
 

CITY OF OREGON CITY 
 

URBAN RENEWAL COMMISSION 
 

AGENDA  

Commission Chambers, Libke Public Safety Facility, 1234 Linn Ave, Oregon City 

Tuesday, September 12, 2023 at 6:00 PM 

 
Ways to participate in this public meeting: 

• Attend in person, location listed above 

• Register to provide electronic testimony (email recorderteam@orcity.org or call 503-
496-1509 by 3:00 PM on the day of the meeting to register) 

• Email recorderteam@orcity.org (deadline to submit written testimony via email is 
3:00 PM on the day of the meeting) 

• Mail to City of Oregon City, Attn: City Recorder, P.O. Box 3040, Oregon City, OR 
97045 

CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 

CITIZEN COMMENTS 

Citizens are allowed up to 3 minutes to present information relevant to the City but not listed as 
an item on the agenda. Prior to speaking, citizens shall complete a comment form and deliver 
it to the City Recorder. The Urban Renewal Commission does not generally engage in dialog 
with those making comments but may refer the issue to the City Manager. Complaints shall 
first be addressed at the department level prior to addressing the Urban Renewal Commission. 

DISCUSSION ITEM 
1. Stimson Property - Environmental Assessment Proposals 

2. Information for Discussion and Direction Related to Clackamette Cove 

3. Minutes of the July 19, 2023 Urban Renewal Commission Meeting 

COMMUNICATIONS 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT GUIDELINES 
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Urban Renewal Commission Agenda September 12, 2023 
 

 

Complete a Comment Card prior to the meeting and submit it to the City Recorder. When the Mayor/Chair 
calls your name, proceed to the speaker table, and state your name and city of residence into the 
microphone. Each speaker is given three (3) minutes to speak. To assist in tracking your speaking time, 
refer to the timer on the table. 

As a general practice, the City Commission does not engage in discussion with those making comments. 

Electronic presentations are permitted but shall be delivered to the City Recorder 48 hours in advance of 

the meeting. 

ADA NOTICE 

The location is ADA accessible. Hearing devices may be requested from the City Recorder prior to the 
meeting. Individuals requiring other assistance must make their request known 48 hours preceding the 
meeting by contacting the City Recorder’s Office at 503-657-0891. 

Agenda Posted at City Hall, Pioneer Community Center, Library, City Website. 

Video Streaming & Broadcasts: The meeting is streamed live on the Oregon City’s website at 
www.orcity.org and available on demand following the meeting. The meeting can be viewed on 
Willamette Falls Television channel 28 for Oregon City area residents as a rebroadcast. Please 

contact WFMC at 503-650-0275 for a programming schedule. 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
625 Center Street  

Oregon City, OR 97045 

Staff Report 
503-657-0891 

 

To: Urban Renewal Commission  Agenda Date:  Sept 12, 2023 

From: Executive Director Tony Konkol  

SUBJECT: 
Stimson Property - Environmental Assessment Proposals 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Urban Renewal Commission authorize the Executive Director 
to sign an agreement with Environmental Works for $5,500. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
On July 5, 2023, the Urban Renewal Commission discussed the Stimson Property.  Much 
of the discussion centered on historical environmental reports and analysis that had been 
conducted on the property. Commissioners concurred with the idea of obtaining a current 
Phase I Environmental Study on the property in the event the Commission decided to sell 
the site. Staff obtained three proposals to conduct a Phase I Study.  
  

BACKGROUND: 
During its meeting on July 5, 2023, the Urban Renewal Commission discussed the 
Stimson Property.  Much of the discussion centered on historical environmental reports 
and analysis that had been conducted on the property. Commissioners concurred with 
the idea of obtaining current information on the property, particularly an environmental 
assessment and an appraisal. The Commission was especially concerned with sub-soil 
conditions of the property based on historical reports and their knowledge of the property.  
 
By consensus, the Urban Renewal Commission directed staff to seek proposals from 
environmental assessment firms to conduct a Phase I Environmental Assessment Study 
on the Stimson Property.  
 
Staff contacted three environmental assessment firms and did a comparative review of 
each proposal (see attachment).  Staff recommends that the Urban Renewal Commission 
sign an agreement with Environmental Works.  This firm had conducted preliminary 
research on the property and pointed out that the property is not listed on Oregon DEQ 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Database. This acknowledgement seemed to be in 
line with the concerns that the Commission had expressed during its July 5th meeting 
about the sub-soil of the property. Environmental Works seemed to have a greater 
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diversity of staff qualifications on the project team. In addition, the proposal had fewer 
acknowledgements about extra fees than the other two proposals.       
 
OPTIONS: 

1. Direct staff to enter into an Agreement with Environmental Works. 
2. Direct staff to enter into an Agreement with one of the other consultants. 
3. Reject all proposals. 

 
 
 

 

Page 4

Item #1.



STIMSON PROPERTY 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Consultants 

 

SCOPE OF SERVICES TERRAPHASE 
ENGINEERING 

ENVIRONMENTAL WORKS ALPHA ENVIRONMENTAL 

    

Phase I Environment Site 
Assessment (“ESA”) in 
conformance with ASTM 
Standard E1527-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*Identify recognized  
  environmental conditions to  
  determine the presence of  
  hazardous substances or  
  petroleum products in, on,  
  or at the property due to a  
  release to the environment;  
  and 
* Identify the likely presence 
   of hazardous substances or 
    petroleum products in, on, 
    or at the property due to a 
    release or likely release to 
    the environment; and 
  *Identify the presence of  
    hazardous substances or  
    petroleum products, in, on  
    or at the property under 
    conditions that pose a 
    material threat of a future  
    realize to the environment. 
  *Will conduct Historical   
    Recognized Environmental  
    Conditions (HRECs) defined 
    as past release of any  
    hazardous substances that  
    has been addressed to the  
    satisfaction of regulatory  
    authority 

* Will perform Controlled 
   Recognized Environmental  
   Conditions (CREC) defined 
   as a recognized  

*Identify recognized  
  environmental conditions to  
  determine the presence of  
  hazardous substances or  
  petroleum products in, on,  
  or at the property due to a  
  release to the environment;  
  and 
* Identify the likely presence 
   of hazardous substances or 
    petroleum products in, on, 
    or at the property due to a 
    release or likely release to 
    the environment; and 
  *Identify the presence of  
    hazardous substances or  
    petroleum products, in, on  
    or at the property under 
    conditions that pose a 
    material threat of a future  
    realize to the environment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

*Identify recognized  
  environmental conditions to  
  determine the presence of  
  hazardous substances or  
  petroleum products in, on,  
  or at the property due to a  
  release to the environment  
  (additional fees may apply); 
  and 
* Identify the likely presence 
   of hazardous substances or 
    petroleum products in, on, 
    or at the property due to a 
    release or likely release to 
    the environment; and 
  *Identify the presence of  
    hazardous substances or  
    petroleum products, in, on  
    or at the property under 
    conditions that pose a 
    material threat of a future  
    realize to the environment. 
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   environmental condition  
   resulting from a past  
   release of hazardous  
   substances that have been  
   addressed to the 
   satisfaction of the  
   regulatory agencies but  
   allowed to remain in place  
   subject to the  
   implementation of required  
   controls. 
 

Action Items: *Review of historical 
  information 
*Interview the current owner 
  and tenant for historical  
  information 
*Reviewing listings from a 
  subcontracted  data service  
  of confirmed and suspected  
  contaminated sites  
  abstracted from EPA. Cost  
  not included. It is required 
  these data bases be used to   
  confirm suspected  
  contaminated sites. 
*Conduct a site 
  Reconnaissance (including 
  adjoining properties and  
  adjoining  ROWs. 
*Prepare a draft written  
  report presenting the results 
*Prepare a final written 
  report - recommendations  
  from consultant 
 
 
 
 

*A review of federal, state,  
  tribal and local databases  
  that identify and describe  
  underground fuel tank sites, 
  hazardous waste generation  
  sites, and hazardous waste  
  storage and disposal facility  
  sites within the required  
  minimum search distance. 
*A property and surrounding 
  area site reconnaissance,  
  and interviews with the past  
  and present owners and  
  current occupants to  
  identify potential  
  environmental concerns 
*A review of historical  
  sources to ascertain  
  previous land use at the site  
  and in the surrounding area 
*Preparation of a Phase I  
  Report 

*Review of applicable Federal 
  and State databases 
*A review of readily available  
   records to document the 
   past and current uses of the  
   subject property and  
   adjoining properties. 
* Interviews with persons  
   with knowledge of the site,  
   site reconnaissance. 
*Review available soils, 
  geology, engineering,  
  groundwater or other  
  reports regarding the  
  property and the immediate 
  vicinity.  
*A report will be prepared 
  including observations,  
  conclusions, and  
  recommendations.  
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Estimated Schedule 

*Site reconnaissance within 1 
  week of authorization 
*Email summary of  
  preliminary findings within 1  
  week of the site  
  reconnaissance 
*Draft Phase I Report  
  available within 2 weeks  of  
  the site reconnaissance  
*Finalized report within 2 
  days of receipt of City’s  
  comments regarding the  
  draft  

*Assessment can take place 
  as much as 3 to 6 weeks  
*The Phase I Report work 
  likely to take 2 to 4 weeks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*Start of services 3 to 4 
  weeks from executed  
  agreement 
*Completion date not  
  estimated 

Staff Qualifications *Registered Geologist  
*Hydrogeologist 

*Project Team: 
  - Registered Geologist 
  -  Hydrogeologist 
  - Environmental Specialist 

 

*Project Team: 
-Information not provided 

 REMARKS REMARKS REMARKS 

 *This proposal contained  
  detailed information that  
  defined various professional  
  standards that will be  
  adhered too (basically boiler 
  plate language). 
*Provided qualifications of 
  staff  
*Will conduct HREC and CREC 
  reviews. 
*Company can conduct work 
associated with lead in 
drinking water, vapor 
intrusion, wetlands, 
ecological resources, and 
endangered species.   
 

*This proposal was short on 
   detailed information 
*Consultant referred to 
  maps, property information,  
  and “no further action letter  
  issued by DEQ on 7/6/2000. 
*Consultant recognized that  
  the property is not listed on 
  Oregon DEQ leaking  
  Underground Storage Tank 
  Database, hence, emphasis  
  on searching data bases on  
  underground fuel tanks and  
  leaking underground. 
*Diversified qualifications of  
  project team 
*fewer extra costs were  
  identified 

*Concerned that additional 
  costs will come into play 
  more quickly in this  
  proposal; hence, the very  
  low bid.   
*Will conduct vapor 
  encroachment screening. 

Cost $4,500  $5,500 (Recommended) $3,200 

Page 7

Item #1.



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 8

Item #1.



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 9

Item #1.



Page 10

Item #1.



Page 11

Item #1.



Page 12

Item #1.



Page 13

Item #1.



Page 14

Item #1.



Page 15

Item #1.



Page 16

Item #1.



Page 17

Item #1.



Page 18

Item #1.



Page 19

Item #1.



Page 20

Item #1.



Page 21

Item #1.



Page 22

Item #1.



Page 23

Item #1.



Page 24

Item #1.



Page 25

Item #1.



Page 26

Item #1.



Page 27

Item #1.



Page 1 of 2 

 

CITY OF OREGON CITY 
625 Center Street  

Oregon City, OR 97045 

Staff Report 
503-657-0891 

 

To: Urban Renewal Commission Agenda Date: 09/12/23 

From: Executive Director, Tony Konkol 

SUBJECT: 

Information for discussion and direction related to the Cove 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Provide staff direction 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The Urban Renewal Commission directed staff to invite the members of the July 28, 
2023 Water Quality meeting (minutes attached) to discuss approaches to improve the 
water quality of the Cove. It is anticipated that the members of the July 28, 2023 
meeting will be participating in the September 12, 2023 Urban Renewal Commission 
meeting.  

Urban Renewal Commissioners (Mitchell, McGriff, O’Donnell, Marl) participated in a site 
visit of the Lake Oswego Corporation (LOC) facilities and water quality improvements 
within Oswego Lake with LOC staff. The site visit included a discussion of the 
monitoring, treatment methods, and mechanical investments (aeration) that have been 
made to improve water quality and manage/address blue green algae blooms. In 
addition, an understanding of the water quality, sediment make up, water temperature 
variation, and water movement were discussed as important baseline information that 
would help to understand the potential causes of blue green algae blooms within the 
Cove and potential methods to mitigate and improve the water quality to reduce the 
potential of a blue green algae bloom.  

Staff met with representatives from the Portland Permits Section of the US Army Corp 
of Engineers to discuss the water quality issues at the Cove and the process to obtain 
or reinstate a dredging permit at the mouth of the Cove.  The ACOE staff indicated that 
a joint permit with the Department of State Lands and Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality would be the process to initiate a dredging permit 
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(www.nwp.usace.army.mil/missions/regulatory/apply).  As a follow up to the meeting, the 
previous dredging permit information was provided to ACOE staff for review.  

Additional consultation with the Oregon Department of State Lands and the Department 
of Environmental Quality will be necessary and would be part of the joint permit. Initial 
studies would be necessary to understand the project scope and design, sediment 
structure, sources of contamination in the area, disposal area, and habitat impacts (A 
complete understanding of the studies and scope will change depending on the scope 
and impacts of the dredging and requests from the reviewing agencies).  

At this time is unclear if dredging the mouth of the Cove would significantly improve the 
water quality in the Cove to the point that no other water quality mitigation methods 
would be necessary or if there are other mitigation methods that could be implemented 
that would preclude the need to dredge the mouth of the Cove.    

Staff will be available to assist with the discussion.  

BACKGROUND: 

 

OPTIONS: 
1. Provide direction to staff  

 
 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Amount:   

FY:  

Funding Source(s):  
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 July 28, 2023 

 

SUBJECT:  COVE WATER QUALITY, APPROACHES TO, MEETING SUMMARY 

SUMMARY:  On this date, met with the below listed individuals to engage in a discussion 
focused on potential approaches to mitigate water quality in the area commonly referred to as 
“THE COVE”. 
 
LIST OF ATTENDEES AND THEIR QUALIFICATIONS (and areas of expertise): 
 
Jerry Hermann – President, Rivers of Life Center 

• Organizer of this meeting 

• Former Natural Resources Committee member 
 

Richard Craven – 

• Instrumental in obtaining Cove dredging permit (2x) 

• Formerly with the Corps of Engineers 

• Environmental Consultant 

• Extensive managerial experience in Fisheries, Wildlife, bank stabilization (swales) 

• Clackamas River Basin Council member 

• Former Natural Resources Committee member 
 

John Borden – 

• 1 of 3 authors of the THREE BASIN RULE 

• Work history with DEQ, State water resources, Department of Forestry 

• Private consultant – Water Law and Water Resources 
 

Doug DeHart – 

• Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife – head of Fisheries 

• History includes National Marine Fisheries 

• Expert in habitat restoration, salmon and andromedas species 

• Former Natural Resources Committee member 
 

James Graham -             

• Oregon City Economic Development 
 

Frank O’Donnell -   

• Commissioner, Oregon City (recorder of this meeting – please forgive any 
errors!) 

 
PROBLEM STATEMENT:  Water quality in THE COVE is the single biggest obstacle to maximum 
utilization of this resource. 
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MEETING AND DISCUSSION GUIDELINE:  All  potential solutions and approaches are welcome 
and will be discussed. 
  
MEETING GOAL:  Improve water quality in THE COVE, avoiding a seasonal (June, July, August, 
September) hazard to health due to algae bloom and increase and stabilize water quality at a 
high level, thereby increasing recreational and community usage and increasing the asset value 
of THE COVE as Fishery and Wildlife habitat and as developable resource. 
 
POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS AND METHODS DISCUSSION: 

• Increase water exchange among thermoclines (temperature differentials) in the 
Cove water 

o Aeration 

• Lower overall water temperature in the Cove by increasing water exchange in 
the Cove 

1. Dredging at mouth of Cove and downstream 
2. Introduce Water Environmental Services effluent 

• Utilize free clean fill to entirely fill in existing body of water  
1. Problematical – balanced cut and fill? (waters are defined as “waters of 

the United States” 
2. Volume of material necessary 

 
DISCUSSION (abridged meeting minutes, not attributed to individual participants): 
 

• It was agreed that the focus should be on a cold water body of water 

• Input on the dredging permit revealed the need to interface with The Corps of 
Engineers and Department of State Lands and usually involves a “start over” 
approach 

• The THREE BASIN RULE basically states that there will be no flow increase 
greater than that established 15 – 20 years ago (please check with John Borden 
regarding the correctness of this summary) 

• DEQ and the EPA are enforcers of the THREE BASIN RULE. 

• Effluent discharge methods include via filtration ponds or direct discharge.  (All 
agreed that only direct discharge would provide the necessary volumes and flow 
rates.) 

• Perforated pipe installed in the (Weeping) peninsula was discussed but fears of 
destabilizing the peninsula minimized this discussion. 

• Regardless of the approach, information to be gathered includes the volume of 
water in The Cove, seasonal temperatures of water in THE COVE, temperatures 
at different thermoclines in THE COVE (algae blooms at specific temperatures 
which will vary with depth of water), volume and temperature of water to be 
potentially introduced to THE COVE via the WES discharge. 

• What historical data is available 
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SOLUTIONS LISTED IN INCREASING ORDER OF COST AND PERMIT NECESSITY: 
1. Aeration – relatively inexpensive, exchange of water at different temperature levels 

may alleviate algae bloom 
2. Effluent introduction from Water Environmental Services – establish compliance with 

Three Basin Rule, determine potential positive effect on decreasing water temperature, 
engage participants and governing agencies 

3. Dredging – permit required, dredging will not be limited only to the mouth of THE COVE, 
but some distance downstream 

 
ACTION ITEMS: (Although O.C. Staff is frequently identified, seeking the assistance of others is 
expected. 
 

• Contact governing agencies regarding restoration/obtaining of dredging permit (Oregon 
City Staff) 

• Determine scope and cost of pursuing AERATION SOLUTION (Oregon City Staff) 

• Continue discussion with WES regarding introduction of WES effluent into Cove (Oregon 
City Staff) 

• Compile a summary of “Beneficial Impacts” (future use in seeking governing agency 
approvals and sources of funding. 

• Explore Federal Funding and Assistance – THE COVE being a Federal Body of Water 
(confirm) are monies available via The Clean Water Act? 

 
Conclusion and Final Comments: 
 
Summarizing the spirited and abundance of information being provided by the panel was/is 
challenging.  Expect errors and omissions in this summary.  Feel free to edit and improve this 
summary. 
My thanks to Jerry Hermann for organizing this meeting and to each of the participants who 
provided their wealth of knowledge and experience. 
We know this is a daunting task,  Hopefully, this first meeting provides a framework for 
progress. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Frank O’Donnell 
Commissioner, Oregon City 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
 

URBAN RENEWAL COMMISSION 
 

DRAFT MINUTES  

Commission Chambers, Libke Public Safety Facility, 1234 Linn Ave, Oregon City 

Wednesday, July 19, 2023 at 6:00 PM 

CALL TO ORDER 

 Chair Mike Mitchell called the meeting to order at 6:03 PM.   

ROLL CALL 

 PRESENT: 6 –   Commissioner Denyse McGriff, Commissioner Rocky Smith, Commissioner  
    Adam Marl, Commissioner Doug Neeley, Commissioner Frank O’Donnell, Chair  
    Mike Mitchell 

 EXCUSED: 1 –  Vice Chair Shawn Cross 

 STAFFERS: 8 – City Manager Tony Konkol, City Recorder Jakob Wiley, Community Development 
    Director Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, Economic Development Manager James Graham,  
    Public Works Director John Lewis, Finance Director Matt Zook, IT Director Mike  
    Dobaj, Communications Manager Jarrod Lyman  

CITIZEN COMMENTS 

1. Public Comment - Jerry Herrmann 

 Oregon City Resident Jerry Herrman submitted a written comment regarding Urban Renewal 
considerations for the Stimson property and Clackamette Cove. The comment is included in the agenda 
packet.  

DISCUSSION ITEM 

2. Urban Renewal Commission Discussion of the Clackamette Cove Properties 

 Tony Konkol, City Manager, offered a summary of the most recent plans approved for the Clackamette 
Cove properties, and described how the project has changed over time. He discussed challenges 
connected with the property, including habitat restoration requirements and the need to elevate the 
building area above the flood line. 

 Commissioner Neeley suggested partnering with the Metro Regional Government on habitat restoration 
of the Cove. 

 Commissioner O’Donnell raised concerns about water quality at the Cove and emphasized the 
importance of addressing algae bloom and lowering the water’s temperature in order to raise the 
property’s value. He also suggested reassessing a dredging permit.  

 Commissioner Neeley inquired about the Water Environmental Services’ (WES) proposed project to run a 
line into the Willamette River. Mr. Konkol reported that the project was in planning stages and that 
discussions were underway about selecting a location to discharge the line. Commissioner O’Donnell 
suggested researching if the line could be discharged at Clackamette Cove.  
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Urban Renewal Commission Minutes July 19, 2023 
 

 

 Commissioner Marl stated, in response to the public comment issued by Jerry Herrman, that the Urban 
Renewal Commission (URC) did research mitigation credits in regard to this project but did not pursue 
them because the mitigation credits’ orientation toward restoration rather than recreation would have 
adversely affected the URC’s tourism goals. Mr. Konkol agreed that these conflicting goals had 
concerned RestoreCap, the organization with which the URC had formerly sought to collaborate on the 
Cove project. Mr. Konkol added that that he was currently seeking advice from the City of Gladstone and 
from Columbia Restoration, who had recently pursued a similar wetland development project. 

 Commissioner O’Donnell asked who would be likely to do the research to find out if the URC could 
reopen the habitat restoration of the Cove, and Mr. Konkol replied that he and John Lewis, Public Works 
Director, would be the correct persons to do so. 

Motion made by Commissioner Neeley, seconded by Commissioner McGriff, that the City Manager 
explore collaboration with Water Environmental Services to improve the water at the Cove, and 
with partners such as Metro Regional Government to make the area more accessible to 
development.  

The motion passed by the following vote: 

Yea: 6 – Commissioner McGriff, Commissioner Smith, Commissioner Marl, Commissioner Neeley, 
Commissioner O’Donnell, Chair Mitchell 

Commissioner McGriff asked about the history of improvements at Clackamette Cove. Mr. Konkol replied 
that a private developer had built an apartment complex with supporting amenities. Commissioner McGriff 
suggested that the URC revisit the goals of the project plan without entirely reinventing it. 

Commissioner Mitchell asked how recently the last Master Plan for the Cove had been approved. Mr. 
Konkol replied that it had been approved in 2019. Commissioner Mitchell asked if the approval was still 
valid, and Mr. Konkol replied that master plan approval usually remains valid for ten years. Commissioner 
O’Donnell suggested considering the old plan for its historical value, while creating an updated plan.  

Motion made by Commissioner O’Donnell, seconded by Commissioner McGriff, to direct City Staff 
to research obtaining a new permit that would allow an increase of exchange of waters between 
the Cove and the Clackamette. 

The motion passed by the following vote: 

Yea: 6 – Commissioner McGriff, Commissioner Smith, Commissioner Marl, Commissioner Neeley, 
Commissioner O’Donnell, Chair Mitchell 

Chair Mitchell asked a question about how land use requirements relate to URC plans. Mr. Konkol 
explained that when a property is owned by the URC, it is not subject to outside land use requirements 
and may be used as the URC sees fit. 

3. Discussion of 214 Tumwater Drive and 313 S 2nd Street Properties 

 Mr. Konkol explained various right-of-way issues related to the City-owned properties of 214 Tumwater 
Drive and 313 S 2nd Street. Commissioner O’Donnell asked what the size of the encroachments were, 
and Mr. Konkol replied that they measured three to five feet.  

 Commissioner McGriff asked if City staff had discovered why these properties had been purchased with 
URC funds but were owned by the city. She also asked whether, if the properties were sold, the money 
should be returned to the URC. Mr. Konkol replied that staff had not discovered the reason for the 
ownership arrangement, and that the funds should be returned to the URC if they were sold. 
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 Commissioner McGriff suggested selling these two properties. Commissioner Marl expressed 
disinclination to sell the properties until other uses for them could be discussed. Commissioner Smith said 
he was also not ready to consider selling the properties, suggesting that it would be preferable to see how 
the trail plans develop. He added that the area was likely to change significantly in the next ten years 
because of upcoming developments and that it would be preferable to keep the properties. 

 Commissioner Marl concurred with Commissioner Smith. He suggested waiting for the Facilities Master 
Plan to be completed and for a decision to be made about the Center Street property before considering 
selling the two properties under discussion. Chair Mitchell concurred with Commissioners Marl and Smith. 

 Commissioner Neeley asked when the properties in question had been purchased. It was determined that 
the purchase had taken place more than ten years ago.  

 Commissioner McGriff emphasized the benefit of repairing the fabric of the residential neighborhood 
where the properties in question are located by allowing them to be developed for residential use. 

Motion made by Commissioner McGriff, seconded by Commissioner Neeley, to research the 
transfer of the 214 Tumwater Drive and 313 S 2nd Street properties to the Urban Renewal Agency, 
and to rectify all encroachments. 

The motion passed by the following vote: 

Yea: 6 – Commissioner McGriff, Commissioner Smith, Commissioner Marl, Commissioner Neeley, 
Commissioner O’Donnell, Chair Mitchell 

COMMUNICATIONS 

 There were no further communications. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 Chair Mike Mitchell adjourned the meeting at 6:51 PM.  

 Respectfully submitted, 

 
 _____________________________ 

 Jakob S. Wiley, City Recorder 
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