

Remove the last sentence: -A-plan-amendmentfrom
ind ial ial ixed Lt

required.”
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Housing 83 Support efforts of state, regional and local public, private Ok as is (included here for context).
Goal #2 and non-profit entities to provide needed housing for low
and moderate income households and others with special
housing needs.
Housing 83 Coos Bay will consider waiving or deferring city fees such as | Consider broadening eligible activities to promote
Policy 2.1 development fees or system development charges for affordable housing. Avoid specific examples that might
affordable housing projects that meet defined criteria and limit future possibilities to existing options.
result in permanently affordable housing.
Recommended replacement:
“Coos Bay shall consider waiving or deferring city
fees, such as development fees or system
development charges, and allowing deviations from
development standards as incentives for affordable
housing projects that meet defined criteria,
including State and/or Federal Affordable Housing
requirements.”
Housing 83 Coos Bay will advocate for national and state funding from This is a duplicate policy and should be removed.
Policy 2.5 the National Housing Trust Fund, Oregon Housing Trust (Housing Policy 2.3: As appropriate, Coos Bay wiill
Fund, and Lenders Tax Credit. advocate for national and state funding from the National
Housing Trust Fund, Oregon Housing Trust Fund, and
Lenders Tax Credit and other funding mechanisms that
may be available.)
Recommended Amendment:
“Coos Bay willadvocate fornational-and-state
funding from the National Housing Trust Fund.
i )
leegl_e.n,l,lleusmg Frust Fund,-and Lenders Tax
Housing 83 Encourage the use of sustainable land use development Ok as is (included here for context).
Goal #3 practices and building materials including use of energy

efficient materials and design principles.
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Housing 83 | Coos Bay will continue to apply innovative regulations for The relationship between Goals 3 and 4 and their
Policy 3.1 planned unit development allowing flexibility in designing supporting policies could be more clearly articulated;
cluster housing, recognizing that such land development they should also be updated to reflect current practice in
practices (1) result in lower costs per site than conventional | Coos Bay (e.g. Site Plan Review was repealed in 2020).
subdivisions, (2) permit sound land economics, (3) enhance | The recommendation is to revise these policies to
the environmental integrity of the land resources, (4) strengthen and clarify them.
promote energy conservation, and (5) provide additional
open space and common areas. The recommendation is to replace existing Policy 3.1
with the following:
“Innovative requlations shall be incorporated into
the Development Code to (1) allow for flexibility in
design (2) result in lower costs, (3) permit sound
land economics, (4) enhance the environmental
integrity of the land resources, (5) promote enerqgy
conservation, and potentially (6) provide additional
open space and common areas.”
Housing 84 Coos Bay will continue to allow for and encourage small The relationship between Goals 3 and 4 and their
Policy 3.2 scale cluster housing concepts in residentially zoned areas | supporting policies could be more clearly articulated;

to stimulate infill development. This strategy recognizes that
infill development (1) is an acceptable way to wisely use
undeveloped properties, (2) improves efficiency of land use,
(3) helps conserve energy, and (4) takes advantage of
established public facilities and services.

they should also be updated to reflect current practice in
Coos Bay (e.g. Site Plan Review was repealed in 2020).
The recommendation is to revise these policies to
strengthen and clarify them.

Recommendation- Replace policy 3.2 with:

“To stimulate infill development, Coos Bay’s
Development Code shall allow for and incentivize a
variety of housing types in the City’s residentially
zoned areas. This strateqy (1) recognizes that infill
development is an acceptable way to wisely use
undeveloped properties, (2) improves efficiency of
land use, (3) helps conserve enerqy, (4) takes
advantage of established public facilities and
services and (5) provides the framework for
development of needed housing.”




ATTACHMENT C: COOS BAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (CBCP) DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS MATRIX

PLAN RECOMMENDATION
ELEMENT HEL CURRENT POLICY TEXT OR THEME *Recommended new policy language is underlined
Housing 84 Promote and encourage energy efficiency and sustainable Ok as is (included here for context).
Policy 3.3 building practices.
Housing 84 Review land development ordinance to ensure promotion of | Use stronger language to ensure that needed housing is
Goal #4 development and affordable housing. realized according to State law.

Recommended Amendment:

“Review-Ensure that the land development
ordinance-to-ensure-promotion-of-enables the
development and of affordable housing options that
are affordable.”

Housing 84 Coos Bay shall exercise its site plan review for major The relationship between Goals 3 and 4 and their
Policy 4.1 residential land developments, recognizing that site review supporting policies could be more clearly articulated;

is necessary to provide development that (1) fosters sound | they should also be updated to reflect current practice in
energy conservation practices, (2) is aesthetically pleasing, | Coos Bay (e.g. Site Plan Review was repealed in 2020).
and (3) complements the natural characteristics of the site. The recommendation is to revise these policies to
strengthen and clarify them.

Recommendation — Replace Policy 4.1 with:

“Coos Bay shall use the land use review permitting
process to ensure the development of needed
housing, to promote land uses that are harmonious
with their surroundings, and to maintain a high
quality of life for area residents.”
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Housing
Policy 4.2

84

Coos Bay will consider the use of density bonuses or other
incentives to encourage the development of affordable
housing, consistent with other housing and community
goals.

The Comprehensive Plan serves as the overarching
guiding document for community planning that provides
high-level goals, objectives, and policy direction that
guide implementation. The Plan should provide a policy
foundation for more specific detail provided by the
Zoning/Development Code. In this case, Codes relating
to the development of needed housing, such as ADU
and duplex density waivers, need a policy foundation in
the Plan.

Recommendation — Replace policy with:

“To ensure the development of housing options that
are affordable consistent with State law, Coos Bay
will (1) develop and utilize land use policies and
requlations that remove barriers to needed housing,
streamline processes, and facilitate the development
of housing options and (2) offer incentive programs
and engage in collaborative partnerships.”

Housing
Goal #7

84

The City of Coos Bay shall comply with the provisions of the
Uniform Building Code and other specialty codes adopted
by the City Council recognizing that this is the key to
providing safe, sanitary, and decent housing for its
residents.

Recommendation - Remove reference to Uniform
Building Code, which is out of date:

“The City of Coos Bay shallcomply with-the

PFo ".S'IE"S EII the ulmlls“l"l EE'I'IEI"g'g.l :QE de E".'IEI other
recoghnizing-that-this-is-the key-to-providing shall

enforce State provisions and codes that ensure safe,
sanitary, and decent housing for its residents.”
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PG. CURRENT POLICY TEXT OR THEME

Chapter 8: Ongoing Comprehensive Planning Strategies

Citizen
Involvement
Goal

95

The City of Coos Bay shall maintain its citizen involvement
program to ensure that the general public has an
opportunity to be involved in all phases of the planning and
community development process.

Add language that Coos Bay will remain consistent with
Oregon Planning law.

Recommended Amendment:

“The City of Coos Bay shall maintain its citizen
involvement program to ensure that the general
public has an opportunity to be involved in all
phases of the planning and community development
process, and that the City’s citizen involvement
efforts remain consistent with Oregon Planning
Law.”

Chapter 9: Land Use Plan and Implementation Plan

Map 9.1-1

113

Land Use Plan Map, 1987

The land use map in the document is outdated and hand
drawn. The map needs to be updated.

There are currently several conflicts between the current
plan map published online and the zoning map.
Typically, the plan designations should be more
general/fewer than zones; currently, there are more plan
designations than zones, which creates conflicts and
potential legal ambiguity.

The recommendation is to simplify the plan map and
corresponding Plan designations to reflect existing
zones.

10
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Residential Areas
Objective 1

103

Residential areas will be designated on the basis of
dwelling unit densities, that is the number of units per
net acre. A net acre accounts for an estimated amount
of developed land normally used for public rights of
way. For purposes of this plan, it is estimated that 25%
is consumed by right of way resulting in 32,670 square
feet for development.

Rationale - The strategies of this plan aim to lower housing
costs, yet permit freedom of choice in housing type, and
encourage energy conservation. This objective will achieve
these goals. (EC.5,6,7; H.1,2,3,6, 10.)

Implementation - The strategies of this plan will specify a
range of low density and higher density residential
designations, and a higher density residential/office mix
category.

Per HB2001, Coos Bay may not apply density
maximums to the development of duplexes, so this
objective as written is in direct conflict with State law.
Add "Except as otherwise directed by State law" to the
objective to remove the conflict.

Remove reference to acreage needed for development
to avoid the need to update.

Remove rationale and implementation from all
Residential Areas Objectives. They are not a legally
required element of Comprehensive Plans. Many are out
of date; they may also take a broader "objective" and
narrow or dilute it with very specific language that
creates some ambiguity about the purpose of the
objective and could mean greater vulnerability to appeal
of related land use decisions.

For these reasons, the following is recommended:

“Except as otherwise directed by State law,
residential areas will be designated on the basis of
dwelling unit densities, that is the number of units
per net acre. A net acre accounts for an estimated
amount of developed land normally used for public
rights of way. For purposes of this plan, it is
estimated that 25% is consumed by right of way.

11
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Residential Areas
Objective 1

103

1. High Density Residential. (Maximum 25 dwelling units per
acre) The amount of high density development shall be
increased and will more than satisfy the additional 131 acres
calculated to meet the city’s need for this kind of
development. (City of Coos Bay, 1981, 11) Higher density
residential areas shall be located in the vicinity of the
downtown, central business district and around the
neighborhood commercial area in Empire. Thus, the location
of this high density residential land capitalizes on
commercial and employment centers and has convenient
vehicular access to major arterial streets. The area in the
eastern (Marshfield) side of the city, which was part of the
residential holding reserve, shall be designated for higher
density development in order to: (1) offset the unusually
high construction costs for these hilly areas, and (2) to open
uplands now needed to accommodate growth. All of these
areas are intended to protect the integrity of established
neighborhoods, and to provide additional high density land.
Moreover, ideal apartment developments are intended to
include “park-like” open space features.

This objective will be accomplished through the Land
Development Ordinance in the Multiple Residential District
(R-3).

Rename this sub-section "Medium/High Density
Residential" to make it consistent with CBDC.

Remove reference to acreage needed for development
to avoid the need to update.

Remove rationale and implementation.

Remove last two sentences under item (2) to avoid
conflict with HB2001.

Remove specific references to zones that implement the
Plan designation. The plan should dictate less when it
comes to zoning; this approach will avoid the need to
update the Plan every time there is a zoning change. For
example, the R-3 zone listed in this section no longer
exists in the Development Code.

For these reasons, the following is recommended:

“1. Medium/High Density Residential. (Maximum 25
dwelling units per acre). The amount of land
designated for future higher-density residential
development shall reflect current Housing Needs
Analysis recommendations. Higher density locations
shall be located around the Empire area and the
eastern side of the City to capitalize on commercial
and employment centers and convenient vehicular
access to major arterial streets.

This obicctive will lished by ”

12
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Residential Areas | 104 | 2. Residential/Professional Office. (Maximum 25 dwelling Rename this sub-section "Commercial/Mixed Use and
Objective 1 units per acre) The residential/professional office mix is Industrial Commercial” and remove/update any
planned for the immediate fringe of the central commercial reference to "Residential/Professional Office," which is
core area where certain transitions can realistically be an outdated term.
expected over the next 20 years. New high-density
apartments are permitted in the residential/professional Remove specific geographic references.

office mix areas up to 25 dwelling units per acre, and also
when multiple story construction is deemed especially suited | Remove reference to specific Development Code
to exceed the 35-foot maximum height standard traditionally | standards (35-foot height maximum) and replace with a

limiting apartment densities in Coos Bay. more general statement about height bonuses or other
incentives being an appropriate way to encourage

This objective will be accomplished through the Land increased density and housing affordability.

Development Ordinance in the Residential/Professional

District (R-4P) Remove specific references to zones that implement the

Plan designation. The plan should dictate less when it
comes to zoning; this approach will avoid the need to
update the Plan every time there is a zoning change.

For these reasons, the following is recommended:

“2. Commercial/Mixed Use and Industrial
Commercial. (Maximum 25 dwelling units per acre)
New high-density residential development is
permitted in the Commercial/Mixed Use and
Industrial Commercial areas up to 25 dwelling units
per acre. The City of Coos Bay shall consider
incentives to encourage increased density and
housing affordability in these areas, including, but
not limited to, increasing maximum density for
projects that meet affordability criteria.

This obicctive will lished by "

13
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Residential Areas
Objective 1

104

3. Low-Density Residential. (Maximum 9 dwelling units per
net acre) Low-density residential areas will comprise the
balance of Coos Bay’s residential pattern. It will be located
in fringe areas generally away from commercial centers and
will extend from existing low density development. This kind
of development may involve the use of the closed street
system concept where appropriate as a means of
eliminating through traffic on residential streets, will strive to
protect scenic amenities, and will recognize the existing
single-family neighborhoods.

This objective will be accomplished in the Land
Development Ordinance by the establishment of a Single-
family Residential (R-1). Single-family/Duplex Residential
(R-2), Mobile Home Park (R-5). Single-family/Duplex
Residential and Certified Factory-built Home (R-6), and
Restricted Waterfront Residential (R-W) Districts.

Cities are not allowed to protect the integrity of existing
residential neighborhoods that prohibit the development
of needed housing. Coos Bay will be required to allow
duplexes in established single-unit neighborhoods. The
introduction of duplexes creates the potential for
neighborhoods of varied housing types, so this language
should be updated to recognize evolving land use
patterns. To avoid conflict with HB2001, the
recommendation is to remove language around "fringe
areas," "existing low-density development,” "existing
single-family neighborhoods," and closed street system
concept, which is outdated.

Remove specific references to zones that implement the
Plan designation. The plan should dictate less when it
comes to zoning; this approach will avoid the need to
update the Plan every time there is a zoning change. For
example, several of the zones listed in this section no
longer exist in the Development Code.

For these reasons, the following is recommended:

“3. Low-Density Residential. (Maximum 9 dwelling
units per acre) Subdivision of larger parcels and
infill on existing lots of record will generally
accommodate housing needs outside of commercial
centers.

14
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Residential Areas
Objective 2

104

The location of residential areas and the determination
of their maximum permitted densities shall be based on
an analysis of land characteristics and on the fiscal
potential for extending improved access and public
facilities to the site.

Rationale - This objective shall satisfy the city’s efforts to
ensure safe, sanitary, and decent housing. Its aim is to
determine that development will not negatively impact the
natural landscape, historic resources, traffic improvements.
This objective shall address specific preventative measures
to protect the city residents against potential natural hazards
resulting from development and shall declare the city’s
intent to protect residents’ rights to alternative energy
resources. (Strategies NRH. 1,4,5,6; EC. 1,4,5: HP. 3:
H. 8,9, 10: PFS. 2,4,9)

Implementation - This objective will continue to be
implemented by the city’s adherence to state file and
housing codes, flood-proofing requirements, and the project
review and inspecting activities by city staff. The Land
Development Ordinance (LDO) will specify that land
characteristics and the required public improvements be
considered in land use decisions. Staff will also conduct a
separate study to incorporate alternative energy options in
the LDO.

The recommendation is to retain the objective as written
but to remove rationale and implementation from all
Residential Areas Objectives. They are not a legally
required element of Comprehensive Plans. Many are out
of date; they may also take a broader "objective"” and
narrow or dilute it with very specific language that
creates some ambiguity about the purpose of the
objective and could mean greater vulnerability to appeal
of related land use decisions.

Recommended Amendment:

“The location of residential areas and the
determination of their maximum permitted densities
shall be based on an analysis of land characteristics
and on the fiscal potential for extending improved
access and public facilities to the site.

I‘atiellale Ol
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Residential Areas
Objective 3

105

The city shall protect the integrity of established land
use patterns.

Rationale -The residential designations of the 1974 plan
were based on the premise that proper urban development
occurs in a specified progression outward from the urban
business core. This broad theory contends that certain
definable zones emanate from the core in the matter of
concentric rings. Although the historical development of
Coos Bay (Marshfield) and Empire exhibits some
characteristics of this land use pattern, it has deviated in
several substantial respects. The 1974 plan negated these
established land use patterns and imposed some theoretical
land use designations that are realistically incompatible with
current and foreseeable trends. As an example, the older
residential area on the fringe of the central business district
is now an area of physically sound, and stable single-family
and duplex homes. In 1974, however, this area was
expected to undergo a major conversation to higher density
apartment uses on the theoretical principle that this location
forms the optimal transition between commerce and
resident populations. This concept does not appear realistic
for the neighborhood mentioned above as well as for other
areas in Coos Bay, and will be eliminated in this plan. (H. 2,
6)

Implementation - The 1981 land use plan will amend the
land use designations in the following residential area:

1. The high-density residential designations in the area
surrounding Marshfield High School shall be changed to a
low-density category. The homes in this long-established
residential area are predominately single-family homes, and
are generally older but sound dwellings. It is unrealistic to
expect this area to satisfy a higher density housing need.

As written, "protect the integrity of established land use
patterns” is in conflict with the spirit of HB2001, and the
rationale and implementation are both out of date. Cities
are not allowed to protect the integrity of existing
residential neighborhoods that prohibit the development
of needed housing. Coos Bay will be required to allow
duplexes in established single-unit neighborhoods. The
recommendation is to shift the focus of the objective
from protecting the integrity of established land use
patterns to ensuring compatibility of land use and
residential dwelling types to remain consistent with State
law and allow for evolution as the City grows.

Remove rationale and implementation from all
Residential Areas Objectives. They are not a legally
required element of Comprehensive Plans. Many are out
of date; they may also take a broader "objective" and
narrow or dilute it with very specific language that
creates some ambiguity about the purpose of the
objective and could mean greater vulnerability to appeal
of related land use decisions.

The following is recommended:

“The City shall use land development requlations to
address compatibility among land uses and
residential development.

16
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Residential Areas
Objective 4

105

This plan stresses the importance of maintaining the
natural character of the community when planning for
residential growth. Future residential developments,
whether single or multiple dwellings, should place
strong emphasis on the conservation of open space
and recreational improvements in private developments
in order to maintain the livability of the city.

Rationale - The intensity of urban living demands extra care
in ensuring livability, recreational, natural features. (NRH. 8,
9; HP. 4; R. 5)

Implementation - This objective shall be implemented by
strengthening the planned unit development section of the
Land Development Ordinance (LDO), and thereby making it
attractive to developers. A specific amount of land in PUDs
shall be required for open space. The ordinance shall
become flexible to permit cluster housing (e.g., zero lot line
developments), and will require design review for
developments in designated park, school, watershed, and
cemetery areas. The ordinance shall provide an opportunity
for areas to be dedicated for open space under subdivision
and partition applications.

Remove "whether single or multiple dwellings”:

Remove rationale and implementation from all
Residential Areas Objectives. They are not a legally
required element of Comprehensive Plans. Many are out
of date; they may also take a broader "objective" and
narrow or dilute it with very specific language that
creates some ambiguity about the purpose of the
objective and could mean greater vulnerability to appeal
of related land use decisions.

For these reasons, the following is recommended:

“This plan stresses the importance of maintaining
the natural character of the community when
planning for residential growth. Future residential
developments;-whether-single-or-multiple-dwellings;
should shall place strong emphasis on the
conservation of open space and recreational
improvements in private developments in order to
maintain the livability of the city.
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ATTACHMENT C: COOS BAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (CBCP) DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS MATRIX

PLAN
ELEMENT

PG.

CURRENT POLICY TEXT OR THEME

RECOMMENDATION
*Recommended new policy lanquage is underlined

Residential Areas
Objective 5

106

This plan shall maintain a sufficient amount of
residential lands in order to assure an adequate amount
of housing for future residents.

Rationale - Undeveloped lands along the inner fringe of the
city shall be utilized for future residential development. The
terrain of this land is rough and, at present, it remains
undeveloped. Population projections indicate that this land
will be needed for residential use within this 20-year
planning period. (City of Coos Bay, 1981; Il)(H. 2, H. 4)

Implementation - The Multiple Residential (R-3) allows for
an increased density that may stimulate construction so that
local developers can realize a satisfactory return on their
investment to permit costly access and facility extensions to
the growth areas. The increased density provisions are not
intended to cause massive apartment construction in these
undeveloped areas. Topography and physical constraints
will limit this. Rather, the density is intended to stimulate
well-planned cluster subdivisions and planned unit
developments to maximize the buildable portions of the
areas. This concept can be implemented by special zoning
provisions, perhaps a “floating-zone” to require careful site
review to maintain maximum compatibility among the
respective residential developments.

The recommendation is to retain the objective as written
but to remove rationale and implementation from all
Residential Areas Objectives. They are not a legally
required element of Comprehensive Plans. Many are out
of date; they may also take a broader "objective"” and
narrow or dilute it with very specific language that
creates some ambiguity about the purpose of the
objective and could mean greater vulnerability to appeal
of related land use decisions.

For these reasons, the following is recommended:

“This plan shall maintain a sufficient amount of
residential lands in order to assure an adequate
amount of housing for future residents.
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ATTACHMENT C: COOS BAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (CBCP) DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS MATRIX

PLAN
ELEMENT

PG.

CURRENT POLICY TEXT OR THEME

RECOMMENDATION
*Recommended new policy lanquage is underlined

Commercial
Areas
Objective 1

106

The City shall protect the integrity of established land
use patterns to facilitate continued and compatible
development.

Rationale - Much of the industrially-designated land of the
1974 Plan has been found to be commercially oriented.
This plan shall recognize the commercial nature of these
areas. (ED. 5, 11)

Implementation - Areas zoned for Industrial-Commercial (I-
C) development shall preserve the commercial character of
these lands.

This objective is in conflict with HB2001. Cities are not
allowed to protect the integrity of established land use
patterns that prohibit the development of needed
housing. The recommendation is to replace "protect the
integrity of established land use patterns to facilitate
continued and compatible development" with "continue
to facilitate compatible development in Commercial
areas":

Remove Rationale and Implementation sections. The
Rationale is outdated and the Implementation section
does not need to make specific reference to the Code.

For these reasons, the following is recommended:

“The City shall continue to facilitate compatible
development in Commercial areas.
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ATTACHMENT C: COOS BAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (CBCP) DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS MATRIX

PLAN
ELEMENT

PG.

CURRENT POLICY TEX