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... one. You have chosen to admit all.
Say leave off [inaudible 00:00:44] I made the mistake of reading all the way through to the
definitions. Again, that's disastrous. I read clear to the end.
All right. 6:00. April 13th, 6:00 PM. I'm going to call this meeting to order and start with a roll call.
1. Roll:
Commissioner Nelson.
Present.
Commissioner Aviles.
Present, and I am attending via Teams. Yeah. Hey, everyone.
Thank you for your sacrifice. We appreciate you being here. Commissioner Arthur.
Here.
Commissioner Scherf.
Here.
Commissioner Collier.
Here.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss. Commissioner Coulter.
Here.
And I'm Eric Heesacker. I'm here.
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2. Introductions:
Staff, any introductions?
We have none.
3. Public Comment:
Public comment. Item three in the agenda. This is an opportunity for the public to address the
Commission on items not related to a public hearing or action item. The intent is to provide
information that is pertinent to the city's jurisdiction. Each speaker will be given three minutes to
address the Commission as one body, not to individuals. The Commission may consider items
brought up during this time later in our agenda during matters from Commission members and
staff. Anybody here for that purpose? Nobody is.
4. Approval of Minutes:
a. March 23, 2022
We'll move on to item four A, approval of the minutes from the last meeting. Do we have
a motion to approve or a motion to amend? Commissioner Nelson?
Mr. Chair, I move approval of the minutes from March 23rd meeting.
Is there a second?
Second. Collier.
Commissioner Nelson moves to approve the minutes. Commissioner Collier seconds the
motion. All those in favor, say aye.
Aye.
Anyone opposed? Anyone abstaining.
Abstain.
Commissioner Aviles abstains.
Commissioner Scherf and Aviles abstain from approval of the minutes.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Vice Chair Collier seconded the motion to approve the
minutes from the March 23, 2022, meeting. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair
Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Coulter, Nelson, Tokarz-Krauss, and
Arthur. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: Commissioners Aviles and Scherf.
Absent: None.
The motion passed.
5. Informational Items:
Item number five, informational items. Is that in the right place on the agenda? Seems like I've
seen...
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Yeah, elsewhere before.
It is if you want it there.
We'll work for tonight.
You can change it wherever you'd like, but yeah, you generally don't have any. I think it's just, if
there's some kind of special events or trainings or sometimes, we'll announce that there.
Thank you very much.
Because it happened too often, especially during COVID.
6. Findings of Fact:
Item six, findings of fact. We don't have any.
7. Public Hearing:
a. 201-00417-22/301-00149-22 ~ Rogue Credit Union ~ Union Avenue Major Site Plan & Major
Variance Review ~ Staff Report ~ Continued

Item seven A, we have a public hearing that we have continued from the last meeting.
I'm not going to reread all the mumbo jumbo. I don't need to, do I? On if we're
continuing. All right. So, I guess we're going to let staff take this away.

All right. Good evening, everybody. Let's hop right into it. So, at our last hearing, you
guys will remember, we discussed a proposed Rogue Credit Union branch over on 340
Union Avenue. They had requested a variance to the access standards outlined in
Article 27 and be allowed to have the two two-way entries and exits off Union Avenue. A
motion was made during the March 23rd hearing during deliberation of the application,
which denied that variance request. It was due to safety concerns, as well as the
recommendations from our city traffic engineer, John Replinger. The applicant's request
for approval of the major site plan review to allow the development of that vacant lot with
the Rogue Credit Union and the three drive-through personal teller machines was
continued to today's hearing.
So, we have an amended variance request, as well as a site plan on April 5th, 2022. The
applicant submitted a revised site plan indicating two access scenarios for you to review
tonight, and you can reference those on page 114 and 115 of your packet. The applicant
is now requesting to reopen the public hearing concerning the variance requests for the
two accesses off of Union Avenue under the included revisions that address the
concerns of the UAPC and the comments that were made from John Replinger. So, they
provided two scenarios for you to consider. Once again, that's page 113 to 115 in the
packet. So, here, option A, they're proposing still two accesses, but they've changed one
of the accesses on the Western side to be a one-way driveway into the site and a oneway driveway exiting the site onto Union Avenue. The exit over on the Eastern side is
designed with both right and left turn lanes.
The applicant has also provided more comment from their traffic engineer, Kelly Sendall,
that has addressed the safety and the operational concerns with this approach, and she
has deemed that there weren't any concerns, and it should function efficiently, as well as
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safely. The option B is really just aligned with Article 27. And so, it's the one approach off
of Union, and that includes a two-way access, including one entry lane, a left hand
turning exiting lane, and a right hand turning exiting lane. Some revisions to the staff
report that I've included for tonight, you'll remember that we had some discussions on
this in the last hearing. One of those discussions pertained to bicycle parking.
In my staff report, I had calculated due to the lack of a floor plan with the appropriate
square footage that they were going to be required to have a type three bicycle parking
space. Since then, on April 5th, they've given me a revised floor plan indicating the
appropriate square footage that meets the exemptions under Section 25.0351. So, with
these submitted revisions, the requirement has now been reduced to one type one
bicycle parking space. Sidewalks. So, after reviewing the public works conditions to
widen the sidewalk and do that seven and a half foot planter strip, and I believe it was
the six foot sidewalk, the applicant has proposed to no longer modify or redo the
sidewalk configuration and keep the existing five foot. So, since they are no longer
proposing any modifications to the Union Avenue right of way, the existing
nonconforming sidewalk configuration can remain, and they have indicated this change
on the revised site plan.
There was also the request to move the city utility easement requirement from the A list
to the B list. The impact of this revision is that now they can get their development permit
without providing the recorded copies to the Community Development Department of the
CUE. So, after looking at the revisions, staff recommends that you approve the revised
major variance application. And we also recommend the approval of the request for the
major site plan review to allow the development of that vacant lot with the Rogue Credit
Union as proposed and the three drive through personal towing machines.
Any questions for staff?
Mr. Chair, I should have added that a technicality at the beginning, you actually closed
the public hearing for the variance since your last meeting. In order to review this item
tonight, you would actually need to reopen the variance public hearing. You left the
public hearing open for the site plan. So, you're good there, but since there is still a
potential for the commission to decide on the variance, I mean, you can discuss that
amongst yourselves. If you don't choose to reopen the public hearing for the variants,
then the only option up here is the single approach. So, if you want to consider both of
the options that Gabby just presented, you would actually need to reopen the public
hearing for the variance.
And what will this reopening of the hearing cost mean, in terms of reading all this stuff?
Do I read it all over again?
Yes.
Are we going to have... Yeah.
You actually should have had a findings of fact, too, because that actually was closed as
a denial.
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Right, and the City Attorney reviewed with staff there, a decision of this body is not final
until you actually vote on findings of fact. So, in his opinion, you haven't made a final
decision on the variance because you haven't approved any findings of fact.
We should have actually had a findings of fact.
Now, we can hear you.
Folks deny anyway, actually, if we went by.
Right, just you got to have to get up to the microphone.
We should have actually had a findings of fact, if you go by the book, as a quote.
That's correct. If you just look at the variance by itself, that's correct.
Yes.
But you have a companion application right now.
Option B is not a variance or a variance. It actually would just be part of the site plan.
Right.
Right. Okay.
All right. So, all I have to do is say we're going to reopen the public hearing, read all the
mumbo jumbo for Ward Nelson, at least, and for the record. Okay. I get it. So, opening
the hearing. At this time, I will open the public hearing to consider the variance portion of
this application, and I'm going to read off the project number. Is the variance, is that the
one that starts with 201 or 301?
Three.
So, this is for project 301-00149-22, Rogue Credit Union, Union Avenue major site plan,
and major variance review. As I said, the public hearing is being reopened for purposes
of us re-entertaining a variance. We have begun the hearing already with the staff report.
We will follow with a presentation by the applicant momentarily after I read all this, then
we'll take statements from the public. Are you two ladies here to speak about the Rogue
Valley Credit Union? And so, it looks like it'll go a little quicker.
Objections to the jurisdiction. Is there anyone present who wishes to challenge the
authority of the Commission to hear this matter? Nobody is. Abstentions, conflicts of
interest. Do any of the Commissioners wish to abstain from participating in this hearing
or declare a potential conflict of interest? Prior ex parte contacts by Commissioners. Are
there any Commissioners who wish to disclose discussions, contacts, or other ex parte
information they have received since our last meeting regarding this application?
Nobody's indicating.
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So, in this hearing, the decision of the Commission will be based upon specific criteria,
which are set forth in the development code. All testimony which apply in this case are
noted in the staff report. If you would like a copy of the report, please write that on a note
to staff here, and one will be provided. It is important to remember if you failed to base
an issue with enough detail to afford the Commission and the parties and opportunity to
respond to the issue, you will not be able to appeal to the land use board of appeals
based on that issue. The hearing now, we already had our staff report. As I asked, are
there any questions of staff? The public hearing is now reopened. We're on the record.
Alrighty. Applicant, would you please come forward to make your presentation? Thank
you.
Good evening. My name is Matt Small. I'm with KSW Architects, 66 Water Street, Suite
101, Ashland. I really don't have anything to add to the staff report. I just want to make
myself available to any questions. I think the revised site plans meet the concerns that
you had at our last hearing regarding safety. My hope is that the traffic report from our
traffic engineer is adequate and really don't have much to add.
Questions of the applicant, anybody? Thank you very much, sir.
I do.
Oh, you do. Sorry. Thank you. Go ahead.
On the plan we now have, I'm just curious. You cut down the east side to one lane entry,
but then you continue that one lane, half of the way to the parking lot. I was just
wondering if there was some reason for making that narrow for such a long distance. I'm
just thinking of cars coming in that want to go to the parking lot, not sit in the queue for
the mobile things.
The design was to support traffic coming in and any future traffic to that parking lot.
That's why it gets a little wider there.
Well, I'm not asking why it's wider. I'm asking why it's narrow.
Let me grab my site plan. I will have it right in front of you, if you don't mind.
I can also pull it up.
Yeah, that would help.
Yeah.
So, the question is, why is it narrower?
Yeah. I realize you cut it down to one lane entrance.
Right.
But not everybody coming in is headed straight down to the back. Some of them want to
get into the parking area and it's hard for me to estimate. You haven't given us any
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information about what you're queuing length is there. How many cars you're
accommodating?
So, we have people coming in from the east entrance, and as you travel north into the
side, it widens...
Eventually.
At the future access to the parking, there's also the ability for people, it's hard to
describe, but people traveling. Do you have your little... Yeah, the pointer.
There you go.
Sorry about that.
I got one. I got it right here on the screen.
So, you're talking about this area right here. Am I correct?
I'm not seeing them.
Yes, right there. So, we have the potential of people coming in the future, coming this
way, and wanting in to get into this parking lot.
Coming which?
So, that is why if this development occurs, they'll have access. Let's say they miss their
turn, they come around. They can come back in. That's why it's wider there.
I'm not following that at all.
I don't know if I...
The first site plan was for a dual entrance, two dual entrances two-way traffic.
I know.
The new site plan is for a dual entrance and a single one-way entrance. So, that's why
it's skinny at the beginning, and it widens at the end because you don't want to promote
two-way traffic. You want to...
Well, I understand. I'm not objecting to it being one right where you turn. But if you follow
all these little arrows going back and forth, I don't see, if you really look at them, how it's
going to work real well. I mean, as I said, first of all, we were not given the information
about how many cars, how long that queue would be given the distance.
Which queue are you talking about?
I'm talking about the one waiting in line to get to the car... What do you call them?
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To get into here?
Huh? Yeah.
Into the drive-through?
Right.
There's enough... There's one car, so just to here is probably close to eight to 10.
If they have that much business, they'll be happy.
Queuing space times three. So, you could have 24, 25 cars waiting before you've even
impeded this access into that side of the parking lot. Does that make sense?
Yeah, it would've helped to have a little more information on that, but then you've got
these arrows going both ways in both lanes. The one the driveway across in front of the
building, you have an arrow going out.
Right here.
Against the flow of traffic. I can't even see the...
So, the idea here is someone goes through the ATM. They realize that they have more
things to do with the branch, so they can pull in here and park and walk in.
No, I'm talking about the inbound.
Right here. Is that what you're talking about?
I'm not seeing the here. I can't see what you're pointing at. I need a better pointer.
I'm sorry. Maybe I'm...
Can you see that one?
Oh, there. Now, I can see it.
Yeah. He's down.
I'm not talking... Yeah, I'm talking about...
Yeah, that's where he is.
The section between the two rows of parking go up father.
Right here?
No.
Right here.
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Stay in the inbound lane. Stay in the inbound lane. Now, up. Another inch and you've got
an arrow coming out.
These two arrows...
Oh, you're talking about...
She's talking about these two arrows right here.
Right there. Yeah.
So, the traffic in here and the traffic in here is two-way traffic.
Why?
Because as I said, someone comes through, they forgot something, they need to, they
can pull in here, and...
Well, you're talking about in the parking area. I'm talking about the inbound road right
there.
I understood, but now...
So, why is it omni direction, by directional right there is what she's asking.
Yeah, I get it. I'm trying to understand. I guess it could also... I don't know.
Is that what you're saying?
Somebody coming in has got turn left.
I guess if you have a two two-way traffic here, you're going to need two-way traffic out
here.
Why?
So, I have an explanation.
Because if you're going this way and you thought you had to stop, but you decide you
didn't have to, you're going to have to pull in back out and go out this way.
I can't tell what this way is. I don't know. Okay. Yeah.
Okay. This is the one-way...
Right.
You're asking why it opens up here?
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No, that's fine. I'm not asking that.
It's right here.
Right there. That's spot.
So, that's why this is lighter [inaudible 00:22:07].
Well, to my mind, that's part of the entrance. You're talking about one-way traffic flow,
one way in and one way out.
But there's also a future site there that they're accommodating. It's right on the site.
That's beyond that point.
There's a future site.
That's past that point.
Well, that would be a discussion for the site plan, not the variance.
Correct.
It would be what?
Say that again. She didn't hear that.
That would be a discussion for the site plan, not the variance.
Tony, real quick and short. Tony Workman.
You guys hear that? Everybody to hear that? Okay. So, we shouldn't really be
discussing it until we go to a site plan, at least that part.
So, to her point on the arrow, if, for instance, all those what Matt said, if they come
around through the ATMs and they decide they need to go in the branch. And so, if they
were to pull in left into that parking area and all those parking spots were completely full,
they would need to pull through that area to get back to the other parking. So, they
would...
Why? Why couldn't they just go the way they came in to get to the next row?
Why are we telling them how to [inaudible 00:23:23]?
Well, I'd like to see that that one-way stays one-way. That was the point of having it oneway.
I think the issue is regarding one-way is right here. That's the safety issue.
Yeah.
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It's really not much of a safety issue up here as I see it. It's right here.
Well, and we'll talk about it in 10 minutes. Fine.
I'm sorry?
I said, we'll talk about it on site plan then.
Okay. Any other questions?
Commissioner Aviles, I'm not meaning to ignore you. If you have a question pipe in,
please.
No, I don't have a question. I couldn't see whatever people were pointing at or showing,
but I think I could follow it because I do have the staff's report up, which shows the map,
as well. But no, I had no comment. Thank you for checking in.
Anything else for the applicant. You may have a seat, sir. Thank you very much.
Thank you.
So, I'm going to go ahead and close the public hearing for the variance at this point. All
right. Public hearing is closed. We need a motion so that we can begin discussing the
variance for these access points. Oh, Commissioner Nelson.
I'm sorry. For the sake of discussion, I'm going to move the site plan for A, which I
believe is the one we have up there now or the variance that we have up there now.
Thank you.
To approve. A, that one.
Moving to approve.
Moving to approve.
We have a second.
I second.
All right. Commissioner Nelson moved for approval of the variance. It's been seconded
by Commissioner Collier and Commissioner Scherf. Any discussion?
No discussion.
Okay. We'll take a roll call vote. Approving of the variance. Commissioner Nelson.
Aye.
Commissioner Aviles.
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Yes.
Commissioner Arthur.
Yes.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss.
Yes.
Mister Collier.
Yes.
Commissioner Scherf.
Yes.
Commissioner Coulter.
Yes.
And I'm Heesacker, I'm voting yes.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Vice Chair Collier and Commissioner Scherf
seconded the motion to approve the Rogue Credit Union ~ Union Avenue Major Variance
Review. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier,
Commissioners Aviles, Coulter, Nelson, Tokarz-Krauss, Scherf, and Arthur. “NAYS”:
None. Abstain: None.
Absent: None.
The motion passed.
Okay. Now, we can entertain the site plan review. When I closed the hearing, I did say we're
closing it for the variance. Do I need to reopen this for the site plan review?
The site plan's already open.
Great. Great. We've had our staff report. Applicant, would you like to say anything about the site
plan review?
Okay then. I will go ahead and close the public hearing for the site plan review. Do we have a
motion?
I would move approval of the site plan.
Commissioner Nelson approves or makes a motion to approve the site plan review. Is there a
second?
Second.
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Commissioner Coulter seconds. Any discussion? Commissioner Arthur?
I still have concern about the way they're showing the traffic flow around those islands, and I'll
tell you why. I had a roommate many years ago. Did a master's degree on a Ford plan creating
for the first time, the animated flow of a production line in an auto building plant. And if you did
that on this drawing, you'd have cars coming two lanes in and somebody coming around going
the opposite way towards somebody trying to get to the parking and the same thing at the other
end of that row. They're showing two way at the other end of the row, and there might be an
occasional circumstance where somebody had to go around and come back or change their
mind, but they can always stay with the flow and go around themselves. The one out of 120
cases, rather than having it at both ends of that aisle have two-way traffic. It just doesn't...
I just envision exactly how that would look in the animated traffic diagram. The flow would be
ridiculous, and that's why I'm concerned about that particular part. It works just fine, keeping
everything northbound one-way and everything southbound one-way on the two main roads.
So, your concern here is with the arrows that we're seeing on the site plan.
Yeah.
And if these arrows are transferred out there to the pavement, there could be some sort of
confusion. So, I'm understanding what you're getting at. And I'm wondering if we need to place a
condition, just thinking out loud here. Should we have two arrows here both pointing in that
would prevent people from trying to do this maneuver. Is that your concern?
And there's nothing... If they did what he said and came around and had to park and go in,
they're not going to go out that way. They're going to go back the way they came from and
continue out the outbound road.
That arrow was...
Huh? Yeah. Both of them at each end, at the west end also. The wrong way one.
Hang on a second. Commissioner Coulter, you had your hand up first.
Yeah. I inclined to agree with Commissioner Arthur. I think that does constitute confusion there
and potential for fender benders. I think I'm swayed by the fact that that would become the
exception of somebody needing to go the other direction. Again, even then, even more so,
because it would become the exception. People are not going to be expecting somebody to be
coming the other direction. So, I'm inclined, for safety purposes, that all be one way there.
On both ends?
Yeah.
Yes. Yep.
Commissioner Scherf, you had your hand up.
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Yeah. Brad, is there an ordinance or statute that we can use to delegate the internal traffic flow?
Because to my mind, I can't think of anything, soI don't think we have to, if we think we're compelled to think it's a significantBut you're... safety issue from the perspective of, not necessarily bad crashes, but a safety issueBut as a governing board, wouldn't we have to have a statute or a code to stand on to argue.
No. WellBecause we're a governing board, we're not an opinionated board.
Well, we do have leeway andOkay. I'm just asking because I don't understand how we're arguing this if there's not a code or
statute that we can stand up.
Yeah. It would be I think ideal, but I do still think we have leewayOkay.
... to make that as a condition of approval. We can't use the past as a pattern to justify it, but I
can say, historically, we have done that before.
Commissioner Collier.
I'm inclined to go with Commissioner Scherf's question to Mr. Clark to find out, do we have code
background, I'd like to hear that answered, to tell a guy how to handle his internal parking? I
think our concern is the east and west entrance and departures, and I think it ends there, unless
you tell me there's a code that goes beyond this. I don't want to be over prescriptive with telling
a guy how he's got to mark up his parking lot, beyond what's already written. So, I'm
uncomfortable with this, because we're looking at this at on an 8 x 11 page, and he's got
hundreds of yards that some professional has already set this to motion, and I'm not really
comfortable at telling him, "Nope, we're going to rediagram your parking lot." So, I'd like to have
that question opened to Mr. Clark.
Well, are we not supposed to look at the whole site plan then?
That's my question.
So, the authority of this board to make site plan decisions is 100% based on the 13 criterion that
are in Article 19. 100%, those criterion are the only basis on which you can make your decision.
Now, there's a lot of criterion there. In terms of Commissioner Scherf's question, the only
specific language in the code about traffic movement is one-way and two-way, and it does talk
about if you have one-way movement on an off-street parking lot, you have to have X amount of
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width, we can look that up, and if you have two-way traffic, you can have X amount of width.
That's all it is, is just the width of the aisle, which they meet. So, you would, at that point, have to
start looking at Criterion 9, which states, "Traffic conflicts and hazards are minimized on- and
off-site." That's the language in Criteria 9, "Traffic conflicts and hazards are minimized on- and
off-site." If you were to change what the applicant has proposed, you would have to have a very
specific reason and probably some data as to why you find Criteria 9 is not met.
Because at this point, staff is looking at it and said, "Criteria 9 is met." The Commission has to
say why Criteria 9 is not met, so that's the discussion that you're having. You can get there
potentially, but you do need to have some specific information.
Commissioner Nelson.
So, I'm looking at this as I don't have enough information to make a decision to go with oneways. They have already outlined this, and you have correct, with the traffic report. So, anything
that does happen in the future at this property is the property owner's domain, correct, liabilitywise?
Correct, yeah.
Commissioner Arthur.
Well, I personally think that nobody even looked at those arrows when they did this redrawing,
they only looked out at the street. So, it's not in a big, intentional thing that they really went
through the whole traffic flow every possible way, I think it's an oversight. I don't know. It's
clearly not workable, or it's potentially hazardous.
I would argue that from a professional standpoint, since we have documentation within our
report from a traffic engineer within the city and a private traffic engineer for the applicant that
yes, they have looked at it. That's what professionals do. Your statement is more of a hearsay,
and I can't put any latitude behind that. So, I would say that I have to have confidence that these
professionals have looked at that. So, I don't agree with your statement.
May I ask a question
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss, go right ahead, please.
Just like with anything, I believe that they looked at this and they planned this, and that one
perceived potential problem, which is perceived and it is potential, could be corrected if it is, in
fact, a problem down the road and they have the latitude to do that. Am I not correct in that?
Therefore, if this meets, in my mind, the criteria set forth for it, with the warning that there may
be a potential hazard in the future, that they would simply look to that and if it does occur, they
would, obviously, have an obligation to their clients and to the public to correct it. So, I'm
inclined to respect what Commissioner Arthur has brought forth, but to bring this up as
something that they will, they being the credit union, would need to deal with down the road
should it actually occur, should the potentiality become a fact.
Anyone else? Commission Aviles.
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Yeah. I just wanted to comment that in regards to the parking lot and the parking flow, it's
actually a plan that I've seen around town. I can think of a couple of businesses that have
parking layouts similar to this, where there's that long outlying lane and then parking in between.
I think the parking lot over near Beacon and... Can't think of the... It's just that main intersection
as you're getting onto the freeway, but the Carl's Jr. Restaurant that's in that shopping corner, I
think has a very similar parking layout, just in terms of various lanes of traffic and parking in
between. And so, I agree that while the safety issue is a concern, I don't see it as something
that should hold up this process, given that, as indicated by the applicant, there is a risk and
liability that he's already aware of and needs to take precautions around himself. I just wanted to
point out that this parking lot looks very familiar to several parking lots that are already in and
around town, so that was just all I wanted to add.
Miss Aviles, you said Carl's Jr. Did you mean the In-N-Out up there on Morgan?
I didn't, but that, I guess, is another example, where it has that long boomerang shape with the
long lane, but then the parking in the middle. I was actually thinking of the actual Carl's Jr.
opposite of the Starbucks and the Panda Express at that intersection where there's just lots of
fast food and drive-throughs, but that parking lot's very similar. And then, it actually extends to
more parking for MOD Pizza and the other restaurants that are in that little section of town.
Does that help with where I'm speaking of?
Yes, thank you very much. Anyone else want to say anything, because here I go? What I'm
hearing here is it would not be impossible, but maybe a leaping of our authority to condition the
site plan as we're discussing, but maybe just leave a warning for the applicant, here's my little
dot up here, maybe it would behoove you to extend this double width landscape planter at least
to this point. Maybe put a sign here for traffic heading south, "Do not enter." I think that's what
you're hearing, is that this body is warning you that might be a good tactic for you to employ.
Alrighty. That's all I'm going to say.
Yeah, I wasn't concerned about that portion at all. I'm just concerned about somebody coming
down to the right in the first aisle by the building, and turning right against the incoming traffic to
get around to the next lane to go out. I don't know why they'd do that, they can go in and they
can go back out the way they came. But it's set up right now that that could happen at both
ends, where you have the arrow going the wrong way.
Understood. And the applicant is hearing our discussion. Any more on this particular issue,
because I have two things that I want to ask here? Do we need to ensure that there is some
kind of recorded easement for this property to the west, somewhere along in here, or do we
leave it to the good graces of the applicant to go ahead and do that of their own volition?
If they do intend to do a shared access with the other parcel, then that would be something that
they would have to do prior to the issuance of a development permit, I believe.
It's a future condition.
It's a future condition. It's not being proposed right now and the other lot is not being accessed,
so I think that would be something that would be conditioned in a future context.
Look at my dot up here, for this portion of this property? Or from when this parcel-
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Oh, oh. Are you talking about the future building there?
Actually, I am talking about the parcel, too.
Yeah, the cross-access. Yeah, they would need to obtain a shared access agreement. Brad,
feel free to correct me if I'm wrong, but I think the language would probably be something like,
"If the applicant in the future desires to share access with the neighboring tax lot, a shared
access agreement will need to be obtained and recorded."
Understood. And that would be up to the two property owners, not for us to condition at this
hearing?
No, sir. That's not my understanding.
Understood. Thank you. That was my first point.
It is on page 50.
Okay.
It's Condition 17.
Oh, thank you very much. All right. My next point, throughout the staff report, I saw in several
places when discussing the variants layout that this access... I don't like the wording and I'm
being nitpicky here, it kept being referred to as two-way, and that was confusing for me as I was
reading. I'm thinking, "What can we use as a better term here?" The only word I could come up
with is bidirectional, and if nobody else thinks this is an issue, I'm going to let it go. This is not
something I'm going to fall on the sword and die from.
I don't see the issue.
Okay, no issue with that. I am done talking any more discussion? Do we have a motion for the
site plan review?
I thought I made it.
Did you make it already? All right. So, we do have a motion on the table that's been seconded
to approve the site plan. I'm going to do a roll call vote. Commissioner Nelson?
Yes.
Commissioner Aviles?
Yes.
Commissioner Arthur?
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Yes.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss?
Yes.
Commissioner Collier?
Yes.
Commissioner Scherf?
Yes.
Commissioner Coulter?
Yes.
And I am voting yes.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Commissioner Coulter seconded the motion to
approve the Rogue Credit Union ~ Union Avenue Major Site Plan. The vote resulted as
follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Aviles, Coulter,
Nelson, Tokarz-Krauss, Scherf, and Arthur. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: None.
Absent: None.
The motion passed.
All righty. Thank you for very much, applicant, for your time and driving all the way over here in
this bad weather. We appreciate it.
b. 405-00129-22 ~ Middle Housing Code Text Amendment CC ~ Staff Report
Next item is Item 7b, Middle Housing Code Text Amendment. This is a different kind of
hearing. I forget the terms for them, legislative. This one's legislative, right? All right. I'm
going to open the hearing. At this time, I will open the public hearing to consider project
405-00129-22 Middle Housing Code Text Amendment. 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. Objections to jurisdiction, is there anyone present who wishes
to challenge the authority of the Commission to consider this matter?
I don't think you need all that. Do you?
I do need to read all this, yes.
Yes.
Really, for legislative?
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Yep.
It's a different one.
Conflicts of interest, do any Commissioners wish to abstain from participating in this
hearing or declare a potential conflict of interest? Nobody's indicating so. In this hearing,
the decision of the Commission will be based upon specific criteria. All testimony and
evidence must be directed towards 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 able to appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals based on the
issue. We will now begin the hearing with a staff report. Director Clark, the floor is yours.
Thank you, Chair. So, there's a lot of material in your packets for this hearing tonight. I'm
going to try to break it down as best as I can. I will say upfront that depending on how
the Commission feels when we get to the last couple of articles, where we get into the
design issues, where you really start getting into more of the technicalities, like what you
just talked about in this prior hearing in terms of parking and traffic movement and
design issues, that if... I'll just throw this out there ahead of time so you can be thinking
about it in your minds. You may want to consider a second meeting. Now, as you may
have read in here, we do have ordinance statutes that do require that the City of Grants
Pass adopts HB 2001 by June 30th. We can still meet that if you have one continuance,
but I do think it would be tight to do it at your next meeting, so we'd probably have to do
it next week. I know that's a lot to ask for you as volunteers, but just be thinking about
that.
I actually don't have a lot of slides on those sections, so we'll just to have to be referring
to your hard copy packets. But let me just go through a little background here and
introduce it for the record. So, this is a proposed Development Code Text Amendment
that impacts 10 different articles or chapters in the Grants Pass Development Code, and
this is all relating to House Bill 2001. So, this is legislation that was passed in 2019 at the
Oregon Legislature. There was quite a bit in that bill, but the crux of it is that it requires
local governments throughout the state of Oregon to allow housing of multiple types
wherever you allow single-family development housing. It is sometimes referred to as
the Middle Housing Bill. It basically requires these five types that I've got in bold here,
these housing types, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and town homes,
those are specifically called out in the 2019 legislation. All of those five have to be
permitted uses on any lot or parcel that's zoned for residential use that allows for
detached single-family dwelling.
Well, currently in Grants Pass, you can do single-family dwellings on any lot that has an
R in front of it, Residential. So, that means it affects pretty much all residentially zoned
parcels and land in Grants Pass. The main intent of the legislation, if you go back to
some of the committees and what the Department of Land Conservation and
Development is saying, is to remove unreasonable costs and delays to the development
of middle housing, again, middle housing referring to those five bold types up there, and
to ensure a clear and objective process and standards for those as... Single-family, as
well, single dwellings, but also those others, so that there's no question if you want to
develop a quadplex, here's the process, here's the steps you go through, and they want
there to be no really unreasonable, is the term, cost or delays in building those types of
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housing, just like now with single dwellings. Most people know if you want to build a
single house on a single lot, you just come into the department, you pull your permit, and
you go and you build it.
You know you're not going to have to go through a lot of steps or review to do that. They
want that same expectation for all the other types of middle housing. There was model
code that the state created to help cities with this process. They basically said, "Cities,
you can update your own code, or you can use our model code." A lot of the same
languages is in there, but we, obviously, chose to update our own code rather than rely
on the state's model code. If we don't adopt by June 30th, the model code kicks in until
such time as we do adopt our own code. I just wanted to throw this in there just so you
can see at a high level where all the R zoning, this is the entire urban growth boundary
for the city. Pretty much anything that's this yellowish or orangeish color that's got the R
in front of it, is what we're talking about. It's a substantial percentage, it's 63 and 65% of
the land area within the urban growth boundary.
DLCD, they awarded us a Technical Assistance Grant to help go through the housing
needs analysis, which you already had your hearing on. Well, this was done all at the
same time. The three consultants that we had helping us out is 3J, FCS Group and Jet
Planning, those were the three consultants. Elizabeth Decker is the sole proprietor of Jet
Planning, and her whole focus on this consultancy was just the Middle Housing Code
update, so that was where she focused. There was a subcommittee of the Housing
Advisory Committee that was formed in 2020 to review all these materials as the
consultants were drafting them and going through them. These four individuals here,
they're all Housing Advisory Committee members, were on that subcommittee, so you
do have Commissioner Arthur, who was one of those four. In terms of public notification
and discussion about this ordinance change, this just a shot of what the public notice
looked like, but we did have some other opportunities for the public to hear about it.
There was the 2021 severe rent burden form that was actually held before you last year
in February, this concept was presented at that point. And then, we've also had the city
website and there's city hall public notice. Also, on March 28th, we did an email blast to
about 1,400 local builders and developers, that's an email list that we in Community
Development have tracked over the years. So, we did send a notice out to them, since
this does impact the Building and Development Community, but then there's also the
April 1st Daily Courier legal notice was put out. So, as I said, there's 10 different articles
that this Development Code Text Amendment applies to. I'll just go quickly through what
some of the highlights are on those, and there's more detail in your packet. Article 2 is
very simple, there's just one minor edit to strike a comparison to a higher procedure
type, that's on page 2-8. Article 12 changes are pretty substantive, so we'll spend some
time going through this.
I already mentioned this first bullet, there's these 10 R districts, all those yellow and
orange ones that I showed you a minute ago, that were single detached dwellings today,
are permitted either outright or through a planned unit development. So, all of those
zones, R-1 12 all the way up through R-5, need to allow for all five types of middle
housing under this legislation. So, the edits allow those. And then, in the R-42 and the R5, single units and duplex, are now prohibited. That's a provision that is allowed for in the
statute for those high density zones, you can still do the triplexes and above. So, here's
a shot from the amendments that are in your packet. I just wanted to walk through this
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so you're really clear on what you're approving, or reviewing, or denying, or whatever
tonight. So, starting here this first number one. So, currently it says just detached, that's
the only word there. As you come across a top here, you have all the R zones. So, under
this, this is the R-3-2, you can see where single detached dwellings were a planned unit
development.
Well, that planned unit development is now stricken as an option in those R-3-2, R-4-2,
and R-5.
Are you on page 182 in our packet?
Yes.
Thank you.
Yes. Thank you for that. Accessory dwelling units, those are just shown now to also be
allowed as secondary uses in the R-3, R-4, and R-5 zones. The detached, that line is
stricken just because it's covered underneath number one above. As you move down,
the next one is stricken, as well. The new number three, that is now called just
townhouse. So, basically, townhouses are now covered under here, and you'll see that
they're all P-I-A, that's Permitted Type 1a. So, that's saying that where before it was
maybe a Type 2 or it was a planned unit development, those are now just allowed
outright. Duplexes, that's now new number four. They are now shown as being permitted
in the first two columns, whereas before it was a planning, a development or a Type II
hearing, so those now you can just do them straight out building permit. Triplexes,
number five, again, those are allowed. P is permitted, one is administrative. And then,
the quadplex is the same thing in all of those zones. Number seven, this is just changing
under multi-dwellings where it used to say 3, it's now 5.
So, that's changing the definition, which we actually already changed before, this is just
a correction. So, multi-dwellings are five units or above. Those are a completely different
process, and this code doesn't really just doesn't speak to those. Number 9 and 10 are
the cottage developments. So, these are your single standalone, usually smaller units
that are in groups. Those are also permitted as the Type 1as in all of those residential
zones. A couple other changes to Article 12. The footnote on page 12-17, that's actually
referring to the page number on the code itself, not the PDF packet. We probably should
have put that in there. That allows a conversion of a single dwelling to a duplex in zones
where new residential uses are not permitted. So, that's again, aligning with the statute,
which says you're basically allowing duplexes wherever you allow single family, in terms
of the conversion. Section 12.140, so this strikes the detailed calculation for net density
and just refers to the minimum lot area. So, we're going to get to that in just a second,
but how you actually would calculate the density of a new project is changed by this.
It also exempts all middle housing from the maximum density thresholds. Again,
something that the statute requires us to do. If you stuck with the maximum density in
the R-1-10 zone, for example, which is fairly low density, and you kept the maximum
density in there and you did a fourplex, on one lot, you would already exceed the
maximum density. So, you can't do that under this legislation, you have to allow the
fourplexes, which means, basically, you're not going to look at those in terms of
maximum density. That just won't apply anymore. And then, Section 1215-2, there's just
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some miscellaneous edits to align the lot requirements there. This 12-5, again, we're still
in article 12, a lot of changes related to the lot sizes and the lot widths that are required.
If you go on this tall first row header here, you'll see that it's changing the lot areas to, for
single family detached or duplex. Then there's two new columns for triplexes and
quadplexes that we didn't ever have before. So when we're talking about lot
requirements, we have two entirely new categories to address how triplexes and
fourplexes and cottage developments, how do you calculate the minimum lot area for
those? So those are two brand new columns. Today, looking again at just this first
column. If you go into the R-1-12 zone, it's an 11,000 square foot minimum, that got
changed to 10,000. So it's reduced. R-1-10 goes from a 9,000 square foot to an 8,000
square foot minimum. The R-1-8 goes from seven to six. The R-1-6 goes from 5,500
square feet to 4,500 square feet. The R-2 goes from 5,000 square feet to 3,500. The R-3
goes from 5,000 to 2,500, same with the R-3-2. Then there's no minimum lot size for
single family detach or duplex in those two high density zones. And then you can see for
yourself in terms of what the lot area is for the triplexes and the quads. I guess I wanted
to point that out because this isn't saying you can just go and cram them all in there in
your property.
You're still going to have to meet minimum lot area for a quadplex, if you choose to do
that, and a triplex. You're still going to have to meet these minimum lots sizes when
you're doing your development. So those are the big changes to 12. Article 13, this is the
special purpose district. There's just a couple of minor edits here, to strike the reference
to the single homes and refer to residential structures. Those are equivalent terms really
now. Article 15, this is nonconforming use and development. There's a few things here
we should probably talk about. Because basically if you have an existing lot and you
have a house that's nonconforming, today you want to change that to a higher intensity
use, you got to jump through several hoops. This is saying that if you convert a single
dwelling to a multi-dwelling with two to four units, that's not going to be defined as
greater impact. Today, we would call that greater impact. If you have a single dwelling
and you want to come in and change it to three units, we would say, that's a greater
impact. You got to bring your whole property into conformance with the code. This is
saying, that's not considered a greater impact now. Because again, the intent of this
legislation was to say, okay, a triplex should be allowed wherever a single family is
allowed. So you're just creating that level playing field. That's a fairly significant change.
It also does not trigger some other nonconforming code requirements. I didn't go into all
those there. It does allow for the expansion of existing single dwellings that don't meet
height or setback to convert to middle housing, as long as it doesn't increase the
nonconformity. Just some legalese terms that basically says, if you come in and let's
say, you're, you're supposed to have a five-foot setback from your property line ... from
your house to your property line, you're supposed to have five feet. And you live in a
house that was built 50 years ago, and you only have three feet. Well, that's technically a
nonconforming situation. If you bring in another permit to bring in say another unit on
that property, this is saying, you can't increase the nonconformity. Meaning, you can't go
to two feet. But as long as you still have that three-foot setback, then you're good. Or as
long as you don't go above the height, then you're good. You still have to work within the
boundaries but you can expand that single dwelling to include middle housing products
without having to go through some of the steps that you do now. 17, this is the article
that talks about dividing lots, creating partitions, creating subdivisions. The one I wanted
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to point out here is that second bullet. I guess it's technically the second red bullet,
17.311 and 17.402.
This is submittal requirements for partitions. So this adds a new proposed use
requirement where you have to show the type of future use in the partition. So if you're
coming into the city and you're proposing to divide your land, today we're not saying that
you need to tell us what type of product you're going to do on that lot. What this is getting
at is, if you are going to propose triplexes on that new lot in the future, then there's
minimum lot sizes that go with triplexes, which are different than the minimum lot sizes
which go with the duplexes. We don't think this is something that we're going to be hard
and fast. I mean, if you're going to change your mind, you can. But from the planning
standpoint, at the beginning of your subdivision process, we think this will actually help in
terms of laying out the subdivision. Because if your intent is to do duplexes and triplexes,
then it could change some things. Now you could still go through your subdivision
process and get your lot approved. And somebody in five years could come back and
say, "Well, I want to do a quadplex on this." This isn't saying they can't do that in five
years.
But it is saying, at the front end when you're laying it out and designing, we want to try
to, at the best of our ability, lay it out in such a way that you're going to be able to meet
all the codes. The main one here really has to do with the street access, because if
you're doing a private street to access your development, today it only has to be 22 feet
wide. Well, that private street can only serve up to 10 units. So if you come in and you
add an 11th unit or 12th unit, you're going to have to widen that street to meet minimum
width standards, 36 feet. So from 22 feet to 36 feet is a big difference and if you don't
know that at the front end when you're laying out your lots, it could really hurt you at the
back end. So that's really the purpose with that. Article 18, this is the plan unit
development section. Not really anything too substantial here. It just adds duplexes,
town homes, cottages, and multi dwellings to say that they're allowed residential uses in
a PUD. That's, just clarifying the statute language, it does add new land use data
descriptions related to middle housing.
So, if you're coming in with a plan [needed 01:08:33] development, it asks for a little bit
more data on what that middle housing is and what it's going to look like in your PUD.
Then it takes out all of the cottage development section right now, that cottage
developments are PUDs but under the legislation, they can't be a PUD. So we took all of
the cottage development stuff that's currently in article 18 and moved it to article 22.
Article 19, this is site plan review. Again, really not a lot of changes here. The significant
piece is that it adds all middle housing types as being exempt from separate site plan
review process. I don't know if you're able to follow along here, I'm trying to reference the
section numbers. But 19.021, today it says that the only thing that's exempt from going
through site plan review is the single dwellings. Now you're exempt from going through
site plan review for the town homes, cottages, triplexes quadplexes. They're all
administrative and at staff level. There's a new land use data description there. Then
18.300. No, actually I already read that, didn't I?
Yeah.
Okay. So now we're at the point where there's three articles left that are a part of this
application, 22, 25 and 30. 30 is definitions. If you look at your article 30, you see that we
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added basically verbatim what the Oregon statute says for these land use types. We put
those in our article 30 definitions. 22 is dealing with the design and the layout,
particularly related to townhouse projects, because we didn't have a lot of information in
our code now related to that. 25 is dealing with parking and how you would manage
parking related to these units. I apologize, they don't have detailed slides on those. If you
feel comfortable as a Commission reviewing those, if you already did review them and
you want to talk about them tonight, we can. But this is where I was referring to at the
beginning. That because of the substance in here, if you want to have more time to think
it over and talk about it next week, we could set a special meeting for that. That's really
what I have for you. There's really in terms of cost implication from the CD's standpoint
... which is what this is getting at. Is there any cost implication to the taxpayer or to the
city itself? There's not really. I mean, our general fund covers our staff time to make
these edits and present them to you and to the City Council.
There's probably another 15 hours or something of time to do that. So that's the cost
implication. And then your Council ... Well, I'm sorry. I left Council. It should be
Commission's discretion on this in terms of how to move it ahead. I did put in my staff
report the timeline that we're dealing with. We do need to make sure that we get this to
the Council fairly soon. You're going to have to make your findings of fact and review all
that. But that's again where we're at in terms of your comfort level. And if you want to set
up another meeting or if you're comfortable moving ahead tonight with your discussion ...
but it is a public hearing too. So, I just wanted to remind you of that, Chair.
Any questions of staff right now? Commissioner Nelson.
Yes. Mr. Clark, the question I had is, it sounds to me we have two choices. One is
accepting this with modifications or approve this, or on June 30 the state has a modified
code that would be put into place?
Right.
Am I understanding you, correct? So, one way or the other it's going to be one or the
other.
That's correct. Yeah. You don't have to recommend approval of this to the Council. If you
don't, the model code would kick in on July 1st. We have until June 30, quote unquote,
large cities in Oregon, which are 25,000 population and above, are all subject to the
same rules that we're talking about tonight. Yeah. The model code does have some
graphics and things like that. It's laid out differently just because it's not following our
code article structure. But we can certainly get that to you if you want to see that,
because that's what would happen. Yeah. That would kick in on July 1st.
Anyone else? Mr. Scherf.
Just to clarify, Brad. We are making a recommendation or not making a recommendation
to Council, but the Council wouldn't hold up their decision for us. Judicially, why is this?
Is there a reason why they would not vote this in without our recommendation?
Would the Council vote it in without a recommendation?
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Yeah.
I don't think they can. Code says that you have to give them a recommendation of some
type.
Okay. I got a couple of more questions. Anybody have questions? Because I've got a list
of them.
Anyone else? Commissioner Aviles.
No, I'm fine. Thank you.
Commissioner Scherf, go right ahead.
Okay. One thing I do want to point out is, when you do increase density within all of your
developable area, there is a direct impact to infrastructure. Increased density has a
direct impact to the cost of building. Also increased density increases SDC fees. Was
there anything in the code that addressed relief on any SDC fees?
I did include what's called a Goal 10 analysis in the staff report. Goal 10 in Oregon, you
do have to look at anything really related to affordability. If your code is going to impact
residential development at all, you have to do this analysis. So I did do that. I don't know
if it's to the degree that you would find as an engineer satisfactory. But we basically said,
the Council has said because the Public Works Department relies on SDCs for over 20%
of the revenue to do new capital projects, they did not want to waive SDCs.
And that leads into my line of ... I'm just making sure everybody's asking the right
questions. It sounds like you guys did your research on that. I'll definitely review what
you put in the report. One question I just need for clarification is, you said there was ... I
don't remember what article it was. But the statement was, no maximum densities can
be enforced. Can you go into that a little bit more and what article was that in? I missed
it.
That's in 12.
Okay. Can you explain that one more time?
Sure. I'm trying to find the page number here so everybody can take a look at it. It's 1221.
It's at page 194.
Thank you. Yeah, 194. So you can look on page 194. You'll see that table there in the
middle, maximum residential density, and then you've got the zones. And then today it
just shows the 3.96, 4.84, 6.22. Those are basically the new maximum densities for
those zones, based on lot size. Then down below the following exceptions to maximum
net residential density. Duplexes count as single dwellings. Triplexes are exempt from
maximum density. Townhouses exempt from maximum density and cottage clusters
exempt from maximum density. The point there was just that if you use the minimum lot
size and you do the maximum density calculation that we have up here right now, you're
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going to exceed the maximum density much of the time. So you still have to meet the
minimum lot size but in terms of calculating density ... which is only a few times honestly,
that really is important. But that's exempting it out for those.
So, it's basically to allow for these increased densities per the lot size. But there is the
small chance that you could meet the minimum lot size for that zoning and put a higher
density than for example the 4.35. So, you could end up putting seven units on there, if
you meet the lot criteria and all the other restrictions such as setbacks andRight.
... landscaping and stuff like that. Okay. That explains it a little bit more. There was one
other question I had, sorry. Article 19, you said that all middle housing is exempt. So
basically the middle housing is the idea that we're going to put in all these multiple
houses and allow them to be developed on a single family or an R-zoning. But then you
made a statement saying that all middle housing is exempt from site plan reviews.
Meaning for example if somebody put a triplex together, we would never see it, no
matter what?
Correct. Yeah.
So, there would be no public hearing. There would be no UAPC governing board
reviewing it?
Or hearings.
Nothing.
Yeah. There is a site plan review on ... We don't call it that but there is a review with your
building permit. So one of the planners when they come in, I mean, they're still going to
review it. But it doesn't require them to come in before their building permit with that.
Because right now you have to come in, get your site plan review and then do your
building permit. So, this is basically shrinking the timeframe by a month or more.
Shrinking the timeframe but disallowing the public any input.
Correct. There is not going to be public notification. Just like for the single house today,
we don't notify the neighbors that you're going to come in and putNo, correct. But the multifamily house is way different from a single family house. But the
neighborhood's public would not be informed. It will not go through a public hearing. I'm
just stating that over and over because I think people need to realize that. Was there
significant changes in article 25 to the parking? I didn't actually read the text, but was
there a decrease in parking requirements for the higher densities?
There is some changes there. I did summarize those in the staff report that I sent out. It
might be a little easier just to look at that, at least to start out with. That's on page six of
the staff report, minimum parking requirements. So the parking ratios currently set
minimum off-street parking based on the number of bedrooms. The proposed code
includes ratios for middle housing at one space per unit. So the bedroom ratios, they are
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retained but there's some simplifications there. We can talk about that if we want to go
into that. But basically, it does set middle housing at one space per unit.
Per unit. But when you are talking about middle housing, you're saying that a duplex,
which is basically two ...
That's two.
... but it's considered as one unit in parking calcs now, right?
No. Well, for parking counts, that's still going to be considered two spaces because
there's two units there.
Okay. I misunderstood because you made a comment earlier saying that duplexes were
now considered a single family unit. So, it'd be one unit.
Yeah. Thank you for that. From a density standpoint, they're considered one.
Okay. But not from a parking?
But not from a parking. Yeah.
Okay. We don't want to cripple our town with over exuberate parking since we already
have a problem with that. Okay. I think that's all the questions I had at this point. Thank
you.
Commissioner Coulter.
This is just a curiosity question. It doesn't have any bearing on how we make our
decision so you can ask why I'm discussing it. But it's more of a curiosity. Isn't it, I want
to say Bend, that's pushing back on this legislation? I'm not sure if there is a court case
in place. It makes me wonder if there's going to be down the road more changes or we
go backwards a little bit again. I don't know if you've heard anything about that or not.
I have not.
I read about it. I don't know how factual it was. It was one article. I think it was Bend that
was doing some pushback. It was to the point, Commissioner Scherf was bringing up
that this will not allow public to have a lot of the input it does today. So just curious.
No, I'm sorry. I don't know what that is.
You haven't heard anything thenI haven't.
... from the state level? Okay. Thanks.
I might just add that there's a curate report that I get that's put together by the Oregon
Association of Realtors and their lobbyists and so forth. They do put out what each
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governing body is working on every week or whatever. And that is something that was, I
think the Bend ... I can't remember if it was even Sisters or city councils. Because the
legislative body has literally crammed this down every community's throats, defining the
25,000 as large cities. So basically you have to do it. I mean, it just doesn't matter. The
thing he's pointed out, Commissioner Scherf, about the density and the impacts and
whatnot, it just doesn't matter because they're addressing this one ball. So there may be
a legislative adjustment if a court case is brought to bear, but not to my knowledge has it
happened yet. But it has been brought up in several of the different ... not just Bend, in
several of the communities that were thrown into this designation of a large city. So, if
that helps, it's being discussed elsewhere but that is one of the areas.
So, before I forget, I had a question dovetailing Commissioner Scherf's digging into this
and Commissioner Scherf, thank you for that. Appreciate it. So the model code has been
written, at least the Oregon legislature has adopted it. Does the model code include this
decrease of public input that Commissioner Scherf noted?
It does.
And if this Commission and Council does not make a decision by June 30th, we're going
to be using that model code regardless?
Correct.
Depending on a how these court cases might play out, et cetera, et cetera.
Commissioner Aviles, do you have anything?
I don't. Thank you.
Anyone else have questions? Commissioner Nelson?
A follow-up on the discussion on the parking on page 346. I was confused just by this so
I just wanted ... maybe it's the language that we have here. It says multi-dwellings, studio
and one-bedroom dwelling unit is one space per dwelling unit. Two-bedroom dwelling
units ... so now you got plural. I'm thinking, two bedrooms are allowed one and a half
spaces. Is that correct?
They're not allowed. They were mandatory.
Okay. So two bedroom, you're not talking ... before you said the dwelling unit, like a
duplex, one dwelling unit, two dwelling units. Now this says two bedroom. Is it two
bedrooms? Is each one a dwelling unit?
No, you're in section F.
That's what it reads to me.
Yeah. I can see where you're going with that. Section F is titled multi-dwellings, which by
definition is five or more in a single structure.
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Okay, so that's confusing with the bedroom thing going on there. I'm thinking my house,
I've got about 12 spaces I can have outside now.
But that's a typical definition when you're talking about multi-housing. It basically is, they
do try to work the density as occupancy on a number of bedrooms. So it's different when
you're talking about a single family house. They don't reallyI would agree with you if it just said three or more bedroom in a dwelling unit.
Yeah. Well, I think they put units as plural to work with a triplex. Because you have one
building but you have three units inside of it. Then if one unit is a two bedroom, one unit
is a three bedroom and so forth ... it's familiar code to me because I deal with it every
single day. But I think that's my explanation why they use the word plural.
Okay. I was just getting clarification.
It really is, you come in probably when you have 20 or more. So a lot of times in those
larger complexes, you'll have say five one-bedroom units, 10 two-bedroom units and five
three bedroom units, all in one apartment complex. So if you break it down that way, that
apartment complex of 20 units, say five of them are one bedroom. So they're going to be
calculated at one parking space for those, if they only have one bedroom. But if they
have two bedrooms, then you're going to have to provide one-and-a-half spaces for
those. So, you're going to just add all these up, and then you're going to get to the total
number of required parking spaces.
So, explain the single family.
Up above?
Yeah. Three or more bedroom dwelling units. Now, isn't the single family a dwelling unit?
That's a good point. That actually probably should be changed to just say two or fewer
bedrooms, and strike dwelling units. Yeah, yeah.
Yeah, because dwelling units is more or less terminology with the multifamily stuff.
Right. Yeah, that's actually a good catch.
I can't put in more parking out on the street?
Commissioner Scherf, you wanted to say something else?
Yeah, I had made some notes and I missed something. In Article 18, which is basically,
Article 18 deals with PUDs, Planned Unit Development, planned community
developments. You said they removed the whole cottage development, was removed
from that. So basically, I'm just trying to clarify in my mind, so that takes it as ... so if
somebody comes to you guys with a cottage-style development, it doesn't have to go
through that planned community development, it's just going to go through just a singlefamily house?
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Right.
It's more of a clarification question.
Exactly.
Okay, okay. So cottage developments, they don't have a specific section in the code?
Basically, it's just going to be considered a single-family?
No, there is a section, and it's now in Article 22.
Oh, okay, okay, okay. Okay, I missed that.
There are standards for them.
Yeah, because then, there's going to be spacing and density. Okay, okay.
Yeah, yeah. And a lot of that's the same that you saw in there, we just moved it. But no,
they're specific. Open space, distance from your parking to the unit, because a lot of
times, you don't have parking in those cottages right in front of your unit. You have to
walk to a common parking space, yeah.
Okay, perfect. I'll end it up with one statement here. I do understand that if this code that
you guys have worked hard to modify and update is not accepted at a certain date, then
the state standard code would be in place. You did make a statement until we had got
our code in place, so is there still a secondary time period if we had to hash out some
extra details, that if we got this code approved and happy with everybody, say July 1st,
we could default back to ours? Or is, once we take on the state standard, then there's no
way back? You made a statement in there that we could, so I just want to make sureYeah, no, and my understanding, and I didn't get Augustus, the city attorney, to confirm
this for me, but my understanding is that if we don't have ours in place, July 1, the model
code from the state is going to kick in. But then if we get ours in place on August 1st,
then it reverts back.
Okay, okay. So it's not a solid door that's going to close. We still have to get our ducks in
a row and stuff like that?
Yeah.
Okay. With that, I'll end with a statement. The state has put a model code. The state has
regulated that we, as a mid-size larger city, has to modify and adopt the premise of their
code, and modify our code. The statement I want to say again is, modify our code. So
we still have the latitude to make this as prevalent to our local community as we possibly
can. I just wanted y'all to keep that in mind, and tonight, I'm not ready to vote on this, so
whenever ready, I would actually motion to continue this, because there's a lot more
reading, I have to do.
Well, I will call on you for a motion when we get there. Thanks, and thanks again for
digging into this. You've given me faith in myself. When you started talking, I thought in
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my head, "I bet he's going to go to the public facilities portion of this," and you went right
to it, because you enlightened me to that concern several months ago here when we
were deliberating something else, and that was my first thought, that the housing is
going to get way out in front of our public facilities really fast.
So along with that, and what Commissioner Scherf was just talking about, I know
sometimes, we Commissioners don't always hear this, but sometimes, you get direction
from Council, and that direction is, make sure the Planning Commission does A, B and
C. Have you heard such a thing regarding this code modification? Are they expecting
something from us tonight?
No, we have not had this conversation at the Council, other than an update from the
consultants several months ago, where the consultants were at a Council Workshop,
and we gave a high-level overview of this material, and it was just, they understood it's
going to go through the Commission. But there is no direction, and there's been no
recent conversations at the Council level about that.
Okay, and the only thing that Augustus has told you is that August 1st, we'd better have
something if we want it, or we're stuck with the model code for quite some time.
Well, no, no. That was just me throwing out a date tonight. He did not say August 1st.
The question that Commissioner Scherf asked was, if we don't have it adopted here at
Grant Pass by July 1, or June 30 actually, are we stuck? That's what I [inaudible
01:36:06]. Are we stuck with the model code forever? And my answer to that was, no, I
don't think we are. If we come back and we amend ours, thenWe can drop the model code.
We can drop the model code.
Okay.
Yeah, I was just trying to get clarification that we're not under adverse stress toWe don't need to continue this.
Second-guess ourselves and do something that we're not comfortable with.
Right, and meet again tomorrow night. I get you.
We can brewery, though.
May I ask a question?
Sure, just let me make one more statement. Are you guys all aware that we have a new
city attorney? Because I don't know [inaudible 01:36:42]. Okay, sorry about that. Yes,
ma'am, go right ahead.
If we do not have our own in place by June 30th, we have put through all of this work
and whatever for this proposed code, ours isn't supplanted temporarily, perhaps, by
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something already written, which is a heck of a lot of work. It just doesn't pop into our
codes overnight. So I would suggest that we get on it, because I personally am not going
to be putting ... I know we have to get this done. We've had some great
recommendations here. We do need to read what's given us to read, and give the
information that we've been given some due diligence, but if we allow the state's model
code to go into effect, we then have to reverse it or amend our code, reverse that. It's not
just as simple as just, "Oh, let's just push it aside," so do keep that in mind. It's a lot of
work that has to happen, because that code needs to be in place on July 1st. So I'd love
to be someone working for the city [inaudible 01:38:02]. Anyway, just saying.
Thank you very much. Commissioner Arthur?
I have a couple dozen items that I found going through this, because I haven't gone
through page by page in a long time, through those development code sections. There's
only one that concerned me, that has to do with the middle housing. We used to keep,
we meaning you guys, used to keep a running list of things that we ran across that need
to be fixed somewhere in the thing, like a definition that sends you to a section that isn't
there, that kind of thing, and several other issues having to do with not having enough
office classifications to handle the big problem with the call center, crowding and
parking, that kind of thing.
But this one, the only one that really affected this was what was happening with the
general commercial zone, because if I understand how, you've said it in here in the
report, we not only will now be stuck with having single-family house in the general
commercial zone, but all of the others too, and we've had a many-year goal of not using
general commercial land for residential purposes. We got caught on that subdivision
behind Albertson's, the Allen Creek area there, where that whole acreage was turned
into houses that had been designated for general commercial, and general commercial
was pretty scarce the farther out you go.
And I thought that somebody somewhere was making some effort to no longer allow
new residential in general commercial, except maybe the vertical housing or something
like that, with the mixed use, with apartments above businesses, or something like that.
And I guess that's my one concern here, is that we've expanded the access to use up
general commercial land for housing. Am I wrong in that? That's correct in that?
You are not correct in the sense that, the city did adopt a code change that prohibited
single dwellings and duplexes in the general commercial, that you recommended
approval inYeah, because I thoughtIn August of last year, and the Council approved it in October of last year?
Where does the show in the code, then?
It's possible that ... So here, the screen that I've got up here, the slide that I'm showing
right now, if you look at the general commercial column here, and then you look at the
detached single dwelling, it's a dash, which means that it's not allowed. So of the packet,
this is going to be 182. 182.
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Oh, okay. Yeah, so if you look at, was that the fourth or fifth row down, number one,
detached single-family? And you go across to general commercial. It used to be allowed,
as you pointed out, Commissioner. You used to be able to do the single-family housing
in the general commercial, but this is showing that it's prohibited now.
Yeah, we changed that.
So, you changed that a while ago, yeah. And then the same thing with duplex, if you go
down to number four, which used to be number six, about halfway down the page, it's
duplex. And you go over, and so you see that in the GC, there's a dash.
Okay, so in your report on that, it said it was adopted in 2021, now prohibits new singlefamily detached duplexes and manufactured homes in the GC zone, in order to preserve
commercial zone. However, for all single-family detached dwellings that were built in the
GC zone prior to that, they will be subject to the terms of this middle housing code
update and will be allowed to construct the five additional housing types permitted.
Right, and that's kind of an interpretation, to be honest with you. I think that it would be
difficult to argue the other way, but you certainly could, as a Commission, if you want to
go down that road. All's I'm saying there is, we have all these single-family subdivisions
that are in the general commercial zone today. There's hundreds, hundreds of units, and
that's just saying that we're basically treating them as though they are zoned residential,
because they were permitted, at one point, to be allowed.
And now, even though we changed our code in October to say that we're not allowing
any new single units or duplexes in the general commercial, we still have hundreds that
are there today from before October of '21. So what do you do with all those? If you were
to say they can't come through and be allowed duplexes, then it seems to go against the
intent of this legislation.
If you go on down the column there, on the general commercial one, what is that telling
us? I don't know what all of those abbreviations mean. [inaudible 01:44:40].
The S, are you talking about ... I've got [crosstalk 01:44:45], the S is a secondary use.
Yeah, the PIA and [CNS 01:44:50], I see.
Yeah, that's just saying that you can do an accessory dwelling unit as a secondary use
in the general commercial zone if you already have a single-family house there. If you
keep going down, the P1C, that's the townhouse line, the townhouse row. So that's
saying that townhouses are permitted in the general commercial.
Okay.
Commissioner Aviles, do you have anything for us?
No, I'm good. Thank you for asking.
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Ma'am, you've been sitting here a long time, very patient. Is there something that you
want to address? Go on up to the podium right there, give us your name and address,
please, and go right ahead.
[inaudible 01:45:46].
Clint, could you help her with the[crosstalk 01:45:50].
Is it on?
To the right, to the right.
[inaudible 01:45:57].
Okay. So I am ... That's fine.
You're good?
I'm fine.
Okay, just trying to help.
Thank you, sir.
My name is Julia [Ryden 01:46:10]. I lived in this town for 27 years. Recently moved
over to Central Point because I needed to be nearer my daughter. So my current
address is 5646 [Gebhard 01:46:25] Road in Central Point. I would like to be added to
the developer list that you notify, and my comment here, I serve on the board of
Southern Oregon Rental Owners Association, and we have been watching the
legislature get more and more eager to provide more housing, and less and less
accommodating to people who are trying to build that housing, by making these very
large, general plans.
So, I am very excited that you guys are working on doing it specifically for Grants Pass,
because I think Grants Pass is a lovely town. I own property here still, and I would like
you guys to continue to keep it being a lovely town. That means that's kind of against my
own interest, because I do have some vacant land that I would like to develop. It's very
hard to develop and pay for it under your current zoning rules the way they are. I've
already had Gerlitz Engineering draw up a preliminary idea of what I can do under the
current rules. So, I was willing to go ahead with it and take the risk, but this makes it
easier for me if you change these rules.
But I would like to say that in Planning, I would like to see you take into account future
types of things. For example, geothermal ground heat, heat pumps, electric charging
stations at ... If I put in multi-unit on my little piece of land, I think that requiring the owner
to at least allow for charging stations for those tenants is a good idea, and to make that
somewhat a part of the planning. So that was my thoughts as I listen to what you guys
have to say. I'm very pleased to be here and hear what you have to say, and we have a
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board meeting tomorrow, so I'm taking all this to the board meeting at SOROA, so thank
you very much.
Thank you for waiting and being so patient. We appreciate that.
Ma'am, did you add your email to the list? I'm sorry, I'm over here.
[inaudible 01:50:04].
Okay. We'll get you on.
So, at this point, we need a motion.
[inaudible 01:50:17]. Yeah, ICommissioner Scherf, go right ahead.
Please acknowledge me. Be like my kid. Okay, I'd like to make a motion for continuance
on this. I definitely need some more time to digest, and I have a couple areas that I
would like to recommend changes. I would like to work on my wording, so I make a
motion for continuance of this.
To a date certain.
To a date certain. Do we got to pick a date certain here? Okay, and you were alluding to,
it's probably going to be a special meeting?
Well, I was, but I ...
Do we have the latitude to do this on our next ...
I was just looking at that. I think you could, so you're two weeks out. So, if that's your
next one, is two weeks27th.
27th, yeah.
Okay, we have a motion to continue until the 27th, leave the hearing open until then.
Commissioner Nelson, go right ahead.
I think it's an important issue that we're working on, and I may be out of town, so if I have
concerns or questions, could I submit that?
Yeah, yeah. As Commissioner Coulter said, you can. You can send it to me, and I can
send it around to all the others.
You can also attend remotely.
I'll be on vacation.
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So, do we have a second to Commissioner Scherf's motion?
I'll second it, Collier.
Collier seconds. All right, we'll take a roll call vote. Commissioner Nelson?
Aye.
Commissioner Aviles?
Yes.
Commissioner Arthur.
Yes.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss?
Sure.
Vice-Chair Collier?
Yes.
Commissioner Scherf?
Yes.
Commissioner Coulter?
Yes.
And I'm voting yes also. Item is continued.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Scherf moved, and Vice Chair Collier seconded the motion to leave the
hearing open for the Middle Housing Code Text Amendment until the April 27th meeting.
The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier,
Commissioners Aviles, Coulter, Nelson, Tokarz-Krauss, Scherf, and Arthur. “NAYS”:
None. Abstain: None.
Absent: None.
The motion passed.
Thank you again for coming, ma'am. That was very nice of you to wait for us to ... We're kind of
long-winded up here sometimes. We appreciate that. Thank you.
8. Matters from Commission Members and Staff: a. Allenwood Surplus Property Discussion.
Item 8A, Matters from Commission Members and Staff, Allenwood surplus property discussion.
So that item, I just wanted to make you aware, there's about a nine-acre parcel that's on
Williams Highway. It's not quite to the big curve before you get to the golf course on the left.
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Before that, but not much before that, on the right side, the city has a surplus piece of property
there. It's about nine acres, and that's one of the pieces that the Council is considering for
opening up as an RFP for some other type of development, rather than just holding onto it as
parkland, which it was secured originally as parkland.
There's about a acre and a half to two acres of wetlands on that nine acres, that most likely
would not be included in a future sale. But in terms of potential use for that and how that moves
ahead, the Council's going to be talking about that in about a week and a half, two weeks. If you
have any concerns, ideas, suggestions that you want to pass on to Council for their workshop,
in terms of as they're talking about that surplus property and whether or not it's wise to let it go,
you prefer not to let it go, you want to see some other type of use on there.
Right now, I think it's ... I should've brought that. I think it's R-1-8. It's lower-density area, and
there's really not much high-density out that way at all. You might just retain the zoning, bump it
up. If you rezoned it, you're going to [inaudible 01:54:39] to spot zone, so I don't think that's
probably going to happen. But anyway, I wanted the Commission to be aware that that
discussion is ongoing, and you can either send them directly to
councilmayor@grantspassoregon.gov, or you can send it to me, and I can get it to them.
Thank you very much. Commissioner Aviles, do you have anything for us?
No, I don't. Thank you.
Thank you for attending remotely. We appreciate that. Anyone else have anything they want to
say to the Commission?
I'd like the address, or tax lot, or whatever, of the property you're referring to, because I can
somewhat envision it.
Okay, thank you. Yep, let me send that out to everybody.
So that piece of property that he's talking about was actually discussed when I was in Council
many, many, many, many years ago, and that was one of the bucket lists to get out to the
public. It does have challenges because of the wetland, but you're talking about separating that
out, but then it has challenges on access to it, because you cannot access it from Williams
Highway. You have to access it back off Allenwood, right? And then there'sI think that's true, but IThere'd be some traffic impact that might be a little hairy on that aspect too, but it's a beautiful
piece of property that would be great for medium-to-higher density.
Is that the green space off Williams Highway, basically?
Yep.
That's the one they're thinking of?
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Yeah, when you neck down to two lanes, and then you go into that little bit of a dip, and you
look off to the right, it's that whole big ... And it actually wraps around behind those three
developments, or three single-family houses when you go back up the hill. It's a big piece of
property. The bottom belly of it is the wetlands, but it does have challenges on getting into it,
because the access road would have some significant traffic impact if we put a more mediumto-high density in there, but it's a great place to be developed.
Maybe aAnd there's no option of retaining it as parkland?
Well, it's certainly an option.
Since that was what it was purchased for.
It was, yeah.
What a strange thought. Yeah, okay.
Maybe a good place for a racino. Too early?
Very funny [inaudible 01:56:54].
Anyone else? Anyone else have anything?
Anything else we can do to kill employment in this area, let's do it. No, that area is quite
gorgeous, and I'd like to take further look at that, because I live out in that area. And the traffic,
and the school, all of it, with everything that we're talking about, of course, there's going to be
ramifications, and not going to be so easy to get around anymore, and it isn't easy now. And we
are a small town, even though we've been designated as a larger town, so growth is necessary,
well-planned growth is essential, so there's my little, whatever.
That's why we're here, to manage growth, efficient growth. Yes, sir, Commissioner Nelson?
Just a point of business here is that, the speaking was Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss, which she
was in attendance, that you didn't mention that she'd come in.
Oh, thank you very much. Yes, Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss was just three or four minutes
late. She was here in attendance for this meeting. We had every member here, right, with
Commissioner Aviles attending remotely?
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[inaudible 01:58:15].
Good job, Commissioners. Appreciate your time. Meeting adjourned.
Thanks, [inaudible 01:58:20].

____________________________________

________________

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
FINDINGS OF FACT
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:
February 14, 2022
Application Complete:
February 16, 2022
Date of Report:
March 9, 2022
Date of Hearing:
March 23, 2022 & April 13, 2022
Date Findings of Fact:
April 27, 2022
120-Day Deadline:
June 16, 2022
Note: Bold Italic Text indicates text added by the Commission that was not contained in the
staff report. Strikeout Text indicates deletions made by the Commission
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
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. The proposed
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branch will require roughly half of the site leaving the remainder available for future
development.
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.

A.

B.

PROCEDURE:
I.

An application for a Subdivision Tentative Plan was submitted on February 14,
2022, and deemed complete on February 16, 2022 following the submittal of a
Major Variance. The application was processed in accordance with Section 2.050
of the Development Code.

II.

Public notice of the March 23, 2022, hearing was mailed on March 2, 2022, in
accordance with Section 2.053 of the Development Code.

III.

A public hearing was held on March 23, 2022, and the Planning Commission
voted unanimously to deny the Major Variance request and continue the
Subdivision Tentative Plan to a time and date certain. The continued hearing for
the Subdivision Tentative Plan was held on April 13, 2022, at which time the
applicant presented a revised variance request for the Planning Commission to
consider. The Planning Commission voted unanimously to approve the revised
Major Variance request and the Subdivision Tentative Plan.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
I.

The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the Staff
Report, which is attached as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.

II.

The minutes of the public hearing held by the Urban Area Planning Commission
on March 23, 2022 and April 13, 2022, attached as Exhibit “B”, summarize the
oral testimony presented and are hereby incorporated herein.

III.

The PowerPoint given by staff is attached as Exhibit “C”.
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IV.

C.

Due to revisions requested by the applicant, the original staff report was revised
which is attached as Exhibit D and incorporated herein.

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT:

The Urban Area Planning Commission found that based upon the testimony given at the public
hearing and the staff report, the proposal meets the criteria in Sections 6.060 and 17.413 of the
Development Code based on the reasons stated in the findings included below.
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

8.

Natural Resources:

None identified

9.

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

FINDINGS IN CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA

A. Major Variance
6.060. Criteria for Variances
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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.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The applicant has submitted a revised
site plan 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. 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
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.”
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(2) The variance is the minimum necessary to address the special or unique physical
circumstances related to the subject site.
Planning Commission 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.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. 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
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.
Planning Commission 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.
201-00417-22 & 301-00149-22~ Major SPR/Major Variance
6
Rogue Credit Union ~ Union Avenue ~ Type Ill UAPC ~ Findings of Fact

➢ 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.
Planning Commission 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
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.
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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.
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.
Planning Commission 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
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applicant proposed 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 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.”
“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 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 Building Permit.
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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 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.
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.
Planning Commission 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
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
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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). The applicant has submitted a
revised floor plan 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.
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;
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 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
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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.
Submitted landscape plans must meet the requirements of Section 23.041. Per the
Urban Forester Comments, 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. 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.
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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 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.
Planning Commission 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 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 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.
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Planning Commission 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.
Criterion (6): Provision of public facilities and services to the site will not cause service
delivery shortages to existing development.
Planning Commission 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.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. No natural features or significant
resources have been identified on this site that would require special attention or
preservation.
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.
Planning Commission 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.
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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.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. 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
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 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.
Planning Commission 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.
Planning Commission 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.
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Planning Commission 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.
Planning Commission 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.
VI.

DECISION AND SUMMARY:
•

The Urban Area Planning Commission APPROVED the request for the Major Variance
Request for two (2) one-way entries/exits off Union Avenue. The vote was 8-0 with
Commissioners Heesacker, Nelson, Aviles, Arthur, Tokarz-Krauss, Collier, Scherf, and
Coulter voting in favor. None were absent.

•

The Urban Area Planning Commission APPROVED the request for the twenty-five
(25) lot Subdivision with the conditions below. The vote was 8-0 with Commissioners
Heesacker, Nelson, Aviles, Arthur, Tokarz-Krauss, Collier, Scherf, and Coulter voting
in favor. None were absent.
Conditions of Approval:
I.

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.
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 one (1) Type 1
bicycle parking space that meets the design standards of Section
25.064.
d.
Lighting details indicating the proposed lighting shall not glare on
adjacent developments. Location must be confirmed.
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e.

2.

Complete Landscaping Requirements for the project as proposed:
a.

b.

c.

4.

Required ROW dedication, if necessary.

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
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.

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.
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b.
c.

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.

d.

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.

ii.

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

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.
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8.

Meet all applicable Public Safety requirements, 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 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.

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

C.

1.

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

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) Type 1 bicycle parking space.

3.

Install landscaping according to approved plans.

4.

Maintain vegetation throughout the year.

5.

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.
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6.

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

7.

Comply with all requirements of the Engineering and Utility Divisions.

8.

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.

9.

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

10.

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.

11.

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

12.

All utilities shall be placed underground.

13.

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

14.

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

15.

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

16. 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.

FINDINGS APPROVED BY THE URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION this 27th
day of April, 2022.
________________________________________________
Eric Heesacker, Chair

201-00417-22 & 301-00149-22~ Major SPR/Major Variance
20
Rogue Credit Union ~ Union Avenue ~ Type Ill UAPC ~ Findings of Fact

CITY OF GRANTS PASS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
LESON SUBDIVISION 25-LOT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION
STAFF REPORT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:

Type III: Planning Commission’s Decision
104-00147-22
Subdivision Tentative Plan

Owner(s):
Applicant:
Property Address:

Donn & Karen Lesson
Donn & Karen Lesson
1134 SE Allenwood Drive
2881 SE Coach Drive
36-05-31-BB, TL’s 521 & 600
See Exhibits 1 and 2.
Residential (R-1-8) (City Limits)
TL 521: 1.29 acres
TL 600: 7.05 acres

Map and Tax Lot:
Zoning:
Size:

Planner Assigned:
Application Date:
Application Complete:
Date of Staff Report:
Hearing Date:
120 Day Deadline:
I.

Gabby Sinagra
March 18, 2022
March 22, 2022
April 20, 2022
April 27, 2022
July 20, 2022

PROPOSAL:

The applicant proposes the division of Tax Lots 521 and 600 into 25 separate lots (Tentative
Subdivision) ranging in size from 7,269 sq.ft. to 15,848 sq.ft. with one parcel as large as 69,224
sq. ft. as seen in Exhibit 3. The proposed subdivision will be served off of SE Allenwood and
SE Coach Drive and includes the creation of Flicker Drive, Greyhawk Drive (both proposed as
local access streets), and Redtail Hawk Lane (private street). The applicant proposes to extend
SE Coach Drive north through the property and stubbed to the property to the north. Half street
improvements of Greyhawk Drive to City Standards will also be part of the development.
The applicant is proposing the subdivision to be completed in two phases. Phase one proposes
to complete lots 1-10 with the partial extension of SE Coach Drive and Flicker Drive. Phase two
proposes to complete lots 11-25, complete the extension of Flicker Drive, construct Greyhawk
Drive and Redtail Hawk Ln, and continue the extension of SE Coach Drive to stub to the north
property line.
A 13,645 square foot lot in the northwest corner is proposed as tract ‘A’ (unbuildable) to
accommodate storm water detention.

II.

AUTHORITY:
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Pursuant to Section 2.052, a Type III decision shall be processed by the Urban Area Planning
Commission and include a publicly held and noticed hearing. Sections 2.050 & 7.040, and
Schedule 2-1 of the Development Code, authorize the Urban Area Planning Commission to
consider the request and make a decision to approve, approve with conditions, or deny.

III.

CRITERIA:

The decision for the tentative subdivision plan must be based on the criteria contained in
Section 17.413 of the Development Code.
IV.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:

Section 10.050, City of Grants Pass Development Code, provides for an appeal of the Urban
Area Planning Commission’s decision to the City Council. An appeal application, statement of
grounds, and fee must be submitted within twelve (12) calendar days of the Urban Area
Planning Commission’s written decision.

V.

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION:
A. Characteristics of the Property:
1. Land Use Designation:
a. Comprehensive Plan:

Low Density Residential

b. Zoning District :

Residential, R-1-8

c. Special Purpose District:

Steep Slope, GPID

2. Size:

TL 521: 1.29 acres
TL 600: 7.05 acres

3. Frontage & Access:

TL 521: SE Allenwood Drive (Local Street)
TL 600: SE Coach Drive (Local Collector Street)

4. Public Utilities:
a. Existing Utilities:
i. Water:

8” main in Allenwood Drive
12” main in Coach Drive

ii. Sewer:

8” main in Allenwood Drive
8” main in Coach Drive

iii. Storm:

12” main in Coach Drive
12-inch main in Allenwood Drive
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Curb-gutter on both Allenwood and Coach Drive
5. Topography:

Steep Slope (15-25%)

6. Natural Hazards:

None noted

7. Natural Resources:

None identified

8. Existing Land Use:
a. Subject Parcel(s):

Both parcels are partially developed with a
residential home and several outbuildings.

b. Surrounding:

North: Residential
East: Residential
South: Residential
West: Residential

B.

Background:

The application is to request approval for a 25-lot residential Subdivision. The proposed
development consists of two parcels 1.29 acres (TL 521) and 7.05 acres (TL 600)
located in the R-1-8 zoning district. The lots range in size from 7,269 – 69,224 square
feet.
The developer is proposing to split the subdivision into two project phases. Phase I will
consist of Lots 1-10, partial extension of Coach Drive, partial construction of SE Flicker
Drive, and frontage improvements along Allenwood Drive. Phase II will include Lots 1125, further extension of Coach Drive to stub out along the adjacent northern property,
construction of the proposed private street (Redtail Hawk Ln), construction of SE
Greyhawk Drive, and completion of SE Flicker Drive.
The proposed name for the Subdivision is “Leson Subdivision.” The applicant has
approval from Josephine County for the proposed subdivision name (Exhibit 7). Tax Lot
521 has frontage along Allenwood Drive which is classified as a Local Street. Tax Lot
600 has frontage along SE Coach Drive which is classified as a Local Collector. SE
Coach Drive is currently stubbed to the frontage of Tax Lot 600. As part of the
applicant’s submitted Tentative Site Plan, the future development plan indicates the
extension of SE Coach Drive where it would connect to the platted SE Coach Drive
further north of the proposed development (Exhibit 4).
The subject property is part of an Advance Finance District (#04-50000047). However,
the AFD has expired and no payment is due. The subject property is also part of a
Deferred Development Agreement (#04-5000004) for street improvements on Coach
Drive for a distance of approximately 20 feet. Improvements to Coach Drive would be
required at the time of development.
The proposed use matches code 210 (Detached Single-Family Homes) in the Institute of
Transportation of Engineers (ITE) trip generation manual. The new proposed twenty-five
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(25) units are not expected to generate more than 500 Average Daily Trips or 25 P.M.
Peak Hour Trips, therefore a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) is not required.
The applicant submitted a narrative addressing the Subdivision criteria (Exhibit 6).
C.

Phased Development:

When an applicant desires to record and develop a subdivision plat in phases, then the
approving body may authorize a time for the submittal of the final plat and development
of various phases. The time period may exceed eighteen months but in no case shall the
total time period for all phases exceed five years without resubmission of the tentative
plan for review and approval. Each phase so platted and developed shall conform to the
applicable requirements of this Code. Phases platted after eighteen months are subject
to modifications in accordance with any changes in the Comprehensive Plan or
implementing regulations (Section 17.416). The applicant is proposing two phases of
development with an unspecified timeline for completion.
VI.

CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:
A. SUBDIVISION
Section 17.413 of the City of 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): The plan conforms to the lot dimension standards of Article 12, the
base lot standards of Section 17.510, and the requirements of any applicable overlay
district.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. All lots meet the minimum width and lot
size requirements of the R-1-8 zone. No lots exceed the maximum lot width to depth
ratios (Section 17.511), lots are arranged such that there will be no difficulties in
obtaining building permits for typical permitted uses (Section 17.512), there are no
proposed through lots (Section 17.513), and side property lines run at right angles to the
street it faces (Section 17.514).
Section 17.515 requires all street intersections to provide an arc along the property line
to allow construction of standard curb and sidewalk wholly within the right-of-way.
Section 27.121(5)(c) requires a curb radius of not less than 20 feet at local street
intersections. The tentative plan appears to meet the minimum curb radius but this will
be verified at the time of Final Plat.
There are two flag lots proposed as part of this development (Lots 1 and 6). The
applicant contends that existing street patterns and the existing location of homes on the
property have required some flag lots to be proposed in order to efficiently layout
proposed building lots within the constraints of the property lines. Flag lots are subject to
the requirements of Section 17.520.
Portions of the proposed lots are in the Steep Slope Hazard Area. Section 13.100 of the
GPDC will apply to development of the lots located in those portions of Steep Slope
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Hazard Area. In accordance with Section 13.121 a steep slope development report is
due at the time of land use application. The applicant did not provide a steep slope
development at the time of their submittal. As a condition of approval, a steep slope
development report covering any lots located within the Steep Slope Hazard Area will be
required prior to the issuance of a Development Permit for the subdivision.
CRITERION (2): When required, the proposed future development plan allows the
properties to be further developed, partitioned, or subdivided as efficiently as possible
under existing circumstances, in accordance with requirements for typical permitted uses
in the applicable zone and comprehensive plan district, and in conjunction with other
development in the neighborhood.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. A future development plan is required
whenever a property is proposed to be subdivided and there is the potential for
additional division of the property in the future (Section 17.541). For a lot to be dividable
in the R-1-8 zone, it would need to be at least 14,000 sf in size. The largest proposed lot
is 69,224 sf (Lot 17) with another lot as large as 15,848 sf (Lot 6), so a future
development plan is required.
The applicant has submitted a future development plan and contends that while Lots 6
and 17 are large enough to be subdivided in the future, they contain existing structures
with the structure size, location, and topography of each lot preventing large scale future
development. Per the Director’s discretion, staff accepts that Lot 6 cannot be further
divided due to the shape of the lot and the existing structure located on it. However, staff
will require a future development plan for Lot 17 as the lot is over eight times the size of
the minimum lot size required by the R-1-8 zone. As a condition of approval, the
applicant shall submit a future development plan for Lot 17 that meets the requirements
of Section 17.542.
A future street plan is required with a tentative subdivision plan when the future
development plan would affect the creation of streets on properties adjacent to the
property being planned, other than streets already planned on the Street Plan. The
applicant proposes the future extension of SE Coach Drive to connect to the platted SE
Coach Drive further north of the proposed development. The applicant has also
indicated the extension of the newly proposed Flicker Drive to connect to Erin Drive,
therefore a future street plan is required.
The applicant has not provided a future street plan as part of their submittal. As a
condition of approval, the applicant shall provide a future street plan that meets the
requirements of Section 17.552. Said future street plan must meet dimensions of SE
Coach Drive to verify the right-of-way widths on the Leson parcel and the adjacent
parcel align.
CRITERION (3): When one is required or proposed, the street layout conforms to the
applicable requirements of the adopted street plans, meets the requirements of Article
27 and other applicable laws, and best balances needs for economy, safety, efficiency
and environmental compatibility.
Staff Response: Satisfied with Conditions. Section 27.051 requires new
development to conform with and provide for the extension and construction of streets in
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conformance with Article 27. As a condition of approval, all conditions in the Public
Works Staff report regarding public street improvements (see Exhibit 9) shall be met.
The development proposes two new streets (Flicker Drive and Greyhawk Drive) to be
City Local Streets. Both streets shall be constructed to meet all standards found in
Article 27. As a condition of approval, all conditions in the Public Works Staff report
regarding public street improvements (see Exhibit 9) shall be met.
The tentative plan proposes Greyhawk Drive as a half street. In conformance with
Section 27.121(8), half streets, while generally not acceptable, may be approved where
reasonably essential to the development, when in conformity with the other requirements
of these standards, and when it will be practical to require the dedication of the other half
street when the adjoining property is developed. Whenever an existing half street is
adjacent to land to be developed, the remaining half of the street shall be dedicated
either by Final Plat or through deed acceptance and shall be developed in compliance
with the standards of this Code. It is indicated on Sheet T2 of the applicant’s tentative
plan that the street cross section for Coach Drive, “Road A, B, and C” intends to utilize a
five (5) foot sidewalk and five (5) foot planter strip. The applicant has not provided a
legend for which streets on the tentative plan Road A, B, or C refer to. As a condition of
approval, the applicant shall submit a revised site plan that clearly labels which roads
Road A, B, and C are referencing. In addition, per the Public Works Staff report, Coach
Drive will require a five (5) foot sidewalk with seven and a half (7.5) foot planter strips;
Flicker Drive and Greyhawk Drive will require five (5) foot sidewalks with five and a half
(5.5) foot planter strips. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall conform with all
requirements outlined in the Public Works Staff report and provide a revised site plan
indicating the required sidewalk and planter strip configurations.
The proposed Tentative Subdivision plan also proposes to create a private street,
Redtail Hawk Lane. The private street is proposed to serve Lots 13-16 and is
approximately 300 feet in length. In recognition of Section 27.122(3), the applicant
proposes to construct Redtail Hawk Lane as a dead-end street. Dead-end streets shall
be limited unless impractical due to constraints outlined in Section 27.122(5). As the
area where the private street is proposed is in the Steep Slope Hazard Area, the
applicant meets the constraints in Section 27.122(5). In steep slope areas, a cul-de-sac
or dead-end street may not exceed 400 feet in length. The applicant’s submitted site
plan indicates this requirement is met.
Per Section 27.123(12)(a), private streets serving four dwelling units or less may use a
minimum 20-foot street with no curbs, planter strips, or sidewalks required. The
Tentative Plan complies with these standards as the number of lots proposed to take
access off of the private street does not exceed four. Note that future development will
not allow more than four dwelling units to take access off of the private street. The
proposed tentative plan shows Redtail Hawk Lane abutting Lot 17. In conformance with
Section 27.123(14), in those cases where a proposed street abuts a developed
neighboring residential property, the street itself shall be kept a minimum of 5-feet from
the abutting property line. As a condition of approval, all conditions in the Public Works
Staff report regarding street improvements (see Exhibit 9) shall be met.
The majority of Tax Lot 600 is in the Steep Slope Hazard Area. Per Section 27.123(11),
there are separate standards for streets within the Steep Slope Hazard Area. In addition,
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in accordance with Section 27.121(11)(d), driveways in the steep slope hazard area
must not exceed 18%. For driveways longer than 50 feet, the transition between the
street and driveway must allow a City Fire truck to enter the driveway without contacting
the undercarriage.
The applicant has indicated an existing gravel driveway located on Tax Lot 521 that
spans across Lots 1, 2, and 4 on the Tentative Subdivision Plan. There is an additional
driveway configuration spanning across Tax Lot 600 that provides access to the existing
residence. It is unclear on Sheet T2 of the applicant’s tentative plan whether either of the
existing driveways will be utilized as part of the development, abandoned, or relocated. If
the applicant desires to keep the existing driveways as part of the proposed
development, then as a condition of approval, the applicant shall provide a shared
access agreement for the driveway on Tax Lot 521 with Lots 1, 2, and 4. The driveway
configuration spanning across Tax Lot 600 will need to be abandoned or relocated as it
does not meet the driveway separation standards outlined for Private Streets in a
Director’s Interpretation from June 23, 2017. In accordance with Section 25.033(3), all
parking, driveways, and maneuvering of vehicles shall have durable and dustless
surfaces composed of one of the following:
a.
Asphalt
b.
Concrete
c.
Pervious surfacing materials such as concrete, grasscrete, or
paved tire strips
It is indicated on the applicant’s site plan that the existing driveways are composed of
gravel. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall either pave the existing driveways
in conformance with the standards outlined in Section 25.033(3) or provide a revised site
plan that indicates the driveways will be abandoned.
As conditioned below, all conditions outlined in the Public Safety Staff report shall be
met (Exhibit 8).
CRITERION (4): The proposed utility plan conforms to the applicable requirements of
adopted utility plans, the requirements of Article 28 and other applicable laws, and best
balances needs for economy, safety, efficiency and environmental compatibility.
Staff Response: Satisfied with Conditions. All land use and development within the
Grants Pass Urban Growth Boundary, as described in Section 28.013 shall extend basic
urban services along the full length of all portions of the subject property fronting a public
right-of-way consistent with the requirements of Article 28.
The proposed utility plan will provide utility service to all of the lots within the proposed
development. Public water and sewer already exist within the Coach Drive stub and
Allenwood Drive. The applicant proposes to extend the existing utilities in the Coach
Drive stub as well as provide extensions for the proposed Flicker and Greyhawk Drives.
The applicant proposes an 8-inch sanitary sewer main to be located in a 20-foot wide
public, unobstructed, and drivable easement centered on the sewer main within Redtail
Hawk Lane. Per the Public Works Staff Report, the applicant shall extend the 20-foot
sanitary sewer easement into Lot 16 and manholes shall be installed on all terminating
sewer mains that are 200 feet or longer.
Staff Report: Urban Area Planning Commission
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The applicant proposes to locate water meters to service Lots 13-16 in the Flicker Drive
right-of-way with service lines running to each lot within private easements. The Water
Distribution Superintendent has provided comment that Lots 13-16 are located at the top
end of the NH2 pressure zone making it likely that the applicant will need to speak with a
plumber regarding a booster pump setup for their parcel.
A storm water detention pond is proposed on Tract A of the applicant’s site plan. All
stormwater detention areas must be privately maintained.
An existing GPID irrigation ditch exists on the property and the applicant proposes to
pipe the ditch as part of the development. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall
contact GPID to discuss any change to GPID infrastructure.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall record all proposed utility easements on
the final plat.
A 10-foot City Utility Easement (CUE) is required along all lot frontages. As a condition
of approval, the applicant shall submit a revised site plan indicating the provision of a
CUE on all proposed lots.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall comply with all conditions found in the
Public Works Staff Report attached as Exhibit 9.
CRITERION (5): The tentative plan allows for the preservation or establishment of
natural features or the preservation of historic features of the property, and allows
access to solar energy to the extent possible under existing circumstances, including:
(a) Providing the necessary information to complete the tree chart identified in
Section 11.041.
Staff Response: Satisfied with Conditions.
The applicant submitted a “tree plan” document included in Exhibit 5 which does not
meet all conditions outlined in Sections 11.040 and 11.041. The criteria outlined in
Sections 11.040 and 11.041 applies to each lot proposed within the development. The
applicant submitted a canopy chart that applies to the overall development and does not
provide the required information of number of trees needed per lot nor the percentage of
tree canopy to be maintained or re-established per lot. As a condition of approval, the
applicant shall submit a revised tree plan which satisfies the criteria outlined in Sections
11.040 and 11.041.
As a condition of approval, prior to recording of the Final Plat, the applicant must submit
a “Tree Re-vegetation Plan”, prepared by a Tree Professional, in accordance with
Section 11.060 which displays percent coverage per lot in conformance with the
required 25 percent to 30 percent coverage requirement.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall pay a tree deposit of $500 per lot in
compliance with Section 11.060(2). The money will be available for future installation
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trees in accordance with the Tree Re-vegetation Plan and other standards found in
Section 11.060(2).
As a condition of approval, all future building permits shall reflect the Tree-Revegetation
Plan.
(b) No cuts shall result in retaining walls greater than 15 feet high in a single wall from
the finish grade or create any un-retained slopes greater than 100%.
(c) No fills shall result in a retaining wall within the required setback from a property
not included in the development plan greater than 6 feet in height from the finish
grade or create any slopes which are greater than 100%.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. The site contains slopes. As a condition of
approval, the above standards 5(b) and 5(c) must be adhered to during future
development.
Solar lot design standards apply to all proposed subdivisions in residential zones per
Section 22.631. Solar lot standards found in Section 22.632 requires that 80% of the
proposed lots have a north-south dimension of at least 80. As 88% of the proposed lots
exceed 80 feet in their north-south dimension the proposed tentative plan meets solar lot
design standards.
CRITERION (6): The plan complies with applicable portions of the Comprehensive
Plan, this Code, and state and federal laws.
Staff Response: Satisfied with Conditions. With the submittal of the Tentative
Subdivision plan and the burden of proof, the applicant is demonstrating compliance with
all applicable Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan, Development Code requirements, and
state and federal laws given the conditions of approval stated below.
As conditioned below, the applicant shall be required to obtain a demolition permit for
any structures to be removed.
The project site is located within the Grants Pass Irrigation District. As a condition of
approval¸ the applicant shall contact Grants Pass Irrigation District and comply with all
associated requirements and discuss any proposed changes to GPID infrastructure.
VII.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission APPROVE the request for the phased
Leson Subdivision for a twenty-five (25) lot subdivision with the conditions listed.
Subdivision Conditions of Approval:
A.

Phase I - The following must be accomplished within 24 months of the
Planning Commission’s Decision and prior to issuance of a Development
Permit. The Director may, upon written request by the applicant, grant up
to two extensions of the expiration date of six months each.
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(Note: A Development Permit is required in order to obtain a grading
permit):
1. Submit four (4) copies of the revised tentative plan to the Community
Development Department indicating the following:
a. A future development plan that meets the requirements of Section
17.452.
b. A future street plan that meets the requirements of Section 17.552.
c. A revised tree plan which satisfies the criteria outlined in Sections
11.040 and 11.041.
d. Relocation or abandonement of the existing driveway configuration
on Tax Lot 600.
e. Paving of the existing gravel driveways or reflect their abandonment.
f. A 10-foot City Utility Easement on all proposed lots.
g. Legend on sheet T2 providing reference to what Roads A, B, and C
are referring to as well as revised street cross sections that comply
with the Public Works Staff report.
2. Provide all requirement submittals and meet standards found in the Public
Works Comments and Public Safety Comments (see Exhibits 8 and 9).
3. Contact Grants Pass Irrigation District and comply with all requirements.
4. Provide a Steep Slope Development Report that meets the requirements of
Section 13.121.
B.

Phase I - The following must occur prior to Final Plat approval:
1. Provide all requirement submittals and meet standards found in the Public
Works Comments and Public Safety Comments (see Exhibits 8 and 9).
2. Pay a tree deposit of $500 per lot in compliance with Section 11.060(2). The
money will be available for future installation trees in accordance with the
Tree Re-vegetation Plan and other standards found in Section 11.060(2).
3. Provide recorded copies of a shared access agreement with Lots 1, 2, and 4
if the existing gravel driveway is to be utilized.
4. Separate sewer and water services are required for each lot. Private sewer
and water lines shall not cross other lots unless a private utility easement is
established. The applicant shall create and then provide recorded copies of
all private utility easements.
5. Provide a Declaration of Covenants and a Storm Water Operations and
Maintenance Agreement to the City for review and approval covering the area
proposed for the storm water detention. The documents shall indicate the
private party responsible for maintenance, and the scope and frequency of
the maintenance required for the drainage facility.
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6. Submit a Tree Re-vegetation Plan, prepared by a Tree Professional, in
accordance with Section 11.060 which displays percent coverage per lot in
conformance with the required 25 percent to 30 percent coverage
requirement.
7. Provide a land division guarantee issued by a title company.
8.

Development of all streets in Phase I shall be made by the applicant prior to
the submission of the Final Plan or by an agreement to secure the future
construction of the streets in accordance with City requirements per Section
27.110(4).

9.

Street names and traffic control signs shall be installed by the City Engineer
Section 27.121(14) and Section 27.121(15).

10. If individual lots were graded as part of the grading permit for the subdivision,
provide a map of those lots with new building pads and include the
dimensions of the area graded.
11. All adjacent streets shall be swept regularly during construction.
12. Pay all engineering inspection fees due.
13. Coordinate with the Streets Department to confirm that all required signage
and street lights are installed at the proper locations.
14. Power, telephone, cable television, and natural gas lines shall be installed
underground and within the 10-foot City Utility Easements.
15. All water services on existing public water lines shall be installed by the City
of Grants Pass Water Distribution Crews. All encroachment fees related to
the installation of water services shall be the responsibility of the developer.
16. Complete installation of the public utility services as reflected on the
approved utility plans.
17. Comply with Grants Pass Irrigation District requirements.
18. Submit a letter from the Responsible Engineer stating that he/she supervised
the grading and construction for the entire parcel and individual lots and the
grading and construction was completed according to approved plans.
19. Submit a final plat in accordance with Section 17.422 of the City of Grants
Pass Development Code. Incorporate any modifications or conditions
required as part of tentative approval. A professional land surveyor must
survey the subdivision. A plat check by the City Surveyor and payment of
appropriate fees is required. Failure to comply with this condition will nullify
the approval of the Tentative Plat.
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20. After all signatures are obtained, the plat must be recorded with the
Josephine County Recorder within 30 days. The subdivider shall file on print
of the recorded plat with the Community Development Department. Failure to
do so will nullify plat approval.
C.

Phase I - The following shall be accomplished at the time of development of
individual lots in the subdivision:
Note: The following conditions are not all-inclusive and are provided for the
information of the applicant.
1. Future Development of lots shall comply with adopted City standards at time
a future submittal is deemed complete. Standards at time of a future
submittals deeming of condition shall override any of the below conditions.
2. Comply with the Uniform Fire and Building Codes.
3. Development of lots shall be in accordance with solar standards.
4. All future development shall reflect the Tree-Revegetation Plan.
5. Payment of all System Development Charges due; including, but not limited
to, water, storm, sewer, parks and transportation (see Exhibit 10).
6. Future Development of lots shall comply with Article 24: Environmental
Standards of the Development Code.
7. During Construction on new development sites that are without paved
surfaces the developer shall take appropriate measures to suppress the dust,
primarily by wetting the travel surfaces, in and around, the construction site in
accordance with Section 24.253.
8. Each lot shall conform to Article 25; Parking and Loading Standards
9. Prior to occupancy, driveways and parking and maneuvering areas shall be
paved in accordance with the requirements of the Development Code.
10. Driveways shall be in compliance with Section 27.121(11) and cannot exceed
18% grade.
11. Each lot shall have separate utility services.
12. All utilities shall be placed underground.
13. Install landscaping in accordance with the approved landscape plan (Section
23.031 ~ Residential Front Yard).
14. Submit lot drainage plans for approval on all building plans.
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15. Developed or undeveloped building lots will need to be maintained for weed
and grass control throughout the year.
16. Provide addresses visible from the public right-of-way.
17. Gravel driveway approaches and other erosion and track out control
measures shall be in place during construction of individual lots.
18. No cuts shall result in retaining walls greater than 15 feet high in a single wall
from the finish grade or create any un-retained slopes greater than 100%. And
no fills shall result in a retaining wall within the required setback from a property
not included in the development plan greater than 6 feet in height from the
finish grade or create any slopes which are greater than 100%.
D.

Phase II - The following must be accomplished within 18 months of the
issuance of Development Permit. The Director may, upon written request
by the applicant, grant up to two extensions of the expiration date of six
months each.
1. Provide all requirement submittals and meet standards found in the Public
Works Comments and Public Safety Comments (see Exhibits 8 and 9).

3. Contact Grants Pass Irrigation District and comply with all requirements.
E.

Phase II - The following must occur prior to Final Plat approval:
1. Provide all requirement submittals and meet standards found in the Public
Works Comments and Public Safety Comments (see Exhibits 8 and 9).
2. Provide a Declaration of Covenants and a Storm Water Operations and
Maintenance Agreement to the City for review and approval covering the area
proposed for the storm water detention. The documents shall indicate the
private party responsible for maintenance, and the scope and frequency of
the maintenance required for the drainage facility.
3. Pay a tree deposit of $500 per lot in compliance with Section 11.060(2). The
money will be available for future installation trees in accordance with the
Tree Re-vegetation Plan and other standards found in Section 11.060(2).
4. Submit a Tree Re-vegetation Plan, prepared by a Tree Professional, in
accordance with Section 11.060 which displays percent coverage per lot in
conformance with the required 25 percent to 30 percent coverage
requirement.
5. Provide a land division guarantee issued by a title company.
6. Street names and traffic control signs shall be installed by the City Engineer
Section 27.121(14) and Section 27.121(15).
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7. The applicant shall submit evidence of the continued maintenance of all
private streets as required in Section 27.123(12)(d).
8. If individual lots were graded as part of the grading permit for the subdivision,
provide a map of those lots with new building pads and include the
dimensions of the area graded.
9. All adjacent streets shall be swept regularly during construction.
10. Pay all engineering inspection fees due.
11. Submit a final plat in accordance with Section 17.422 of the City of Grants
Pass Development Code. Incorporate any modifications or conditions
required as part of tentative approval. A professional land surveyor must
survey the subdivision. A plat check by the City Surveyor and payment of
appropriate fees is required. Failure to comply with this condition will nullify
the approval of the Tentative Plat.
12. After all signatures are obtained, the plat must be recorded with the
Josephine County Recorder within 30 days. The subdivider shall file one print
of the recorded plat with the Parks and Community Development
Department. Failure to do so will nullify plat approval.
F.

Phase II - The following shall be accomplished at the time of development
of individual lots in the subdivision:
Note: The following conditions are not all-inclusive and are provided for the
information of the applicant.
1. Future Development of lots shall comply with adopted City standards at time
a future submittal is deemed complete. Standards at time of a future
submittals deeming of condition shall override any of the below conditions.
2. Comply with the Uniform Fire and Building Codes.
3. Development of lots shall be in accordance with solar standards.
4. All future development shall reflect the Tree-Revegetation Plan.
5. Payment of all System Development Charges due; including, but not limited
to, water, storm, sewer, parks and transportation (see Exhibit 10).
6. Future Development of lots shall comply with Article 24: Environmental
Standards of the Development Code.
7. During Construction on new development sites that are without paved
surfaces the developer shall take appropriate measures to suppress the dust,
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primarily by wetting the travel surfaces, in and around, the construction site in
accordance with Section 24.253.
8. Each lot shall conform to Article 25; Parking and Loading Standards
9. Prior to occupancy, driveways and parking and maneuvering areas shall be
paved in accordance with the requirements of the Development Code.
10. Driveways shall be in compliance with Section 27.121(11).
11. Each lot shall have separate utility services.
12. All utilities shall be placed underground.
13. Install landscaping in accordance with the approved landscape plan (Section
23.031 ~ Residential Front Yard).
14. Submit lot drainage plans for approval on all building plans.
15. Developed or undeveloped building lots will need to be maintained for weed
and grass control throughout the year.
16. Provide addresses visible from the public right-of-way.
17. Gravel driveway approaches and other erosion and track out control
measures shall be in place during construction of individual lots.
18. No cuts shall result in retaining walls greater than 15 feet high in a single wall
from the finish grade or create any un-retained slopes greater than 100%.
And no fills shall result in a retaining wall within the required setback from a
property not included in the development plan greater than 6 feet in height
from the finish grade or create any slopes which are greater than 100%.

VIII.
A.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:
Approve the request
1. as submitted.
2. with the conditions stated in the staff report.
3. with the conditions stated in the staff report as modified by the Planning
Commission (list):

B.

Deny the request for the following reasons (list):

C.

Postponement: Continue item
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1. indefinitely.
2. to a time certain.
NOTE: State law requires that a decision be made on the application within 120 days of
when the application was deemed complete.
IX.

INDEX TO EXHIBITS:
1. Location Map
2. Aerial Photo
3. Tentative Plan
4. Future Development Plan
5. Tree Revegetation Plan
6. Applicant’s Submitted Narrative
7. Subdivision Plat Name Approval
8. City of Grants Pass Public Safety Comments
9. City of Grants Pass Public Works Comments
10. System Development Charges Brochure
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EXHIBIT 7

Grants Pass Department of Public Safety
101 NW A St.
Grants Pass, OR 97526
541-450-6204

Site Plan Review
Date of Review: March 29, 2022

Permit Number: 104-00147-22

Map/Tax Lot: 36-05-31-BB Lot 600
Address of Project: 2881 Coach Dr & 1134 SE Allenwood Dr
Planner: Sinagra

Comments:
1. 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 have
the ability to deliver 1000 gallons per minute at a minimum of 20 psi for 2
hours.
a. Required Hydrants and Spacing: Hydrants with average spacing of
500 feet.
2. NO PARKING: Parking on emergency access roads shall be as follows
(OFC D103.6.1-2):
•
20-25 feet road width – no parking on either side of roadway
•
26-32 feet road width – parking is allowed on one side
•
Greater than 32 feet road width – parking is not restricted
o
o

Private Street to be posted “No Parking Fire Lane” both sides.
Public Street to be posted “No Parking Fire Lane” on one side.

NO PARKING SIGNS:
Signs shall read “NO PARKING - FIRE LANE” and shall be installed
with a clear space above grade level of 7 feet. Signs shall be 12
inches wide by 18 inches high and shall have red letters on a white
reflective background. (OFC D103.6)
Submitted By:

Joseph Hyatt, Fire Marshal

EXHIBIT 8
*OFC = Oregon Fire Code, OSSC = Oregon Structural Specialty Code, GPDC = Grants Pass Development
Code, GPMC = Grants Pass Municipal Code

Public Works Staff Report
To:

Planning Division, City of Grants Pass

From:

Matthew Scott, Thornton Engineering

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

Leson Subdivision Tentative Plan Review
2881 Coach Drive and SE Allenwood Drive
36-05-31-BB, Taxlots 521 and 600
104-00147-22

Date: March 29, 2022

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. Coach Drive. Classification – Local Collector
i.
Required Right-of-Way dedication: The required full street right-of-way equals
60 feet. The Applicant’s Surveyor shall determine if any additional right-of-way
dedication is required at the subject location.
ii. Required Street Improvements: 34 foot full street width, curb/gutter, driveway
approaches, 7.5 foot planter strip, and 5 foot sidewalk.
b. SE Flicker Drive. Classification – Local Street
i.
Required Right-of-Way dedication: The required half street right-of-way equals
50 feet. The Applicant’s Surveyor shall determine if any additional right-of-way
dedication is required at the subject location.
ii. Required Street Improvements: 28 foot full street width, curb/gutter, driveway
approach, 5.5 foot planter strip, and 5 foot sidewalk.
c. SE Greyhawk Drive. Classification – Local Street
i.
Required Right-of-Way dedication: The required half street right-of-way equals
25 feet. The Applicant’s Surveyor shall determine if any additional right-of-way
dedication is required at the subject location.
ii. Required Street Improvements: Provide two standard-width travel lanes (20 foot
width) per section 27.110 (1) (b), curb/gutter, driveway approach, 5.5 foot planter
strip, and 5 foot sidewalk).
d. SE Redtail Hawk Lane. Classification – Private Street
i.
Required Right-of-Way dedication: None. See 27.123 (12) (b).
ii. Required Street Improvements: 20 foot street width with no curbs, planter strips
or sidewalks required.
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.
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4. Sanitary Sewers:
a. Project specific requirements:
i. The Applicant shall abandon any existing septic system per DEQ standards.
ii. Manholes shall be installed on all terminating sewer mains that are 200 feet or
longer per 203.4.4 of the City’s Sanitary Sewer Standards.
iii. The Applicant shall extend the 20 foot sanitary sewer easement into Lot 16.
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.
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: The site is in the GPID, therefore the Applicant is
required to install Reduce Pressure Backflow devices. Any wells not in use for
residences shall be abandoned per the City’s Water Standards.
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

EXHIBIT 9
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2.
3.
4.

5.

6.

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.
Streets:
Sweep all adjacent streets regularly during construction.
Storm Drainage:
Maintain erosion and sediment control measures until disturbed areas are re-established.
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.
Water System:
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.
c. Properly abandon any wells on site, unless they are to be used for irrigation.
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.

EXHIBIT 9

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.
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

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.

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.

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

SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT
CHARGES

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

EXHIBIT 10

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

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.

Triplex
(x2.28 of SF amount based on dwelling size):

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.

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 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.

EXHIBIT 10

See other side for Storm Drain
SDC Information

MEMORANDUM
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To:

Urban Area Planning Commission

Ftom:

Bradley Clark, Community Development Director

Date:

April2l,2022

Re:

Middle Housing Code Update

-

gsc-

Master Utility Plans

On April 73,2022, the Commission condnued the public hearing for the Middle Housing Code
Update (HB2001 - Application #405-00129-22). The primary reason for continuance was to provide
commissioners additional time to review rld digest the proposed code amendments, which are
extensive and affect 10 different Articles in the Development Code. Another noted reason was to
consider potential impacts that may result from the increased residential density on the City's public
inftastructure. To assist you in your decision-making, attached are selected sections from Counciladopted mastef plans for sewer, water, stomwater and transportation. These provide a summary of
the land use assumptions that were made when these utility plans were written. (Full versions of
these documents are available on the City's web site. Go to v-ww.srantspassoregofl.gov then to City
Hall > Master Plans.)

In staffs view, it is not feasible to accurately project the number of new dwelling units that will be
constructed in Grants Pass as a result of the HB2001 legislation. There are too many uncertainties
and complex factors atplay to make such projections (e.g. matket conditions, topogtaphy,
lending/construction interest rates, street capacity). For decades, middle housing types have been a
permitted land use in the city limits in several zontng districts but has only resulted in a small
fraction of the total number of dwelling units built. It is reasonable to expect that expanding the
number of actes and zoning districts where middle housing types can be built will result in an
increase to the number of building permits. However, since HB2001 does not change or address
building code standards, traffic generation/impact, landscaping or related development requirements
for middle housing, the cost and financing of these housing rypes remains similar to pre-HB2001
conditions.

It is the Commission's role and responsibiJity to assess all aspects of the proposed code changes and
ensure the tequited criteria for a code amendment are met to your satisfacdon before making a
formal recommendation to the City Council.

end
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Chapter

1

INTRODUCTION AND SERVICE AREA CHARACTERISTICS

1.1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the objectives of this Wastewater Collection System Master Plan (CSMP),
and a brief overview of the City of Grants Pass (City's) wastewater collection system. A list of
abbreviations is provided at the end of this chapter to assist the reader in understanding the
information presented in the Plan.

1,2

OBJECTIVE

The City's last CSMP was completed in 2004. A number of the recommended collection system
improvements from the 2004 Plan have been implemented. Additionally, the City expanded and
adopted new Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and Urban Reserve Area (URA) in 2014. This
update shall document changes since the last plan and provide a review of current planning,
management, operations, and maintenance of the City's collection system. Additionally, this
plan shall:

1.

Evaluate the capacity of the existing sanitary collection system during peak wet weather
flows under existing and future projected grolvth conditions,

2.

Develop feasible alternatives to correct these deficiencies, and plan the infrastructure that
will serve future development, and

3.

Provide the City with a capital improvement program (ClP) that they can implement for a
reliable wastewater collection system to serve the anticipated population in the service

afea.
The scope of this Master Plan update included the following main tasks:

.
.
.
.
.
.

Policy & Criteria Review;
Flow Projections;
Condition of Existing Assets;
Collection System Analysis;

Capital Project Development; and
Master Plan Preparation.

The selected planning years for this evaluation include the current year (2015), the short-term
planning year (2025), and the long{erm planning year (2035). The Plan also evaluates build-out
conditions of the City.
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1.3

BACKGROUND

The City of Grants Pass is located in the Rogue River Valley in the Klamath Mountain Range of
Oregon. The City owns, maintains, and operates gravity wastewater pipelines and pump
stations within their service area of approxim alely 8,522 acres and a population of 44,5001. The
City collects wastewater from residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial customers
within the service area.
The City's wastewater system consists of 23 drainage basins and 5 pump stations. Wastewater
is collected and conveyed to the City's Water Restoration Plant (WRP), where it is measured
and recorded daily by a dedicated meter.
The current land use assumptions in this CSMP are based on data from the City's Geographical
lnformation System (GlS). Future land use assumptions were based on the City's
Comprehensive Plan and projected future developments per the City's planning department.

1.3.1 Wastewater Service Area
Figure 1.1 illustrates the City's existing sewer service area, Urban Growth Boundary (UGB),
Study Area, and Urban Reserves.
The existing sewer service area shows the extent of the area that is currently served by the
sewer collection system. The UGB was updated and expanded in 20'14 by the City and is shown
in Figure 1 .1 . The Study Area includes existing sewer service area and future areas that are
anticipated to be added to the City's existing service area in the 2o-year planning horizon of this
CSMP. The Study Area basically follows the UGB boundary and incorporates the Redwood
Sanitary Sewer Service Dislrict (RSSSD).
The Study Area comprises of the following historic collection systems:

.
o
.
.

The City of Grants Pass sewer collection system,
Fruitdale - Harbeck collection system,
Redwood Sanitary Sewer Service District (RSSSD), and
Several expansion areas such as the area located North of lnterstate 5 (l-5) or the
Spalding area.

Management of the RSSSD was transferred to the City in approximately 2000, and a petition
was approved in 20'10 to dissolve the Fruitdale-Harbeck system and make it a part of the City,s
collection system. Further, RSSD was dissolved in 20"13 and the area is now simply served by
the city without a separate District. The area north of l-5 and the industrial spalding area were
included as part of the UGB expansion in 2014 and flows from the area will be addressed in this
CSMP.
1

Source: Population estimate for the existing service area (2015) from City of Grants pass Water Restoration plant
Facilities Plan Update, 2014.
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The combined collection system discharges to the City's Water Restoration Plant (WRP),
located centrally within the City and adjacent to the Rogue River.
The City adopted five urban reserve areas outside of the Study Area in 2014 as illustrated in
2014. Development and analysis of the urban reserve areas will be presented in a separate
appendix of this CSMP (Appendix A).

1.3.2

Land Use

Land use information is an integral component in estimating the amount of wastewater
generated within any City. The type of land use in an area will affect the volume of the
wastewater generated. Additionally, the service area is typically comprised of both sewered and
unsewered areas: Sewered areas contribute flow to the collection system, while unsewered
areas are vacant or undeveloped land and do not currently contribute flow to the collection
system. The following section describes the land use assumptions for the existing sewer seryice
area and Study Area.

1.3.2.1 Existino Service Area Land Use
The exisling land use is presented in Figure 1.2. Of the City's total existing service area of
8,522 acres, approximately 4,857 acres is sewered (i.e, contribute flows to the sewer system)
and 3,669 acres are unsewered (vacant, undeveloped, right of ways, canals, etc.). Table 1.1
provides a summary of the land use zoning categories and acreages for the existing service
area. The City's service area serves the population within the existing City limits (inside UGB)
and a portion of the County that lies outside the UGB (Redwood service area).
Of the total service area (sewered and unsewered), the largest land use category is residential,
which accounts for approximately 5,438 acres, or approximately 64 percent of total acreage.
Commercial, business, and office space make up approximately 1,273 acres, or 15 percent of
the total. lndustrial makes up approximately 265 acres, or 3 percent ofthe total. Streets and
canals make up approximately 1,538 acres, or 18 percent, and open space makes up 14 acres,
or 0.2 percent of the total acreage; streets and canals and open space are considered
unsewered areas.

1.3.2.2 Future Service Area Land Use
The future service area land use is presented in Figure 1.3 and corresponds to the adopted
comprehensive Land use Plan. The future service area includes build-out of the entire study
Area which includes the existing service area and UGB. Therefore, the future sewered service
area includes existing sewered service area, infill of existing unsewered areas, and additional
areas within the Study Area. Table 1.2 provides land use summary the Study Area.
Approximately '1,370 acres will be added to the existing service area to make the future buildout service area of 9,892 acres. Land use data for the Urban Reserve areas is shown in
Appendix A.
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Table

1.1

Existing Land Use Summary (Existing Sewer Service Area)
Wastewater Collection System Master Plan
City of Grants Pass

TotalArea

Zoning
Category

(acres)

Description

Percent of Tota!
Service Area (%)

lnside UGB Boundary (within Existing Sewer Service Area)
BP

Business Park

CBD

Central Business District

GC

General Commercial

I

147.7

1.7%

24.2

0.3%

661.8

7.80/o

lndustrial

83.7

1.0%

IP

lndustrial Park

1B.B

0.2%

NC

Neighborhood Commercial

4.1

0.0%

R-1-10

Residential - Low Density

223.2

2.6%

R-1-12

Residential - Low Density

363.4

4.3%

R-1-6

Residential - Moderate Density

366.9

4.3%

R-1-B

Resldential - Low Density

1,293.2

15.2%

R-2

Residential - Moderate Density

574.1

6.7%

R-3

Residential - High Density

557.5

6.5%

R-4

Residential - High-Rise Density

87.1

1.lYo

RC

Rural Commercial

0.0

0.00/o

RI

Rural lndustrial

0.0

0.0%

RR1

Rural Residential 1 Acre

61.3

0.7%

RR2.5

Rural Residential 2.5 Acre

0.0

0.0%

RR5

Rural Residential 5 Acre

60.5

0.7%

RTC-1

Riverfront Tourist Commercial

5.0

0.1%

RTC-2

Riverfront Tourist Commercial

10.4

0j%

RTC-3

Riverfront Tourist Commercial

0.0

0.0%

Vacant

Vacant, u nderdeveloped

2,001.9

23.5%

Outside UGB Boundary (within Existing Sewer Service Area)
RR1

Rural Residential 1 Acre

RR2.5

Rural Residential 2.5 Acre

RR5

Rural Residential 5 Acre

Vacant

Vacant, underdeveloped
Right of ways, streets, canals

ROW

Totals

291.5

3.4%

4.4

0.1%

18.2

0.2%

128.8

1.5%

1,534.4

18.0%

8,522.3

100.0%
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Table 1.2

Future Land Use Summary (Study Area)
Wastewater Collection System Master Plan
Gity of Grants Pass

Zoning
Category

Description

Total Area
(acres)

Percent of Total
Service Area (%)

lnside UGB Boundary (within Study Area)
BP

Business Park

CBD

340.1

3.4%

Central Business Park

49.0

0.5%

COMM

Commercial

59.5

0.6%

EMP

Employment Area

220.6

2.2o/o

GC

General Commercial

943.9

9.5%

HR

High-Density Residential

794.3

B.0o/o

HRR

High-Rise Residential

392.3

4.0%

I

lndustrial

275.4

2.8%

IP

lndustrial Park

54.2

0.50/o

LR

Low-Density Residential

3,078.1

31j%

MR

[t/oderate-Density Residential

1,365.6

13.8%

NC

Neighborhood Commercial

5.8

0.1%

RTC

Riverfront Tourist Commercial

26.6

0.3Yo

Outside UGB Boundary (within Study Area)
RR1

Rural Residential 1 Acre

371.3

3.8%

RR5

Rural Residential 5 Acre

64.4

18.7o/o

ROW

Right of ways, streets, canals

1,851.3

3.8%

9,892.4

100.0%

Totals

1.4

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The CSMP report contains six chapters, followed by appendices that provide supporting
documentation for the information presented. The chapters are briefly described below:

Chapter 1 - lntroduction and Service Area Characteristics. This chapter presents the
background information for this Master Plan and the objectives of the study.
Chapter 2 - Policies & Criteria. This chapter presents the policies for ownership, operations,
and maintenance of the collection system. lt also reviews the criteria for evaluating the
wastewater collection system.
Chapter 3 - Flow Projections. This chapter reviews historical wastewater flows and presents
the methodology for average and peak flow projections. These flow projections are used
throughout the rest of the csMp for evaluating future conditions.

July 2016
pw://carollo/Documents/clienvoR/Grants Pass/8613000 To.'16/Ddivorables/wastewater
collection System Mp/Chapter 01/_ch01_lnto.docx
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SECTION 2
WATER REQUIREMENTS
This section presents existing and projected future water demands for the City of Grants
Pass's (City's) water service area.
Service Area
The water service area is the specific area within which direct water service is currently
available. For cities that provide water service to their residents, the area is typically the city
limits and can be expected to grow in the future as property is annexed within the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) and as the UGB is expanded. A description of the existing and
future service area boundaries used for the analyses follows. Service area boundaries are
illustrated on Figure 2-l at the end of this section.

Existing
The City's existing water service area includes all existing water customers within the Grants
Pass city limits and a small area of unincorporated Josephine County five miles north of the
City between Merlin and Interstate 5 referred to as the North Valley. A number of developed
properties within the city limits are supplied drinking water by private groundwater wells and
do not receive City water. These properties are not included in the existing service area.

Future
The future water service area includes the entire area within the city limits and UGB as well
as North Valley. Future North Valley customers are described in more detail later in this
section. For the purposes of this Water Distribution System Master Plan (WDSMP) it is
assumed that existing developed properties within the UGB which are supplied by private
wells will not be included in the water system service area through the 20-year planning
horizon. These properties are assumed to conxect to the City water system beyond the 20year planning horizon and are included in the future service area at saturation development.
These assumptions regarding private well customers facilitate long-term planning for future
water system capacity. They are not intended to establish a City policy for these customers.
For this analysis, it is assumed that all new development within the UGB will receive City
water service.
Future water service expansion areas are divided between existing and proposed future
pressure zones based on ground elevations and a service pressure range of 35 to 80 pounds
per square inch (psi). Grants Pass's existing and proposed future pressure zones are illustrated
on Figure 2-2 at the end of this section and discussed in further detail in Section 4.
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Planning Period
The planning period for this WDSMP is 20 years, through the year 2036, consistent with
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) requirements for Water System Master Plans (OAR 333061). Although not required for regulatory approval, water demand projections are also
provided for a 30-year window consistent with the City's comprehensive planning process.
Some planning and facility sizing efforts within this WDSMP will use estimates of water
demands at saturation development. Saturation development occurs when all the vacant,
developable land within the planning area has been developed to the maximum zoning
density with some practical allowance for in-fill of existing developed properties. For the
purposes of this WDSMP, saturation development is assumed to occur at 30 years. Typically,
if substantial water system improvements are required beyond the 20-year planning period in
order to accommodate water demands at saturation development, staging is recommended for
facilities where incremental expansion is feasible and practical.

Current Water Demand
Water demand refers to all water required by the system including residential, commercial,
industrial and institutional uses. Demands are described using three water use metrics,
average daily demand (ADD), maximum day demand (MDD) and peak hour demand (PHD),
in gallons per unit of time such as gallons per day (gpd) or million gallons per day (mgd).
ADD is the total annual water volume used system-wide divided by 365 days per year. MDD
is the largest 24-hour water volume for a given year. In western Oregon, MDD usually
occurs each year between July I st and September 30th. This timeframe is referred to as the
peak season. PHD is estimated as the largest hour of demand on the maximum water use day.
Water demand can be calculated using either water consumption or water production data.
Water consumption data is taken from the City's customer billing records and includes all
revenue metered uses. Water production is measured as the water supplied to the distribution
system from the City's Water Treatment Plant (WTP) plus the water volume supplied from
distribution storage. Water production includes unaccounted-for water including water loss
and unmetered, non-revenue uses, such as, hydrant flushing.
For the purposes of this WDSMP, water production data is used to calculate total water
demand in order to account for unmetered water uses. 2014 customer consumption and
billing records are used to distribute demands throughout the water system hydraulic model,
discussed in Section 4, and to estimate water demand distribution among the City's pressure

zones.

The historical ratios of MDD:ADD and PHD:MDD are used to estimate
future maximum
day and peak hour demands. Based on historical system-wide demands,
the ratio of
MDD:ADD is approximately 2.1. The ratio of PHb:MDD is approximately
1.7 consistent

with similar regional water providers. Due to inconsistent or unavailable
historical flow data
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from the City's other constant pressure pump stations, the ratio of PHD:MDD is estimated
flow data from the New Hope Pump Station. Table 2-1 summarizes the
City's current system-wide water demand based on water production data.

based on historical

Table 2-1

Current Water Demand Summary
Year
2009
2010
2011

2012
2013
2014

ADD (mgd)

MDD (msd)

5.5s
5.17
4.99
s.28
5.38

12.27

5.51

11.96

10.12
I t.r0

n.44
11.24

Water Demand by Pressure Zone

As described in Section 1, water systems are divided into pressure zones in order to provide
adequate service pressure to customers at different elevations. Each pressure zone is served
by specific facilities, such as, reservoirs or pump stations and related piping which supply
pressure to customers. In order to assess the adequacy of these facilities, it is necessary to
estimate demand in each pressure zone. Current water demand based on WTP production and
stored water volume data presented in Table 2-1 is distributed between the City's pressure
zones based on metered water consumption from 2014 billing records. Current water demand
by pressure zone is summarized in Table 2-2.
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Table 2-2
(2014)
Water Demand by Pressure Zone
Current

Pressure Zone

ADD
(mgd)

MDD
(mgd)

I

3.81

7.77

Percentage
of Total
Demand
69.11%

2

0.64

l.3 t

11.67%

2A
2HK
zHT
2MW
2NH

0.22

0.46

0.01

0.02

0.01

0.02

4.05%
0.r9%
0.14%

0.07

0.t4

1.26%

0.07

0.15

1.34%

J

0.55

t.t2

9.93%

3MW

0.001

0.001

0.01%

3P

0.01

0.01

0.13%

3S

0.01

0.01

0.13%

3WX

0.003

0.01

0.06%

4t

0.06

0.12

l.0go

4LR

0.02

0.0s

0.44%

NV

0.03

0.0s

0.47%

Total

5.51

11.24

1000h

Note:

I.

Pressure zone 4 demands include small demand

for Zone 38 along
Beacon Drive which is served through a PRVfrom Hefley Pump Station.

Water Consumption by Customer Type
Current water consumption by rate class or customer type from the City's billing records is
used to correlate water demand to land use type for future demand projections. The City's
water utility billing records maintain five rate classes; Residential, Multifamily, Commercial,
Public and Residential Planned Unit Development (PUD). PUD customers serve several
homes from a single master meter connection to City distribution mains. Current water
consumption by rate class is based on 2014 City water billing data as illustrated in Figure 2-3

In addition to the rate class, the City also uses a service type indicator which is either
domestic water service, irrigation service or standby. Standby meters are intended to be used
only in an emergency. Grants Pass's irrigation consumption serves both residential and nonresidential properties. The total water consumption for all service types is used to estimate
future water demands by customer type.
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Figure 2-3
Current Annual Water Consumption by Customer Type

PUD
lYo

Commercial
250h

Residential
460/0

Multifamily
l4o/o

Public
l4o/o

Equivalent Residential Units (ERU|
The Grants Pass water system serves single-family residential customers as well as
commercial customers and multifamily housing developments. Single-family residential
water services generally have a consistent daily and seasonal pattem of water use or demand.
Water demands for multifamily residences, corlmercial and industrial users may vary from
service to service depending on the density of multifamily developments or the type of
commercial enterprise. In order to establish a common measure of water demand growth for
all customer types, the water needs of non-residential and multifamily residential customers
are represented by comparing their water use volume to the average single-family residential
unit water use. The number of single-family residential units that could be served by the
water demand of these other types of customers is referred to as a number of "equivalent
residential units" (ERUs).
ERUs differ from actual metered water service connections in that they relate all water
customers to an equivalent number of representative single-family residential customers
based on typical annual consumption. ERUs calculated here are specific to estimating future
water demand and are not the same as dwelling units used in housing studies or
comprehensive planning to forecast future population.
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Average Daily Water Demand per ERU

ADD per ERU is calculated from City billing records as the 2014 average daily consumption
by single-family residential customers divided by the number of single-family residential
meter records. As previously discussed, average daily consumption reflects both domestic
and irrigation water use. Current ADD per ERU is approximately 322 gallons per day
(gpd/ERU) as summarized in Table 2-3. For the purposes of this analysis, ADD per ERU is
assumed to remain constant in the future.
Table 2-3
ADD per ERU
2014 Residentialr Water Consumption (gallons)

919,861,976

Residential Consumption ADD (gallons)

2,520,170

No. of Single-Family Residential Customers

7,836

ADD per ERU (epd/ERU)

322

Notes:

1.

Residential consumption and number of customers includes all meters
with 2014 billing records and a rate class of "R" excluding PUDs and
condominium developments with common open space.

Planned Unit Developments

Although many of the customers served through PUD master meters are residing in
developments of single-family attached or detached homes like condominiums and mobile
home parks, the water consumption of these developments more closely resembles customers
in the Multifamily water rate class. Existing Grants Pass PUDs incorporate common green
space or community facilities which are served by the City water system similar to existing
multifamily developments within the City. For the purposes of this analysis, water
consumption by customers in PUDs and condominiums are included in the Multifamily
customer type.
ERUs per Acre

Future ADD projections are based on the anticipated number of ERUs per acre for each land
use category and the number of developable acres in each category from the City's
Comprehensive Plan 2014 Updare. Single-family residential ERUs per acre are estimated
based on the average demand per acre for existing residential customers in the Low Density
and Moderate Density Residential land use categories.

ERUs per acre for multifamily, PUD and non-residential developments in the City's water
service area are estimated based on 2014 water billing records for existing customers, parcel
area associated with each of these billing records and a demand per ERU of 322 gpd.
Estimated ERUs per acre are summarized in Table 2-4.
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Table 2-4
ERUs per Acre
Land Use
Category
Low Density
Residential
Moderate Density
Residential

MultiFamily
(PUD)
Commercial

Employnent
(Industrial)

Comprehensive Plan Designation and City
T.oning

ERUs per
acre

LR: R-1-12, R-l-10, R-l-8

4.2

MR: R-l-6. R-2

5.4

Moderate-High and High Density Residential
(HR & HRR): R-3, R-3-1, R-3-2, R-4, R-4-1,
R-4-2, R-5
Neighborhood Commercial (NC), River Tourist
Commercial (RTC), General Commercial (GC),
Central Business District (CBD)
Business Park (BP), Industrial Park (lP),

Industrial (I)

Parks

6.9

6.0

J.J

6.0

Future Water Demand Projections
Estimates of future growth and related water demand are developed using the best available
information for the City's service area including geographic information system (GIS) data,
the Population Research Center's (PRC's) June 2015 Coordinated Population Forecastfor
Josephine County, buildable lands inventory from the City's Comprehensive Plan 2014
Update and current water demand data presented earlier in this section. Future system-wide
water demands are forecast at lO-years, 20-years and at saturation development. For the
purposes of this WDSMP, saturation development is assumed to occur at 30 years.

Estimated water demands at saturation development are used to size recommended
transmission and distribution improvements to accommodate ultimate capacity needs. Future
MDD is projected from estimated future ADD based on the current average ratio of
MDD:ADD, also referred to as a peaking factor. From current water demand data shown in
Table Z'l,the MDD:ADD peaking factor for the Grants Pass system is approximately 2.1.
Future PHD is similarly projected from future MDD, the PHD:MDD peaking factor is
approximately 1.7.
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Forecast demands are allocated to existing and proposed furure pressure zones based on the
ground elevations in water service expansion areas and a service pressure range of35 to 80
psi. Existing and proposed pressure zone boundaries for the study area are illustrated on
Figure 2-2 at the end of this section. Projected demands are summarized in Table 2-7 atthe
end of this section.

ll/ithin UGB
l}-Year

Water Demand Projection

Water demand at 10 years is forecast based on anticipated growth rates for the Grants Pass
UGB published in the PRC's June 2015 Population Forecastfor Josephine County. As
shown in Figure 2-3,the majority of water use within the City's service area is by residential
customers thus short-term water demand growth may be reasonably estimated based on
projected population growth rates.
The PRC's June 2015 Population Forecast for Josephine County shows a projected annual
average growth rate of 1.5 percent for the Grants Pass UGB through 2035. Projected 10-year
water demands are assumed to be distributed to existing pressure zones based on the
percentage of existing demand in each zone as presented inTable2-2.

2)-Year and Sqturation (3}-Year) Water Demand Projections
The Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan 2014 Update Figure 5-2 includes an inventory of
developable acreage within the UGB and Urban Reserve Areas (URA) for residential and
non-residential land use categories at 20 and 30 years. Water demand growth at 20 years and
saturation development (30 years) is projected based on this developable acreage and the
ERUs per acre presented in Table 2-3. Projected 20- and 3O-year water demands are
distributed to existing and proposed future pressure zones based on GIS mapping of
buildable lands, the2014 UGB expansion and URAs.
Private Well Customers

It is assumed that residents within the UGB currently served by private wells or small private
water systems will continue to receive water outside the City system through 20 years. All
new development within the UGB is assumed to be served by the City water system with no
newly developed properties being served by private wells. Water demand forecasts at
saturation development (30 years) assume that all existing private customers will be
connected to the City water system.
These assumptions regarding private well customers facilitate long-term planning for future
water system capacity, they are not intended to establish a City policy for these potential
customers. Water demands for residents currently served by private wells and water systems
are estimated based on the number of ERUs per acre for each development type as shown in
Table 2-3. Existing developed properties within the City's water service area that are not
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currently served by the City's water system are estimated to contribute approximately
mgd to average daily demands at saturation development.

1.3

Rogue Community College
Rogue Community College's (RCC) 80-acre Redwood Campus is located in the
southwestern corner of the Grants Pass UGB. The campus is currently supplied through a
private water distribution system with a dedicated groundwater source, treatment and
finished water storage reservoirs. RCC's Redwood Campus includes approximately 30
developed acres including one and two-story classroom buildings, a gymnasium, irrigated
sports fields and caf6.

For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that RCC may receive water service from the
City within the 3O-year planning horizon. Potential RCC water demand is estimated as 30
acres at approximately 6.0 ERUs per acre consistent with average demand per acre for
existing commercial development in Grants Pass.

North Valley
The City currently serves three groups of customers within the North Valley water service
atea"

L

2.
3.

North Valley Industrial Area (NVIA)
Merlin Landfill area
Paradise Ranch

It is anticipated that the City will continue to serve existing customers and some growth in
these three areas as well as a portion of the 2014 UGB expansion north of the existing North
Valley Reservoir.
NVIA

NVIA was the catalyst for construction of Reservoir 15 by Josephine County and
creation of the North Valley Pressure Zone when the City assumed ownership and
management of the reservoir. The ultimate ADD for the NVIA's 9O-acre water service area
was estimated at 40,000 gpd (0.04 mgd) in the 1982 NVIA Water and Wastewater Analysis
Phase 1. This build-out estimate is based on approximately 80 acres of industrial
development at approximately 500 gpd/acre (1.6 ERUs/acre). The remaining l0 acres are
assumed to be devoted to right-of-way consistent with existing roadways within the NVIA.
The

The 1982 study assumed future industrial development in this area would have low water
demand characteristics. Current billing records for customers in the NVIA indicate
ADD/acre is well below 500 gpd/acre. For the purposes of this analysis, it is
assumed that
NVIA ADD will increase by a total of 0.01 mgd in 10-years
mgd
in
2g-years
,0.02
and reach
an ultimate demand of 0.04 mgd at 30-years consistent with
the lggistudy.
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2.0 STUDY AREA
This section discusses the study area and its physical characteristics. Also discussed are
pertinent land use and plannang criteria.

2.1

STUDY AREA

The study area is comprised of the areas within the City limits, the Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB), and additional area outside of these two boundaries where stormwater runoff collects
before it drains into the City's storm syslem. The City's UGB (UGB & Urban Reserve) is made
up of 9,992 acres of land. Adding outside drainage areas brings the total study area to
approximalely 27,000 acres. Figure 1 in Appendix A illustrates the City limits, the UGB, and the
study area.

2.2

PHYSICATENVIRONMENT

The physical environment of the study area includes climate, soil characterislics,

and

topography.

2.2.1

Climate

Grants Pass lies within the Rogue River Valley, which has a relatively mild climate characterized

by cool, wet winters and hot, dry summers. A summary of climate data for Grants Pass is
shown in

f

ab|e 2.1

.

Table 2-'l

: Climatological Dara [1893-201 5] - Grants

Jan
Precipilation (in)
SnoMall (in)
High Temperature (F)

Feb

Mar

Apr

Pass, Oregon

May June

July

E/H/ffiHHEE
Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

HHEHE

Precipitation (in)
Snowfall (in)
High Temperature (F)
*Source of data: Western
Regional Climate Center

Annual Average
30.61

4.5
68.1

2.2.2

Soils
ln general, soils within the study area are primarily sandy loam, mixed in with other types of
loam. Slopes vary from 0 to 60 percent. soils data from the area was obtained from the NRCS
website. A soils map and listing of soils within the study area can be found in Figure 2 in
Appendix A. soils characteristics pertinent to this study include both slope, depth to
groundwater, and runoff infiltration capacities. Sandy loam soils will generally
soak up more
runoff than high clay soils.
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2.2.3 Topography
Grants Pass is divided by the Rogue River, which runs from the east to the west across the
study area. The highest elevations are on the far north side and far south side. Surrounding
hills are significantly steeper than downtown areas. Ground elevations in the study area range
from a low of approximately 860 feet above mean sea level near the Rogue River, to
approximately 1790 feet above mean sea level near the northeastern boundary of the study
area. The overland slopes in the City typically average 2.60/0. The study area topography is
shown in Figure 3 in Appendix A.

2.3

STORMWAIER BASINS

Stormwater from the study area generally drains into six receiving streams: Jones Creek, Skunk
Creek, Gilbert Creek, Fruitdale Creek, Allen Creek, and Sand Creek. All water eventually drains

to the Rogue River. The storm systems that drain to each of these receiving streams is
delineated in Figure 4 in Appendix A, and the approximate percentages of the study area
draining to each are summarized in Table 2.2.

Table 2-2: Percent of Study Area Draining for Each Major Drainage Basin
Jones

Creek

20%

2,4

LAND

Skunk Creek
10o/o

Gilbert

Fruitdale

Allen

Creek

Greek

Greek

18%

21%

14%

Sand
Creek
aol
tt lo

4

USE

The City of Grants Pass includes lands designated as open, commercial, industrial, public rightof-way (e.9. transportation roadways), and residential. Existing land use for the study area is
shown in Figure 1 in Appendix A. lt is anticipated that future development will not substantially
increase stormwater peak runoff rates since the recommended policy within the study area
requires post-development runoff rates to be limited to pre-existing conditions.

2.5

UGB STAIUS

The City of Grants Pass expanded their UGB in November 2014. A report from the City
suggests there could be 60,564 total residents in the existing and expanded UGB by 2050. The
figures in Appendix A of this report reflect the new UGB.
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lmpacts of Growth

The TSP mobility torgets ore described in detoil in

Section 3.

Figure 4-l I mops lhe summory v/c (stole highwoy)
ond LOS (city streel) mobility scores indicoting which
interseclions ore eifher under copocily, opprooch
cqpqcity or ol or over copocity within the study oreo.

Signolized lntersections

Vehicle Sofety Evoluolion
Figure 4-l O mops the locolion of recenl vehicle croshes
wilhin lhe Gronts Poss urbon oreo.
ln generol, the highest densiiies of vehicle croshes ore
observed olong routes with higher volumes ond/or
higher speeds. Areqs with the highest density of vehicle
croshes include:

.

OR 99. especiolly neor the interchonge with l-5

'

ond belween A Sfreet ond US I99
US 'l99, especiolly between Allen Creek Rood ond
OR 99, Between Porkdole Drive ond 'M' Street,
ond between 'E' Street ond Terry Lone

.

Cily streeis in the vicinity of the downtown core

The following signolized inlersections do not meet the
TSP

mobility torget under existing peok hour troffic

conditions.

.

OR 99 (southbound, 6th Street) ond 'M' Street
-'M' Street is clossified os o Minor Arteriol ond
links residentiql neighborhoods on either sides of
Highwoy 99 to the Grqnts Poss cily center. "M"

Street is lhe only continuous, eost-west orleriol
between the Rogue River ond the Centrol Oregon
ond Pocific Roilrood. This is the only interseclion
in the Gronts Poss study oreo with o v f c rotio
exceeding 1.00.

'

.

'

US 199 ond Ringuette Street - US 199 is o
principol orleriol ond serves os o primory eostwesl roule in Gronls Poss. ln oddition to providing
connections to OR 99, OR 238, ond l-5. neorly
oll troffic troveling eost-west south of the river in
Gronls Poss musi moke use of US 199. Ringuette
seryes os o moior occess ond egress for the Asonte
Medicol Cenler ond commerciol development.
US I 99 ond 'E' Street

At its intersection with US
199,'E' Slreet is clossified os o principol orteriol.
E Street serves os o mojor eosl-west connection,
north of ond porollel to the roilrood. lt represents
o higher speed ond higher copocity olternotive to
the neighborhood routes it porollels ond provides
occess to most of the big box stores in Gronts Poss
os well os to l-5 ond OR 238 vio US 199.

-

I99 ond Hwy 238 -

of
two slote roules, which serye os the moior eosl-west
ond north-soulh corridors in Gronts Poss. Limited
river crossings ond the lock of procticol qlternotiyes
for eosl-wesl trovel soulh of the river in Gronts
Poss meons thol high volumes of troffic ore routed
through this inlersection.
US

4-14 |

This is the intersection
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Volume 3, Technicol Memorondum #4 (Existing
Conditions) includes o defoiled summory of the couses
of vehicle ond prevoiling environmentol ond driver
chorocteristics in the Gronts Pqss urbon oreo during the

2010-2015 period.

This onolysis includes

o review of

intersection crosh history, intersection crosh rotes, ond
ODOT Sofety Priority lndex System (SPIS) doto.

Gaowru Fonrc,asrs

Populotion. Housing ond Employmenl
Forecosls
The City

of Gronts

Poss

incorporotes the officiol

populotion forecosts tor yeor 2O4O prepored by
lhe Populotion Reseorch Center at Portlond Stote
University (PSU). As shown in Figure 4-12, by 2OaO
there qre slightly more thon 57.500 people estimoted
living within the Gronts Pqss urbon oreo. PSU's bose
yeor is 201 5. These populotion forecosls reflect on
onnuol overoge growth rote of obout 1.43o%.

Gronls Poss Oregon Smoll Urbon Model
Outputs
of Trqnsportotion (ODOT) hos
developed ond refined on Oregon Smoll Urbon Model
(OSUM) for the Gronts Poss urbon oreo. The Gronts
Poss OSUM bose yeor is 2Ol O ond plonning horizon
is 2040, ond wos used os lhe bose model resource for
The Oregon Deporiment

the Regionol Tronsporlotion Plon

2017.

(RTP),

completed in

lmpacts of Growth
Future housing, o surrogote

of populotion, ond

Figure

4-12:

I

Gronls Poss Populotion

employment forecosts ore included in the OSUM Trovel
Model, os summorized in Figure 4-13.

Population
70.000

of growth in housing units (when
compored to populotion growth) is on indicotor of
o more elderly populotion ond smoller fomily size
in Gronts Poss over the next 20 plus yeor. The rote
of growth in employment is much lower thon housing,
overoging obout O.75% per yeor, see Figure 4-14.

The higher rote

50,@0

57,505

50,000

m,m

39,750
30,ooo

20,000

Figure 4-l 5 ond Figure 4-16 illustrote the net new
housing ond employment growth, respectively, by
tronsportotion onolysis zone (TAZ) within the urbon
oreo. As shown, the moiority of new housing growth
is locoted in the southwest qnd southeost qreo of
Gronts Poss, with some continued housing development
growth west of Highlond Avenue in northwest, ond
some modest growth north of l-5. Employment growth
is centrolized in the north OR 99 corridor, in the centrol
eostside commerciol ond industriol oreos, ond olong
US 199 west of OR 99.

10,oo0

0

2015

Figure

4-13:

r

2040

Gronls Poss Housing Growth

Housing
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I lmpacts of Growth
Figure

4-15: Net New Housing Growth (2O|O-2O40)
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TSP Update

lmpacts of Growth
Figvre

4-16: Nel New

I

Employment Growth (2O|O-2O4O)
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Future Traffic Conditions

Bqse Yeor

-

2010

Figwe 4-17 mops the PM peok hour troffic volumes
in the Gronls Poss UGB for bose yeor 2010. The
highest troffic volumes ore observed on l-5 ond the
Store Highwoys. Significont troffic volumes ore olso
observed on City orteriols including'E' Street,'F'
Street, 'G' Street, 'M' Street, Bridge Street, Redwood
Avenue, ond Cloverlown Drive. The OR 99 ond US
199 river crossings represen, the highest link volumes
within the UGB. A totql of opproximotely 3,300 ond
3,900 vehicles trqvel norlhbound ond southbound,
respectively ocross these river crossings during the PM
peok hour.

'
.
.

Cloverlown Drive.

of troffic arowth from 2O1O to 2O4O
ore found in the following locotions:
The highest fevels

.

t-5

.

US 'l99, especiolly between 'M' Street ond Willow
Lone

.

OR 99. especiolly between Morgon Lone ond US

199
The river crossings for both OR 99 ond US 199
US 'l99 belween Porkdole Drive ond Terry Lone
US I 99 between the 'Y' ond Willow Lone
Redwood Avenue between US 199 ond Dowell
Rood

.

Bridge/'M' Srreet between Pine Street ond 7th
Slreel

.

'G' Slreel between Booth Street ond Westholm
Avenue

.

Figure 4-19 mops the PM peok hour (or design hour)
troffic volumes for streels in the Gronts Poss UGB
for the plonning horizon yeor, 2040. Similor to the
PM peok hour troffic volumes for 20'10 (shown in
Figute 4-17), the highest troffic volumes ore seen on
l-5, the Stote highwoys, ond o number of key Ciry
orleriols, including 'E' Street, 'F' Street, 'G' Street,
'M' Street, Bridge Street, Redwood Avenue, ond

Slote Highwoys

Figure 4-18 mops the volume to copocity (v/c) rotios
for the links in ihe Grqnts Poss OSUM during the PM
peok hour. The mop idenlifies o few locotions where
troffic volumes opprooch or exceed copocity in ot leost
one direction:

.

Fulure Plonning Horizon - 2040
(No-Build)

Porkdole Drive

The locotions noted in the bullets obove correspond
to criticol routes in Gronts Poss'street network where
there ore not eosily occessible olternotives, Crossing
the Rogue River within the Gronts Poss UGB requires
use of either OR 99 or US 199. US 199 must be used
by motorisls troveling eost-west south of lhe river
ond provides connection to mojor City qrteriols ond
l-5. Bridge/'M' Street ond 'G' Street (into 'E' ond
'F' Streets) represent the only continuous eost-wesl
connections thot poss through City center - one on eoch
side of the roilrood trocks.
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'

OR 238, especiolly north of Horbeck Rood

City Skeels

. A Street, west of OR 99
. 'G' Street
. 'E' ond 'F' Streets, eost of OR 99
. 'M' ond 'N' Streets eost of US I 99
. Cloverlown Drive
. Willow Lone
. Dowell Roqd
The obove City routes provide occess from OR 99 ond
US 199 to some of the oreos of Gronts Poss for which
the highest growth in households ore proiected on the

periphery of the UGB.

