URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes – March 23, 2022, at 6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
COMMISSIONERS:
Eric Heesacker (Chair)
Mark Collier (Vice Chair)
Loree Arthur
Jennifer Aviles - Absent
Susan Tokarz-Krauss
L. Ward Nelson
Clint Scherf - Absent
Jim Coulter

City/Staff/Council Liaisons:
Bradley Clark (Director)
Jason Maki (Associate Planner)
Donna Rupp (Associate Planner)
Ryan Nolan (Contract Principal Planner)
Gabby Sinagra (Assistant Planner)
Guests:
Matt Small, KSW Architects

Tony Workman, Rogue Credit Union

Hi there. Welcome to the March 23rd Planning Commission. It is six o'clock. I'm going to go
ahead and take roll.
1. Roll:
Commissioner Coulter?
I'm here.
Yay. Commissioner Arthur?
Here.
Commissioner Nelson?
Present.
Vice Chair Collier?
Here.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss?
Here.
Commissioner Scherf appears to be absent, as does Commissioner Aviles. I am Eric,
I'm here. Do we have anybody online that we know of, staff?
Our understanding was that Commissioner Scherf was going to call in. That's what
we were told a few hours ago.
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Okay.
Since you have a quorum, you're okay to proceed, but he mayWe will proceed, maybe he'll join us a little bit late.
2. Introductions:
Introductions. Staff, do we have an introduction?
We have with us tonight Gabby Sinagra. She is our Assistant Planner, and I don't
think the Commission has heard from her yet, maybe one other time. She is the
planner assigned to the Rogue Credit Union tonight, so this will be her debut and
there'll be many more to come.
Welcome, we can't wait to get you on the hot seat. I have an introduction, too,
Commissioner Coulter has rejoined the Commission after a 10-month hiatus.
Welcome, sir. We appreciate you being here with us.
Thank you.
3. Public Comment:
This item number 3 is for public comment. Are all of you here for one project or
another, you're not just public attending the meeting? Am I right?
One project. Yeah.
Well, if any of you are here to talk to us, now's your time. You can talk to us about
any items not related to the agenda items. The intent here is to provide information
that is pertinent to the city's jurisdiction. Any of you speakers that want to come up to
the podium, you're welcome to. You've got three minutes. Any takers? All righty,
then.
4. Approval of Minutes:
Item 4A, approval of the March 9th minutes. Do we have a motion, or does
somebody want to amend anything?
I'll move to approve the minutes.
Tokarz-Krauss moves to second that motion.
Commissioner Collier moves to approve the minutes. Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss
seconds. All those in favor, say aye.
Aye.
Any opposed? Any abstentions? Commissioner Coulter and myself both abstain.
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MOTION/VOTE
Vice Chair Collier moved, and Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss seconded the motion to
approve the minutes from the March 9, 2022, meeting. The vote resulted as follows:
“AYES”: Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Nelson, Tokarz-Krauss and Arthur. “NAYS”:
None. Abstain: Chair Heesacker and Commissioner Coulter. Absent: Commissioners
Aviles and Scherf.
The motion passed.
5.

Informational Items:

Item 5, it says informational items. I don't have any. Staff, any informational items?
None.
6.

Findings of Fact:
a. 405-00127-21 ~ HNA Comp Plan Amendment

Item 6A, Findings of Fact, project number 450127-21, Comp Plan Amendment. Does
anybody have any motion for that Findings of Fact?
I would move approval of the Findings of Facts for the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment.
Commissioner Nelson moves to approve the Findings of Fact, any seconds?
Arthur seconds.
Commissioner Arthur seconds. All those in favor, say aye.
Aye.
Anybody opposed? Abstentions?
Abstain.
Commissioner Coulter and Heesacker abstain.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved and Commissioner Arthur seconded the motion to approve
the Findings of Fact, project number 450-00127-21, HNA Comp Plan Amendment. The
vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Nelson, TokarzKrauss and Arthur. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: Chair Heesacker and Commissioner Coulter.
Absent: Commissioners Aviles and Scherf.
The motion passed.
b. 104-00146-22 ~ Buckmaster Subdivision PC
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Item 6B, Findings of Fact for the Buckmaster subdivision, project number 104-0014622. Motion to approve? Motion to deny? Motions, motions.
I would move approval of the Buckmaster Findings of Fact for their subdivision.
Tokarz-Krauss seconds.
Commissioner Nelson moves to approve, Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss seconds. All
those in favor, say aye.
Aye.
Aye.
Any opposition? Abstentions?
Abstain.
Commissioner Coulter and Heesacker both abstain.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved and Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss seconded the motion to
approve the Findings of Fact, project number 104-00146-22 ~ Buckmaster Subdivision PC.
The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Nelson, TokarzKrauss and Arthur. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: Chair Heesacker and Commissioner Coulter.
Absent: Commissioners Aviles and Scherf.
The motion passed.
7.

Public Hearing:
a. 201-00417-22/301-00149-22 ~ Rogue Credit Union ~ Union Avenue Major Site Plan &
Major Variance Review ~ Staff Report

Item 7A, public hearing, item number 201-00417-22 and project number 301-0014922, Rogue Credit Union Site Plan Review and variance. Bear with me as I open the
public hearing. We will begin the hearing with a staff report, followed by public
comment, and then the matter will be discussed and acted upon by the commission.
Is there anyone present who wishes to challenge the authority of this commission to
consider this matter? Seeing none. Conflicts of interest, do commissioners wish to
abstain from participating in this hearing or declare a potential conflict of interest?
Nobody's jumping to that. In this hearing, the decision of the commission will be
based upon specific criteria. All testimony and evidence must be directed toward
those criteria. The criteria which apply in this case are noted in the staff report. It is
important to remember if you fail to raise an issue with enough detail to afford the
commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue, you will not be
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able to appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals based on that issue. We may now
begin the hearing with a staff report.
All right. Is this thing on? Oh, okay. All right. Well, good evening, everybody. I'm
happy to be here and finally be presenting in front of you all. My name is Gabby
Sinagra, as Brad said, I'm the Assistant Planner with the city, and I was the planner
assigned to the proposed Rogue Credit Union. We processed this as a Major Site
Plan Review with a major variance request. Let's get into it. First and foremost, the
proposed development is located at 340 Union Avenue. The parcel currently has
frontage along Union Avenue, which we classify as a collector, in addition to frontage
along Redwood Highway, classified as a state highway. The parcel is zoned general
commercial and is within city limits. While the lot is currently vacant and
undeveloped, there is an existing approach that does take access off of Union
Avenue. However, the applicant proposes to abandon the existing approach and
would like to be approved for two approaches. You'll notice, circled in red here on the
far-left hand side of the Union Avenue frontage, and another along the right-hand
side of the Union Avenue frontage.
All right. The application is for a Major Site Plan Review to allow the development of
the vacant lot with a single story, 4,598 square foot Rogue Credit Union branch, with
three drive-through Personal Teller Machines, or PTMs. The applicant is requesting a
major variance for relief from the Access Standards outlined in Article 27 of the
Grants Pass Development Code, and request to be allowed to have those two twoway commercial driveways off of the Union Avenue from the previous slide to serve
the proposed development. Pictured here is the site plan. Just to give you guys some
orientation here, so Union Avenue, this is the Southern part of the parcel. On the
north here is where Redwood Highway comes through. The building is proposed on
the Northern edge of the parcel. I do want to call out something that was discussed in
the staff report. The applicant, as part of their submittal, did include a future
development plan. As part of this, there was an indicated future property line, which
suggests that perhaps a potential partition might be in their interest later on. That
property line is indicated, I believe, right here.
I just want to call out that Public Works did make a comment that with the existing
utility configuration proposed for the Rogue Credit Union branch with that optional
property line, if they were to move forward with that, that would create a
nonconforming situation with the laterals crossing property lines. Just something to
take note of. Pictured here are the proposed building elevations for the Credit Union.
All new commercial buildings are subject to the standards outlined in Article 20 of our
Commercial Design Standards in the Development Code. Staff has reviewed these
elevations and has determined that they meet the criteria area in Article 20. In regard
to the variance, I wanted to first start with our city traffic engineer, John Replinger's,
comments. He did review the submitted Transportation Impact Analysis that was
required as part of the applicant submittal. He did provide a comment on the request
saying that "The applicant proposes to access driveways to Union Avenue rather
than the one that's prescribed under Article 27.121. The applicant provides no
justification or analysis for the extra access. I recommend that the applicant resubmit
a site plan with access meeting the requirements of Article 27."
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The Article that Mr. John Replinger is referencing, the specific section is 27.121-H4.
This is outlined under Access to Arterials and Collectors. The Development Code
does specify that each parcel shall be allowed no more than one direct access
driveway, regardless of the size of the property or the amount of frontage, unless the
variance is granted by the review body, based on a Traffic Analysis Report and the
criteria in Article 6 outlining variance requests. A summation of the applicant's
response to the variance requests is that the proposed Credit Union drive-through
will see significant vehicular traffic, more than is normal for a proposed office.
Therefore, having those two two-way entries and exits provides the most clear, direct
way in and out to serve the property. You can see their full response to the variance
criteria outlined in your packets from pages 30 to 31. Staff's response is that we
adhere to the provisions for variance criteria that is outlined in Section 6.060 of the
Development Code, and we found that the applicant does not meet Criteria 1,
regarding topographical constraints, nor Criteria 3, pertaining to the proposal's
benefits, outweighing any negative outcomes for development of adjacent uses.
Once again, just to reiterate, we found that Criteria 1 and 3 for the variance requests
were not satisfied. We recommend that the Planning Commission deny the request
for a major variance for the two two-way entries and exits from the Union Avenue,
based not only on the provisions outlined in Article 6.060 of the Code pertaining to
variance criteria, but also to Mr. John Replinger's comments, which you can see in
page 34 of the packet. In regard to the Major Site Plan Review, we do have 13
criteria that outlined the process of approval which is, excuse me, outlined in pages
32 to 41 of your packet. Staff reviewed it and found that the criteria are met with the
associated conditions outlined in the staff report. Just some relevant conditions to
discuss, the first being the revised utility plan and the future development plan, as
discussed earlier, for the nonconforming utility laterals, a landscape plan that meets
requirements of the code, lighting details. The applicant would have to conform with
Public Works and public safety requirements.
On that note, there was one particular comment in the Public Works staff report
worth discussion here. Currently, the sidewalk configuration for the entire Union
Avenue is a five-foot sidewalk and a five-foot planter strip. As part of their proposal,
the applicant is proposing to do a reconfiguration of the sidewalks, but they do
propose to meet these same standards of the five feet. However, this does not meet
the requirements outlined in Section 27-3 of our Development Code. Public Works is
requiring that if the applicant does indeed reconfigure the sidewalks, they'll need to
meet the standards listed it in 27-3 and provide a six-and-a-half-foot sidewalk with
seven-and-a-half-foot planter strips. Apart from that, a revised site plan. If the
variance tonight is denied, then the applicant will need to submit a revised site plan
indicating that the approach standards in Schedule 27-1 are met. All of the other
criteria for the Major Site Plan Review requests are met with the associated
conditions. Again, you can find that in pages 41 to 45 of your packet.
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the request for the single
story, 4,958 square foot Rogue Credit Union branch with the three drive-through
Personal Teller Machines with the associated conditions in the report. For call to
action, staff recommends denial of the major variance, and we recommend the
approval for the request for the Major Site Plan Review. Thank you.
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Any questions of staff before we let her get away? Commissioner Coulter?
Yes, sir.
Well, I guess I jump on the wagon again. The site plan recommendation is in
opposition to the variance and the two-way driveway, from my perspective, is part of
the site plan. For consistency, it would seem that you would recommend against the
site plan, because we can't... If the commission disapproves the variance, there is no
site plan that we can approve. Am I correct?
That is correct, yeah. They would need to submit a revised site plan with the
appropriate access.
One of the reasons I say that, so really, if the variance is disapproved, we can't even
discuss the site plan, or we shouldn't until the new site plan is put on. This is the way
we've done it in the past.
No, that makes sense.
It also keeps the applicant from having to start from scratch, almost, on a site plan.
Okay.
Or at least the permitting fees and stuff.
No, I think that's a solid point. Brad, would you agree?
But we don't want to make it harder on the applicant if we were to disapprove the
variance. I want to make it as easy for them in the resubmittal process as possible,
the way I see it.
Right, Commissioner, I think that's generally right. You certainly are open to
discussion about the site plan. Obviously, you need to hear the applicant's
presentation if there's other things that are relevant that you would want to point out,
so that the applicant can also consider those things ifWe haven't even, in the past, even considered a site plan, if we didn't approve the
variance, is what I was going to say.
Right. That's not a standard that is required in the Development Code, nor is it
mandatory. It's a case-by-case basis.
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Okay. But it's integral to the site plan, so a little concerned about that. Oh, whatever,
just wanted to bring it up.
Commissioner Collier?
In just the brief two years that I've been here, I think since you've been gone, what
we've done, I've seen at least twice, is that we've worked on the variance first and
the site plan second. I think that was something that Commissioner Nelson
introduced us to. Because we've had this more than once where we've talked about
the variance first, voted on it separately, and then moved forward. But that's what
we've done within the last year.
How did youOh, that's historical. I'm just letting you know.
How did you reconcile that ifI wouldn't answer that question, because it's not specific to staff, but I'm just letting
you know that's how we've done it. Since you've been away, we've talked about the
variance first and the project second, voted on the variance, up or down. And it was
different from this situation.
We did have one when I was here on Board that whatever the variance was, wasn't
integral to the site plan. I do recall that. My concern is we're going to end up, if we
don't approve the variance, of having to probably disapprove the site plan. I don't see
how we can do conditions of approval on that.
I would say you're correct in that you couldn't approve the site plan, but there is the
option to continue the hearing.
Got it. Good answer. I like that.
Other questions of staff? All right, you get a break.
Oh. All right.
Anyone from the applicant side like to come up and give us a presentation on the
project, please? State your name and address for the record and go right ahead.
My name is Matt Small, I'm with KSW Architects. Address is 66 Water Street,
Ashland, Oregon. I'm not quite sure where to start. I think you bring up a really good
question and I want to maybe start with that, if we could.
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Sure. Go ahead and start with that and then go right into the variance, that'd be
great.
Okay. Our hope tonight is to convince you that two driveways are what we need and
would be acceptable. We'll get into that in a bit. If you choose not to agree with us
tonight, what we would like to do is ask for a continuance, which my understanding is
that the continuance would happen, our next meeting be would April 6th, is that
correct? In addressing your question, my thought is we could have... The reason for
the continuance, it would buy us some time to get a traffic engineer involved. The
traffic engineer that we had involved initially did what was required for the TIA, but
she didn't really study the two access points. That was my problem for not asking her
to do that. She's away on spring break this week, so she couldn't get a report to us
for tonight. But she'll be back, and she could get a report for us for the April 6th
meeting. My thinking is, we would present it again, if we don't get approval tonight,
on April 6th. We could have at that meeting, two options, the original option, and then
a secondary option that would only have one.
The reason why I'm spending time on this is that our project is under some very strict
time frames. The Credit Union, as you may or may not know, they're occupying their
West Branch in the West side of town. Their lease is up in 2023, our whole schedule
is set up to get them a new building by the time that lease is up. It's a very timesensitive situation, that's why it's important. I don't know if that's a scenario that
would work for you, that I just described. In our worst-case scenario, we have a
decision April 6th, with two or one driveways. Does that make sense?
It makes sense. Our deliberations following your presentation will outline how we're
going to proceed.
Okay. But any questions about my thinking there from anybody?
The next UAPC meeting, I believe, is the 13th of April. City Council's the sixth.
Yeah. Thank you for that clarification. They meet the second and fourth Wednesdays
of each month.
Whatever, I thought it was April 6th is what- [crosstalk 00:20:58]. Or whatever that
next...
13th.
13th.
13th, okay. We just added another week, but... Okay. Let's go back to my original
presentation. Gabby, thanks for the good work. It was great. We have really very few
problems with the report, but there are few that I would like to discuss. The first is a
clarification. We noticed that there is a planter strip required along the Redwood
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Highway. Typical planter strip [inaudible 00:21:51], and we have the same
requirement on Union Avenue, which makes perfect sense. I'm not sure it makes
sense along Redwood Highway, so I'd like some clarifications and thought about
that. I'm not sure that ODOT would be appreciative of that landscape. I don't know
what it does. It certainly doesn't do the job that it does on Union Avenue. If you could
discuss that and perhaps offer some clarity to that, that would be great. Second item,
one of the requirements in the staff report was for a Type 3 bicycle parking area.
Type 3 is a covered parking area. The need for a Type 3 is based upon square
footage. Gabby and I have spoken about this, I think our calculations for the square
footage are different.
I do have a drawing that I'd like to share with you. The issue with the Type 3 bicycle
parking is that it becomes required in a commercial use when your square footage
exceeds 4,000 square feet. The code allows us, when we calculate that square
footage of the building, to exclude spaces like storage spaces, restrooms. The
drawing that I just gave you, the building is 4,598 square feet, the total square
footage of the building. You subtract the restrooms, the storage areas, which is the
yellow part of that drawing, that equals 659 square feet. You subtract that from the
4,598 and you end up with 3,939 square feet, which is less than 4,000 square feet.
What we're asking is to have [inaudible 00:24:37] staff take another look at that. It's
certainly not the end of the world, but I think it's an expense that we don't need to
incur on this project. I don't think I provided the information for Gabby that she
needed to make that determination. Any questions about that Type 3 bicycle
parking?
I don't have any questions about that, but I'm hoping you can get straight to the
variance so that we can discuss that, the access points.
Okay. I can do that, but I have a... How about one more item?
Go right ahead.
Okay. Thank you. The next item is the 10-foot city utility easements. As you probably
know, we have a requirement of 10-foot utility easements along Union, and also
along Redwood Highway. We have absolutely no problem with the easements, the
issue is the timing of the easements. The staff report is requiring that the easements
be recorded before a building permit can be issued, or before we can submit for a
building permit. The CUE process can be quite lengthy. There are drawings involved,
there's legal descriptions involved, there's recording at the county. As I mentioned
earlier, time is of the essence for this project. The change that I would like to see is
make this a condition but make it a condition before the Certificate of Occupancy.
That buys us months of time to get this process done. As far as I understand, the
building department really doesn't care much about easements. I'm not quite sure
why that's even a requirement.
Any questions about that? I really truly hope that those requests will be considered.
Let's talk about the variance. Again, I want to be really clear, my hope tonight is to
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convince you that we need two driveways. If I fall short in that, for the record, we'd
like to do a continuance. Okay. Gabby, you got that drawing? Can we put that up
there?
Is there a way to make this full screen orThat's great.
Is that perfect? Okay.
Yep. First of all, it's important for you all to understand how important this second
driveway is to the Rogue Credit Union. They are just an incredibly successful, and
because of their success, a very busy Credit Union. They see a lot of traffic. One of
the things that they pride themselves on is great service. The ability for someone to
use the PTM machine and then zip right out is, really, very, very important to them.
Gabby [inaudible 00:29:09] mentioned there were four criteria that we had to meet for
this variance to be allowed. We satisfied two of them and two we did not. The first
criteria that we didn't meet was Criteria number 1. I'm going to read a portion of what
that criterion says. It says, "The variance is necessary because the subject code
provision does not account for special or unique physical circumstances of the
subject site, such as topography, natural features, or adjacent development." The
thing that I want to focus on tonight is the adjacent development, and the that's why
we have this plan up here.
What you'll see on the right side is our proposed Credit Union with the two driveways.
To the left was a proposal that was put together by a developer. You'll notice that
they have an exit onto Union Avenue, and they also are showing an exit up to
Redwood Highway. Do you see that? If I had a pointer, I could point it to you.
[inaudible 00:31:06]. Here's the driveway onto Union, this was their driveway out onto
Redwood Highway. They had a meeting with ODOT. ODOT said, "No way. We're not
going to give you access to Redwood." And so, when that happened, the project
stopped. What you'll see on this proposal is a gas station with fuel pumps and a
convenience store. This is a drive-through coffee shop and then another drive
through restaurant. Here's our proposed drive-through bank, PTMs, and then a future
project here.
Just so I can see it, this is all to scale?
I'm sorry, what?
This is all to scale?
Yes, it's to scale. But keep in mind that this is off of Google Earth and then imposed
drawings, so it's not an exact scale, but it's sufficient for this discussion.
How long ago was this proposal made adjacent?

Urban Area Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes March 23, 2022

11

Page 11

Not too long ago.
Years? Months?
No, months.
Okay. Thank you very much.
At least that's when we saw it, just a few months ago. I don't know if they would mind
that I've got this up here or not, but I went ahead. What this shows is what the
potential of this lot is. There’re three drive-through businesses, right there generating
a heck of a lot of traffic that's coming out on Union. They're not allowed to go out
here. The other piece that I want to talk about here, is that when they lost this second
access, they dropped the project. It's an indication to me that they want and need two
exits out of this project, given the traffic load. By the way, the owners of this property
also owned our property. When the Credit Union bought this property, this owner,
which is the same owner, required a cross access easement between these two
properties. It was a requirement of the developer with the anticipation that as this got
developed, they're going to need a second way out of here. This piece right here I
want to talk about it a little bit.
We drew in a driveway, and it's roughly 150 feet from the intersection, which is the
closest it can be to that intersection by code. You can see, there's really not much
room for this development to have two exits. Whereas here, if you look at this, we've
got three that are equally spaced. I think it would be problematic for all this traffic to
have to come through here, to exit, if this were not there. Getting back to the criteria,
where it talks about unique, physical circumstances of adjacent development, that's
what I'm talking about. The other thing to point out is, this is actually two lots
currently. It's split roughly here, with one lot here and one lot here. This lot is
landlocked. It has to go through this lot to get out, so another physical constraint.
Who knows if and when this development will happen, but I would surmise that
having this as an option for them would help promote the development of that piece
of property, which I'm assuming from your point of view is a good thing. Any
questions?
Commissioner Arthur, go right ahead.
Sort of in that direction. Where were they allowed to have access at all on that other
property, because there isn't anything that's 150 feet from a corner, the entire thing?
You mean access for this property?
No, for the other one. For the brown part.
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Yeah. This is roughly 150 feet from that intersection, so they have that from here
overOh, that's the 150 feet? I thought you said your entrance was 150 feet.
No, I'm sorry.
Okay. I misunderstood that.
It's this piece right hereThe thought I had that I didn't understand why you were asking for two two-way
entrances and exits, instead of the east one being in and the west one being out. I
was trying to envision what happens with the traffic with that center lane if people are
coming opposite directions trying to go into the different ones, instead of there just
being one in and one out. I was wondering why you were choosing to ask for two
two-wayWe were just trying to make it as easy as possible for people to- [crosstalk 00:38:05].
Yeah. IHow is that easy?
Given there's going to be a lot of traffic, so... But I think you bring up a really good
point. It would be perhaps feasible to make this just one-way. That would be one way
out, and I still like the idea of having this being two-way.
If somebody came, it wouldn't be very many people lives down where I grew up, at
the end of the street on Union Avenue. There’re no houses left now. But if they're
coming from that direction, from the west, why would anybody turn in the west exit,
the west oneHere.
... and then thread their way through to get around to the drive-through?
That's a good point.
If they're coming from the east-
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Not everybody is visiting the [inaudible 00:39:05].
... the same question, why would they go in the west exit and double back to go? It
seemed likeThat's a fair question.
Everybody would use the east entrance in any case. Whoever occupied that front
space later would be lucky to have it if they were also a drive-through. I just didn't
understand the logic of two two-wayWe were greedy. Sorry.
Well, it's all right.
We're just trying to make it as easy as we can for the people using the bank. Not
everybody coming to the Credit Union is using the PTMs. There are plenty of people
coming to visit the actual building. But I want to, also, I want to make sure that you
understand that I'd have to confer with the Credit Union, but I think they would be
acceptable to this being a one-way out only, as an option.
Other questions of the applicant? Sir, did you want to discuss anything else?
Yes.
Go right ahead.
That was Criteria number 1. The second criteria that staff was not satisfied with was
Criteria number 3. Let me read that criterion, a portion of it anyway, "The proposal's
benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of the
adjacent uses." I think that's pretty self-explanatory. Having two driveways, certainly,
will alleviate some congestion. These driveways will provide access for this future
development, which is a plus. As I mentioned, we already have this cross-access
easement, it's recorded as in the deed of this property. As far as this second
driveway benefiting this development, I think there are many positive ways it does. In
terms of negative impact, I don't see any to this development. Again, this
development wanted this access point. Any questions about that? That concludes my
comments on the variance.
Questions? Go ahead, sir. Are you going to impart more information to us?
I'm sorry.
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Anything else you want to say about the site plan?
Just keep in mind the idea of a continuance. If it looks like you're not in favor of what
we just discussed, please keep that in mind. That would buy us time to get a traffic
engineer involved who could maybe give us some more information. Other than
that...
Anyone else from your camp want to speak to us?
I will.
Name and address, please?
My name's Tony Workman, 1370 Center Drive, Medford, Oregon. I am with Rogue
Credit Union. I just wanted to come back on your question a little bit about how we
came up with this. Really, when we go into a new development like this, we sit down
with the architect and we really look at safety for our members, and flow, and how it's
ease comes about. The idea of the second entrance, ingress/egress, was based on
that future property and with, what you were saying, with people driving through and
weaving through, in and out. We do believe that most of our members coming
through on Union will probably use that Eastern drive up. However, once the
development is made, we do believe that some traffic that will be going over there,
will use that second entrance and exit, otherwise they're going to have to weave
through, too. If they're going to try to go to the fuel station or the restaurant or
something and they're coming from the east over, if they took that first entrance, they
would have to go through the parking lot with our members walking through and all
that.
We're looking at it as a safety issue. How can we keep traffic not coming to the
branch, alleviating away from that? That's where the second one came in. That's a
lot of what we're looking at is, how can we keep a lot of traffic not stopping there from
that area? We felt like this entrance would help the future, as well as like Matt was
saying, we don't know when that development will happen, but if we can get that put
in now and have it there, so that way when it does get done, it's all ready to go, and
traffic now will get used to using that. We're looking at it as just a safety and flow. As
you can see, if they were to come in the first entrance to the east, they'll go up
through the drive-throughs, and then they continue straight down. They don't have to
go back through the parking areas at all.
During busy times, payday Fridays, however, if there's only one ingress/egress,
there'll be a lot of circling traffic coming in, out, and other. We're trying to keep it just
a flow of circle and ease for everybody. I hope that clears up a little bit of what we
came up with.
Questions of this gentleman? Thank you very much.
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Thank you.
Anyone else in your camp would like to speak to us? Any one of you wanting to
speak in favor of this application? Anyone wanting to speak in opposition to this
application? Commissioners, are you sure there's no further questions? Staff, back to
the hot seat, please.
Yes, sir.
I have some questions, but I'll wait if anybody else wants to go first. Let's try and be
clairvoyant here. Let's pretend for a minute that the variance does not get approved
tonight. Can the variants be re-requested at a continued hearing, or is it off the table
if it gets denied? I'm asking a procedural question here.
Can the variance be re-requested?
Right? Assume that it gets denied tonight, a gentleman mentioned they would like
the chance to resubmit for the variance and try again at the continued hearing, if
that's the disposition of the Commission. Can they do such a thing.
From a public notice perspective, the obligation of the city is to make sure that all of
the public is notified, accurately, of what the hearing's about. The public has been
notified that tonight's hearing is about a variance and a site plan. The variance was
for two access points. As long as the hearing continues to only be about a variance
for two access points, and you move this to a date certain, then the public has been
adequately informed. They could show up at the next meeting and there'd be no
surprises. If there's a change to what the variance is about, there would have to be a
new notice, so that the public is adequately informed about what this hearing's about.
Understood. Thank you for that. Anyone else have questions of staff? Commissioner
Nelson?
Yeah. First offSorry. Excuse me.
I had a question on the bike parking and how that square footage determination... On
all other projects, how do you determine square footage?
Well, Matt is correct. We do have a provision in Article 25 that does exclude areas
like restrooms, elevator shafts, and similar areas within there. The only reason that I
did the calculations the way that I did is, essentially, he didn't show the math. He
gave me a number and I couldn't see how he determined that number, where he
excluded the square footage, and how that penciled out. Just for due diligence’s
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sake, I took the entire square footage of the building. I think that if they can show
how they arrived at that number, I think that's a perfectly reasonable ask.
And then that would just be done when they submit whatever site plan. And then I
had another question.
Go right ahead.
I'm a little confused here. The question is, if you have, over on the east side, one way
and over here, one way, is that allowed under ourNo.
Coffee stands that might have that, or previously, they've taken those out, then?
Well, this requirement is really specific to arterials and collectors. I can't speak for every
coffee stand in the city as to what the street designation may be and how they got
approved for that. But the restriction of the access is really outlined for arterials and
collectors specifically.
Okay. And so, then that... Because I think there's a coffee stand on Union Avenue down
the road there a little ways with two accesses, if I recall correctly. That's why I was
confused when they put this request in, but that might have been previously approved,
maybe that's been changed.
Yeah. It's hard to know without doing the appropriate research. Perhaps they were
granted a variance, as well.
Oh.
What is the restriction?
That you only have one direct access point on an arterial or a collector.
Per parcel.
Yeah, per parcel. Correct.
Thank you.
Commissioner Coulter?
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If we were to do a one-way, just to make sure I've got it right, we could recommend
that on a site approval tonight, if we approve the variance, correct? Am I correct? If
we approve the variance, we go to the site plan, we could do a one-way as a
Condition of Approval, correct?
We could. I would recommend, considering the applicant's testimony tonight who
asked for a continuance, to give them a chance to play with the site plan and come
backWell, yeah. But he actually kind of said, "Yeah, that might be feasible." Your thought
is we got to have it more in concrete?
Yeah. I think staff's recommendation would be toContinue?
... permission actually see what you're approving, the revised site plan.
Gotcha. Okay. Thank you.
Other questions of staff? Mr. Nelson?
My understanding is that the sidewalks elsewhere are five foot?
That is correct.
This would then have a six foot, or is being requested?
That is being requested by Public Works. It is the standard in the code, as of today.
As to how that sidewalk configuration is five feet with the five-foot plant strips, I
couldn't speak to that. But in talking with Wade Elliott from Public Works, I did ask
them if they would be allowed to match the existing configuration, as it would match
the rest of the development along Union Avenue. But Wade Elliot did request that
they adhere to today's standards, which is that six-and-a-half-foot sidewalk and the
seven-foot planter strip.
Other questions of staff?
I guess a follow-up.
Mr. Nelson.
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Why was it changed? If the whole Avenue is five, why did we change it to six?
That's a fantastic question.
Yeah. I don't think either Gabby or I would [inaudible 00:52:46] to take some
research. The city, obviously, at some point changed the design standards so that
the adjacent sidewalk for a collector and arterial became six feet. But we would have
to look exactly at the date of construction of Union and the date of construction of
that sidewalk and see. We can only assume that five foot was the standard at the
time that it was constructed, and standards changed, soThe sidewalk would be all the way equal all the way down Union, right?
Mm-hmm (affirmative).
But it'd be a foot over here next to the property that would be added?
Correct.
Interesting.
This is a Public Works standard, we just want to say that. I think you would need to
include in your decision, if you wanted to agree with the applicant's request, exactly
why you would want to change that standard.
We do, as a Commission, have to have analyze this project based on today's
standards.
True.
Any other questions of staff? Thank you very much.
Thank you.
You did great. Commissioners, I will entertain a motion so that we can begin to
deliberate. Commissioner Nelson?
Well, I'm going to move for the continuance, and then I'd like to discuss with the
Commission some of these things that I just brought up and why we would be doing
that. If we want to change that now, I think it's best to have that in the discussion so
at the continuance, next time they bring it back, they know how we're going to feel
about that. These, I guess, would be motions to be put forward on the continuance.
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The first one, I guess, would be, because I think it probably doesn't need even a
motion on, is the bike parking, is that correct, because you have the plan now?
I'm sorry, can you repeat the question?
Well, I was going to put in a motion to be forward for the planning to limit the bike
parking, not to require the overhead.
Yes, if they could just indicate on the revised site plan how they got to the square
footage.
I'm not worried about that.
Fantastic.
And then the other one was, I'm inclined, and I'll make the motion to see how you
guys feel about this, to approve this, as to an egress and an entrance. One way
going on the east side, one way going west side, because it makes no sense to have
this two-way, because you could have confusion going around the wrong way.
Are you making a motion about a varianceThat's up for discussion.
Well, I think he's trying to get a motion on the floor to discuss, but if you continueThe first one's going to be the continuance.
Well, then we end the meeting.
That's right, so that's why I want a discussion for- [crosstalk 00:56:29], to know what
to do on the continuance.
You need to make some kind of motion and the motion would be to approve the
variance with that condition. We can always vote it down.
Sure.
That allows discussion to continue.
Okay. I will do that then.
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Go right ahead. You're going to make a motion regarding the variance request.
I approve the variance with condition that they have only one way going in and one
way going out.
I second.
Okay. I'm going to throw a wrench into this. Staff did just tell us that the in and out will
require a future variance request, as well. You're aware of that, yeah?
I don't think we can do Condition of Approval on a variance, it's got to be up or down.
That would be a recommendation on a site plan if we approve the variance, not the
variance with the Condition of Approval, but we're
Right. But we're not doing a variance. I'm talking about the conditions.
No, it's got to be up or down on, on a variance. That's it.
I agree with Commissioner Coulter, we need a motion for the variance to either be
approved or denied, and then we can go into discussion.
Right. I'll withdraw.
I make a motion to deny the variance and I'll give reasons why in discussion, lots of
them.
We have a motion on the table to deny the variance request. Do we have a second?
I'll second it.
With a second by Commissioner Collier.
No, Nelson.
Nelson. Sorry. Sorry. Collier made the motion, Nelson seconded. Okay, discussion.
Commissioner Collier?
Okay. During the replication, I didn't hear any discussion from the applicant about the
safety of their customers getting back out onto Union Avenue. Ms. Arthur said a little
bit about it when there were houses down there, now there's everybody down there.
There's the Volvo rebuilder, there's Cartwright's, which I just went by today to take a
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look at this whole thing. Anybody's tried to get on Union Avenue, for whether it's Les
Schwab, whether it's Toyota, whether it's a complex on Safeway, all up and down
Union Avenue, it's a struggle left and right. The proposal from the applicant tonight is
four lanes, two going in, two going out, which shows me that they are not recipients
of any partial engineering discussion about the traffic flow on Union Avenue. I almost
feel sorry for the applicant, engineers from Ashland and Medford, having a look at
Union Avenue and put four lanes onto Union Avenue with that in-complex, when
you've got all these people driving in and driving out, and then saying, "Oh, by the
way, we're doing this for future development on the lot next to it."
As I sat here, I couldn't almost contain myself from shaking my head and saying,
"You have no concept of the traffic flow on Union Avenue." Union Avenue is begging
for a four-way traffic light up there where the Verizon building is. This is right in
between it, and they say, "Yeah, let's go four lanes. And then we didn't even think
about why we need four lanes, we really only need two lanes." You talk about
Redwood Avenue, access to Redwood Avenue. We all know that's a nonstarter, it
never was. The applicant said, "People want to zip in and zip out." Well, guess what?
Nobody's going anywhere. They're not going to zip into those ATMs and then come
right back out. They're going to be clogged up, backed up all the way around. I've
never seen anything so smashed into a sandwich that just shows... Even with a new
traffic engineering study, it ain't going to get any better. This will not get any better.
Whether you go from one in, one out, people don't pay attention to that. You can't
stop traffic left to right going in that.
If you sit out in front of the Laughing Clam, it clearly says, "You cannot turn left onto
G Street," yet everybody does. As I sat through this, and I made all these notes, I
haven't even covered them all, but this isn't even close to all the reasons why staff
indicated why this should be a no. Then the traffic engineer, then Public Works says
no. Then you got future development in the front, which even compounds it even
further, and this guys in the back. I didn't even drink coffee before I came here
tonight, but this is nuts. That's why I'm saying no.
Mark, a big criterion, if I hear you talking, is Criteria Number 3 is uh-uh (negative), it
doesn't meet it whatsoever, correct? Just wanted to clarify that.
On every facet that [inaudible 01:01:07] has said no, they've made their case. Staff
has made their case, Public Works made their case, traffic flow has made their case.
An engineering study on traffic won't make the case. This ain't going to get any
better. Nobody coming back from spring break is going to make the traffic flow on
Union Avenue less, to make this look any better. Sorry.
Commissioner Arthur?
I'd like to speak to one very positive aspect of this, my first thought... By the way,
Replinger has a strange error, I would say, in the report where he says they're going
to have future building on the north end. I got stuck on that and tried to look at arrows
for direction and all, and said, "What? It looks to me like your buildings at the north
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end." My first thought was, "Why are they building in the back instead of the front?"
Anybody who's ever gone over to WinCo and tried to get into anybody's drivethrough, we made a real mistake on that one. No queuing distance, absolutely, totally
insufficient queuing. That is what this does accomplish, by putting the drive-throughs
all the way to the back, you at least stand a chance of not having traffic backing up
out on Union Avenue. The basic use of the property for that purpose is really pretty
good, and to have that kind of length is wonderful. We don't want to make that
mistake again. I think it's salvageable.
But again, I came back to my original things, I don't see why you need in and out on
both. If you were sharing long range with that property to the west, they have a way
to get in, where that red thing is, whatever that is, and they could use the same outpoint. They don't have to have another endpoint, necessarily. Well, he said that the
150 foot was where that red square is. Yeah. Anyway, I think it's workable. My
reason for preferring the two, one in, one out, is exactly what Mark was talking about.
I run into it all the time coming from the hospital to get out onto Williams Highway,
and you have to turn into center lane. If you ever want to get out, you have to turn
into the center lane and wait until the southbound traffic or the northbound traffic
comes by you. But at least you have a chance to do it. If you had people turning in
and out both directions in that little section in front of there, they could easily be
running into each other in the middle lane.
Kind of grim, but I need to tell you, the first funeral I went to in my life was for an
eight-year-old boy who lived across the street from there and got killed on his bicycle
on Union Avenue. There were no sidewalks or anything in those days, but it's always
been a busy road.
Mr. Coulter?
I think Mark presented the case, I agree with him, very well, as far as the variance is
concerned. I don't think in good conscience at this particular point... One of the things
that's kind of an unwritten rule, always, is we're looking at safety. Safety, safety. This
is one of those that the collector street, in this particular case, is almost a collector
street on steroids. It's huge. It's big and not only... Well, make it simple. In this
particular case, I do not see that the variance meets criteria. I think just by that, we
voted down, my recommendation.
Anyone else have anything they would like to say?
I do. I do appreciate that safety and hazard issues that they were trying to address
within the confines of the building, the customers, your clientele. I appreciate that, but
I don't think it came forward to the arterials and the collector street, which is, in and of
itself, a hazard on its best day already. I do like what Commissioner Arthur was
saying about, perhaps, another way of addressing that in one way, ingress/egress.
Future plans, that's going to be a daunting task, but we're not speaking to that at
present.
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Anyone else? Commissioner Nelson?
Well, I'm not sure what the traffic flow would be, but the reason I was concerned is,
as you have these, 1, 2, 3, various cars that are going to be coming here. One
possibility, you have two released at the same time coming down here. If this isn't
here, then they'd either have to come across this way, with all the people trying to get
into the bank, I'm assuming this is the front door here, and cars pulling out here and
using machines in this location. I was trying to visualize how this is making it safer by
only allowing one, whereas if this was a flow out, then at least it flows out and would
be a greater safety to the people and parking in this area. That was my big concern
is you're... If this is what they describe as a right of way or an easement, and you
have traffic now coming here and going across, we've increased that load into that
banking parking lot even more. I guess if we vote for the denial of variance, they'll
have to come up with something, but I don't know what they're going to do.
No, I know. Hang on. Anyone else have anything to say? Great, that means it's my
turn. Can I borrow your pointer, please?
Oh, certainly. [crosstalk 01:08:38].
Okay, there it is. Okay. Before I get to the pointer, I want to tell you a couple things
I'm uncomfortable with. In my mind, a variance is used when there's a topographical
challenge. We're not seeing that here. A variance is used when neighboring property
owners are enjoying something that you're allowed to. We're not seeing that as a
case here, except maybe for this building next door. If that was approved yesterday,
there's a problem. If it was approved 10 years ago under different standards,
probably not an issue. When I first saw the site plan and I noticed they were
proposing a shared access easement agreement to the west, I thought, "What a
great idea. I love shared access." Here's what makes me nervous about that, at this
point. Where I was once in favor of it, now I'm not so sure. I think it's really
dangerous for us to look at approving this parcel based on a site plan that is just a
concept in somebody's mind. I don't think that we should be doing that.
I thought, "Well, this is great. These two parcels can share an access," but after
hearing all the testimony tonight, I also believe two two-way entrances are a mess. In
my mind, before I came here, great minds think alike, I'm thinking, "Well, why don't
we do it one way in and a one way out?" I, too, was going to ask the question, "Can
they do that?" And staff says, "No, not without a variance request." I am leaning,
then, at this point to denying the variance, based on what we're looking at tonight
with two two-way entrances. Would I be more inclined to approve a variance that has
a one way in and a one way out? I'm not sure about that right now, either. I'm seeing
a wrench with this. Let's assume this is one way, and this is one way out, people
come in this way, and they discover there's no parking here, so they go around this
way, which way... Do you think they're going to back up and turn around and come
back around this way?
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No, they're going to drive right into the out lane, go up here to look for more parking
up here. I see that as a potential problem. Is it a for certain problem? Don't know.
Having said all that, applicant, I feel bad for you. This is kind of a nightmare. We want
to make traffic circulation here as safe as possible, but I see us just pouring more
water into a bucket that is this far from overflowing, no matter what you do. Whatever
decision that we make on these accesses, I think that we have to be careful. Staff,
question. Does the code recommend any access spacing standards? Is there a
minimum distance between access points along an arterial on a collector?
Yes, there is. Shooting off the cuff, I think it might be 100 feet, but if you want to hang
tight, I can look in the code and confirm.
I'm going to bet that if you find such things, they're probably going to be based upon
the speed limit of the road and the ADT. But I appreciate you taking a look at that. I
think that was all I wanted to say. Somebody have a question?
What is the width of the property? It is on here somewhere? [crosstalk 01:12:18].
There's probably a little, teeny, tiny number right here.
I know. I can't see it. Can I say something?
Yes, ma'am. Go right ahead.
Okay. I do want to disagree with Commissioner Collier on one point, and that is, I
think people can follow instructions for in and out. The example would be next door
at the car wash, nobody tries to go in the back end of the car wash. They can follow
the signs telling you where to go to get where you need to be.
Commissioner Collier?
Okay, I get that. Nobody goes in the wrong way at a car wash. This is completely
different, because the question here is, "Am I going left or right out of there, and
someone's coming in." That's the problem. With a four, with two in and two out on
both sides, it's just going to be a mess. People are going to come from all directions.
I'm also with Commissioner Heesacker that I don't think this gets any better with the
traffic flow. This whole thing, this whole premise on this whole project is, as they said,
zip in and zip out. I just see so many cars coming in here that from my 10,000-foot
view, I go, "There's no way you can pack all that stuff in there, and with four lanes or
two lanes, make it any better." I'm just ready to vote for the motion on the variance
and then go from there.
Anyone else, because I have one more thing to say? Did you find your answer to the
access spacing?
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Well, we do have a separation between driveways, and for commercial properties,
that would be 22 feet. That 100-foot distance for collectors refers to the minimum
distance from the intersection. [crosstalk 01:14:07]. No, that's for arterials.
Okay.
To answer Commissioner Arthur's question, the property is 208.69 feet.
Okay, the last thing I wanted to say. 99% of the time, I agree with you, people driving
don't follow signs. Thank you very much for your pointer. People don't follow signage
and they do whatever they want. I can think of one exception to that rule, that I
witnessed right here in town. When you said the words, "In-N-Out," that's where it
was. Those guys, that was a thing of beauty when they opened. That it could have
been a potential mess up there, on Morgan, at the freeway entrance, for crying in a
bucket. Those people followed directions, those first million customers on their first
opening night.
We had already experienced the WinCo at that point and trying to get long enough
queue distance there was a huge challenge. They managed to do it and make it
work, soYou saw what they did at In-N-Out, they had cones that said... They took them all the
way down to... What's that street?
Morgan's the one right next to it.
No, it's further down, that's got the Dutch Brothers on it, from AllCare. [crosstalk
01:15:31]. Hillcrest. They took them all the way down to Hillcrest, brought them all
the way back up and around, and then brought them in on the two entryways, so that
was huge. But they have the traffic. I think this is maybe not on the level of In-N-Out,
but this is meant to take people into those, like he said, zip in and zip out. That's a lot
of traffic for Union and I just... That's why, anyway, same thing.
Understood. But as we've all agreed, it's going to be a traffic mess no matter what. I
don't think I have anything else to say. We have a motion on the floor to deny the
variance, it's been seconded. If there's no more discussion, I'm going to go to a roll
call vote.
Can we have one more item of discussion, and that is what's the difference between
voting to deny it now or just what voting not to deny it and continue? What are the
choices for them?
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I'll tell you my thought on that. What we're getting ready to deny is two two-way
access points, because that's what's proposed. Anybody disagree with that? Are we
ready for a vote? Mr. Coulter?
Aye. Yes.
Yes, to deny?
Yes, to deny.
Commissioner Arthur?
Yes.
Mr. Nelson?
Yes.
Mr. Collier?
Yes, to deny.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss?
Yes.
And I'm voting yes, Heesacker votes yes. We're going to deny the request for
variance.
MOTION/VOTE
Vice Chair Collier moved, and Commissioner Nelson seconded the motion to deny the
variance. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier,
Commissioners Nelson, Tokarz-Krauss, Coulter and Arthur. “NAYS”: None. Abstain:
None. Absent: Commissioners Aviles and Scherf.
The motion passed.
Procedurally, we are at a point now where we are ready to discuss the continuance.
Commissioner Nelson?
I would move for the continuance to a date certain-
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April 13th.
13th, was it? Yeah.
Second.
Commissioner Nelson has moved that we continue this hearing until April 13th,
Commissioner Coulter seconded. All those in favor, say aye.
Aye.
Aye.
Anybody opposed? Anybody abstaining? Technical question, there's a picture of
somebody up there. Is that Commissioner Scherf?
No, that's just the minimized Team's feature.
Okay.
Yeah.
Thank you very much. We're continuing this till April 13th.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Commissioner Coulter seconded the motion to
continue this hearing until April 13th. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair
Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Nelson, Tokarz-Krauss, Coulter and
Arthur. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Commissioners Aviles and Scherf.
The motion passed.
I forgot to ask, what's the agenda like? Do we have 10 public hearings on that
agenda already?
You do not.
Okay, good. So, we're comfortable with this?
Yep. This would be the first item on that agenda.
Understood. Applicant, thank you very much for your time. We appreciate it. I
encourage you to work with staff about your bike parking square footage. I
encourage you, if you want to talk to ODOT about a planter strip, I hope you know
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who to get ahold of at ODOT. Your easement question, timing of easement, it sounds
like you need to take that up with either the Planning Department or the Building
Department. I encourage you to do that during these next two weeks. One last
question, KSW, is that Kistler, Small, somebody? Who's the somebody?
White.
White. Okay. Please say hi to Ray for me. He'll know who I am. Thank you very
much for attending, and your presentation, and all your time. Appreciate that.
8. Matters from Commission Members and Staff:
Next item on the agenda, matters from commission members and staff. Staff, we'll
start with you.
I don't think we have anything else for you tonight.
All right. Commissioners? Commissioner Coulter, anything you want to share?
Commissioner Arthur? Commissioner Nelson? Commissioner Collier?
Welcome back.
Thank you very much. I'm going to say something about that in a minute.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss?
I want to say good job, very professional [inaudible 01:19:25].
Thank you.
I will second that. That was a good job.
Thank you. Motion approved.
Impressed. That was great. We'll make you sweat next time. In addressing
Commissioner Collier's statement to me, the rumors are true, I did have a stroke
about a month ago. It was really a miracle that I wasn't hurt any worse than I was.
When the doctors took the CT and they saw the pool of blood on my brain, they didn't
think I should be walking, talking, or doing much of anything. Like I said, I was very
lucky. I did fall twice in the very first 30 seconds of the stroke, and then after that out,
I knew something was weird, so I watched my legs as I walked. I really focused and
made sure I told my leg to do what I was supposed to do. I went to the doctor and
she had me do the FAST test, you guys are familiar. Told me to smile and hold up
your arms, and I whipped through all that, because I'm telling myself, "I didn't have a
stroke." By this time, there was not CT scan.
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She had me do this one thing, "Stand up, close your eyes, put your arms out straight,
and put your palms down." Okay, easy. No problem. She said, "Now turn your palms
up." I did this, and this hand dropped halfway to my knee. She said, "Open your
eyes," and I had no clue that this had happened. She said, "Yeah, you had a stroke.
We're going to get you a CAT scan." And that's when they took the picture, they sent
me down to Three Rivers, I sat there for hours. Then they came and said, "You know
what? This is too..." Disastrous is not what they said, but "We can't handle this. You
have to go to Medford. We're going to put you in an ambulance." I said, "Oh no,
you're not. My insurance won't pay for that. I can drive myself." And they said, "Oh
no, you're not." So, my girlfriend drove me over to Medford, I was in that emergency
room for another couple hours. They threw me in ICU. Their neurologist looked at the
CAT scan.
They came and talked to me a couple hours later, and they said, "Well, you have
every right to be here in ICU, and we don't know why you're functioning the way you
are, but we need this bed for someone who really needs it. We're sending you
upstairs." I was in the hospital a total of not quite three days, they sent me home. The
good news is a month later, the one month is a big milestone for strokes. I didn't
have any more. I didn't get any worse. That's what everybody was hoping for. There
was no surgery, no need for that. What happens to the pool of blood? I learned it
goes away kind of like a scab on your skin, your body reabsorbs it. It takes a while.
My worst symptom is that my left side is numb and there's some really funky
differences. I can feel heat with the right side of my mouth, but not on the left side.
The big victories that have come over the past few weeks, I get itches now on my left
side. Yeah.
The other day, I bumped my elbow and said, "Man, it hurt." I'm going, "Ouch," and it's
my numb elbow, so I'm starting to get some feeling back. I feel good. Like I said,
there's been no pain associated with this, nothing debilitating, walking, talking. You'll
see I'm riding my bike, it's been recommended I do that three times a week for now,
and slowly build back up to where I was. But thank you very much, I appreciate that.
I'm glad I'm here, too. I like rubbing elbows with you smart people. I love heckling the
newbies, too, but you got off easy tonight because of my stroke.
Yeah. You [inaudible 01:22:37].
All right. Anybody else?

9. Adjourn

Meetings adjourned.

____________________________________

________________

Eric Heesacker, Chair
Urban Area Planning Commissioner

Date
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CITY OF GRANTS PASS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
ROGUE CREDIT UNION ~ UNION AVENUE
MAJOR SITE PLAN & MAJOR VARIANCE REVIEW
STAFF REPORT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:

Type IlI: Urban Area Planning Commission
201-00417-22 and 301-00149-22
Major Site Plan & Major Variance Review

Owner:
Applicant:

Rogue Credit Union
KSW Architects

Property Address:
Map and Tax Lot:
Zoning:
Parcel Size:

340 Union Avenue
36-05-19-CA, TL 1500
See Exhibits 1 & 2
GC (City Limits)
1.79 acres

Planner Assigned:

Gabby Sinagra

Application Received:
Application Complete:
Date of Report:
Date of Hearing:
120-Day Deadline:

February 14, 2022
February 16, 2022
March 9, 2022
March 23, 2022
June 16, 2022

I.

PROPOSAL:
The application is for a Major Site Plan Review to allow the development of a vacant lot
with a single story 4,598 square foot Rogue Credit Union branch with three (3) drive thru
PTM’s. The applicant also requests a Major Variance to the access standards outlined in
Section 27.121(h) in the Grants Pass Development Code and be allowed to have two (2)
two-way entries/exits from Union Avenue two approaches from Union Avenue (one (1)
one-way entry on the eastern side of the parcel and a two-way exit on the western side
of the parcel). The lot is currently vacant and bordered by Union Avenue to the south,
Redwood Highway to the north, a recently constructed carwash to the east, and a vacant
lot to the west. Frontage improvements including curb, gutter, sidewalk, and all major
utilities are currently in place.
The property is located at 340 Union Avenue in the GC zoning district and is subject
to the Commercial Design Standards as listed in Article 20 of the Grants Pass
Development Code (GPDC). The property is also located in the Medical Overlay
District. No additional requirements for development will be imposed as part of this
District. The applicant’s site plan and parking plan are attached (see Exhibit 3). The
proposed branch will require roughly half of the site leaving the remainder available
for future development.
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II.

AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:
Review procedures are provided in the Grants Pass Development Code (GPDC)
§2.020 and Schedule 2-1. Major Variances are a Type III procedure requiring a
hearing before the Urban Area Planning Commission (UAPC).
This decision shall be based upon the criteria contained in Sections 19.052 and
6.060 of the Development Code.

III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Section 10.050 of the GPDC, provides the procedure for an appeal of the Urban Area
Planning Commission’s decision to the City Council. An appeal must be filed with the
Director within 12 calendar days from the date the written notice of decision was mailed,
on a form provided by the Director.

IV.

BACKGROUND
A. Characteristics of the Property:
1.

Land Use Designation:
a. Comprehensive Plan:
b. Zone District:
c. Special Purpose District:

General Commercial
General Commercial (GC)
Medical Overlay
Grants Pass Irrigation District
(GPID)

2.

Size:

1.79 acres

3.

Frontage:

Union Avenue (Collector)
Redwood Highway (State Highway)

4.

Access:

Union Avenue

5.

Existing Public Utilities:
a. Water:

b.

16-inch main in Union Avenue
8-inch main in Redwood Hwy

Sewer:

12-inch main in Union Avenue
8-inch main in Redwood Hwy

Storm:

18-inch main in Union Avenue
12-inch main in Redwood Hwy

6.

Topography:

Flat

7.

Natural Hazards:

None identified
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8.

Natural Resources:

None identified

9.

Existing Land Use:
a. Subject Parcel:
b. Surrounding:

Vacant (GC)
West: Vacant (GC)
East: Carwash (GC)
South: Union Avenue (Collector)
North: Redwood Hwy (State
Highway)

B. Discussion:
The property is located at 340 Union Avenue and is within the GC zoning district.
The site is currently undeveloped and vacant. The application is for a Major Site
Plan Review to allow the construction of a new single story 4,598 square foot Rogue
Credit Union branch with three (3) drive thru PTM’s. According to the applicant, the
proposed project will require roughly half of the site leaving the remainder available
for future development.
As part of the Future Development Plan, the applicant has indicated a proposed optional
property line, as part of a potential Partition. The proposed configuration would not
comply with water and sewer requirements outlined in the Public Works Staff Report
(See Exhibit 5).
Section 27.121(h) of the GPDC restricts the number of accesses onto Arterials and
Collectors. Union Avenue is classified as a Collector. The applicant is requesting a
variance to allow for two (2) two-way entries/exits from Union Avenue to more safely
serve the credit union clientele, in particular, the customers using the drive thru PTM
stations.
There are two AFD’s (AFD 5227 & 5228) associated with the project site. Fees for 340
Union Avenue total $47,471.41. These payments would be triggered if the lot is
developed in such a manner as to share parking or other above ground facilities or
structures with Tax Lot 1700 directly or through another lot.
The subject property has curb, gutter, sidewalk and access to all city utilities along Union
Avenue. The applicant proposes to reconstruct the sidewalks along Union Avenue. It is
indicated on the applicant’s site plan that they intend to match the existing sidewalk
configuration of five (5) feet with five (5) foot planter strips, however this configuration
does not adhere to the current standards of the GPDC. As conditioned below, the
applicant shall conform to the requirements outlined in the Public Works Staff Report
and install a 6-foot sidewalk with 7.5-foot planter strips (See Exhibit 5). After reviewing
the Public Works conditions to widen the sidewalk configuration along Union Avenue,
the applicant has chosen to retain the existing 5-foot sidewalk configuration. As no
modifications are proposed to the Union Avenue public right-of-way, the nonconforming
sidewalk width can remain in place (see Paragraph 4 of the UAPC Memorandum
attached as Exhibit 14).
According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, the
proposed 4,598 square foot building classified as a use of Drive-in Bank is expected to
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generate approximately 400 average daily trips and 80 p.m. peak hour trips. A traffic
impact analysis was required for this application because the combined uses at the site
generate 25 or more PM peak hour trips.
The applicant is subject to meeting the commercial design standards of Article 20. The
applicant has elected the standard architectural review procedure. As conditioned below,
the application will be in compliance with the requirements of Article 20.
V.

CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA

A. Major Variance
6.060. Criteria for Variances
Previously granted variances shall not be considered to have established a
precedent. The Review Body may approve, or approve with conditions, a variance
upon finding that it meets all the following criteria.
(1) The variance is necessary because the subject code provision does not account for
special or unique physical circumstances of the subject site, such as topography, natural
features, adjacent development, or similar circumstances. A legal lot determination may
be sufficient evidence of a hardship for purposes of approving a variance.
Staff Response: Not Satisfied. Satisfied. The property and request do not meet this
criterion above. The applicant has submitted a revised site plan (Exhibit 15) proposing a
new scenario for the UAPC to consider. The applicant requests a variance from the
access standards outlined in Article 27.321(h) which restricts the number of permitted
accesses onto Arterial and Collector streets. The applicant is requesting to have two
accesses from Union Avenue, classified as a Collector. The applicant has revised the
two-access proposal to now be a one-way access on the eastern side of the parcel as
well as a two-way exit on the west side of the parcel with separate left and right turn
lanes. The applicant submitted a Transportation Impact Analysis and the City Traffic
Engineer, John Replinger provided comment stating, “The site plan should be revised to
provide for a single access to Union Avenue.” The applicant has since provided a new
site plan with a modified proposal for the two accesses off Union. The applicant’s Traffic
Engineer, Kelly Sandow, has reviewed the scenario and provided comment attached as
Exhibit 17. Both Staff and Public Works have reviewed the revised access proposal and
recommend approval of the request.
The applicant, in the submitted burden of proof statement, has provided the following
arguments that address this criterion:
➢ The land to the west of the proposed project is vacant and as such there is not a
secondary access driveway for the proposed project to tie into on the west. In
addition, it is unknown if/when development might occur on this parcel and if so, if
there would be a driveway that our proposed project could tie into. Allowing the
proposed western driveway guarantees a connection to the property to the west.
➢ The property to the east (existing carwash) is developed with an existing driveway to
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Union Avenue. However, the existing driveway was not designed to allow for future
development to the west to tie into it. Access to our proposed project from the
carwash site would require driving through the carwash pay station.
➢ The western driveway of the proposed project is designed to allow for future
development from the west to tie into it. A proposed cross access location is shown
on the proposed site plan.
➢

The Traffic Impact Analysis finds no issues with two driveways from the proposed
development onto Union Avenue. The applicant’s Traffic Engineer, Kelly Sandow,
has reviewed the revised two access proposal and has commented that, “The
proposed access revision to enter in only for the east access and exit only for the
west access operates safely and efficiently as proposed.”

(2) The variance is the minimum necessary to address the special or unique physical
circumstances related to the subject site.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The property and request meet criterion (2) above.
The applicant, in the submitted burden of proof statement, has provided the following
arguments that address this criterion:
➢ The proposed credit union drive thru will see significant vehicular traffic. This is in
addition to the traffic created by those parking and walking into the facility. This traffic
is more than a typical office use and therefore, having a clear, direct way in and out
of the property is essential. Having two, two-way entries/exits achieves this goal.
(3) The proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development
of the adjacent uses and will further the purpose and intent of this ordinance and the
Comprehensive Plan of the City.
Staff Response: Not Satisfied. Satisfied. The request does not meet criterion (3)
above as the applicant has failed to demonstrate how the variance could benefit users of
the transportation system or what potential negative impacts there may be on the
development of the adjacent uses. The request satisfies criterion 3 as the applicant has
revised their access proposal based on the concerns presented by the UAPC and has
provided additional comment from their Traffic Engineer, Kelly Sandow, on the safety
and efficiency of the proposal.
The applicant, in the submitted burden of proof statement, has provided the following in
support of this criterion:
➢ Two driveways provide a more direct, less congested way in and out of the proposed
site rather than just one driveway.
➢ A secondary driveway provides access for future development to the west.
➢ The applicant’s Traffic Engineer, Kelly Sandow, has reviewed the revised two access
proposal and has commented that, “The proposed access revision to enter in only for
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the east access and exit only for the west access operates safely and efficiently as
proposed.”
(4) The need for the variance is not self-imposed by the applicant or property owner. For
example, the variance request does not arise as result of a property line adjustment or
land division approval previously granted to the applicant.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The request meets this criterion above as the need for the
variance is not a result of a previously approved property line adjustment or land division
granted to the applicant.
The applicant, in the submitted burden of proof statement, has provided the following
arguments that address this criterion:
➢ The variance request is not a result of a lot line adjustment, land division, or any
other self-imposed property configuration previously granted to the applicant.
➢ The variance request is not self-imposed but is rather a condition of the type of
permitted uses proposed for the site. Drive thru banks/credit unions generate a
significant amount of traffic.

B. MAJOR SITE PLAN REVIEW:
Section 19.052 of the Grants Pass Development Code states that the review body
shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny the request based upon the
following criteria:
Criterion (1): Complies with applicable development standards: Base standards of
zoning district, special development standards, residential development standards, or
standards as previously approved under the provisions of an optional development plan
or other approved permit.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The subject property is approximately 1.79 acres in size
and is located in the GC zoning district. Professional Offices are a primary use in this
zoning district per Schedule 12-2. The proposed plan is for the construction of a 4,598
sq. ft. Rogue Credit Union branch with three (3) drive thru PTM’s. The use as proposed
is allowed within the GC zoning district and is therefore consistent with the base
standards of the zoning district.
Property line setbacks per Schedule 12-9 for General Commercial zoned lots are 10 feet
for the front, exterior side, and exterior rear yards. There are no setbacks for rear and
side yards. The proposed development fronts both Union Avenue (Collector) and
Redwood Highway (State Highway). A 10-foot setback will be required for each of those
frontages. The applicant’s submitted site plan indicates these requirements are met.
Maximum height per Schedule 12-10 in the GC zone is 35 feet and the proposed
building is approximately 23 feet high. The proposed plan meets all of these base
development standards.
Commercial Design Standards
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The applicant proposes to build a 4,598 square foot Rogue Credit Union branch with
three drive-thru PTM’s. New retail construction in the GC zone is subject to Article 20
commercial design standards per Section 20.220(3).
The proposed structure is 92 feet in length on the north and south sides and 60 feet in
length on the east and west sides. The south side, which faces Union Avenue, will
provide the entrance to the building. The building is 23 feet in height.
The submitted plans require review for Sections 20.405 (Architectural Standards –
Building Entrances), 20.410 (Architectural Standards – Windows and Glass Doors in
Exterior Walls), 20.420 (Massing and Detailing) 20.450 (Use of Parapets), and 20.460
Cornice Treatments and Eave Lines as follows:
20.405 Building Entrances. Per Section 20.405(2) buildings shall have sheltering
elements to provide protection from the weather at public entrances that are at least five
(5) feet deep. Submitted plans meet this criteria.
20.410 Windows and Glass Doors in Exterior Walls. Subsection 3, requires that
buildings 18 feet or taller must meet all of the following standards:
The ground floors (under 18 feet) which are visible from a public right of way, pedestrian
path, on-site circulation area or adjoining property, shall have windows and/or glass
doors a minimum of 3 feet tall, including the area between 3 and 6 feet above the
ground, for at least 25% of the width of the elevation. All four elevations are visible and
must meet this requirement. Submitted plans indicate:
North Elevation: Coverage of windows and/or glass doors must be 25% of 92 feet = 23
feet of coverage. Submitted plan indicates 24 feet of coverage. Meets standards.
West Elevation: Coverage of windows and/or glass doors must be 25% of 60 feet = 15
feet of coverage. Submitted plan indicates 31 feet of coverage. Meets standards.
South Elevation: Coverage of windows and/or glass doors must be 25% of 92 feet = 23
feet of coverage. Submitted plan indicates 40 feet of coverage. Meets standards.
East Elevation: Coverage of windows and/or glass doors must be 25% of 60 feet = 15
feet of coverage. Submitted plan indicates 20 feet of coverage. Meets standards.
20.420 Massing and detailing. Submitted plans indicate a flat roof with a parapet
encircling the building. A flat roof building shall have a horizontal or vertical change in
the wall plane at the cornice line at least every 50 feet, at least 18” in height or 3 feet in
depth and 12 feet wide, in accordance with Section 20.423(2). This criteria applies to all
four elevations.
Per Section 20.423(2), all four elevations must meet this criteria. Submitted plans
indicate that all four elevations meet this criteria.
20.450 Use of Parapets. Per Section 20.450(1), a building with a flat roof shall have a
parapet that extends above the roof plane. The parapet shall wrap around all sides of
the flat roof, except for the side that faces a service drive, service corridor, service
courtyard or alley. The parapet height shall meet the requirements of Article 23 for
screening of rooftop mechanical equipment. Submitted plans meet these criteria.
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20.460 Cornice Treatments and Eave Lines. Per Section 20.460(2), a building with a flat
roof shall have a decorative three-dimensional cornice along the top of each wall. The
height of the cornice shall be a minimum of 5% of the building height but no less than 8
inches. The depth of the cornice shall be at least 25% of the cornice height, but a 2-part
cornice shall not be less than 4-inches deep. Cornices less than 18 inches high shall be
composed of at least 2 elements. Submitted plans meet these standards. The cornice
height is approximately 1-foot tall, is composed of 2 elements, and is approximately 6inches deep.
Criterion (2): Complies with applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan, including:
Traffic Plan, Water Plan, Sewer Plan, Storm Drainage Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Park Plan.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Traffic Plan: The property has frontage along Union Avenue and Redwood Highway.
Access to the property is provided by an existing approach from Union Avenue. The
applicant proposes two (2) two-way driveways from Union Avenue to provide a more
direct, less congested way in and out of the proposed site rather than just one driveway.
The applicant has provided a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) as required by
Section 27.121(3) as the proposal is projected to generate more than twenty-five (25)
PM peak hour trips. The City Traffic Engineer, John Replinger, has reviewed the TIA and
provided comment (Exhibit 6) stating the TIA, as submitted, provides an adequate basis
to assess the impacts of the proposed development. The TIA provided an analysis of
peak AM and PM trips at the following intersections:
• Redwood Highway/Ringuette Street
• Ringuette Street/Union Avenue
• Union Avenue/SW Ramsey Street
• Williams Highway/Union Avenue
• Two proposed site accesses on Union Avenue
The TIA found the proposed project will generate 45 AM peak hour trips and 96 PM peak
hour trips. The applicant’s TIA does not provide an estimate of weekday trips. Replinger,
using the same source as the applicant, calculated 459 weekday trips, and concurred
with the applicant’s engineer that:
“…no mitigation is required for operational or safety issues. I concur with the
engineer’s conclusion that traffic operations at study area intersections meet
standards with the development or are otherwise acceptable; storage for queuing
is adequate; sight distance is adequate; and that there are no safety concerns
requiring attention in connection with this development.”
“The obvious flaw in the application relates to site access and additional, future
development on the site. The application materials suggest that there will
ultimately be a future building on the south part of the site. Even if one ignores
this potential expansion and additional development of the site, the applicant
proposes two access driveways to Union Avenue rather than one as prescribed
by Article 27.121. The applicant provides no justification or analysis for the extra
access.”
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“I recommend that the applicant resubmit a site plan with access meeting the
requirements of Article 27.”
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) have provided comment (Exhibit 7)
requesting the applicant obtain written approval from ODOT for any signage visible from
Redwood Highway. As a condition of approval, the applicant will need to obtain a
misc./utility permit prior to any disturbance within the State right-of-way (ROW) and must
provide drainage calculations showing the proposal will not adversely affect State
facilities for review and approval by ODOT. The applicant shall contact Julee Scruggs at
Julee.y.scruggs@odot.state.or.us or 541-864-8811 to discuss permits.
As conditioned below, the applicant is required to provide a ten (10) foot City Utility
Easement (CUE). The applicant shall provide a legal description and map of the CUE
and the recorded easement to the Community Development Department prior to the
issuance of a Development Permit Building Permit.
Water and Sewer Plan: Existing water and sewer utility mains are located in the
frontages of both Union Avenue and Redwood Highway. The applicant proposes
connecting to the existing mains along Union Avenue and running the water and sewer
laterals through the eastern proposed driveway access. Public Works has provided
comment (Exhibit 5) requesting the applicant locate meter boxes and install sewer
laterals to avoid driveways and roof drains. In addition, Public Works has also stated if
the “optional property line” indicated on the applicant’s future development plan that
splits the lot in half is used, it would not comply with the sanitary sewer or water
requirements outlined in the report. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall submit
a revised utility plan and future development plan that meets the requirements of the
Public Works Staff Report.
Storm Drain Plan: As a condition of approval:
a. The applicant is required to provide detention/calculations which limit/verify the
storm water runoff to not exceed .65 cfs per acre for the proposed area of
development during a 25-year storm event (Reference Master Storm Drainage
Facilities and Management Plan – May 1982). The Applicant’s Engineer shall
submit a storm water report which demonstrates how the proposed development
satisfies this condition.
b. Meet all applicable conditions in the Public Works Staff Report (Exhibit 5).
Bicycle Plan: There are painted/striped bike lanes along the Union Avenue frontage
that meet the standards of Schedule 27-3.
Park Plan: The subject property is not listed as park land in the Parks and Recreation
Master Plan.
Criterion (3): Complies with all other applicable provisions of this Code, including offstreet parking, landscaping, buffering and screening, signage, environmental standards,
and Special Purpose District standards.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Parking: Per Section 25.031 off street parking is required for new buildings. Per Section
25.033, all areas used for parking, driveways and maneuvering of vehicles shall have
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durable and dustless surfaces such as asphalt, concrete or pervious surfacing materials.
The submitted site plan meets this design standard.
Per Section 25.033(5) all parking areas for this development shall provide a curb of not
less than six (6) inches in height along the perimeter. The submitted site plan meets this
design standard.
In accordance with Section 25.033(1), parking space dimensions must be 8 ½ feet by 20
feet. Per Section 25.031(11), not more than 25% of the total parking spaces in a parking
lot may be designated for compact cars. Minimum dimensions for compact cars shall be
8 ½ feet by 16 feet. Such spaces shall be signed and/or the space painted with the
words “Compact Car Only.” Minimum aisle dimensions for the parking lot shall be 22
feet. The submitted parking lot plan meets these design standards.
Per Section 25.033(6) all parking stalls fronting a sidewalk shall provide a secured wheel
bumper not less than six (6) inches in height and not less than six feet in length, to be
set back from the front of the stall a minimum of 2.5 feet. The submitted site plan meets
this design standard.
The Development Code specifies four parking spaces per 1,000 sq. ft of gross floor area
for professional office uses (Section 25.042(6)(e)).
Total number of parking spaces required is 20. Submitted site plan indicates 35 spaces
and meets the design standards of Section 25.033.
In accordance with Section 25.060 of the GPDC, General Institutional, Commercial and
Industrial uses require one (1) Type 3 bicycle space per 10,000 square feet of building
space (Section 25.062 and Schedule 25-2 of the GPDC). Based on the current proposal
this would require one (1) Type 3 bicycle parking spaces. Required bicycle parking
facilities shall be located no further than fifty feet from a public entrance. Per Schedule
25-2, fifty (50) percent of all Type 3 bicycle parking facilities must be covered, exclusive
of the first two. The applicant’s submitted site plan indicates in the legend the provision
of one (1) Type 1 bicycle parking space, however the GPDC requires a Type 3 space.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall submit a revised site plan indicating the
provision of a Type 3 bicycle parking space that meets the design standards of Section
25.064. The applicant has submitted a revised floor plan (Exhibit 16) indicating the
portions of the square footage of the proposed building which meet the exemptions
provided for under Section 25.035(1), reducing the requirement to one (1) Type 1
Bicycle Parking space as indicated on the applicant’s site plan (See Paragraph 2 of the
UAPC Memorandum).
Landscaping: Per Section 23.032(2), a 10 ft. landscaped front yard setback from both
Union Avenue and Redwood Highway is required. Required front and exterior yards
shall be landscaped, and building setbacks shall be maintained, according to the Type B
Concept sketch and Schedule 23-2.
Minimum landscape requirements per 1,000 square feet of required front or exterior
yard:
a. Three (3) trees at least eight (8) feet in height, one and one-half (1½ ) inch
caliper measured three (3) feet from the base;
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b. Five (5) 5-gallon and ten (10) one-gallon shrubs or accent plants;
c. Remaining area treated with attractive living ground cover. Coverage with
shrubs and living groundcover shall be at least 50% upon installation and 80%
after 3 years.
Front yard landscaping along Union Avenue does not meet the requirements of five (5)
trees, eight (8) 5-gallon shrubs, seventeen (17) 1-gallon shrubs and groundcover. As a
condition of approval, the applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan indicating the
above requirements are met.
Exterior yard landscaping along Redwood Highway does not meet the requirements of six
(6) trees, ten (10) 5-gallon shrubs, twenty (20) one-gallon shrubs, and groundcover. In
addition, it is indicated on the applicant’s site plan that the parking lot area intrudes into the
required 10-foot landscaping area. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall submit a
revised landscape plan indicating the above requirements are met and that a 10-foot
landscaped area is provided along the entirety of the Redwood Highway frontage.
Per Section 23.042(2)(c), as a condition of approval size of existing trees to be kept or
removed must be indicated on the landscape plan.
Parking lot landscaping must meet criteria outlined in Section 23.035. The submitted
landscape plan meets all but one criteria outlined in Section 23.035(3)(b) pertaining to
appropriate tree species. The City’s Urban Forester has provided comment (See Exhibit
9) stating the species listed for the parking lot (Acer ginnala and Zelkova serrata) are not
appropriate. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall submit a revised landscape
plan indicating the requirements for 23.035 are met and an appropriate species of Parking
Lot tree has been chosen (See tree list in Section 23.076 in the GPDC).
Landscaping adjacent to the building is required based on Section 23.035(4). Where the
building does not abut a landscaped yard or public sidewalk, beds or planters at least 5
feet deep shall be incorporated adjacent to the building. This requirement applies to all
sides of the building.
The south and east elevations must have at least 30% of the length in landscape
beds, as there is a sidewalk present. The submitted landscape plan meets this
criteria.
The north and west elevations must have beds along the entire face of the
building as there are no sidewalks present. The submitted landscape plan meets
this criteria.
Per Section 23.035(4)(d), minimum landscape requirements per 1,000 sq. ft. of required
planter, or any portion thereof, shall be the following:
a. Ten (10) five-gallon and twenty (20) one-gallon shrubs or accent plants
b. Remaining area treated with attractive living ground-cover as defined in
Article 30. Coverage with shrubs and living ground-cover shall be at least
50% upon installation and 100% after 2 years.
Submitted plans do not meet the requirements of Section 23.035(4)(d). As a condition of
approval, the applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan indicating these
requirements are met.
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Submitted landscape plans must meet the requirements of Section 23.041. Per the
Urban Forester Comments (Exhibit 9) items 1 and 3 pertaining to identification and
location of all existing trees and indication of general drainage flow with arrows are
missing from the applicant’s submittal. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall
submit a revised landscape plan including the required information from Section 23.041.
Per Section 23.052(c), the landscape plan shall provide specifications for topsoil,
including depth, organic matter requirements, limits to sand, clay, and gravel and other
requirements designed to ensure the health and vitality of required landscaping. The
applicant did not include this information as part of their submittal. As a condition of
approval, the applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan including the above
information.
Per Section 23.042 an irrigation plan is required as part of the applicant’s submittal. In
accordance with Section 23.042(1), the irrigation plan must provide the location of
connection to the public water main and location of stub-outs to separate landscape
areas. The Urban Forester has commented this requirement is missing as part of the
applicant’s submittal (Exhibit 9). As a condition of approval, the applicant shall submit a
revised irrigation plan that satisfies the above requirement.
Buffering and Screening: No buffering requirements apply to this proposal.
Any refuse container or disposal area shall be screened from view by placement of a
solid wood fence or masonry wall from five (5) to eight (8) feet in height. The applicant’s
submitted site plan indicates these requirements are met.
Signage: The application proposes two 35 square foot signs to be located on the north
and south building elevations as well as a monument sign along the Redwood Highway
frontage. Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) provided comment (Exhibit 7)
requesting the applicant obtain written approval from ODOT for any signage visible from
Redwood Highway. Signage at the proposed locations will be reviewed under a separate
sign permit application.

Environmental Standards: The project as proposed will not adversely impact air or
water quality.
Special Purpose District Standards: The property is located in the Medical Overlay
District. No additional requirements for development will be imposed as part of this
District.
The proposed project is located within the Grants Pass Irrigation District. GPID has
requested that the applicant contact the District at (541) 476-2582, regarding any
additional comments.
Criterion (4): Potential land use conflicts have been mitigated through specific
conditions of development.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. The property is located in the GC zoning
district, which allows the proposed use upon approval by the Director of Community
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Development. However, because the proposal includes a Major Variance, the matter
requires review by the Planning Commission.
Potential conflicts are typically mitigated through the base development standards for the
zoning district and adherence to the required conditions of approval. In this case, the
applicant is requesting a variance from the access standards outlined in Section
27.121(h) and proposes to utilize two (2) two-way driveways to serve the property.
The applicant contends that the proposed credit union drive thru will see significant
vehicular traffic that is more than a typical office use and therefore, having two clear,
direct ways in and out of the property is essential. The applicant also contends that the
Traffic Impact Analysis they submitted as part of their proposal found no issues with two
driveways from the proposed development onto Union Avenue.
As a condition of approval, the applicant will conform to the decision made by the UAPC
on whether the request for the variance regarding two (2) entries/exits is approved,
approved with conditions, or denied. If denied the applicant shall submit a revised site
plan indicating one access to Union Avenue.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall conform to the decision made by the
UAPC in regard to access off Union Avenue, indicate the approved access on a revised
site plan, and shall construct the approved approach to meet the width standards of
Schedule 27-3.
Criterion (5): Adequate basic urban services are available or can be made available by
the applicant as part of a proposed development or are scheduled by the City Capital
Improvement Plan.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. As noted previously, public water and
sewer utility services are available to the site.
As conditioned below, the applicant shall conform with all requirements outlined in the
Public Works Staff Report (Exhibit 5).
Criterion (6): Provision of public facilities and services to the site will not cause service
delivery shortages to existing development.
Staff Response: Satisfied. As noted in Criterion 5 above, City utility services are
available to the property and the proposed development will not affect utility services for
any of the adjacent parcels.
Criterion (7): To the extent possible, identified significant resources, such as
intermittent and perennial creeks, stands of pine, fir, and oak trees, wildlife habitats,
historic sites, and prominent land features have been preserved and designed into the
project. Alternatives shall be considered, and the proposal shall represent the most
effective design to preserve these resources.
Staff Response: Satisfied. No natural features or significant resources have been
identified on this site that would require special attention or preservation.
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Criterion (8): The characteristics of existing adjacent development have been
determined and considered in the development of the site plan. At a minimum, special
design consideration shall be given to:
a) Areas of land use conflicts. such as more restrictive use adjacent or
across the street from proposal. Mitigate by orientating business
operations away from use, additional setbacks, screening/buffering,
landscaping, directing traffic away from use.
b) Setbacks. Where existing buildings are setback deeper than required by
Code, new setbacks to be compatible.
c) Building Size and Design. Existing surrounding architecture and building
size to be considered to insure compatible scale and balance to the area.
d) Signs. New signs shall not block primary view to existing signs and shall
be sized consistent with Code or existing signs, whichever is less.
e) Lighting. Exterior lighting shall not impact adjacent development or
traveling motorists.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. To mitigate impacts of the location of the
addition, the applicant proposes to retain the oversized Type D-1 zone buffer that is
currently in place along the west property line to provide screening for the adjacent
residential uses. This buffer is heavily vegetated and approximately 9.4 feet in width as
compared to the required 3-foot landscape buffer.
a) Areas of land use conflict: The proposed development will not cause
new land use conflicts. As addressed in Criterion 2, the TIA analysis by
the City Transportation Engineer indicated no mitigation is required for
operational or safety issues.
b) Setbacks: The proposed structure meets the setback requirements.
c) Building Size and Design: The proposed building is depicted as a
single-story 4,598 sq. ft. Rogue Credit Union branch with three (3) drivethru PTMs. The building is subject to the architectural feature standards
contained in Article 20. Any alteration to the existing plans must be
submitted with the building plans.
d) Signs: The application proposes two 35 square foot signs to be located
on the north and south building elevations in addition to a monument sign
along the Redwood Highway frontage. Signage at this location will be
reviewed under a separate sign permit application.
e) Lighting: Lighting will not glare on adjacent development. As a
condition of approval, any proposed lighting shall be included on the
amended site plan. All lighting shall be downlit and unobtrusive.
Criterion (9): Traffic conflicts and hazards are minimized on and off site, as provided in
Article 27.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. The applicant has provided a
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) as required by Section 27.121(3) as the proposal is
projected to generate more than twenty-five (25) PM peak hour trips. City Traffic
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Engineer John Replinger provided comment concurring with the engineer’s conclusion
that traffic operations at study area intersections meet standards with the development
or are otherwise acceptable. The applicant has requested a variance to be allowed two
(2) two-way entries/exits along the Union Avenue frontage. Replinger provided comment
recommending the applicant re-submit a site plan with access meeting the requirements
of Article 27.
As a condition of approval, the applicant will conform to the decision made by the UAPC
on whether the request for the variance regarding two (2) entries/exits is approved,
approved with conditions, or denied. If denied the applicant shall submit a revised site
plan indicating one access to Union Avenue.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall conform to the decision made by the
UAPC in regard to access off Union Avenue, indicate the approved access on a revised
site plan, and shall construct the approved approach to meet the width standards of
Schedule 27-3.
Criterion (10): If phased development, each phase contains adequate provisions of
services, facilities, access, off-street parking, and landscaping.
Staff Response: Not Applicable. The request does not include phased development.
Criterion (11): There are adequate provisions for maintenance of open space and other
common areas.
Staff Response: Satisfied. Landscaping, existing and proposed are adequate for the
use.
Criterion (12): Internal circulation is accommodated for commercial, institutional and
office park uses with walkways and bikeways as provided in Article 27.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The submitted site plan illustrates compliance with this
criterion. Compliance with applicable standards of the Americans with Disabilities Act
will be verified through the Building Permit process.
Criterion (13): If the property contains nonconforming use or development to remain,
the application and the Review Body’s decision shall also be consistent with the
provisions of Article 15, including any additional standards, relief from the Code, or
conditions imposed.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. The subject property is considered legal
non-conforming with regards to the width of the sidewalks. The current sidewalk
configuration measures at five (5) feet with five (5) foot planter strips. Schedule 27-3 of
the GPDC requires Collector streets to provide six (6) foot sidewalks with 7.5 foot planter
strips. As conditioned below, the applicant shall conform with the above requirements
and those outlined in the Public Works Staff Report (Exhibit 5) in order to bring the
sidewalk configuration up to full conformance.
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VI.

RECOMMENDATION:

•

Staff recommends the Planning Commission DENY APPROVE the revised request for a
Major Variance.

•

Staff recommends the Planning Commission APPROVE the request for a Major Site
Plan Review.
Conditions of Approval:
A.

The following shall be accomplished within eighteen months of the date this
report is signed, prior to issuance of a Development Permit otherwise, the
approval shall expire. (NOTE: A development permit is required prior to
commencement of grading or construction).
1.

Submit one (1) set and an electronic file (pdf) of a revised site plan reflecting
the following items:
a.
A revised utility plan and future development plan that meets the
requirements of the Public Works Staff Report (Exhibit 5).
b.
An updated landscaping plan meeting all conditions listed in
Criterion 3, including information on front and exterior yard
landscaping, existing trees, parking lot landscaping, required
landscaping adjacent to building, specifications for topsoil, and
indication of general drainage flow.
c.
A revised site plan indicating the provision of a Type 3 bicycle
parking space that meets the design standards of Section 25.064.
d.
A revised site plan indicating the provision of one (1) Type 1
bicycle parking space that meets the design standards of Section
25.064.
e.
Lighting details indicating the proposed lighting shall not glare on
adjacent developments. Location must be confirmed.
f.
Required ROW dedication, if necessary.

2.

Submit a final, engineer’s signed and sealed TIA with appendices.

3.

Complete Landscaping Requirements for the project as proposed:
a.

Front Yard/Exterior Yard Landscaping shall include:
i.
Union Avenue
(a)
Five (5) trees, eight (8) 5-gallon shrubs, and
seventeen (17) 1-gallon shrubs.
(b)
Remaining area treated with living ground-cover, as
defined in Article 30. Coverage with shrubs and
living ground-cover shall be at least 50% upon
installation and 80% after 3 years.
ii.
Redwood Highway
(a)
Six (6) trees, ten (10) 5-gallon shrubs, and twenty
(20) 1-gallon shrubs.
(b)
Remaining area treated with living ground-cover, as
defined in Article 30. Coverage with shrubs and
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b.

c.

4.

living ground-cover shall be at least 50% upon
installation and 80% after 3 years.
Landscaping Adjacent to the Building:
i.
Minimum landscaping per 1,000 sq. ft. of required planter,
or any portion thereof, shall be the following:
(a)
Ten (10) 5-gallon and twenty (20) 1-gallon shrubs.
(b)
Remaining area treated with attractive living
ground-cover as defined in Article 30. Coverage
with shrubs and living ground-cover shall be at
least 50% upon installation and 100% after 2 years.
Irrigation plan requirements for the project as proposed:
i.

Location of connection to the public water main and
location of stub-outs to separate landscape areas;

ii.

Identification of the type of irrigation system to be used, the
location of irrigation facilities, and coverage to be achieved
by the irrigation system, and

iii.

An accompanying letter from the designer of the landscape
plan stating that the design of the proposed irrigation
system can provide irrigation sufficient for the health and
survival of the tree and plant species identified in the
landscape plan.

Upon approval of the revised site plan, provide six (6) copies and a pdf of
the following to the City Engineering Division for review and approval:
a.

b.
c.

An engineered drainage plan, including detention calculations and
detention plan with details for drainage swales and detention
basins or proof that the existing configuration meets requirements.
A grading plan, if applicable. Note: A grading permit is required
prior to any grading on site.
A detailed Utility Plan reflecting the following, as required by
Public Works:
i.

ii.

Show the location of water and sewer laterals serving all
development on site.
(a)

The applicant will be required to provide the
appropriately sized lateral or laterals, pursuant to
the Oregon Plumbing Code.

(b)

Any proposed sewer laterals shall be tapped into
the sewer main line.

Show the location of any existing laterals to be properly
abandoned or those that will be used will require a TV
inspection.
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d.

iii.

RP backflow devise shall be required on all water services
as “premises” protection.

iv.

DC backflow devices shall be required as “point of use”
protection on all water services containing multiple zone
irrigation systems.

v.

The location of public water meters. All public water meters
shall be located only within the public right-of-way and
outside of the driveway approaches. Any water services
located within the commercial driveways shall be properly
abandoned.

vi.

All “premises” backflow prevention devices shall be located
within 10 feet behind each public water meter.

A signed Developer Installed Agreement for plan check and
engineering inspection services.

5.

Obtain an encroachment permit from the City prior to any work within the
right of way, including landscaping, removal or installation of trees,
installation of drive approaches or sidewalks, or installation of utilities.

6.

Obtain a misc./utility permit prior to any disturbance within the State ROW
and provide drainage calculations showing the proposal will not adversely
affect State facilities for review and approval by ODOT. The applicant
shall contact Julee Scruggs at julee.y.scruggs@odot.state.or.us or (541)
864-8811 to discuss permits.

7.

The applicant shall provide evidence of the existing on-site storm detention
meeting storm drain requirements, or how a new configuration will meet
storm drain requirements outlined in the public works comments (Exhibit
4).

8.

Meet all applicable Public Safety requirements (Exhibit 6), including
meeting water supply for the building fire flow requirement listed in OFC
B105. In no case shall the required fire flow be reduced by 50%. Where:
a. 4,598 square feet type V-B = 1,750 gpm @ 20 psi for 2 hours
b. Required Fire Flow: 1,750 gpm @ 20 psi

9.

A request for a new address for the Rogue Credit Union building must be
submitted and approved prior to submitting building plans.

10.

The applicant shall conform to the decision made by the UAPC on
whether the request for the variance regarding two (2) entries/exits is
approved, approved with conditions, or denied. If denied the applicant
shall submit a revised site plan indicating one access to Union Avenue.

11.

The applicant shall conform to the decision made by the UAPC in regard
to access off Union Avenue, indicate the approved access on a revised
site plan, and shall construct the approved approach to meet the width
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standards of Schedule 27-3.
B.

C.

The information provided below is provided for your information only. The
following must be accomplished prior to issuance of a Building Permit:
1.

Pay all System Development Charges including, but not limited to, water,
sewer, parks and transportation and storm drain (Exhibit 10).

2.

Submit construction documents to the Building Division for their review
and approval to determine compliance with all Building, Fire and Life
Safety, and adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code requirements.
Building plans shall be consistent with the approved site plan. The plans
must be prepared by an Oregon-licensed design professional.

3.

Provide a ten (10) foot City Utility Easement (CUE) along all frontages.
The applicant shall provide a legal description and map of the CUE and
the recorded easement to the Community Development Department prior
to the issuance of a Building Permit.

The following must be accomplished prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Completion:
1.

Development must occur according to the approved site plan, landscape
plan, and construction drawings including the items listed below. The
developer must contact the Community Development Department and
arrange for a final inspection prior to occupancy to ensure compliance.

2.

Install at least one (1) covered Type 3 bicycle parking space

3.

Install at least one (1) Type 1 bicycle parking space

4.

Install landscaping according to approved plans.

5.

Maintain vegetation throughout the year.

6.

Any refuse container or disposal area shall be screened from view by
placement of a solid wood fence or masonry wall from five (5) to eight (8)
feet in height. Trash containers shall be stored behind the fenced area as
indicated on the site plan.

7.

Comply with all Building, Fire and Life Safety, and the adopted Oregon
Structural Specialty Code Act requirements.

8.

Comply with all requirements of the Engineering and Utility Divisions.

9.

All existing unutilized private sewer laterals shall be properly abandoned
as directed by the utility division. All lateral abandonment shall be field
verified by the utility division or the City of Grants Pass Plumbing
Inspector.
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10.

An RP backflow device shall be required as “premises” protection on all
domestic water services.

11.

A DC backflow device shall be required as “point of use” protection on
any water service with a multiple zone irrigation system. A DC backflow
device shall be required as “premises” protection on any irrigation only
service.

12.

All “premises” backflow devices shall be located within 10 feet of the
public water service.

13.

All utilities shall be placed underground.

14.

Provide addresses visible from the public right-of-way.

15.

A sign permit is required prior to installation of any signs, temporary or
permanent.

16.

Pay all inspection fees incurred by the Engineering and Utility Divisions
Exhibit 11, as well as all City bills due.

17. Upon development of the adjacent parcel to the West of the subject
property, the applicant shall obtain a cross access agreement with Tax Lot
1600 that provides for shared vehicular access across both parcels to
Union Ave. This condition must be recorded in the form of a deed restriction
against the subject parcel prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

VII.

INDEX TO EXHIBITS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

Location Map
Aerial Photo
Site Plan and Narrative
Applicant’s Submitted Elevations
Public Works Staff Report
TIA review by City Traffic Engineer
ODOT comments
Public Safety Staff Report
Urban Forester comments
System Development Charges Brochure
Planning Fee Schedule
Land Use Decision & Hearing Schedule
Engineering Fees
UAPC Memorandum
Applicant’s Resubmittal Narrative and Revised Site Plans
Revised Site Plans
Applicant’s Traffic Engineer (Kelly Sandlow) Comments
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PROJECT INFORMATION
PROPOSAL:
MAJOR SITE PLAN REVIEW: A development of a vacant lot with a single story, 4,598 square
foot Rogue Credit Union branch and drive thru PTM’s. This proposal is a Major Site Plan
Review requiring a Type I-C – Director’s Decision and subject to Grants Pass Development
Code (GPDC) section 19.052 Approval Criteria.
ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS REVIEW: The proposed project is subject to Article 20
architectural standards. Applicant requests a “Standard Review”.
VARIANCE REQUEST: The proposed development requests (2), two-way entries/exits from
Union Avenue. This request will require a variance subject to the Approval Criteria in GPDC
Section 6.060 – Criteria for Variance.

ADDRESS & LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
OWNER:
Rogue Credit Union
1370 Center Drive
Medford, OR 97501
541.622.7622

ARCHITECT:
KSW Architects, Attn: Matt Small
66 Water Street, Suite 101
Ashland, OR 97520
541.488.8200 ext. 15

LAND USE PLANNING:
KSW Architects, Attn: Matt Small
66 Water Street, Suite 101
Ashland, OR 97520
541.488.8200 ext. 15

PROJECT LANDSCAPE DESIGNER:
Madara Design Inc
2994 Wells Fargo Road
Central Point, OR 97502
541.664.7055

LAND USE DISTRICT: General Commercial (GC), Medical Overlay District
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY: Inside Grants Pass UGB
SITE ADDRESS: 340 Union Avenue, Grants Pass, OR 97526
MAP:36-05-19-CA TAX LOT 1500
ACREAGE: 1.79

RCU Grants Pass
February 3, 2022
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PROPOSED OCCUPANCY TYPE: Business (B)
BUILDING CONSTRUCTION TYPE: V-B
FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM: YES
BUILDING AREA: 4,598 s.f.
Floor:
First Floor
TOTAL

Area:
4,598 s.f.
4,598 s.f.

LOT COVERAGE:
Lot Area:
Building Footprint:
Proposed Paving/Sidewalks Area:
Proposed Landscaped Area:
Undeveloped (possible future development) Area:

1.79 Acres
4,598 s.f.
40,275 s.f.
13,537 s.f.
19,650 s.f.

(100%)
(6%)
(52%)
(17%)
(25%)

APPLICABLE ORDINANCES:
City of Grants Pass Land Development Code
2019 Oregon Structural Specialty Code
ADJACENT ZONING/USE:
NORTH:
EAST:
SOUTH:
WEST:
SUBJECT SITE:

(N/A) Redwood Highway
General Commercial (GC)/Drive thru Carwash
(N/A) Union Avenue
General Commercial (GC)/Vacant Lot
General Commercial (GC)/Vacant Lot

RCU Grants Pass
February 3, 2022
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project is a single story, +/-4,600 square foot credit union building and drive through PTM
station. The PTM drive through will have (3) PTM stations covered by one canopy and (1) uncovered
bypass lane. The building and PTM canopy design will be very similar to other RCU branches
constructed throughout southern Oregon. The Rogue Credit Union has developed a palette of exterior
materials and colors that is a significant piece of their marketing and branding. This palette is evident in
all of their recently constructed projects throughout southern Oregon. The exterior material palette will
include red brick, ACM panels, sheet metal coping and storefront window/door systems. Please refer to
the attached renderings and drawings. The PTM canopy design will match the design of the building,
using the same material palette.
The site is vacant and bordered by Union Avenue to the south, the Redwood Highway to the north, a
recently constructed carwash to the east and a vacant lot to the west. The proposed branch will require
roughly half of the site leaving the remainder available for future development. The nature and timing
of the future development is currently unknown.
The Applicant requests a “Standard Review” for the architectural design standards (Article 20).
The Applicant is requesting (2), two-way entries/exits from Union Avenue to more safely serve the credit
union clientele, in particular, the customers using the drive thru PTM stations. The western driveway is
proposed as a possible shared driveway with future development of the property to the west of the
proposed credit union.
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SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

GPDC Section 19.070 – Submittal Requirements
Section 19.072(2) – Major Site Plan Map
Documents conforming to and addressing all relevant items are included with this submittal.

Section 19.072(3) – Elevation Drawings
Documents conforming to and addressing all relevant items are included with this submittal.

RCU Grants Pass
February 3, 2022
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FINDINGS OF FACT
The following information has been provided by the applicant to help the Planning Staff,
Planning Commission and neighbors better understand the proposed project. In addition, the
required findings of fact have been provided to ensure the proposed project meets the Site
Design & Use Standards as outlined in the City of Grants Pass Land Development Code.
For clarity reasons, the following documentation has been formatted in “outline” form with the
City approval criteria noted in BOLD font and the applicant’s response in regular font. Also,
there are several responses that are repeated in order to ensure that the findings of fact are
complete. Where appropriate numbering follows the sited LUO.

APPROVAL CRITERIA

GPDC Section 19.050 – Major Site Plan Review
Section 19.052 – Criteria for Approval
19.052(1):
Complies with applicable development standards: Base Standards of Zoning District, Special
Development Standards, Residential Development Standards, or standards as previously
approved under the provisions of an optional development plan or other approved permit.
This project complies with all applicable development standards for the General Commercial
(GC) zoning district. See Site Plan included.
19.052(2):
Complies with applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan, including Traffic Plan, Water
Plan, Sewer Plan, Storm Drainage Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Park Plan.
This project complies with the current Comprehensive Plan. See Site Plan included.
19.052(3):
Complies with all other applicable provisions of this Code, including oﬀ  street parking,
landscaping, buffering and screening, signage, environmental standards, and Special Purpose
District standards.
This project complies with all other applicable provisions of the GPDC, including provisions set
forth in the Medical Overlay District (a Special Purpose District). See Site Plan included.
RCU Grants Pass
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19.052(4):
Potential land use conflicts have been mitigated through specific conditions of development.
There are no potential land use conflicts associated with this development.
19.052(5):
Adequate basic urban services are available or can be made available by the applicant as part
of a proposed development or are scheduled by the City Capital Improvement Plan.
Adequate basic urban services are currently available for the development of this project.
19.052(6):
Provision of public facilities and services to the site will not cause service delivery shortages
to existing development.
There is not an existing development on the proposed site. Services are adequate to serve the
proposed site.
19.052(7):
To the extent possible, identified significant resources, such as intermittent and perennial
creeks, stands of pine, fir and oak trees, wildlife habitats, historic sites, and prominent land
features have been preserved and designed City of Grants Pass Development Code Article 19:
Last Rev. 8/18/21 Page 19-6 into the project. Alternatives shall be considered, and the
proposal shall represent the most effective design to preserve these resources.
There are no significant resources located on the proposed site.
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19.052(8):
The characteristics of existing adjacent development have been determined and considered
in the development of the site plan. At a minimum, special design consideration shall be
given to:
(a): Areas of land use conflicts, such as more restrictive use adjacent or across street from
proposal. Mitigate by orienting business operations away from use, additional setbacks,
screening/buffering, landscaping, direct traffic away from use.
There are no areas of land use conflict.
(b) Setbacks. Where existing buildings are setback deeper than required by Code, new
setbacks to be compatible.
The building has been located on the site to front the Redwood Highway like the existing
project to the east of the proposed project which also fronts Redwood Highway.
(c) Transitions between existing development and new development. New development
should be consistent with the purpose statement of the base zone but also recognize
compatibility with existing, adjacent development.
The proposed credit union is compatible with the existing, adjacent developments, including
other bank branches and another credit union.
(d) Signs. New signs shall not block primary view to existing signs and shall be sized consistent
with Code or existing signs, whichever is less.
There are (2) monument signs proposed for the site. One located at an entry from Union
Avenue and a second located along and visible from Redwood Highway. Neither sign will block
the view of existing signs and will be sized to meet codes.
(e) Lighting. Exterior lighting shall not impact adjacent development or traveling motorist.
Proposed parking lot/site lighting will not detrimentally impact adjacent properties or passing
motorists. A site lighting plan and photometrics for the proposed fixtures can be provided as
desired.
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19.052(9):
Traffic conflicts and hazards are minimized on-site and off-site, as provided in Article 27.
The proposal is designed to avoid traffic conflicts and meets the criteria set forth in Article 27
with the following requested exception:
27.121(11)(h)(i):
Direct access to arterial streets and collector streets shall be City of Grants Pass
Development Code Article 27: Last Rev. 8/1/18 Page 27-8 avoided wherever practical.
An encroachment permit to allow private direct access onto an arterial street shall be
granted by the City Engineer only after all other reasonable options are explored. The
number of access points on arterial and collector streets shall be minimized whenever
possible through the use of driveways common to more than one development and
through interior circulation design to further this requirement. Any public or private
road approach onto a state facility must be consistent with the spacing and permit
standards of the Access Management Oregon Administrative Rule 734-051.
•

Direct access from the proposed project to Union Avenue is necessary given the
limited development in the immediate area and limited alternative access ways
onto Union Avenue. Currently, there is one access on the adjacent development
to the east, however, the configuration of this existing driveway is one way at
portions of the drive and is incompatible with our proposed development.

•

The adjacent parcel to the west is vacant and the layout of future development is
undetermined.

•

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) has been completed for the proposed project and
concluded that direct access onto Union Avenue would have no adverse effects.
See attached TIA.

27.121(11)(h)(iv):
Each parcel shall be allowed no more than one direct access driveway, regardless of
the size of the property or the linear feet of frontage, unless a variance is granted by
the review body based on a traffic analysis report and the criteria in Article 6.
•

The Applicant requests a variance to allow two access driveways onto Union
Avenue. See variance request as part of these findings of fact.
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•

A critical component of the proposed credit union is the drive thru PTM stations.
Drive thru PTMs generate a significant amount of vehicular traffic requiring
direct and efficient vehicular circulation. The current design does exactly that,
allowing for easy in and out flow. The two access points minimizes potential
conflicts with traffic entering and exiting from just one access point. It also
eliminates the need to travel through parking areas, another area of potential
conflict.

•

The second access driveway is designed to accommodate future development of
the property to the west. A possible location for this cross access is shown on
the proposed site plan.

•

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) has been completed for the proposed project and
concluded that direct access onto Union Avenue would have no adverse effects.
See attached TIA.

19.052(10):
If phased development, each phase contains adequate provisions of services, facilities,
access, off-street parking, and landscaping.
The proposed project is one phase. However, there is the potential for the future development
of the portion of the site fronting Union Avenue. The proposed Site Plan demonstrates a
possible future development showing adequate space for the on site requirements such as
parking, landscaping, etc.
19.052(11):
There are adequate provisions for maintenance of open space and other common areas.
The landscaped areas are designed to allow for easy access and maintenance.
19.052(12):
Internal circulation is accommodated for commercial, institutional and office park uses with
walkways and bikeways as provided in Article 27.
Pedestrian and bicycle pathways are provided connecting the proposed building with Union
Avenue and the sidewalk along Union Avenue.
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19.052(13):
If the property contains existing nonconforming use or development to remain, the
application and the Review Body’s decision shall also be consistent with the provisions of
Article 15, including any additional standards, relief from the Code, or conditions imposed.
The property does not contain existing nonconforming uses or development scheduled to
remain.
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GPDC Section 20.400 – Architectural Standards
Section 20.405 – Building Entrances
20.405(1):
When a building abuts a public sidewalk or exterior front or side landscaped front yard, it is
recommended, but not required, that at least one public or main entrance should be oriented
to the public sidewalk, as well as the primary public parking area, so the entrance abuts the
public sidewalk or landscaped front yard with a direct pedestrian path to the public sidewalk.
See Figure 20-14.
The main entrance into the building and the primary parking area are oriented to the front yard
and Union Avenue.
20.405(2):
Buildings shall have sheltering elements to provide protection from the weather at primary or
public entrances. Sheltering elements shall provide a covered area at least five feet deep.
A 5’-6” deep canopy is provided.

Section 20.410 – Windows and Glass Doors in Exterior Walls
20.410(1):
Windows and glass doors required by this section shall be sufficiently transparent as to give
an indication of interior space and activity. Mirrored glass and similar treatments do not meet
this requirement. Note: It is recommended that no screening, fence or other device that
blocks visibility should be present between the required wall openings and the public route.
The specified glass storefront is standard, clear glazing with no tinting and/or mirroring applied.
There are no fences/screens obscuring visibility between the wall openings and the public
route.
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20.410(2):
Building Less Than 18 Feet Tall or Ground Floor of Multi-Story Building. Except as provided in
Subsection (6), all building elevations less than 18 feet in height at the top of the exterior
wall, which are longer than 25 feet, which are visible from a public right-of-way, pedestrian
path, on-site parking or circulation area, or adjoining property shall contain windows and/or
glass doors a minimum of 3 feet tall, including the area between 3 feet and 6 feet above the
exterior ground surface, for at least 25% of the width of the elevation. Except as provided in
Subsection (6), there shall City of Grants Pass Development Code Article 20: Last Rev.
11/12/14 Page 20-25 not be wall sections longer than 100 feet without glass doors and/or
windows. See Figure 20-15.
South Elevation: The proposed storefront windows and doors are all taller than the required 3’0”. The proposed glazing is 46.6% of the width of the elevation. See included Exterior
Elevations.
North Elevation: The proposed storefront windows and doors are all taller than the required 3’0”. The proposed glazing is 27% of the width of the elevation. See included Exterior Elevations.
East Elevation: The proposed storefront windows and doors are all taller than the required 3’0”. The proposed glazing is 37.7% of the width of the elevation. See included Exterior
Elevations.
West Elevation: The proposed storefront windows and doors are all taller than the required 3’0”. The proposed glazing is 57% of the width of the elevation. See included Exterior Elevations.

Section 20.422 – Overall Building Length of More Than 50 Feet
20.422(1)(b):
A flat roof building shall have a horizontal or vertical change in the wall plane at the cornice
line at least every 50 feet in accordance with Section 20.423(2), or shall provide articulation
of the building face up to 100 feet in accordance with Section 20.425. These requirements for
the entire elevation may be met by using either alternative for different building segments.
South Elevation: Proposed design complies with standard. A proposed metal panel entry
element with an attached canopy provides vertical and horizontal relief meeting the minimum
50’-0” requirement. In addition, aluminum sunshades are proposed at the storefront openings.
See included Floor Plan and Exterior Elevations.
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North Elevation: Proposed design complies with standard. The design includes vertical and
horizontal relief. See included Floor Plan and Exterior Elevations.
20.422(2):
Horizontal and vertical offsets required in this section shall relate to the overall design and
organization of the structure, its entrances, door and window treatments, and interior
functions. Features shall be designed to emphasize building entrances.
The proposed design complies. See included Floor Plan and exterior Elevations.
20.422(3):
Offsets should be grouped and organized in a manner to provide variation in scale and
massing rather than providing a series of identical repeating masses.
The proposed design complies. See included Floor Plan and exterior Elevations.

Section 20.423 – Change in Massing at Maximum 50 Feet
20.423(2):
For a Building with a Flat Roof. No wall plane shall be more than 50 feet in length without a
horizontal or vertical break in the cornice line at least 18 inches in height or 3 feet in depth
and at least 12 feet wide. The feature shall be one of the following.
(a): Horizontal Offset in Wall Plane. The feature may include a horizontal offset in the wall
plane. The offset feature shall be a minimum of 75% of the wall height, but no less than 12
feet tall and at least 3 feet deep. With a stepped wall plane, the individual change in wall
plane need not be 12 feet wide, but the offset from the wall plane, or combination of offsets,
shall not return to the original wall plane closer than 12 feet from the initial offset. The
feature may be an offset in the wall plane enclosing interior area, or it may cover an exterior
area, either supported on columns or a wall extension.
North Elevation: Proposed design complies with standard. There are two horizontal offsets,
each exceeding 3’-0” in depth and 75% of the main wall plane height. See included Floor Plan
and Exterior Elevations.
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(b): Vertical Offset in Cornice Line. The feature may include a vertical offset in the cornice
line at least 18 inches tall. With a stepped cornice line, the individual change in cornice line
need not be 12 feet wide, but the offset, or combination of offsets, shall not return to the
original cornice line closer than 12 feet from the initial offset. The transition in cornice height
shall meet the requirements of Section 20.470 for transition in parapet height.
South Elevation: Proposed design complies with standard. The main entry element includes a
vertical offset exceeding the required 18” and is roughly 21’-0” wide.
(c): Grouping, Variation, and Combination of Features. Grouping, variation, and combination
of features are desirable to avoid repetition of offsets of identical size and shape.
South Elevation: Proposed design complies with standard. Proposed offset features are not
repetitive and are designed to accentuate the main entry.
North Elevation: Proposed design complies with standard. Proposed offset features are not
repetitive.
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GPDC Section 23.030 – Landscape and Buffering Development
Standards
Section 23.032 – Type B: Commercial and Indoor Industrial Front and
Exterior Yards
23.032(1) – (5):
The following landscape standards shall apply to commercial and indoor industrial uses in
residential, commercial, and indoor industrial zones; and to residential uses in commercial
and indoor industrial zones.
This project complies with all applicable Commercial Landscape Requirements. See included
Landscape Plan.

Section 23.035 – Type E: Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening
23.035:
All parking lots, which for purposes of this Section shall include areas of vehicle maneuvering,
parking and loading, shall be landscaped and screened according to the appropriate concept
sketch and criteria, as follows:
This project complies with all applicable Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening. See included
Landscape Plan.

Section 23.036 – Type F: Other Screening
23.036(1):
Refuse Container Screen. Except for single family detached dwellings, any refuse container or
disposal area shall be screened from view by placement of a solid wood fence or masonry
wall from five to eight feet in height. All refuse materials shall be contained within the refuse
area.
This project complies with standard. A 5’-1” brick clad trash enclosure with metal a metal gate
is proposed. See included Trash Enclosure plans.
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23.036(4):
Mechanical Equipment. Development subject to the commercial design standards of Article
20 shall comply with the provisions of this Subsection.
(d): It shall be located on the roof and screened from public ground level view with a rooftop
equipment screen set back from the exterior wall, at least 6 inches taller than the equipment,
with materials, colors, and detailing similar to the primary building materials and design.
This project complies with standard. A perforated, corrugated metal screen is proposed to
shield view of the roof mounted HVAC equipment.
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GPDC Section 6.060 – Criteria for Variance
6.060(1):
The variance is necessary because the subject code provision does not account for special or
unique physical circumstances of the subject site, such as topography, natural features,
adjacent development, or similar circumstances. A legal lot determination may be sufficient
evidence of a hardship for purposes of approving a variance.
•

Adjacent Development: The land to the west of the proposed project is vacant and as
such there is not a secondary access driveway for the proposed project to tie into on the
west. In addition, it is unknown if/when development might occur on this parcel and if
so, if there would be a driveway that our proposed project could tie into. Allowing the
proposed western driveway guarantees a connection to the property to the west.

•

Adjacent Development: The property to the east (existing carwash) is developed with
an existing driveway to Union Avenue. However, the existing driveway was not
designed to allow for future development to the west to tie into it. Access to our
proposed project from the carwash site would require driving through the carwash pay
station.

•

Adjacent Development: The western driveway of the proposed project is designed to
allow for future development from the west to tie into it. A proposed cross access
location is shown on the proposed site plan.

•

The Traffic Impact Analysis finds no issues with two driveways from the proposed
development onto Union Avenue.

6.060(2):
The variance is the minimum necessary to address the special or unique physical
circumstances related to the subject site.
Unique Physical Circumstances: The proposed credit union drive thru will see significant
vehicular traffic. This is in addition to the traffic created by those parking and walking into the
facility. This traffic is more than a typical office use and therefore, having a clear, direct way in
and out of the property is essential. Having two, two-way entries/exits achieves this goal.
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6.060(3):
The proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of the
adjacent uses and will further the purpose and intent of this ordinance and the
Comprehensive Plan of the City.
Benefits to this project include:
• Two driveways provide a more direct, less congested way in and out of the proposed
site rather than just one driveway,
• A secondary driveway provides access for future development to the west.
6.060(4):
The need for the variance is not self-imposed by the applicant or property owner. For
example, the variance request does not arise as result of a property line adjustment or land
division approval previously granted to the applicant.
The variance request is not a result of a lot line adjustment, land division or any other selfimposed property configuration previously granted to the applicant.
The variance request is not self – imposed but is rather a condition of the type of permitted use
proposed for the site. Drive thru banks/credit unions generate a significant amount of traffic.
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ATTACHMENT A
The following drawings are included with this submittal:
• Architectural Site Plan
• Architectural Floor Plan
• Architectural Exterior Elevations
• Architectural 3-D Colored Renderings
• Trash Enclosure Plans
• Landscape Site Plan
• Civil Grading Plan
• Civil Storm Water Drainage/Detention Plan
• Civil Erosion Control Plan
• Existing Carwash Site Plan (property to the east of proposed project)
• Survey

ATTACHMENT B
A Traffic Impact Analysis is included with this submittal.

ATTACHMENT C
Landscape Confirmation of Irrigation Performance Letter

Prepared and Respectfully Submitted by:

_____________________________________
Matthew J. Small, Principal Architect
KSW Architects
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Public Works Staff Report
To:

Planning Division, City of Grants Pass

Date: March 1, 2022

From:

Matthew Scott, Thornton Engineering

Project Name:
Address:
Map and Tax Lot:
File:

Rogue Credit Union Major Site Plan Review and Major Variance
340 Union Avenue
36-05-19-CA, Taxlot 1500
201-00417-22 and 301-00149-22

This Staff Report presents the comments generated during the review of the subject application
on behalf of the City of Grants Pass Public Works Department. The objective of the review is to
assist the City and the Applicant in determining requirements for public works improvements
and other pertinent requirements as specified in the Grants Pass Development Code, applicable
master plan documents, Standard Specifications, and current policy. The following comments are
composed as either recommended conditions of approval directed to the Approving Authority
and Applicant, or as an emphasis of select City policies and standards directed to the Applicant’s
Engineer. Not all pertinent Codes and Standards are listed herein:
A. Prior to Issuance of a Development Permit:
The Applicant shall submit plans, maps and other required documents, for review and
approval by the Public Works Department, which specify the design and construction of the
public and private improvements in compliance with the following conditions and comments:
1. General:
a. Submit a ‘Developer Installed Improvements’ application, including all required
submittals and the appropriate fees specified therein. Refer to the application form for
the submittal requirements. A partial list of the submittal requirements includes the
following:
i.
A grading plan which includes all proposed earthwork and creation of building
pads.
ii. A detailed drainage and detention plan – if required.
iii. A utility plan.
iv.
An erosion and sediment control plan.
v.
A digital file (PDF format) of the complete set of approved plans.
vi.
A CAD file of the complete set of the approved plans for the proposed public
improvements.
b. Submit a ‘Grading/Fill Permit’ application, if applicable, including all required
submittals and the appropriate fees. Refer to the application form for the submittal
requirements.
c. Submit an ‘Encroachment Permit’ application, if applicable, including all required
submittals and the appropriate fees. Refer to the application form for the submittal
requirements.
d. Provide written acknowledgement that the Applicant will retain the Engineer-ofRecord (Engineer), to make visits to the Site at intervals appropriate to the various
stages of construction to observe as an experienced and qualified design professional
the progress that has been made and the quality of the various aspects of the executed
work. Based on information obtained during such visits and observations, the
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Engineer, will determine, in general, if the work is proceeding in accordance with the
approved plans and specifications. The Engineer will notify the contractor and the
City immediately if the work is not in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications. The Engineer will provide the City with copies of each Site Visit
Report within seven (7) days of the visit. The Applicant shall notify the City if an
alternate professional engineer will provide the above mentioned services.
2. Streets:
a. Union Avenue. Classification – Collector Street
i.
Required Right-of-Way dedication: The required half street right-of-way equals
36 feet. The Applicant’s Surveyor shall determine if any additional right-of-way
dedication is required at the subject location.
ii. Required Street Improvements: Driveway approach, 7.5 foot planter strip, and 6
foot sidewalk.
iii. Public Works defers to the City of Grants Pass Traffic Engineer on the necessity
of the extra access from Union Avenue.
b. Redwood Highway. Classification – State Highway
i.
Required Right-of-Way dedication: The applicant shall contact ODOT to
determine if any additional right-of-way dedication is required at the subject
location.
ii. Required Street Improvements: Street and frontage improvements and access
within right-of-way shall be determined per ODOT standards. Verify with ODOT
for confirmation of access and street improvements.
3. Storm Drainage:
a. All new, and substantially reconstructed, developments shall limit the storm water
run-off from the development site to not exceed .65 cfs per acre during a 25-year
storm event (Reference Master Storm Drainage Facilities and Management Plan –
May 1982). The Applicant’s Engineer shall submit a storm water report which
demonstrates how the proposed development satisfies this condition. Partially
redeveloped sites shall apply the above condition to new impervious areas only, if the
City Engineer determines that applying this condition to the entire site is not feasible.
b. Design the development to not alter off-site existing drainage patterns.
c. Design for the collection of on-site storm runoff and discharge to City approved
downstream drainage facilities. Provide a storm drain extension from downstream
facilities to the project.
d. Design erosion and sediment control measures.
4. Sanitary Sewers:
a. Project specific requirements: If the “optional property line”, which would split the
lot in half, is used it would not comply with (b) below.
b. Design a minimum of one service lateral for each lot. Avoid installing service laterals
in driveways. All service lines shall be located in the serviced property’s adjacent
right-of-way and installed in a straight-line perpendicular to the Sewer Main.
c. Connect the new development to public sewer and do not use septic systems unless
exempted by section 28.071 (1).
d. Design all new sanitary sewer facilities in conformance with the City’s Sanitary
Sewer Standards and Specifications.
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e. Design 4-inch or larger service laterals for single dwellings and small single stores or
offices, provided the current Plumbing Code does not require the building sewer to be
larger than 4-inches. Install 6-inch or larger, and at least equal to the size of the
building sewer, all other service laterals.
5. Water System:
a. Project specific requirements: If the “optional property line”, which would split the
lot in half, is used it would not comply with (b) below.
b. Design all new water facilities in conformance with the City’s Water Standards and
Specifications.
c. Design all service meters in the serviced property’s improved adjacent Right of Way.
Service meters will not be allowed in easements. Wherever possible, install all service
meters in the sidewalk per GP274. Do not install service closer than 5 feet to a front
property corner. Locate meter boxes to avoid driveways and roof drains. Install
water service lines in a straight line perpendicular to the waterline from the service
meter. Install service line taps to not have less than 2 feet of separation between each
other. Do not install a service tap in a main closer than 18" to a joint or fitting.
d. Determine the water service and meter size. The aforementioned determination is not
required for single-family residential units, where a 5/8" x 3/4" meter per GP274 each
unit shall be standard. Furnish and install meters 3" and above. The City will furnish
and install all meters smaller than 3”.
B. Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit:
The Applicant shall substantially complete all construction items specified in A above.
C. Prior to Issuance of a Certificate of Completion:
The Applicant shall substantially complete all construction items specified in A above, and
perform the following:
1. General:
a. Pay all outstanding fees, including engineering inspection fees.
b. The Applicant shall retain the Engineer to prepare and submit ‘Record Construction
Drawings’ prepared by the Engineer for all public improvements, and which includes
a statement on the drawings as to the source(s) of information, surveying, and testing,
including the dates of the site visits, the Engineer relied upon to complete the ‘Record
Drawings.
2. Streets:
Sweep all adjacent streets regularly during construction.
3. Storm Drainage:
Maintain erosion and sediment control measures until disturbed areas are re-established.
4. Sanitary Sewers:
a. Test all new sewer facilities in conformance with the City’s Water Standards and
Specifications.
b. Abandon all un-used sewer laterals in conformance with City Sewer Standards.
c. Provide a mini-tv inspection video of existing laterals planned for use to the
Wastewater Collections Division.
5. Water System:
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a. Test all new water facilities in conformance with the City’s Water Standards and
Specifications.
b. Provide backflow prevention measures per City of Grants Pass requirements if onsite
irrigation is utilized or if GPID is on site. Locate backflow devices as determined by
the Public Works Staff.
c. Properly abandon any wells on site, unless they are to be used for irrigation.
6. Public Utilities:
a. Place underground all utility facilities, including, but not limited to, electrical lines
and other wires, street lighting and communication and cable television services.
b. If none exists, dedicate a City utility easement (C.U.E.) across the frontages of the
development in conformance with the requirements of the public utility companies.
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REPLINGER & ASSOCIATES LLC
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING

February 16, 2022

Gabby Sinagra
City of Grants Pass
101 NW A Street
Grants Pass, OR 97526
SUBJECT:

REVIEW OF TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS – ROGUE CREDIT UNION

Dear Gabby:
In response to your request, I have reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
submitted in support of the proposed Rogue Credit Union. The TIA was prepared
under the direction of Kelly Sandow, PE of Sandow Engineering. The TIA is dated
December 14, 2021.
The proposed development is located at 340 Union Avenue. It is proposed to occupy
a portion of the currently vacant parcel, which totals 1.79 acres. The parcel is on the
north side of Union Avenue between the intersections of Union Avenue with
Ringuette Street and SW Ramsey Avenue. The proposed development consists of a
4572 square foot building and 3 drive-up service windows.
Overall
I find the TIA addresses the city’s requirements. The TIA provides an adequate basis
to assess the impacts of the proposed development.
Comments

1. Study Area. The city code requires analysis of intersections where the impact of
the proposal causes an increase of 25 or more trips during either the AM or PM
peak hour.
To assess the impacts on the street system, the TIA provides an analysis during
the AM and PM peak hours of the following intersections:
•
•
•
•
•

Redwood Highway/Ringuette Street
Ringuette Street/Union Avenue
Union Avenue/SW Ramsey Street
Williams Highway/Union Avenue
Two proposed site accesses on Union Avenue
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The analysis area is appropriate and covers the key intersections impacted by the
proposed development.

2. Traffic Counts. The AM and PM peak hour traffic counts were conducted in
November 2021. The traffic volumes were adjusted to account for seasonal
variations. Citing counts from the Oregon Department of Transportation, the
engineer indicates that traffic counts have returned to pre-pandemic levels and no
further adjustments are required. The traffic counts and adjustments appear
reasonable.

3. Trip Generation. The engineer estimated trip generation for the credit union using
trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip
Generation Manual. The engineer used the rates for a drive-in bank, ITE land use
code 912. The engineer calculated the facility will generate 45 AM peak hour trips
and 96 PM peak hour trips. The TIA does not provide an estimate of weekday
trips; using the same source, I calculated 459 weekday trips. The trip generation
estimates appear reasonable.

4. Trip Distribution. The TIA presents information on trip distribution. Trip
distribution was based on existing travel patterns and logical assumptions about
trip origins and destinations. The engineer assumes approximately 5 percent
would go to and from the north on Highway 199; 30 percent would travel to and
from the west on Highway 199; 6 percent would travel to and from the south on
Ringuette; 18 percent would go to and from the south on the Williams Highway; 7
percent would travel to and from the east on Harbeck; and 34 percent would travel
to and from the north on Highway 99. The traffic was split between the two
proposed site driveways on Union Avenue. The trip distribution seems
reasonable.

5. Traffic Growth. The TIA accounts for traffic growth by using the predicted growth
from the Transportation System Plan. The calculated growth rate was 0.7 percent
annually, which the engineer rounded up to an annual growth rate of 1 percent.
The assumptions used to develop background volumes for the analysis appear
reasonable.

6. Analysis. Traffic volumes were calculated for the intersections described in #1,
above. The analysis was conducted for 2021 existing conditions; 2022 background
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conditions; 2022 conditions with the development; 2027 background conditions;
and 2017 conditions with the development of the credit union facility. The analysis
addressed the AM and PM peak hours.
Intersection level of service (LOS), delay calculations, and the volume-to-capacity
ratio (v/c) were provided to assess operations relative to the city’s intersection
LOS standard and ODOT’s v/c standards.
According to the TIA, the intersection of the Redwood Highway and Ringuette
Street currently meets ODOT’s v/c standard during AM peak hour but fails to meet
the standard during the PM peak hour. Due to background traffic growth, the
performance of the intersection is predicted to deteriorate. The v/c ratio during the
PM peak hour is predicted to be 0.97 in 2027 without the development and 0.98
with the development. As explained by the engineer, The development trips will
result in the v/c increasing 0.01. As per Oregon Highway Plan Action 1F, a v/c
increase of less than 0.03 is considered insignificant when considering mitigation.
Therefore, mitigation [at the Redwood Highway/Ringuette intersection] is not
required for this project. I concur with this conclusion.
The TIA indicates that all other study area intersections meet the applicable
performance standards for the AM and PM peak hours under the existing, 2022
background, 2022 build, 2027 background, and 2027 build conditions. The TIA
indicates that both proposed site access locations will operate at LOS B, easily
meeting applicable standards.
The TIA also provides an analysis of queuing at the study area intersections. The
engineer concludes that
the addition of development traffic does not
substantially increase the queuing conditions at the studied intersections. I
concur.
Excepting the intersection of the Redwood Highway and Ringuette Street,
discussed above, the engineer shows that traffic operations at the study area
intersections will meet operational standards during the AM and PM peak hours
and concludes that no off-site mitigation is required for this development
proposal. I concur with this conclusion.

7. Crash Information. The TIA provides information on crashes in the vicinity of the
site for years 2019 through 2019. During this five-year period, 24 crashes were
reported at the Redwood Highway/Ringuette Street intersection; 13 at Ringuette
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Street/Union Avenue; none at Union Avenue/Ramsey Street; and 10 at Williams
Highway/Union Avenue. The calculated crash rate for all four intersections is low;
all fall below the critical crash rate, so no further analysis or mitigation is needed.
There is no reason to believe that the
disproportionately affect safety in the study area.

proposed

development

will

8. Site Plan and Access. The TIA and site plan illustrate a proposed access plan
involving two access points to Union Avenue and a potential access to the
Redwood Highway. The third access is apparently envisioned as an access
intended to serve a future building in the north part of the site near the
Redwood Highway.
The proposed access is problematic for several reasons. The Oregon Department
of Transportation pre-ap notes recommend removal of the proposed access to
Redwood Highway and that the applicant take access from Union Avenue. Adding
an access to the highway is not consistent with policy of either the state or the
city. Article 27.121 of the Grants Pass code is clear that the access should be taken
from the lower classification of street when there is more than one option.
Furthermore, it is clear from the code that the access points to a public street
shall be the minimum necessary to provide reasonable access….
The TIA simply assumes there will be two access points on Union Avenue. The
TIA indicates that the two proposed driveways will function acceptably, but there
is no justification or explanation as to why two are proposed or how this could
benefit users of the transportation system.
The applicant appears to have given little thought to the transportation impact of
constructing a second building on north part of the site. Since access to the
Redwood Highway is highly unlikely, the applicant should consider how traffic
generated by the potential building will be accommodated in the site layout and
access to be constructed in connection with the credit union building, drivethrough service windows, parking lots and aisles.
The site plan should be revised to provide for a single access to Union Avenue
and for full development of the site.

9. Sight Distance. The engineer assessed sight distance on Union Avenue for both
proposed access points. The engineer measured sight distance to be in excess of
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335 feet, the distance associated with 30 mph, the posted speed of the road. She
concluded that the available sight distance was adequate and met intersection
sight distance and stopping sight distance.

10. Turn Lanes. TIA notes that Union Avenue at this location features a two-way,
center, left-turn lane that provides for left turns into the site.

11. Conclusions and Recommendations. The engineer concludes that the proposal
does not cause intersection operations to deteriorate below adopted performance
standards at any of the study area intersections. Adequate queue storage is
available at all locations. The engineer concludes that no mitigation is required. I
concur with these conclusions and recommendations.
Conclusion and Recommendations
I find that the TIA addresses city requirements for analysis of the impacts of the
proposed credit union building. The applicant’s traffic engineer uses appropriate
methods and accurately describes her analysis of traffic operations. I concur with the
applicant’s engineer that no mitigation is required for operational or safety issues. I
concur with the engineer’s conclusion that traffic operations at study area
intersections meet standards with the development or are otherwise acceptable;
storage for queuing is adequate; sight distance is adequate; and that there are no
safety concerns requiring attention.
The obvious flaw in the application relates to site access and additional, future
development on the north part of the site. The application materials suggest that
there will ultimately be a future building on the north part of the site and that access
would be provided to the Redwood Highway. As described above, access to the
Redwood Highway is highly unlikely.
Even if one ignores this potential expansion and additional development of the site,
the applicant proposes two access driveways to Union Avenue rather than one as
prescribed by Article 27.121. The applicant provides no justification or analysis for
the extra access.
I recommend the applicant resubmit a site plan with access meeting the
requirements of Article 27.
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If you have any questions or need any further information concerning this review,
please contact me at replinger-associates@comcast.net or at 503-719-3383.
Sincerely,

John Replinger, PE
Principal
Grants Pass\2022\CreditUnionTIA021622
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REPLINGER & ASSOCIATES LLC
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING

February 16, 2022

Gabby Sinagra
City of Grants Pass
101 NW A Street
Grants Pass, OR 97526
SUBJECT:

REVIEW OF TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS – ROGUE CREDIT UNION

Dear Gabby:
In response to your request, I have reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
submitted in support of the proposed Rogue Credit Union. The TIA was prepared
under the direction of Kelly Sandow, PE of Sandow Engineering. The TIA is dated
December 14, 2021.
The proposed development is located at 340 Union Avenue. It is proposed to occupy
a portion of the currently vacant parcel, which totals 1.79 acres. The parcel is on the
north side of Union Avenue between the intersections of Union Avenue with
Ringuette Street and SW Ramsey Avenue. The proposed development consists of a
4572 square foot building and 3 drive-up service windows.
Overall
I find the TIA addresses the city’s requirements. The TIA provides an adequate basis
to assess the impacts of the proposed development.
Comments

1. Study Area. The city code requires analysis of intersections where the impact of
the proposal causes an increase of 25 or more trips during either the AM or PM
peak hour.
To assess the impacts on the street system, the TIA provides an analysis during
the AM and PM peak hours of the following intersections:
•
•
•
•
•

Redwood Highway/Ringuette Street
Ringuette Street/Union Avenue
Union Avenue/SW Ramsey Street
Williams Highway/Union Avenue
Two proposed site accesses on Union Avenue
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The analysis area is appropriate and covers the key intersections impacted by the
proposed development.

2. Traffic Counts. The AM and PM peak hour traffic counts were conducted in
November 2021. The traffic volumes were adjusted to account for seasonal
variations. Citing counts from the Oregon Department of Transportation, the
engineer indicates that traffic counts have returned to pre-pandemic levels and no
further adjustments are required. The traffic counts and adjustments appear
reasonable.

3. Trip Generation. The engineer estimated trip generation for the credit union using
trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip
Generation Manual. The engineer used the rates for a drive-in bank, ITE land use
code 912. The engineer calculated the facility will generate 45 AM peak hour trips
and 96 PM peak hour trips. The TIA does not provide an estimate of weekday
trips; using the same source, I calculated 459 weekday trips. The trip generation
estimates appear reasonable.

4. Trip Distribution. The TIA presents information on trip distribution. Trip
distribution was based on existing travel patterns and logical assumptions about
trip origins and destinations. The engineer assumes approximately 5 percent
would go to and from the north on Highway 199; 30 percent would travel to and
from the west on Highway 199; 6 percent would travel to and from the south on
Ringuette; 18 percent would go to and from the south on the Williams Highway; 7
percent would travel to and from the east on Harbeck; and 34 percent would travel
to and from the north on Highway 99. The traffic was split between the two
proposed site driveways on Union Avenue. The trip distribution seems
reasonable.

5. Traffic Growth. The TIA accounts for traffic growth by using the predicted growth
from the Transportation System Plan. The calculated growth rate was 0.7 percent
annually, which the engineer rounded up to an annual growth rate of 1 percent.
The assumptions used to develop background volumes for the analysis appear
reasonable.

6. Analysis. Traffic volumes were calculated for the intersections described in #1,
above. The analysis was conducted for 2021 existing conditions; 2022 background
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conditions; 2022 conditions with the development; 2027 background conditions;
and 2017 conditions with the development of the credit union facility. The analysis
addressed the AM and PM peak hours.
Intersection level of service (LOS), delay calculations, and the volume-to-capacity
ratio (v/c) were provided to assess operations relative to the city’s intersection
LOS standard and ODOT’s v/c standards.
According to the TIA, the intersection of the Redwood Highway and Ringuette
Street currently meets ODOT’s v/c standard during AM peak hour but fails to meet
the standard during the PM peak hour. Due to background traffic growth, the
performance of the intersection is predicted to deteriorate. The v/c ratio during the
PM peak hour is predicted to be 0.97 in 2027 without the development and 0.98
with the development. As explained by the engineer, The development trips will
result in the v/c increasing 0.01. As per Oregon Highway Plan Action 1F, a v/c
increase of less than 0.03 is considered insignificant when considering mitigation.
Therefore, mitigation [at the Redwood Highway/Ringuette intersection] is not
required for this project. I concur with this conclusion.
The TIA indicates that all other study area intersections meet the applicable
performance standards for the AM and PM peak hours under the existing, 2022
background, 2022 build, 2027 background, and 2027 build conditions. The TIA
indicates that both proposed site access locations will operate at LOS B, easily
meeting applicable standards.
The TIA also provides an analysis of queuing at the study area intersections. The
engineer concludes that
the addition of development traffic does not
substantially increase the queuing conditions at the studied intersections. I
concur.
Excepting the intersection of the Redwood Highway and Ringuette Street,
discussed above, the engineer shows that traffic operations at the study area
intersections will meet operational standards during the AM and PM peak hours
and concludes that no off-site mitigation is required for this development
proposal. I concur with this conclusion.

7. Crash Information. The TIA provides information on crashes in the vicinity of the
site for years 2019 through 2019. During this five-year period, 24 crashes were
reported at the Redwood Highway/Ringuette Street intersection; 13 at Ringuette
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Street/Union Avenue; none at Union Avenue/Ramsey Street; and 10 at Williams
Highway/Union Avenue. The calculated crash rate for all four intersections is low;
all fall below the critical crash rate, so no further analysis or mitigation is needed.
There is no reason to believe that the
disproportionately affect safety in the study area.

proposed

development

will

8. Site Plan and Access. The TIA and site plan illustrate a proposed access plan
involving two access points to Union Avenue and a potential access to the
Redwood Highway. The third access is apparently envisioned as an access
intended to serve a future building in the north part of the site near the
Redwood Highway.
The proposed access is problematic for several reasons. The Oregon Department
of Transportation pre-ap notes recommend removal of the proposed access to
Redwood Highway and that the applicant take access from Union Avenue. Adding
an access to the highway is not consistent with policy of either the state or the
city. Article 27.121 of the Grants Pass code is clear that the access should be taken
from the lower classification of street when there is more than one option.
Furthermore, it is clear from the code that the access points to a public street
shall be the minimum necessary to provide reasonable access….
The TIA simply assumes there will be two access points on Union Avenue. The
TIA indicates that the two proposed driveways will function acceptably, but there
is no justification or explanation as to why two are proposed or how this could
benefit users of the transportation system.
The applicant appears to have given little thought to the transportation impact of
constructing a second building on north part of the site. Since access to the
Redwood Highway is highly unlikely, the applicant should consider how traffic
generated by the potential building will be accommodated in the site layout and
access to be constructed in connection with the credit union building, drivethrough service windows, parking lots and aisles.
The site plan should be revised to provide for a single access to Union Avenue
and for full development of the site.

9. Sight Distance. The engineer assessed sight distance on Union Avenue for both
proposed access points. The engineer measured sight distance to be in excess of
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335 feet, the distance associated with 30 mph, the posted speed of the road. She
concluded that the available sight distance was adequate and met intersection
sight distance and stopping sight distance.

10. Turn Lanes. TIA notes that Union Avenue at this location features a two-way,
center, left-turn lane that provides for left turns into the site.

11. Conclusions and Recommendations. The engineer concludes that the proposal
does not cause intersection operations to deteriorate below adopted performance
standards at any of the study area intersections. Adequate queue storage is
available at all locations. The engineer concludes that no mitigation is required. I
concur with these conclusions and recommendations.
Conclusion and Recommendations
I find that the TIA addresses city requirements for analysis of the impacts of the
proposed credit union building. The applicant’s traffic engineer uses appropriate
methods and accurately describes her analysis of traffic operations. I concur with the
applicant’s engineer that no mitigation is required for operational or safety issues. I
concur with the engineer’s conclusion that traffic operations at study area
intersections meet standards with the development or are otherwise acceptable;
storage for queuing is adequate; sight distance is adequate; and that there are no
safety concerns requiring attention.
The obvious flaw in the application relates to site access and additional, future
development on the north part of the site. The application materials suggest that
there will ultimately be a future building on the north part of the site and that access
would be provided to the Redwood Highway. As described above, access to the
Redwood Highway is highly unlikely.
Even if one ignores this potential expansion and additional development of the site,
the applicant proposes two access driveways to Union Avenue rather than one as
prescribed by Article 27.121. The applicant provides no justification or analysis for
the extra access.
I recommend the applicant resubmit a site plan with access meeting the
requirements of Article 27.
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If you have any questions or need any further information concerning this review,
please contact me at replinger-associates@comcast.net or at 503-719-3383.
Sincerely,

John Replinger, PE
Principal
Grants Pass\2022\CreditUnionTIA021622
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Grants Pass Department of Public Safety
101 NW A St.
Grants Pass, OR 97526
541- 450- 6 204

Site Plan Review # 1
Date of Review: March 1, 2022

Permit Numbers: 201-00417-22 & 301-00149-22

Map/Tax Lot: 36-05-19-CA Tax Lot 1500
Address of Project: 340 Union Ave.
Planner: Gabbi Sinagra

Comments:
1. Fire Department access must be provided to within 150 feet of all portions
of buildings. [OFC 503.1.1]
2. Minimum access width 20’ and may not be obstructed. [OFC 503.2 &
503.4]. Where gates are secured, an approved lock (KNOX box) is to be
installed in an approved location. [OFC 506.1.1]
3. KNOX Box on the building is required for afterhours access before final
fire signoff. Contact the Fire Prevention Division for the required form.
[OFC 506.1]
4. If building is required to have a Fire Department Connection, a locking
KNOX FDC Caps required before final signoff. Contact the Fire Prevention
Division for the required form. [OFC 912.4.1]
5. If the building does not meet the excluding requirements of OFC 510, the
building shall be provided with Emergency Responder Radio Coverage as
provided in OFC 510 & Appendix J. [OFC 510.1 (4)]
6. Water supply will be determined using the building fire flow requirement
listed in OFC B105. Lacking sufficient information to determine fire flow,
the most restrictive will be provided and may be reduced on provided
specific building construction and use. In no case shall the required fire
flow be reduced by 50%.
a. 4,598 square feet type V-B = 1,750 gpm @ 20 psi for 2 hours
b. Required Fire Flow: 1750 gpm @ 20 psi
c. 50% reduction is allowed for NFPA 13 Sprinkler System .5 X 1750
= 875 gpm @ 20 psi, however, Minimum Standard is 1,000 gpm for
2 hours.
7. Fire hydrant location and distribution will be determined using OFC
Appendix C. In no case shall hydrant spacing exceed 500 feet nor more
than 75 feet from a required FDC. [OFC C105.1.1] Fire Hydrants shall
*OFC = Oregon Fire Code, OSSC = Oregon Structural Specialty Code, GPDC = Grants Pass Development
Code, GPMC = Grants Pass Municipal Code
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have the ability to deliver 1000 gallons per minute at a minimum of 20 psi
for 2 hours.
a. Required Hydrants and Spacing: 1 hydrant with average spacing on
500 feet and minimum distance of 250 feet from any point on
frontage to hydrant.
Existing Hydrant WDHY 821 will meet this requirement.

Submitted By:

Michael Meyer, Fire Inspector

EXHIBIT 8

*OFC = Oregon Fire Code, OSSC = Oregon Structural Specialty Code, GPDC = Grants Pass Development
Code, GPMC = Grants Pass Municipal Code
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Tree Comments

File Number:
Name of Site Plan:
Name of Applicant:
Name of Planner:
Comments By:
Date:

201-00417-22
Rogue Credit Union Major Site Plan
KSW Architects
Gabby Sinagra
Tony Mecum
March 1, 2022

36-05-19-CA
1500
340 Union Avenue
Major Site Plan
N/A
General Commercial

Map #:
Tax Lot #:
Address:
Plan Type:
# of New Lots:
Zone:

Requirements for Major Site Plan Review
19.052(7)

To the extent possible, identified significant resources, such as intermittent
and perennial creeks, stands of pine, fir and oak trees, wildlife habitats,
historic sites, and prominent land features have been preserved and
designed into the project. Alternatives shall be considered and the
proposal shall represent the most effective design to preserve these
resources.

Sufficient

Requirements for Tentative Plan, Development Permit, and Final Plat
Code
23.032(2)(a)

23.032(5)

23.041

Requirement
Required front and exterior yards shall be landscaped, and building
setbacks shall be maintained, according to the Type B Concept Sketch and
Schedule 23-2. Minimum landscape requirements per 1000 square feet of
a required front or exterior yard, or any portion thereof, shall be the
following:
Three trees at least eight feet in height, and one and one-half inches in
caliper measured three feet from the base. Select from street tree list,
Section 23.076, and plant within 10 feet of the right-of-way as per Type B
Concept Sketch. Trees may be offset to permit signs in the Landscape
Yard. Trees shall be kept trimmed of branches up to 14' from base five
years following planting. Any sign on the property shall be in compliance
with the sign requirements for the use in residential zones as established in
Title 9, Chapter 9.21, Sign Standards, of the City of Grants Pass Municipal
Code.
Approved plant materials installed in the area between the curb and the
sidewalk may be used in meeting the landscaping requirements for front
and exterior yards.

Landscape Plan

Status
Sufficient

Comments

Sufficient

Insufficient
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Ensure that the Landscape Plan includes all requirements
from 23.041, 23.052(2), 23.052(3)(b), and 23.052(3)(c).

Code

Requirement

23.041(1)

Identification and location of all existing trees over 8" in diameter as
measured 3' from ground level, with notations indicating whether they are
to be removed or utilized in the development. Clusters of trees may be
noted in approximate locations.

Missing

23.041(2)

Existing and finished grades, with sections showing cut and fill for areas to
be excavated below soils containing organic matter.
Indication of general drainage flow with arrows, and location of all surface
drains and subsurface drain ways.
Location of all required yards, screening and buffering areas, easements,
and public rights-of-way, building foundations or pads, parking areas,
walkways and other impervious surfaces, and all access ways and private
streets.
A schedule showing the % of impervious surface, landscaped area, and
recreation open space, as a % of usable site area.
Plant material, including identity and spacing, using both symbol and
schedule if necessary.
Typical sections at building mass, planters in paved areas, landscape
strips 10' in width or less, and landscaped berms, showing excavation,
topsoil fill, finished grade, plant materials and irrigation.

Sufficient

23.041(3)
23.041(4)

23.041(5)
23.041(6)
23.041(7)

Status

Comments

Landscape plan contains information regarding grading and
soil backfill.

Missing
Sufficient

Sufficient
Sufficient
Unclear

Current section in Landscape Plan shows tree bed to be
dug deeper than root ball. The International Society of
Arboriculture (ISA) and American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) call for tree beds to be no deeper than root
balls. Trees planted too deep will significantly increase
likelihood of premature tree mortality.
Appropriate details and specifications can be sourced
online from the ISA and ANSI A300 Part 6 (Planting and
Transplanting).
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Requirement

23.052(2)(a)

The applicant shall provide methods for the protection of existing plant
material to remain during the construction process. The plants to be saved
shall be shown on the Landscape Plan or the Concept Plan and the
method of protection shall be noted on the landscape plans. Example:
Areas not to be disturbed can be temporarily fenced, as in snow fencing
which can be placed around individual trees.

Status
Unclear

Comments
Are any trees being preserved? There are existing right-ofway and private trees. (If right-of-way tees are going to be
removed, a tree permit is required, see notes below for
Municipal Code Title 10 requirements).
If any trees (including trees in the right-of-way) are to be
preserved, this section and its requirements must be
addressed in the Landscape Plan.
For tree protection methods and specifications, you can
reference:
• ANSI A300 Part 5 (Site Planning, Site
Development); and
ISA Best Management Practices – Managing Trees During
Construction, Second Edition (2016)
If any trees (including trees in the right-of-way) are to be
preserved, this section and its requirements must be
addressed in the Landscape Plan.

Existing trees shall not have construction occur within the drip line, where
possible. Trees to be saved shall be kept free from trunk abrasion or soil
compaction during construction. The landscape plan shall provide for the
location and variety of replacement trees in case of the subsequent death
of existing trees.
Areas for required landscaping shall not be used as a waste dump or fill
during the construction process. All waste material shall be removed from
such areas prior to the application of topsoil.

Unclear

Soils devoid of organic materials shall not be utilized as topsoil for required
landscape areas. Where such areas have been excavated to soil levels
containing no organic material, the landscape plan shall provide for further
non-organic soils removal and replacement with topsoil.
The landscape plan shall provide specifications for topsoil, including depth,
organic matter requirements, limits to sand, clay, and gravel and other
requirements designed to ensure the health and vitality of required
landscaping.

Sufficient

Missing

Ensure that the topsoil specifications (e.g. limits to sand,
clay, gravel, pH) are appropriate for required landscaping.
These limits must be provided in the Landscape Plan.

23.042

Irrigation Plan

Insufficient

Ensure that the Irrigation Plan includes all requirements
from 23.042

23.042(1)

Location of connection to the public water main and location of stub-outs to
separate landscape areas.
Identification of the type of irrigation system to be used, the location of
irrigation facilities, and coverage to be achieved by the irrigation system.
An accompanying letter from the designer of the landscape plan stating
that the design of the proposed irrigation system can provide irrigation
sufficient for the health and survival of the tree and plant species specified
in the landscape plan.
Except single family residences and duplexes, all development shall
provide an automatic underground irrigation system.

Missing

23.052(2)(b)

23.052(3)(a)

23.052(3)(b)

23.052(3)(c)

23.042(2)
23.042(3)

23.051(1)

To Be
Determined

Ensure that all persons involved in construction are aware
of this requirement. Violation of this requirement may lead
to the decline of plants.

Sufficient
Missing

Sufficient
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See 23.042(2) for information relevant to this letter.

Code

Requirement

23.052(1)

All landscaping materials and irrigation shall be installed according to
approved plans.

To Be
Determined

23.071

Street Trees. All development fronting on public or private streets
approved following the adoption date of this Code shall be required to plant
street trees in accordance with the following standards. Street trees to be
planted shall be chosen from the recommended list of street trees found in
Section 23.076 below. Approval for the planting of alternate species may
be given by the Director.
Location for Street Trees. Street trees shall be located outside of street
right-of-way except in cases where there is a designated planting strip in
the right-of-way, and as specified in requirements and restrictions in
Section 23.030 and Section 27.313.
Spacing, Placement, and Pruning of Street Trees.

Insufficient

23.072

23.073

10.01.500(D)
(Muni Code)

Status

Comments

Sufficient

Insufficient/
Unclear

10.01.500 The Manager shall develop reasonable standards for the
planting, maintenance and removal of trees to carry out the purposes of
this ordinance. These standards will apply to trees within Grants Pass city
limits on public or semi-public land. These standards may be amended as
the need arises, by the Manager. The standards shall include, but not be
limited to, the following:
(D) Utility clearances including, but not limited to, sewers, storm drains,
curbs, sidewalks, driveway aprons, streets, power or telephone lines, fire
hydrants and water meters.

New street trees must be at least 10 feet from storm drains,
water lines, and sewers.

Right-of-way trees must not be planted where the base of
their trunks are less than 10 feet from water meters, sewer
lines, storm drains, or fire hydrants.
Here, street tree is proposed to be less than 10 feet from
storm drain.

This tree appears to be located right on top/next to a water
meter:

EXHIBIT
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Requirement

10.01.400
(Muni Code)

No person shall plant, set out, prune, root prune, remove, cut above
ground, kill, or otherwise disturb any tree on public or semi-public property
without first filing an application for, and procuring, a Public Tree Permit
from the City Manager. The person receiving the permit shall abide by the
standards adopted pursuant to Section 10.01.500
It shall be unlawful for any person to engage in the business, occupation or
profession of pruning, treating or removing trees in public or semi-public
areas within the City limits of Grants Pass without being certified by the
International Society of Arboriculture, and without first obtaining liability
insurance. Liability insurance requirements shall be set forth by resolution.

Unclear

If trees are removed from the public right-of-way along
Union Avenue, a Tree Removal Permit is required. To find
the application, please visit:
https://www.grantspassoregon.gov/789/Tree-Permits

Unclear

Trees in the public right-of-way can only be removed from
prequalified and certified arborists who obtain a Tree
Removal Permit from the City. The Tree Removal Permit
contains a list of the arborists who meet this requirement.
https://www.grantspassoregon.gov/789/Tree-Permits

Replacement of Street Trees. Existing street trees removed by
development projects shall be replaced by the developer with those from
the approved street tree list. The replacement trees shall be of size and
species similar to the trees that are being removed, unless alternatives are
approved by the Director. All replacement trees shall be a minimum of 13/4 inch caliper.

Sufficient

10.01.900(1)
(Muni Code)

23.074

23.035(3)

23.035(3)(a)
23.035(3)(b)

Status

Comments

Parking Lot Requirements (if applicable)
Landscape Standards. Parking lot landscaping shall be provided at the
Sufficient
ratio of 1 tree and 16 square feet landscaping per ten parking spaces, in
order to create a canopy effect. Trees and landscaping shall be installed as
follows and as shown in the Type E-2 Concept Sketch.
Landscaping shall be designed so there are no more than 5 parking
Sufficient
spaces between any parking space and a tree. See Figure 23-1.
The tree species shall be an appropriate large canopied shade tree, and
Insufficient
Species listed for parking lot (Acer ginnala ‘Flame’ and
shall be selected from the street tree list to avoid root damage to pavement
Zelkova serrata ‘City Sprite’) are not appropriate. See tree
and utilities, and damage from droppings to parked cars and sidewalks.
list of Section 23.076. Look for “PT” in the Comments

column for “Parking Lot” species.

23.035(3)(c)
23.035(3)(e)
23.035(3)(f)

The tree shall be planted in a landscaped area such that the tree bole is at
least 2 feet from any curb or paved area.
Landscaped areas shall be evenly distributed throughout the parking area
and parking perimeter at the required ratio.
Landscaped end islands shall be provided at the end of parking rows. End
islands shall be a minimum of 6 feet wide to the inside of curb at a point
adjacent to the midpoint of the adjoining parking space. When there are
unique site constraints, the Director may authorize minor modifications to
this requirement, provided equivalent landscaping is provided. See Figure
23-2.

Sufficient
Sufficient
Sufficient
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This brochure is intended to be used as a guideline
only for estimating System Development Charges
as a part of total project costs. Actual costs for your
project may differ due to site specific requirements.
It does not include information on other fees
which may be due including Planning Review
Fees, Engineering Fees, Building Permit Fees,
Water and Sewer Connection Fees, Reimbursement District Fees and Business Licenses.
Please contact the Community Development office
at (541) 450-6060 for information on SDC’s specific to your project and information on other potential
costs.
Who to contact at Community Development:
Our Planning Division can assist you with questions
on Storm Drain, Parks and Transportation SDC’s.
Our Building Permit Technician can assist you with
Water and Sewer SDC questions and estimates.

Visit our website at:

Storm Drain System

What are SDCs?

Storm Water and Open Space SDC’s were adopted
by the City Council on February 4, 2004. Storm Water SDC’s apply to all lands within the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB).

The City of Grants Pass is committed to providing
quality services to our community. As our community grows, old systems need to be updated and new
systems must be built. System Development Charges
are one way to fund those improvements.

The Storm Water and Open Space SDC’s are an incurred charge for the planning, acquisition and capital development of facilities to accommodate and
control storm water runoff, directly associated open
space, and water quality control facilities to clean
surface water runoff prior to return to natural surface
water conveyances.

Storm Water SDC’s are due and payable upon issuance of a building permit for any new construction or
expansion which creates additional residential units
and any construction which expands or remodels a
business building which includes an increase in impervious surface of 25% or more.

System Development Charges (SDCs) are fees imposed upon new and expanding development within
the City of Grants Pass and the urbanizing area that
connects to or otherwise will use City services of the
water system, sanitary sewer system, parks, streets
and storm drainage.

SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT
CHARGES

The objective of SDCs is to charge new users an equitable share of the cost of services and to pay for
improvements necessary as a result of increased development and demand on the City’s infrastructure.

The Storm Water and Open Space Plan SDC
For residential and commercial development is
$0.284 per square foot of impervious surface.

http://www.grantspassoregon.gov
***NEW ONLINE FEE ESTIMATOR***
https://gpweb.grantspassoregon.gov/
EnerGov_Prod/SelfService#/estimate

SDC Fee Adoption
& Adjustments
On July 17, 1991 the City of Grants
Pass adopted an ordinance allowing
the creation of system development
charges. SDCs are now in place to
fund the Water, Sewer, Parks, Storm
Drain and Transportation Systems.
On January 2, 2002, the Council
adopted a resolution establishing Cost
of Living (COLA) Adjustments for
SDCs.

Community Development
office is located at:
101 NW “A” Street
Upstairs, Room 202
Grants Pass, Oregon 97526
(541) 450-6060

Fees Effective
January 01, 2022
through
December 31, 2022

For further assistance…

Open 8am – 5pm Monday – Friday

If you would like more
information on
System Development Charges
call (541) 450-6060.

Building Counter Hours 8am – 10am M – F
(Submittal Hours 8am – 10am & 2pm – 4pm M – F)

Planning Counter Hours 8am – 5pm M – F
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This brochure is only a guideline
for anticipating potential system
charges for new development and
is subject to change.

Water System

Sewer System

Transportation

Parks

The Water SDC was first adopted by the City
Council on August 21, 1991 and last amended on
February 5, 2020. This fee is charged and payable
for development at the time of permit to connect to
the water system.

The Sewer SDC was first adopted by the City
Council on October 19, 1994 and last amended on
February 5, 2020. The Sewer SDC is charged and
payable for development at the time of permit to
connect to the sewer system.

The City of Grants Pass has adopted two SDCs for
Parks.

The method of calculating the Water SDC for residential development is based on dwelling and water
meter size , as follows:

Sewer SDCs for residential use are based on dwelling size as follows:

The Transportation SDC was adopted by the City
Council on September 15, 1999. The Transportation
SDC helps to pay for the expansion and capital development of the transportation system to accommodate and control motorized vehicular traffic,
pedestrian traffic, and bicycle traffic.

Small (<= 1,700 sf)
3/4” Meter……………………………...$ 2,863.47
1” Meter………………………………..$ 7,158.68
1.5” Meter……………………………...$14,317.35
Standard (1,701—2,900 sf)
3/4” Meter……………………………...$ 4,210.99
1” Meter………………………………..$10,527.47
1.5” Meter……………………………...$21,054.93
Large (>2,900 sf)
3/4” Meter……………………………...$ 5,769.05
1” Meter………………………………..$14,422.63
1.5” Meter……………………………...$28,845.26
For Duplexes, Multi-Family & ADU’s, multiply the
base fee by an additional 0.64 per unit to calculate the
SDC amount. If individual water meters are requested
for each unit, a full additional base fee would apply
for each water meter requested.

The method of calculating the Water SDC for nonresidential development for all Water Pressure Zone
service areas are as follows:
(based on water meter size)
1” Meter……………………………….$ 10,527.47
1.5” Meter……………………………..$ 21,054.93
2” Meter……………………………….$ 33,687.89
3” Meter……………………………….$ 63,164.80
4” Meter……………………………….$105,274.67
6” Meter……………………………….$210,549.33

Single Family (SF) or Manufactured Home:
Small (<= 1,700 sf)……………………. $ 2,630.61
Standard (1,701—2,900 sf)…………….$ 3,868.55
Large (>2,900 sf)……………………….$ 5,299.91
Duplex
(x1.64 of SF amount based on dwelling size):
Small (<= 1,700 sf)…………………... ..$ 4,314.20
Standard (1,701—2,900 sf)…………... ..$ 6,344.43
Large (>2,900 sf)……………………….$ 8,691.86
Triplex
(x2.28 of SF amount based on dwelling size):
Small (<= 1,700 sf)……………………. $ 5,997.79
Standard (1,701—2,900 sf)…………… $ 8,820.30
Large (>2,900 sf)……………………… $12,083.80
Sewer SDCs for commercial, public and quasipublic development are determined by the number
of fixture units and strength of discharge. A worksheet is available to estimate the sewer SDC for
individual projects or you may use the City’s online
fee estimator located at:
https://gpweb.grantspassoregon.gov/EnerGov_Prod/
SelfService#/estimate

In September 2011, the City Council adopted Ordinance 5546 which identifies the method of calculating the SDC’s to be based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Report. Trips
are calculated based on the Land Use and Title that
best fits the Development as interpreted by the City.
If the ITE Trip Generation Report includes multiple
measure that can be used to determine average daily
trip generation including area, the measure of
square footage (area) will be used. The Director
may consider an alternative trip calculation when a
report is supplied by a licensed traffic engineer and
said alternative is reviewed and approved by the
City Engineer.
The Transportation SDC is due and payable at the
time of building permit issuance for construction.

The City Council adopted Resolution 15-6338 to
establish the current Transportation SDC trip rate.
This rate is a 30% reduction from the previous rate.
In certain cases, a credit may be applied towards
the Transportation SDC for previous uses on the
site. Please contact City Planning for an estimate
of the Transportation SDC’s for your project.
Below is an example using the $125.77/trip rate:
Single Family Residence
Category: Single-family (9.57 trips/unit)
1 unit x 9.57 trips/unit x $125.77/trip = $1,203.62

The Parkland Acquisition SDC was adopted by the
City Council on June 30, 1997. The SDC pays for
the purchase of parkland, trails, and open space for
the parks and recreation master plan.
On December 18, 2006 the City Council adopted a
Park Development SDC effective June 1, 2007.
This SDC will help fund capital improvements and
development of the park, trail and open space system.
Parks SDCs are due and payable upon issuance of a
building permit for:
• Any new construction or expansion which creates additional residential units; or
• Any construction which creates a new business
building or enlarges a business building; or
• Issuance of the first manufactured home placement permit granted upon an individual building lot.

The Parks SDCs for residential development is
based on the number of units:
Parkland Acquisition ……… $521.93 per residence
Park Development ………… $419.23 per residence
Total per unit $941.16
The Parks SDCs for non-residential development is
based upon the number of provided parking spaces
built to serve the development.
Parkland Acquisition ……. $47.79 per new parking
space built
Park Development ………. $37.32 per new parking
space built
Total per parking space $85.10
The City Council adopted Resolution 15-6338 to
establish the current Parks SDC rates. These rates
are a 30% reduction from the previous rates.

Water meter size required for your project can vary
and is site specific. Please contact our office for
actual cost for your connection.
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See other side for Storm Drain
SDC Information

City of Grants Pass Comprehensive Fee Schedule
Alphabetical Listing

Planning Fees effective 01/01/2022
Addressing (Major) 4 or more
Addressing (Minor) 3 or under
Annexation (upon request)
Appeal of Sign Code
Appeal of Type I
Appeal of Type II, Type III, or System Development Charge
Comprehensive & Zone Map Amendment
Conditional Uses
County Joint Review
Designation of Historic Landmark Amendment
Development Permit
Expedited Land Division
Extension Letters (for Land Use Decisions and Development Permits)
FloodPlain Review
Hearing Charge (HC)
Historical Buildings & Sites Review
Home Occupation (Major)
Home Occupation (Minor)
Interpretation of Code by Director
Land Use Compatibility Statement (LUCS)
Non-Conforming Use Development Code
Optional Review Procedure for Type I-EX, I-AU, or I-A
Partitions
Performance Parking
Planned Unit Developments (Final Plat)
Planned Unit Developments (Preliminary)
Pre-Application
Property Line Adjustment
Property Line Vacation
Remand from Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA)
Removal of Service and Annexation Agreements
Re-noticing Fee
Revise/Remove Deferred Development Agreement
Sidewalk Café Permit requests that do not include reconstruction, alteration - other than
approved barriers, tables, chairs, and accoutrements - or any other destruction or
modification of the public right of way, including the sidewalk.
Signs
Site Plan Review - Major Modification
Site Plan Review - Minor Modification
Site Plan Review (Major)
Site Plan Review (Minor)
Solar Access Permit
Special Purpose District Amendment
Street Name Change
Subdivision (Final Plat)
Subdivision (Tentative Plan)
Text Amendment (If noticing requirements are increased in order to comply with Ballot Measure 56, then a $1.00 per notice fee
shall be added to the application)

$126.67
$63.34
$975.34
$200.00
$487.50
$1,124.86
$2,438.38
$1,219.18 Plus $30.66/1,000 sq.ft.
plus HC
$163.02
$790.03
$236.39
$3,480.59 plus $23.69/lot
$111.46
$308.77
$459.82
$229.90
$1,042.23
$61.31
$229.90
$63.34
$1,277.71
$351.13
$2,032.36
$459.82
$1,042.23
$1,042.23 plus $59.92/lot or du plus HC
$407.56
$684.70
$351.13
$813.71
$105.90 plus $105.90/lot
$225.72
$526.70 plus $209.00/lot
No Charge
$112.86 plus $2.40/s.f.
$459.82
$113.88
$2,462.64 plus $32.05/1000 s.f. or
$59.92/du plus HC
$815.11 plus $32.05/1000 s.f. or
$59.92/du plus HC
$813.71
$2,046.83
$418.01
$1,042.23
$2,032.36 plus $59.92/lot plus HC
$1,971.59
$2,899.57
$1,586.74
$2,046.83

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment
Variance (Major and Minor)
Zone Map Amendment
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Land Use Decision & Hearing Schedule
Type I Procedure (2)
Director's Decision
(Type I-C: public notice
required)
App Rec'd by
10 a.m.(1) on

Site Plan
Review Date

120-day
Deadline

Type II Procedure
Public Mediation Meeting
Hearings Officer
Decision Notice
within 10 days of hearing.

Notice Mailed

Final Decision

Notice Mailed

Report
Available

Public
Meeting

Type III / IV Legislative Procedure
Planning Commission & City Council Hearing

Type III Procedure
Planning Commission Hearing

Notice Mailed

Report
Available

Public
Hearing

DLCD
Notice
Date

PC
Notice
Mailed

PC
Report
Available

PC Hearing

CC
Notice
Mailed

CC
Report
Available

CC Hearing

12/31/21

01/11/22

04/30/22

01/05/22

01/28/22

01/12/22

01/26/22 02/02/22

01/19/22

02/02/22 02/09/22 01/07/22 02/02/22 02/16/22 02/23/22 03/16/22 03/28/22 04/06/22

01/07/22

01/18/22

05/07/22

01/12/22

02/04/22

01/19/22

02/02/22 02/09/22

01/19/22

02/02/22 02/09/22 01/21/22 02/16/22 03/02/22 03/09/22 03/30/22 04/11/22 04/20/22

01/14/22

01/25/22

05/14/22

01/19/22

02/11/22

01/26/22

02/09/22 02/16/22

02/02/22

02/16/22 02/23/22 01/21/22 02/16/22 03/02/22 03/09/22 03/30/22 04/11/22 04/20/22

01/21/22

02/01/22

05/21/22

01/26/22

02/18/22

02/02/22

02/16/22 02/23/22

02/02/22

02/16/22 02/23/22 02/04/22 03/02/22 03/16/22 03/23/22 04/13/22 04/25/22 05/04/22

01/28/22

02/08/22

05/28/22

02/02/22

02/25/22

02/09/22

02/23/22 03/02/22

02/16/22

03/02/22 03/09/22 02/04/22 03/02/22 03/16/22 03/23/22 04/13/22 04/25/22 05/04/22

02/04/22

02/15/22

06/04/22

02/09/22

03/04/22

02/16/22

03/02/22 03/09/22

02/16/22

03/02/22 03/09/22 02/25/22 03/23/22 04/06/22 04/13/22 04/27/22 05/09/22 05/18/22

02/11/22

02/22/22

06/11/22

02/16/22

03/11/22

02/23/22

03/09/22 03/16/22

03/02/22

03/16/22 03/23/22 02/25/22 03/23/22 04/06/22 04/13/22 04/27/22 05/09/22 05/18/22

02/18/22

03/01/22

06/18/22

02/23/22

03/18/22

03/02/22

03/16/22 03/23/22

03/02/22

03/16/22 03/23/22 02/25/22 03/23/22 04/06/22 04/13/22 04/27/22 05/09/22 05/18/22

02/25/22

03/08/22

06/25/22

03/02/22

03/25/22

03/09/22

03/23/22 03/30/22

03/23/22

04/06/22 04/13/22 03/11/22 04/06/22 04/20/22 04/27/22 05/11/22 05/23/22 06/01/22

03/04/22

03/15/22

07/02/22

03/09/22

04/01/22

03/16/22

03/30/22 04/06/22

03/23/22

04/06/22 04/13/22 03/11/22 04/06/22 04/20/22 04/27/22 05/11/22 05/23/22 06/01/22

03/11/22

03/22/22

07/09/22

03/16/22

04/08/22

03/23/22

04/06/22 04/13/22

03/23/22

04/06/22 04/13/22 03/25/22 04/20/22 05/04/22 05/11/22 05/25/22 06/06/22 06/15/22

03/18/22

03/29/22

07/16/22

03/23/22

04/15/22

03/30/22

04/13/22 04/20/22

04/06/22

04/20/22 04/27/22 03/25/22 04/20/22 05/04/22 05/11/22 05/25/22 06/06/22 06/15/22

03/25/22

04/05/22

07/23/22

03/30/22

04/22/22

04/06/22

04/20/22 04/27/22

04/06/22

04/20/22 04/27/22 04/08/22 05/04/22 05/18/22 05/25/22 06/15/22 06/27/22 07/06/22

04/01/22

04/12/22

07/30/22

04/06/22

04/29/22

04/13/22

04/27/22 05/04/22

04/20/22

05/04/22 05/11/22 04/08/22 05/04/22 05/18/22 05/25/22 06/15/22 06/27/22 07/06/22

04/08/22

04/19/22

08/06/22

04/13/22

05/06/22

04/20/22

05/04/22 05/11/22

04/20/22

05/04/22 05/11/22 04/22/22 05/18/22 06/01/22 06/08/22 06/29/22 07/11/22 07/20/22

(1) Incomplete applications may be delayed.

(2) Except Type I-D Procedures

T:\CD\PLANNING\Planning Technician\Hearing Dates
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ADOPTION
10,001 – 100,000 (CY)
Engineering charges were adopted by the City
Council on September 7, 2011. Hourly billing
was eliminated and a fixed rate fee schedule for
all charges was enacted. For more specific
information, please refer to Resolution No. 5850.

ENGINEERING CHARGES FOR
SERVICES ARE BASED ON THE
FOLLOWING:
Developer Installed Projects:
The following fees will be assessed and
collected for all Developer Installed Projects:
Plan Review Fee, Encroachment Permit Fee,
Grading Permit Fee, Inspection Services Fee
and GIS Fee.
The Plan Review Fee consists of a $594.26
base fee + $62.51 per lot. This fee will be paid
in full at the time of plan submittal.
The Encroachment Permit Fee is a flat fee of
$77.89 and will be paid in full and the permit
issued prior to the start of construction.
The Grading Permit Fee is determined by the
quantity of soil being excavated and/or
deposited. This fee will be paid in full and the
permit issued prior to the start of construction.
Fees are calculated as follows:
Grading Volume

Charge

50 cubic yards (CY) or less

$ 78.17

51 – 100 (CY)

$ 116.71

101 – 1,000 (CY)

Base Fee $129.57

1,001 – 10,000 (CY)

Base Fee $262.34

100,001 (CY) or more
Each Additional 10,000 (CY)

Base Fee $526.81

Geographical Information System (GIS)
Fee

Base Fee $1,058.96
$62.11 / 10,000 (CY)

The Inspection Services Fee will be based on
the estimated construction costs (to be provided
by the developer’s engineer before approved
construction
drawings
are
submitted
to
Engineering). Fees will be collected prior to the
pre-construction meeting and start of construction
and before issuance of the Development Permit by
Planning.
The following table applies for all projects requiring
inspection for public facilities:
Estimated Const. Cost
$100,000 or less
$200,000
$300,000
$400,000
$500,000
$600,000
$700,000
$800,000
$900,000
$1,000,000 or more

Service Charge
5.00%
4.60%
4.30%
4.10%
3.90%
3.80%
3.70%
3.60%
3.50%
3.40%

Public facilities include all City owned and operated
public waterlines, storm drain lines, wastewater
lines, streets and signals.
It also includes
appurtenances for all of the above such as fire
hydrants,
manholes,
and
signage.
Private
developments will be required to provide the City
with the estimated costs for the public facilities. The
City will check the estimated costs to ensure they
are consistent with current industry construction
standards prior to requiring payment for inspection
charges.

Per City of Grants Pass Resolution No. 5935
adopted April 18, 2012, a 5% GIS Fee will be
added to the Inspection Services Fee calculated
from the Valuation Form and paid at the time
that the Inspection Services Fee is collected.

Encroachment Permit Only:
When an engineering plan review of the
proposed improvements is not required, a
base fee of $77.89 plus the following
charges apply for the applicable items:
Encroachment Item

Charge

Excavation (100 sq ft or less) (ea)
Excavation (101-1000 sq ft) (ea)
Excavation (1001-3000 sq ft) (ea)
Excavation > 3001 sq ft (ea)
Driveway Approach (per sq ft)
Sidewalk (per sq ft)
Pavement (per sq ft)
Valley Gutter (per sq ft)
Manhole or Catch Basins (ea)
Fire Hydrant (ea)

$ 24.13
$103.12
$209.54
$262.20
$ 0.42
$ 0.27
$ 0.27
$ 0.27
$262.20
$394.95

Encroachment Item

Charge

Pedestrian Benches (ea)
Traffic Survey Counts (ea)
Annual Blanket (ea)
Tree/Stump Removal (ea)
Deposit Material in ROW (ea)
Curb/Gutter (per lf)
Storm Drain (per lf)
Water Laterals (per lf)
Sewer Laterals (per lf)
Fences (ea)
Walls less than 3’ in height (ea)
Walls more than 3’ in height (ea)

$ 24.13
$156.88
$ 96.54
$ 24.13
$ 48.27
$ 0.42
$ 1.33
$ 1.33
$ 1.33
$ 62.53
$ 62.53
$ 62.53

+ $1.59/sf of wall area

EXHIBIT
Page13
109

Grading Permit Only:

ENGINEERING
CHARGES
FOR
PRIVATE
DEVELOPMENTS

The following permit charges apply for all projects
either filling, grading or removing soil:
Grading Volume

Charge

50 cubic yards (CY) or less

$ 78.17

51 – 100 (CY)

$ 116.71

101 – 1,000 (CY)

Base Fee $129.57

1,001 – 10,000 (CY)

Base Fee $262.34

10,001 – 100,000 (CY)

Base Fee $526.81

100,001 (CY) or more

Base Fee $1,058.96

Each Additional 10,000 (CY)

$62.11 / 10,000 (CY)

Plat Check Charges:
Plat Check Charges are required to be paid in full
upon application for final plat.
The following table applies for all surveying
charges:
Survey Item

Charge

Partitions

$164.41

Property Line Adjustments

$153.28

Subdivision, Pre-Monumented

$333.01
+ $30.66/lot

Subdivision, Post-Monumented

$501.60

City of Grants Pass
Public Works
101 Northwest “A” Street
Grants Pass, OR 97526

Revised 1/1/2022

Phone: (541) 450-6078
Fax: (541) 476-9218
www.grantspassoregon.gov
A Guideline For Anticipating
Potential Engineering Division
Charges For Your Development

+ $47.37/lot

Condominiums

Fees Effective
September 12, 2011

$586.60
+ $47.37/unit
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MEMORANDUM

To:

Urban Area Planning Commission

Fm:

Gabby Sinagra, Assistant Planner

Dt:

4/6/22

Re:
Application File No. 201-00147-22 & 301-00149-22, Rogue Credit Union Drive Thru
with Major Variance for Number of Accesses to a Collector- Revised Text Based on 3/23/22
Public Hearing
**********************
At your March 23rd meeting, UAPC discussed the subject application and continued the public
hearing to your April 13, 2022, meeting. At the last meeting, a motion was made during
deliberation of the application which denied the variance request for two (2) two-way driveways
taking access off Union Avenue. The motion, made by Commissioner Collier with a second by
Commissioner Nelson, was to deny the variance request. The impact of this decision is that the
applicant was required to submit a revised site plan for the Commission to review that meets the
standards outlined in Article 27 of the Grants Pass Development Code. The applicant submitted
revised site plans on 4/5/2022 indicating two access scenarios for the Commission to consider
(Exhibit 16). The first scenario is a one-way entry on the eastern side of the parcel and an
additional two-way exit only on the west side of the parcel. The second scenario is one approach
with a one-way entry and two-way exit. The applicant also submitted additional comment from
their Traffic Engineer, Kelly Sandow, who has provided comment on the newly proposed
scenario for the two (2) one-way approaches (Exhibit 17). The applicant has requested that the
UAPC reconsider their variance request under the revised site plan (Exhibit 16) and re-open the
public hearing. Staff has reviewed the revised submittals and recommends the UAPC approve
the revised variance request.
The second revision to the staff report that was requested by the applicant pertains to bicycle
parking requirements. It was required in the staff report that the applicant provide one (1) Type 3
Bicycle Parking space. This determination was made by staff from the provided square footage
indicated on the applicant’s submitted floor plan. The applicant has since provided a revised
floor plan (Exhibit 16) indicating the portions of the square footage of the proposed building
which meet the exemptions provided for under Section 25.035(1), reducing the requirement to
one (1) Type 1 Bicycle Parking space as indicated on the applicant’s site plan. The impact of this
revision is that the applicant will not have to submit a revised site plan indicating a change to the
provided bicycle parking spaces.
The third revision that was requested by the applicant pertains to moving the condition requiring
the applicant to provide recorded copies of a City Utility Easement to the Community
Development Department from the A List Conditions of the staff report to the B List Conditions.

EXHIBIT 14

Page 111

The impact of this revision is that the applicant may receive their Development Permit prior to
the dedication of the C.U.E.
The fourth revision pertains to the sidewalk configuration along Union Avenue. After reviewing
the Public Works conditions to widen the sidewalk, the applicant has chosen to retain the
existing 5-foot sidewalk along Union Avenue. As no modifications are proposed to the Union
public right-of-way, the nonconforming sidewalk width can remain in place. The applicant has
indicated this change on a revised site plan.
At its April 13th meeting, the Commission will need to make a formal motion to accept the
changes outlined in this Memorandum and/or make additional revisions to the original
application as presented in the March 23rd packet.
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SANDOWENGINEERING
160 MADISON STREET, SUITE A

EUGENE, OREGON 97402

541.513.3376

TECH MEMO
DATE: April 6, 2022
TO:

Matt Small
KSW Architects

FROM: Kelly Sandow PE
Sandow Engineering
RE:

Rogue Credit Union Access Connections Evaluation

As per your request, I have evaluated the safety and operation of the proposed modifications to
the access connections for the Rogue Credit Union development located on Union Avenue in
Grants Pass, Oregon.
Sandow Engineering prepared a Traffic Impact Analysis dated December 14, 2021, that
evaluated the site access connections as two full-movement access connections to Union Ave.
The current modification to the site plan is to revise the access connections to:
x
x

East access as entering only
West access as exiting only with separate left and right turn lane

The following provides the safety and operational analysis of the proposed access
reconfiguration.

1.0 TURNING MOVEMENT VOLUMES
The site is anticipated to generate 45 trips in the AM with 26 entering and 19 exiting, and 96
trips in the PM with 48 entering and 48 exiting. Figures 1 and 2 below provide the year 2027
AM and PM total traffic volumes at the intersection. The distribution of development trips
maintains the distribution as per the December 2021 TIA with reallocation to the access
connections.
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Figure 1: Year 2027 AM Traffic Volumes
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Tech Memo
From: Kelly Sandow
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Date: 4.6.2022
Page 3

Figure 2: Year 2027 PM Traffic Volumes

2.0 LEVEL OF SERVICE AND QUEUING
The site access connections were evaluated for level of service and queuing conditions at the future
year 2027, consistent with the analysis methodology in the December Traffic Impact Analysis. The
results are depicted in Table 1, and the outputs are included as an attachment.
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TABLE 1: ACCESS LEVEL OF SERVICE AND QUEUING- YEAR 2027
Queuing
LOS, Storage
Average
Land Use
Standard
v/c (Feet)
AM PEAK HOUR
East Access
D,
A,
150
25
>ĞŌ-In
v/c 1.0
0.01
D,
A,
150
0
Right-In
v/c 1.0
0.00
West Access
D,
B,
100
25
>ĞŌ-Out
v/c 1.0
0.02
D,
A,
100
25
Right-Out
v/c 1.0
0.01
PM PEAK HOUR
East Access
D,
A,
150
25
>ĞŌ-In
v/c 1.0
0.03
D,
A,
150
25
Right-In
v/c 1.0
0.00
West Access
D,
B,
100
25
>ĞŌ-Out
v/c 1.0
0.06
D,
B,
100
25
Right-Out
v/c 1.0
0.04

95th

25
0

25
25

25
25

50
50

As demonstrated in Table 1, the intersection level of service meets the standards, and the
queuing does not cause safety or operation issues.

3.0 TURN CONFLICTS
The access connections were evaluated for turning movement conflicts.
East Access
The east access will be located along the eastern edge of the property. This access will be enter
only. The access is located approximately 140 feet west of the intersection of Union Ave and
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Ramsey Ave. The 140 feet between the access and Ramsey Ave provides enough distance for
turns to be completed safely. There are no turn conflicts between the access and Ramsey Ave.
Just south of the eastern access connections are two access connections to the business to the
south. The spacing of the accesses will result in left-turns into the site having an overlap with
the left-turns into the west access to the business to the south. The overlap is small enough
that the turns can observe and enter the center turn lane safely. There is no conflict with
exiting left turns. All turns from this access can occur safely.

West Access
The west access will align directly with the access to the south. All turns into and out of this site
access can be performed safely and efficiently.
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3.2 SIGHT DISTANCE
Sight distances are classified by the stopping sight distance (SSD) for the major roadway and
departure/intersection sight distance (ISD) for the site accesses. The SSD is the length of
roadway needed for a vehicle traveling at the design speed to safely stop for a stationary object
in the roadway. The required sight distance allows a driver to perceive and react to an object 2
feet high on the roadway visible from a driver’s eye height of 3.5 feet above the ground. The
(ISD) is a measure of the length of visibility of the roadway given to a stopped driver on a minor
road approach. The distance provides time to perceive and react to gaps in traffic to allow a
driver to safely turn into the roadway. For this calculation, it is assumed that the driver’s eye is
3.5 feet above the ground and that the object to be seen is 3.5 feet above the ground of the
intersecting road.
The standards for evaluating SSD and ISD follow the methodology in the AASHTO’s A Policy on
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2011). As per the AASHTO methodology,
intersections and driveways should, at a minimum, meet the SSD requirements. However, it is
desirable to achieve the ISD whenever possible.
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EAST ACCESS
Stopping Sight Distance
The east access is enter only. Therefore, only SSID evaluates to ensure a driver can stop safely
ahead of the turn. Stopping sight distance is based on the speed of the major roadway. Union
Ave has a posted speed of 30 mph within 500 feet of the access. As per AASHTO, the SSD is 200
feet. The available stopping sight distance exceeds this distance.
WEST ACCESS
Stopping Sight Distance
Stopping sight distance is based on the speed of the major roadway. Union Avenue has a
posted speed of 30 mph. As per AASHTO, the SSD is 200 feet. The available stopping sight
distance exceeds this distance.
Intersection Sight Distance
The recommended intersection sight distance is calculated for a vehicle turning from the access
onto Union Ave for both left and right turn maneuvers. Therefore, the intersection site distance
calculations are based on Case B1 of the AASHTO manual. Again, the speed used was 30 mph,
resulting in an ISD of 335 feet for this approach. The available ISD exceeds this distance.
CONCLUSION
The proposed access revision to enter in only for the east access and exit only for the west access
operate safely and efficiently, as proposed.
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Int Delay, s/veh

04/06/2022

0.3

Movement
EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h
14 202 203
12
0
0
Future Vol, veh/h
14 202 203
12
0
0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr
0
0
0
0
0
0
Sign Control
Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized
- None
- None
- None
Storage Length
100
0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0
0
0
Grade, %
0
0
0
Peak Hour Factor
92
92
92
92
92
92
Heavy Vehicles, %
2
2
2
2
2
2
Mvmt Flow
15 220 221
13
0
0
Major/Minor
Major1
Conflicting Flow All
234
Stage 1
Stage 2
Critical Hdwy
4.12
Critical Hdwy Stg 1
Critical Hdwy Stg 2
Follow-up Hdwy
2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1333
Stage 1
Stage 2
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1333
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach
HCM Control Delay, s
HCM LOS
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt
Capacity (veh/h)
HCM Lane V/C Ratio
HCM Control Delay (s)
HCM Lane LOS
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh)

Major2
0
-

EB
0.5

WB
0

EBL
1333
0.011
7.7
A
0

Minor2
0
- 228
- 6.22
- 3.318
0 811
0
0
- 811
SB
0
A

EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
0
A
-
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HCM 6th TWSC
5: Union Ave & W Dvwy
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh

04/06/2022

0.7

Movement
EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h
0 389 365
0
23
25
Future Vol, veh/h
0 389 365
0
23
25
Conflicting Peds, #/hr
0
0
0
0
0
0
Sign Control
Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized
- None
- None
- None
Storage Length
0
0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0
0
0
Grade, %
0
0
0
Peak Hour Factor
90
90
90
90
90
90
Heavy Vehicles, %
2
2
2
2
2
2
Mvmt Flow
0 432 406
0
26
28
Major/Minor
Major1
Conflicting Flow All
Stage 1
Stage 2
Critical Hdwy
Critical Hdwy Stg 1
Critical Hdwy Stg 2
Follow-up Hdwy
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver
0
Stage 1
0
Stage 2
0
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach
HCM Control Delay, s
HCM LOS
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt
Capacity (veh/h)
HCM Lane V/C Ratio
HCM Control Delay (s)
HCM Lane LOS
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh)

EB
0

Major2
0
WB
0

Minor2
0 838 406
- 406
- 432
- 6.42 6.22
- 5.42
- 5.42
- 3.518 3.318
0 336 645
0 673
0 655
-

336
456
673
655

645
-

SB
12
B

EBT WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
- 456 645
- 0.056 0.043
- 13.4 10.8
B
B
0.2
0.1
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HCM 6th TWSC
14: Union Ave & E Dvwy
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh

04/06/2022

0.3

Movement
EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h
25 406 364
23
0
0
Future Vol, veh/h
25 406 364
23
0
0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr
0
0
0
0
0
0
Sign Control
Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized
- None
- None
- None
Storage Length
100
0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0
0
0
Grade, %
0
0
0
Peak Hour Factor
90
90
90
90
90
90
Heavy Vehicles, %
2
2
2
2
2
2
Mvmt Flow
28 451 404
26
0
0
Major/Minor
Major1
Conflicting Flow All
430
Stage 1
Stage 2
Critical Hdwy
4.12
Critical Hdwy Stg 1
Critical Hdwy Stg 2
Follow-up Hdwy
2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1129
Stage 1
Stage 2
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1129
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver
Stage 1
Stage 2
Approach
HCM Control Delay, s
HCM LOS
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt
Capacity (veh/h)
HCM Lane V/C Ratio
HCM Control Delay (s)
HCM Lane LOS
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh)

Major2
0
-

EB
0.5

WB
0

EBL
1129
0.025
8.3
A
0.1

Minor2
0
- 417
- 6.22
- 3.318
0 636
0
0
- 636
SB
0
A

EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
0
A
-
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Queuing and Blocking Report
2027 AM Build

04/06/2022

Intersection: 5: Union Ave & W Dvwy, Interval #1
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

SB
L
24
6
25
276

SB
R
30
7
28
276

Intersection: 5: Union Ave & W Dvwy, Interval #2
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

SB
L
30
6
26
276

SB
R
30
5
23
276

Intersection: 5: Union Ave & W Dvwy, All Intervals
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

SB
L
30
6
26
276

SB
R
30
6
25
276
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Queuing and Blocking Report
2027 AM Build

04/06/2022

Intersection: 14: Union Ave & E Dvwy, Interval #1
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
L
18
3
19

100

Intersection: 14: Union Ave & E Dvwy, Interval #2
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
L
25
2
15

100

Intersection: 14: Union Ave & E Dvwy, All Intervals
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
L
31
3
16

100

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #1: 0
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 0
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, All Intervals: 0
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Queuing and Blocking Report
2027 PM Build

04/06/2022

Intersection: 5: Union Ave & W Dvwy, Interval #1
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

SB
L
40
19
46
276

SB
R
39
21
47
276

Intersection: 5: Union Ave & W Dvwy, Interval #2
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

SB
L
39
15
40
276

SB
R
31
17
40
276

Intersection: 5: Union Ave & W Dvwy, All Intervals
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

SB
L
48
16
42
276

SB
R
39
18
42
276

Rogue Credit Union

SimTraffic Report
Page 1

EXHIBIT 17

Page 131

Queuing and Blocking Report
2027 PM Build

04/06/2022

Intersection: 14: Union Ave & E Dvwy, Interval #1
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
L
34
9
34

100

WB
TR
16
2
19
74
0
0

Intersection: 14: Union Ave & E Dvwy, Interval #2
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
L
31
6
25

100

Intersection: 14: Union Ave & E Dvwy, All Intervals
Movement
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

EB
L
35
7
27

100

WB
TR
16
1
9
74
0
0

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #1: 0
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 0
Zone wide Queuing Penalty, All Intervals: 0
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