URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes – July 22, 2020 at 6:00 P.M.
Council Chambers
COMMISSIONERS:
Jim Coulter (Chair)
Loree Arthur
Jennifer Aviles – Left Early
Eric Heesacker
Mark Collier
Susan Tokarz-Krauss
Vacant
Vacant

City/Staff/Council Liaisons:
Barry Eames (City Councilor)
Brad Clark, (Principal Planner) – Absent
Jason Maki (Assistant Planner)
Wade Elliot, (Assistant Director Public Works)
Guests:
Mike Richardson, Citizen
Andrew Mortenson, David Evans and Associates

Urban area planning Commission will now come to order. Roll call. We have Commissioner
Tokarz-Krauss and Commissioner Arthur and myself on the dais tonight. We will now go remote
for the other Commissioners. Commissioner Collier.
Here.
Commissioner Aviles.
Here.
Commissioner Heesacker.
Here.
Okay. Public comment. This is an opportunity to the public to address the Commission on items
not related to a public hearing or action item. The intent is to provide information that is pertinent
to the City's jurisdiction. Each speaker will be given three minutes to address the Commission
as one body, not to individuals. The Commission may consider items brought up during this time
later in our agenda during matters from Commission members and staff. The next agenda item,
approval of minutes, will move on to approving July 15th, 2020 minutes. Are there any
corrections? Anybody remote have any corrections?
No.
No.
No.
Hey, I will entertain a motion to approve the minutes for July 15, 2020 UAPC meeting.
Got to have somebody-
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Come on Heesacker.
Okay, go ahead.
I usually defer to Mr. Heesacker because he's able to complete the subject matter line. This is
Collier. I'll second, if you'll first, Eric.
Well, I will move to approve the minutes This is Heesacker. I'm moving to approve the minutes
from July 15th.
Collier second.
Okay there's been a motion made to approve the minutes of the 15 July 2020 meeting. All of
those on the dais in favor of the motion signify by saying aye. Aye. Okay. We'll go remote.
Commissioner Collier
Collier aye.
Commissioner Aviles
Aye.
Commissioner Heesacker.
Yes.
You were missing. So you're going to have to be an abstention. Would you like to change your
vote?
I thought I was there. We had a special meeting. It lasted for 10 minutes at 11:00 in the
morning.
This is for the 15 July meeting. Not- wait a minute. This is for the 15 June meeting.
No, I was there.
Okay. My bad. I got them inverted in my mind here. No problem.
Still voting yes.
Okay. We'll get this straightened out. It was Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss that wasn't at the
start of the meeting. So we'll have an abstention there. Otherwise all the other five
Commissioners vote to approve. Motion passes five to zero. I got to say that's the most fun I've
had on approval of minutes motion since I've been on board.
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MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Aviles moved and Commissioner Collier seconded the motion to approve
the June 15, 2020 minute, as submitted. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair
Coulter and Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Collier, and Heesacker. “NAYS”: None.
Abstain: Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss. Absent: None.
The motion passed.
So, all right. Moving to the next approval minutes. These are for June the 30th, 2020. Are there
any corrections to the minutes? Okay. No corrections. The minutes or anyone like to entertain?
I'm entertaining a motion to approve the minutes.
Arthur move to approve the minutes of June 30th.
Okay. Loree Arthur, Commissioner Arthur has made a motion. Is there a second?
[crosstalk 00:04:48] second.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss has seconded the motion. All right. All of us on the dais that
approve this motion signify by saying aye. Aye. So that's all three of us. I will now move to
remote. Commissioner Collier.
Collier aye. If I was there. I'm not sure I was there on the 30th, but if I was, I'll agree.
It looked like you. Okay?
Okay perfect.
He was. Commissioner Aviles.
Aye.
Okay. And Commissioner Heesacker?
Yes.
Okay. So, okay. That's not one you were... Okay. No, we're fine. Okay. So by a vote of six to
nothing, the minutes are approved for the June 30th, 2020 meeting.
Mr. Chair, Mark Collier was absent. So he would have to abstain from the June 30th. Okay. So
you'll have to change your vote. Commissioner Collier.
Okay. Yeah. That's why I was suggesting if I wasn't there, that's fine. I'll abstain.
In the world of this kind of stuff. June 30th was eons ago, so, okay. Five votes yes, one
abstention for the June 30th meeting.
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MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Arthur moved and Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss seconded the motion to
approve the June 30, 2020 minute, as submitted. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”:
Chair Coulter and Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Tokarz-Krauss, and Heesacker.
“NAYS”: None. Abstain: Commissioner Collier. Absent: None.
The motion passed.
There are no findings of fact. We will now move to public hearing.
This time, I will open the public hearing to consider an application filed by Mike Richardson. The
application is for or is to remodel an existing 17,856 square foot retail strip mall known as Three
Rivers shopping center into a climate controlled self-storage business with approximately seven
units and two office spaces. It is a minor site plan review with discretionary architectural review.
The project number is 201-00328-20.
We will begin this 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 to 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 this matter will be discussed and acted
upon by the Commission. Is there anyone present who wishes to challenge the authority of the
Commission to hear this matter? Do any Commissioners wish to abstain from participating in
this hearing or declare a potential conflict of interest. Anybody on the dais? Commissioner
Collier? Any problems? Okay. I'm going to do it unless I hear from one of you remotely, I'm just
going to assume that you have no conflict. So I will move on.
Are there any who wish to disclose discussions, contacts, biases, or other ex parte information
they have received prior to this meeting regarding the application? Okay. 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. 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. The hearing will now proceed with the staff report.
Thank you, Mr. Chair. Okay. This presentation is just an abbreviated summary of all of the
information within your staff report. The owner is Marsha None. So it's Nunn Redwood Avenue
Mini Storage change of use.
So the project location that's located on Redwood Avenue, just east of Dowell Road. This is
Dowell here. Arcell is zoned business park and general commercial zoning is to the north and
east. That's the pink color. And business park zoning is to the south and west of the parcel. The
applicant is looking to remodel an existing 17,856 square foot retail strip mall known as Three
Rivers shopping center into a climate controlled self-storage business with 70 units and two
offices.
Is now exiting.
I don't know who left. The remodel will include new windows, doors, architectural features and
dormers along the roof line. The front yard landscaping is required due to the removal of 10
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existing trees prior to the project start. And discretionary architectural review is requested due to
the preexisting nonconformity of the building facade.
So looking at the landscaping first, landscaping and screening as required. Well it's business
park, it faces general commercial, and that puts it into the category of requiring screening. I
noted here when I was putting together the presentation that I did find in the staff report. And
this is in your packets on the top of page 11, it says the landscape plan for front yard must
include parking lot screening, hedge species, blah, blah, blah, and fencing type and location.
The landscape plan actually did show the location. So that is a correction. It does not include
the fencing type and height.
So the plan needs to indicate the species of street trees that are going to be replanted and the
screening and buffering of the landscaping along the front. So we get into the real review of
architectural discretionary architectural review. When we look at the building, I just took this
photo off of Google streets. It is a flat roofed building under our code. Flat roof buildings are
required to have horizontal or vertical change at the cornice line, at least every 50 feet or
articulation of the building face. So this would be the cornice lineup here. 3D cornice treatments
are required. In addition, no wall shall be more than 100 feet without providing offsets. This
building is 372 feet long. So the applicant is requesting discretionary architectural review and
approval of the submitted plans as the building was constructed prior to the existing commercial
design standards. So at the time this was built, this was satisfactory for commercial design.
So we get to the detailing. This is the submittal of the elevations, the front elevation with 13 new
dormers across the front. This is kind of a side view to give you a depth perspective of what's
going on. So the existing roof that's here, this overhanging is going to remain, and then these
dormers will be added. On page 12 of your packet where it talks about section 20.425 detailing.
It gets in the reasoning here. And I hope you've all had time to read through your packet and get
an idea of what we're talking about for detailing, but the detailing of the new dormers along the
canopy do not meet the requirements of this section for variation in repetition, which states
continuous base or identical for the full height of the building shall not repeat for more than 100
feet.
Again, this is 372 feet long. Contiguous bays that are identical at the pedestrian level may
repeat for more than 100 feet provided the upper level elements create substantial variation and
the grouping and treatment of the elements on the upper level variation may be accomplished
by varying the size of the elements, defining the bays, pairing, or grouping the columns, et
cetera, to avoid the monotony of identical repetition without variation. That is a quote from our
development code. I didn't just put those words in there. That's what it says. Also this section
recommends that accent features are also added to break up the repetition and add detail at the
pedestrian level. So based on this design staff did interpret the new dormers to create bays
along the building front, along with the design of the windows and doors, and the features that
are being added to the front.
So as the remodel is adding architectural elements, the proposal does not meet the criteria. And
as a condition of approval, staff recommends to the UAPC that applicant be required to add
accent features to break up the visual repetition created by 372 feet of the same architectural
features at the pedestrian level, which could be lights, little feature tiles and redesign the upper
level to create variation in the architectural features currently represented by the new dormers.
So we have a repetition of 13 dormers and at the upper level, and the pedestrian level is almost
exactly repetitive.
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So this is a little detail for you of what's going on at the pedestrian level, based on the applicants
submittals. What I have outlined here pointed out on the slide as A, those are metal louvered
features. B is on the outside of the louvered features. Those are opaque windows. Now the
opaque windows don't meet the code, but because they are in front of storage units, the
applicant has requested that they be allowed so that people can't see in to what's going on in
the storage units and make it look less cluttered I imagine. C would be here in the center of
each bay or the sliding doors. And the applicant has told me that these will be clear. So there
will be some visual see-through on these sliding doors. And then of course, these are the
dormers along the top,
I kind of went into this on the first slide, but basically the contiguous bays that are identical at
pedestrian level may repeat if the upper level is different. I copied a couple of illustrations from
the development code so that you might get an idea of what's being suggested, like this has
some little architectural features here. They might be lights, but we don't expect them to rewire
for lights all along there. Or they can just be some kind of a feature that doesn't require
electricity. This is an idea of repetition without variation. And then this is repetition that there is
some variation along the wall.
So within the staff report, there is recommendation to add the pedestrian level accent features
and redesign the upper level to create variation in the grouping. The other relief from the
architectural or for discretionary review relates to the wall length and the existing roof height,
that cornice that goes up. It would certainly be impractical to say, oh no, you need to articulate
that and add stuff on top of it because it already exists. And so they're not proposing to remodel
the front wall of the existing building. It doesn't meet this guideline and they are requesting the
discretionary architectural review because of the existing design.
So the call to action is approve it as submitted with conditions stated in the staff report, or if you
want to add conditions or deny the request or continue the item for 120 days. Our 120 day
deadline is September 12th because we did not have a quorum at the originally scheduled
meeting on July 8th. We've lost a couple of weeks off of that deadline from the normal process.
And that's what I have. You have questions?
Fellow Commissioners, anybody have any questions for staff? Everyone up here? Okay. I do
have one. One question and it's a- did you have a question, Mr. Arthur? Okay. Okay. My
question is, and it's probably a question I need to ask the applicant too, but I don't know if you're
aware, if it's in missed in the package or got missed in the application somehow, but under
article 20.210 procedures under sub paragraph two, there should be a narrative. You know if
there's a written narrative somewhere?
There's not a written narrative. It was overlooked when the submittal was received and deemed
complete. And so we didn't see that. And so in lieu of that, I've been on the phone several times
to the applicant, but that doesn't provide you with a written record of that discussion.
Okay. Just a question. So anybody else have any other questions, comments, before I move
on? Will the applicant please come forward and make their presentation. Excuse me. Name and
address for the record also.
Mike Richardson. Address of the project or my address?
Either one's fine.

Page 6

1867 Redwood Avenue.
Wait a minute. You said the project, right?
Right.
My bad. Should be your address.
P.O. box work?
You need a physical address. Okay. Thank you.
You wanted to know [inaudible 00:23:37]
Either one is fine.
PO box 5366 Bend, Oregon.
Okay. Thank you. You may continue on, sir.
So I don't have a lot other than, can we revert back to one of the slides? One's showing the-yes.
(silence)
While you're moving back, I'm looking over my record. We do need a physical address sir, or
not a PO box.
2556 Northwest Purcell Bend, Oregon.
Thank you, sir.
That'll work. Yeah. So referring to A, the metal louvered features, we could essentially what is
happening with that building, that glass is being removed and the new sliding door doesn't take
up that whole span. So that's where those louvers are coming in, but we could have those stick
out, but we don't want to stick them out too far because it's a walkway. But to get that depth like
you showed in some of your examples, we can bring them out eight inches or so to give it the
depth to meet the pedestrian criteria along that front run area.
As far as the roof structure, the roof is already engineered and structured the way it is. I talked
with the engineer. He would allow these gables on there, but we can't remove any because it's a
solid trust, the whole length, the whole depth of the building. And it's all structured to remain the
way it is. So outside of extending those gables out into the parking lot and having posts down in
the parking lot, which would be a hazard, that's really the best we can do with that upper facade.
... best we can do with that upper facade. I think that's really all I had.
Does anyone, fellow Commissioners, have any questions, comments for the applicant?
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I have a couple questions. Okay, go ahead.
This is Heesacker... Go ahead.
I'm going to let Commissioner Arthur go... Go ahead, Commissioner Heesacker.
That's fine. Okay. So I'm on page 18 of our packet, and it's an aerial view of the entire site. I'm
looking at all these long buildings. Are these already mini storage buildings that I'm seeing on
that page?
Yes.
Thank you very much.
Commissioner Arthur.
I wanted to get a little more understanding of the uses here. Are the two offices that stayed
those two large units at the end? They weren't labeled, that I could see. Is there any way that
you could meet the change in front appearance by maybe using some kind of color indicator?
You have the two units. I can't tell what the sizes are, but in groups, you have two units that
have four each. Two bays that have four units, and then you have six that have eight, and one
that's got 13. And then you've got larger for four units in the next bay.
Would it be possible to do something with just that front part like we're looking at, and maybe
use a different color? Not for every one of the 13, but for the units that are similar that are the
smaller, the next size, the next size. I'm just trying to think of something would help people. I
have to run out there to Attic Storage across the street frequently, and everything looks exactly
alike to the person coming down for their place. And I thought maybe it might be helpful to do
something like that that would achieve a variation, but I don't know if it would meet the code.
The visual variation on that long front end would also be helpful to the people coming to find
their spot.
Right. I don't believe, and I may be wrong, but I don't believe color really meets any of the
criteria.
Okay.
At this point, it's really up to the Commissioners to decide if that would be enough to break up
the repetition. It's already out of compliance with the code anyhow.
Well, I didn't really see any objection to the identical looking gables or whatever you call them.
Did anybody else have a problem with that? It looks a lot nicer than most storage facilities.
Yeah. And the only thing, because it's a block building and it's not painted, the only thing that
really could change color would be the metal louvred siding we could do, like you suggest,
which is on each side of each hallway. So what you're seeing there is there's, in each hallway,
there's different sized storage units. But yes, to a degree, we could do... I'd have to run that past
to the owners because they don't want some Calico colored look and feature up there, either.
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What is it exactly that is not quite meeting the requirement now? From my understanding, it's
the fact that there's... I don't know if there were 13 of them, the 13 gable...
The fact is, it's all just one straight line that has to be broke up everyWell, it is broken up, sort of. It has some decoration on it, at least. But what would be required
toAre you asking me?
Yeah, I thinkSo the whole commercial design standards in Article 20 get into quite a bit of variation. So the
current standards, they would have to have horizontal offsets, vertical offsets, and roofline
changes every 100 feet. And so it's quite a few elements. As Mike said, it's just one flat wall,
and that doesn't meet the current commercial design standards. And the length, 372 feet,
whereas our offsets are required every 50 feet or every 100 feet. So there's quite a bit there,
Commissioner Arthur, that does not meet the current standards. But the applicant is giving it a
shot of trying to break it up.
All those gables will be added. That's trying to break up just a straight, rough line that is there.
Well, the gables do frame the entrances to the interior, right? So that's at least a help to the
people finding where they're going. I don't know. I'm just thinking the 100 feet, maybe if there
was some way to use a slightly different colors item on that front part. Maybe just on the ones
that have eight units each would break up the 300 feet. And there is a difference at the end
where the windows are in the offices and so on. That end of the building already has some
visual difference. I don't know.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss.
How many louvres are there, Mike?
It's not really a louvre. It's more of a corrugated metal.
And you're proposing how many across the pedestrian area?
There's one on each side of each door, so not counting the opposites, there's 11 doors. So
there would be 22, one on each side.
Then if you were doing a contrasting color that was within your color scheme, that would
probably break it up on the pedestrian level. On the 13 gables or dormers, does the possibility
exist... Again, it's the repetition. It's already a nonconforming use, but the repetition, you did say
three and not one and then three... Sorry. Is that possible? And then that would achieve what
we're looking for. Because putting all those dormers across there, that is more attractive than
that flat line. Unless there was a purpose other than architectural, would that not meet, or help
to meet anyway, that constant look that comes across?
Sure. And it would certainly be possible to not make them all the same size.
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Exactly.
So every third one, we could do a larger one. That would break that up.
So that would be a recommendation. And that's something that wouldn't be overtly expensive
and add to your costs. Okay. And then the third thing, since we did not have the narrative, I
assume that in clarifying your conversations with staff, that you had these options, you
discussed them, the lighting for... Okay. So you've had some time to maybe think about some
different alternatives. And you're willing, within reason, of course, and with Ms. Nunn's approval,
to do these things. Okay. Thank you.
So at this point, just... I'll wait a minute. Are there any other questions or comments for the
applicant, my fellow Commissioners? Okay. Seeing none.
Thank you, sir. Appreciate it.
In this case, it's more like seeing them, hearing them, because we have some of our
Commissioners remote on this. So I will move along now. By the way, sir, do you have anybody
else on your team that you would like to speak before us tonight? For the public, is there anyone
who would like to speak in favor of the application? Staff, do we have any public remote tonight?
We do not. And we did not receive any written comment either.
Okay. So we have no comments in favor. Do we have anyone who would like to speak in
opposition of the application? Okay. Applicant, do you have any final comments before we move
on to the next stage? Staff, do you have any final comments?
No.
All right. Public portion is now closed, and the matter is before the Commission for your
consideration. One thing I will state is Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss, when you were discussing
with the applicant, which is really a good way to do it, and I appreciate that. You agreed to a
couple of those. The way we can do that is we make those an additional condition of approval
and then we go from there. So with the condition of approval, it just gets added on to what's
already been given to us by staff, and then we go into a motion. So saying that, would anyone
like to speak on this application from my fellow Commissioners? Basically, I'm opening it up
right now for discussion. Who do I have remote right now? Commissioner Heesacker?
Yes, sir.
Would you like to discuss anything?
There's really nothing that I'd like to say one way or the other here. I think the applicant has
done what's possible to comply with current standards without incurring costs that may shoot
the project down. Additions, modifications, I know can cost a lot of money. I have no problem
with the condition that Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss threw out there. I think the project is fine. I
don't have any objections and really nothing to say in support except... Well, yes, I do have
something to say in support. I think this is a good, economically viable option to the strip mall
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that was existing there. There's already all these other storage buildings on the site. I see no
problem in turning this building into yet another storage building.
Okay. Thank you very much, sir. Commissioner Aviles, are you there? Commissioner Collier?
I'm here with no comment. Thank you.
Okay. I do need to make a note that right at the start of the hearing, we lost Commissioner
Aviles. So we still have a quorum at five, but we're at five.
That means we go back to the same [inaudible 00:39:17] and same board. What the fuck was
this?
Somebody's mic is still on. You might want to undo your mic for a minute. Okay. Is anybody on
the dais... I think that might be a good reason we all meet in person on land use decisions. But
anyway, anybody on the dais... Being serious for the applicant and everybody else concerned,
would anybody like to comment on this now? Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss, I know you have
something to say, you must.
I was just prepared to make a motion and trying to coin the phrase. Commissioner Heesacker,
happen to have that already where I can give it a go when we get to that point.
Okay. I do want to say, if anybody else doesn't have any comments, I believe with the
architectural review in place, that architectural review makes the application, in my view, meet
development code standards. Therefore, I am in favor of this application, based on that and
other site approval criteria that I see that it meets. Also, I'm in favor of your conditions,
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss, that you are wishing to make as conditions of approval. So it gets
a positive view from me. So with that, if we don't have any other comments, I will entertain a
motion.
So before we make a motion... Go ahead.
Who is this?
This is Heesacker. I was going to say something, sir, but you go right ahead.
Okay. I was going to make this easy for you. You don't have to state on the site approval...
Actually, you don't have to state the code numbers. And the reason is because... What's that?
I was, I'm going to do that with [crosstalk 00:15:57].
Good. Good. And I'm going to discuss that at another point, why we don't have to do that. But
yeah, go ahead and make your motion.
Eric, did you have something you wanted to say?
Well, all I wanted to say was request Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss, if she could, to repeat the
condition that she wants added.
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Yeah. Yeah, okay, if you would do that for him before you make your motion. Or do you have
the... Well, let me rephrase it this way. You have the condition already. She's going to make the
condition as part of the motion, so you will hear it at that time. Is that okay, Commissioner
Heesacker? Or do you still want to hear it beforehand?
No, no, that's fine.
Okay.
Let me stumble through this. I move that the planning Commission approve the request for
minor site plan, a discretionary review for commercial design standards, with the conditions as
noted and as stated in the staff report, with amended conditions to modify dormers to further
attempt to meet the architectural detailing’s. To add the architectural elements within Section
20-425. And I'm citing that because that's specific to those 13 dormers. Further make a color
differentiation with the louvres in order to, again, on the pedestrian level, create that
architectural feasibility variation. Thank you.
Is that a valid motion?
I can sum it up by saying...
It is a valid motion, yes. That would beHeesacker second.
Okay. So we have a motion that's been made to approveThe request.
Let me go back to my... I'm not going to say it verbatim. Just go back to my comments.
Do you want me to say it in a simpler format?
No. No, I don't need you to do that. We have a motion and it's been second to approve a minor
site plan review with discretionary architectural review, with conditions of approval by staff and
those that we have made here tonight by the planning Commission. And this is for the change of
use retail to mini storage, for the Nunn-Redwood Avenue change of use retail to mini storage.
So now that I've messed that up a little bit, all those in favor of the motion, those on the dais,
signify by raising your hand.
Can I make one comment?
Yes.
I think staff is saying... Do you want me to be more specific in that motion and should I amend
the motion?
I think that would be more helpful for the applicant if you were to say, to modify the dormers as,
whatever it was you said, every third one larger, and the louvres colored or out, or something
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specific. Because as it reads now, you just say as discussed, but I didn't really catch exactly
what was agreed to. That's all I'm saying, is it's really not very specific, and it really helps to
have the motion be really specific. And then Mike knows where to go with it and I know what I'm
looking for. That's all I'm saying.
Okay. Yeah. Thank you, staff, for that.
Can I amend my motion?
You can amend your motion, yes.
Without repeating the whole thing.
Hang on, hang on.
Yes, Commissioner Heesacker.
Procedurally, don't we have retract the motion and I have to retract my second? Or am I getting
a little too detailed here?
Heesacker is correct.
It depends on the rules that we're following. And if those are the rules and we do have to retract,
then we go through it again.
Let me explain something here. According to Article 8 of the Development Code, I have the
discretion to modify Robert Rules. In fact, we're not to be completely constrained by them. And
so because of that, I'm making a decision that we do not have to go back on the second, we do
not have to go back and redo another motion, any of those things, a modification by
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss. And if you agree, Commissioner Heesacker, then your second
will stand. Is everybody clear on that?
Yes. I agree. I think you're a great chairman. Thank you, sir. Proceed.
Well, I appreciate the kudos. Okay, Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss, go ahead and amend your
motion.
I'm going to start at to modified dormers with size variation, every third dormer to achieve the
architectural, et cetera, et cetera. And the louvres, a contrast in color than the color schemes
already proposed.
I will still second, if you need me to say that.
Do you believe that's a specific enough, staff? Okay.
Yes. Thank you.
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We have motion and we have a second on the record. So without further ado on the amended
motion, all of us on the dais that vote in favor of the motion, signify by saying aye or raise our
right hands. Okay. So all three of us on the dais are in favor of the motion. Commissioner
Heesacker.
Yes.
Commissioner Collier.
Collier, aye.
Okay. The vote passes five to nothing. It's unanimous. Congratulations, sir. Okay. That was
some of the most fun that I've had on a land use hearing in a while that wasn't contentious.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss moved and Commissioner Heesacker seconded the
motion to approve the Redwood Ave Minor Site Plan Review with Discretionary
Architectural Review, with conditions of approval by staff and those that we have made
here tonight by the Planning Commission. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair
Coulter and Commissioners Arthur, Collier, Tokarz-Krauss and Heesacker. “NAYS”:
None. Abstain: None. Absent: Commissioner Aviles.
The motion passed.
I will second that.
Very good job getting through that. That's why I want you guys near and dear to my heart next
time. But anyway, we will now be moving to matters from Commission members and staff. Staff,
I see that... Wait a minute. Staff, do you have anything that youWe have our revised agenda that added Mr. Elliott on the revised agenda. Do you have that?
Did you send it out? Pardon?
It was emailed. It was emailed. There's one at the front. I'll get it for you.
It's fine. If it's in the agenda, I believe you. So I don't need to see it.
Good afternoon, Urban Area Planning Commission. My name is Wade Elliott and I am the
Assistant Public Works Director for the City. And we have taken you as a captive audience to
give you a quick primer on the 2040 transportation system plan. It's an update to our existing
plan. And I'm going to have Andrew Mortenson with David Evans and Associates walk you
through some of the finer points of the plan. What is important about this is we're looking for a
little bit of feedback now, but we'll be pointing you to our online open house, and hopefully you
guys will have some comments. And then at your next planning Commission meeting, this will
be an option that we're looking for you to recommend for adoption to City Council. So with that,
here is Andrew Mortenson.
Hello, my name is Andrew Mortenson. I'm with David Evans and Associates. We're the prime
consultant under contract with the Department of Transportation to update the transportation
system plan. Our address is 2100 Southwest River Parkway, Portland, Oregon. 97201. Thank
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you for having me here tonight. And Eric Heesacker has been on our technical advisory
committee, so hello, Eric, remotely. It's good to hear you again. So he's familiar with a lot of the
material here. What I'd like to give you is an overview, and you'll have a copy of this PowerPoint
presentation in yourYou'll have a copy of this PowerPoint presentation in your packet. You'll be able to refer to that.
Later on in the presentation, I'm going to show you the website addresses for the online material
that we have and documentation of the TSP update, as well as the public open house meeting
that is open to the public now. There's a web link on the City's website, and that's in your packet
here too. I'll point that out to you. Towards the end of this presentation, it's going to feel like a
fire hose, a canon of water coming your way. I apologize, but we're going to try to briefly bring to
you the highlights of the TSP update documentation so that you can make notes and I've left in
the slides what page numbers or section numbers in the draft documentation for you to refer to
specifically in the material that's available online.
There's a lot of information here. I'm hoping to hit the highlights. If you have any questions,
please feel free to interrupt me along the way. I'll certainly pause and answer questions, but it
was our intent to get through this presentation in about 15 minutes. I'm going to try to do it in
more of a rapid fire method here. There's a lot of documentation. The principle document for the
2040 TSP update is in volume one. That's what I'm going to highlight for you tonight. There's six
major chapters in that documentation, but it has an executive summary at the front end. If
there's any one thing that you should read is the front part of volume one, which has the
executive summary that gives an oversight much like this presentation.
Volume two includes two independent but related transportation plan documents that are
important for the two interchange areas, exits 55 and 58 to I-5. Those two documents are
important for both ODOT (Oregon Department of Transportation) and the City to jointly manage
land development and transportation systems development around the interchange areas.
Typically, about a quarter of a mile away from each of the interchanges. Volume two also
includes some of the specific projects in the transportation plan, cut sheets that go into more
detail on a project by project basis. There's a great deal of detail on the goals, objectives, and
policies supporting the transportation system plan. Then, there's some more detailed
information on pedestrian connectivity analysis, recommended access management policy, and
by reference to Josephine Community Transit Master Plan, which has previously been adopted
at the county level and is in implementation now.
Where can you see this documentation? If you go to the City website, master plans tab or page,
that page gives you a summary of the various master plans. Part of that is the transportation
system plan. If you click there, it'll take you to the TSP page, which gives you a full preface to
what the TSP includes, and below that are connections to links to the PDF documentation of all
of the material that we're giving you by highlight tonight. There's also a link in that page where
you can access the current active public open house online meeting number three. You can
participate in review of many of these major elements that we're summarizing tonight and give
feedback directly there. If you know of other residents, business leaders, active facility groups in
the community, please, please reference them to the website so that they too can participate.
We're seeking as much community input as possible on the online open house.
I'm going to jump forward to chapter two and cover the goals and objectives by highlight. Those
are prefaced by the City's vision and mission statements. The City is looking by vision for a
healthy, vibrant place to live, work, and play, making connections for people to people with
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thriving, economic, cultural, and recreational opportunities. That was really a baseline of
connectivity that we included in our technical assessment of the pedestrian bicycle and street
systems planning that's included in your documentation.
The mission statement includes four key ways in which the City is seeking transportation system
improvements that meets the urban area, enabling the safe and convenient and efficient
movement of people and goods, preserving the quality of life, area amenities, local
neighborhoods in the natural environment, looking for a complete transportation system that
allows people to use different ways of traveling, walking, biking, using public transportation and
private automobile. Then, just ensuring the wise use of public and private investments in future
transportation facilities and services. Those are the key vision and mission statements in the
plan.
I've listed the key eight goals that are included in the TSP update. I'm not going to recite each
and every one of those, but we used one as an example, goal number seven to implement plan
transportation improvements. That is an example, and you'll see in the more detailed
documentation online that more specific objectives are set priorities, construct new facilities,
preserve and acquire future transportation corridors, keep transportation plan current,
encourage private sector participation in implementation. For each goal, there are detailed
objectives that are included in the TSP update. Then, amongst those key objectives, there are a
variety of public policies that are stated to implement the plan.
If you want to look at those details in volume one pages two, three, and on include some of the
detailed objectives for each of the eight goals. Volume two has the full definition of all of the
goals, objectives, policies, and evaluation criteria that were used in the plan. There's a lot of
information there. We could spend all night going through the details of all of that, but if you're
interested in those, that's kind of a key reference point for you to look at that information. Sorry?
[inaudible 00:07:08].
Oh yeah. Okay. In the executive summary, page eight, I think it's nice to have a chart that says,
"How does the City's transportation plan fit in relationship to the City's comprehensive plan?
What does that mean when you get to annual budgeting? How does that relate to the regional
transportation planning that's done in coordination with other jurisdictions in the Rogue Valley,
through the middle road MPO, how does that relate to that particular organization's
transportation improvement program?"
Then, at the state level, there are a variety of state wide land use and transportation planning
goals that are necessary in guidance, in coordination with your comprehensive plan and your
transportation plan. This chart kind of puts that into perspective for you. If you want a frame of
reference of where does the grants pass transportation system plan kind of fit within the City's
planning structure, as well as in coordination with regional transportation planning and statewide
policies and plans by oversight.
There's a chapter three that includes transportation standards and guidelines. You'll see these
pieces come up in some of your deliberation of proposed plan refinements and amendments.
Sometimes, what is the street standard for something that's fronting a particular application and
are they meeting the City's current and adopted transportation standards appropriately? This
section of the plan kind of gives a summary of that. There's a complete street design guide. We
wanted to kind of package that up to make sure that we were addressing design standards in a
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communicative way that was enforcing and responding to the City's mission statement for
making better connectivity. This complete street design guide helps do that.
We introduced a couple of additional bicycle facility types that were not included in your
previous transportation system plan. We include the City's currently adopted traffic mobility
standards, which are oftentimes also administered as part of plan amendments, making sure
that any new land use zoning and comprehensive plan changes make concerted ... That they
meet, those plans meet the City's traffic mobility standards. We include in this document a
remapping of the City's street functional classification system that support the complete street
design guide and compliment it.
In the complete street design guide, rather than just having a table of the dimensions of the
travel lanes and the bicycle facility lanes and the sidewalk facilities, we've given street profile
cross sections for each of the collector, arterial local collector, and local street standards. On
one side, it's how does that fit within a residential zone area? On the other side, as an example,
how would that fit in more of a commercial zone area? Because there are some slight
differences in the way that street would look in each of those conditions.
We've given some pictures and greater definition to some of the bicycle facility types. In some of
your future deliberation, knowing the difference between what an on-street bicycle lane is, what
a buffered bicycle lane is, what a cycle track might be. That's a newer facility type that's become
more popular across the US. Then, also what is a shared use path and how does that fit within
the overall travel environment? We've included those definitions and given some picture
examples of what those look like.
In chapter four of the plan, we go into great detail to demonstrate what's the impact of growth in
grants pass on the pedestrian bicycle and streets system. That is for a planning horizon out to
year 2040. As an example, in the pedestrian system we did a significant summary and inventory
of the pedestrian network of sidewalks and pathways in the City, where they were, generally
what kind of condition they were in. Then, also importantly, where they're not. Particularly on the
collector and arterial system, we focused on collector and arterial street network where missing
sidewalks were filled in in the future as part of the plan.
Looking at the pedestrian system, we measured level of traffic stress were those higher speed,
higher volume streets without sidewalks showed higher deficiencies than streets that had the full
complimentary sets of sidewalks on both sides of the street. Then we looked at the pedestrian
vehicle crash number and severity within each of the city’s neighborhoods to get a better
understanding of what the safety characteristics were like within the urban network.
We did the same thing for the bicycle system, looked at the network of bicycle facilities, focusing
on areas where there was disconnectivity, where bicycle facilities began and ended, and where
there were gaps. We looked for ways in which to fill those gaps. Conducted a series of the
bicycle level of traffic stress calculations and also looked at bicycle vehicles crashes in the
community and focused on areas where there was a higher currency of those crash types.
That's how we looked at the pedestrian and bicycle system.
For the street network, we looked at vehicle crashes throughout the urban area. We estimated
future traffic conditions and performance of the network in the future. As you can see, there's no
surprise that the corridors spanning the river, Highway 199 and portions of Redwood Avenue,
River Street and M Street, all are expected to have pretty high levels of congestion. We were
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looking for ways in which we could develop a future network to help alleviate that some of that
congestion. We measured intersection traffic performance for over a hundred intersections
throughout the community. Those details are included in the TSP documentation.
All of that led to us developing the chapter that includes the identification of multimodal
transportation system improvement projects that are included in the plan. That's where people
get really interested in what is the timing, the expected timing, and complexity of walking,
bicycle, and vehicular travel improvements that we're recommending as part of the plan. There's
generally seven major steps that we took to identify those projects. We looked at identifying
problem areas using the bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicle measures that I just summarized. We
conducted an alternatives development meeting with our technical advisory committee and our
citizens advisory committee. We had a public open house meeting, number one, which we were
gathering information for people who attended on where there were problem areas within the
committee.
Then, as a technical level with staff, we began to finding alternatives where we applied the
transportation system plan goals and objectives and evaluation criteria and draft a set of
preferred alternative, set of bicycle, pedestrian, and street improvement projects. We held the
second public open house meeting in 2019. That was held online, where we gave a
demonstration of what those future multimodal system alternatives would look like. We got
important feedback from the community there. Following that, we completed a funding
assessment of what we think was the preferred set of multimodal transportation improvement
projects, gauging what the City's funding capacity is going to be through the next 20 years, and
then identifying a set of priority projects that could be funded. That helped us then in the final
step, draft the TSP multimodal projects that are included now in the draft plan.
It's a lot. At the funding level, we looked at what the City's current transportation revenue is from
state and federal sources like the congestion management and air quality funding, the state
highway fund, the City's street utility fee, and the City's transportation SDCs (System
Development Charges). Through the year 2040, we estimated that that total funding would be at
about a little over 113 million. We needed to subtract out what the City's programmatic planning
was for continued operations and maintenance costs to operate and maintain the system as it is
today and continues to grow. That was estimated at a little over 42 million. Our funding capacity
for capital improvements through year 2040 is almost 72 million from funding that we're fairly
certain is going to be in play. We estimated another 50% above and beyond that as a buffer of,
in tier two, what might that mean in terms of additional funding if our forecasts are more
conservative and if funding does come with greater revenue in the future?
That meant we were adding to the tier one project level of almost another 36 million for a
second level of priorities that the City may consider. It may happen in the 20 year planning
horizon, or it may come just immediately beyond that.
Pedestrian system projects across the City were key improvement connectivity, standalone
sidewalk improvement projects, some made by the City, some made by the state and county. In
tiers one and two, that totals over 8 million of standalone pedestrian projects, new sidewalks, on
key tier one priorities on F Street, Fruit Dale Drive, Leonard's Road, M Street, Nebraska
Avenue, Upper River Road, and Bridge Street. Those are mapped in the plan on pedestrian
projects. It also includes downtown Sixth Street curb extensions on a number of key crossings
through the downtown area to improve pedestrian circulation and safety, and a series of
downtown way finding sign programs to support those.
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There's over 15 million in standalone bicycle system projects in tier one priorities. That includes
a Fifth Street rogue river pet bike bridge just to the West of the Sixth and Seventh Street
crossings of the river. It include state improvements for shared use pathway and buffered bike
lanes on Highway 199. Buffering the bike lanes on 99th Street, including new bike lanes on Oak
Street and Bridge and M Street, and various shared use or miscellaneous Bicycle Boulevard
treatments throughout the community where bicyclists and motorists share the travel lane, but
there's additional signing and striping so that motorists are more aware of bicycle activity. You'll
see that in the bicycle systems project section of the plan.
Then the street system projects for tier one total over 52 million, another almost 30 million in tier
two if funding is more substantive than we estimate over the 20 year planning horizon. I'm just
going to highlight a number of those. It includes securing rights of way and approach
improvements to the plan for river bridge. I would like to just make a quick caveat that that
bridge crossing is part of your current plan. We're just carrying that forward into the plan update.
The tier one estimations do not include the actual bridge itself. We're waiting for additional study
of the Y interchange before we can pin those costs down. That may mean for a slight revision to
priorities, but it does include other improvements along Lincoln RoadEric Heesacker is now exiting.
As well as signals on Bridge Street and G Street. There's improvements on Dimmick Street
that's included in the plan, and those are set for near term design and construction steps to take
place here shortly. Bringing Fruit Dale Road, Highland Avenue, and Hillcrest Drive to full urban
street standards with complimentary bicycle lanes in sidewalks where they are missing. Then
full urban street upgrades to Leonard Road and Lower River Road. It also includes a new North
South street connection, linking Lincoln from G Street up to B Street across the railroad
alignment. That provides better North South connectivity between Northwest and Southwest
neighborhoods in the City.
There are other tier two and tier three improvement projects throughout the community. You'll
see that in the plan documentation as well. At our second public opinion, or our second open
house, public open house meeting held online, we did get feedback on some of those options.
There was general major consensus, almost full consensus, on support for the general roadway
improvement priorities that were included in the drafting of the plan. There was also a sense of
greater urgency to help find a way to resolve the wide junction constraints and congestion there.
Perhaps not at the same level, but there's also a greater sense of urgency to either at least at a
modest or fairly urgent level to resolve the river crossing capacity problem addressed by the
fourth bridge. Those were key indicators of community support so far. It'll be interesting to see
how that public feedback comes through in our current online open house that's open to the
public now to see if we have similar findings.
Then there were other plan components within the TSP documentation. Volume one includes
plan findings for freight mobility, rail, air, water, and pipeline planning. It has a general parking
plan for the City, as well as other public transportation options to either ride share or provide
greater connectivity to Josephine community transportation for local transit, and then inner-City
transit services.
The plan makes two significant recommendations for immediate refinement study work, looking
at the wide junction where highways 99, 199, and 238 come together in that configuration. Then
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looking at the 6th-7th Street corridor to see if there's a better way to make a good North South
bicycle facility connection between downtown and areas South of the river.
The two interchange area management plans are included in volumes two of the TSP
documentation, but there are highlights here that you'll have in your notes. At Exit 55, We found
that we needed to provide some better left turn storage and maneuverability for commercial and
trucking vehicles that are accessing a local destination South of the interchange area, and that
some type of additional traffic control improvement is necessary at the I-5 southbound ramp
junction. We came with conclusions that perhaps a multi-lane roundabout would be a good
solution there at some point in time in the future.
Those findings are included in the TSP, but they're more detailed in the individual Exit 55
interchange area management plan. Then, also the Exit 58 interchange area management plan,
which generally concluded that although it's probably one of the oddest interchange alignments
in the state along I-5, it continues to function albeit not at any one ideal, but it does work. It just
doesn't work to everyone's best benefit. We couldn't find alternatives that weren't going to be in
the multimillion dollar range of completely blowing the interchange out and redoing it. Our
analysis indicated to keep using the interchange as it was. It's not severely broke, don't severely
fix it. There are needs for completed sidewalks along Morgan Lane that are included in the
transportation plan and in the interchange area management plan.
Are included in the transportation plan in the interchange area management plan.
So in July, August, and September, there are new additional meetings coming. Tonight, on July
22nd, we're giving you a briefing at your workshop here. The online open house meeting we
think will be left open and live until at least Wednesday, August 5th. We'll want to have a
capping of that information so that we can bring that back to you at your meeting on August
12th. And then there will be a City Council workshop that's set for Monday the 17th and
expected adoption hearing then on September 16th. So that's the timeframe of the way forward
over the next couple of months. And again, this is one of the slides that will be in your packet, so
you can refer to that. So that's what's included in our... did you get a picture of that okay?
[inaudible 01:19:04]
Okay. So again, yeah. Look at your packet, and for your neighbors and friends and other
community leaders, I would encourage them to visit the City website, look to the material that
are posted there in terms of the draft plan. And then certainly get to the online open house
where if you've got ideas, concerns about the nature of the priorities that are identified in the
draft plan and suggestions for refinement, that is a good place for you as well as anyone else in
the community to access that online open house and provide your comments because that'll be
included in all of our documentation and a basis for us to make any tweaks or refinements to the
draft plan before adoption.
So I know that was a lot. And if you have any questions, I'd certainly like to answer them or
Wade may want to as well.
Do you want to say something first, Wade?
No, Commissioner. I'm just here to answer questions you have some.
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Okay. Well, one of my big curiosities was, if you were still preserving the fourth bridge option,
cause everybody throws up their hands and says it'll never happen, but we've been requiring
builders all along that corridor to turn their houses away from the arterial and that kind of thing,
and I would assume that would be continuing. Going back to the big meeting that was held at
RCC probably 10, 12 years ago when they did not proceed with the Y redesign. At that point,
they a bunch of statistics about how we could alleviate the burden on the Y in the meantime,
and they were giving certain percentages. And for example, I don't remember what the number
was. It was small, but connecting shoots wall from Dowel Road through the old shoots wall farm
house to Allen Creek ,say that would take 2% or something. Allen Creek was the main one that
would offload. And that's what we keep trying to work toward to get that connection made. But it
only becomes really valuable if it keeps going and crosses the river and goes all the way up to F
street.
I might add that those were the findings that we've included in documented TSP...
Good.
...that fourth bridge does the most at de-emphasizing and diffusing the traffic demand through
the Y.
Right.
It's a continuation of that through Allen Creek across the way so that you have a north, south
City material spine.
Right. There's no north, south connection anywhere other than sixth, seventh and the other one.
The one thing I was curious about, you mentioned Nebraska Avenue, and I wonder why there'd
be any emphasis on Nebraska if you're really working on Allen Creek, a block away the other
side of the creek.
Nebraska has some missing sidewalks that need to be filled in, and that was the point of
identifying those improvements.
As the missing what?
Missing sidewalks.
Oh, sidewalks. Is that what you were talking about when you're talking about Nebraska?
Necessarily, rebuilding Nebraska. Getting new sidewalks in where there are gaps. That was the
key to the plan, finding for that.
Okay. Yeah. I didn't catch that that was specifically sidewalks. Was there any discussion?
[inaudible 01:23:16].
Pardon? Was there any discussion...
I have a question, Mrs. Chairman. ------?
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Yes.
So I'm wondering if...
Commissioner.
This is Collier. Is there... [inaudible 01:23:22] No, this is Collier. I'm wondering if there's a motion
in our future for the remainder of the meeting. I'm not sure if there is one.
No, I'm aware of that and they're there. We won't be making no more motions tonight.
If that's okay. I am 3000 miles east of you in three time zones, also east of you, and it's rapidly
closing. If you do not need me for a quorum, I wonder if I might tap out. This is Collier.
Due to where we currently sit, you're free to tap out. [inaudible 01:24:03] That's all I'm going to
say. Have a good night.
Okay.
Heesacker can't leave.
The other thing that I would like to add for members of the committee is that if we could tonight,
be mindful and remember our dear friend, Blair McIntyre, who passed away this last week. And I
just wanted to just say that and share that he's given a lot to the committee. I know I'm new to
the committee, but I know he was a dear friend to all of you, and I just hope that you'll keep him
in mind tonight in your prayers.
Thank you, sir. I appreciate that. Okay.
You bet. Good night.
Thank you.
I had a couple of questions related to disaster planning.
Mark Collier, good evening folks (is now exiting).
One was, if there was any discussion at any point about making sure that there were some
cross one or two or three, maybe cross river connections. If all the bridges were gone, if there
was a place to have a ferry landing or something. It's something we talked about in discussing
the river road reserve sliver along the river that had landings on the other side and someplace
else up ways, we talked about it years ago.
Well, I would say to that one that we didn't specifically make a plan for that. However, when,
and if we build the fourth bridge, it will be seismically sturdy enough to handle most events. And
additionally, the pedestrian bridge at Reinhart was designed to withstand pretty decent ones as
well.
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For freight purposes that would allow people to get across. And also on the disaster part, we
have for a number of years been discouraging, although the code does not forbidden it, cul-desacs or situations where there's no other route out. And I think that became even more obvious
after the paradise fire and watching all those trapped people who couldn't get out of their edge
neighborhoods, and so on. Was that any kind of consideration in your route planning?
It was the primary consideration for making connectivity, the emphasis of the plan. So while the
code does limit col-de-sac link and the enumeration of them, what we're encouraging is street
connectivity. And the code does have block length limitations that, that does that work for you.
And we doubled down on that and made sure that in addition to the code work, that we were
identifying places to make pedestrian and bicycle connectivity, as well as additional vehicular
connectivity, so that there was a more connected network that's more resilient and then able to
respond to emergencies and calamities like what you referenced fires or floods or that nature.
So the better connected you are, the more route options that you have. You know, you can rely
on those when, when catastrophe does come. So I would like to give you an affirmative on that,
because that was the one thing that we really focused on was connectivity. Improving that, not
just across the river, but within each of the neighborhoods.
We've had, it's hard here with the developments being so tiny, you know, five units or 10 units or
something to get the connectivity between subdivisions. And we keep leaving the bollards in
place at the end of a stub somewhere. And recently, one of the counselors seems to be very
frustrated by that kind of thing, even though, I mean, there's nothing we can do about it, until the
guy decides to build on the field next door, it's not going to be open through there. And I don't
know what a solution is for that except continuing to require connectivity for the future even if it's
not there at the moment.
You were talking about the infill on sidewalks. And I was wondering if there was any
consideration given to sort of prioritizing. We realize you're prioritizing the high need sidewalks,
but of giving some slack for people who are building infill. We're really pushing on the infill right
now and being able to defer or never get around to building their sidewalks because there are a
lot of little sections of town.
And I live on one of them, which will probably be the second to the last street that will ever have
sidewalks. One block, long hills, both ways, no sidewalks from 1948 when the street was put in.
And we just had a situation where somebody bought a very small lot, an eighth of an acre lot
across the street and did build a house there and it's in, but they ran into a major problems with
planning at the last minute because when the first inspector came out, they said, "yeah, you're
okay on the driveway slope up like this to get into the garage." And then they came back and
said, "well, you have to put a sidewalk in." And then when they did the cut for the sidewalk, it
made the driveway too steep, 18% or something. And they were going to have to go back and
either lower the floor of the garage, or I don't know, it was crazy. They finally did approve it, but
there are situations like that.
Now we have like 60 feet of sidewalk in the middle of this whole area where there probably will
never be another sidewalk connection. And I mean, in that case, it very nearly stopped him from
moving in at the last minute. It seems like some of the requirements don't fit on the infill
requirements, at least for immediate use. And I don't know whether there's any way around that.
That was probably a public works that held up that particular one. Sure, it was actually. I
remember that one. But it's kind of like how you would look at the fourth bridge. Where would
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we be if we weren't trying to get right away at this point? And so as you're doing infill, if you
never require people to put sidewalk, and now I understand there's a deferred development
agreement and we set aside 25% of the fees, which is selected through the Council. But if you
never put any of those sections in, I don't know if you're ever going to get them. I mean, you
could wait until the government comes in and builds it at a later date at some point. But within
the code though, there is some discretion involved through the City engineer so that if things
aren't applicable because of the slopes or whatever the case may be. Maybe there's a really big
redwood tree that we don't want to cut down just to put a sidewalk. And then we can waive
those through the City engineering as long as there's just cause for it.
One other thing I wanted to say on the Y discussion, one of the items, and I brought it up before
that stood out the night that the ODOT people stood out there at RCC and told the thousand
people that these are how much percentage you could offload from the Y if you did this and this
and this and this. They said that if you came off the sixth street bridge, heading south and
turned right immediately at the West Park light and went through all your traffic, going to
Redwood Avenue, went down West Park Cross, it would take off only 17% of the traffic. And
everybody on my road said only? That's a huge number for a route that's just kind of sitting
there waiting to be used. Was there any looking at that in that?
We did. There's a section we didn't do specific origin and destination offsetting. It was just major
river crossing offset. I'm looking at the fourth bridge impact. And that fourth bridge impact
included the West Park connection, as well as a reorientation and minor realignment of
Redwood Avenue, just North of 199. Combination of all of those resulted in a pretty significant
defusing of traffic at the Y junction. And it was our mandate as part of the plan to wait for ODOT
to do a Y junction study following the TSP. So we didn't look to the Y junction and analyze it
specifically, like what was done, you know, a dozen years ago. That'll get done after you adopt
this plan. And it may cause for some refinement to the TSP based on what findings come out of
that Y junction study. I don't know when ODOT's going to fund that. I understand that it's
probably in the near term, it's not in a long-term because it's going to be one of their big
priorities.
The reason I'm concerned about it at the moment is that with all of the changes and building
and plans going on at the fairgrounds, I would hate to see it, something there preclude that from
occurring. And that's why I was wondering if there was any specific notation about the
importance of preserving that possibility.
Yes. West Park and the north south alignment that ties in with Allen Creek. That's what's
embodied in your draft plan.
Okay. And then one other, I think you mentioned it; you mentioned Dimmick upgrade. That
means the railroad crossing at Dimmick, right? And closing booth and using Dimmick?
That is correct. We would like to do that because Dimmick and Highland are arterial, so it makes
a lot of sense. However, the last I've heard from the railroad is that in order to get one crossing,
we have to close down two. So we're chasing that down a little bit. So I don't know what else we
would get rid of.
Well, was does that a new rule? Because before, they had approved that and the F street
crossing that we had them build around and so we could get a right angle it.
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Right. It could have just been the couple of people I talked to as well. So I'm not sure, but two
for one, wasn't a very good deal, but we're looking at it.
Okay. Is it more than a half mile?
A half a mile...
From where Dimmick would be moved to? I mean, would be open to where we have the
crossing set for the bridge route.
I'm not sure I'd have to look at it. I think you're probably right in that half a mile range though,
yeah.
Well, I'm surprised at that one. I mean, if they're backing off on that. Okay. I think that's all the
immediate questions I had. I took other notes to look at some.
So if I understand this correctly, you are giving us an overview with invitation to go. Because
when I glanced at the plethora of documents available that you had referred to in some, there's
a lot there, and there isn't any way we could possibly touch this tonight.
So you were simply giving us an overview, a call to action to get to these documents, review
them, participate in the online open house because you need the feedback. Have you reached
out to other groups that I'm a realtor, I'm on a Government Affairs Committee and other
committees that reach out because anything you do within a City impacts housing. So have you
reached out to other groups, is paper and your newsletter or any of that kind of thing, the City
level?
We've done some social media pushes on there and we've got quite a bit of traffic from that.
And then additionally, we've been plugging it for a while in some of our other committees like
bikeways and walkways and things like that, parks, and asking them to participate. And we'll
probably do some more social media pushes before we're done.
Okay. All right. I had not planned the time into this extended beyond eight o'clock is why I'm
personally asking. But also the people that we have coming into this City livability is huge. Your
pedestrian walkways, if we can use the term walk anymore, we have to be so PC. Bicycle paths,
huge, huge, the connectivity that makes that all flow. It's a criticism we often get. We lose a lot
of people to our Eastern neighbor to bend because of the design plans that they put in for those,
to make it accessible, make it people friendly. And so I'll be interested in looking in more detail
at the online TSP.
Yeah. And Commissioner go to the master plan, transportation system plan page, open up
volume one and read the executive summary. That's the one thing I would encourage you to
read would be that, and then go online and provide your comments because you'll see a
repetition of that highlighted information in the online open house. And then encourage anyone
that you know to share that link and participate through the online open house.
Was there any resolution tied to transportation for getting the redwood sewage across the river?
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I believe that one will be coming before Council this coming Monday. So we have a consultant
hired that selected a couple of different options and I don't want to spoil the fun, so I'll make you
wait, but we have a couple options. We'll see you in a month. Thanks for your time tonight.
[inaudible 00:01:40:04].
No, sir. I do not.
Thank you fellow Commissioners. Commissioner Arthur, do you have anything else?
Ms. Tokarz-Krauss? [inaudible 01:40:18] Okay. I will tell you on the 12th, we have that public
hearing. We are going to have the meeting in person. We are going to follow staff lead or City
Council's lead. And unless we have I'm overwritten. We are going to meet in person unless it's
just findings of facts or approving minutes. And we have to meet in person next time. And two of
the reasons we should have met in person on this particular presentation that we just received,
but hindsight's 2020, but we are also going to have an election for vice chairman. And so if we
have more than two candidates, then we need to do a ballot, if you will. We're writing in the
name of who we recommend or who we vote for that. So we'll have to do that in person. So next
meeting will be August the 12th, 2020.
And I echo what Commissioner Collier said. Commissioner McIntyre was, was a friend of all of
us. He a friend of mine. And it was pretty sad day when I found out that he had passed away.
So I'm also, I have nothing else. The meeting's adjourned. It is 7:46 and yeah, 7:46. Thank you.

Meeting adjourned: 7:42 pm.
Next meeting: August 12, 2020

____________________________________

________________

Jim Coulter, Chair
Urban Area Planning Commission

Date

Minutes transcribed by www.rev.com and given a cursory review/edit by Julia Wright, City of Grants Pass Administration.
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CITY OF GRANTS PASS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
NUNN – REDWOOD AVE
CHANGE OF USE RETAIL to MINI-STORAGE
MINOR SITE PLAN REVIEW WITH DISCRETIONARY ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW
FINDINGS OF FACT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:

Type III: Urban Area Planning Commission
201-00328-20
Minor Site Plan Review, with Discretionary Arch. Review

Owner:
Applicant:

Marcia Nunn
Mike Richardson

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

1867 Redwood Ave.
36-06-24-CC; TL 300
Business Park (BP)
1.46 acres

Planner Assigned:

Donna Rupp

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

April 27, 2020
June 1, 2020
July 2, 2020
July 22, 2020
August 12, 2020
September 29, 2020

(City)

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 proposes to remodel an existing 17,856 square feet retail “strip mall”
known as Three Rivers Shopping Center into a climate controlled, self-storage business
with approximately 70 units and two office spaces. The property faces Redwood Avenue
and is zoned Business Park. The applicant is requesting discretionary architectural
review because the existing building would require extensive remodeling of the façade to
meet current Commercial Design standards as outlined in Article 20.

II.

AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:
Section 12.028, Section 20.210(2)(b), Section 2.020, Schedule 2-1 and Section 2.050,
City of Grants Pass Development Code, authorize the Urban Area Planning Commission
to consider the request and make a decision to approve, approve with conditions, or
deny. The decision must be based on the criteria contained in Sections 19.042 and
20.210(2)(b) of the Grants Pass Development Code.
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III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Section 10.050, of the Grants Pass Development Code, provides for an appeal of the
Urban Area Planning Commission to the City Council. An appeal must be filed with the
Director within 12 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.

PROCEDURE

A. An application for a Major Site Plan Review with discretionary architectural review was
submitted on April 27, 2020 and deemed complete on June 1, 2020. The application was
processed in accordance with Section 2.050 of the Development Code.
B. Public notice of the July 8, 2020 hearing was mailed on June 18, 2020 in accordance
with Section 2.053 of the Development Code.
C. The July 8 meeting of the UAPC was cancelled due to lack of a quorum and this hearing
was rescheduled for July 22.
D. Revised public notice of the July 22, 2020 hearing was mailed on July 9, 2020 in
accordance with Section 2.053 of the Development Code.
E. A public hearing was held on July 22, 2020 and the Planning Commission voted
unanimously to approve the Major Site Plan with the conditions attached in the Staff
Report.

V.

VI.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
A.

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

B.

The minutes of the public hearing held by the Urban Area Planning Commission
on July 22, 2020, attached as Exhibit “B”, summarize the oral testimony presented
and are hereby incorporated herein.

C.

The PowerPoint given by staff 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 meets the criteria in Section 19.052 of
the Development Code based on the reasons stated in the findings included below.
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VII.

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Characteristics of the Property:
1.

Land Use Designation:
a.

Comprehensive Plan:

Business Park

b.

Zone District:

BP

c.

Special Purpose District:

None identified

2.

Size:

1.46 acres

3.

Frontage:

Redwood Ave

4.

Access:

Redwood Ave

5.

Existing Public Utilities:
a.

Water:

16-inch Redwood Ave

b.

Sewer:

8-inch Redwood Ave

c.

Storm:

GPID/Storm bounds property on the East

6.

Proposed Public Utilities:

No change

7.

Topography:

Flat

8.

Natural Hazards:

None

9.

Natural Resources:

None identified

10.

Existing Land Use:
a. Subject Parcel:

Retail/office

b. Surrounding:

North – General Commercial
East – General Commercial
South – Business Park
West – Business Park

B. Discussion:
The proposed development will consist of a remodel of the existing 17,856 square foot
(sq.ft.) building, which is currently occupied by retail and office suites within the Three
Rivers Shopping Center. The remodel will result in a change of use to a climate controlled,
self-storage business with approximately 70 units and two office spaces. The existing
structure was completed prior to the adoption of the current Commercial Design
Standards, and as such does not meet the massing and detailing requirements of Article
20. Applicant is proposing a façade improvement at the roof line that contains repetitive
architectural features.
The property is 1.46 acres in size and has direct access from Redwood Avenue. The
street frontage is improved with curb, gutter, sidewalk and planter strip. Self-storage type
uses are permitted in the Business Park zone and the properties to the south and west
are currently developed and used as self-storage businesses. The two office spaces
designated to remain with existing tenants are allowed uses, as the purpose of the
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Business Park zone is “to provide a mixed-use zone for light industrial and commercial
uses,” per Section 12.321.
The existing building meets setbacks for BP zoning, which is 10 feet for the front, side
and rear yards.
Applicant requested to remove 10 existing trees along the frontage in order to install a
wrought iron fence with a power-opened gate, stating that the trenching for the electricity
required for the gate would likely kill the trees through root damage. Applicant also noted
that the trees were blocking the sign. The Director allowed removal of the trees, but as a
condition of approval 10 new trees must be planted along the frontage to replace the
ones that have been cut down. As the frontage must be re-landscaped with trees, as a
condition of approval, parking lot screening must be added in the form of a sight
obscuring hedge per Section 23.035(1), but the parking area itself will not be required to
add new end-islands.
VIII.

CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:
Section 19.052 of the City of Grants Pass Development Code states that the
Review Body shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny the request based
upon the following criteria.

CRITERION (1): Complies with applicable Base Development Standards of the Zoning District
or standards as previously approved under the provisions of an optional development plan
or other approved permit.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The parcel and use meets all Base
Development Standards. Self-storage is an allowed use in the Business Park zoning
district. The subject parcel is 1.46 acres in size and exceeds the minimum lot size of 25
feet wide x 100 feet deep for the Business Park zoning district. The setbacks of 10 feet
for front, side and rear yards are met. The building height does not exceed 45 feet,
which is the maximum allowed height.
CRITERION (2): Complies with adopted public utility and access plans, policies, and
standards.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with Conditions. The project site fronts
and has access from Redwood Ave., which is classified as an arterial. There are two
existing driveway approaches. The proposed plan shows both driveways as gated,
which does not meet public safety standards for access per Public Safety comments. As
a condition of approval, minimum gate width is 20 ft. and must have an approved lock
(KNOX box) to be installed in an approved location for safety equipment access.
Additionally, water supply must meet required fire flow.
In the course of remodeling it is likely that some utility connections will be removed. As a
condition of approval, all unused laterals will be properly abandoned. See Public Works
Comments for full list of requirements.
CRITERION (3): Adequate basic urban services are available or can be made available by the
applicant as part of a proposed development or are scheduled by the City Capital
Improvement Plan.
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Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The property is currently served by public
water and sewer services. The proposed storage and office use is expected to have a
lower water and sewer demand than the existing retail use.
CRITERION (4): Complies with all other applicable provisions of this Code, including off-street
parking, landscaping, signage, and Special Purpose District requirements.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Parking: Existing on-site parking was designed for retail and office use, with over 60
spaces available. The Grants Pass Development Code does not provide a specific
parking requirement for self-storage warehouse type uses. Section 25.035(2) authorizes
the Director to determine the number of parking spaces required for uses not specifically
listed. Per the Director, the closest parking calculation in the Code is “Storage
Warehouse” which requires 1 parking spaces per 2,000 square feet. Based on this
determination, additional parking will not be required for this development.
Because the change of use does not increase the number of trips (from retail to miniwarehouse), the size of the building, or the number of required parking spaces, System
Development Charges will not be applied to this development.
Section 25.062 requires general institutional, commercial and industrial uses greater
than 4,000 sq. ft. to install one (1) Type 3 bicycle parking space for every 10,000 square
feet of floor area.
As a condition of approval, the revised tentative plan must indicate the location of two (2)
bicycle parking spaces.
Landscaping: Per Section 23.035(1), Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening, all
parking lots shall be landscaped and screened according to the following criteria:
1. Screening front landscape: A sight obscuring hedge screen that shall grow to be
18 inches higher than the finish grade of the parking area.
The submitted landscape plan does not meet this criteria for the front landscape
screening of the parking area.
Due to the removal of the trees along the Redwood Avenue frontage, front yard
landscaping must include the replacement of 10 trees. Per Section 23.035(3), the tree
species shall be appropriate large-canopied shade trees, and shall be selected from the
street tree list. The submitted landscape plan did not indicate tree species.
The submitted landscape plan does not include location and type of fencing. Per Section
23.037(2), razor wire, barbed wire, and chain link fencing shall not be used between a
building face and public right of way. Treatments such as decorative wrought iron should
be used instead.
As a condition of approval, landscape plan for front yard must include parking lot
screening hedge, species of all plant materials including street trees, and fencing type
and height location.
Signage: No new signs are currently proposed by the applicant. Signs are reviewed
under a separate application and are not part of this application.
Other: Commercial Design Standards.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions.
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The proposed change of use from retail and office to office and climate control storage
units, required the applicant to change the façade of the existing building by adding more
privacy features for the storage units, add wider access for each of the bays leading to
the units, and add architectural features on the canopy to create visual bays.
Applicant requested discretionary architectural review because the existing building
would require extensive remodeling of the façade to meet current Commercial Design
standards as outlined in Article 20.
Section 20.410 Windows and Glass Doors in Exterior Walls. Satisfied if approved
by the UAPC.
1. Windows and glass doors are transparent to the extent that they reveal public
inside spaces. Submitted plans do not meet this criteria.
No windows are proposed to be transparent.
The façade currently has windows and doors for several retail suites. The remodel
will involve removal of some window features. Applicant is installing metal louvered
architectural features to replace windows on façade as shown in elevations. The
windows abutting the louvered architectural features will be opaque because storage
units will be directly behind them. The new sliding glass doors will be transparent.
2. For buildings less than 18 feet tall or the ground floor of multi-story buildings with
walls longer than 25 feet which are visible from a public right of way, pedestrian path,
on-site parking or circulation area, the walls must contain glass doors/windows at
least 3 feet tall for at least 25% of the width of the elevation. Submitted plans meet
this criteria.
Section 20.420 Massing and Detailing. Satisfied if approved by the UAPC.
Per Section 20.422(1), for overall building length of more than 50 feet,
(b) A flat roof building shall have a horizontal or vertical change in the wall plane
at the cornice line at least every 50 feet in accordance with Section 20.423(2), or
shall provide articulation of the building face up to 100 feet in accordance with
Section 20.425. These requirements for the entire elevation may be met by using
either alternative for different building segments.
(c) In addition to either of the above, no wall shall be more than 100 feet in length
without providing a combined horizontal and vertical offset in accordance with
Section 20.424.
The existing building, at 372 feet, does not meet the horizontal and vertical change in
the walls for a flat roof building (b) and do not provide the required offsets (c).
Remodeling to meet these requirements would be cost prohibitive.
Section 20.424 Change in Massing at Maximum of 100 feet. Satisfied if approved
by the UAPC.
No wall shall be more than 100 feet in length without at least one combined
horizontal and vertical offset in the wall plane for the full height of the building.
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The existing building does not meet this guideline and the applicant is not
proposing to remodel any portion of this wall, hence discretionary review is being
requested.

Section 20.425 Detailing. Satisfied with conditions.
Per Section 20.220, for remodels that add architectural elements described in Article 20,
such as a cornice or taller roof feature, those elements shall be designed to meet the
standards of Article 20. This remodel is adding 13 dormers across the front of the
building at the canopy level. These dormers add new architectural elements to the
building and should be held to the design standards of the article.
Detailing of the new dormers along the canopy do not meet the requirements of Section
20.425(2) Variation in Repetition, which states:
Contiguous bays that are identical for the full height of the building shall not
repeat for more than 100 feet. Contiguous bays that are identical at the
pedestrian level may repeat for more than 100 feet provided the upper level
elements create substantial variation in the grouping and treatment of the
elements on the upper level. Variation may be accomplished by varying the size
of the elements defining the bays, pairing or grouping of columns, etc. to avoid
the monotony of identical repetition without variation.
20.425(4)(a)(ii) recommends that accent features are also added to break up the
repetition and add detail.
Based on the design elevations submitted, the UAPC interprets the new dormers to
create “bays” along the building. As the pedestrian level features are identical for more
than 100 feet, the upper level elements need to create substantial variation in the
grouping and treatment of the of the architectural elements to avoid the monotony of
identical repetition without variation. Accent features could be added at the pedestrian
level to break up the repetition. As this remodel is adding architectural elements, the
proposal does not meet criteria per Section 20.220 and 20.425.
As a condition of approval, the UAPC recommends that applicant be required to add
accent features color to the metal louvers next to the windows to break up the visual
repetition created by 372 feet of the same architectural features at the pedestrian level;
and redesign the upper level with a variation in the size of the dormers every third
dormer to create variation in the architectural features currently represented by the new
dormers.
Section 20.460 Cornice Treatment and Eave Lines. Satisfied if approved by the
UAPC.
Principles: A cornice provides an important visual cue or ‘cap’ to the top of a wall that
gives a more finished appearance to the façade. Cornices must be properly proportioned
and articulated to provide a high-quality appearance to the building.
The existing building does not meet this guideline and the applicant is not
proposing to remodel any portion of this wall, hence discretionary review is being
requested.
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CRITERION (5): Potential land use conflicts have been mitigated through specific conditions
of development as required by this Code.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The change of use is allowed within the
zoning district and creates no land use conflicts.
CRITERION (6): Internal circulation is accommodated in commercial, institutional and office
park uses with walkways and bikeways as provided in Article 27.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with condition. Section 27.320 of the
Development Code requires that all commercial uses provide private pedestrian ways
connecting the major building entry points with a public sidewalk or right-of-way and to
connect to parking areas. As a condition of approval, the revised site plan will need to
reflect private pedestrian ways which meet the design standards listed in Section 27.333
of the Development Code. An eight foot painted walkway to the sidewalk across the
current parking lot will meet this standard.
CRITERION (7): If the property contains existing nonconforming use or development to
remain, the application and the review body’s decision shall be consistent with the
provisions of Article 15, including any additional standards, relief from the Code or
conditions imposed.
Planning Commission Response: Relief from code is requested as the existing
landscaping and parking lot design are non-conforming as discussed in Criterion 4.
IX.

DECISION AND SUMMARY:

The Urban Area Planning Commission APPROVED the request for a Minor Site Plan and
Discretionary Review for Commercial Design Standards with the following conditions. The
vote was 6-0 with Commissioners Coulter, Arthur, Aviles, Collier, Heesacker and TokarzKrauss voting in favor, with one vacancy on the commission.

1.

Conditions of Approval:
Note: Within 18 months following the effective date of the written decision
approving a tentative plan, the applicant shall fulfill all conditions and submit all
required documents, 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. The Director
may, upon written request by the applicant, grant up to two extensions of the
expiration date of six months each. Upon granting such an extension, the Director
shall make written findings that the facts upon which the approval was based
have not changed to an extent sufficient to warrant re-filing of the tentative plan
and that no other development approval would be affected.
A. The following shall be accomplished within eighteen (18) months of the date this report
is signed and prior to issuance of a Development Permit.
NOTE: A development permit must be issued prior to receiving a building permit.
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1. Submit two (2) copies and one electronic file (pdf) of a revised site plan prepared in
accordance with 19.072(1) reflecting the following:
a. Location Height and type of fencing, including exact gate width (minimum 20
ft.) and location of Knox box, or similar approved public safety lock.
b. Location of two (2) bicycle parking spaces.
c.

Landscape and irrigation plans in accordance with Section 23.032,
Commercial Front Yard, and Section 23.035(1), Parking Lot Landscaping
and Screening. The revised landscape plan should include the following:
i.

All landscaping as shown on submitted plans.

ii.

Type and size of tree species that will replace the 10 that have
already been removed, as selected from the approved street tree list.

iii.

Parking lot screening hedge in front yard, that will grow to be 18”
higher than the finish grade of the parking lot.

iv.

Location of existing irrigation system.

d. Pedestrian walk between the building entry point and public sidewalk or right
of way.
e. Re-designed building elevations which break up the repetitive design of the
remodel through added architectural accents color added to the metal
louvers at the pedestrian level and a variation in the size of the dormers
every third one the architectural features currently represented by in the
new dormers.
2. Provide eight (8) copies and one electronic file (pdf) of the following to the City
Engineering Division for review and approval:
a. A grading plan if applicable. Note: A grading permit is required prior to any
grading on site.
b. A detailed Utility Plan reflecting the following, as required by Public Works:
i.

Show the location of water and sewer laterals serving the facility.
Existing laterals utilized by new development should be TV inspected
prior to reuse.

ii. All unused laterals must be abandoned.
iii. Location of underground utility service laterals.
iv. RP backflow devise shall be required on all water services as
“premises” protection.
v. DC backflow devices shall be required as “point of use” protection on
all water services containing multiple zone irrigation systems.
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vi. The location of public water meters. All public water meters shall be
located only within the public right-of-way and outside of the
commercial driveway approaches.
vii. All “premises” backflow prevention devices shall be located within 10
feet behind each public water meter.
viii. All “on-site” public fire lines and hydrants located within a 20 foot
unobstructed and drivable public water line easement.
ix. Submitted plans must meet requirements for water supply and fire
hydrant location and distribution as outlined in Public Safety
Comments.
x. 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.
xi. A signed Developer Installed Agreement for plan check and
engineering inspection services.
3. Obtain an encroachment permit prior to any work within the right of way, including
landscaping, removal or installation of trees, installation of drive approaches or
sidewalks, or installation of utilities.
4. All engineering fees must be paid prior to issuance of a Development Permit.
B. The information provided below is provided for your information only. The
following must be accomplished prior to issuance of a Building Permit:
1. Submit construction documents to the Building Division to complete review and
approval to determine compliance with all Building, Fire and Life Safety, and the
adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code requirements. Buildings plans shall be
consistent with the approved site plan.
2. Because this change in use does not increase traffic, no System Development
Charges will be due.
Note: Building must comply with all applicable building and fire codes. The plans must
be prepared by an Oregon-licensed design professional.

C. The following must be accomplished prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Completion:
1. Development must occur according to the approved site 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 insure compliance.
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2. Comply with all Building, Fire and Life Safety, and the applicable Oregon Structural
Specialty Code Act requirements.
3. All vegetation and landscaping to be maintained throughout the year.
4. All on site lighting shall be downward directed and shielded to limit direct glare onto
neighboring residentially developed property.
X.

FINDINGS APPROVED BY THE URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, this 12th
day of August, 2020.

Jim Coulter, Chair
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