URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes – July 13, 2022, at 6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
City/Staff/Council Liaisons:
Bradley Clark (Director)
Jason Maki (Associate Planner)
Donna Rupp (Associate Planner)
Ryan Nolan (Contract Principal Planner)
Gabby Sinagra (Assistant Planner)

COMMISSIONERS:
Eric Heesacker (Chair)
Mark Collier (Vice Chair)
Loree Arthur
Jennifer Aviles
Susan Tokarz-Krauss - Absent
L. Ward Nelson
Clint Scherf - Absent
Jim Coulter

Guests:
Amber Neeck (Housing & Neighborhood Specialist)
Beth Goodman

1. Roll
I'm going to take some role here. Commissioner Coulter? [inaudible 00:00:03].
Commissioner Nelson?
Present.
Commissioner Arthur?
Here.
Vice Chair Collier?
Here.
Commissioner Aviles?
Here.
And I'm Eric Heesacker, I'm here. We do have a quorum. Let's see, we did roll call.
2. Introductions
Any introductions [inaudible 00:00:24]Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss is absent.
Tokarz-Krauss, and Clint Scherf are absent, for the record. Thank you.
This meeting is being recorded and or transcribed.
Thanks Gertrude.
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3. Public Comment
Public comment? I don't see members of the public here. I'll skip that.
4. Approval of Minutes
a. Recorder wasn’t working – No minutes to approve. Will provide at next meeting.
Approval of minutes item four a., recorder wasn't working last meeting. No minutes to
approve, we'll skip that.
5. Informational Items
a. City of Grants Pass Housing Production Strategy Workshop with ECONorthwest
Informational item, City of Grants Pass Housing Production Strategy workshop with
ECONorthwest. Ma'am, go ahead and introduce yourself and take us away.
Hello. I'm Amber Neeck and I have here with us today, Beth Goodman, who will be
presenting. So let me give her the spotlight. And Beth, are you able to share your
screen?
I am able to share my screen. So, give me one moment and I will get all my screens
arranged properly.
Hold on, [inaudible 00:01:34] messed up a little bit here.
[inaudible 00:01:40] down to the corner.
Down to the corner?
Yeah.
It's not doing anything.
Well, we can... [inaudible 00:01:50] trying to do?
Oh, I'm trying to make it big because when I share the screen so that people online
could see her screen.
Oh, okay. Actually, they should be able to now. It's in the red. Whatever's in red is what
they should be able to [inaudible 00:02:13]Right, but she's going to [inaudible 00:02:14].
I am currently sharing my screen.
Okay, so I think what happened is [inaudible 00:02:21]We see it.
Okay.
Excellent.
So, I see Beth, but I don't see your screen.
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Oh.
Go ahead and minimize [inaudible 00:02:32]I don't see Beth's screen. I just see Beth.
That's what I meant.
Let's see, let me try that again. Are you seeing my screen now?
There we go.
Okay. I'm [inaudible 00:02:49] mess that up, sorry about that. So Amber, will you tell me
when people in the room have questions because I can't see anybody?
Yes, I will.
All right. Shall I go ahead?
All right. I think we're good to begin.
Sure. Go ahead.
Okay. So, you all have seen some of this information before, so I'm going to pass over
the slides fairly quickly, especially in the beginning. If there are questions, I hope that
people will stop me as we go along. So, to do a little project overview, a Housing
Production Strategy, it's a newer requirement of the state. After a city has adopted their
Housing Needs Analysis, they need to do a Housing Production Strategy, which is
essentially an eight-year action plan for what can the city, what will the city do, to support
development of housing to meet its housing needs? And all of the boxes in this will be
part of the Housing Production Strategy report, by the time we've produced it later on
next year, early next year. So why Grants Pass is conducting a Housing Production
Strategy? It's a little bit obvious, other than the fact that it's a requirement and the city
was given a grant by the state, it's to address the fact that there's an awful lot of unmet
housing need in Grants Pass.
Here we're showing unmet housing need based on cost burden. So, a household that
spends 30% or more of their income is said to be cost burdened. Sorry, spends 30% or
more of their income on housing cost, is cost burdened. If they spend 50% or more of
their income on housing costs, they're severely cost burdened. So, what you can see
here is, renters in Grants Pass nearly 60% of renters are cost burdened and 29% are
severely cost burdened. This project builds on a lot of work that the city has completed
recently or in recent years, and some of that's still ongoing.
So, what we're showing here briefly is that cost burden is worse among low-income
households, both for owner and renter households, but renter households tend to have
rates of cost burden higher than owner households. So, the Housing Needs Analysis told
us a lot about your buildable lands inventory and whether you had enough land to
accommodate expected growth, the answer there was yes, with a few "buts" to it. The
Housing Production Strategy ties into that and identifies potential strategies to address
those housing needs identified in the Housing Needs Analysis. This project is expected
to complete by May 2023. A lot of the work will be done here in 2022. And we're about
halfway through 2022 with a lot of the work already underway. What you can see here is
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that we've had three meetings with the Housing Advisory Committee, which is a
subcommittee of the full Housing Advisory Committee. We've got a few more meetings
coming up either later on this month or later on this year.
So, the keys to the housing needs, starting with the idea of what is housing need? It's
housing that's affordable based on income. So, access to housing where housing costs
are less than 30% of a household's gross income. That's a HUD standard. It doesn't
account for things like accumulated wealth, debts, or special costs. It's also housing that
meets the unique needs of a specific household. So, households have different sizes
and household composition. They need to be in different parts of the community.
Different households need different characteristics for their unit or their neighborhood.
And then very important is access to housing without discrimination. Before I go on, are
there any questions?
Nobody's raising any hands, please continue.
So, when we look at what financially attainable housing is, we're looking at it in the
context of median family income for Josephine County. And that was $59,000 in 2021.
The median home sales price in Grants Pass is between 325 and 377, depending on the
neighborhood. And so, what we see is households with income above average, so 120%
of median family income and above, some of those households are able to afford your
median home sales prices. Some of them aren't, but you're starting to get closer to being
able to afford that. This project is mostly about households with income at or below
average. So, households that have difficulty paying for the average asking rent of about
$1,400, almost $1,500 in Grants Pass. So those are households with income of 100% of
median family income, $59,000 or less.
When you look at housing costs and development for housing that's affordable below
50% of median family income, little housing is built by the traditional housing market at
that level. So, with rents of $740 or so, that's generally income restricted, affordable
housing. We're talking about that. And we're also talking about housing that is affordable
between 50% and 80%, and sometimes up to 100% of median family income, that's
housing for low- and middle-income households.
So really the focus of this project is households in these lower income groups. So, from
about $71,000 downward, how does Grants Pass support development of new housing
and preservation of existing housing, so it continues to be affordable for these
households, with the biggest problems with households with income below $30,000? So,
here's the list of your existing households along with your forecast, for new housing for
the next 20 years. And essentially what we're looking at is between new and existing
households, about 6,000 households with income below 50% of median family income,
these households are in the worst shape. And then these households between 50 and
80% of median family income, and sometimes up to 100% of median family income, are
also struggling to afford housing.
So, there's a lot of different variations of housing need, and it really differs by groups. So,
people experiencing housing have a wide range of needs for a wide range of causes.
So, at the bottom most inability to afford housing, so need for housing, that's affordable
to them. People experiencing homelessness may also need housing with services to
help keep them in their housing, or they may have other housing needs. So, housing
needs for people 65 and older and people with disabilities, is typically about housing that
is accessible. So physically accessible, maybe in some cases has services that help
people stay in their homes. So, access to care, that kind of services.
Other forms of accessibility, of course, there's affordability issues. All of these groups on
this slide are disproportionately cost burdened, meaning that they experience cost
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burden more frequently than all households in Grants Pass, and that's true across the
state. And these two groups, people under 65 or over 65 rather, and people with
disabilities also need access to housing without discrimination. For different racial and
ethnic groups, people of color, the need for housing that's different is sometimes housing
with the right characteristics. So, the right size of unit, and it's often about affordability, of
course, and access to housing without discrimination.
So, developing the Housing Production Strategy, which is where we are at this point in
the project, as we're thinking about what actions should we have in the Housing
Production Strategy, we're thinking about what the city's role is in housing development.
So, development occurs when you have land, public policy, access to capital, and
market feasibility that all support development of housing that's financially feasible. So
that means that housing that can be developed and achieve rents or sales costs that
make it feasible to do that development.
Cities have direct influence on public policy. So, for instance, setting your zoning or your
density or your design requirements, cities also have influence on land and infrastructure
looking at, do you have enough land within your urban growth boundary? And is it
served with infrastructure to support housing development? Cities rarely have influence
on access to capital. So, cities are rarely lending money for housing, it does happen
sometimes. And then cities may have limited influence on market feasibility. So, through
tax exemptions or subsidizing or waiving certain fees to support development of housing,
that is financially feasible, but at lower costs. So, we're keeping all of that in mind as we
talk about different actions.
Remember that different actions, different strategies are going to have more and less
impact. So, actions that involve funds, so allocating resources or at land acquisition and
disposition, they're the most impactful in and of themselves, but the actions like providing
informational resources or partnering on different projects that may be less impactful and
may not directly result in development of new housing or preservation of existing
housing, but it may be necessary for other actions to take effect. So, remember that
many of these actions layer on top of each other. And we'll talk about that in a few
minutes. Any questions before I go on?
No questions.
Okay. All right. So, the requirements. So, for the strategies, the actions required in the
HPS, the city, whatever it has in its HPS that it accepts or adopts in some way, all of
those actions, the city is committed to trying to implement them. It may be that there are
some of the actions that the city looks at more closely and decides that's not the right
action for Grants Pass, or it can't be implemented in Grants Pass for whatever reason. In
that case, whatever particular housing need that action is identified to cover, the city has
to have at least one other action that addresses that housing need, or it needs to bring in
a new action to replace the action that can't be implemented. The city is required to
update the state, the Department of Land Conservation and Development, on its
implementation progress and will be required at the time you do your next Housing
Production Strategy, to comment on the effectiveness of the actions in this HPS in the
future.
So, there's a monitoring portion of this that is built into the HPS. Remember that
strategies not identified in the HPS can still be implemented by the city, but the city's not
held to specific action by the state. So, there are actions, strategies that some cities are
really interested in, but say aren't yet legal here in Oregon, like implementing a vacancy
tax or second home tax. To my knowledge, that's not something that cities can do, but if

Page 5

the legislature made it so that it was legal, a city could do that, even though it's not in
their HPS.
The HPS looks at all the strategies together and assesses how they're together,
achieving fair and equitable outcomes. So, the graphic here talks about equity from the
beginning of the project on through implementation of the HPS, which is going to happen
in 2023 and beyond. And of course, you have that ongoing learning, and eventually
you'll come back to the HPS in the future, and assess housing needs again. But we'll be
looking at whether the HPS achieves fair and equitable outcomes for things like
affordable home ownership and affordable rental housing, decreases gentrification and
displacement and increases housing stability, provides options for residents
experiencing homelessness, looks at the location of housing within compact mixed use
areas, looks at housing choice in safe neighborhoods with high quality amenities, and
addresses fair housing needs, especially for federal in-state protected classes.
So, we're going to talk about the initiatives in a few moments, outside of the PowerPoint,
but what I want to do as we spend the rest of our time here talking, is answering these
questions. Do you have comments on the initiatives that we'll present in a moment or
two? Are we missing any actions? Which actions do you think are highest priority for the
HPS? Which actions, if any, should we exclude in the HPS? So, I'm going to switch out
of PowerPoint into a different presentation program here in a moment for our discussion
before I do. Does anybody have any questions about what I've presented?
Commissioner Coulter?
I do have a question, or potential recommendation.
Mm-hmm.
I can hear two of me.
Beth, can you mute yourself while he speaks?
Yes, sorry.
Try it again. Hello. Hello. Does it work?
It's working.
Good. I have a question or potentially a recommendation on, maybe I have the cart
before the horse. So, what I'm asking, and I don't even know if it's registers on the radar
would be unsuitable future housing. Housing that doesn't meet code, housing that's
going to be demolished, I don't know if there's a state or local standard, so that can
either be a question or a recommendation going forward. So that's all I have on that
question.
So is your question or your suggestion, have strategy about identifying and removing
unsuitable housing?
Yes. Well, and then how it factors in, of course, whatever that percentage is that would
drop the overall housing market that we... or housing inventory that we have. So that
would change the percentages potentially, but I don't know what that number would even
look like.
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So, on its face, I would be cautious of that. Obviously, there's standards for health,
safety, and welfare, and I won't go into those. Those aren't my areas of expertise. But
aside from condemning housing, some housing that is in poor condition, ends up still
being very important for your housing market. And I'll pick on a different city. We'll talk
about Klamath Falls; they have an enormous amount of manufactured homes that are in
just appalling conditions. So, what happens if a lot of that housing is condemned, what
housing is replacing it? So, I would say that it would be important to consider what
housing is replacing housing that is deemed substandard through a process like you're
talking about.
Okay that makes sense, thank you so much.
If I could maybe just tack onto that, the other challenge with that is the inspection side.
Under the Oregon Building Code Division, where our building inspectors, after that
certificate of occupancy is issued on a residence, they are not actually permitted to go
into that house, unless they're asked to come in by the owner, or there is something on
the outside that would trigger it to be potentially a dangerous building. So, you kind of
have that other piece about, well how do you actually assess and determine who gets on
the list of houses that are uninhabitable? And with that current rule that we can't actually
send an inspector in there after certificate of occupancy, it challenges that side of it too.
Other questions?
I have a question.
Shoot.
Thank you. So, Beth, I have a question around strategy. We have a pretty limited
inventory of housing and very little's being built. At the same time, we're losing current
units to things like Airbnb and short-term vacation rentals. Could, or would a strategy be
to limit the conversion of long-term owner occupied or renter occupied units to short term
rentals? Is that a strategy that we could explore in this scope of work?
It is a strategy that we could explore. I think we've talked about it briefly, but I don't think
we've gone into any detail about it. And I don't know if Amber or city staff have more
information about it, but certainly cities do regulate the amount of housing that can be
used for short term rentals. Some limit it quite a bit, some merely monitor it. So, it all
depends, but that could be a strategy that is adopted.
Do you know if our city currently monitors it?
I would have to defer to Amber on this one, and it might be something we need to get
back to you on.
This is Brad. I was just going to say, we monitor in the sense of monthly applications for
short term rentals. Over the last four years, we just did look at this data. Over the last
four years, we've ranged between five vacation rental dwellings. And I think 10 was the
most that we've seen. So anyway, somewhere that average of say six or seven, new
short-term rentals a year, which as you point out, Commissioner Aviles, are typically
converted houses that are permanent long term occupancy houses. So yeah, I mean, I
wouldn't say that it's, at least based on our limited data so far that it's had a significant

Page 7

impact on housing here in Grants Pass just because if you're talking six or seven units
per year that are converted. But we'll keep a close eye on it. And it still certainly doesn't
mean that you as a Commission, can't bring it up, talk about it more.
Thank you. And yeah, I was just curious, because I also noticed in the past two years
there been a tremendous amount of prohibitions around evictions and things like that.
And with, I think the loss of some of those moratoriums, my concern is that many rentals
will be converted. And so, while we may not have seen a great loss yet, my fear is that
next year that 10 number will double and we'll just continue to bleed out units while none
are being built. So just a thought, but thank you.
Thank you for that Commissioner Aviles, any other questions? There are no more
questions you may continue.
Okay. So, what we're doing here is we're organizing the actions and we'll talk about the
actions in just a few moments, into five groupings called initiatives. So, the initiatives that
we've identified are removing barriers to development of low and moderate income,
affordable rental housing. So that's housing for households that earn between 60 and
120% of median family income, it's a household of four. So, 35 to about 71,000 increase
opportunities for home ownership. And so that's about housing opportunities for
households earning less than 120% of median family income encourage development of
income restricted affordable housing. So that's for households that have income below
35,000, below 60% of median family income, preserving your existing low- and
moderate-income affordable housing. Again, we focus this so far at less than 120%
median family income. So, housing that's affordable to a household with that income and
address homeowner ownership, sorry, address homelessness by removing barriers in
support and putting in support access for temporary and longer-term housing solutions.
Addressing homelessness is also partially covered through the encouraging
development of income restricted housing units. If anybody has any comments on those
initiatives I can take them now, or you might have comment as we talk through some of
the actions.
Commissioner Nelson.
Just a clarification, initiative you would refer to as goals then?
Loosely speaking, they're essentially goals. What are we trying to achieve with the
Housing Production Strategy and how do these different actions work together?
Okay. Thank you.
Anyone else? Commissioner Aviles, you're good? Okay, please continue. Thank you.
Okay. So, here's where I want you all to talk more. So, the strategies that are on the list
here, I've listed them. They're in the memorandum that you have in your packet. And my
colleague, Nicole, is the person hovering around here who will be taking some notes
about this. And we're showing most of the initiative table, here now we're showing all of
the initiative table so I can zoom in as needed. I was going to start at the top and just
walk down through these. I think it's important that, given our time, about a half hour, and
there's quite a number of these, we want to spend the most time on the items that you
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have the most comments on. So, if you have few comments about something like
developing a land bank, maybe we don't say a lot about that.
But the first thing is develop a land bank. A land bank could be land that is designated,
sorry, that is city owned and identified as surplus. It could be land that the city purchases
for the purpose of supporting affordable housing, like aggregating different parcels, it
could be that the city provides financial support to another organization who's actually
doing the land banking. The idea with the land bank is that, that land in that bank would
be used for things like increasing opportunities for home ownership that's affordable and
encouraging development of income restricted housing. I know there's considerations on
making sure that public funds are used in a way so that in the long term, that housing
stays affordable long term. And that's part of what we're thinking through on these
actions. So, is there any concerns about that action for a land bank?
Commissioner Nelson?
I like the ideas that you're putting forward as far as the goals. The criteria and so forth, I
think we need to still develop courses of actions that can achieve those goals, but still
need to be developed. The question I have is, we don't have a lot of facts and
assumptions. So, in other words, on land banking, when I look at that, I have to ask the
question, how much land does the city actually own?
Pardon me, I'm having trouble unmuting quickly enough. That's a good question. And so,
each of these actions is something that would have to be unfolded further in a separate
process. [inaudible 00:29:57]So, if I... Oh, sorry. So, if we're going to pursue this, how do we get the information
necessary to evaluate and weight the goals, or the criteria so that we can make the
correct decisions that are suitable for Grants Pass? In other words, I need more facts
and assumptions that I can use to evaluate these.
And so, we may be able to, if city staff have information about the amount of land that's
currently owned by the city that is surplus, then we can include that information. That
might be one of the implementation steps for developing a land bank is do an inventory
of publicly owned land, or work with City Council to decide whether the city should
pursue policies to acquire properties for a land bank. So, there's going to be a number of
different implementation steps for each of these. And so that is why I say in your HPS, it
may turn out that some actions, the city doesn't implement, and some actions will be
very clear that the city should implement. We'll be getting to one of those actions in just a
few minutes because it's something that the city's already doing. Does that, I don't know,
it doesn't satisfy your question, but does it partially answer it?
Well, no. I mean the facts of such is, we should be able to answers to how much land do
we currently own, and then how much would we like to designate? In other words, we
have urban growth area that we haven't even done zoning with. And is that possible to
take that into the city? With the city purchasing it through, and I was going through, we
have GO bonds, American Rescue Plan, Land Trust. I don't know enough about what we
have in those and what amount of money those would bring in. I have some ideas about
that. Multiple unit property tax exemptions, that was intriguing, but that also has some
downsides to it. Community development, block grants, grants to fees, set, construction,
excise tax, et cetera. So how those would be utilized and implemented would be part of
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those facts and assumptions that would help us weigh what could be actually done to
help with their goals.
And so, some of that thinking is just, it's beyond the scope of what you can do in this
project. This is why this is an eight-action plan. So, what we do is we identify the
potential actions, identify when they should be taking place. And then the city goes
through a process of some of what you talked about, or really policy decisions, should
the city buy more land? That's not a policy decision that we can make as part of this
project. It's something that the City Council is going to have to weigh in on, as this action
is under consideration for implementation.
Yeah, those are my concerns. You can go ahead.
I have a question.
Yeah, Jennifer has a question.
Go ahead Commissioner Aviles, go ahead.
Thank you. So, I'm looking at an ECONorthwest report from 2017, and land banking was
cited then. Five years later, why is that still... I guess my brain is trying to figure out,
what's happened in five years?
The city hasn't implemented a land bank [inaudible 00:33:51]Or not happened.
- [inaudible 00:33:52] still an action that the city could take.
Yeah.
You didn't have housing staff, before, who could take on doing that. And you do have
that capacity now with Amber.
Yeah, okay. And it looks like land banking is something that's happening in Eugene. Is
that accurate?
I believe land banking is happening in Eugene. It's happening in an awful lot of our cities
across Oregon. So, for instance, Hood River's doing some pretty interesting things with
land banking.
Thank you, Beth.
Mm-hmm. Other than the fact that there's not enough information to really decide how
land banking could work in Grants Pass, are there other concerns about keeping that on
the list.
Commissioner Nelson?
I definitely would keep it on the list. I mean, there's all sorts of options you could do. I like
the idea of perhaps forming a relationship with Land Trust Group or independent non-
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profit that would formulate a land trust that could identify lands and be able to do the
grant money, to be able to purchase those lands for land banking. So, I would look more,
you had down there as a city's responsibility, instead of having the city do it, I would look
towards a public partnership that would allow for partner to be led by another agency,
reducing the administrative cost to the city. But we don't have enough information.
And I fully agree that a partner led land bank may be what you want, it, I think, depends
on whether you have an organization, a nonprofit, who would lead that land bank. Or if
you weren't doing land banking as a very official strategy, in other words, you didn't have
a sitting land bank, but as you had land, the city had a policy to convey it where there's
good opportunity under certain circumstances. So, criteria for when it would convey it to
a land trust or an organization that was doing that income restricted affordable housing.
So, there's a lot of different ways that this could work out.
Oh, may I continue?
Commissioner Nelson, go ahead.
That was one of my big questions was the funding mechanism, because most of these
are going to require some form of funding mechanism. And as I went through the list of
the various methods that you could utilize, or that you've already put into this study,
perhaps what we need is more information on how does that impact the citizens of
Grants Pass? How does that impact the building industry, and how does that impact the
taxpayer themselves?
And so, Commissioner, I'm just going to keep giving you the same answer that's not very
satisfying is, you've got a construction excise tax for instance, now. So, you're in the
process of figuring out how that construction excise tax would be spent. You've got a lot
more information about the construction excise tax than you have about many other
things, but for some instance, something like issuing a general obligation bond, how
much would that bond be for, over what period would it be? What projects would it fund?
Those are all public discussions that have to happen outside the context of this project.
We certainly couldn't... That's going to be potentially a multi-year process to figure out all
of those things. And so, the role of the Housing Production Strategy is to say that these
are the questions that have to be answered through the process of identifying whether
to, for instance, issue a general obligation bond or how to use urban renewal funds to
support housing and infrastructure development. So, you're very right that an awful lot of
these things depend on funding. And if you don't have funding, it's going to be difficult to
do it. So, I'm going go on and talk about a number of these other pieces, if that's okay.
That's fine.
Ones that are a little...
Go right ahead. Nobody has any more questions. Go ahead.
Okay. So redesignating land, rezoning land for housing. So, this is something the city's
already in the process of, you've got about 540 acres of land that was brought into the
UGB to be rezoned. And there's some barriers to that. So, what this action is, is
identifying the fact that is something the city is doing and wants to continue doing, it's
necessary to support housing development, and we will include some implementation
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steps. Part of the barrier, of course, here is about ODOT's travel restrictions and ODOT's
requirements for transportation planning, there we go. And that is a barrier that cities
across the state face. And I can only hope that this will get some statewide discussion at
some point. That is something thatBeth, we have a question.
There's a question from Commissioner Arthur.
Yes, on page five of the writeup, where it begins to discuss the rezone land for housing,
in the first paragraph it says, "Much of that land has yet to be annexed into the city limits
before housing can be developed." I don't think that's ever been a process here. And we
also have the other unique problem, and at one point back when we were working on
expanding the urban growth boundary, at that time Grants Pass was the only city, or
maybe jurisdiction, in the state that required a vote of existing residents to approve
annexation. And that's always been kind of a hang-up here. Which was weird because
the people being annexed were not allowed to vote, it was only the existing already
residents andMany other cities require annexation votes. And that's actually been since outlawed by
the state. You can't require votes [inaudible 00:40:41] annexations.
I don't think people here have heard that yet, the general public. But why, that still
doesn't answer the question, why do they have to be annexed before development can
occur? When in the past it's been annexed after they're developed?
I can take that Beth. So, you're right, Commissioner, we do have the service and
annexation agreements that are still a, wow that's a hot mic tonight, that are still able to
be used because of the intergovernmental agreement between the city and Josephine
County, that IGA was entered into in 1998, has not been touched since. So yes, it is still
there. We are, what shall we say? From staff perspective, trying to get some momentum
going to move away from that process, just because it is administratively cumbersome
and it takes a lot of time and effort in our finance department to track these people that
live in the UGB, that are not annexed that are getting city services. So, it is correct,
[inaudible 00:42:01] you're right, as it's worded, that's not correct. We're trying to move
away from that, but we probably should make a note of that, that language as it's
currently in there, should be either put in the, either or, we can play with that, but we are
moving towards making a recommendation fairly soon that you would actually have to
annex before you could develop with city services.
Has there been any discussion at the staff and Council level about, well, evidently the
old requirement's gone anyway? ThatThe voting?
Yeah.
Correct.
Is that correct?
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Yeah.
But I know it was a huge puzzle to our UGB task force about why we couldn't go ahead
and rezone and, at that time so that people could know ahead of time, what the area
was going to be that was being included. Has there been any discussion about doing
something administratively or putting something on a ballot if it's required or whatever, to
forward the process of the rezoning and annexations? I think we must be way behind on
annexations now.
Yeah, well there's two things there. One is the annexing, those properties that already
have city services, which have service annexation agreements, there's over 250 of them.
And we're working with two subdivisions right now to bring them into annexation
because they're asking for it. In terms of, is there any initiative to try to annex the rest of
the UGB? Was that your question? Yeah, well there, to my knowledge, no, there has not
been really much direction on that. The focus, to date, has been on those properties that
have existing service annexation agreements, not on the thousand acres or so that's not
been annexed yet.
Is there any case to be made at this point that the city could profit from additional income
based upon number of residents if we went ahead and annexed all of the UGB?
Right well, that financial analysis would need to happen in coordination with the
assessor's office. But all of those that currently have city services that are not annexed,
are paying the exact same amount to the city that we would get if they were annexed.
Yeah.
They pay that annual fee.
That's not the amount I'm thinking about. I'm thinking about things that come back to the
city from the state or some other agency based upon population.
Oh, okay. Like tobacco tax or anything, yeah. Yeah no, that's a good question. And no,
we have not done that financial analysis.
Commissioner Coulter.
The annexation, the proposal to annex all the land before developing, I see that, at this
particular point, as slowing down the process of affordable housing. And the reason is
because I don't think the City Council, the timeframe between when they annex, is too
long right now. And so that to me would have to be shortened. So right now, with the
service, the maintenance service agreements for the annexation, they pretty much
happen right now. Now I understand the financial burden, but my question would be, can
the Planning Department, can the City Council shorten that annexation timeframe and
the Planning Department keep up with it?
Well, I mean, we have to follow state statute and local ordinance in terms of the public
noticing and all that.
Right, but maybe the annexation timeframe is, I don't know, it was just an example, push
to six months or something, push back. Because like I said, with those Service
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Maintenance Agreements right now, is to me, all of the process is pretty fairly fast right
now. And I don't think you want to slow down that process, if you do, very little.
Yeah, I mean, the annexation could be run concurrent with a subdivision so that the
amount of time would be pretty similar. You're right, it would add the City Council public
hearing, which right now subdivisions don't have. So, it would add 30 to 45 days.
So that would then be a recommendation. You'd have two things. You'd have the land
use application that we would approve or not approve, and then the zoning in
conjunction, we would be recommending it to the City Council. Am I correct?
Right.
Okay.
Commissioner Arthur?
Is it required, if you annexed all 540 acres, are you required to annex them with new
zoning that throws us into the transportation problem?
You are.
You are? Okay. So, we can't just go ahead and do all 540 acres?
Nope. Nope we'd have to put a city zone on it where the majority of that now has a
county zone, right?
Commissioner Nelson.
One process we used to use, where I came from, was you'd have an underlying zone,
which you've done before here. Has that been done with the new UGAs?
I kind of have to clarify that.
In other words, you have the county zoning, then you would have it underlined with the,
as annexation [inaudible 00:48:42] what the zoning would be.
Well, I mean, that's basically what the Comprehensive Plan is.
Right. And that's already in there, correct?
Yes. Yes. All of the property has a Comprehensive Plan.
So, if we were looking at land for the city to utilize, would that be in that process as well
with the Comprehensive Plan land banking?
Yeah. It would definitely be a factor. Yeah, if the land banking concept moves forward, if
I'm hearing you right Commissioner, that looking at what does the Comprehensive Plan
designation of that particular piece, if we're going to bring it into the land bank, it would
just be part of the analysis.
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Yeah. For example, a lot of times you have to look at, what are you going to use for
parks? What are you going to use for schools, fire, et cetera. Correct?
Right.
So, because you get 540 acres out there, I don't know if we've ever looked at how we
could do land banking with it.
Yeah. Well, we don't have, to my knowledge, any city ownedNo.
In that 540 [inaudible 00:49:55]And then also we still would have to have the funding mechanism for that.
Yeah. Yep.
This is confusing me. Now, you're saying the Comprehensive Plan does have a city
zoning designation on UGBIt's not city zoning.
No, does not?
No, it's a long range, Comprehensive Plan designation category, but it's not a city zone.
Okay.
It's just more of a planning tool than an actual regulatory zoning tool. Yeah.
Other questions? Commissioner Nelson.
While we're looking at this, as far as the zoning and of course, infrastructure, we had that
discussion about increasing densities in our zones and the impacts it could have on
infrastructure. And that has a concern to me. Does the city, it took American Rescue
Plan money, correct?
Yep.
And do you know how much that was?
9.3 million.
9.3 million. And of that was it only 6.6% that goes towards low-income housing?
Of the 9.3 million, there's about 2 million that is specific to general affordable housing.
And then 1.6 million is also related to housing through the infrastructure program.
Okay. So, is that banked for that purpose, or is that just in a general fund?
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The 2 million of the ARPA money that is designated for general affordable housing is still
being worked on by Amber and yeah, there's not a specific utilization of that 2 million to
date. It's sitting there in the bank andIs the Council's intention to put it in the general fund, or is it an intention to have it a
specified fund for income housing, ifIt's the latter. The latter.
Okay. Thank you.
Other questions? Alrighty. I guess we can move on.
Well, I don't think you want to spend your whole evening on this and there's quite a lot to
go over still. So, let's just jump down to another strategy, Brad or Amber, is there any
particular strategy you'd like to talk over with this group?
I think the density bonus one would be very apropos. This group probably has more
understanding and knowledge than any other city committee on that. That's the one that
pops out to me the most.
So, this is item G in your memorandum on page eight. So, what a density bonus is, it's
something that the city can offer under certain conditions, to support housing
development. And so, it's allowing a developer to build housing at densities that are
higher than that that's usually allowed in the underlying zone. We would recommend
pointing this towards housing that is particularly affordable. And maybe looking at it for
housing for groups of people that, say, need less access to cars. So, looking at it for low
income, affordable housing, maybe looking at seniors.
So, part of your density bonus can be considering how much parking you need, and is it
really a problem to have more smaller units? So, in other words, more dwelling units per
acre in a building that's specifically targeted at a group like that. And so, if the city is
looking at potentially adopting this, the city would need to go through a process to decide
under what conditions, with what criteria, would the city grant a density bonus, and how
much density bonus might the city grant for that? So, you could have criteria like
specific, only allow it in specific zones for specific levels of income affordability, other
sorts of criteria, and then it's something that the city can grant or choose not to grant on
a case-by-case basis.
Commissioner Collier.
So just my sense from listening to Commissioner Scherf, I wish he was here, and others
talk about that, I don't think a particular density bonus would fit the overall plan just
because of the things that he's been preaching for quite a while, transportation issues,
infrastructure issues. It just sounds like, "Ooh, that's a different one," that I wouldn't think
would rise or float to the top, like the other ones have per discussions. I would put a "I
don't think so on that one," just in case you're calculating, I would put a minus on that.
Just my vote.
Other comments or questions?
Again... Oh, sorry.
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Commissioner Nelson.
I just, I feel like I don't have enough information to work with the assumptions and the
facts just aren't there. If I had some facts as far as, what can we do to incentivize
builders, whether that's set the construction exercise tax, whether that's other
implementation taxes, multiple unit property tax. I don't know if we have those or if that's
in place at this time that would work with that.
So, we will be talking to developers about the strategies we're proposing. We'll be talking
to affordable housing developers and market rate developers. So, with the affordable
housing developers, for instance, we'll be talking about potential for land banking and
the nonprofit corporate low-income housing tax exemption, which would apply to them.
For the market rate housing developers, we'll be talking about things like the multiple unit
limited tax exemption. And if that was in place, would it make it more likely that they
would be developing housing, that's more housing period and housing that's relatively
affordable? And I think what we'd also ask that group is, are the current densities in
Grants Pass a limitation for what you're trying to do? And thus, would a density bonus be
a good idea? And so, gathering that kind of information, not to overwrite what was just
said a few moments ago about a property density bonus maybe not being appropriate
for Grants Pass, but just collect a little bit more information.
Yes.
So... Okay.
Commissioner Coulter.
I agree with Commissioner Collier. I think it's a net minus and one of the reasons is the
parking. Right now, with the state standards, the problem is with our inventory and
everything, trying to cram, like you got multiple units, so you got additional parking there.
So, the potential for a bonus I see, is for developers at this particular point, to actually go
backwards on multi-housing, which would be counterproductive to what we're doing. So
that's, to me a big reason that it's a minus on the bonus.
Other questions or comment?
We don't have to include the density bonus just to be clear. Jennifer just raised her hand.
She did, go ahead to Commissioner Aviles.
Thank you. Just a quick question to Director Clark, with the recent recommendations we
made to City Council, did those include regarding text code amendments related to
middle housing, did that include the minimum density standards?
The minimum density ordinance was approved prior to your recommendation going
forward on middle housing.
Okay. So that's already in place. Okay. Thank you so much.
Yep, yep. Yeah. Yeah. The minimum density ordinance was adopted a few months ago
and yeah, it's in effect.

Page 17

Other questions or comments? Director Clark, did you select something else from this
list you think we might want to focus on?
I don't have anything. Amber, did you see anything?
Beth, I believe you mentioned the multiple housing tax exemption, and I believe that
would be a good one to go over.
Okay. So that's a good example of one. So, this is something that a city can choose to
implement and to implement it you build what your multi-unit tax exemption would be.
So, for instance, you have to decide where it applies. It can't apply to your entire city.
You may have it apply, Eugene has it apply in downtown and in an area over by the
university. Under what conditions are you giving that property tax exemption? So, is it for
development of housing that's affordable at below 80% of median family income? That's
an example.
How long would you give the exemption for? It could be for up to 10 years. It can't be
longer than that. What do you require for giving that exemption? So, for instance,
Eugene requires that a developer prove that through a proforma analysis, that they
couldn't develop their housing without that exemption. And so, Eugene granted it for
some student housing a number of years ago, and that was probably not the smartest
thing to have done. And so all of those would be part of the public conversation about
what would a MUPTE look like for your town. And then a really important piece is seen if
you get any agreement from your taxing districts that are also in Grants Pass for
participating in the tax exemption. Currently, I think Grants Pass less than 51% to 42%
of property taxes in Grants Pass of the levied rate, are Grants Pass property taxes.
So, you'd have to have another taxing district or two on board to get to 51%. And once
you've got to 51% of the overall rate, then all of the taxing districts are required to give
the tax exemption. Because of course, if only Grants Pass is doing it and say the
county's not doing it, and the school district's not doing it, then it's a smaller exemption.
So, it's a smaller amount, a smaller incentive. You can backfill this exemption through
use of CET money, if you choose to. You could also use your CET money in many other
ways, but this is one of the programs that provide developer incentives as required by
CET
Commissioner Nelson.
Other than CET, could you use GO bonds?
Yeah, I would imagine you could use... Well, hold on. I don't want to say that so
[inaudible 01:02:30] because GO bonds are really about capital investments, and this is
supporting a capital investment. So maybe. I'll back off to maybe there. And the amount
of money that you're talking about from this exemption, is not going to be a trivial amount
of money, but it's only granted development by development. So, the city doesn't have to
grant this to anybody who applies, the city can choose to grant it to places that apply and
meet their criteria. And it's foregone revenue for a period of time. So, it's a little different
than say, waiving system development charges, where you have to backfill those system
development charges by law. And it's certainly different than giving money to support
development of new infrastructure, which really does run into the millions of dollars very
quickly. And that's how I think about using GO bonds a little bit more, is infrastructure
and direct support for development of specific affordable housing.
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Commissioner Nelson go ahead.
The CET, Brad, do we know how much we bring in on that?
Well, it's only been in place since January. So, we're talking about six months of revenue
that have come in. I think last we looked, it was around 100,000, 120,000 right in there.
We projected 400,000 over the last, if you looked at the permitting over the last five
years, between 350 and 400,000 per year. So, we're at this point a little under what we
projected. But yeah, if you base it on the permitting activity over the last four to five
years, it would bring in about
4 to 500,000.
About 400,000.
Okay. I was also interested in the multiple unit property tax exemption. If those, do they
have to be run by the municipality or can a nonprofit such as a land trust or et cetera, do
that?
No, that's something that has to be run by the city.
So, there would be aBecause it's the city tax that's being exempted.
And then the assessor would be responsible actually for going out and determining that?
No, I think you'd have an organization, a developer come in and say, "We want to
develop this. It meets your criteria. Here's our application for a multi-unit tax exemption."
Somebody at the city would be reviewing that criteria and would bring it to City Council
and say, "This meets it or doesn't meet it. And let's have discussion about whether this is
something the city wants to grant or not." So, I'm not sure of what the assessor's role in
any of that would be. It would be a city decision about whether to grant the exemption.
[inaudible 01:05:47] determines the tax.
Yeah.
Other questions or comments? Commissioner Aviles, did we lose you? I'm not seeing
your picture anymore.
No, I'm here.
Okay. Commissioners, did you want to discuss any of these other items here on this
chart?
I mean, I'm fine with discussing them, but like I said, I have more questions than I have
answers whether or not I'd like to go ahead with this or that or the other thing, I just don't
think we have enough information, as far as making a recommendation. I know there's
some that are opposed to the, I'm not exactly opposed to density bonuses, but there's
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things I have to know about that. Remember we asked before about infrastructure and
how to support that, what are the funding mechanisms? That's all I have.
So, remember the HPS, its purpose is essentially to attempt to implement these. We're
not saying the city will implement any of these if it ends up in the HPS. We're saying that
the city is going to do further evaluation and look at implementing, say a MUPTE, a
Multi-Unit Tax Exemption if it makes it to the HPS. The city may choose not to implement
a MUPTE because say it can't get agreement from enough other taxing districts. And so,
in that case, maybe it's too small an incentive to support, to make a difference in housing
development. And each of these, almost all of these is going to be a project in and of
itself to decide whether to implement it or not.
I can tell you what my negative one is, prioritizing access to RV park for long term
residency. I just never have felt comfortable where you prioritize RV parks because of
the degradation that eventually occurs, which would again, limit our ability to watch that
because we would not be able to inspect or anything else.
Well, and remember, you're going to get another bite at this apple.
Good.
This is just the first sort of go around. We wanted to bring you up to speed. And so, don't
feel like you're not going to see this again. Take it home, put it by your bed stand, think
about it for a little bit.
Commissioner Collier.
I share Commissioner Nelson's, I don't want to put words in your mouth, but it's a
frustration that it's not done a deep dive into what we're after. This feels like a 50,000foot view, it feels almost like boilerplate, which is kind of you look at and go, "Yeah
okay." But without any details, what does it really mean? So, I share the same thing and
you just kind of sit back and wait for it to boil up. But at the same time, as we see with so
many master plans, things rarely boil to the surface and you can actually get something,
this goes before City Council, and then they go look at it and go, "Oh yeah. What'd the
Planning Commission say?"
And you're in a do loop. So, it does get frustrating that you can't do a deep dive. So, I'm
not so sure or convinced that a second round look at this without deep diving into this,
and he's only asking to go down from 50,000 feet to 20, 10,000 feet, it's like, "Okay well,
where what? Where's the beef?" So, I share that as well, but it's like, "Okay, we're at
50,000 feet."
Commissioner Arthur.
I have a question about the very last item on page 12 of the RV park thing. That last one
that we approved up north of the freeway on the old... I don't remember his name, the
investor guy's property.
Greenfield Avenue property.
Specifically had a time limit on the length of time people could stay there, right. If I
remember right, didn't that have a...
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[inaudible 01:10:00] recreational park. Yeah.
Yeah.
30 days?
No, I think it...
I want to say two weeks.
I don't remember what it was, but is there anything in our code that sets that kind of
restriction?
No.
Okay. So, it's possible that those people up here on north six that have been there for
years, can still be there.
Yep.
Okay. I had one other question on the, I haven't run across this discussion since 20
years ago in Michigan about using the Oregon lifelong housing certification program,
page 11 and support the use of accessible design principles. It's a nice idea providing
choice, but I had trouble seeing how it increased the housing stock.
That one doesn't increase housing stock. And of course, I don't think you'd want all units
developed certified by that program.
Okay.
Because that would increase costs of housing.
Right. Okay.
But if the city is saying, this is something we would like to see in some of your units, and
maybe there's a small incentive to support that, then it would be about developing some
of the units that are more accessible, physically accessible.
And on the previous page on page 10, J, supporting rehab of existing low-cost
unregulated rental housing, once in a while, when I take a different route somewhere, I
see a decrepit place that's really falling down and needed it. And then I see them being
fixed. But based upon what our Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss said a few months ago
that, the increased cost of materials and everything has practically wiped out the
possibility of rehabbing things. And I'm wondering if that's an untrue generalization or
whether that's even a possibility right now.
Well, what I would say is that it would cost less to rehab in some cases, not all cases,
than to build new. Because you have something there. And if that's something, what it
needs is really a new roof, but its foundation is good for instance, then the cost of putting
a new roof on it is lower than the cost of building something newer. So, this is really
about what's called your naturally occurring affordable housing. How can you keep it
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naturally occurring and affordable without the prices just escalating way out of bounds.
And so having a rehabilitation program that supports that, it may not gain you, maybe it
doesn't have an enormous amount of funds. So, it doesn't gain you all of the rehab that
needs to happen, but it's something, more than nothing.
Anything else commissioners? Commissioner Nelson.
On appendix A page 25, you go through a lot of existing policies that are in place
currently.
Where are you [inaudible 01:13:39].
Page 25. As it goes through the committee and so forth, was there any particular order
or recommendation that came with these or was this just some ideas?
This is simply what the city is already doing so that we're not trying to duplicate what's
already being done. So, zone designated areas from mandatory minimum residential
density levels. Well, the city's already done that, so it doesn't need to consider that as an
action, for instance. Comply with the state middle housing code updates, that's already
done. And I expect adopted at this point, so we don't need to do that.
All right. That's helpful.
Anything else Commissioners? Staff? Beth, anything else?
I do not have anything else for you. I want to thank you for your time.
Thank you so much for this. As much as we are 50,000 feet high here, I do appreciate
the big picture look here. And as Director Clark said, we will get another bite at this
apple. I can't wait to chew on it.
There's a lot of details in all of this. It's going to take years to implement whatever ends
up in your HBS. And there's going to be a lot of discussion. We'll see where we can
bring back some more information for information that's available at this point.
Thank you very much.
Thank you.
Thank you, Amber.
Thank you.
6. Findings of Fact: a. 405-00130-22 ~ Sooner Redwood, LLC Dev Code ~ Text Amendment, Adult Use
Buffer Zones
Okay, we'll move on to the next item on the agenda. Item six A Findings of Fact project
405-00130-22. [inaudible 01:15:36] Redwood the text amendment for the adult use
buffer zones. Any amendment to the Finding of Fact, any motion that someone would
like to make?
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I motion to approve.
Nelson, second.
Commissioner Collier moves to approve the Findings of Fact, seconded by
Commissioner Nelson. All those in favor, say aye.
Aye.
Aye. Anyone opposed? Anyone abstaining?
I abstain, Commissioner Aviles.
Commissioner Aviles abstains.
MOTION/VOTE
Vice Chair Collier moved, and Commissioner Nelson seconded the motion to approve the
Sooner Redwood, LLC Dev Code, Text Amendment, Adult Use Buffer Zones. The vote resulted
as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Arthur, Coulter,
and Nelson. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: Commissioner Aviles. Absent: Commissioners
Tokarz-Krauss and Scherf.
The motion passed.
7. Public Hearing: a. 103-00148-22 ~ 301-00151-22 ~ Rogue Community College Partition Buffer Zones
~ PC Staff Report

Next item on the agenda. Item seven A, public hearing for project 103-00148-22 and
301-00151-22, the Rogue Community College partition. I'm going to open the public
hearing and immediately continue it. We need a motion to continue to a date certain of
August 24th. Commissioner Nelson?
I would move the continuous request for the applications on both those applications. The
question I had is August 24th?
Second.
Okay.
Yeah, that's available.
All right. So, August 24th.
And did I hear someone second?
I did.
Commissioner Coulter seconded, all those in favor of continuing this until August 24th,
say aye.
Aye.
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Aye.
Aye.
Aye.
Anyone opposedAye.
Thank you, Commissioner Aviles. Anyone opposed? Nobody's abstaining? All right.
MOTION/VOTE
Chair Heesacker moved, and Commissioner Coulter seconded the motion to continue
Public Hearing 103-00148-22 ~ 301-00151-22 ~ Rogue Community College Partition Buffer
Zones ~ PC Staff Report to a date certain of August 24th. The vote resulted as follows:
“AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Coulter, and
Nelson. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: None.
Absent: Commissioners Tokarz-Krauss and Scherf.
The motion passed.
8. Matters from Commission Members and Staff:
Item number eight matters from commission members and staff.
I think we're good on our end.
Commissioners, anything? Okay. Then I have something.
9. Adjourn
Item number 9, meeting adjourned.

____________________________________
Eric Heesacker, Chair
Urban Area Planning Commissioner
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Date

CITY OF GRANTS PASS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
ZONE MAP AMENDMENT AND ANNEXATION
STAFF REPORT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:
Owner(s):
Applicant:
Representative:
Property Address:
Map and Tax Lot:

I.

Type IV-B: Urban Area Planning Commission Recommendation
with City Council Final Action
401-00102-22 / 403-00101-22
Zone Map Amendment and Annexation

Zoning:
Size:

Rogue Community College
Rogue Community College
CSA Planning Ltd, Jay Harland
3345 Redwood Highway
36-06-27-A0, TL’s 1000 & 1001
36-06-27-AD, TL’s 900, 1000, 1400, 1600
36-06-27-D0, TL’s 101
See Exhibits 1 and 2.
High Density Residential (R-4-2)
Approximately 87 acres

Planner Assigned:

Jason Maki

Application Date:
Application Complete:
Date of Staff Report:
Hearing Date:
120 Day Deadline:

May 27, 2022
June 1, 2022
July 22, 2022
July 27, 2022
September 29, 2022

PROPOSAL:

The applicant is requesting approval of a Zone Map Amendment and Annexation into the City
Limits. The applicant proposes to change the subject parcels’ underlying Zone Map designation
from R-4-2 to R-4-1. (Note: The UAPC does not make a recommendation to City Council for
Annexation Applications, and will make a recommendation only on the Zone Map Amendment.)
II.

AUTHORITY:

Section 2.020: Schedule 2-1; Sections 2.062, 2.063, and 2.064 of the City of Grants Pass
Development Code authorize the Planning Commission to review the application at a duly
noticed public hearing and make a recommendation to the City Council. Section 2.066 Grants
City Council the authority to approve, conditionally approve or deny a Type IV application after
receiving the findings and evidence from the Planning Commission.
III.

CRITERIA:

In order to recommend approval of the project as proposed, the project must be consistent with
the following Criteria:
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Sections 4.033 (Amendments) of the Grants Pass Development Code.
Section 5.053 (Annexation) of the Grants Pass Development Code.
The Criteria are identified and analyzed in the remaining Sections below.
IV.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:

Final action on the proposal will be considered by the City Council. As such, the Planning
Commission recommendation is not subject to appeal. Section 10.060 of the Development
Code provides for an appeal of the City Council decision to the Oregon Land Use Board of
Appeals (LUBA) within twenty-one (21) days of the final written decision, as provided in ORS
197.830.
V.

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION
A. Characteristics of the Property:
1.

Land Use Designation:
a.

Comprehensive Plan:

High Density Residential (HRR)

b.

Zone District:

R-4-2

c.

Special Purpose District: GP Irrigation District

2.

Size:

87 +/- acres total

3.

Frontage:

Redwood Highway ~ State Highway

4.

Access:

Redwood Highway ~ State Highway
College Drive ~ Privately Maintained Street

5.

Existing Public Utilities:
a. Water:

Private laterals served by off-site
pump station

b. Sewer:

10-inch main

c. Storm:

No direct connection to City storm drain
main

6.

Proposed Public Utilities:

None (Zone Change and Annexation Only)

7.

Topography:

Areas of moderate to significant slopes

8.

Natural Hazards:

Steep Slope Hazard Area

9.

Natural Resources:

Significant Stands of Trees
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10.

Existing Land Use:

Rogue Community College: Redwood
Campus

B. Background and Discussion:
Zone Map Amendment:
The proposal is for the approval of a Zone Map Amendment. The applicant proposes the
conversion of the Zone Map designation from R-4-2 to R-4-1. According to
Comprehensive Plan Policy #13.5.2(c), this application is classified as a Minor
Amendment.
The foundation of land use planning in Oregon is a set of 19 Statewide Land Use
Planning Goals. The goals express the state's policies on land use and related topics,
like citizen involvement, housing, and natural resources.
Oregon's statewide goals are achieved through local comprehensive planning. State law
requires each city and county to adopt a comprehensive plan and the zoning and landdivision ordinances needed to put the plan into effect.
Both the Comprehensive Plan map and Zone map designations depict how land can be
used and developed over time, using a set of “designations” and “zones” (shown as
colors on the maps). Both show broad categories of uses, such as residential, mixed
use, industrial, employment and open space. They also convey information about the
scale of future development (the type and size of buildings).
The Comprehensive Plan Map depicts a long-term vision of how and where the City will
grow and change over the next 20 years to accommodate expected population and job
growth. The subject property’s Comprehensive Plan Map Designation is High Density
Residential (HRR), which includes both the R-4-2 and R-4-1 zoning designations as
options.
Decisions about Comprehensive Plan designations directly guide and influence
subsequent decisions about zoning. The City’s Zoning Map regulates how land can be
used and what can be built on any given property today. Zones are more specific than
the Comprehensive Plan designations and come with a set of rules (included in the
City’s Development Code) that clarify what uses are allowed (e.g., residences,
businesses, manufacturing), and how buildings may be developed or changed (e.g.,
maximum heights, parking requirements, and required setbacks from property lines).
The Comprehensive Plan Map and the Zoning Map are like a leader and a follower. The
plan map is the leading map and the zone map is the following map. The zone map can
“catch up” to the plan map, but it can’t go past it. This relationship between the
Comprehensive Plan Map and the Zoning Map guides the potential zone map
designation as the property owner seeks to change zoning districts within the same
Comprehensive Plan designation. As the property is designated as High Density
Residential (HRR) in the Comprehensive Plan the possible Zone Map Designations
include R-4-1 and R-4-2 and R-5. The applicant has requested the R-4-1 Zoning Map
Designation.
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In past discussions the applicant has included potential development plans mentioning
residential development (Student Housing) on the subject parcels. Any application for
future development of housing would be a separate application and would include
additional review criteria. At the time of this report the development standards for student
housing or group quarters are the same within both the proposed zoning (R-4-1) and the
existing zoning (R-4-2). Both student housing and schools are permitted uses in the R-41 zoning district.
Annexation:
RCC seeks annexation of the Subject Property because it has nearly exhausted its
allowable development capacity as regulated by the Josephine County and City’s Urban
Growth Management Agreement, see Exhibit 5. Although RCC does not have a project
shovel ready at this time, it is actively seeking funding to continue to grow and provide
improved educational services to the community.
RCC therefore wants to be annexed into City limits to avoid any future project delays.
Moreover, funding tends to be a competitive process and RCC does not want education
facility enhancement opportunities to be missed due to the entitlement risks that will
persist until the property is annexed to the City.
The City and Josephine County have an Urban Growth Management Agreement
(“UGMA”) in place that regulates urbanization and establishes the regulatory process for
development in the Urban Area. As part of the agreement, properties within the Urban
Area have limits on development.
In 2018, City of Grants Pass Staff initially determined that additional development at
RCC’s campus could not be permitted as “Category 1 Development” under the UGMA
because the 25% development expansion threshold had been surpassed. Using the best
available data, CSA calculated the extent of development pre and post UGMA and
determined that RCC had 21,781 square feet of additional development capacity. The
City ultimately agreed, and RCC has since received approval and constructed a new
science center on the Redwood Campus.
Based on information provided by RCC, the campus has added over 19,000 square feet
of building coverage since the calculations were completed in 2018. Most of the new
square footage, approximately 17,500 square feet, is accounted for by the
aforementioned science center. This leaves less than 3,000 square feet of development
left. New developments on campus are likely to exceed this capacity. Upon annexation
the development caps become null and void.
VI.

CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:
A. For Zone Map Amendments, Section 4.033 of the City of Grants Pass Development
Code requires that all of the following criteria be met:
CRITERION 1: The proposed use, if any, is consistent with the proposed Zoning
District.
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Staff Response: Satisfied. The existing use of the subject parcels is categorized under
the “Schools” Land Use Type found in Schedule 12-2 of the Grants Pass Development
Code. As per GPDC Schedule 12-2, “School” Uses are permitted as a primary use in the
R-4-1 zoning district, which is the zone being requested.
Although the proposed zoning district (R-4-1) allows the primary use of detached single
dwelling units and the existing zoning district does not, it is the determination of staff that
the residential development potential of the subject parcels will remain unchanged if the
Zone Map Amendment is to be approved. Both the R-4-1 and R-4-2 zoning districts
share the same minimum and maximum density standards, 20.88 and 34.8 dwelling
units per acre respectively.
CRITERION 2: The proposed Zoning District is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
Land Use Map designation.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The existing Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map
designation is High Density Residential (HRR). As per GPDC Schedule 12-1, the
proposed R-4-1 zone is allowed in lands designated HRR. Staff agrees with the analysis
provided by the applicant in Exhibit 6, and finds the proposal to be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designation.
CRITERION 3: A demonstration that existing or proposed levels of basic urban services
can accommodate the proposed or potential development without adverse impacts upon
the affected service area or without a change to adopted utility plans.
Staff Response: Satisfied. Both the proposed zone and the existing zone are high
density residential zones with the same maximum density of 34.8 dwelling units per
acre. For the immediate future, the existing RCC educational use is expected to remain
stable and not require increased levels of urban services. Therefore, the proposed zone
change is not expected to increase the potential intensity of uses or demands on urban
services.
CRITERION 4: A demonstration that the proposed amendment is consistent with the
functions, capacities, and performance standards of transportation facilities identified in
the Master Transportation Plan.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The proposed zone change is not expected to increase the
potential intensity of uses or demands on urban services. RCC is expected to continue
to occupy and be the primary land use on the site. Thus, the expected demands on
functions, capacities, and performance standards of transportation facilities are found to
be similar before and after the zone change.
Any future development approved through a site plan review will be required to meet the
applicable standards of the Development Code at the time of review, including Traffic
Impact Analysis’s that may be required.
CRITERION 5: The natural features of the site are conducive to the proposed Zoning
District.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The Subject Property has significant stands of trees and
some areas of moderate to significant slopes. Because both the proposed and existing
zone are similar in intensity and use, it is concluded that the natural features will remain

Page 29

as conducive to the proposed Zoning District (R-4-1) as they are to the present Zoning
District (R-4-2).
CRITERION 6: The proposed zone is consistent with the requirements of all overlay
districts that include the subject property.
Staff Response: Satisfied. No overlay districts would be impacted by this rezone.
The subject parcels are located within the Grants Pass Irrigation District. Meeting
applicable conditions of GPID will be the responsibility of the applicant.
CRITERION 7: The timing of the zone change request is appropriate in terms of the
efficient provision or upgrading of basic urban services versus the utilization of other
buildable lands in similar zoning districts already provided with basic urban services.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The timing of the zone change is appropriate. Urban
services are available to the site and are adequate for the applicant’s intended use.
The request for a zone change, and thus the timing, is being pursued by the applicant to
ensure that the Subject Property’s existing land uses will be permitted when the Subject
Property is annexed. The Subject Property is already substantially developed and is
already provisioned with basic urban services. Therefore, it is concluded that the timing
of this zone change is appropriate.
B. For Annexations, Section 5.053 of the City of Grants Pass Development Code
requires that all of the following criteria be met:
CRITERION 1: The proposed property is located within the Grants Pass Urban Growth
Boundary Area and the area is contiguous with the existing City boundary.
Staff Response: Satisfied. As shown in the attached map, Exhibit 4, the Subject
Parcels are located within the Grants Pass Urban Growth Boundary Area and are
contiguous with Map and Tax Lot 36-06-27-AD-800, which is located within the existing
City boundary.
CRITERION 2: The proposed property is developed or will be developed consistent with
City standards.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The property is substantially developed with the Redwood
Campus of Rogue Community College and has more than 200,000 square feet of
existing development. The “Schools” land use type found in Schedule 12-2 allows
schools as a secondary use in the R-4-2 zoning district. It is because of this that the
applicant is pursuing a Zone Map Amendment to change the Zoning to R-4-1. If the
Zone Map Amendment were to be approved the existing use would be permitted as an
allowable primary use.
Any future development would occur under the standards of the GPDC and would
therefore conform to City standards.
CRITERION 3: The proposal is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan at such a
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time as the State has acknowledged that plan, or the proposal is consistent with LCDC
Goals, prior to an acknowledgment of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The proposal is consistent with the City’s adopted and
State recognized Comprehensive Plan.
CRITERION 4: The proposal is consistent with this Code.
Staff Response: Satisfied. As adopted herein above and below for Criterion related to
GPCD Article 5, the Application is consistent with the requirements of this code.
Therefore, it is concluded that this Criterion is met.
CRITERION 5: The proposal is consistent with the provisions of the Oregon Revised
Statutes.
Staff Response: Satisfied. GPCD is the acknowledged land use ordinance for the City
of Grants Pass. Article 5 of the GPCD regulates annexations and is in congruence with
the provisions with Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 222, which includes provisions
allowing for annexations via consent.
CRITERION 6: The City of Grants Pass has sufficient capacity to provide the property
with basic urban services, such as municipal water, sanitary sewer, fire protection, and
police protection.
Staff Response: Satisfied.
Sanitary Sewer: The RCC Campus is part of the existing City of Grants Pass Sewer
Service Area. A 10” non-reinforced concrete gravity sewer main runs to the RCC
Campus near the midpoint of the easterly lot line of Map and Tax Lot 36-06W-27A-1000.
An 8” Polyvinyl Chloride gravity main splits from this line once it enters the campus and
runs south, providing service to the more southerly portion of campus. No development
is proposed as part of this application, any future development will be reviewed under
the applicable standards at the time of application. It is concluded that basic urban
services in the form of Sanitary Sewer are provided to the Subject Property. Please see
Exhibit 7 for Public Works Comments.
Municipal Water: The RCC Campus is connected to the City water system through a
recently constructed private water pump station which provides service to the campus
via an 16” and 8” water lines. It is expected that the recently installed pump station will
provide adequate water service for the foreseeable future. No development is proposed
as part of this application, any future development will be reviewed under the applicable
standards at the time of application. Therefore, it is concluded that basic urban services
in the form of Municipal Water are provided to the Subject Property. Please see Exhibit
7 for Public Works Comments.
Storm Drainage: The RCC Redwood Campus is sufficiently sized with additional open
space areas to accommodate future storm drainage requirements consistent with City of
Grants Pass storm drainage requirements. Essentially, the site is large enough with
available locations to treat and detain stormwater from future development of new
impervious surfaces to run-off rates and locations that are comparable to the current
conditions at the site, under the “design-year” storm. No development is proposed as
part of this application, any future development will be reviewed under the applicable
standards at the time of application. Therefore, it is concluded that basic urban services
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in the form of Storm Drainage are provided to the Subject Property. Please see Exhibit
7 for Public Works Comments.
Fire Protection: As presented in the applicant’s submitted application, the College
contracts with the Rural Metro Fire Department for fire protection services. The City of
Grants Pass Fire Rescue Division presently serves as backup. Upon annexation, these
roles will be reversed and the City will be the primary response agency. Therefore, it is
concluded that basic urban services in the form of Fire Protection are provided to the
Subject Property. Please see Exhibit 8 for Fire Safety Comments.
Police Protection: As presented in the applicant’s submitted application, the College
maintains a contract with a private security firm that provides security officers at the
Redwood Campus. The security force consists of unarmed, non-sworn personnel. RCC
Security at the Redwood Campus is reachable 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. RCC
plans to continue this contract security service for the foreseeable future. The College
also maintains a cooperative relationship with the Josephine County Sheriff’s Office and
the City of Grants Pass Department of Public Safety. See Exhibit 9 for statement from
Police Chief Hensman.
VII.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend APPROVAL to the City
Council for the Zone Map Amendment.
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:
A.

Recommend approval of the request
1. As submitted.
2. With the conditions stated in the staff report.
3. With amended conditions (list):

B.

Recommend denial of the request for the following reasons (list):

C.

Postponement: Continue item
1. To a time certain.

INDEX TO EXHIBITS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Location Map
Aerial Photo
City Limit Boundary Map
Zoning Map
Urban Growth Management Agreement
Applicant’s Narrative and criteria responses
Public Works Staff Report
Fire Safety Comments
Police Comments
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Technical Memorandum

CSA Planning, Ltd
4497 Brownridge, Suite 101
Medford, OR 97504

To:

Tommy Brooks

Cc:

Cathy Kemper-Pelle, RCC President
Curtis Sommerfeld, VP of College Services

Date:

Telephone 541.779.0569
Fax 541.779.0114
Jay@CSAplanning.net

May 9, 2018

Subject: Historic Use and Development Analysis

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS SCOPE:
On March 29th, 2018, CSA forwarded Cable-Huston an email message CSA received from
the City of Grants Pass. That email included a list of permits issued to Rogue Community
College since 1998. This list was accompanied by a .pdf of a spreadsheet that performs
certain summary calculations.
That e-mail and the associated permit report and
spreadsheet is Attachment A to this technical memo.
The email from the City was in follow-up to a meeting with RCC, the City and CSA. During
that meeting, the Planning Director expressed her understanding that additional
development could not be permitted as “Category 1 Development” under the UGMA
because the 25% development expansion threshold had already been consumed. In the
meeting, we discussed the only construction we understood that had occurred since the
1998 UGMA. The City, RCC and CSA agreed in the meeting to get the facts straight on the
25% expansion issue so that the lawyer for RCC could follow-up with the City Attorney on
the code interpretation issues regarding Category 1 Development under the UGMA. At that
meeting, the Planning Director agreed to provide all the permits issued to RCC since the
1998 UGMA so that the relevant expansion facts could be determined.
In follow-up to the City email, Cable-Huston requested CSA perform certain analyses. In an
email dated April 11th, Cable-Huston requested CSA analyze expansion at the RCC campus
since 1998. Specifically, the following data and analysis was requested:
1.

A description or depiction of the use as it existed in 1998. Ideally a site plan that
shows all development on the property, but I understand that may or may not exist.
At a minimum, we need an outside footprint that reasonably encompasses the
“use”, which would be buildings, parking areas, access drives, etc.

2.

A description or depiction of new developments that have occurred since 1998. It
would be helpful to know to what extent each new development occurred within
the footprint described in #1 above.

3.

A description or depiction of the use as it exists today.

This technical memo and accompanying maps seeks to answer the questions posed to
CSA from Cable-Huston.
DATA DISCUSSION:
While the City has records of development permits, it does not appear to have inventoried the
extent of development actually regulated by the UGMA. The data provided by the City in the

recent email does not appear adequate in this regard. It is difficult to determine from that
permit list what permits go with the improvements that have happened at the campus. To
our knowledge, detailed historic data and recordkeeping does not exist that makes the
expansion calculation an accurate, precise and straightforward matter.
As such, the best information source that is readily available is aerial photo data for the
current development extent and aerial photo data prior to the agreement signature. The
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aerial photo that we could find that was the most immediate predecessor to the agreement
is from May 10th, 1996 which is two years and a few months before the 1998 UGMA was
signed.
In addition to the date/timing limitations of the aerial photo data set, building outline tracing
in GIS is not perfectly precise process, it includes building eaves, and relies on GIS
calculated geometries. Additional accuracy and precision could be achieved with actual
survey data. However, this level of precision and accuracy would be obtainable only at
significant expense. Still greater levels of accuracy with respect to timing in relation to the
UGMA execution may be possible through some exhaustive review of City and County
building permit records, but CSA requested all the permit data and supplied reports appear
to be of limited value.
There are also questions about what counts as “associated structures” under the UGMA.
This could be interpreted a number of ways such as habitable interior space or anything
that is covered by a roof or various other potential definitional issues
Ultimately, the best readily available and cost-effective data sources are the current 2017
aerials and the 1996 aerials. Tracing building footprint outlines and use footprint outlines
from aerial photos is still reasonably accurate and is certainly “substantial evidence” within
the context of a land use proceeding. The Campus Master Plan indicates that all buildings
are single story so there is no real issue with dramatically larger floor areas than is
represented by the building outlines. The UGMA does not include any guidance on how
the “expansions” are to be measured spatially or over time. As such, the GIS based tracing
approach is a valid method even if more precise methods might be theoretically available.
“ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES” METHODOLOGY:
The approach taken for “associated structures” was to use the 1996 aerial to trace building
outlines that essentially go out to the edges of the rooflines. All identified structures were
traced. This was done in ArcMap. The best available data for the 2017 is aerial photos
through Google Earth. The approach taken for the Google Earth data was to trace the
buildings in Google Earth and then import the polygons as .kml files and convert that .kml
file into a Arcmap file. The coordinate geometry import process between Google Earth and
ArcMap is not perfect and the outlines do not match up precisely. However, this overlay
process does identify the new structures and structures that have undergone modifications
since May of 1996. The data is depicted on attached Maps #1 and #2.
The approach taken to calculate changes was as follows:





Structures that were identified as unchanged (See Maps 1 and 2) were assigned the
2017 footprint outline and the area was calculated by ArcMap.
Structures that were identified as small footprint changes and additions had the
1996 footprint subtracted from the 2017 footprint calculated areas.
New structures were assigned the calculated 2017 footprint area.
One removed structure from 1996 was calculated with a negative value from the
1996 footprint.

“USE AREA” METHODOLOGY:
With respect to calculating use area changes, the approach taken was to outline the
approximate portion of the site that appeared to be devoted to some type of
active/developed use on the campus on the 1996 aerial photo. GIS was used to calculate
the area devoted to the RCC use in 1996. Then an analyses of the 2017 aerial identified
areas that are currently developed but were not developed in 1996. GIS was used to
calculate the area for these areas developed since 1996. These analysis areas are identified
on the attached Maps #3 and #4. There are certainly some judgment calls of where these
boundaries should be, but CSA made its best effort to identify reasonable boundaries.

Tech Memo
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RESULTS:
The building outline footage analysis for the ‘associated structures’ calculated as follows:

1996 to 2017
Comparison
building removed
small footprint change
small footprint change
small footprint change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
no apparent change
small footprint change
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
new building
addition
new building
addition
addition
new building
2017 Totals
1996 Total Footage
25% of 1996 Footage
Remaining Expansion

Tech Memo

2017 Building
Outline Area

Change
Calculation

(919)
1,443
634
2,148
6,210
23,774
2,201
7,782
3,373
583
13,893
10,358
2,433
3,010
1,801
6,015
5,563
4,239
4,179
3,955
4,104
4,008
6,857
8,042
13,983
13,353
4,964
4,144
1,182
1,193
459
620
304
83
116
136
144
152
158
160
172
188
202
244
554
802
5,780
1,878
12,103
22,196
10,229
221,184
194,372
48,593
21,781

(919)
(308)
(286)
(13)
83
116
136
144
152
158
160
172
188
202
244
554
802
1,455
1,878
4,167
7,498
10,229
26,812
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The results of the analysis are sorted by the size of the change. Essentially, there has been
about 27,000 square feet of new building footprint added since 1996 prior to the UGMA.
There was about 194,000 square feet of developed building outline footprint in 1996 so
twenty five percent of that area is approximately 48,600 square feet of expansion as
Category 1 development potential.
If the building footprint analysis methodology is
adequate as an interpretation of the UGMA to address the ‘associated structures’ language
then RCC appears to have about 22,000 square feet of expansion footprint that could be
added as “Category 1 Development”.
The results of the use area analysis depicted by Map #3 and Map #4 indicate that the
developed campus area was approximately 45.45 acres in 1996. Twenty-five percent of
that area is approximately 11.36 acres. The UGMA allowed that potential expansion area to
be developed as Category 1 Development under the UGMA. The campus has expanded by
approximately 3.79 acres since the agreement. As such, the RCC campus could expand an
additional 7.57 acres as Category 1 Development under the UGMA.
CSA can provide the GIS shapefiles used in the analysis that is the foundation of this tech
memo upon request by the City of Grants Pass.
CSA Planning, Ltd.

_______________________________________
Jay Harland
President
cc: File

Tech Memo
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Jay Harland
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Lora Glover <lglover@grantspassoregon.gov>
Thursday, March 29, 2018 2:23 PM
Jay Harland
RE: permit report
RCC Building Permit Archive.pdf; RCCdev.pdf

Let me know if you have any questions.
~ Lora
Lora Glover, Director
Parks & Community Development
(541)450‐6071

From: Jay Harland <jay@csaplanning.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 1:41 PM
To: Lora Glover <lglover@grantspassoregon.gov>
Subject: permit report
Lora,
This is just a reminder to please send me the permit history for the RCC campus since the 1998 UGMA.
Thanks,
Jay
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
DISCLOSURE: Messages to and from this E‐mail address may be subject to Oregon Public Records Law.
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
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Build
1999
201-00054-99
1999
201-00064-99
2000
201-00064-00
2005 ######## 201-00030-05
2007
201-00040-07
2008
201-00008-08
2010 7/8/2010 10-20100010
2012
12-10200004
2012
12-20100021
2017 ######## 001-00208-17

Maj

Maj
Maj

Water Tank
Bldg H expansion
Cell Site
Headstart bldg
Verizon cell site
Exactly the same as 201-00040-07
5 parking lots
Property Line Ajustment
modular building (2 classrooms)
Pre ap for storage bldg

Others (Pre-apps…)
12-001000024_RCC Tennis
13-00100003

Parking
2500
1288
112
7200
312

Pre-ap

4824
138

1200

79430

19186

1774

13,186

84,392

total

117,964

BLDG Footprints 201,891

Page 59

Land
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25%

09-00100012
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Public Works Staff Report
Date: June 14, 2022

To:

Planning Division, City of Grants Pass

From:

Matthew Scott, Thornton Engineering

Project Name:
Address:
Map and Tax Lot:

Rogue Community College Plan Review
3345 Redwood Hwy.
36-06-27-A0, Taxlots 1000 and 1001; 36-06-27-AD, Taxlots 900, 1000,
1400, and 1600; 36-06-27-D0, Taxlot 101
401-00102-22 and 403-00101-22

File:

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:
Based on a review of the application, no new, or modified, public work’s improvements appear
to be proposed or required in order to satisfy the City’s criteria for approval for this application.
If the application is revised, or additional information is presented which may alter this
determination, Public Works requests an opportunity to re-review the application.
It should be noted that Current Public Sewer mains within the tax lot shall remain Public Sewer,
and respectively, all private sewer services (large and small diameter) shall remain privately
owned and maintained by RCC. All Public Mains require a 20-foot Sewer Easement (if not
already in place), and shall provide 24/7 unobstructed access. No permanent structures shall
encroach within the 20-foot easement, nor large trees, shrubs, or overhangs. The 20-Year
Masterplan Phase 3 (2026-2035) calls for public sewer extension within College Drive to serve
the area west of college drive.
The proposed area of annexation is within the existing service area per the existing Water
System Map (2016). All private water system shall remain privately owned and maintained by
RCC.
College Drive is within the proposed area of annexation and apart of the Transportation System
Plan (2020). The City would expect jurisdictional transfer and maintenance of College Drive on
the condition that it is updated to City Standards for a public street. All other streets shall remain
private.
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Site Plan Review
Date of Review: June 17, 2022

Permit Number: 401-00102-22 & 403-00101-22

Map/Tax Lot: 36-06-27-AA Lot 500
Address of Project:3345 Redwood Hwy
Planner: Jason Maki

Comments:
1. Provide information on water supply using the building fire flow requirement
listed in OFC B105. Lacking sufficient information to determine fire flow and
adequacy of existing fire suppression water supply. Provide records of
system design as well as records for inspection, testing, and maintenance
of the fire suppression water supply.

Submitted By:

Joseph Hyatt, Fire Marshal
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From: Warren Hensman <WHensman@grantspassoregon.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2022 10:38 AM
To: Bradley Clark <BClark@grantspassoregon.gov>
Cc: Jason Maki <JMaki@grantspassoregon.gov>; Todd Moran <tmoran@grantspassoregon.gov>; Jim
Hamilton <jhamilton@grantspassoregon.gov>; Kendra Astry <kastry@grantspassoregon.gov>
Subject: RCC Annexation

The Grants Pass Police Department (GPPD) is committed to justly protecting the lives, property,
and quality of life of all people through the delivery of professional police services. If
annexation is approved, GPPD would become the responsible Law Enforcement Agency for the
Redwood Campus which is currently under the justification of the Josephine County Sheriff’s
Office. Although a comprehensive list of criminal activity was provided in the application, it
does not address several additional crime category’s that could impact the GPPD. While Clery
reporting is mandated, low level crime categories impact the majority of businesses within city
limits. For example, disorderly behavior, criminal trespass, theft, fraud, graffiti and
vandalism. Although I am confident GPPD would be able to provide professional policing
services, I would request additional information regarding these non Clery impacts.
City of Grants Pass, Oregon | Police Department
726 NE 7th St., Grants Pass, Or. 97526
Ph: 541.450.6260 | Fax: 541.955.1045
Website | Facebook | Email
This document is LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE and is the property of the Grants Pass
Police Department. It is not to be displayed in any public area and must be destroyed upon
completion of its use. Some of the material in this document may have come from a confidential
source; therefore, the contents must not be revealed to anyone other than law
enforcement. Dissemination to another agency without prior approval is prohibited.
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