URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes – August 24, 2022, at 6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
COMMISSIONERS:
Eric Heesacker (Chair)
Mark Collier (Vice Chair)
Loree Arthur
Jennifer Aviles – Absent
Susan Tokarz-Krauss – Arrived late
L. Ward Nelson
Clint Scherf
Jim Coulter – Absent

City/Staff/Council Liaisons:
Bradley Clark (Director)
Jason Maki (Associate Planner)
Donna Rupp (Associate Planner)
Gabby Sinagra (Assistant Planner)
Guests:

Jim Jesse Nells
Lanny Hickey
Jay Harlan – CSA Planning

All right. I'll bring this meeting to order. August 24th, 2022, 6:00. I'll begin with roll call. I'm Eric.
I'm here. Vice Chair Collier?
Here.
Commissioner Scherf?
Here.
Commissioner Nelson?
Present.
Commissioner Arthur?
Here.
We have five commissioners here. We have a quorum. Introductions, I haven't been told about
any. Item three on the agenda, public comment. This is an opportunity for the public to address
the commission on items not related to a public hearing or action item tonight. The intent is to
provide information pertinent to the city's jurisdiction. Each speaker will be given three minutes
to address the commission as one body, not to individuals. The commission may consider items
brought up during this time later in our agenda during matters from commission members and
staff. Anyone here wanting to speak on that? Perfect. Item four, approval of minutes from
August 10th. Do I have a motion regarding those minutes?
I'll move to approve the minutes.
Commissioner Collier moves to approve the minutes and commissioner Nelson seconds the
motion. All those in favor, say aye. Aye. Anybody opposed? Anybody abstaining?
I abstain.
Commissioner Scherf abstain.
MOTION/VOTE
Vice Chair Collier moved, and Commissioner Nelson seconded the motion to approve the
minutes of August 10, 2022. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice
Chair Collier, Commissioners Arthur and Nelson. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: Scherf.
Absent: Commissioners Aviles, Coulter and Tokarz-Krauss.
The motion passed.
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1. Public Hearing: b. 201-00430-22 ~ Hidden Valley RV Park, 1935 & 1965 Rogue River Hwy ~
Major Site Plan Review ~ UAPC Decision

Item 5A, findings of fact, we don't have any. Item six, we have two public hearings, A and B. I
have been informed we're going to be taking these out of order. So, the first public hearing we're
going to entertain is item 6B, project number 201-00430-22, Hidden Valley RV Park, 1935 and
1965 Rogue River Highway. For the record, Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss has joined us. Thank
you.
Okay, so I'm going to go ahead and open this public hearing on the Hidden Valley RV Park.
The application is for an RV park at the address as I previously mentioned. We will begin the
hearing with the staff report followed by a presentation by the applicant, statements by persons
in favor of the application statements by persons in opposition of the application and an
opportunity for additional comments by the applicant and staff. After that has occurred, the
public comment portion will be closed and the matter will be discussed and acted upon by the
commission. Is there anyone present who wishes to challenge the authority of this commission
to hear this matter? Nobody is indicating so. Any abstentions or conflicts of interest? Do any of
these commissioners wish to abstain from participating in this hearing or declare a potential
conflict of interest? No such indications. Prior ex parte contacts by commissioners, are there
any commissioners who wish to disclose discussions, contacts, or other ex parte information
they have received prior to this meeting regarding this application? Nobody's indicating.
So in this hearing, the decision of the commission will be based upon specific criteria, which are
set forth in the development code. All testimony which apply in this case are noted in the staff
report. If you would like a copy of the staff report, please write that on a note to staff and one will
be provided. It is important to remember, if you fail to raise an issue with enough detail to afford
the commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue, you will not be able to
appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals based on that issue or to city council. This hearing will
now proceed with a staff report from Ms. Donna Rupp.
Thank you. Looking up there. Good evening commissioners and members in the audience. I'm
Donna Rupp, an associate planner with the city of Grants Pass. I was the planner assigned to
this proposed development. It is file number 2010043022 for the Hidden Valley RV Park. This is
a major site plan review. The location of this project is on Rogue River Highway, just west of
Mount Baldy Road. It is within the urban growth boundary, zoned general commercial. And
because of that zoning requires a Type III UAPC hearing. That is why we are here today.
So the background on the project, as you'll find in your packets within the staff report, it's a
development for a 28-space RV park with a restroom and utility building. There is a concurrent
review for a property line vacation between the two parcels, tax lot 1900 and 3300. So, this right
here is in the works to vacate that. They are in the UGB but not contiguous to city limits, which
will require a service and annexation agreement. The applicant also wishes to retain access
through the proposed RV park to the existing shop and storage buildings, which are located on
the south end of tax lot 19, down here. So, the RV park is starting up here and they'll have a
drive here to access these buildings.
This is the overall site plan. How is this for legibility? I know you guys sometimes, if you've had a
chance to look at it, I did, let's see here, did open up. Oh, that's not what I want to open. Sorry. I
wanted to get a larger example of this sheet for you. See if it shows better on the screen than
what's in the ... Why aren't we opening? It's freezing up on me. Sorry. Can't do anything. Okay.
Let me try this again. There we go. And I'll zoom in.
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I don't know if commissioners have any questions about the actual site plan that was turned in
with the site plan review, it's basically kind of a repetitive design with each one of these
representing an RV space. Over here the descriptions, are your typical property lined access to
Rogue River Highway. There's an existing fire hydrant out there so public safety didn't have any
requirements to add one. There's already a water meter out there. And putting in a fence for
side obscuring and then the utility building right down here. And this is the drive I spoke about
that will allow the property owner access to the existing shop buildings back here on the south
end of this parcel.
I can pull this up in the future when we get done with the presentation if you have any questions
about what's on the site plan, be happy to do that. Sorry. Having a hard time with the mouse
now. There we go. So as the commissioners are aware, major site plan reviews, we look at all
the criteria within the development code in section 19.072, all of them are addressed in your
staff report, which is in your packet. For the presentation, I just did a summary of what you have
in front of you to bring out the highlights of what's in there.
So, criterion one has several conditions of approval. The building plans that were submitted
didn't have a scale so I was not able to measure to see if they meet commercial design
standards. There is a section along the front yard for the setback and general commercial 10
feet is required. Excuse me. And it appears that we don't meet the full 10-foot distance along
the front yard setback. ODOT, because Rogue River Highway, as everyone knows, is a state
highway, they did request with the revised site plans having turning templates. Their concern is
that turning in here off of Rogue River Highway, that an RV or a truck pulling a trailer is going to
have enough room to turn into these front spaces so as not to block traffic on Rogue River
Highway. So that's a common condition of approval from ODOT when any kind of development
is on their state right of way.
And then the landscaping plan they submitted didn't really hit all of the points that are required,
including in the RV requirements and residential development. The spaces are supposed to
have shade trees that allow for shade during the summer for each RV site. And so the plan that
was submitted didn't really have the trees in the right place. Because if this is north, this is west
and a lot of the trees were on the east side of the RV spaces. These are all conditions that are
easily revised by the applicant. We didn't see anything major in these conditions.
Did want to make a note that in criterion two, under exhibit five, I did get a comment from ODOT
after your packets were put together and they just added this one more bullet point to exhibit
five about any proposed driveways on Rogue River Highway need to apply for ODOT private
approach permit. So this is not in your packet. And when you vote on this one way or another,
please reference that this condition would be added as a condition of approval if you were to go
that route. So, criterion three contains several conditions relating to updating the landscaping
plan and the applicant can look through all those details in sections 23032 and 23035 to make
sure all of the details. Our landscaping article is fairly detailed. And so the landscaping plan just
needs to be updated to meet those criteria.
In addition, the utility building from the plans submitted does not meet the 20-foot buffer setback
from the residential property line to the west. So this is a residential property here and in our
buffering in 23.034 subsection two, this has to be 20 feet between the building and that property
line because there's a residential use there.
And that's the summary of everything that's in your packet. I did just kind of skip that last part, all
of the other criteria, four through 13, they're satisfied and there were no conditions attached to
them. A couple of them were not applicable to this application. So sorry, didn't mean to skip
right over that.
And so the call to action is to approve the request for the major site plan review, as submitted
with the conditions stated in the staff report as modified by the commissioners to deny the
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request based on specific criteria found within the Grants Pass Development Code. And the
other option is to continue the item to a date and time certain and our 120-day state required
deadline is November 18th. So that is my very quick slideshow presentation on this application.
I think the staff report has all of the required information that you need and I'm open for
questions.
Any questions to staff? Mr. Nelson?
I was curious on the utility building, was that an existing building?
No, that one will be built. The elevations are in your packet that show the proposed design of
that building.
Then my other question was ODOT's right of way is satisfied in the design?
Yes. They reviewed it. Yes.
Commissioner Arthur?
Also about that building, how do you propose that they meet the 20-foot buffer from the
residential next door?
That's up to the applicant. Yeah. They'll have to look at their design and figure out how to make
it work.
We can't really see what's beyond, farther down that leg where the old building is. I can't see it
on the map well enough.
So in line with that, is there a condition in the staff report that the applicant take care of this?
I'm sorry, what?
The 20-foot buffer that's required that they're not meeting currently, is there a condition in the
staff report that says they have to meet that?
Yes.
Okay. Thank you.
That is conditioned.

Urban Area Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes August 24, 2022

4

Page 4

Other questions of staff? Is the applicant here?
Yes.
Would you like to say something please? Come on up to this microphone?
Yes I would.
Make sure you push the button on the base of that microphone. You'll see your red light. Come
on and then you'll be on the air. Name and address please. And go right ahead.
Jim Jesse Nells. I live at 7896 North Applegate Road in Murphy. Basically, I'm expanding my
business. I built one last year at 1800, which is basically just across the street. There was a
question with ODOT regarding traffic in and out of the units. I don't have any overnighters,
they're all full time and I don't have people coming and going because people are looking for a
place to live. In fact, I already have eight of these spaces taken and I haven't even started yet.
As far as the building, there's more than adequate setback to reach the 30 feet, I mean 20 feet. I
believe there's 30 feet from the building to the property line and there's basically nothing there.
It's wide open.
Any questions for the property owner?
Pardon me?
Anyone else like to speak in favor of this project? Come right on up name and address please.
There we go. It's on. Lanny Hickey, 24241 Old Malin Highway, Merrill, Oregon. And I just want
to thank the commission for listening to this project tonight. And thank you, Donna, for your
presentation. I believe that you summarized it very well and I don't have anything to add. We
acknowledge the conditions of approval and will resubmit the site plan with all of these
addressed within the site plan upon resubmittal. And if you have any questions, I'd be happy to
answer them.
No questions. Thank you very much.
Okay. Thank you very much.
Is there anyone here that would like to speak in opposition to this project? Nobody is? Before
we let Ms. Rupp have a seat, any more questions for staff?
Yes, I,
Commissioner Arthur, go right ahead.
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I did at one point wonder where the trash drop-off item was, because I couldn't see well enough
on the item.
I believe there is one once.
I don't remember.
Let me look here.
I just remember when we did the one up north of the freeway, that was a big discussion item for
some reason.
Commissioner Arthur, I need you to speak into the mic because my hearing isn't the best. I'm
sorry.
I'm sorry. Now I turned it off. That doesn't help. When we discussed the one north of the
freeway, we spent a lot of time discussing trash receptacles. And I don't remember the reason
why we spent that time on that. But then I started looking here and I couldn't see it.
Do you see where my mouse is here on the screen? That item right there. Yeah, pretty sure.
Let's double check in the notes. Yeah, that's not it? Number nine. Proposed screen trash
enclosure. Thought it was there at the back. Is that number nine? That is a nine. Yeah.
Discuss, we can't read it.
There we go. That is a nine.
Other questions of staff? I'm getting ready to close the public hearing. Public hearing is closed.
You may have a seat, staff. Thank you very much. Okay. We can move for a motion and then
we'll have a discussion. Commissioner Nelson?
I would move approval with the conditions that were presented by the staff.
Plus the one from ODOT.
Plus the additional one from, what was that from?
ODOT.
ODOT, yeah.
For an approach permit.
Yeah.
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All right. We have a motion to approve, adding the ODOT condition to get an approach permit.
Commissioner Nelson made that motion. Do we have a second?
Second.
Commissioner Collier seconds. Any discussion?
I don't think this matters, but I want to disclose I own a property two properties away from the
applicant. And when I purchased that, the applicant came over and introduced himself. And
prior to filing this, I did make a comment about how the park across from me directly that he had
developed last year was becoming the new affordable housing. At that time, he was not
planning this particular development. So that is a disclosure of a conversation in passing and it
was prior to this application. He may not even remember the conversation, but I thought I would
disclose it.
Thank you, Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss. Any other discussion? All right. We have a motion on
the floor to approve with conditions plus the condition added by ODOT. That's been seconded.
All those in favor, say aye. Aye. Anybody opposed? Anybody abstaining? Motion passes.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Vice Chair Collier seconded the motion to approve the
major site plan review with conditions presented in the staff report and add the condition
from ODOT for a private approach permit for any proposed driveways on Rogue River
Hwy. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier,
Commissioners Arthur, Nelson, Scherf and Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: None. Abstain:
None. Absent: Commissioners Aviles and Coulter.
The motion passed.
1. Public Hearing: a. 103-00148-22/301-00151-22 ~ Rogue Community College Partition ~ Tentative
Partition ~ Plan with Major Variance

All right. Next item on the agenda is 6A for project number 103-00148-22. And project number
301-00151-22. As you all remember, we opened this hearing, I think it was on July 27th. Yes?
And it was continued to today to this date certain. What I did not do on July 27th was bore
everybody with all the hearing rules. So, for you tonight and tonight only I will read those rules.
At this time I'm opening the public hearing to this application filed by Rogue Community College.
The application is for a partition, two-lot partition and a variance request thereto. We will begin
the hearing with the staff report followed by a presentation by the applicant, statements by
persons in favor of the application, statements by persons in opposition of the application and
an opportunity for additional comments by the applicant and staff. After that has occurred, the
public comment portion will be closed and the matter will be discussed and acted upon by the
commission.
Is there anyone present who wishes to challenge the authority of this commission to hear this
matter? Nobody's indicating. So do any commissioners wish to abstain from participating in this
hearing or declare a potential conflict of interest? Again, no indications. Ex parte contacts by
commissioners, are there any commissioners who wish to disclose discussions, contacts, or
other parte aspiration they have received prior to this meeting regarding the application?
Nobody's raising their hand.
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In this hearing, the decision of the commission will be based upon specific criteria, which are set
forth in the development code. All testimony which apply in this case are noted in the staff
report. If you would like a copy of the report, please write that on a note to the city staff over
here, and one will be provided. It's important to remember if you fail to raise an issue with
enough detail to afford the commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue,
you will not be able to appeal to council or the Land Use Board of Appeals based on that issue.
The hearing will now proceed with a staff report from planner, Jason Maki.
Good evening commissioners. I'm Jason Maki, associate planner in the Community
Development department. And the project we're going to be talking about tonight is for Rogue
Community College, which consists of a two-lot partition and major variance request. The major
variance request is related to the standards found in schedule 12-7 related to lot depth. And the
partition tentative plan proposal is for a two-lot partition in the general commercial zoning
district. And just to call out the fact that the original hearing was scheduled for July 13 but was
continued at that point at the request of the applicant. And the 120-day deadline has been
revised to November 10, 2022.
The parcel we're going to be discussing is located at 3020 Canal Avenue. Here's a snapshot of
the area. As you can see, the lot is uniquely shaped, triangular, tapering to the west with three
frontages along Redwood Highway, Hubbard Lane and Canal Avenue. Just a couple of pictures
of the site. The first one on the left here is standing at the corner of Hubbard Lane and Canal
Avenue looking northwest. And on the right-hand side is standing to the western edge where
that triangle comes to a point, looking east. Just like to call out the fact that the Canal Avenue
frontage is approximately 897 feet in length. We're going to be discussing that in further detail
later in the presentation. There is a wetland identified on the property. The classification is not
covered, which essentially has no standard within the development code.
And you can't see it here in the aerial, this is a dated aerial, but there has been constructed and
completed a private water pump station located on proposed parcel one. So just to the west of
this shaded purple area that you see here. Probably a little hard to see on the screen here, I did
provide a larger copy for everybody.
So, looking more specifically at the major variance request, again, it's a variance to the standard
found in 12-7 for lot depth, which requires a minimum lot depth of 100 feet. Just to quickly
summarize the applicant's response, which you can find in your packet in their submitted
application, essentially the unique shape of the lot is due to several right-of-way dedications
that, over time, happened for the Freeway and Canal Avenue. And staff does agree that the
unique shape of the lot is due to those previous required right-of-way dedications.
And moving on to the tentative partition plan, staff has determined that all six criterion found in
section 17.312 of the Grants Pass Development Code for tentative partition plan approval have
been satisfied with the conditions contained in the staff report. We called out criteria four
specifically, that's really where the most substantial conditions that we're going to be discussing
are found. And just to read that criteria, the proposed utility plan conforms to the applicable
requirements of adopted utility plans, the requirement of article 28 and other applicable laws
and best balances need for economy safety and environmental compatibility.
So that criteria relates specifically to water main extension. The development code standard is
as follows: in conformance with Article 28, section 052 subsection two, all proposed partitions
shall, prior to final plat approval extends city water mains from the existing water system along
the entire public street frontage of the property to be developed and within any streets proposed
in the partition. The existing water main runs along approximately 360 feet of Canal Avenue
frontage, which leaves about 540 feet without water main frontage. This would be a standard
condition as defined by the development code. However, a unique variable of this review is city
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staff. The city attorney did review if that condition was roughly proportional to the proposal. And
I do have a slide after these conditions that goes into a little bit more detail about what rough
proportionality is because it's not something we commonly talk about at hearings. But
essentially city staff has determined that requiring installation of frontage improvements is not
roughly proportional to the proposal and therefore no frontage improvements are required as
part of this review, which includes water main.
So, for this specific project, the staff report is written so that no water main extension is required.
And similar to the water main discussion, rough proportionality relates to street improvements.
So again, the standard language in the development code requires half street improvements,
paving of the street, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and approximately 125 feet of frontage along Canal
Avenue includes no street improvement. The normal standard would be that half street
improvement would be required along that 125 feet. But again, the city attorney reviewed
whether or not this condition was roughly proportional to the proposal and found that the
condition is not roughly proportional, and no street improvements are going to be required.
So just to discuss generally rough proportionality, these are just some definitions. A regulatory
exaction is a non-possessory land use or other governmental regulation of the property that
impacts the value of the land. These exactions are imposed legislatively via an ordinance or a
code requirement. So, in this case, an exaction would be the code requirement of the water
main extension and the street improvement. And moving on to rough proportionality, two
landmark US Supreme Court decisions established the basic rule that conditioning development
approval on an exaction constitutes an unconstitutional taking of property unless the exaction is
reasonably related and roughly proportionate to the impacts of development on the community.
So, we have an exaction through the condition of frontage improvements. Is that exaction
roughly proportional to the proposal? No precise mathematical calculation is required, but the
city must make some sort of individual determination that the required exaction is related both in
nature, annexes, and extent, which is proportionality to the impact of the proposed
development. In this case, the city attorney has made the determination that the condition of
water main extension and street improvements are not roughly proportional to the proposed
partition and therefore not a required condition of approval.
These are just three snippets from some cases in Oregon where rough proportionality was a
component of the approval. The first one, the rough proportionality requirement operates as a
limit or ceiling on a city's authority to impose exactions. And the second one is where the rough
proportionality test applies, it can function as a kind of variance providing a basis under which a
local government may choose not to exact property as a condition of development approval that
it would otherwise be entitled to exact under its land use regulations as an alternative to
compensating the landowner for the taking. And the final snippet, the fact that an exact exaction
is required by the city ordinance is irrelevant to whether an exaction imposed pursuant to that
ordinance is in fact roughly proportional to the impacts of development. Just a few cases that
were used in the determination of whether or not the conditions of this proposal were roughly
proportional.
Just a general slide. I usually like to call out a couple of relevant A-list conditions. In this case,
the relevant condition is that it does not include the condition to extend water main and improve
the street frontage. And with that presentation, staff recommends the planning commission
approve the request for a variance to lot depth standards found in schedule 12-7 and to approve
the request for the two-lot partition with the conditions found in the staff report. Pending any
questions, that's my presentation.
Commissioner Arthur?
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Can you point out where in our findings and all we specifically exclude the Dolan problem? I
didn't catch that.
I guess I don't totally understand, commissioner, what the methodology behind determining that
it was not roughly proportional?
Well, where does it say we found that this isn't necessary?
It's in, let's see, I'll find the page here.
I agree that it's not but I just wanted toWell, I see your point. It's called out under the specific utility sections. Like for example, on page
nine, city staff has determined that requiring installation of frontage improvements is not roughly
proportional. If what you're noticing there is it doesn't specifically say the Nolan Dolan rough
proportionality test. That could be an edit to the findings.
Yeah. I think it would be a good idea to be specific or to say it.
I think it's convenient, but I don't think we need to make him rewrite the report. I don't think he
needs to make a text amendment to his staff report by entering something just because it has a
definition. I can understand what you're saying. I'm satisfied.
This is Commissioner Scherf. I agree that no additional staff report amendment needs to
happen. Just from the stand here is kind of an expert witness just as him. This is a precedent
that's used in all development. And I don't think it's a case to have to be cited within the report.
From a non-technical word, it's basically just the economy of scale. A governing agent can't
require a developer to improve right-of-way improvements that goes over the economy of scale
of the value of the property. It's very common.
Commissioner Nelson?
I want to be clear on this, so staff would recommend that we do not need to add any
amendment to your staff report.
I suppose I'm not making a recommendation one way or another. If the commission was to
decide that edit needed to be made, I have the ability to make that correction in the findings.
My understanding, there was a letter from the attorney that was sent out?
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Right. The letter from the attorney is a privileged document. So we wouldn't be citing that letter
directly. But if, generally speaking, we wanted a little bit more detail around the language of the
Nolan Dolan rough proportionality test, which is the methodology for determining rough
proportionality. I could be more specific in the staff report if that was a request of the
commission.
Anything else related to that issue? I have something I want to clarify. So, staff has made the
finding that requiring these public improvements, these facilities, are not roughly proportional to
the development. The city attorney agrees with that. Am I hearing that correctly?
I suppose I would phrase it that that's the direction staff has been given from the city attorney.
Okay. Thank you very much. Any other questions of staff? All right. Anybody else in the
audience would like to speak in favor of this application? Thank you, sir. Name and address and
can go right ahead.
Evening commissioners. For the record, my name is Jay Harlan, president of CSA Planning with
offices at 4497 Brown Ridge in Medford. We're here this evening as the agents of record for
Rogue Community College for this partition. I just have a couple quick comments. Staff did a
good job presenting it. I'll start with just following up on the discussion. I do appreciate
commissioners’ questions about the particulars of the findings. One thing I would point out,
maybe one way to kind of resolve that issue is as part of your motion to approve it, and we
would certainly request you do that, you could include something that simply references the staff
oral presentation and slideshow, which included that analysis. And that's all part of the record.
So that would kind of close the book on that little issue without having to go back and actually
change the words in the report. So I've seen that done before, and that's one way to resolve that
type of issue.
Other than that, don't have a lot else to add. Agree with all the recommendations for staff. We
appreciate them meeting with us in the previous month and of talking through those issues. And
the only other real thing I had to point out, which is really just sort of putting something on the
record, again, I don't think it's something that needs to be changed in the materials, but in some
of the conditions of approval, talk about prior to development. I don't think any of those are
issues for the resulting lot that is on the east, which that's really the point of doing this is to
create a surplus lot, basically that they can put back on the tax roll because RCC bought those
for the pump station.
I just want to, for the record, say that those conditions would apply to prior to new development
on the triangle to the west, but that property is already pretty well developed between the water
lines themselves and the pump station. There's not a lot of real estate left to do much with that.
So I just wanted to be clear that that's the applicant's understanding of the way those conditions
would apply. With that I don't have anything else to add, and I'm happy to answer any
questions.
Questions to the applicant?
Well, this is kind of a dumb question, but the water pump that's there, the pump facility, that is
pushing city water, right?
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Yes. Connected to the municipal system. And then once it leaves the right of way.
The pump station?
What's that?
The pump station that's on that part?
Yeah, so that's a municipal water main, City of Grants Pass water main. Then it's tapped. So
then once it leaves the right of way, there's a meter there probably a very large meter. And then
it becomes a private system. I mean, RCC is a quasi-public, it's a service district, but for
purposes of municipal facilities planning, it's treated as a private pump station. And then that
private pump station serves the whole campus with city water.
I just wondered because I saw there was the old well pump base or something noted on there.
And it never even occurred to me that it might be being pumped from the ground. Is this the one
that is supposed to eventually serve the reservoir up on the hill?
It is now fully connected, right? Yeah. So it's that project's done. It's fully connected to the
campus. In terms of onsite wells, I believe the only use of those now is for irrigation where they
do have irrigation rights that allow some groundwater to be used for ... There are some
separation because if you don't have to use domestic city water for irrigation, it's cheaper and
better for everybody that you don't. So I do believe there's some irrigation that still occurs from
the irrigation district and some wells. But the actual domestic system that serves the fire flow of
the buildings and all the restrooms and all that sort of stuff on campus, that's all city water and
served by that pump station.
Thank you.
Other questions of the applicant? Thank you very much.
Thanks.
Sir. Did you want to come up to the microphone and say anything? And I don't see anybody
here in opposition to this. Staff, would you please come back up to the podium? So I want to
combine a couple of things that were stated here. One was Commissioner Arthur's desire to
tweak the staff report. The other is something that Mr. Harlan said that was going my head
before he actually said it. And that is, I think that when people come back to this record and take
a look at the public hearing, that there's adequate discussion in here regarding findings for what
it was you were talking about. Staff, while you're there, would you please pop back up the slide
that talks about section 28.0522?
So right here, development code standard and then there's the number proposed partition shall
blah, blah, blah, public street frontage of the property to be developed. So I'd just like to point
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out that this proposed parcel one is not to be developed. And this is a good memory tool for me
to realize that since this property's not to be developed, I think the findings not requiring public
facilities is appropriate in this case. I just wanted to make that tie in my head to what I'm seeing
right here on the screen. That's what our code section says. I'm sorry. I took up so much time.
Does anybody else have anything they want to address the staff? No questions? All right.
You're off the hot seat, sir. I will go ahead and close the public hearing. Hereby closed. Any
motions?
I would move approval of the two plots. I think we're doing both of them, aren't we? Parcels?
Let me stop you for just a second. We have two requests here, one for a variance and one for
the partition.
For the partition.
It's been our habit to address the variance first.
Okay. Then I would move approval for the variance request as presented in the materials as
well as by the staff report tonight.
Commissioner Nelson is moving to approve the variance request to the lot depth. Do we have a
second?
Commissioner Scherf seconds.
Commissioner Scherf seconds. So the motion in front of us is to approve the variance portion of
this application. All those in favor, say aye. Aye. Anybody opposed? Anybody abstaining?
Thank you very much.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Commissioner Scherf seconded the motion to
approve the Major Variance request as presented in the staff report. The vote resulted as
follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Arthur, Nelson,
Scherf and Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Commissioners
Aviles and Coulter.
The motion passed.
Do we have a motion for the partition?
Nelson will move approval for the partition as well of the two plots, parcels.
Okay. We have a motion to approve the partition for the two parcels. Do we have a second?
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Does that include with conditions?
From the amendment?
Yes. That's fine. With the conditions.
With conditions as proposed by staff.
Second.
We have a motion and a second to approve the request for a partition as written in the staff
report and conditions. Any discussion? All those in favor of the motion, say aye. Aye. Anybody
opposed? Anybody abstaining?
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Vice Chair Collier seconded the motion to approve the
Tentative Partition request as with the conditions of the staff report. The vote resulted as
follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Arthur, Nelson,
Scherf and Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Commissioners
Aviles and Coulter.
The motion passed.
Thank you very much for coming tonight. We are done with that item. Going back to the agenda.
We are onto item 7A, matters from the commission members and or staff. Staff, why don't you
go ahead and start?
Just one thing for you tonight, September 12th, there's going to be a forum here in this room,
housing barriers and incentives. This is a topic that Councilor Valerie Lovelace has championed
as well as Commissioner Nelson to get in a public forum a setting conversation about, for
Grants Pass specific, some barriers and incentives to housing. So we have invited six or seven
folks from the community, lenders, builders, multi-family, single-family developers to come and
sit where you're sitting and then we'll have the city council, we'll have you, and we'll have the
Housing Advisory Committee here in the audience that will basically be here to participate and
hear what they have to say.
So we will, of course, for anybody else, the room will be fairly full with that, but it'll be an
opportunity to listen in if anybody can make it. But anyway, I just want to make sure, we'll send
you an email to remind you, but that's September 12th at the council workshop at 11:45 here.
The council chose to do it during their regular workshop time as compared to an evening time.
So at this point, that's what the mayor and council president decided.
Are they looking for a quorum from the UAPC or not necessarily?
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Not necessarily. Yeah. We'll probably advertise it as a quorum for all three, just to be safe so
that you don't have to worry about RSVPing or anything like that.
And just in case five of us show.
Just in case five of you show up. Yep. Yep.
Understood. Any questions of Director Clark about that?
So is it an educational forum or is it a, I don't know if I'm going to say input forum? Are they
going to take public comment and questions or is it just an informational?
It's primarily informational at this point. That's really what it's intended. And specifically, to some
of the financing side for housing, that's what's driving it.
Perfect. Thanks.
Any other matters from staff? Any matters from commissioners? Anybody want to tell us
anything? Anybody want to ask us? Any questions? Commissioner Nelson?
Well, being that I was kind of a pusher on this meeting, I apologize. I will not be able to attend
on the 12th because I'll be up in Bellingham, but I feel confident after meeting with Councilor
Lovelace, as well as Amber, there is progress being made towards some of the issues that I had
when we first got this presented to us. I think the important thing is that everybody shares the
same information or has the background to know what's going on within this community. And
one of the biggest factors is going to be how do we pay for this? And I think we'll have some
expertise presentation presented in regard to not only public and private financing, as well as
how else the city can help assist in that.
Sounds great. I hope I can get away from work that day to come too. And Commissioner
Arthur?
Yeah. I was just curious, something had come up at the HAC meeting that reminded me that, for
quite some time, we've discussed the concept of somehow changing the IGA so that the county
does not select our UAPC members. Was that lost along the way somewhere? Or is there ...
I wouldn't say it's lost because it has been a topic of discussion between at least myself and the
city manager. He's in favor of it. I think the county commissioners and the city council actually
have not met for quite some time together. They used to be a fairly routine meeting. So I think
that's part of it, is just the infrequency of those meetings. But we can certainly bring it up,
especially if you would like to see that happen, you're welcome to make a motion because that's
really how you get things before the council or we can just continue to push it at staff level. So it
can go either way. But I think from a staff perspective, there's certainly support for moving the
direction of having it just be a city-appointed commission only.
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One of the things I was thinking about, I think it was when we were talking about reviewing the
amount of the urban growth expansion that was being currently considered, the Allen Creek
part, and the part that's not being addressed on the transportation plan at the moment. And it
seems like the whole reason for that originally was that there was a lot of urban growth
boundary that was still under county control and that's vanishing, correct? I mean, it's down to a
very small proportion right now. So it doesn't seem to serve any good purpose and they haven't
been real prompt about addressing the issues when we had quorum problems and things.
Yeah, that's a good point.
Mr. Nelson.
So along with that, I imagine you would support this motion that we forward request the city
council to address the Urban Area Planning Commission as a city only appointment? You
second?
I second it. Yes.
All right. Let's be formal about this. We have a motion and a second to prod city staff and parties
that be to please see to it that the county commissioners no longer appoint members to this
commission, all those in favor, say aye.
City Council.
Discussion?
City council. Oh, sorry. Do we have any discussion?
Yes, we do.
Commissioner Collier?
So my understanding of county participation was that as you moved in from the city urban
growth boundary county, that you would want county input. So I always kind of thought that was
neat that they tried that.
It's neat.
Yes. I thought that was neat as in tidy. So to do away from that tidiness to go all city, I'm getting
weird, really weird looking faces at me, but I just thought that was tidy. So I don't see the
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impetus with a full commission. I don't know why we would then internally generate something
to go to them and say, reverse yourself.
Commissioner Nelson.
I understand your concern on that. And usually that is addressed at the time of when you're
moving forward towards urban growth boundary changes, then the county would present what
they have to the commission or the city council, depending on what you have as your process.
And that would be the time that you would address it. But our commission doesn't really, I don't
believe, address any of those extensions of urban growth areas until it has been proposed. Is
that correct?
Right. It's driven by the Housing Needs Analysis and whether or not you can or can't meet your
20-year supply.
And both sides would have that information and then they would present their findings or what
they feel are critical information. As you know, you're appointed by the county and yet you live in
the city. So it really makes no sense for us, most of the matters that we would deal with are
within the city boundaries.
Most but not all. And given that I live in the UGB, I think, I don't know. I just either kind of a little
blindsided here, but it's not too terribly broken. And the UGB boundaries, I mean, it's a fluid
situation. I don't know. I don't see the impetus. I mean, I know there's frustration in what's
currently going on with the county commissioners and so forth. I guess I just don't get it. I don't
get the purpose of it other than just to have a process change. So that's just my opinion.
Commissioner Scherf?
I think once you peel the once you peel the layers, the onions back on this, it's going to get way
more complicated because basically if the city appoints X amount of people, the county
increases our body to give more opinions. And so you would have to go back to the city and
then they would basically, if you want the number of people that serve right now, but then you
want to take away the county appointed, then you're losing a few seats. So you'd have to go
back to the county and change their charter on what the number is. Because there's only, if
you're county, I'm county. So that takes two people off your board, off your commission.
All you would have is your charter would have to reflect.
Yeah, you'd have to change the numbers reflected.
Yeah, it would have to be a charter amendment.
And a charter amendment takes a minimum, I think, of three and a half to four months.
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It's not a charter. It's an IGA. Isn't that intergovernmental agreement?
There is an agreement, but it's what I'm saying is if you take the agreement away, that takes a
number of seats away from here. So now then you're decreased down to one, two, three, four,
five.
Think what they wanted to do was through attrition, they were going to replace county seats with
city seats. So I'm going to vote. No, just in,
Well I was going to vote no, too, because I thought it was the council was pissy because they
couldn't kick me off. I yelled at them.
This is a political.
No, no, no. Let's not go there. My interpretation of theI just think it's a waste of our time because we actually have more work to do with code.
Well, we can vote no quickly. I mean, we can vote in a little bit.
Quickly, then, before we end the discussion. Here's my input.
Yes.
It was my understanding that we're not going to make this switch and all of a sudden start
booting people. But as people retire from the commission, and here's my frustration, how long
have we been waiting on the county commissioners to make their appointment? Don't we still
have a vacancy that we're waiting for them to fulfill? That's my frustration. It's taking them
months. And some meetings were quorum lists. And as chair of the commission, I hate that
people have committed to be here and they won't show up. And because we have this one
vacancy that keeps rotating through the county commissioners’ picks, we're faced with this and
that's why I'm going to vote yes.
Just to clarify that you are actually, I think fully appointed now with Jim. When Jim CoulterOh, right, right, right, right.
Got reappointed. So yeah, I think you got four and four.
Okay. But how long did it take them to come up with Coulter?
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I think it was about eight months.
That's too long for me. It should be eight weeks. The longest.
I'd like to know who are the four county commissioners?
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss is county, Commissioner Collier, Commissioner Scherf, and
Commissioner Coulter. It's on our agendas.
I guess I know people.
So I'm going to do a roll call vote. Is there more discussion? Okay. We are voting to rid, I don't
like that word, we're voting to have all UAPC appointments come through the city and no more
from the county. That is the motion that's been seconded, too, right?
It's a recommendation to the city council.
Thank you for correcting me again. I'm sorry you had to do that. We are forwarding a
recommended council.
Do you want to do you want to clarify that for future appointments?
Yeah. Thank you. And I'll take that from the amendment. For future appointments.
And I'd like to call commissioner Coulter. Just kidding.
So we're going to take a roll call vote on that. Commissioner Arthur?
Yes.
Commissioner Nelson?
Yes.
Commissioner Collier?
No.
I'm voting yes.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss?
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No.
And Commissioner Scherf?
No thanks.
We got three no’s and three yeses.
Not voting us off the island.
Means the motion doesn't pass.
Which means it's a failed motion.
Right. Motion has failed.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Commissioner Arthur seconded the motion to
recommend to City Council that all future appointments to the Urban Area Planning
Commission be made by the City Council. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair
Heesacker, and Commissioners Arthur and Nelson. “NAYS”: Vice Chair Collier, and
Commissioners Scherf and Tokarz-Krauss. Abstain: None. Absent: Commissioners
Aviles and Coulter.
The motion failed.
If we can leave.
Are there any other matters we want to bring before this commission because if nobody has, I
want bring my favorite matter forward. This meeting is adjourned.
Thank you.

____________________________________

________________

Eric Heesacker, Chair
Urban Area Planning Commissioner

Date
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CITY OF GRANTS PASS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
HIDDEN VALLEY RV PARK, 1935 & 1965 ROGUE RIVER HWY
MAJOR SITE PLAN REVIEW
FINDINGS OF FACT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:

Type III: Urban Area Planning Commission Decision
201-00430-22
Major Site Plan

Owner(s):
Applicant:

James and Linda Jesinghaus
Rhine-Cross Group, LLC

Property Address:
Map and Tax Lot:
Zoning:

1935 & 1965 Rogue River Hwy.
36-05-21-CD, Tax Lots 1900 & 3300
General Commercial (GC)

Parcel size:

0.93 + 1.01 respectively, Total = 1.94 acres

Planner Assigned:

Donna Rupp

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

July 14, 2022
July 18, 2022
August 17, 2022
August 24, 2022
September 14, 2022
November 18, 2022

(City-UGB)

Note: Bold Italic Text indicates text added by the Commission that was not contained in
the staff report. Strikeout Text indicates deletions made by the Commission.
I.

PROPOSAL:

The applicant is requesting a Major Site Plan Review for the development of a new 28space RV Park with a restroom and utility building. A Property Line Vacation application
(# 101-00154-22) has been submitted for concurrent review. The applicant’s submitted site
plan and narrative are attached.
II.

AUTHORITY & CRITERIA:

Section 2.020, Schedule 2-1 and Section 2.050 of the Grants Pass Development Code
(GPDC), authorize the Urban Area Planning Commission to consider the request and make
a decision to approve, approve with conditions or deny. The decision pertaining to a Major
Site Plan Review for the development of the RV Park must be based on criteria in Section
19.052 of the GPDC and RV Park development standards as listed in Section 22.500.
III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:

Section 10.050 of the GPDC provides for an appeal of the UAPC decision to the City Council. As
stated in Section 10.050, an appeal must be filed within fourteen (14) calendar days from the date
the written notice of the decision is mailed. The decision will not become final until the period for
filing a local appeal has expired.
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IV.

V.

VI.

PROCEDURE
A.

An application for a UAPC review of a Major Site Plan Review for development of
a 28-space RV park was submitted on July 14, 2022 and deemed complete on
July 18, 2022. The application was process in accordance with Section 7.046 of
the GPDC.

B.

Public notice of the August 24, 2022 UAPC hearing was mailed on August 3,
2022 in accordance with Section 7.046 of the GPDC.

C.

A public hearing was held on August 24, 2022.

D.

The UAPC voted to approve the proposal with a vote of 6-0-0.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE
A.

The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the original
staff report for 201-00430-22 presented at the August 24, 2022 hearing. This
report is attached as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.

B.

The minutes of the public hearings held by the UAPC on August 24, 2022,
attached as Exhibit “B”, summarize the oral testimony presented and are
incorporated herein.

C.

The PowerPoint presentation given by staff on August 24, 2022 is attached as
Exhibit “C” and incorporated herein.

FINDINGS OF FACT:
The Urban Area Planning Commission found that based upon the testimony given at the
public hearings and the staff reports, the proposal meets the criteria in Sections 19.052
and 6.060 of the GPDC based on the reasons stated in the findings included below.

VII.

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT:

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

General Commercial (GC)

b. Zone District (City)
c. Special Purpose
District

General Commercial (GC)
Enterprise Zone

2. Size:
3. Frontage:

1.94 acres, combined
Rogue River Hwy.

4. Access:

Rogue River Hwy.

5. Existing Public Utilities:
Water

12-inch main in Rogue River Hwy.

Sewer

8-inch & 10-inch main in Rogue River Hwy.
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Stormwater

None

6. Topography

Relatively flat

7. Natural Hazards

None

8. Natural Resources

None

9. Overlay

Enterprise Zone

10. Existing Land Use
a. Subject Parcel

Tax Lot 1900: shop and storage buildings on southern portion of
lot; Tax Lot 3300: undeveloped.

b. Surrounding Parcels
North

Zone; and Use
GC; restaurant and residential

East

GC and R-3-2; business and residential

West

GC and GC-2; business

South

R-3-2; residential

B. Discussion
The Applicant proposes to develop a 28-space RV park with a restroom/utility building on two
lots which total 1.94 acres. There is an existing shop building on TL 1900 that the Applicant
proposes to keep, allowing access to it through the RV Park. A Property Line Vacation
application (# 101-00154-22) is under concurrent review.
This is an allowed use in GC zoning, with a 10 ft. front yard setback required. Based on the
submitted plans, front yard setbacks are not met in a few places along the frontage. As a
condition of approval, a revised site plan shall be submitted to address this criteria.
Maximum building height in GC zoning is 35 feet. The restroom/utility building must meet
Commercial Design Standards. Submitted building plan elevations did not include a scale and
cannot be reviewed to determine if these criteria are met. As a condition of approval, submit one
set of scaled building elevations for the restroom/utility structure.
The property is outside of city limits, but inside the Urban Growth Boundary. As a condition of
approval, a Service and Annexation Agreement must be in place prior to issuance of a
Development Permit.
Section 22.532(4) states that the portion of each RV space not intended for parking or an
outdoor patio shall be landscaped with turf, shrubs or other living groundcover, and shall
include one large variety deciduous shade tree (minimum of one inch (1") in caliper and eight
feet (8') in height), located to provide mid-day and afternoon shade in summer. The submitted
landscape plan has coniferous trees placed east of the RV spaces with no living ground cover.
As a condition of approval, a revised landscape plan shall be submitted to address this
criteria.
The project is located in the Grants Pass Enterprise Zone, which may offer property tax
abatement to qualified businesses. Qualified businesses must be within a “traded sector”
classification. RV Parks are not considered a “traded sector”, making this project ineligible for
the tax abatement program.
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VIII.

CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:

Section 19.052 of the City of Grants Pass Development Code states that the UAPC shall
approve, approve with conditions, or deny the request based upon the following
criteria:
CRITERION (1): Complies with applicable Base Development Standards of the Zoning
District, Special Development Standards, Residential Development Standards, or standards
as previously approved under the provisions of an optional development plan or other
approved permit.
UAPC Response: Satisfied with conditions.
RV Parks are a permitted use in the General Commercial zone per Schedule 12-2.
Maximum building height per Section 12.254 in Schedule 12-8 is 35 feet, with additional
allowances for a gabled or hipped roof. The restroom/utility building must meet
Commercial Design Standards. The submitted plans did not include scaled elevations for
the restroom/utility building and cannot be reviewed to determine if these criteria are met.
As a condition of approval, submit one set of scaled building elevations for the
restroom/utility structure.
Per Section12.250, Schedule 12-7, front yard setbacks in General Commercial zoning
must be a minimum of 10 feet. Submitted plans do not meet this along the entire
frontage. As a condition of approval, a revised site plan shall be submitted indicating
correct setbacks along the entire frontage.
Buffering is required when adjacent to residential zones. The eastern and southern
borders of the project perimeter must meet landscape buffering criteria as addressed in
Criterion 3.
As a condition of approval, Oregon Department of Transportation requires submittal of
“Turning Templates” for design vehicle and trailer maneuvering into RV spots next to the
highway to ensure there is no maneuvering on the highway.
Section 22.532 of the GPDC outlines the standards for an RV Park, the applicant’s
proposal addresses these standards and as conditioned will meet the requirements as
follows:
1. Each RV space meets the minimum of 625 square feet.
2. All roadways are greater than 18 feet in width, with no parking allowed.
3. RV spaces are proposed to be graveled. As a condition of approval, a revised
site plan shall be submitted indicating “compacted, fine gravel, asphalt or
concrete” for the RV parking spaces.
4. The portion of each RV space not intended for parking or an outdoor patio
shall be landscaped with turf, shrubs or other living groundcover, and shall
include one large variety deciduous shade tree (minimum of one inch (1") in
caliper and eight feet (8') in height), located to provide mid-day and afternoon
shade in summer. The submitted landscape plan has coniferous trees placed
east of the RV spaces with no living ground cover. As a condition of approval,
a revised landscape plan shall be submitted to address this criteria.
5. Water and sewer connections are proposed as required.
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6. Electric connections are proposed as required.
7. A proposed, screened trash enclosure is indicated on the submitted plan.
8. Proposed parking spaces exceed the requirement of one vehicle space per
RV space.
9. The proposed restroom building meets the restroom requirements.
10. The proposed laundry area meets requirements.
11. The restroom/laundry building must meet certain criteria and the application
did not clearly indicate that the criteria has been met. As a condition of
approval, revised building plans must indicate that the restroom/laundry
building shall be lighted at all times of night and day, shall be ventilated, shall
be provided with heating facilities which shall maintain a room temperature of
no lower than 65 degrees Fahrenheit, shall have a floor of waterproof
material, shall have a sanitary ceiling, floor and wall surfaces and shall be
provided with adequate floor drains to permit easy cleaning.
12. Full landscaping and buffering requirements are addressed in Criterion 3.
13. As a condition of approval, the park shall be maintained in a neat appearance
at all times.
14. Submitted plans meet requirements for a patio of at least 8 feet by 12 feet.
15. No manufactured housing or site built housing is proposed with this
application.
CRITERION (2): Complies with applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan, including:
Traffic Plan, Water Plan, Sewer Plan, Storm Drainage Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Park Plan.
UAPC Response: Satisfied with conditions.
The proposal conforms to the adopted plans either as proposed or as conditioned. The
use as proposed is allowed within the General Commercial zoning district and is
therefore consistent with the base standards of the zoning district in the Comprehensive
Plan. Additionally, the applicant shall agree to engineering plan check, sign a Developer
installed agreement, and pay all associated fees, with the Engineering Division.
Traffic Plan. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual was used to
calculate the estimated amount of new traffic from the development. The land use code
“Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park” (#416) was used in the analysis of new trip
generation. The Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park use generates 0.41 PM Peak
hour trips per occupied site. Use #416 does not include Average Daily Trips (ADT). A
combination of peak trips for Campgrounds (#416) and ADT for “Regional Parks” (#417)
was used to calculate the ADT for this proposal, with the resulting number being 4 ADT
per occupied space. This calculates to (4*27) 108 ADT and (0.41*27) 11.07 PM Peak
hour trips.
The number of trips generated does not exceed either 500 ADT or 25 PM Peak hour
trips; therefore, a Transportation Impact Analysis for the proposed development is not
required.
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The ADT count is used to calculate Transportation System Development Charges (SDC).
The SDC brochure provides a full explanation of SDCs. The estimated Transportation
SDC amount for this development is 108 trips x $125.77 (trip rate for 2022) = $13,583.16.
The Parks SDCs are based on the number of new parking spaces, 32, multiplied by the
2022 rate of $85.10, for an estimate of $2,723.20.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall pay all SDC’s associated with the
development including parks, transportation, sewer, water and storm drain.
Rogue River Hwy is under the jurisdiction of the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT). As a condition of approval, the applicant shall obtain a Misc./Utility permit for
any work within the ODOT right of way. See ODOT Comments for full details. ODOT
also requires as a condition of approval that any proposed driveways on Rogue
River Highway need to apply for an ODOT private approach permit.
As a condition of approval, any curb cuts not being utilized will need to be removed. Any
newly installed approach will need to be designed to commercial standards per Section
27.121(11) and Schedule 27-1 of the GPDC.
Water and Sewer Plan: Existing water and sewer utility mains are located in Rogue
River Highway. Submitted plans do not meet the required 10 feet of separation between
water and sewer lines. As a condition of approval, the applicant is required to submit a
detailed utility plan that identifies all existing and proposed utility laterals and meets
standards outlined in Public Works Comments.
As a condition of approval, water supply is required to meet Public Safety requirements.
Storm Drainage Plan: As a condition of approval, the applicant is required to provide
detention/calculations which limit/verify the storm water runoff to not exceed .65 cfs per
acre for the proposed area of development during a 25-year storm event. (Reference
Master Storm Drainage Facilities and Management Plan – May 1982). The Applicant’s
Engineer shall submit a storm water report which demonstrates how the proposed
development satisfies this condition. ODOT also requires a site drainage plan.
Bicycle Plan: No additional bicycle plan improvements are required at this time.
Park Plan: The subject property is not listed as park land in the Parks and Recreation
Master Plan.
CRITERION (3): Complies with all other applicable provisions of this code, including off-street
parking, landscaping, buffering & screening, signage, environmental standards, and special
purpose district standards.
UAPC Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Off-Street Parking Plan. All driveways and parking and maneuvering areas shall have
durable and dustless surfaces, per Section 25.033 (3). Further design requirements are
listed in Section 25.033 and include, but are not limited to:
a. Parking areas shall be surrounded by a six (6)-inch curb.
b. All parking stalls fronting a sidewalk (including the one shown in front of the utility
building) shall install a secure wheel bumper at least six (6) inches in height and a
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minimum of two and one half (2 ½) feet back from the front of the stall; a curb may be
used to fulfill this requirement if the sidewalk is built with an additional 2.5 feet in width.
The submitted plan indicates a sidewalk over 7 feet wide, meeting this requirement.
The Development Code specifies one (1) parking space per RV space. The submitted
site plan meets this requirement.
Section 23.035(3)(a) states “Landscaping shall be designed so there are no more than 5
parking spaces between any parking space and a tree. See Figure 23-1.” Submitted
plan meets this requirement.
Disabled person parking spaces shall meet the requirements of Section 25.033, ORS
447.233, OSSC 1106.6 and other applicable regulations. Preliminary site plans indicate
the necessary ADA Parking does meet standards.
Landscaping: The site does not contain existing landscaping. The submitted site plan
indicates landscaping and irrigation plans for the front yard, the RV spaces and adjacent
to the new structure, but the plans do not meet the minimum requirements in accordance
with Sections 23.032 and 23.035, including the following:
a.

A ten (10) foot landscaped front yard for GC zone, pursuant to Section
23.032. Minimum landscape requirements per 1,000 square feet of required
front or exterior yard:
i. Three (3) trees at least ten (10) feet in height, two (2) inch caliper
measured three (3) feet from the base;
ii. Five (5) 5-gallon and ten (10) one gallon shrubs or accent plants;
iii. Remaining area treated with living ground cover.
Based on the submitted plans, this project requires 13 trees, 22 5-gallon
shrubs, and 43 1-gallon shrubs. Submitted plan does not meet this criteria for
shrubs.

b.

Parking lot landscaping, pursuant to Section 23.035:
iv. Landscaped end islands at the end of parking rows;
v. Parking lot trees so there are no more than five (5) parking spaces
between any parking space and a tree.
Based on the submitted plans, the parking area in front of the utility
building meets this criteria.

Landscaping in the parking lot should include at least one (1) tree and 16 sq. ft. (per 10
parking spaces) of landscaping based on Section 23.035. The submitted tentative plan
meets the requirements for the number of trees. However, the tree species indicated, Acer
platanoides, is not noted as a parking lot tree referred to in in Section 23.076 and found on
the city of Grants Pass website under the “Sortable List of All Approved Trees” link in
Landscaping Resources. As a condition of approval, a revised landscaping plan must be
submitted which meets the requirements for the number of shrubs, landscape coverage,
and includes a parking lot tree species from the sortable list indicated with a “PT”.
Per Section 23.032, areas not planted with trees and shrubs, shall be “treated with living
ground cover to achieve 50 percent coverage on planting. Coverage shall be 50 percent
upon installation and 80 percent after 3 years.” The submitted tentative plan does not
Findings of Fact
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indicate these areas, although refers to them in the narrative. As a condition of approval,
a revised landscaping plan must be submitted which meets these requirements.
Landscaping requirements for the RV Park regarding the number, placement and type of
trees required per RV Space must also be met as indicated under Criteria 1.
Any proposed fences must conform to Section 25.037 in the final plan. Show any
existing or proposed fencing on the submitted site plan. Indicate type, height, and
location of fencing. As a condition of approval, fencing location, size and type shall be
included with revised site plan.
Per Section 23.052(3), landscape plan must address soil treatment in landscaped area
including type, depth, organic materials requirement and requirements to ensure health
and vitality of the landscaping. This information is missing from the submitted
landscaping plan. As a condition of approval, revised landscaping plan must address soil
treatment as outlined in Section 23.052(3).
Buffering and screening: Per Sections 22.532 and 23.034, buffering between the RV
Park and parcels zoned residential is required. Per Schedule 23-2, the building setback
is 20 feet from the abutting residential property line, with a 3 ft. landscape buffer strip
and 6 ft. sight obscuring fence.
Submitted plans indicate that the utility building does not meet the 20 ft. setback from the
residential property to the west. Additionally, a 3 ft. landscape strip is not indicated and
does not meet the requirements addressed in Section 23.034(2). As a condition of
approval, a revised site plan and landscaping plan must be submitted which meets these
requirements.
The applicant’s Site Plan indicates an area for refuse storage located at the rear of the
project site. The narrative indicates that it will be constructed of wood or masonry. This
meets the requirements found in Section 23.036(1) of the GPDC, which requires trash
enclosure screening.
Signage: No signs are being reviewed under this Site Plan Review. If requested they
will be reviewed under a separate application and are not part of this application.
Environmental standards: The site is undeveloped and does not require environmental
review.
Special Purpose District standards: The site is within the Grants Pass Irrigation
District, with a pipe running under the property. Contact the District Manager at GPID.
CRITERION (4): Potential land use conflicts have been mitigated through specific conditions
of development as required by this Code.
UAPC Response: Satisfied. Potential conflicts have been mitigated through the base
development standards for the zoning district and adherence to the required conditions
of approval.
CRITERION (5): Adequate basic urban services are available or can be made available by
the applicant as part of a proposed development or are scheduled by the City Capital
Improvement Plan.
UAPC Response: Satisfied. As noted previously, public water and sewer utility services
are available to the site.
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CRITERION (6): Provision of public facilities and services to the site will not cause service
delivery shortages to existing development.
UAPC Response: Satisfied. The proposed development is located on a state highway
with mixed uses surrounding it. No interruptions to public facilities or services are
anticipated.
CRITERION (7): To the extent possible, identified significant resources, such as intermittent
and perennial creeks, stands of pine, fir, and oak trees, wildlife habitats, historic sites, and
prominent land features have been preserved and designed into the project. Alternatives
shall be considered, and the proposal shall represent the most effective design to preserve
these resources.
UAPC Response: Satisfied.
The lot is located on Rogue River Hwy. and only supports grasses and weeds. No
natural features or significant resources have been identified on this site that would
require special attention or preservation.
CRITERION (8): The characteristics of existing adjacent development have been determined
and considered in the development of the site plan. At a minimum, special design
consideration shall be given to:
a) Areas of land use conflicts. such as more restrictive use adjacent or across the street
from proposal. Mitigate by orientating business operations away from use, additional
setbacks, screening/buffering, landscaping, directing traffic away from use.
b) Setbacks. Where existing buildings are setback deeper than required by Code, new
setbacks to be compatible.
c) Building Size and Design. Existing surrounding architecture and building size to be
considered to insure compatible scale and balance to the area.
d) Signs. New signs shall not block primary view to existing signs and shall be sized
consistent with Code or existing signs, whichever is less.
e) Lighting. Exterior lighting shall not impact adjacent development or traveling motorists.
UAPC Response: Satisfied.
The proposed development is screened and buffered as addressed in Criteria 3.
Setbacks are met, as conditioned for the front yard adjustment in Criteria 1. The
proposed building size and design must meet commercial design standards. No new
signs are proposed. Exterior lighting is proposed to be attached to the structures and
point downward. No impact on motorists is anticipated.
CRITERION (9): Traffic conflicts and hazards are minimized on and off site, as provided in
Article 27.
UAPC Response: Satisfied. The applicants were not required to provide a Transportation
Impact Analysis. The number of total daily trips does not exceed 500 ADT or 25 PM Peak
Hour trips.
CRITERION (10): If phased development, each phase contains adequate provisions of
services, facilities, access, off-street parking, and landscaping.
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UAPC Response: Not Applicable. The request does not include phased development.
CRITERION (11): There are adequate provisions for maintenance of open space and other
common areas.
UAPC Response: Satisfied. The applicant shall maintain the landscaped areas and
open space throughout the year.
CRITERION (12): Internal circulation is accommodated for commercial, institutional and
office park uses with walkways and bikeways as provided in Article 27.
UAPC Response: Satisfied.
The preliminary plan includes detail on pedestrian walkways and meets standards found
in Section 27.322 including appropriate width, paving, overhead clearance, and
compliance with all applicable standards of the Americans with Disabilities Act.
CRITERION (13): If the property contains nonconforming use or development to remain,
the application and the Review Body’s decision shall also be consistent with the provisions
of Article 15, including any additional standards, relief from the Code, or conditions imposed.
UAPC Response: Not Applicable. The site does not include any non-conforming use or
development.
IX.

DECISION AND SUMMARY:

The Urban Area Planning Commission APPROVED the major site plan review. The vote for
approval was 6-0-0, with Commissioners Heesacker, Collier, Arthur, Nelson, Tokarz-Krauss,
and Scherf voting in favor. Commissioners Aviles and Coulter were absent.
Conditions of Approval:
Items are listed in order of submittal – The revised site plan and conditions listed in A1 must
be submitted to, and approved by, the Planning Department PRIOR to submitting utility plans
and all other “A” list items.
A. The following shall be accomplished within eighteen months of the date this
report is signed and prior to issuance of a Development Permit. Otherwise, the
approval shall expire. Extension of the Site Plan Review approval is permitted
pursuant to Section 3.077(2) of the Development Code. Extension of the
Development Permit is permitted pursuant to Section 3.093(2) of the Development
Code. (NOTE: A development permit is required prior to commencement of
construction).
1. Provide two (2) copies and a pdf of revised site plan for approval. The plan shall
display the following additional items:
a. 10 ft. front yard setback along entire frontage.
b. Revised landscaping plan indicating correct tree placement for RVs in order
to provide afternoon shade.
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c. Indicate a designated parking lot tree species from Section 23.076 and the
list on the City website for the RV shade trees.
d. Revised landscaping plan indicating complete details on ground cover,
shrubs, mulch and irrigation system as outlined in Section 23.032.
e. Revised landscaping plan must include 3-foot buffering strip planted with
specific species and a 6-ft. sight obscuring fence as outlined in Sections
23.034 and 22.532.
f.

Revised landscaping plan must address tree protection as outlined in Section
23.052(2).

g. Revised landscaping plan must address soil treatment as outlined in Section
23.052(3).
h. Fencing location, size and type.
i.

Correct type of surface for RV parking pads as “compacted, fine gravel,
asphalt, or concrete.”

2. Detailed submittal for bathroom/utility building including:
a. Correct buffering distance of 20 feet from adjacent residential development.
b. Scalable exterior elevations which meet commercial design standards as
outlined in Article 20.
c. Draft interior building plans and narrative indicating the building will be
lighted at all times of night and day, shall be ventilated, shall be provided
with heating facilities which shall maintain a room temperature of no lower
than 65 degrees Fahrenheit, shall have a floor of waterproof material, shall
have a sanitary ceiling, floor and wall surfaces and shall be provided with
adequate floor drains to permit easy cleaning.
3. Execute a Service and Annexation agreement with the City of Grants Pass.
4. Provide a “Turning Template” on the revised site plan to indicate that there shall be
enough turning radius to eliminate maneuvering onto Rogue River Hwy by autos and
trailers using the RV spots next to the Hwy.
5. Provide six (6) copies and a pdf of the following to the City Engineering Division for
review and approval:
a.

An engineered drainage plan, including detention calculations and detention
plan with details for drainage swales and detention basins as outlined in
Public Works and ODOT comments.

b. A grading plan, if applicable. Note: A grading permit is required prior to any
grading on site.
c. A detailed Utility Plan reflecting the following, as required by Public
Works:
i.

Show the location of water and sewer laterals serving all
development on site.
a. Distance
b. The applicant will be required to provide the appropriately
sized lateral or laterals, pursuant to the Oregon Plumbing
Code.
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c. Any proposed sewer laterals shall be tapped into the sewer
main line.
ii.

Show the location of any existing laterals to be properly
abandoned.

iii.

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

iv.

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

v.

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

vi.

If private fire sprinkler systems are utilized, each fire sprinkler
system shall be protected with a DC backflow device with a
detector meter. If anti-freeze agents are utilized within the private
sprinkler system, an RP backflow device shall be required in place
of the DC backflow assembly.

vii.

The location of public water meters. All public water meters shall
be located only within the public right-of-way and outside of the
driveway approaches.

viii.

Location of septic system to be removed if applicable.

d. Location of underground utility service laterals.
e. Locate all service meters in the serviced property’s improved adjacent rightof-way. Service meters will not be allowed in easements.
f.

Meet all water and safety requirements set by Public Safety.

6. An erosion and dust control plan. Note: An NPDES 1200C permit is required prior
to construction for areas greater than 1 acre.
7.

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

8. Obtain an Misc./Utility permit from ODOT for all work in the public right-of-way.
9. Any proposed driveways on Rogue River Highway need to apply for an ODOT
private approach permit.
B. The following must be accomplished prior to the issuance of a Building Permit:
1. Pay all System Development Charges including, but not limited to, water, sewer,
storm drain, parks and transportation.
2. Completion of the Property Line Vacation request.
3. Submit construction documents to the Building Division for their review and approval
to determine compliance with all Building, Fire and Life Safety, and 2016 Oregon
Structural Specialty Code requirements. Building plans shall be consistent with the
approved site plan. Note: Building must comply with all applicable building and fire
codes. The plans must be prepared by an Oregon-licensed design professional.
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C. The following must be accomplished prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy:
1. Development must occur according to the approved site plan, landscape plan, and
construction drawings including the items listed below. The developer must contact
the Community Development Department and arrange for a final inspection prior to
occupancy to ensure compliance.
2. Install parking spaces as reflected on the approved site plan.
3. All driving, parking and maneuvering areas are to be paved with asphalt or concrete
or permeable dustless surface.
4. Any curb cuts not being utilized will need to be removed. Any newly installed
approach will need to be designed to commercial standards per Section 27.121(11)
and Schedule 27-1 of the GPDC.
5. Parking lots and maneuvering areas must be paved and surrounded with a 6-inch
curb (Section 25.033(5) GPDC). Individual parking spaces shall be striped.
6. Comply with all Building, Fire and Life Safety, and the 2016 Oregon Structural
Specialty Code Act requirements.
7. Comply with all requirements of the Engineering and Utility Divisions.
8. Install landscaping according to approved plans.
9. Landscaping and vegetation shall be maintained throughout the year.
10. All new utilities shall be placed underground.
11. All private fire sprinkler systems shall be protected with DC backflow devices. RP
backflow devices shall be required on all fire systems containing antifreeze agents.
12. A DC backflow device shall be required as “point of use” protection on any water
service with a multiple zone irrigation system. A DC backflow device shall be
required as “premises” protection on any irrigation only service.
13. Pay all inspection fees incurred by the Engineering and Utility Divisions, as well as all
City bills due.
14. Construct and test all new water facilities in conformance with the City’s Water
Standards and Specifications.
15. Install/test customer water shut off valve within 10 feet of water meter and check
backflow assembly on landscape irrigation system.
X.

FINDINGS APPROVED BY THE URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION,
this 14th day of September, 2022.

Eric Heesacker, UAPC Chair
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CITY OF GRANTS PASS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
ROGUE COMMUNITY COLLEGE PARTITION
TENTATIVE PARTITION PLAN WITH MAJOR VARIANCE
FINDINGS OF FACT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:
Owner(s):
Surveyor:
Authorized Representative:

Type III: Urban Area Planning Commission
103-00148-22 / 301-00151-22
Tentative Partition Plan with Major Variance
Rogue Community College
To The Point Land Surveying
CSA Planning LTD, Jay Harland

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

3345 Redwood Highway
36-06-27-AA, TL 500
General Commercial (City)
1.41 acres

Planner Assigned:

Jason Maki

Application Received:
Application Complete:
Date of Staff Report:
Hearing Date 1:
Hearing Date 2:
Date of Findings of Fact:
120-Day Deadline:

May 27, 2022
June 14, 2022
July 7, 2022
July 13, 2022
August 24, 2022
September 14, 2022
November 10, 2022

Note: Bold Italic Text indicates text added by the Commission that was not contained in the
staff report. Strikeout Text indicates deletions made by the Commission.
I.

PROPOSAL:
The application requests approval for a 2-lot Commercial Partition with Major Variance
for reduced lot depth for Parcel 1. The parcel proposed to be divided is in the General
Commercial zoning district. The applicant’s tentative plan is attached. The applicant
submitted a narrative addressing both the Partition and Variance criteria. The property is
1.41 acres and is currently developed with a private water pump station.
The Applicant intends to create two parcels, one containing the existing private water
pump station and all the property to its west (shown as Parcel 1). The other parcel
(shown as Parcel 2) will contain the easterly portion of the property, which includes the
pond, wetlands, and an area of blackberries near the center of the property along with a
graveled area. Parcel 1 is estimated to be 24,166 square feet in size and Parcel 2 is
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estimated to be 36,492 square feet in size. The existing curb cuts will be distributed
equally, with 2 curb cuts per lot.
II.

AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:
Review procedures are provided in the Grants Pass Development Code (GPDC)
§2.020 and Schedule 2-1. While a Partition requires a Type I-C procedure, the
additional request for a Major Variance initiates a Type III procedure requiring a
hearing before the Urban Area Planning Commission (UAPC).
The decision on a Partition must be based on the criteria provided in Section
17.312. A decision on a Major Variance must be based on the criteria provided in
Section 6.060.

III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Section 10.050 of the GPDC, provides the procedure for an appeal of the Urban Area
Planning Commission’s decision to the City Council. An appeal must be filed with the
Director within 12 calendar days from the date the written notice of the decision is
mailed. The decision will not become final until the period for filing a local appeal has
expired.

IV.

V.

PROCEDURE:
A.

An application for a Partition Tentative Plan was submitted on May 27, 2022 and
deemed complete on June 1, 2022 following the submittal of a Major Variance
request. The application was processed in accordance with Section 2.050 of the
Development Code.

B.

Public notice of the July 13, 2022 hearing was mailed on June 22, 2022, in
accordance with Section 2.053 of the Development Code. At the meeting, the hearing
was continued to August 24, 2022.

C.

A public hearing was held on August 24, 2022 and the Planning Commission voted
unanimously to approve the Partition Tentative Plan and Major Variance request with
the conditions attached in the Staff Report.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
A.

The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the August
24, 2022 UAPC staff report and its exhibits, which are attached as Exhibit “A” and
incorporated herein.
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VI.

B.

The minutes of the public hearing held by the Urban Area Planning Commission on
August 24, 2022, attached as Exhibit “B”, summarize the oral testimony presented
and are hereby incorporated herein.

C.

The PowerPoint given by staff at the August 24, 2022 meeting is attached as Exhibit
“C”.

FINDINGS OF FACT:
The Urban Area Planning Commission found that, based upon the testimony given at the
public hearing and the staff report, the proposal does not satisfy the criteria in Section
4.103 of the Development Code based on the reasons stated in the findings included
below.

VII.

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT:

A. Characteristics of the Property:
1) Land Use Designation:
a) Comprehensive Plan:

General Commercial (GC)

b) Zone District:

General Commercial (GC)

c) Overlay Districts:

Grants Pass Irrigation District (GPID)

2) Size:

1.41 acres

3) Frontage & Access:

Redwood Highway (State Highway)
Hubbard Lane (County Local Street)
Canal Ave (City Local Access)

4) Existing Public Utilities:
a) Water:

Redwood Highway: None
Hubbard Lane: 16-inch Main
Canal Ave: 20-inch Main

b) Sewer:

Redwood Highway: None
Hubbard Lane: 10-inch Main
Canal Ave: 10-inch Main

c) Storm:

Redwood Highway: 12-inch Main, Open Ditch
Hubbard Lane: Curb and Gutter
Canal Ave: Curb and Gutter

5) Topography:

Moderate Slope

6) Natural Hazards:

Wetlands
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7) Existing Land Use:
a) Subject Parcel:

Private Water Pump Station

b) Surrounding:

Residential

B. Discussion:
The subject property is identified as Tax Lot 500 on Josephine County Assessor’s Map
36-6W-27AA. The property consists of a single parcel that is approximately 1.41 acres in
size according to the County Assessor. The property is shaped like a right triangle,
tapering from its widest in the east to a point in the west. The property is an island of
privately owned property that is surrounded by public right-of-way on all three sides. The
northerly property boundary is formed by the right-of-way for the Redwood Highway, the
easterly property boundary is formed by Hubbard Lane, and the southerly boundary is
formed by Canal Avenue.
A private water pump station that serves the Rogue Community College Redwood
Campus has been constructed near the midpoint of the property. Nearly all of the
property’s easterly and southerly boundaries have been developed with sidewalk, curb
and gutter, with the exception of the most westerly 115 feet abutting Canal Avenue. This
westerly section without a sidewalk is approximately 17 feet at its widest point and
sandwiched between the right-of-way for the Redwood Highway to the north and Canal
Avenue to the south. Lands to the west of the property are all public right-of-way.
The existing water main runs along approximately 360 feet the Canal Ave frontage,
which leaves about 540 feet without water main frontage.
Approximately 125 feet of frontage along Canal Ave includes a non-conforming gravel
drives way.
An application for a Major Variance has been submitted in conjunction with the
application for Tentative Partition Plan. A variance is being sought because Parcel 1 of
the proposed partition would not meet the required lot depth requirement as set forth in
Table 12-7 of the Grants Pass Development Code.
VIII.

FINDINGS IN CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:
A.

MAJOR VARIANCE

Section 6.060 of the Development Code states that previously granted Variances
shall not be considered to have established a precedent. The review body shall
approve, approve with conditions, or deny the application. No Variance shall be
granted unless the review body finds that all of the applicable criteria have been
satisfied.
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Qualifying Condition. The applicant shall demonstrate that the following elements are
present to qualify for a Variance.
CRITERION (1): The Variance is necessary because the subject code provision does
not account for special or unique physical circumstances of the subject site, such as
topography, natural features, adjacent development, or similar circumstances. A legal lot
determination may be sufficient evidence of a hardship for purposes of approving a
Variance.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The present lot configuration is the result
of transactions predating the acquisition of the property by the Applicant. The
transactions creating the present configuration included grants of right-of-way for
neighboring streets and for the State of Oregon to acquire the right-of-way for the
relocated Redwood Highway. The resulting configuration of the Subject Property has a
unique triangular shape that prevents a partition without a variance to lot depth
standards.
CRITERION (2): The Variance is the minimum necessary to address the special or
unique physical circumstances related to the subject site.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The variance is the minimum necessary
to allow for the greatest commercial development potential on Parcel 2. The variance will
not modify any of the other required setbacks outlined in Schedule 12-5 of the GPDC
that could impact adjacent properties. A variance to lot depth will allow the Applicant to
partition the Subject Property and enable a more productive use on its easterly portion in
the form of proposed Parcel 2. The proposed parcels will be otherwise developable and
meet all required setbacks, lot coverages, and other relevant standards.
CRITERION (3): The proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on
the development of the adjacent uses and will further the purpose and intent of this
ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan of the City.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The variance does not request any
further modifications beyond the reduced lot depth standard and will remain in
compliance with all other base development standards outlined in Section 12.250 of the
GPDC. The variance will allow for new development opportunities in the City as well as
provide the benefit of additional commercial development in this area. No negative
impacts are evident from this variance request. The proposed variance will allow the
Applicant to partition their property and make the larger portion available for future
development. The allowed uses and development standards will not change and thus
there is not expected to be any new negative impacts on adjacent uses or properties.
CRITERION (4): The need for the Variance is not self-imposed by the applicant or
property owner. For example, the Variance request does not arise as a result of a
property line adjustment or land division approval previously granted to the applicant.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied.
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The Applicant purchased the Subject Property in June of 2019, as demonstrated by the
Warranty Deed found in the submitted application. The property was adjusted to its
present shape before it came into possession of the Applicant. Previous adjustments
include granting of portions of the property to the State Highway Commission for a
relocated Redwood Highway in 1960, and further subsequent grants to Josephine
County and the State of Oregon for additional road purposes. These grants, all of which
occurred prior to 2019, left the Subject Property in its existing configuration as a
triangular lot surrounded on all three sides by public right-of-way. Therefore, the existing
condition requiring a variance was not self-imposed by the present owners and is the
result of dedication for necessary public improvements. Applicant has not applied for any
other property line adjustments. Therefore, this Criterion is met.
B. PARTITION
Section 17.312 of the City of Grants Pass Development Code states that the
Director shall approve, approve with conditions or deny the request based upon
the following criteria:
Criterion (1): The plan conforms to the lot dimension standards of Article 12, the base
lot standards of Section 17.510, and the requirements of any applicable overlay district.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Section 12.252 and Schedule 12-7 of the
GPDC outlines the lot dimension requirements for lots in General Commercial zoning
districts. If the variance request is approved, the proposed parcels meet or exceed these
requirements. In accordance with the requirements of Section 17.510 of the GPDC, the
proposed parcels do not exceed the lot width to depth ratio. The parent parcel is an
existing through lot which is not allowed per Grants Pass Development Code Section
17.513. However the proposed partition does not increase the non-conformity. Each
parcel exceeds the minimum twenty-five (25) feet of frontage to a public right-of-way.
Since the subject property falls within the General Commercial zone and a partition is
being sought, the standards in Section 17.516 must be met. The existing development
patterns and the proposed tentative partition plan meet the criteria found in Section
17.516, which is outlined below:
1) The applicant has demonstrated the property configuration does not preclude
development in accordance with Article 20, including the building orientation
standards.
2) The applicant has demonstrated the property configuration meets public street
block length and perimeter standards of Articles 17 and 27 and with the
conditions of this staff report has provided right-of-way and public street and
pedestrian way improvements as necessary to meet these standards.
3) The applicant has provided, or revised as necessary, vehicular, pedestrian, and
bicycle easements on and between properties to meet the connectivity
requirements of Article 27.
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4) When required by the Director, the applicant has provided a conceptual site plan
to demonstrate the property configuration will enable development in compliance
with the provisions of this Code.
5) Conditions relating to the issues in this section may be imposed as part of the
decision as may be necessary to enable future coordinated development of the
properties in accordance with the provisions of this Code.
If the Variance for a reduced lot depth is granted, all lots within the partition will meet the
above stated criteria.
The parcel is in the Grants Pass Irrigation District (GPID). The District has requested
that the applicant contact them regarding water rights and easement issues. They can
be reached at 541-476-2582.
Criterion (2): When required, the proposed future development plan allows the
properties to be efficiently further developed, in accordance with requirements for typical
permitted uses in the applicable zone and comprehensive plan district, and in
conjunction with other development in the neighborhood.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The applicant has submitted a Future
Development Plan and a narrative which demonstrates that the proposed parcels can be
efficiently developed in accordance with typical permitted uses in the applicable zone.
Criterion (3): When one is required or proposed, the street layout conforms to the
applicable requirements of the adopted street plans, meets the requirements of Article
27 and other applicable laws, and best balances needs for economy, safety, efficiency
and environmental compatibility.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions. No new streets are
proposed as part of the applicant’s tentative plan. The proposed site plan meets the
criteria found in Section 27.110(3) of the Grants Pass Development Code.
In conformance with Section 27.110(1), where proposed development abuts a future
street as shown on the Official Street Map or an existing street that does not meet City
street standards as set forth in Article 27 and related construction and design standards,
the applicant shall improve such street to such standards for one half (1/2) the street
width for the distance the proposed development abuts the street. The improvements
shall be constructed or secured, in accordance with City requirements, either prior to
Final Plat or Map, if subdividing or partitioning, or prior to final Use and Occupancy
Permit for other developments
City Staff has determined that installation of frontage improvements is not roughly
proportional to the proposal and therefore no frontage improvements are required as
part of this review.
Staff did not receive comment from the Oregon Department of Transportation in regards
to conditions which may be applied to the frontage along Redwood Highway.
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Criterion (4): The proposed utility plan conforms to the applicable requirements of
adopted utility plans, the requirements of Article 28 and other applicable laws, and best
balances needs for economy, safety, efficiency and environmental compatibility.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Article 28 requires water, sewer, and storm water along the entirety of the frontage for
partitions, unless certain distance exceptions apply. As conditioned below, applicant
must comply with any applicable City of Grants Pass Public Works Comments.
As conditioned below, provide proof of a dedicated City Utility Easement (C.U.E.) across
the frontage of the development in conformance with the requirements of the Municipal
Code.
Water Main
In conformance with 28.052(2), all proposed partitions shall, prior to final plat approval,
extend city water mains from the existing water system along the entire public street
frontage of the property to be developed and within any streets proposed in the partition.
City Staff has determined that requiring installation of frontage improvements is not
roughly proportional to the proposal and therefore no frontage improvements are
required as part of this review.
Complete City of Grants Pass Public Works comments are attached.
Sewer Main
In accordance with Grants Pass Development Code Section 28.070 all land divisions
where the property is less than 300 feet from the closest sewer main are required to
extend and connect to sewer. The applicant shall connect to public sewer and design all
new sanitary sewer facilities in conformance with the City’s Sanitary Sewer Standards
and Specifications.
City Staff has determined that requiring installation of frontage improvements is not
roughly proportional to the proposal and therefore no frontage improvements are
required as part of this review.
Complete City of Grants Pass Public Works comments are attached.
Street Improvements
City Staff has determined that requiring installation of frontage improvements is not
roughly proportional to the proposal and therefore no frontage improvements are
required as part of this review.
Storm Drain Facilities
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All new and substantially reconstructed, developments shall limit the storm water run-off
from the development site to not exceed .65 cfs per acre during a 25-year storm event.
Criterion (5): The tentative plan allows for the preservation or establishment of natural
features or the preservation of historic features of the property, including:
(a)

Providing the necessary information to complete the tree chart identified in
Section 11.041.

(b)

No cuts shall result in retaining walls greater than 15 feet high in a single wall
from the finish grade or create any un-retained slopes greater than 100%.

(c)

No fills shall result in a retaining wall within the required setback from a
property not included in the development plan greater than 6 feet in height
from the finish grade or create any slopes which are greater than 100%.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Per Section 11.030, tree canopy and tree
retention requirements only apply to land divisions in residential zones. Therefore, item
(a) is not applicable to this proposal.
No significant cuts, fills, or retaining walls are being proposed as part of this review.
Criterion (6): The plan complies with applicable portions of the Comprehensive Plan,
this Code, and state and federal laws.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions. The tentative plan is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and subject to the conditions of approval, will
conform to the Development Code.
As conditioned below, the applicant shall be required to contact GPID to coordinate any
change to GPID infrastructure.
As conditioned below, Applicant shall meet any applicable conditions found in City of
Grants Pass Public Works Memorandum.
IX.

RECOMMENDATION:
•

The Urban Area Planning Commission APPROVED the request for the Major
Variance. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier,
Commissioners Arthur, Nelson, Scherf and Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: None. Abstain:
None. Absent: Commissioners Aviles and Coulter.

•

The Urban Area Planning Commission APPROVED the request for the two (2) lot
Partition with the conditions below. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair
Heesacker, Vice Chair Collier, Commissioners Arthur, Nelson, Scherf and TokarzKrauss. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Commissioners Aviles and Coulter.

103-00148-22 / 301-00151-22 ~ Rogue Community College Partition
Tentative Partition with Major Variance
Type III UAPC Hearing ~ Findings of Fact

Page 43

Conditions of Approval:
A.

The following shall be accomplished within 18 months of the date this
report is signed, and prior to issuance of a Development Permit:
1. Submit one (1) revised tentative plan that shows all of the Submittal
Requirements for the Tentative Partition Plan Approval as outlined in Section
17.311 on the Final Partition Plat, to include the following:
a) If none exists, dedicate a City utility easement (C.U.E.) across all
frontages of the development in conformance with the requirements of
the Municipal Code, or indicate location of existing CUE.
2. Implement any applicable conditions of approval found in Public Works Report.

B.

The following shall be accomplished upon completion of the above stated
conditions, within 18 months of the date this report is signed, and prior to
final plat approval:
1. Implement any applicable conditions of approval found in Public Works Report.
2. Present a land division guarantee issued by a title insurance company to the
Planning Department.
3. Pay all City bills due.
4. The property is in the Grants Pass Irrigation District. The District has
requested that the applicant contact them regarding water rights and
easement issues. GPID can be reached at 541-476-2582.
5. Provide backflow prevention measures per City of Grants Pass requirements
if onsite irrigation is utilized or if GPID is on site.
6. Submit a final plat in accordance with Section 17.320 of the City of Grants
Pass Development Code. The partition must be surveyed by a professional
land surveyor and submitted with appropriate fees.
a) Provide proof of, or dedicate a City Utility Easement (C.U.E.) across
the frontages of the development in conformance with the
requirements of the public utility companies.
Note: After all signatures are obtained, the plat must be recorded with the
Josephine County Recorder within 30 days. The applicant shall file one print
of the recorded plat with the Community Development Department. Failure to
do so will nullify plat approval.

C.

At the time of development of the individual parcels, the following will be
required:
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(Note: The following may not be all inclusive as new issues, fees, or
recommendations may be identified during the development of the lot.)
1. Payment of all System Development Charges due, including, but not limited
to water, sewer, parks, transportation and storm water.
2. Submit a detailed onsite detention plan prepared by a registered engineer,
provide detention to pre-development standards. No drainage across other
lots is permitted without appropriate easements.
3. Separate water and sewer services are required for each tax lot at the time of
building permit.
4. Install RP backflow devices as “premises” protection on all water services.
Install a DC backflow device as “premises” protection on any separate
irrigation service.
5. A separation of ten (10) feet shall be required between private sewer laterals
and public water services.
6. Addresses must be visible from the street and identified on the building, and in
the case of a flag lot, clearly marked at the public right of way. Any curb
markings must be in conformance with 6.03.050 of the Grants Pass Municipal
Code.
7. Obtain an encroachment permit from the Engineering Division for any work in
the public right-of-way.
8. Gravel driveway approaches and other erosion and track out control
measures shall be in place during construction of individual lots.
9. All new power, cable, phone and gas utilities shall be located underground
and shall not cross other parcels, unless located within appropriate
easements.
10. Comply with the Uniform Fire and Building Codes.
11. Grass and weeds in undeveloped lots will need to be cut throughout the year.
12. Front yard landscaping shall be installed prior to Certificate of Occupancy.
X.

FINDINGS APPROVED BY THE URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION this 14th
day of September, 2022.
________________________________________________
Eric Heesacker, Chair
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