CITY OF JEFFERSON
Joint Planning Commission & City Council Worksession
October 3, 2024

6:00 pm
COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT: Chandra Cruikshank, Charles Vickery, Bob Rossiter, Keonali Hutley,
David Kellogg, David Watkins
ABSENT: Mayor Michael Myers
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Michael Lloyd, David Jones, Edie O’Neil, Dave Pafundi, Dustin
Bridge, Stephanie Franklin
ABSENT: Jacquelyn Deeds
STAFF & OTHERS PRESENT: Deanna Donato, Deputy CR; Liam Bean, Contract Planner; Deputy’s

Aaron West and Kyle Jones, MCSO

L MEETING CALL TO ORDER - Planning Chair, Edie O’Neil called the meeting to order at 6:07pm
followed by the flag salute.

. INTRODUCTIONS

Deputy West introduced the new Deputy, Kyle Jones who shared a bit about himself and was excited to
be working in the community. Deanna introduced the three new Planning Commission members,
Michael Lloyd, Dave Pafundi, and Stephanie Franklin. Council President, David Watkins introduced the
Planner, Liam Bean who gave a brief statement about himself and proceeded straight into the slide show.

n. TRAINING & INFO WITH PLANNER, LIAM BEAN

Contract Planner, Liam Bean opened with a brief explanation on the purpose of the meeting, reminding
all that he was unable to provide legal advice; however, he could reach out to the City’s Attorney on
anything that required further clarification. He began by explaining the types of hearings and
procedures that Planning, and sometimes Council, often heard, which were Legislative and Quasi-
Judicial. In simple terms, Liam explained legislative hearings were kind of easy; each group hearing the
rule and then debating to make and set policies based on information before them. Quasi-judicial
hearings were more difficult, in that each group must maintain impartiality, and essentially act as a Judge
to interpret existing rules. He further explained that legislative amendments were used to set policy for
land use or the Comprehensive Plan. No decision was required and there was no “ticking clock”. In a
quasi-judicial hearing, the presiding body must act as a Judge(s) and apply facts to applicable criteria or
rules. Those types of hearings required a decision and time limit rules applied. He noted a decision was
required if the hearing was closed; however, if the record was left open or moved to another meeting,
that was not a decision. He explained in those cases, the clock was run by the applicant, who could at
any time decide to withdraw an application or extend the 120-day time line. Both hearing types had
specific procedures in order to make it neat and legal, with the intent to leave the least room for an
appeal to either the City Council or the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

Moving on, Liam talked about the specific scripts prepared for the hearing types and the importance of
adhering to it for legal purposes. He reminded them that the public was provided opportunities to
comment during hearings; however, once a hearing was closed, there was no further dialogue with the
Planning Commission or City Council, as that was when the governing body would begin to deliberate
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amongst itself and vote. Before the conclusion of a hearing, anyone could request to submit additional
evidence or testimony, in which case the governing body must grant the request and could either
continue the hearing to a specified date, or keep the record open. He emphasized the importance that
once a hearing was closed, the Planning and/or Council must avoid ex parte contact, and proceeded to
explain what ex parte contact was, as well as bias and conflicts of interest, and provided a few scenarios

of each.

Continuing to the staff reports, Liam noted he preferred to keep his short, efficient, and utilized the same
format for consistency. He explained the conditions of approval had to be related to the project scope;
they must have a nexus which shows the existence between condition imposed and impacts of the
project. Each group needed to consider the matter of feasibility, such as, whether or not the condition
was under the applicant’s control to execute. He always provided action options at the end of each staff
report for the body to consider.

Last, discussion ensued regarding the current state of long-term planning in Jefferson. Liam discussed
what Jefferson currently had and what he felt it needed, concluding that Jefferson was in pretty good
shape for a small town. In response to a question about SB 1537, related to UGB expansion, Liam
explained how the bill was not all that great for small towns. He went on to say SB 1537 had many
restrictions and added more development requirements. Liam suggested things that each group should
start or continue working on, understanding there would be some new faces after the election. These
included the Planning Commission continuing to thoughtfully incorporate new housing legislation and
prepare for long-term planning processes and the City Council should work on completing goals for the
next five years and direct staff to pursue long term planning goals.

\TA PC APPROVAL OF APRIL 19, 2024 MINUTES: Commissioner Jones moved to approve the
minutes; Dustin Bridge seconded. All in favor: Ayes —6, Opposed —0. APPROVED.

V. CC APPROVAL OF ACCOUNTS PAYABLE: Councilor Rossiter moved to approve the updated AP
report, seconded by Councilor Vickery. Clarification was provided to Councilor Kellogg on two
invoices. Allin favor: Ayes —5, Opposed — 0. APPROVED.

VL. VISITORS - None

VI. COMMISSISON/COUNCIL & STAFF COMMENTS: Commissioner O’Neil inquired about the
next PC Meeting, to which the Planner indicated the possibility of one on November 7%, but
he would confirm in the next few days.

VIll. ADJOURN: Councilor Hutley moved to adjourn and Councilor Rossiter seconded. All were in
favor and the meeting ended at 7:37pm.

MINUTES APPROVED this 24t day of October, 2024.

Sl D SPF ATTEST:

Michael D. Myers, Maydr’ C)da,{ GJO/L/ i ;

Sar4h Cook, City Manager/Recorder
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