URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes – March 24, 2021 at 6:00 P.M.
Council Chambers
COMMISSIONERS:
Jim Coulter (Chair)
Eric Heesacker (Vice Chair) – Absent
Loree Arthur
Jennifer Aviles
Mark Collier
Susan Tokarz-Krauss
L. Ward Nelson
Clint Scherf – Absent

City/Staff/Council Liaisons:
Bradley Clark, (CD Director)
Jason Maki (Assistant Planner)
Donna Rupp (Associate Planner)
Ryan Nolan (Contract Principal Planner)
Dennis Lewis (Contract Senior Planner)
Guests:
John Reed
Richard Vasquez
William Johnson
Trudy Newby
Susan Reed
Angelo Basso

Good evening everyone. The Urban Area Planning Commission meeting for March 24th, 2021
will convene. Time is 06:06 PM. Do we have anyone in the queue?
No, we do not.
Okay.
We're good to go.
We will now do roll call. Vice Chair Heesacker? No, he's not here tonight. Commissioner Arthur?
Here.
Commissioner Collier?
Here.
Commissioner Aviles?
Here.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss?
Here.
Commissioner Nelson?
Present.
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Commissioner Scherf? Not here. So, we have six members present. We have a quorum. There
are no introductions tonight. Public comment. This is an opportunity for the public to address the
Commission on items not related. And if you can't hear me let me know. I do have a pretty loud
voice though. This is an opportunity for the public to address the Commission on items, not
related to a public hearing or action item. The intent is to provide information that is pertinent to
the City's jurisdiction. Each speaker will be given three minutes to address the Commission as
one body and not two individuals.
The Commission may consider items brought up during this time later in our agenda, during
matters from Commission members and staff. Is there any public comment that's not on the
agenda tonight?
Seeing none, we will move to approval of minutes. Of course you'll notice in your packet that the
minutes are from February 24th, and those are not the right minutes, but you all should have a
copy of the March 10th minutes. Does everybody have a copy? Okay, so we'll move to approval
minutes. Are there any changes to the minutes? Seeing none, I will entertain a motion to
approve the minutes.
Nelson moves approval of minutes.
Okay.
Second.
I have a motion on the table to approve the minutes all in favor, signify by saying aye. Aye,
whoop. I can't say aye. So we have five eyes, any nays? And one abstention, that would be me.
I wasn't here last meetings.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved and Commissioner Aviles seconded the motion to approve
the March 24, 2021 minutes, as submitted. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”:
Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Collier, Tokarz-Krauss and Nelson. “NAYS”: None.
Abstain: Chair Coulter. Absent: Vice Chair Heesacker and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
Findings of Fact for application number 405-00123-21 Multi Family Solar Standards. Are there
any comments on the findings of fact?
I will entertain a motion to approve the findings of fact.
Nelson would approve the findings of facts.
I'll second, Collier.
We have a motion on the floor to approve the Findings of Fact for Multi Family Solar Standards.
All those in favor signify by saying aye.
Aye.
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Opposed, abstentions, Chair Coulter.

MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved and Commissioner Collier seconded the motion to approve
the Findings of Fact for Multi Family Solar Standards. The vote resulted as follows:
“AYES”: Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Collier, Tokarz-Krauss and Nelson. “NAYS”:
None. Abstain: Chair Coulter. Absent: Vice Chair Heesacker and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
Okay. We will now move into continuation of a public hearing. We started hearing way back and
I guess it was on February 10th. No, that's not right. I don't remember what day it started now.
Do you, Brad?
Not that it's important. It's already in there. February 10th. Okay. At this time I will open, or I will
open a continued public hearing, to consider an application filed by City of grants pass. The
owner is Bureau of Land Management, the project number. Well, we got two. We've got the
Dollar Mountain Trailhead Parking Lot major site plan review. That application number is 20100354-21. The other is for major variance, which states that the irrigation must connect to the
public water system to meet landscape standards. Again, the applicant is asking for a major
variance for that criteria for variances are 6.060. We will begin the hearing and by the way, we
do have to vote on the major variance before we vote on the major site plan.
We will begin the hearing with a report that staff, and applicant, because they're one in the
same, statements by persons in favor of the cat application and states statements by persons in
opposition to the application, and an opportunity for additional comments by the applicant -deaf,
after that has occurred, the public comment portion would be closed and the matter will be
discussed and acted upon by the Commission. Objections to jurisdiction? Is there anyone
present who wishes to challenge the authority of the Urban Area Planning Commission to hear
this matter?
Okay. Seeing none. Do any Commissioners wish to abstain from participating in this hearing or
declare a potential conflict of interest? Seeing none. Are there any Commissioners who wish to
disclose discussions, contacts, biases, or other ex parte information they have received, prior to
this meeting regarding the application? Okay. Seeing none. 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.
This is an important paragraph. It is important to remember if you fail to raise an issue with
enough detail to afford the Urban Area Planning 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/ applicant.
Thank you for that introduction. I'm Donna Rupp, associate planner. I have a presentation put
together for the continuance of an extra item, even though they're grouped underneath here
together. But if the Commissioners would kindly turn to page 75 in their packets.
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There are two pages there that address the criteria of the major variance. I don't have any slides
prepared on this, so we can just go through it quickly. The variance was requested because
under the major site plan review, irrigation must connect to public water systems to meet our
current landscape standards, and the applicants submitted information on the site showing that
once the parking lot is constructed, there's still going to be a surplus of native mature vegetation
on the site.
So on page 75, criteria one, the variance is necessary because the subject code provision does
not account for special or unique physical circumstances of the subject site, et cetera, et cetera.
Their response is the site is located within a remnant forest of mature native trees, and the
application includes a narrative and an accurate map of the canopy cover from the mature trees
that will remain after the parking lot is construction. And the canopy meets required landscaping
standards and will not require any irrigation. So when the first staff report, they did not actually
have an accurate map showing the surveyed trees that are up there with their diameter in size,
and the canopy cover that they provide. And that map is the foldout page on page 81 of your
packet. So it folds out to an 11 by 17, and you can see the accurate survey, including the
species of the trees that will remain.
And the staff response to that is that it does satisfy that criteria. Criteria two, the variance is the
minimum necessary to address the special or unique physical circumstances related to the
subject site. And the variance is the minimum necessary because they're asking for relief from
required irrigation altogether, because of the existing landscaping. And irrigation will not be
required for the health and maintenance of the existing landscaping, because it's all native trees
that have grown they're on their Criteria three, the proposal's benefits will be greater than any
negative impacts on the development of the adjacent uses, and will further the purpose and
intent of this ordinance and the comprehensive plan of this City.
The applicant's response is that the proposal will not impact adjacent property owners in a
negative way. The cut created by the parking area will actually increase the screening now in
place provided by the existing vegetation alone, the request to not landscape and irrigate under
the lights at the front of the lot will benefit public safety by not blocking the line of sight from both
driveways into the parking lot. And staff believes his criteria is satisfied as well.
And back to that same page, 81-fold out, you'll see that oval kind of kidney bean shape at the
front, that is where the lights will go, and that is where hikers, users of the trail, would cross the
street as well. And they believe that with the driveways on either side, if you put in a lot of
vegetation in there, it could interfere with the line of sight.
Quick question. What does T Y P stand for?
What are you looking at?
A light T Y P is that dashed line? Brad's got it.
Typical.
Oh, on the map. Yeah. Typical. Thank you. Does that make sense? Okay.

Page 4

It's just meant to mean that it's representative of others. You know, it's the typical, you're[inaudible 00:14:04].
The outside line right outside the edge of the parking lot, and there's a, it's a perimeter, daylight
typical, means?
So rather than that's representative at that particular point, where that arrow is pointing, is
typical of the entire perimeter. So rather than calling out multiple arrows all the way around that
moon, it just is pointing out that one spot, and so that typical line is represented on the next
page in the packet, section A-A. It would be that cross section around the full perimeter.
Okay. And criteria for the need for the variance is not self-imposed by the applicant or property
owner. For example, the variance request is not a rise as a result, the property line adjustment
or land division approval previously granted to the applicant, the applicant's response is that the
need for variances due to existing lack of public water to the site and the mature forest already
in place and staff believes it is satisfied because of the unique attributes of the site, create the
need for the variances. Not self-imposed. Now you'll notice at the bottom of page 76, I have the
variance application. I do not have the typical call to action because this is a little unique and
how I wrote the staff report for the major site plan review, and then the variance, and if you'll
look at... let me get to it.
You said the bottom of page 76.
Yeah.
What were you looking at?
What I'm saying is that if you turn to page 21, the recommendation for approval of this variance
is actually listed on page 21, and that's because of my lack of experience of doing this, toggling
back and forth between the two reports. So I actually put in the recommendation to approve it.
We've got to cut you some slack because we've never done it this way before.
Thank you.
I think you deserve a lot of slack.
It's nice to receive a little slack occasionally. Thank you. So bottom of 21, the recommendation
includes approving the requested variance as submitted in staff report 301-001-4021. So that's
what I have on the variance application. Any further questions on it?
All Commissioners?
Okay, go ahead and continue. You're done. Aren't you?
Well, now then we have to go to the next one. So I thinkNow the last meeting you did the application for the major site plan. So we don't have to redo
any of that.
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Yeah. Mr. Chair, we do recommend that you allow staff to give you an update becauseas we have different participants here.
Well, there's different participants and there were some items that the Commission requested at
the last public hearing.
You are correct.
We have an update on that, but I think what Donna is saying is that technically, there's no need
to proceed with the other application unless the variance is approved or if it's denied, then the
main application is denied automatically. So I think if you were to hold the public hearing on the
variance and then make a decision on that, it's up to you, how you want to handle it. And I think
that's where we were...
The way I want to handle it is let's have you present all the other information.
Okay.
That would go to the public. They can discuss both. They can discuss the major site plan and
they can discuss the various if they want to, come back to us, then we'll do the variance, and
then the major site plan.
You bet.
Okay. So I'll move on to the additional information then?
Yes.
Okay.
You'll have to drag the screen.
Let me just pull up.
Unless you're really opposed to- [inaudible 00:19:18] okay.
[inaudible 00:19:20] Right. But then you have to do this switch screen somehow...
Yeah Mr. Director, I'm just trying to kind of normalize it again.
Here we switch windows. Okay. We'll just go to the slideshow. Now I need to switch windows, I
always do that backwards. I'll get used to the system eventually. Okay. Thank you for your
patience on that again, Dollar Mountain Trailhead Parking Lot. This is the continued meeting
from February 10th, 2021. Quick review of the property location and the current use. It is off of
Northwest Crescent Drive. It is on BLM (Bureau of Land Management) property and is currently
undeveloped parking area with cement barricades. So a little background is that the BLM land is
to City on property, which is the Dollar Mountain Park. The lot is across the street from our user-
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defined trailhead, and the City does have in place an MOU, which is a memorandum of
understanding like a legal agreement between the City and BLM for the development and
maintenance of this parking lot. At the February 10th meeting the Commissioners requested
additional information, and that's what I have to present here on the following slides. In addition,
in your packets, on page 83 is a list of the information that was requested on February 10th.
Number one is a request for the type design of security gate. There was quite a bit of a
discussion at the last meeting about being able to lock it up so people couldn't park overnight.
We looked into the possibility of metal swinging gates, kind of, I think of them as BLM gates,
kind of triangular shaped on a post at one end and they swing in and out. Unfortunately, the
dimensions of the entrance to the parking lot are too big for these gates. I was told they
physically wouldn't work, and they may cause obstructions because where do they swing to?
And the staff recommended installing bollards with cable or chain. If the Commission decides to
go forward with the security gate request.
Would you still run into, as you mentioned here, a safety issue.
Yes- [crosstalk 00:22:52].
Running into them, at night.
So the thing about the chain and the wire or cable is that at night, people don't see it.
Only thing we can do on that is, well make them fluorescent.
Glow in the dark.
Whatever works.
The second item that was requested is how would the gate be monitored as far as unlocking
and locking up at night, would there be signage, hours. So currently the Parks Department uses
a contractor for this at other parks around the City, called Concierge Security, and they would
be added to doing that duty at this park. Signage is in place that will be updated to include
closing hours per Parks Department policies. This is an example of the sign. This is a photo of
the sign that's up there now.
Okay. And so fellow Commissioners, so, you know, we don't have any say about concierge or
security. All we have, we can say about this is additional signage, that's it. As far as the
Commission. We don't have any authority over a concern of security whatsoever to put it in... I
don't think we do, in... I forgot what I was going to say into the, you know what I'm talking aboutBut we would just put in per Parks Department policies- [crosstalk 00:24:29].
Conditions of approval there we go.
We wouldn't name a specific contractor because that could change every timeNo, no we couldn't as conditions of approval, we can't put the concierge security in that.
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No, no you wouldn't.
Right. Only the additional signage. [crosstalk 00:24:47] Can we even do that?
You can put that the gates will be monitored by the Parks Department.
Okay. Thank you.
Okay. As far as the security cameras go, the City and parks policy is not to actually disclose the
location of them in public meetings where they're located. We currently do have one up there
that is battery operated and they go up and they take out the SDC or SD card... The SD card,
the memory card and check it. They're looking into the availability of solar operated styles, but
because there's no power to the site and there's also no Wi-Fi up there, because of just the
physical, and the infrastructure isn't there at that parking lot, they can actually have something
that's a live camera, per se. So the suggestion is keep the existing security camera and go from
there.
So the discussion about the berm around the outside edge of the parking area, the plans that
we were just looking at a couple of minutes ago on page, what was it? 82? Show a typical cut.
That's kind of where the daylight typical point comes in, and it shows it as two to three feet. We
can and have talked to the engineer about, and this could be in a condition of approval, that that
berm is constructed to a minimum of 36-inch-high to block headlights.
One of the Commissioners in February requested a copy of the community survey that showed
that this is a top priority for the City. So improving parking at trailheads, 176 people voted that
as very important. So 41...40, I can't even read that 41%. Okay. And then they were also asked
when you go to Dollar Mountain, where do you typically access it? And the top answer was the
Trailhead on Northwest Crescent drive. There I included the copy of the surveys per your
request. So the lighting plan, there are a few more pages then what I show on this slide. I think
the vendor was very thorough in providing an idea of what the foot candles would be, and the
scale. This first one here, I'm using my fingers here, sorry. This first item graphic here is really
just showing the profile of the actual lights and they have solar panels on top, that's what that
angle is.
This colorful one is a really good representation of how bright it would be going out from the
lights. So you can see if these are the lights, this would be the street right in here, and this
would be the back of the parking lot, the edge of it, and you're getting to no impact at all, just
right there in the parking area. Also on page 91, it gives another graphic of where the light would
shine. Page 92, I suppose I should have used that one because it actually superimposes it over
the graphic of the parking lot. If you look at page 92 in your packet.
I think that would be helpful. You don't have that one to show the audience? 92?
We can pull it up in the next couple of minutes and have that.
It looks very visual.
Yeah. I can pass it around, my packet around so they could look at it. Would you like to see it?

Page 8

I think this might save time later.
Sorry, just clarify for me. I think I heard you correctly, but like on page 83, on number six, it's
talking about the coverage from front to back. Are you considering the front of the light to be the
street? NotThe front of the parking lot, I believe...
So the back of the parking lot is where the cars are facing. Right?
That's where the cars are facing, right?
I consider the back of the parking lot along the tree line, along the berm.
Okay. So the majority of the light, according to what it said on page 83, is lighting the street and
the crossing and the parking lot. If you look at the graph on 94, it gives you an idea of the
strength of the light and that is superimposed on the parking area as well. It's the same shape.
So right there in the center, on the parking lot are the brightest areas.
[inaudible 00:31:19] Are you looking at page 92?
Yes, 92.
Okay. I don't think anyone's [inaudible 00:31:19] on page 92.
Well, on page 83 it says the system provides approximately 110 feet of coverage from side to
side, and 70 feet of coverage front to back. Majority projected in front versus behind the fixture.
So that would mean on the street.
No.
No. In front of the fixture.
In front of the fixture.
Front, front, moving forward, not behind the fixture. [inaudible 00:32:21]
Fixtures are in the front of the parking lot.
Not in front, looking forward, not back.
Looking forwards the back is what you're saying? That doesn't make sense.
[inaudible 00:32:37] Forward.
Well, I found that confusing. I thought you were trying to light the pedestrian crossing.
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No, it's really just centered right around the actual fixtures, with decreasing light going back
towards the trees away from the street.
So just to be clear, that was Commissioner Arthur questioning now, which was good. And
Commissioner Collier, that was good of him showing us his pilot expertise, much appreciated.
Okay. So item number seven is irrigation of the new vegetation and we already looked at this
once before in the packet, but per the submitted variance, if approved, no new vegetation will be
required as the existing forest canopy will provide coverage well beyond required minimums
measured out in the CAD program. It was providing 3,600 square feet of mature landscaping
versus for this many parking spaces, only one tree and 16 square feet of landscaping is a
minimum required within the development code. So I don't know how many times that is. 2000
times? I don't know. It's a lot more, it's significantly more.
So the proposed call to action, again, obviously the variance would come first, but additional
conditions of approval to add to Staff Report 201-354-21, is if the Commission so decides to
install some kind of security gate, which is up for discussion, to monitor the gates per the Parks
Department policies, to place security camera or cameras, construct the perimeter berm is
shown on page 82 of the packet to include a minimum of 36 inches in height, and to install light
plan as shown in attachment three of the continued items document, which we were just looking
at.
You have that proposed call to action. Have you broken down that into conditions of approval,
list A, B, that kind of thing?
Conditions of approval are item A, to the A list.
So this is allWell, actually I'd... Is that right? Would it be on the A list?
Yeah.
Yeah.
So these will all go on the A list.
Well, the installing the light plan tends to come after the A list. So actually building stuff is
typically in the B list.
Right.
That's why I just left it as conditions of approval, and we would sort...
We don't do this very often, but Mr. Director, we could do these as conditions of approval and
then let you later determine which A, B, or C category?
Correct.
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Yeah, if you get to that point. Yeah. That's okay. That's fine.
It'll be the first that we've done that, but then this is the first that we've done this, so... Okay.
Thank you.
Okay. And then the last page is just... We do have a call to action date of May 11th. So the
usual approve as submitted, or with conditions in the staff report, with conditions stated in the
staff report as modified based on that slide and deny or postpone and continue to a certain time.
Can you leave the list up there or somewhere close so we can get to it when we do our... If we
get to that point or motion? Thank you.
And one other item I wanted to add that didn't make it in the packet is I have handed out to
everyone, the additional public comments. It's addition to exhibit five of the original staff report
that we received these comments after the cutoff date for the February 10th meeting or during
the continued time for the open public meeting. And they are in chronological order. So you'll
see the dates in there. The last one was received Monday, March 22nd.
I have one other question. Maybe it's a dumb one. Exhibits three and four are a memorandum
of understanding. And I read through the first one, and went plodding along, and halfway
through the second one I'm saying, "Why am I reading this?" Is there something different or are
they identical? And just in there twice for different reasons? Was there any change made?
Didn't look like it. It looked like they were identical documents.
I don't know. I just put in everything that they provided to me. Let me see.
It's on page 34 and page 58.
I was assuming one's from the BLM and one's from the City.
Yeah.
They are the same.
They'll be the same, you hope.
Yeah, that's what I was...
There's a little more information in exhibit three than in exhibit four.
Commissioner Nelson has a question too or comment.
Question. This is a paved area andYou'll have to get close to the mic because I can't understand you.
This is a paved area and then my question was in regards to why you would only consider a
swinging gate or a sliding gate and not a collapsing gate?
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I didn't do the research on it, but I think she looked at all the options that she thought was
possible?
Because you can buy security gates that are collapsing, they fold in. We do them in pharmacies.
They do them in cities and parking areas. 25 feet is nothing. You have security in this concrete
or the pavement. You put the post down to hold it and that secures it all the way across. And
then you fold it in the morning, and it doesn't swing in, doesn't obstruct, and doesn't cause
problem.
I think probably the main reason is the Parks superintendent just probably hasn't had familiarity
with that type of gate, but the Commission has the opportunity to place specific requirements on
any application. So if you have a specific preference and that reason for that is clear in the
record, then that can be made a condition.
And then I had one more.
Go ahead.
You had mentioned in the public safety that the City captain would respond to calls, but I'm not
sure that they responded whether, 9-11 would refer to BLM or to the City. How was that going to
be handled? It was brought up that there was confusion on that, and I didn't know if that was
rectified.
That situation has been remedied is the best I can say. Any call that comes from there will be
responded to by the City of Grants Pass public safety. It will not be referred anywhere. I think
that communication memo... I think everybody got that memo.
Any other comments? Questions?
I have a question.
Ready to go to public comment?
No, I have a question.
Okay. Ms. Tokarz-Krauss go ahead.
Thank you. On the cameras, so you mentioned that you have a trailhead camera, basically what
one of those game motion activated cameras that's battery operated.
Mm-hmm (affirmative).
All right. And then you mentioned that there were problems with no power to the area and so
forth for any other types of cameras, but would there be an allowance for more of the batteryoperated cameras if needed? Is that one camera that's there? Does it cover sufficiently to
address concerns that the neighbors have shown that the citizens have shown.
Right. I understand your question. You're like, "Is one going to cover everything?" So you could
change up the language a little bit in the addition to the conditions of approval to say, "Install
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enough cameras, to capture the entire parking area," and leave it to our Parks Department to
figure out how many that would be, rather than trying to pinpoint here in the meeting, "Oh, we
need five."
We don't have enough information to do that anyway. We would have to refer to public safety.
But you're right, if we say just to cover the parking lot, we're good to go.
Yeah. Okay? You're welcome.
Anybody else have any questions or comments? Wonderful presentation. Much appreciated.
Thank you.
Okay. Now this time we're going to open up for public comment.
What I do want to mention to you, first of all, is that you can speak about the variance and you
can speak about the major site plan that we brought that most of that application language and
the application itself to you if you were here on February 10th. So you can speak about either
part of it. You're not restricted to just one thing. So you can, like I said, major variants or the
major site plan that we started last February 10th. So at this time, is there anyone who would
like to speak about the application? Yes, sir? I think the mic is on. I need your name and
address for the record, sir.
My name is John Reed, I'm property owner at 1604 Northwest Omar Drive. Depending on how
large this parking lot is, I would say maybe 75 to 100 feet away from the parking lot it would abut
on our backyard. So basically in my opinion, what this is, you're putting commercial parking lot,
you can use whatever nomenclature you want, in a residential area surrounded by homes. One
thing I was little disconcerted about last time is the diagram seemed to indicate that the only
homes close to this parking lot were about three homes.
Well, if you took a broad picture of the area, you would see that there are actually homes on
three sides of this parking lot. So if this is the parking lot to stand right over here, my home is
behind it and to the right, there are numerous homes to the left, numerous homes to the right of
that behind this parking lot. And when you go to the left, you start to go up the hill and there's
another subdivision there. And then there are numerous homes to the right. The only place
there are not homes, actually, is if you walk across and you start to go up Dollar Mountain, that
would be the only place where there currently are no existing residential homes.
I'm a little dumbfounded also, how you always hear that there's not enough money to go around,
not enough for public safety, which I consider to be an essential service. And yet we're going to
spend this money on this parking lot in a residential area and the City can't even afford to
maintain its current and existing parks.
In my opinion, what you are creating here is you're creating party central. You're creating drug
central. You're creating garbage central and you're creating homeless central. And the reason
being is all those are problems that currently exist in this undeveloped area. You're going to
develop it and you're going to make it even more of an attractive nuisance. You're going to
attract more of that. The only thing I agree with is if you do put up some sort of gate at night, at
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least hopefully that will deter some of that party central and the drug central and perhaps the
homeless central.
When I bought this property in Omar drive and had a house built, one interesting thing was the
contractors doing some work on the home. They wanted to access the property from Crescent
Drive through BLM property, into my backyard. The City wouldn't allow, or the BLM wouldn't
allow, that to happen because they told me I would have to pay for an environmental study
because of the vegetation and so forth. And then obviously after I paid for the environmental
study, they would have to decide whether they even approve of that or not. I never heard
anything that the City had to do any environmental study or that the BLM had to. And I'm just
curious as to why. In my opinion, what this is doing is it's providing kindling for a future
disastrous fire, and the destruction of property, and potentially lives.
The area surrounding this parking lot during the summer months is bone dry. So all you need is
an ignition source. And the ignition sources that you're creating and inviting are as follows.
Number one, you always see cigarette butts and joints. People have started fires previously,
and there've been fire trucks from the fire department there because of that. There have been
people camping out there with grills and cooking. In addition, there are dirt bikers who go up that
trail on a regular basis. In fact, I think my wife and our daughter at one time almost got hit by
one of them because they like to use that area.
So you have that issue, also, as far as dirt bikes, starting a fire. There's only one of egress or to
get out of the Omar Drive cul-de-sac. A fire starts, that's going to be a problem. With homes and
close proximity, the fire starts, that's going to be a problem. You're creating a significant liability
for the City, in my opinion. It's wrong. It's inconsiderate. It's an attractive nuisance. It's
dangerous. It's a liability. In my opinion, I think it violates the City of Grants Pass development
code, and the reasons are set forth in my prior letter that was sent in. Thank you.
Thank you, sir. Anybody else would like to speak on the application?
Sir? Name and address for the record, sir?
Yeah. My name is Richard Vasquez, 1600 Northwest Omar Drive.
Do you want... Can I lower this or...
I can hear you either way. Can everybody else? You can keep it lowered because you're far
enough away from us. So you're okay. Yeah, go ahead. You're fine.
So on the last session, a lot of us spoke about the safety issues. So I'm not going to hash that
out, but it is a huge issue. Like I said before, I've done 21 years in law enforcement. I currently
work in this county as law enforcement. If you ignore the fact that when you create a parking lot
in this county, in the City especially, you have opioid abuse and you have methamphetamine
abuse. And the amount of people we intake into the county jail on trespass, it's phenomenal.
And that's all you're doing here. You're not helping the hikers. You're not helping the people that
enjoy that area. You're really not helping people that live there. You guys are tasked with a
great responsibility. You're representing the people that live in that area. If I was going to build a
parking lot next to your house, I would listen to your input.
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It's going to be... There's no benefit for it. And it was my wife, she's sick tonight, but she pointed
out Joni Mitchell said it the best, "You're going to cut down trees and you're putting a parking
lot." That's all you're doing. And it's going to shape that area forever. So don't do it, please.
Thank you, sir. Is there anyone else? Yes, sir. Name and address for the record, sir.
My name's William Johnson did that 1609 Northwest Crescent Drive.
You might want to bring that mask down little bit too, if you don't mind, that's your prerogative.
Okay.
And bring the mic up. You're pretty tall.
All right. And we live... We're the last house on Crescent Drive before you get to the parking lot,
the proposed parking lot, and the lighting issue that they're having, it's a lighting issue for
nighttime, but it's a daytime use parking lot. And while the beam will be straight down, there's
going to be light visible... Oops. For the entire area. As was said earlier, there's houses... Here's
the parking lot. You've got houses all the way around it. The only place there aren't any houses
is behind it, where the trail path is at. And it would not be very conducive for the people who are
living there, having these bright lights on all night long. And it's not sometimes, it's going to be
all night, 365 days a year. They're going to have lights visible in their house. Sure, the beam
won't be directly on them, but you can see lights for a long ways. And that's how far those lights
will shine.
I'm also one of those who... I want to stay safe where I live at, because like I said, we're the last
house before that that is. And half the people, when people leave there, they either go left or
they go, right. And half of those people are going to go past my house. And if they're there at
night, it's usually somebody breaking law because the people who use that trail during the
accepted hours are there during the daylight. And you know, as has been previously said, it's
going to increase the criminal aspect that occurs in a darkened area, isolated area. With the
lights, it'll shine onto the cars, but it's not going to stop the action. And I think it's just important
to know that we will know who authorized the park and I'm sure we'll all vote accordingly when
the time comes. So I don't see any benefit for endangering our lives for a daytime-use only park
when there is sufficient parking there already. Thank you.
Thank you, sir. Appreciate that. Yes, ma'am. And name and address for the record.
My name is Trudy Newby, 135 Northwest Constitution Circle. Could you put the landscape
vegetation map back up for me? And if I'm correct, did you say that you weren't going to do
anything for additional vegetation?
Now that question, you need to address us.
Okay.
And then you can ask that question in your comments and they will look at it later. Thank you,
ma'am.
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So was additional vegetation going to be planted or were you leaving it with just what's already
existing?
I'm not going to... We can't answer that question. What it is, this is a one-way time where you
get to say what you want to say.
Okay, so my concern is, yes, there's a lot of trees up there, but they also do lose your leaves.
There's not a lot of evergreen up there during when the seasons change. So because I'm in that
fishbowl, I'm at that point that where it comes down, I think that needs to be addressed on the
rim of that parking lot over... If you're looking at this map, that would be on the left. So it's....
Because you can see clearly. I can see everything up there right now, and we're just starting
spring. So things aren't budding yet. So that is a huge concern. And I concur with everything
everybody said here, people are going to hike it no matter what. And I think it's just providing a
place for the negative people. I hate to say that, but it's true, to hang out up there. Because I
hear... I just called the cops since this last meeting. I called the police over stuff going on up
there and that's before we've made it a pleasant place for them to hang out. So anyhow, thank
you.
Thank you, ma'am. Would anyone else like to speak on...
Yes, ma'am. Name and address for the record?
My name is Susan Reed. I live at 1604 North [crosstalk 00:57:31]
You can go ahead and make yourself as comfortable as you need with the mic and everything.
First thing, last year there was a multi-agency... I would call it a fire drill, all up in this area. And
so if you walked around, you could see all the trucks, all the vehicles, how congested something
like that would be. And obviously they were practicing for two or three days up there.
Just kick the mic back towards you a little bit and we can hear you then.
Sorry. But you know, they must have been practicing for a reason up there because it's a
dangerous place to access if there was trouble. It was congested just walking through that area.
And I just don't think, even if you have perfect parking lot, or a perfect gate, or it's just going to
drive people to park other places and they're already parking all over the place. It seems like
they know more about the trail now. If you search trails and Grants Pass, this trail comes up and
people are parking on either side of the trail head, behind my house, behind other houses. And I
think that's just a fire hazard, very dry conditions in the summer and into the fall. I don't know. I
just think that it should be somewhere else. Take that, put it somewhere else. They bought all
that land. Why put it behind our home? Thank you.
Thank you, ma'am. Anybody else that would like to testify? Yes, sir. Come on forward. Can I
have your name and address for the record?
My name is Angelo Basso and I live at 1600 Northwest Omar Drive and about the parking lot, it
will just attract lots of people because I've already seen like a bunch of really broken up cars
and like colored-up school buses. And so that will just attract more. So I think it also chopped
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down the trees and you'll have a lot less of the vegetation. And so I think it's best to maybe not
build the parking lot. Thank you very much.
Thank you. You know, young man, you're very well-spoken and I think in not that long, you'll be
sitting in my seat. Thank you. Anybody else like to speak on the application? Okay. Applicants
slash staff? Do you have any additional comments?
I did just want to point out to the Commissioners in response to the first gentlemen, I believe it
was Mr. Reed, on page 49 in your packet, there is a map that shows the exact location of the
adjacent subdivisions and houses. So I don't fully concur with Mr. Reed. The only place there
aren't houses is just across the street based on looking at the map.
Okay.
The other item about fire, I certainly agree with Joni Mitchell, but actually a paved parking space
when a cigarette butt dropped on it is less flammable than the open ground.
I think only other thing we would add, just to clarify, in terms of the use the Commission has
before it's an application for a land use. So as far as cost, I think there was a comment made
about costs. It is a grant. The City doesn't have itGrant the City doesn't have any of its own money at this point. The cost of the lot would be
funded through a grant. So I'd wanted to just clarify that since there was a comment made on
the record, but that really should not be part of the Commission's decision. But I think we
certainly heard a lot of good things tonight and these are why we have these public hearings, so
that we can hear the feedback from those that are nearby. So I think, just a reminder that as a
land-use hearing, you have those findings that you have to make. And if you decide to deny,
you need to cite the findings as to why you would deny it. If you choose to approve it, those
findings are laid out there, but there is also an appeal process that is laid out clearly in the code
that these applications can be appealed to the City Council.
Okay. Is that it? All right. Public portion is now closed, and the matter is before the Urban Area
Planning Commission for your consideration. The first thing we'll discuss is the waiver or the
irrigation before we get into the major site plan. Well, let's discuss that first. It'll take about two
seconds for somebody to make a motion.
So you're talking the variants?
Variants only.
Okay, so then I would... To get [inaudible 01:03:50] under discussion, we have to have a
motion. I move to approve the variance 301-00140-21.
I would second call your motion, Nelson speaking.
Okay we have a motion on the floor. All those in favor of the motion signify by raising one of
your hands. Up here, Commissioners, but we will... Never mind; all those opposed? Anybody
opposed? Abstentions? Okay. We have... Let's see, five in favor, and one abstention.
Therefore, that motion is approved, and we can move on to a major site plan.
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MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Collier moved and Commissioner Nelson seconded the motion to approve
the Dollar Mountain Trailhead Parking Lot Variance 301-00140-21. The vote resulted as
follows: “AYES”: Chair Coulter and Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Collier and Nelson.
“NAYS”: None. Abstain: Commission Tokarz-Krauss. Absent: Vice Chair Heesacker and
Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
Chair, just to point of order, because we're recording this could you say who abstained?
Do what?
Can you please state who abstained from the vote?
Oh. The abstention was Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss. The motion did pass 5-0-1. Okay. Let's
get into the major site plan discussion on that. Commissioner Arthur?
I liked Mr. Nelson's suggestion of exploring the other alternative for gating it. And I believe that
the parking lot solution is far, far safer for fire and every other purpose than having long line of
cars strung parked along the street, especially if a fire should occurred for clad to get through.
The problem of the night youth is what I see to be most detrimental to the neighbors. And if
there would be a way to close that, likely do it to Prescott Park, that might be a good solution if it
is feasible to do so. And concierge would be checking anyway, or whatever security provider
was being used, should be checking in the evening anyway. So I'd like us to consider that as a
condition, at least exploring the feasibility.
Okay. Commissioner Collier?
So I don't know when this question should have come up maybe earlier, if it's closed at sunset
and it's posted, "Park closes at sunset, vehicle subject to be towed," is that how are you going to
address that? Vehicle subject to be towed [inaudible 01:06:59] you're gone after sunset? Come
and tow it away? Yes or no?
Yes. I believe that is [crosstalk 01:07:06]... Yes. In terms of our other parks, that's how we have
signed up.
And is that something that's regularly done, enforced?
I wouldn't be able to give you a good sense on that without Wendy here, our park
superintendent.
But if there was a problem... I guess I'm pushing and I'm going to push just to get where are we
at on thisI got to stop you right there. Sorry. You knew I would.
Well [inaudible 01:07:32].
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All they can answer is technical questions. They can't give you subjective information. Sorry
about that Commissioner Collier. Mr. Nelson?
So I go back to this, the collapsing Gates, which are used quite frequently, I would like to make
a motion.
Before you make a motion I'd like everybody to be able to say something because I definitely
have something to say.
Well Mr. Chair, a motion can be made, it doesn't have to be voted on right at that momentI'm just asking you. I'm just asking you if you would wait. You don't have to.
Oh, then how do you know what I'm thinking?
Because you said it. You said you were getting ready to make a motion.
You don't know what the motion is.
Well, of course, I don't know what the motion is. It's up to you. If you want to make the motion,
that's fine. I'm just asking you toThe staff was not able to assure me on what type of fencing they were going to... Or had looked
at.
Right.
And I would like to make the motion that in regards to fencing, that the fencing to be considered
is a collapsible gate, which would be conducive for this site, which would protect the property as
well as the neighborhood.
You want to make that a standalone motion just as condition of approval?
Mm-hmm (affirmative).
Okay, well then I stand corrected Mr. Nelson.
Usually.
Thanks a lot. You can go ahead and make that motion. Is there a second to that for the
collapsible fencing?
Could you restate it?
The motion is, in regards to protecting the property as well as the community, that a collapsible
gate be established for the property, since we already have it in a format with concrete or
macadam or whatever it is, well you can put in the support for that gate.
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I withdraw my second. Somebody else is going to have to.
I'll second.
There is a motion on the floor for a collapsible gate to be added to conditions of approvals. All
those in favor of that motion. Signify by raiseYou want to have discussion?
Oh, I'm sorry. I forgot discussion.
On a motion you have discussion.
Yes, sir. You do.
For the collapsible, I'd like to speak to my motion, thank you. They're expandable gates. They're
used quite commonly for security purposes. They don't have to take up a lot of space. They
collapse within themselves. And then when you want to shut them, then they're locked on the
other side.
Yeah. Okay. Commissioner Collier?
So what happens they get up there... First, you're laying a lot on to this, a lot. But someone's got
to go up there at, I don't know when, I still don't know when, if it's sunset or not nautical sunset
or twilight, or I don't know. And then someone's in the parking lot and they collapse it anyway
and lock it. And then there's somebody inside. And then the phone call gets made to tow it
because the guys inside, or the guy wants to get his car out and he runs over the gate. I think
that becomes a mess.
What if you have it in other parks already?
Wait a minute.
That was the question I wanted to ask, and he stopped me.
Would it be subject to park policy? I mean, it's not something... What is current park policy? I
don't know. That's an interesting...
The way you were going, you were... Hold on a second. The way you were moving on your
question was to get an opinion that was subjective, and not an objective opinion. Now you're
asking an objective question.
[inaudible 01:11:19] right now.
So if you've got that objective question to ask staff, then you can do that.
[inaudible 01:11:28].
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Right. And our park superintendent is the expert in that. I'm sorry that I can't tell you for sure,
one way or the other. If you have the option to continue if you want more information or we can
bring that back. So I apologize.
I don't want to continue this for something like that. That's what I'm advocating.
Okay. More discussion.
I have some questions about the lighting. This is true that this pointWait?
We're on a motion.
Oh I'm sorry. We're still on the motion. Forget it.
Yeah. We're still on the gate motion. Anybody else want to talk about the gate? Okay. All those
in favor of the motion on the floor signify by raising whichever hand you want. Whoops. Yeah.
Raise your hands. One, two, three, four. Opposed? Abstentions? Commissioner Aviles,
Commissioner Coulter, and Commissioner Collier voted against it. Okay. Let's continue on with
discussion.
It fails. Yeah.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved and Commissioner Collier seconded the motion to
recommend that a collapsible gate be added to the conditions of approval for Dollar
Mountain Trailhead Parking Lot. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Commissioners
Arthur, Tokarz-Krauss and Nelson. “NAYS”: Chair Coulter and Commissioners Aviles
and Collier. Abstain: None. Absent: Vice Chair Heesacker and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion failed.
Anybody else have any discussion on the project?
I do if we can get past the gate.
Go ahead. Yes. Go ahead. Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss.
Okay. So since this is meant to be a parking lot during the day and the end of the day is a
variable event, the lighting being sensitive to the concerns of the residents, who the lighting
does space in, but it is something that draws your attention. And having been victimized by
crime because of a light drawing people in, I'm sensitive to that. So is there a way that the
lighting can be... It can draw people in, it can also protect people. So people coming off of the
pathways that were hiking should feel safe coming into a lit area when they're ending their day,
because there is that variable event. But can the lights be motion detected? Motion detecting
lights, we know the cameras may not need light because they're night vision. So that might help
too with some sort of...
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You'd have to cross the threshold of the parking lot, if you looked at where the lights are placed,
otherwise the motion activated would be activated by every car that drove by.
True, but they wouldn't be on all night. And, is that area a high nighttime traffic area? It really
shouldn't be. But if it is, then you'd have it off and on. I see that.
So again [crosstalk 01:14:53][crosstalk 01:14:54] from the... I'm just saying, is there another way in the lighting system, rather
than an on all night light, that would benefit all parties?
Motion lights are not necessarily activated by every car that drives by, unless it's a continuous
parade, they have a delay factor that accountAnd their sensitivities, and that just gets into detail. And that's true, but I'm just saying, is there
not another means to attempt to make this thing that's essentially going to be in people's front
yards, more palatable, lighting-wise specifically?
So am I hearing your proposal would be an alternative light?
To an all-night light, which is... I mean, I can see where the lights are going to go. I can see that
they don't seem to go outside of that area. But if you are someone who has a residence in that
area, your enjoyment of what is now... I mean, it's a change. We got to deal with change.
Okay now. Hold on. Just be careful. So we're not dragging the Director into an area we don't
want to go. This would be between us. If we want to do this, we'll do this here. And in fact, we
don't want to ask staff unless it's a technical question, if it should be done or not.
I would say I would be more comfortable proposing alternative lighting options than lights that
are on all night.
Okay. Would you like to make a motion on that now to add that to conditions of approval? Or
would you like to add it onto the list later? It's up to you.
I would prefer to add it to the list later because I think [inaudible 01:16:50] would be more
meaningful. Thank you.
Sure. We can do that. Commissioner Collier.
So while we're on that, Lawn Ridge Park has lighting that goes on basketball and pickleball, but
the park closes at 10. So the lights go off at 10. So whether we put it here or later, and I agree
with you that there should be an end time for the light. If the park is closed at whatever, sunset,
twilight, I don't care what, the light should stop if the park is closed. I am satisfied, however, with
the diagram that the light doesn't spill over and given the cut and everything that I've read in
here. But at the same time, it will illuminate something out there in somebody's backyard. So if
the lights went off at 10, just like Lawn Ridge it goes off at 10, that's it can't turn them back on.
That's just throwing it out there.
I would be comfortable with that.
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Commissioner Arthur, you look like you were going to say something. Nope? Anybody else
have any comments before we go to our motion time? Well, do you have comments as far as
those? I'm not talking about the motion yet, but comments on those?
No, I can wait for the motion.
Okay. And if everybody else has done commenting, I have a comment. Please, audience,
refrain from anything that you might want to do. I am opposed to this application. 100%. The
reason is, I believe the good citizens of Grants Pass have come before us. They're the ones
that still live there. There's many of them, many statements. There is a parking area already
there. They don't want it. Let me finish. Don't even interrupt me. Thank you. I don't want
anybody interrupt me because I'm going to go to the criteria. So, I listened to the comments of
my fellow citizens. And when I listened to them, we have dollars, a grant, to put this parking lot
in. It doesn't mean it's the greatest thing. It doesn't even mean it's an improvement. And so,
under page 20, criterion eight, land use conflicts, the development will not cause a new land use
conflict, as the existing parking area has been in use for several years. Can't equate the new
that's going in with the old it's already there. Number one.
With the new MOU between the City and BLM concerns expressed by neighbors about
responsibility for illegal activities, trash collection, fire hazards, can be addressed through the
responsibility section of the MOU. I don't think the... The MOU is a piece of paper. It is not going
to address some of the safety issues that are in place. These citizens are confident that putting
that parking lot in there is going to make their community more unsafe.
I am not going to, when I have development crowed criteria, to use... To oppose an application.
I am not going to throw my fellow citizens under the bus and approve something that could very
well make it worse. They have to live there. And if I was probably in their shoes, I would be
thinking the same thing. And you guys know up here that I'm not a naysayer. And the only time
when I am against something, I use criteria. So that doesn't mean that... You guys can override
me if you want. But you're going to get, not very often, but you're going to get my strong
opposition on this particular application for the reasons I just stated. So, are there any other
further... I am reading 19052 criterion eight, sub paragraph one, areas of land use conflicts.
It's on page 20. If you look at where you get a real what I read there, where it says just under
staff response, satisfied with conditions on criterion eight, there's that comment, land use
conflicts. Which goes back to criterion eight subsection one as the basis for my opinion, that this
application should be disapproved. So, continue on with discussion if you want. You can argue
against my point. I don't mind. It certainly is your right, but I just wanted to throw my opinion out
there. Just like we all can. Or if you want to go to a vote... Yes Commissioner Nelson?
I understand your concern and the public's concern as well. I remember previously in my past
life having to deal with a similar situation in which we had an opportunity to establish a park with
parking and ability for the public to utilize. It was a very difficult vote, very difficult for neighbors,
very difficult for people that were concerned about overexpansion of public lands or lands being
expanded that were not taxable. This is already now in the City of Grants Pass purview as a
park area and was looked into as part of the park plan, which was over many public hearings.
I'm very disappointed in that we understand the public's concern, but it's very difficult to use
public lands if you have no access to the public lands. And that makes it harder on not only the
neighbors, because if you think the problems you have there now are going to go away, if the
City does expand this, they aren't going to go away. It's going to be uncontrollable.
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[crosstalk 01:23:49] you've been there?
Yes.
You've been there?
I lived up there.
Well your comment about it's not accessible is [crosstalk 01:23:55]Can we point of order? Can we go in order please? So my opinion is, I don't like the idea of not
having security for the parking lot. I certainly understand that.
Right. Okay.
And you voted against that. So that killed that one, although a three-two vote is passing
because an abstention is a yes vote by Roberts, but that's up to you how you guys rule on that. I
have a feeling though that this is not going to be the end of this because the public's going to
ask if the City's going to have this property to utilize, what are you going to do with it? Why are
you wasting our money?
Mr. Collier?
So I've only been on here about a year and I'm learning the process and the procedures. But I
do have a background in planning as well. I would not have come to this meeting tonight after
looking at the last one without going up there. And I went up there and I walked the entire
property from front to back left to right. And I've found everybody's house. I've seen every name
in here. I've looked up everyone's address. And I know where they're at on this and on the maps
on page 82 and the lighting on 83. And from beyond that, I believe that the problems that we've
discussed, it's the same thing that's going on in Riverside Park now with the homeless. Do we
feed them? Do we kick them out? Do we find them? Do we cite them? Do we take their tents? I
believe that the perceived problems that existed have been said to expand if there were 11
spaces put in there, will go away over time if a parking lot is put in there under every condition.
And I would change my vote if the security gate made it more secure, in addition to the lighting
situation, which is an obnoxious thing, but it's not a legal thing. Now, the access along the road,
you see the cars. I didn't see drug paraphernalia. I didn't see campsites. I've had seen evidence
of some fire pits there before, but like you say, you can't burn down a parking lot. I do believe, in
my experience as a planner with the coast guard, that if you improve something that you raise
the standard, that there will be gates, that there will be signs that there will be after dark, your
car, you're just going to get towed. And if you make a phone call, come and tow that car away,
the car's gone. [inaudible 01:26:17] access to the phone number, it's gone. Cops being called
for all the other activities, they're gone.
If you've got two cops go on five days a week down Riverside park to pull tents. I guarantee
you; they can find cops to go up there and take care of the same damn activity. So I disagree
that it's going to be worse if you put in a minimal parking lot. Like I said, I walked the entire
property. I understand the elevation. I understand this other part that says that if you cut the
berm, that's going to be two or three feet less than its current out there. And that's why the berm
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was not needed. It says resulting in a cut in banquet of approximately two to three feet in height
and will effectively screen the vehicles and headlights from the perspective and adjacent
properties.
So they're going to cut that going out there. I also know where the trees went. You're not going
to lose vegetation up there. It's scrub Oak, the same thing that they're pulling out above there. I
don't think a fire that would start in the parking lot is going to be anyone because the access
goes down. Fires don't typically go down. Still, I would for the... Forest service, six years on
fires, I know which way they go. If it goes, it goes up. So, I don't mean toNo they don’t but go ahead.
I don't mean to rain on the parade, but I think that if you put it in there that things will get better
and it won't take long from what I've seen. Those bollards, those things that are out there that
are pushing traffic out there is just sloppy. It's a sloppy mess right now. It's ugly. Those things
out there in front. And I hope the City does push for if we don't get there tonight. So that's all I
got.
I'm going to tell you when I listened to that, what I think is you walked it once and because you
walked it once, you're more of an expert than those people. And the people... Let me finish, let
me finish. Okay. And all this is for access for that trail. That's what this is for, access to that trail.
Nobody's been ran over, people have been able to park, hasn't been an issue. And you can't
say for sure that this isn't going to make things better. And because you walked out there and
you didn't find any paraphernalia or whatever, doesn't mean it's not there because you walked it
one time. What I'm saying very strongly is, I'm not going to sit up here when I think the citizens
are every bit as smart as we are, there's not one of us up here that are any smarter.
They live there. I know you've been there. I've hiked that trail... I can't even tell you how many
times I've hiked it since I've lived here as a kid even. And I have to listen to this, I have to listen
to what they have to say. And I'm not going to just dismiss it. And I think that we're coming
across, personally, a little bit. And I know you don't mean to Commissioner Collier; I know you
have the best interest of everybody at heart. But I think we're coming across as a little
bureaucratic. And I would hope we would, at least, if we're going to approve this thing, be a little
sympathetic to what the public has been saying to us and not just dismiss them.
[inaudible 01:29:51] then you're getting into a subjective role because you're saying, I would
[crosstalk 01:29:56]
[crosstalk 01:29:56] subjective round talking here, okay? We're talking when we ask a question
to staff and we're up here between us and deliberating, we can kind of get a little testy with each
other and we can be subjective and we can be these different things, because we're
deliberating now. It's six adults planning Commissioners that are deliberating right now on this
very important application. So we have a lot of leeway as long as we keep it cool and tactful.
And go-ahead Commissioner Collier.
I'll wait for you to be done.
I'm done.
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Okay. So, I think what we're supposed to bring to the table as planners, who've looked at the
development code and have a lookYou're not a planner.
Sorry, can I finish?
I'm going to let you, but I want you to know you're not a planner.
Okay, let me finish. I'm a retired Commission officer from the United States coast guard. I was
on the planning staff [inaudible 01:30:53] U.S. coast guard Pacific area for six years, I am a
planner. Okay? I went to Stanford went to [crosstalk 01:30:59]No. You are not. You are not a plannerNot a planner on staff.
You're not a planner either. You are a planning Commissioner.
Could we just have the discussion, and not an argument about credentials?
But you can't discuss credentials.
I'm not on staff. I'm not on staff. I have planning experience.
Thank you.
Okay. I bring it to the table to examine this, over a month's worth of what they presented, I'm
sensitive to the presentation. And I'm also sensitive to the extra information that they brought,
which includes at a minimum, the lighting, which doesn't appear to exit as it comes down from
the light. That's one, one thing. The light does not leave the berm. Now, does it go up maybe?
Does it illuminate the sky? Sure. There's something there. Is there a point made for the gate?
Sure. Here's what we're supposed to bring to the table. That is some professional point in the
future that says, based on what we hear staff present, how, and in what direction do we take a
City as we expand, as we grow?
As we have issues like this MOU agreements between the BLM, the BLM gives up their land to
the City. And so how do you do this? What do you do with it? And I believe from my experience,
that when you take something and you improve it and you set the bar higher than what it was
before, scrub Oak, bare land, no elevation change, no gate, no lighting, nothing. What they've
done has taken raw, nothing and made it better. And we said, go back, do it again with lighting,
with the berm, with the vegetation, with the irrigation, and with the gate. Make it show us more.
And I think in the future that it would be better without us getting in this back and forth, I think it
will be better in the futureSitting in this back and forth, I think it will be better in the future, if it's paved, lighted, gated,
secured, promulgated, ordinanced, sighted, drive-by, all those things will be better if we build it.
That's why I'm saying, I think it will be better. Although, I've heard the same thing. "Oh [inaudible
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01:33:22]," but that doesn't help us. If we say, "Oh my God, the sky is falling." I think it will be
better. [crosstalk 01:33:27] That's what I'm saying.
That's right. You think it would be better and I appreciate that. But something you need to
realize is that half of the burden's on the applicant, first of all, to prove that this is going to work.
That's in the development code. Second of all, I've been on the planning Commission now for
10-plus years and the applicant and the City, if you will, and we're the planning Commissioners,
have equal say. They have equal say. The citizens of this community have equal say, and
you're saying this is going to work. This is going to be better.
It may not be. If you're going to, I'm going to be nice about this, throw credentials out there, I
was a planner a lot longer than you were and I don't want to have to say that to you, but I was. I
was a public works officer and a planner and all those things. So, when you come in here,
unless you've got a license, you got to throw that out the door. You bring your common sense
in, okay?
So as your planning experience, I appreciate your concerns. But because you start something,
that's nothing, I mean, I'm a hiker and for me, most places I go to, thank you very much. I don't
want you doing a bunch of improvements where I hike. I come from a little different perspective.
But it's still not, to me, about me. And it doesn't have any reflection on the hard work the staff
has done. None, whatsoever. I have to agree with the citizens, on this. Commissioner Arthur?
Well, I'm a citizen, too, and my house is three blocks from the thousand acres of untended wild
area up there. And my perception of this entire project is not that we like some people to go
hiking, but that the cooperation of the City, the County, and the BLM will help save our whole
Northwest corner of the City, if that 1000 acres gets properly tended and cleared and
maintained for fire safety. And the only way you're going to get the support from the community
to do that is to make it a popular place for some of the people to use and the volunteers willing
to go up there and do the clearing and the the trail maintenance, and everything for a long
period of time. This is just a first step in a very long effort to try and save the Northwest corner of
Grants Pass from becoming Paradise or Talent. And the neighbors who have testified have told
us, that the current situation doesn't work well. And that's why I agree with Mark that a better
situation would work better. A better setting for the parking and the maintenance of the area.
Let me understand this right. You're saying that, which I agree, you're saying the current
situation, isn't that good? The deal is, right there at that split, you disagree with what most of
them testify. That what we're going to do, if we approve it, is to make it worse. You and Mark
think it's going to be better. You think it's going to be worse.
Right
I'm going to defer... I don't know... I don't have a crystal ball. But I'm going to defer, after
everything I've studied. And I'm going to side with the citizens that live up there [crosstalk
01:37:42].
No, that's fine, but you don't live there. We do.
You're one citizen.
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Right!
And you're a planning Commissioner. I've listened to a bunch of citizens. I've heard a bunch of
people.
I know and I don't think they're thinking long range. I think they're thinking just today, not...
I am not [inaudible 01:37:57] what they're thinking. I am not [crosstalk 01:38:00]
I'm not asking you what they're thinking. I'm saying that people who see the long-range purpose
of what's trying to be accomplished here, which is the fire safety of the whole Northwest section
of Grants' Pass will take the small steps necessary to go in the right direction to accomplish that.
I have a question there.
Commissioner Nelson.
I know that this is going to probably go on a while because you each have strong points; the
public has strong points. I have to look at what are the facts. One of the issues that were
brought forward is that the question there, supplied by the public of Grants Pass, and that was
access to trail heads was parking. Okay? And that was number two on the list of what they
needed.
Do you know where all of those votes came from?
I have no idea. It was at 408 citizens. [Crosstalk 01:39:03].
[crosstalk 01:39:04] Do you know if they came from the citizens here? Do you know if they came
from these citizens that live around it?
That's not the point. I'm representing Grants Pass and the citizens. So I have to take everybody
into consideration.
But you don't know for sure where they came from. That's all I'm...
Are you questioning the survey? Yeah.
I'm not questioning the survey. I'm just questioning the makeup of the survey [Crosstalk
01:39:23].
[crosstalk 01:39:23] That's not important to our consideration, it's part of the documentation
submitted.
That's true.
As much as their testBut there's more than one way to-
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As much as their testimony.
There's more than one way to slice an onion.
I just wanted you to be aware that there are 408 [crosstalk 01:39:38] citizens.
I'm aware of that.
Submitted to this survey. And that parking was number two on their issue.
Right, for the City.
This is in the City.
Mm-hmm (affirmative). That citizens before us are ones that live around there. And they're part
of the City too.
It wasn't part of the survey.
Well, it may or may not be. We don't know where... [Crosstalk 01:39:58].
I'm not arguing who or who isn't in the survey. I'm arguing that there is a substantial number of
people that were arguing for additional parking, for access to a trailhead. Valid point.
Valid point. I just asked you if you knew what the breakdown was, and we don't. So...
Somebody else has got to have some comments. I'm ready for a motion. Can we put that slide
back up for conditions of approval? And I think Susan's going to add one, excuse me,
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss is going to add one as a condition of approval.
Yeah. That's the one. So, whoever makes a motion is going to want to include those conditions
of approval. I think we discussed those and then Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss, you can just
throw that last one on for whoever's making the motion that you have.
If it helps the report, I would like to change my vote for the security gate and go in favor of Mr.
Nelson's motion. And I think that'll turn it over. Is that too late?
I'm not having a problem with it. As you see if we approve this as cable chain or other.
Okay, this is not anything concrete. We've already approved the security gate. Okay. As what
you made a motion for.
You said that it didn't pass, I thought.
You said it didn't pass, chair.
In reality it did pass.
Well, my bad, my bad, it passed.
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Well, then I need to change my vote. So it's concurrent with his Robert's rules that an
abstention... [Crosstalk 01:41:49].
Oh, you voted against it.
You can move to reconsider.
So you don't have to just because you voted against it doesn't mean that you have to vote
against that criteria.
I just want it on the record.
Want it on the record. I'm not sure what you want on the record.
[inaudible 01:42:11].
Okay. Okay. So, security gate's already an issue. We don't have to read those off, but I'm ready
for the motion.
I'd like to make a motion to approve 201-20345-21. Parking lot.
Major site plan. Would you like to ...?
Have to read them all?
Not the top one, but the rest of them yeah.
Installed with the consideration to security gate, chain, cable, or other. Monitor gates for the
park's department policies, placed security cameras per park's department policy, construct a
perimeter berm as shown page 82 of the package include minimum 36-inch height. Install light
plan shown in attachment three of the continued items document.
I think I messed up on one of those, which one, Commissioner Tokarz-Cross, did you want to
replace?
The lights.
The lights, right? So which bullet would that be?
Okay. So given that the motion on the gate passed... I don't know where that echo's coming
from... This installed security gate, has in the way still got the flexibility, cable, chain, other...
He's asking you about your light plan.
I understand what he's saying. Thank you, Mark, or Commissioner Collier, that my question is
that I thought if that is passed, we don't have the flexibility, the other, because I am opposed to
the cable and opposed to a bollard.
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Well those are gone.
They're gone? Okay, good. [crosstalk 01:43:55] So that's what I wanted clarification on. So as to
the light, I think you actually said it best on Fisher. Collier, as far as having a sunset, if you will,
on the lighting, I would amend that. So install light plan is shown in attachment three with sunset
time of those established and other parks, which we believe to be 10:00 PM, but that would be
fine to meet other parks Going off at sunset.
That's being changed would be that little subsection there, Commissioner Collier.
If that makes sense. Okay.
So, do we have any seconds on this motion?
Second, Ward Nelson.
Commissioner Nelson has a second discussion on the motion.
I have one comment on the lighting part, and that is if it were to go in it might turn out sometime
that it would be better to have it be motion-activated rather than dead cutoff and on time.
Are you saying motion activated as motion on after? So let me just back up. So my suggestion
for Lawnridge was the power to the lights at Lawnridge cut off at 10 and you're done, but I think
it just got changed to sunset. So my question is, do you want them to go on after the cut off time
after the sunset or 10, whatever it becomes to be?
I don't know how to allow the flexibility. I think if the kind of thing that's happened that the
neighbors have reported in the middle of the night, going on, there might be a reason to have
lights turn on, not have lights which can't turn on after midnight.
Works for me.
[crosstalk 01:45:53] This is the motion. If you want to change that part of the... [crosstalk
01:45:58].
Not yet.
Okay.
So, part of my thought process, if it matters on this motion is that with a sufficient gate to keep
those who should not be in that parking lot away from that, that the lighting becomes hopefully
almost secondary, but there are times when, of course it would be nice if there is emergency
light or whatever. And that I leave to the park's department discretion at this point.
So, that might make it be that they went off at... Oh, no, I don't even want to go there. Never
mind.
It's hard to tell.
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The discussion on the motion... okay, the motion's on the floor for approving this site plan and
let me go back to what the number was 201-003 5421 major site plan review for Dollar Mountain
Trailhead parking lot. We will do a query of everybody. Commissioner Tokarz-Cross.
As far as any other comments or as far as...?
Your vote.
I'm against.
So there's a no. Commissioner Nelson?
Yes.
Mr. Collier.
Yes.
Commissioner Aviles?
Yes.
Commissioner Arthur.
Yes.
Chair Coulter. No. So there are four for and two against. The motion passes.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Collier moved and Commissioner Nelson seconded the motion to approve
the 201-00354-210 Dollar Mountain Trailhead Parking Major Site Plan Review with
conditions that it be installed with the consideration to security gate, chain, cable, or
other. Monitor gates for the park's department policies, placed security cameras per
park's department policy, construct a perimeter berm as shown page 82 of the package
include minimum 36-inch height and install light plan shown in attachment three of the
continued items document. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Commissioners
Arthur, Aviles, Collier and Nelson. “NAYS”: Chair Coulter and Commissioner TokarzKraus. Abstain: None. Absent: Vice Chair Heesacker and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
The two that were against the motion. And I explained my criteria. What was your criteria for
saying no?
Because I have respect for the citizens' desires. I don't think I have to justify my vote, but
Well, what it is, you just got to make sure it's within criteria because even though like I gave my
opinion on stuff, I kept it within...
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Okay, let me find you something I thought had to do previously but...
Was it kind of similar to mine?
That's actually something that Mr. Reed cited. [crosstalk 01:48:21] Do you feel that the City took
great strides to meet the citizens’ concerns? Let's see if I can find the...
I mean, you don't have to disclose a reason you don't want to...
Then why am I...?
But you should only because of the appeal situation, that's the only reason, but you don't have
to, if you say, "No, I'm not going to give a reason," then you don't have to.
Well, I agree with item 10, Mr. Reed's letter, which basically cites section 19.052 of the City of
Grants Pass Development Code, that there will not be sufficient. Really stuff like that's a
subjective opinion. So that's why I didn't want to cite that. And turning the 11-space commercial
parking lot into a residential area that the residents are not in favor of, don't think that that
addresses those concerns. There is a specific citation to that, but I'm not going to go back and
look it up. Thank you for the opportunity.
Okay. Thank you. That means the two, no votes were Commissioner Tokarz-Cross and myself.
Everybody else in favor. So again, the major site plan review or the Dollar Mountain Trailhead
parking lot has been approved. Okay, moving on.
Matters from Commission members and staff. Brad, you got anything?
I'm sorry?
You got anything for us tonight? Words of wisdom?
There was just a couple of things. One, the Commission had recommended approval of the
flood hazards overlay ordinance several months ago. I wanted you to know that that passed
through the Council. Okay. The Commission already also recommended approval of the scenic
resources, comprehensive plan amendment to Council and Council last week did approve that
they well, the findings of fact are on April 7th. It was not a unanimous vote at Council. There
was two Councilors against it, but the scenic resources were opposed by Councilors Riker and
Faszer.
The urban growth boundary rezone. That was a public hearing that started here. It was
continued. The Oregon Department of Transportation has presented their case. We have, as a
City, hired a David Evans and Associates to prepare the traffic impact analysis, the Council
approved that contract. Well, they didn't approve the contract they gave staff the ability to move
ahead with a contract. So just to be clear. So that is anticipated to take through July about, to
prepare that traffic impact study on the 540 acres of the rezone. And at that point, it will be
brought back to the Commission to show you what that traffic impact study is. And then to
continue the hearing. The multi-dwelling residential ordinance you passed last or recommended
for approval last week or at your last meeting is slated for April 21st public hearing at the City
Council.
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And then the last thing I wanted to mention to you as the adult business, there's a development
code, text amendment to the adult business section in article 13, the Council chose to keep that
ordinance themselves because of the timeliness factor that it has gotten a lot of attention there.
And the code does allow them to take on an ordinance directly. So even though it's a text
amendment, normally those go to the planning Commission for a recommendation to the
Council. In this case, they wanted to take it directly. So I just wanted to let you know that that's
happening April 7th. There is a public hearing at the City Council on the adult use ordinance.
And finally the local wetlands inventory. That's something that we are required by the state to
do. A public notice was sent out to all property owners or, I'm sorry, it was prepared. It's
supposed to be sent out on Friday and that will give people 30 days if they own property that
has a wetlands, or is adjacent to wetlands, they will receive a notice and that they can comment
and get more information about the wetland study. So that is also a development code piece
and article 24 that you deal with sometimes. So I just wanted to let you know that that notice
went out there and we'll be giving you some feedback after we get that from the public.
And finally, the housing needs analysis we've talked about here a few times, the way that the
contract that we have with our consultants is worded is that they are going to bring to you a
report that summarizes the housing needs analysis and the buildable lands inventory and the
middle housing code. And that we're looking at May 12th. That would be a report basically to
this Commission on those three documents. The scope of work also requires a public forum. So
the question that I have for the Commission tonight is whether you are interested in having that?
That your workshop be combined with the public forum, or if you would want just that to
yourselves and then have the forum be a separate night. We're just looking at the schedule. It
would be helpful if you were open to that could would have your report, you could have your
dialogue and then we would have the community forum afterwards, but we don't have to do that.
I'm just putting that forward to see what your thoughts are on doing it.
Before we move on, that's an important difference of we're going to do it or not. Commissioner
thoughts.
What was the third item, Brad, besides the needs analysis and the land inventory?
The middle housing code update.
So would you want to combine it with the forum or not? Does it matter to anybody? Okay. We'll
go with your recommendation there, Mr. Director.
Okay, great. That's it for staff. Thank you.
Okay. Thank you.
What about the March 30th forums? Was there some resolution about whether we can watch
and listen online? Not have a problem with quorum.
It is still happening. So March 30th, 6:00 PM. That was advertised. And so that's next Tuesday
night. I don't have any more information about that. I think if you were all as a Commission
present, I just need to know that. I think last time we asked the question there was only one or
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two Commissioners that said they were probably going to be there so it just kind of became a
non-issue.
We can't have more than... [crosstalk 01:56:35].
Yeah, we would have to notice it as a planning Commission meeting if we're at a quorum.
Are you saying that we have to pre-announce our attendance if we're just listening.
No, when they ask you if you're going to come, the only reason it's 'yes' is because if we hit five,
then we reach a quorum and that means we're having a meeting.
That's the weirdest thing I've ever encountered. I was going to go to the meeting, but I didn't
know that I had to query everybody else here if they're going too.
No, no, no. You would just talk to Brad and that'd be it.
Yeah.
If there is going to be a quorum then we're going to have to notice it up that way. That's all. No
reason that talk to me, Mark, just talk to Brad.
About going or watching?
Well, watching is different because unless you're... [crosstalk 01:57:33].
Why is it different? That's what I'm trying to find out.
Unless you're clandestine or you've got other [crosstalk 01:57:36].
Also, if they come here, there's a maximum capacity here and there's the breakout rooms. I
don't think it's all going to be right here. When you do City Council meetings you have breakout
rooms you go over there and whether you testify or not, I'm just curious, but I didn't know that I
had to announce if I want to just go and watch something. That's all I'm doing.
Only if you're you're right in the same room, or if you're hooked in where you're in the dialogue,
that's all.
Would event be recorded. So it can be viewed after the fact.
Yes. It's not typically going to be an issue, guys.
Can't hear you a chair. Can't...
Sorry. It's typically not going to be an issue, but planning, director, planning staff will know if it
ends up looking like it's going to become one.
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It sounds like we need to let you know by Friday whether we're attending or not, and in what
form, that way you know?
Yes. That would be great. Just let me know. Yeah. If you're going to view, as you said,
Commissioner Collier, then that's fine.
Well, another way Brad, you might want to do it is... what Jamie does sometimes, if you don't
mind, it's your slice how you want to do it. But if she just called and sat in our meetings and
stuff, so however you want to do it.
Any other questions for Brad? Or comments.
I have one.
Commissioner Aviles.
So, just one question regarding the adult use ordinance, you mentioned that there was some
sort of timeliness issue. What do you mean by that? What is the timeliness issue?
Well, the timeliness isn't a legal term timeliness. It's just the City Council chose to expedite the
review by holding the public hearing before themselves first and not having the planning
Commission hold it first. That was a decision that they made. There was a request to the
Council that, well, I wouldn't call it a request, I would call it a statement to the Council that a
property owner downtown wanted to open a business as an adult use. And they are unable to
do so under the current code because it falls within an adult use buffer. And so that was a
discussion that was happening at the City Council, separate from the code amendment. But
then that day they decided to proceed with a code amendment and that was the decision they
made. So I can just pass on that, that's the only reasoning that we have at this point. I can
forward you the date that the City Council discussed that if you'd like to listen to the workshop,
'cause I may be missing something off the top of my head.
Well, the one thing I do want to mention, this is the second time it's happened and the other one
was which I understood it was the homeless shelter, but I think we're starting to go down that
slippery slope where they decide to keep us out of the loop on something like this that's right
smack in the middle of the development code. I know it's a little bit iffy and stuff, but this didn't
happen. This wouldn't have happened five years ago. It would have went to us. So I do have
some concern that we may be going down a slippery slope and other things will bypass us too.
That are really more important, that we should be giving recommendations to the City. I don't
think these other two quite fit into it. Certainly not the other one, but just giving a word of
caution.
Sure, I just felt that as the community development director, I wanted to keep you informed
because it does directly relate to the development code.
Yes, it does.
But that's a decision that the Council made. And so I'm just passing that along.
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Well, they can do what they want. As planning Commissioners we can also say, "Word of
caution, please be careful about that too." So as a chair I do want to say that anybody else have
any... Yeah, Jen?
Commissioner Aviles again. I just had a question about the housing needs analysis presentation
in May. I thought it was going to be finished in June. So is the presentation the summary that's
being provided in May is prior to the report being finished.
Correct. It's to get input from the Commission so that if you have changes or edits or things you
would like to see reflected, then those can be made before it gets finalized.
Okay. Thank you.
That is good. Appreciate that. Anybody else? Okay. Items from Commission members. Susan?
Nothing? Ward?
Nothing.
Nothing. Mark? Nada? Jen?
I plan on attending the housing needs forum on the 30th. Just letting you know.
Brad, nothing. And I don't have anything. That means we are adjourned at 8:09PM.
Just for you, Brad.
I got my hat on just for Brad.

Meeting adjourned: 8:09 pm.
Next meeting: April 14, 2021

____________________________________

________________

Jim Coulter, Chair
Urban Area Planning Commissioner

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
DOLLAR MOUNTAIN TRAILHEAD PARKING LOT
MAJOR SITE PLAN REVIEW AND VARIANCE
FINDINGS OF FACT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:

Type III: Urban Area Planning Commission
201-00354-21 and 301-00140-21
Major Site Plan Review and Variance

Owner:
Applicant:

Bureau of Land Management
City of Grants Pass

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

NW Crescent Drive
36-05-07-00 TL 900
R-1-12 (City limits)
41.84 acres

Planner Assigned:

Donna Rupp

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

January 11, 2021
January 11, 2021
February 3, 2021 & March 17, 2021
February 10, 2021 & March 24, 2021
April 14, 2021
May 11, 2021

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

PROPOSAL:
The application is for the development of an 11-space parking lot in a location where an
undeveloped parking lot exists across from the Dollar Mountain Trailhead off NW Crescent
Drive. The applicant requested a Variance for relief from the requirement to install an
irrigation system.

II.

AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:
Section 2.050, Schedule 2-1, and Section 12.027, Schedule 12-2 of the Code authorize the
Urban Area Planning Commission to consider the request and make a decision to approve,
approve with conditions, or deny. The decision for the requested Variance must be based on
the criteria found in Section 6.060 of the Grants Pass Development Code. The decision
must be based on the criteria contained in Section 19.052 of the GPDC.

III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Section 10.050 of the GPDC provides for an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision
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to the Grants Pass City Council. Based on Section 10.050, an appeal must be filed within
twelve (12) days from the date of the Planning Commission’s written decision. The decision
will not become final until the period for filing a local appeal has expired.
IV.

V.

VI.

PROCEDURE:
A.

An application for a Major Site Plan Review was submitted on January 11, 2021 and
deemed complete the same date. The application was processed in accordance with
Section 2.050 of the Development Code.

B.

An application for a Variance was received on March 2, 2021 and deemed complete the
same date. The application was processed in accordance with Section 2.050 of the
Development Code.

C.

Public notice of the February 10, 2021 hearing of the UAPC was mailed on January 19,
2021 in accordance with Section 2.053 of the GPDC.

D.

A public hearing was held on February 10, 2021 and continued to March 24, 2021.

E.

A revised public notice was mailed on March 3, 2021 for the continued hearing on March
24, 2021 in accordance with Section 2.053 of the GPDC.

F.

A public hearing was held on March 24, 2021. The Planning Commission voted to
approve the Variance with a vote of 5-0-1; and approved the Major Site Plan review with
a vote of 4-2-0.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
A.

The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the original staff
report for 201-00354-21 presented at the February 10, 2021 hearing; the revised staff
report for 201-00354-21 presented at the March 24, 2021 hearing; and the staff report
for 301-00140-21 presented at the March 24, 2021 hearing. These reports are attached
as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.

B.

The minutes of the public hearings held by the Urban Area Planning Commission on
February 10 and March 24, 2021, attached as Exhibit “B”, summarize the oral testimony
presented and are incorporated herein.

C.

The PowerPoint presentations given by staff on February 10, 2021 and March 24, 2021
are attached as Exhibit “C” and are incorporated herein.

D.

Additional information requested by the UAPC at the February 10, 2021 hearing was
presented at the March 24, 2021 hearing is attached as Exhibit “D” and is incorporated
herein.

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

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT:
A.

Characteristics of the Property
1.

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

Low Density Residential
R-1-12
Steep Slope Hazard Area (small
section along the south edge)

2.

Size:

41.84 acres

3.

Frontage and Access:

NW Crescent Drive (Local)

4.

Existing Public Utilities:
a. Water:

12-inch main in NW Crescent Drive

b. Sewer:

N/A

c. Storm:

Curb/gutter in NW Crescent Drive
Open ditch running to the south

B.

5.

Proposed Public Utilities:

No new utilities proposed

6.

Topography:

The property slopes to the south

7.

Natural Hazards:

None identified

8.

Natural Resources:

Significant Trees

9.

Existing Land Use:
a. Subject parcel:

Undeveloped parking area

b. Surrounding:

Residential to the east and south;
BLM public land to the north and west.

Discussion

The City of Grants Pass acquired the Dollar Mountain property to add to the City Parks
inventory in 2019. The proposed development of the currently undeveloped parking lot is
located on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands, which are adjacent to the city-owned
Dollar Mountain Park property. The existing user-created trail, which starts on BLM land and
then connects with the City owned park, has been in place for several years, with the
undeveloped parking area growing organically with increased use. The trailhead is across the
street from the proposed parking lot. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been signed
by the City and the BLM to develop this parking area, with the City taking responsibility for
development and maintenance of the parking area. Development of this parking area ranked as
a high priority by citizens per a 2020 community wide survey.
Nine written comments were received from the public regarding the proposed parking lot. Two
were in favor and seven were opposed. The ones in favor support the proposal for improving
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access to recreation. The opposed citizens expressed concerns over existing problems with the
undeveloped site: use beyond posted hours including overnight camping, perceived lack of
police patrols, garbage, illegal activities including gun fire, lack of privacy and increased wildfire
hazards. As shown in the minutes, several of the same people who wrote in to oppose the
proposal, also attended the hearings to voice their opposition.
The UAPC requested additional information regarding several site-specific design elements
during the February hearing, which were presented at the March hearing and are included in the
March 24, 2021 PowerPoint presentation and in the hearing packet materials. These items
include:
1. Type/design of security gate that is most appropriate and effective for the Crescent
location.
2. How the gate will be monitored (e.g. who will open/close, signage, hours that the lot is
open).
3. Type and exact placement of security camera(s) and how those will be monitored.
4. Perimeter berm – What will the grade be from the cut and what is the height of the
resulting berm? Clint Scherff requested a minimum 36” high barrier around the perimeter
to prevent headlights from causing glare, etc.
5. Copy of the community survey indicating that this parking lot is a high priority.
6. Lighting plan that shows the distance the light will cover in the lot and surrounding area.
7. Determine if there will be any new trees or vegetation planted and, if so, how those will
be irrigated.
8. Public Safety Input on response to calls.
The motion to approve the Major Site Plan review includes conditions addressing these topics.
The Variance addresses the use of the existing mature trees for landscaping, which do not need
the required irrigation as stipulated in the Development Code. Applicant provided a site-specific
map showing trees which will remain after the parking lot is constructed. These trees provide
coverage beyond what is stipulated in the Development Code.
VIII.

CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:

Major Variance ~ Irrigation Must Connect to Public Water System to Meet Landscape
Standards
6.060

VARIANCES

Previously granted variances shall not be considered to have established a precedent. The Review
Body may approve, or approve with conditions, a variance upon finding that it meets all the
following criteria.
Criteria 1: The variance is necessary because the subject code provision does not account for
special or unique physical circumstances of the subject site, such as topography, natural features,
adjacent development, or similar circumstances. A legal lot determination may be sufficient
evidence of a hardship for purposes of approving a variance.
Applicant’s Response: The site is located within a remnant forest of mature native trees. The
Variance Application includes a narrative and an accurate map of the canopy cover from the
mature trees that will remain after the parking lot is constructed, which meets the required
landscaping and will not require any irrigation.
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Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The submitted site map showing the canopy
cover and remaining mature trees will meet all landscaping standards, thus removing the
requirement for irrigation.
Criteria 2: The variance is the minimum necessary to address the special or unique physical
circumstances related to the subject site.
Applicant’s Response: The variance is the minimum necessary as irrigation will not be
required. Landscaping will not be installed under the lights at the front of the parking area in
order to maintain adequate sight distance/safety for pedestrians and vehicles. The proposed
landscaping from the remaining mature canopy exceeds the required landscaping, which
compensates for this small area not being landscaped and irrigated.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Based on the newly submitted site plan which
accurately shows existing, mature trees, irrigation will not be required for the health and
maintenance of the existing landscaping. The proposal intends to keep 35 mature trees within
25 feet of the perimeter of the parking lot, creating 3,600 square feet of landscaping for every
ten spaces. Per Section 23.035(3), the required ratio is a minimum of 1 tree and 16 square feet
of landscaping per ten parking spaces.
Criteria 3: The proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of
the adjacent uses and will further the purpose and intent of this ordinance and the Comprehensive
Plan of the City.
Applicant’s Response: The proposal will not impact adjacent property owners in a negative
way. The cut created by the parking area will actually increase the screening now in place
provided by the existing vegetation alone. The request to not landscape and irrigate under the
lights at the front of the lot will benefit public safety by not blocking line of sight from both
driveways into the parking lot.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The intent of the ordinance is to provide
screening, safety and visually pleasing landscaping. Planning Commission is satisfied with the
proposal.
Criteria 4: The need for the variance is not self-imposed by the applicant or property owner. For
example, the variance request does not arise as result of a property line adjustment or land division
approval previously granted to the applicant.
Applicant’s Response: The need for the variance is due to existing lack of public water to the
site and the mature forest already in place.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The unique attributes of the site create the need
for the variance. It is not self-imposed.
19.052: MAJOR SITE PLAN REVIEW
Section 19.052 of the Grants Pass Development Code states that the review body shall approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the request based upon the following criteria:
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CRITERION (1): Complies with applicable development standards: Base standards of zoning
district, special development standards, residential development standards, or standards as
previously approved under the provisions of an optional development plan or other approved
permit.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. As noted above, the subject property is
approximately 41.84 acres in the R-1-12 zoning district. The applicant proposes the development of
a parking lot as an accessory use to an existing natural parkland. The proposed use is allowed
within the R-1-12 zoning district and is therefore consistent with the base standards of the zoning
district and complies with all development standards.
CRITERION (2): Complies with applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan, including: Traffic
Plan, Water Plan, Sewer Plan, Storm Drainage Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Park Plan.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Traffic Plan: The subject property has frontage along NW Crescent Drive, a local street. The
proposed parking lot will accommodate eleven (11) vehicles.
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual was used to calculate the estimated traffic
from the site. The city park classification (Use 411) is calculated to generate 0.78 trips per acre,
(0.78 x 41.84 = 32.63 ) for a total daily trips of 32.63. The number of total daily trips does not
exceed 500 ADT; therefore, a Transportation Impact Analysis for the proposed park facility is not
required.
NW Crescent Drive (Local) lacks full frontage improvements, including bike lane, curb/gutter,
driveway approach, and sidewalk/accessible routes/ramps. As a condition of approval, frontage
improvements must be installed per Public Works Comments.
Water and Sewer Plan: The parking area will not require water or sewer service.
Storm Drain Plan: As a condition of approval, the applicant must submit storm drain calculations
showing that post-development run-off does not exceed pre-development (bare ground) run-off and
meets all related drainage requirements per Public Works Comments.
Bicycle Plan: The paved shoulder on NW Crescent Drive acts as a bike lane connector in the
Bicycle Plan. No further bike lane developments are planned at this time.
Park Plan: Dollar Mountain Park is not identified in the 2010 Comprehensive Park and Recreation
Master Plan. The plan has yet to be updated since the acquisition of the property. Staff intends to
file a Comprehensive Plan Amendment application to add Dollar Mountain to the official park
system within the next six months.
CRITERION (3): Complies with all other applicable provisions of this Code, including off-street
parking, landscaping, buffering and screening, signage, environmental standards, and Special
Purpose District standards.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions.
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Parking: The parking lot will provide eleven (11) parking stalls which includes one (1) disabled
parking space. It will be designed to accommodate the weight of emergency vehicles. Grading and
filling to develop the parking lot may require an additional permit per Public Works Comments.
Landscaping: The submitted site plan shows the approximate location of the existing trees on site
and indicates that trees will be removed for the parking lot. but does not provide an accurate map of
then native trees and plants, and it does not indicate the amount and type of plant species to
remain. The additional materials submitted at the March 24 hearing indicate size, species and
locations of existing trees. These plans, as approved with the Variance, meet all landscaping
needs. The site does not have any domestic water service and is part of a “nature park”. The
Grants Pass Development Code Article 23 addresses landscape requirements in urban settings
and does not account for natural landscapes as is found on this BLM forest land, as follows:
Per Section 23.035 of the Grants Pass Development Code, landscaping shall be provided at
a ratio of 1 tree and 16 square feet of landscaping per ten parking spaces. Landscaping
shall be designed so there are no more than 5 parking spaces between any parking space
and a tree. Landscaping shall be evenly distributed throughout the parking area and
perimeter. If existing plant material meets these landscape standards the applicant shall
detail the number and location of existing plant materials and a plan for protection of these
materials during construction.
As a condition of approval, applicant will provide a landscape plan meeting the requirements of
Section 23.035 and indicate the plants in the existing remnant hardwood forest on the BLM property
which will meet these requirements.
Subsection 8(b) of 23.035, Hardship Variance of Parking/Landscape Standards, states “No
standards relating to size of plant materials, amount of living plant material, or irrigation shall
be reduced or waived. Any further reduction of parking or landscape standards shall require
the Major Variance procedure as provided in Article 6.”
Per Section 23.042 of the Grants Pass Development Code, the irrigation plan requires
connection to the public water main and location of stub-outs to separate landscape areas;
the type, location and coverage of the system; and a letter from the designer stating that it
will be sufficient for the health and survival of the plants.
As previously stated, the proposed parking lot is located within a remnant forest of native trees,
shrubs and wildflowers. Installing and connecting an irrigation system to public water (which is
available in NW Crescent Dr.) will not only create the need for perpetual maintenance of the
system, the added water will change the nature of the natural environment of this forest.
To accommodate this unique situation, staff recommends the UAPC adopts the following:
As a condition of approval, a Major Variance application will be filed for an irrigation plan which
does not require connection to the public water main; however it will provide for and ensure the
health and survival of the installed native, drought tolerant species for the first two years after
planting, or until plants are established and capable of surviving without irrigation, per confirmation
by the Grants Pass Urban Forester. No new native plant materials are needed. Approval of the
Variance application removes the need for further landscaping and irrigation.
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Per Section 25.033(9) Parking Design Standards for Screening, off street parking spaces in groups
of more than four (4) shall be screened and buffered in accordance with Section 23.035, Type E
Landscaping, on each side which adjoins residential zoned property. The residential property to the
east on NW Olmar Drive is on roughly the same elevation and about 250 feet away from the
proposed parking lot. The remnant forest is viewed by staff the Planning Commission as
providing a sufficient buffer to the NW Olmar Drive neighborhood. However, the residential property
to the south on NW Constitution Circle is approximately 80-100 feet from the edge of the proposed
parking area and approximately 40-50 below the elevation of the proposed parking lot. The
neighbor at 135 NW Constitution Circle stated that her backyard would become a “fish bowl” without
landscaping being installed around the proposed lot.
As a condition of approval, a landscaping plan using native, drought tolerant species. The cut
made for the parking lot will be at least 36 inches in height, which will provide screening for the
southern elevation. must be submitted for approval per Section 23.035. No additional landscaping
will be required for screening.
Signage: Per the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), parking lot signage will be approved by
both BLM and the City prior to installation and will meet all provisions of the code.
Environmental Standards: Trees on site will be preserved to the greatest extent possible.
Special Purpose District Standards: Not Applicable
CRITERION (4): Potential land use conflicts have been mitigated through specific conditions of
development.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Per landscape and parking lot design screening
described in Criterion 3, conflicts have been mitigated.
CRITERION (5): Adequate basic urban services are available or can be made available by the
applicant as part of a proposed development, or are scheduled by the City Capital Improvement
Plan.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Urban services beyond stormwater drainage are not
required. Applicant will submit drainage plans to meet current standards.
CRITERION (6): Provision of public facilities and services to the site will not cause service delivery
shortages to existing development.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Access to the site by public roads is the only
service and facility in use for this parking lot. No other public facilities or services are proposed. Per
the Traffic Plan analysis in Criterion 2, there will be minimal impact.
CRITERION (7): To the extent possible, identified significant resources, such as intermittent and
perennial creeks, stands of pine, fir, and oak trees, wildlife habitats, historic sites, and prominent
land features have been preserved and designed into the project. Alternatives shall be considered
and the proposal shall represent the most effective design to preserve these resources.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Only trees in the proposed site of the parking lot will
be removed. The site contains a large number of mature oak trees which provide wildlife habitat,
and as many of the mature trees as possible will be retained.
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CRITERION (8): The characteristics of existing adjacent development have been determined and
considered in the development of the site plan. At a minimum, special design consideration shall
be given to:
1. Areas of land use conflicts, such as more restrictive use adjacent or across the street
from proposal. Mitigate by orientating business operations away from use, additional
setbacks, screening/buffering, landscaping, directing traffic away from use.
2. Setbacks. Where existing buildings are setback deeper than required by Code, new
setbacks to be compatible.
3. Building Size and Design. Existing surrounding architecture and building size to be
considered to insure compatible scale and balance to the area.
4. Signs. New signs shall not block primary view to existing signs, and shall be sized
consistent with Code or existing signs, whichever is less.
5. Lighting. Exterior lighting shall not impact adjacent development or traveling
motorists.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Land use conflicts: The development will not cause a new land use conflict, as the existing
parking area has been in use for several years. With the new MOU between the City and BLM,
concerns expressed by neighbors about responsibility for illegal activities, trash collection, fire
hazards, etc. can be addressed through the responsibilities section of the MOU. As a condition of
approval, a garbage receptacle will be installed and regularly serviced by the applicant.
Setbacks: The proposed parking area meets all setbacks.
Building, size, and design: No buildings are proposed.
Signs: Signs are reviewed under the regulations contained in the Municipal Code, Chapter 9.
Lighting: The tentative plan indicates two lights one light in the parking area and adjacent to NW
Crescent Drive. The remnant forest that lies between the parking lot and the nearest residences will
filter the glare. As a condition of approval, the lights will be installed with a hood to downcast light
and ensure it does not shine into on-coming traffic. per the plan submitted with the additional
materials at the March 24, 2021 hearing and the lights will not be left on all night.
CRITERION (9): Traffic conflicts and hazards are minimized on and off site, as provided in
Article 27.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Pedestrian crossing on NW Crescent Drive from the parking lot to the trailhead will require a cross
walk and signage, per the City’s Traffic Engineer. As a condition of approval, revised site plan must
indicate location of cross walk and related signage that meets MUTCD standards.
CRITERION (10): If phased development, each phase contains adequate provisions of services,
facilities, access, off-street parking, and landscaping.
Planning Commission Response: Not Applicable. This is not a phased development.
CRITERION (11): There are adequate provisions for maintenance of open space and other
common areas.
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Planning Commission Response: Satisfied.
The subject property is owned by the BLM and managed by the City of Grants Pass. The parcel is a
native, remnant forest providing wildlife habitat and access to the Dollar Mountain trail system. The
City is responsible for all proposed improvements including required landscaping, trails, and
maintenance.
CRITERION (12): Internal circulation is accommodated for commercial, institutional and office park
uses with walkways and bikeways as provided in Article 27.
Planning Commission Response: Not Applicable. The proposed parking lot is designed so as
not to require internal circulation.
CRITERION (13): If the property contains nonconforming use or development to remain, the
application and the Review Body’s decision shall also be consistent with the provisions of Article 15,
including any additional standards, relief from the Code, or conditions imposed.
Planning Commission Response: Not Applicable. The parking area is currently undeveloped
and this proposal will bring it into conformance.
IX.

DECISION AND SUMMARY:

The Urban Area Planning Commission APPROVED the request for a Variance from landscape
requirements and the Major Site Plan review to develop a new parking lot on NW Crescent Drive
for access to the Dollar Mountain trailhead with the following conditions. The vote for the Variance
was 5-0-1 with Commissioners Coulter, Arthur, Aviles, Collier and Nelson in favor and
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss abstaining. The vote for the Major Site Plan review was 4-2-0 with
Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Collier and Nelson in favor and Commissioners Coulter and
Tokarz-Krauss opposed. Commissioners Heesacker and Scherf were absent.
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
A. 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.
The following shall be accomplished within eighteen months of the date this report
is signed and prior to issuance of a Development Permit. Otherwise, the approval
shall expire. Extension of the Site Plan Review approval is permitted pursuant to
Section 3.077(2) of the Development Code. Extension of the Development Permit is
permitted pursuant to Section 3.093(2) of the Development Code. (NOTE: A
development permit is required prior to commencement of construction).
Items are listed in order of submittal – The revised Site Plan (A)(1) MUST BE
SUBMITTED to, and approved by, Planning prior to submitting utility plans and all other
“A” list items.
1.

Submit two (2) copies and an electronic file (pdf) of a revised site plan reflecting the
following items:
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a. Location of crosswalk and pedestrian crossing signs.
b. Updated landscape plan with in accordance with 23.035 for parking lot landscaping
and screening.
c. An approved Major Variance for an irrigation plan that does not connect to the city
water main.
d. Location and type of gates.
e. Lighting plan meeting specifications presented at March 24, 2021 hearing.
2.

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

An engineered drainage plan, including detention calculations and detention
plan with details for drainage swales and detention basins per Public Works
Memo.

b.

A grading plan, if applicable. Note: A grading permit is required prior to any
grading on site.

c.

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

d.

A detailed Utility Plan reflecting the following, as required by Public Works:
i.

e.
3.

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

ii.

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

iii.

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

iv.

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

v.

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

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

Obtain an encroachment permit from the City prior to any work within the right of
way, including landscaping, removal or installation of trees, installation of drive
approaches or sidewalks, or installation of utilities.
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4.

The applicant shall provide detention/calculations to the Engineering Division which
limit/verify the storm water runoff to not exceed .65 cfs per acre for the proposed
area of development during a 25-year storm event.

5.

Design the development to not alter off-site existing drainage patterns.

6.

A CAD file of the complete set of the approved plans for the proposed public
improvements.

7.

Provide written acknowledgement that the Applicant will retain the Engineer of
Record to make visits to the site as described in the Public Works Comments.

B. The following must be accomplished prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy:

X.

1.

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

2.

Required right-of-way dedication.

3.

Required curb/gutter, driveway approach and sidewalk installation.

4.

Pave and stripe all parking and maneuvering areas.

5.

Install signs and pavement markings for any required ADA parking spaces.

6.

The installed lighting must be directional, non-glare, and not shine onto adjacent
properties or roadways.

7.

Comply with all requirements of the Public Works Department.

FINDINGS APPROVED BY THE URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, this 14th day of April,
2021.

Jim Coulter, Chair
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