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PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, March 12, 2019
265 Strand Street, St. Helens, OR 97051
www.ci.st-helens.or.us

Welcome!

7:00 p.m. Call to Order and Flag Salute

Consent Agenda: Approval of Minutes

2.A. Housing Needs Analysis Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes Dated
February 12, 2019
Advisory Committee Meeting #2 Minutes Draft

2.B. Planning Commission Minutes Dated February 12, 2019
021219 PC Minutes DRAFT

Topics from the Floor: Limited to 5 minutes per topic (not on public hearing
agenda)
Public Hearings (times reflect earliest start time)
4.A. 7:00 p.m.-Variance at 1160 & 1170 Deer Island Road - Frank
V.1.19 Frank Staff Report

4B. 7:30 p.m.-Variances (12) at Various Lots on Fairfield Court - Stamp
V.2.19 - V.13.19 Stamp Staff Report

Discussion ltems

5.A. Riverfront District Architectural Guidelines Recommendation - New Sign at
298 S. 1st Street
S$.5.19 Memo

5B. CLG Historic Preservation Grant Selection Criteria

The St. Helens City Council Chambers are handicapped accessible. If you wish to participate or attend the meeting
and need special accommodation, please contact City Hall at 503-397-6272 in advance of the meeting.

Be a part of the vision...get involved with your City...volunteer for a City of St. Helens Board or Commission!
For more information or for an application, stop by City Hall or call 503-366-8217.


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/315719/2._Advisory_Committee_Meeting__2_Minutes_Draft.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/315720/1.021219_PC_Minutes_DRAFT.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/318009/3.V.1.19_Frank_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/318599/4.V.2.19_-_V.13.19_Stamp_Staff_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/315085/S.5.19_Memo.pdf
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Approval Criteria February 2019

Acceptance Agenda: Planning Administrator Site Design Review -
Site Design Review at 1845 Columbia Blvd. - Establish food/drink establishment in a former retail space

Planning Director Decisions -
Accessory Structure at 514 S. 14th Street - New shed

Temporary Use Permit at 2225 Gable Road - New food truck pod (2 carts)

Sign Permit (Banner) at 2100 Block of Columbia Blvd. - Race Against Child Abuse

Lot Line Adjustments (2) at Wyeth St. & N. 8th St. & N. 9th St. - Scholl & Schlumpberger
Subdivision (Final Plat) north of Hankey Road & Elk Meadows Drive - Elk Ridge Estates, Phase 6
Planning Department Activity Report

8.A. February Planning Department Report
2019 FEB Planning Dept Rept

For Your Information Items
0. Next Regular Meeting - April 9, 2019

1. Adjournment

The St. Helens City Council Chambers are handicapped accessible. If you wish to participate or attend the meeting
and need special accommodation, please contact City Hall at 503-397-6272 in advance of the meeting.

Be a part of the vision...get involved with your City...volunteer for a City of St. Helens Board or Commission!
For more information or for an application, stop by City Hall or call 503-366-8217.


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/315721/Approval_Criteria_February_2019.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/315090/2019_FEB_Planning_Dept_Rept.pdf

City of St. Pelens
Housing Needs Advisory Committee Meeting #2
February 12, 2019
Minutes

Members Present: Greg Cohen, Commissioner
Sheila Semling, Commissioner
Audrey Webster, Commissioner
Kathryn Lawrence, Commissioner

Members Absent: Russell Hubbard, Chair
Julie Stenberg, Commissioner
Dan Cary, Vice Chair

Staff Present: Jacob Graichen, City Planner
Jennifer Dimsho, Associate Planner

Councilors Present: Ginny Carlson, City Council Liaison

Others Present: Todd Chase, FCS Group
Tim Wood, FCS Group
Nicole Thill, Spotlight

The meeting was opened at 6 p.m. City Planner Jacob Graichen said that the purpose of the meeting is to
go over the Buildable Land Inventory (BLI). This meeting’s agenda, sign-in sheet, Powerpoint presentation,
and audio recording is on file at the City of St. Helens. The presentation is also uploaded on the project
website online.

0

Todd Chase, FCS GROUP, said that the first BLI document received a number of comments from the
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and from City staff. The BLI before the
Commission is a revised version based on those comments.

Tim Wood, FCS GROUP, went through the BLI presentation which includes the methodology for calculating
buildable land. He noted that the overall findings have not changed significantly from the prior draft, but the
current report is intended to provide additional detail about the BLI requirements per Oregon Administrative
Rules (OARs).

Wood said that the buildable land inventory methodology divides the entire Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
into categories: vacant land over 3,000 square feet, land that is partially vacant at over a quarter of an acre
where redevelopment or land division is expected, developed and non-residential-zoned properties, and
public or constrained (unbuildable) land. Wood said the net total acres of land that are zoned for residential
use and considered buildable is 700 acres for St. Helens.

Commissioner Cohen asked if there is an ideal number of acres a city should have available for housing. He

wondered if 700 acres of buildable land was too much or too little. Chase said it depends on how quickly the
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city grows, but that 700 acres is pretty good compared to other communities. If St. Helens grows faster
than it has in the past, then more land may be needed to accommodate needed housing. This Housing
Needs Analysis (HNA) exercise should be repeated every ten years or so to see if the City is growing as
expected. The Commission indicated that they understood the BLI methodology and generally agreed with
its findings.

Commissioner Semling asked how far south the UGB goes. Graichen said approximately to the cemetery,
just before Bennett Road.

There was a discussion about some of the larger parcels of vacant land identified on the BLI map. Associate
Planner Dimsho noted that there may be subdivisions (i.e., Graystone Estates) that are now in
predevelopment phases and asked whether they should be included in the BLI as vacant land. Chase
recommended that all vacant land that existed as of December 31, 2018, should be included in the BLI since
the forecast period includes 20 years (2019 to 2039) of growth. It was noted that the BLI includes the
Riverfront Redevelopment Property even though it is publicly owned because it is being planned for a mix of
development which includes housing.

Dimsho noted there are potentially one or two other properties that may need to be added to the BLI, which
can be considered buildable residential land. City staff will provide FCS more details next week.

Dimsho indicated there is a publicly-owned property (Millard Road property) that could be re-zoned to
accommodate housing in the future. It is currently zoned Public Lands. Chase recommended that the BLI be
based on current zoning. However, Chase noted redevelopment properties can be included in the BLI at the
discretion of the City as long as they meet the BLI criteria and are not 100 percent constrained by the
various factors included in the BLI methodology. It was agreed to leave this property out of the BLI in order
to help inform the re-zoning process at a later date.

No one from the audience testified about the BLI methodology presentation.

Chase said the next HNA Advisory Committee meeting is scheduled for March 12, 2019, at 6:00 p.m. before
the regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting in the Council Chambers. The agenda will focus on
reconciliation of St. Helens residential land demand and supply. The group will begin to discuss ways to
remove barriers to development of the various housing types as well. Although, Chase noted that St. Helens
appears to be fairly friendly to housing development.

There being no further business, the Housing Needs Advisory Committee Meeting #2 was adjourned at 6:33
p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Jennifer Dimsho
Associate Planner
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City of St. Belens

Planning Commission
Draft Minutes February 12, 2019

Members Present: Commissioner Cohen
Commissioner Lawrence
Commissioner Semling
Commissioner Webster

Members Absent: Vice Chair Cary
Chair Hubbard
Commissioner Stenberg

Staff Present: City Planner Graichen
Associate Planner Dimsho
Councilor Carlson

Others: None

1) 7:00 p.m. Call to Order and Flag Salute

City Planner Jacob Graichen said the Chair and Vice Chair are absent, so the Commission must
elect a temporary Chair.

Motion: Upon Commissioner Lawrence’s motion and Commissioner Webster's second, the
Planning Commission unanimously approved Commissioner Cohen as the temporary Chair.
[Ayes: Commissioner Cohen, Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner Semling, Commissioner
Webster; Nays: None]

2) Consent Agenda: Approval of Minutes
2.A Planning Commission Minutes Dated January 8, 2019

Motion: Upon Commissioner Semling’s motion and Commissioner Lawrence’s second, the
Planning Commission unanimously approved the Draft Planning Commission Minutes dated
January 8, 2019 as written. [Ayes: Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner Semling,
Commissioner Webster; Nays: None]

3) Topics from the Floor: Limited to 5 minutes per topic (not on public hearing
agenda)

There were no topics from the floor.
4) Public Hearings (times reflect earliest start time)

4.A 7:00 p.m. - Historic Resource Review at Columbia County Courthouse Plaza
- City of St. Helens
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http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=d4a27945-a37b-4b24-8ab7-1caca6228bf7&meta_id=6da0c101-8c6f-4e58-bcfa-f33c26af4f20&time=55
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http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=d4a27945-a37b-4b24-8ab7-1caca6228bf7&meta_id=11311755-ba80-4d50-a629-c6dd8cbfbc67&time=132
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Chair Cohen opened the Public Hearing at 7:03 p.m. There were no ex-parte contacts, conflicts
of interests, or bias in this matter. Graichen entered the staff report dated February 4, 2019, into
the record. Graichen explained that within the City there are designated landmarks. When there
is an application to alter one of these resources, there is a Historic Resource Review before the
Planning Commission, acting as the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC). This is different
than Architectural Review, where the Commission makes a recommendation. This is a decision
made by the HLC.

Associate Planner Jennifer Dimsho explained that the City's recently adopted Branding &
Wayfinding Master Plan (2017) recommended installation of an informational kiosk on the
Columbia County Courthouse plaza. She also added that the Columbia County Board of
Commissioners approved of the project since the date of the staff report. Graichen described
the proposal and recommended conditions of approval, as presented in the staff report. He
presented a series of historic photos of the plaza.

Commissioner Cohen asked what measures would deter vandalism. Dimsho said the back side
of the kiosk is a weatherproof locking bulletin board. Graichen said the plaza is highly visible
which will help prevent vandalism. Commissioner Cohen asked if it would be covered and if the
content will be suitable for the visually impaired with braille. Dimsho said no.

Commissioner Webster asked who will maintain the kiosk. Dimsho said the County and City will
enter into a maintenance agreement where the City is responsible for maintenance and upkeep
of the kiosk.

Commissioner Cohen asked if the area around the kiosk would be paved. Dimsho said yes, to
meet accessibility requirements, it has to be paved. The Commission would like to minimize the
footprint of the concrete to ensure that the historic aspects of the plaza that have been removed
could be restored in the future.

In Favor

No one spoke in favor.

In Opposition

No one spoke in opposition.

End of Oral Testimony

There were no requests to continue the hearing or leave the record open.

Close of Public Hearing & Record

The applicant waived the opportunity to submit final written argument after the close of the
record.

Deliberations

This Commission agreed to add a condition about limiting the amount of pavement, but still
meeting accessibility standards.

Planning Commission Draft Minutes 02/12/19 Page 2 of 4



Motion: Upon Commissioner Webster's motion and Commissioner Lawrence’s second, the
Planning Commission unanimously approved the Historic Resource Review with the additional
condition that only a minimal amount of concrete be used in order to meet accessibility
standards. [Ayes: Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner Semling, Commissioner Webster;
Nays: None]

Motion: Upon Commissioner Webster's motion and Commissioner Semling’s second, the
Planning Commission unanimously approved the Chair to sign the Findings & Conclusions once
prepared. [Ayes: Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner Semling, Commissioner Webster;
Nays: None]

5) Discussion Iltems
5A Certified Local Government Historic Preservation Grant Funding

Graichen explained that the upcoming Certified Local Government Historic Preservation Grant
funding is available again for 2019/2020 from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). As
described in the memo, he explained that we will be applying again for a pass-through grant
program. Last year the money went towards City Hall exterior work, but this year we will be
soliciting property owners for one eligible project. The grant is for approximately $12,000, with a
one-to-one required match, for a total project cost of approximately $24,000.

Commissioner Cohen asked how we solicit eligible property owners. Dimsho said we mail out
letters to eligible property owners. The Commission reviewed the selection criteria, which was
also included in the memo. The Commission would like to see Project Readiness and Financial
Capability added as criteria to the funding priority list. Applicants who can complete the project
on time and have the financial capability to match the grant should be prioritized.

5.B Code of Ethics Acknowledgement

Dimsho said everyone in attendance already submitted their code of ethics acknowledgement
signature forms. The remainder will be collected at the next meeting.

6) Acceptance Agenda: Planning Administrator Site Design Review

Motion: Upon Commissioner Lawrence’s motion and Commissioner Semling’s second, the
Planning Commission unanimously approved the Acceptance Agenda: Planning Administrator
Site Design Review. [Ayes: Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner Semling, Commissioner
Webster; Nays: None]

7) Planning Director Decisions

There were no comments.

8) Planning Department Activity Report
8.A January Planning Department Report

There were no comments.

9) For Your Information Items
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There is a Planning Commission/City Council Joint Work Session on the Riverfront Connector
Plan at 6 p.m. next Wednesday on February 20. There is also another Housing Needs Analysis
Advisory Committee Meeting before the next meeting on March 12 from 6 p.m. to 7 p.m.

10) Next Regular Meeting - March 12, 2019

11)  Adjournment

There being no further business before the Planning Commission, the meeting was adjourned at
7:53 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Jennifer Dimsho
Associate Planner
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C1TY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

Variance V.1.19
DATE: March 5, 2019
To: Planning Commission
FrOM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner

APPLICANT: Peter Frank
OWNER: Peter & Elaine Frank, Lesley Everett

ZONING: Apartment Residential, AR

LocATiON: 5N1W-33DB-500

PROPOSAL: Variance to the separation standards of windows in multidwelling developments
from walkways, parking lots, etc. per SHMC 17.96.180(11)(c)

The 120-day rule (ORS 227.178) for final action for this land use decision is June 7, 2019.
SITE INFORMATION / BACKGROUND

1160 Deer Island Road (duplex dwelling unit) and 1170 Deer Island Road (former detached
single-family dwelling unit) are located on a 0.4 acre site. According to the Columbia County
Assessor, these dwellings were built between 1938 and 1942. The former detached single-family
dwelling unit was damaged by a fire and is in very poor condition due to the age of the building.

In order to continue using the site for residential purposes, the applicant requested Zoning Map
Amendment and a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment from industrial to residential. The
requested change (file CPZA.1.17) was approved in October 2017 (Ord. No. 3220). The site is
now zoned Apartment Residential (AR).

The applicant applied for a partition (file PT.8.18), which has preliminary plat approval but
hasn’t been completed as of the date of this report, and a Site Development Review (SDR.1.19)
to construct a three unit multifamily complex on one of the proposed parcels. The SDR decision
is pending, in part, based on this variance request.

PuBLIC HEARING & NOTICE
Hearing dates are as follows: March 12, 2019 before the Planning Commission
Notice of this proposal was sent to surrounding property owners within 300 feet of the subject
property(ies) on February 20, 2019 via first class mail. Notice was sent to agencies by mail or e-

mail on the same date. Notice was published in the The Chronicle on February 27, 2019.

AGENCY REFERRALS & COMMENTS

V.1.19 Staff Report 1of4
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As of the date of this staff report, no agency referrals/comments have been received that are
pertinent to the analysis of this proposal.

APPLICABLE CRITERIA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS
DISCUSSION:

Mutidwelling developments (3+ units as defined by the code) have a variety of standards that
apply in the Site Development Review Chapter 17.96 SHMC. The applicant requests relief
from one of those standards. Per SHMC 17.96.180(11)(c):

(c) Driveways, parking lots, and common or public walkways shall maintain the following
separation for dwelling units within eight feet of the ground level:
(i) Driveways and parking lots shall be separated from windowed walls by at least eight feet;
walkways running parallel to the face of the structures shall be separated by at least five feet; and
(i) Driveways and parking lots shall be separated from living room windows by at least 10
feet; walkways running parallel to the face of the structure shall be separated by at least seven feet;

All units are ground level, so this applies. The requirement is for separation of windowed
living spaces from areas of activity. Living room windows have a greater separation
requirement than the others. The proposal is generally as follows:

Applicant’s Code distance for non- | Code distance from

Proposal living room windows living room windows
Driveways/Parking Lots 5 feet 8 feet 10 feet
Walkways 0 feet 5 feet 7 feet

CRITERIA:

SHMC 17.108.050 (1) — Criteria for granting a Variance

(a) The proposed variance will not be significantly detrimental in its consequence to the
overall purposes of this code, be in conflict with the applicable policies of the
comprehensive plan, to any other applicable policies and standards of this code, and be
significantly detrimental in its consequence to other properties in the same zoning district
or vicinity;

(b) There are special circumstances that exist which are peculiar to the lot size or shape,
topography or other circumstances over which the applicant has no control, and which
are not applicable to other properties in the same zoning district;

(c) The use proposed will be the same as permitted under this code and city standards will
be maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible while permitting some
economic use of the land;

(d) Existing physical and natural systems, such as but not limited to traffic, drainage,
dramatic landforms, or parks, will not be adversely affected any more than would occur if
the development were located as specified in the code; and

(e) The hardship is not self-imposed and the variance requested is the minimum variance
which would alleviate the hardship.

The Commission needs to find all these criteria (a) — (e) are met in order to approve the variance

V.1.19 Staff Report 2 of4
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FINDINGS:
(a) This criterion requires a finding that the variance will not be detrimental.

e See applicant’s narrative.

e Staff comment(s): These are quality of life regulations. The applicant contends that the
proposal’s small scale warrants the Variance. With only three units, having walkways,
driveways, and parking areas closer to windows is less impactful than a larger
development, which would have more potential of disturbance (i.e., more people).

The Commission can also consider some of the Housing Comprehensive Plan policies
specific to multifamily development per SHMC 19.08.050(3)(e):

(ii) They should have safe and appropriate arrangement of buildings, open spaces, and parking
access.

(iv) They should include adequate open space.

(vi) They should not be located where undue noise or other factors will adversely affect residential
living.

(vii) They shall be subject to a site design review process and minimum landscaping requirements.

Another consideration is not having windows on the affected site of the proposed
structure. Crime prevention is also a Site Development Review standards and no
windows facing the parking lot would be contrary to crime prevention.

(b) The criterion requires a finding that there are special and unique circumstances.

e See applicant’s narrative.
Staff comment(s): There is limited room available and though this standard could be
alleviated with multi-story construction (i.e., only parking below; no living spaces) the
applicant makes an argument for single-story construction and the aging population.

(c) This criterion prohibits a use variance and requires a finding that the applicable standards
are maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible.

e See applicant’s narrative.
e Staff comment(s): See table above that shows the proposal and normal minimum

standards.

(d) This criterion requires a finding that existing physical and natural systems will not be
adversely affected as a result of the requested Variance.

e See applicant’s narrative.
e Staff comment(s): Doesn’t seem applicable.

V.1.19 Staff Report 3of4



(e) This criterion requires a finding that the variance issue is not self-imposed and that the
variance is the minimum necessary to alleviate the hardship.

e See applicant’s narrative.
Staff comment(s): Note that the applicant talks about an oversite. For the related Site
Development Review (file SDR.1.19), the applicant hired a firm to prepare their plans
and application. See attached excerpt from that (pg 1 for the cover and pgs 12 and 13).
The firm cites the applicable standard of this Variance request and notes “the proposal
complies with these standards” despite the standards not complying on the plans.

Staff caught this when reviewing SDR.1.19 and this Variance request followed.
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the facts and findings herein, staff reccommends approval of this Variance with
the following conditions:

1. This Variance approval is valid for a limited time pursuant to SHMC 17.108.040.
2. Owner/applicant and their successors are still responsible to comply with the City

Development Code (SHMC Title 17), except for the Variance(s) granted herein.

Attachment(s): Applicant narrative (for this Variance request)
Site plan
Building elevations
SDR.1.19 applicant narrative excerpt (pgs. 1, 12 and 13)

V.1.19 Staff Report 4 of 4
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Additional notes for application for variance of proposed new triplex on Deer island Road, St Helens.
2/4/2019

The owners request that the development continue “as is” in the provided plan with respect to the
parking distance from the building.

Our responses to code Section 17.108.050, sections a, b, ¢, d & e are as follows:-

a)

c)

d)

e} This hardship was not self imposed and came about as an oversight of the parking requirements.

Since the scale of this project is small, the location is detached from other developments and
this variance is not significantly detrimental in its consequences to the residents or to the overall
purposes of the code. It would also not be in conflict with any policies of the comprehensive
plan in this vicinity.

This lot originally had two structures “grandfathered” on the one lot. Some of the intent of this
development was to divide it into two separate tax lots to conform. The planned single story
Triplex building maximizes the space availabie. There is no additional room to extend the
parking distance without greatly scaling down the project and since the city is looking to add
denser housing this defeats the purpose. Elevating the house to provide parking underneath
would be a large cost addition and is not an option for us because of budget constraints. The
property is designed as single story to make access for our aging community. Adding stairs
would not allow this. It would seem to us the only viable solution would be this variance.

The proposed use will not be changed by this variance and every other aspect of the code has
been complied with. The current plan makes good economic use of the available land.

The existing physical and natural systems will not be impacted with or without the variance.
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12" ENCROACHMENT (& 2 SQ. FT.) INTO
REAR SETBACK AS ALLOWED PER : SHMC
17.108.50 (4)
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101 STHELENS ST
ST HELENS, OR 97051
T:503366 3050 F: 503 366 3055

PROPOSED PLANTINGS

SCREEN HEDGE JAPANESE EUONYMUS
Euonymus joponica ‘Aureomarginata”
at 4 0C.

AKAAN

architecture + design lic

TRICOLOR BEECH
Fagus sylvatica

CHINESE FLAME TREE
Koelreuterio bipinnata

STREET TREES: AMUR MAPLE
Acer ginnala

N pROPOSED SITE PLAN
et e
012 4 °® 10

PROPERTY DATA: TRIPLEX PARCEL
LOT AREA: + 9894 sq. ft.
(pending final plat and survey of partition approval  PT.6.18)

!
NEW PROPERTY
UNE PER
PARTITION

APPROVAL
P1.6.18

PROPOSED BUILDING AREA : 2850 sq. ft. /
LOT COVERAGE: 29%

LANDSCAPED AREA 3000 SQ. FT. - 30%

PRELIMINARY PLAT
Owners:

PARKING:
3 TWO BEDRM UNIS = 6 PARKING SPACES
6 PARKING SPACES PROPOSED

40% OF 6 = 2 COMPACT SPACES
2 COMPACT SPACES PROPOSED

PETER & ELAINE FRANK & LESLEY A EVERETT
32749 Church Rd, Warren Oregon 97053
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Site Design Review

New triplex apartment on new parcel created per Partition Approval # PT.6.18.

Property Owner(s):
Lesley Everett & Peter and Elaine Frank
32749 Church Road
Warren Oregon 97053

Property: 1160 Deer Island Road St Helens Oregon 97051
Tax lot # 5SN1W33DB 500 (*)

(* new tax lot numbers to be assigned by the county when the approved
partition is finalized)

Per partition approval PT.6.18 when the final survey is approved there
will be two parcels, a +/- 7,077 sq. ft. lot with the existing two-unit apartment
building and a +/-9,894 sq. ft. lot for the proposed triplex. This site
development review is for the development of a 2856 sq. ft. three-unit
apartment building on the new parcel.

Zoning: Apartment Residential - AR
Narrative:

The properties are a .39 acre parcel that currently contains an occupied 1350
sq. ft. two-unit apartment building and a dilapidated unoccupied single family
residence. The properties are zoned apartment residential (AR). The
properties have frontage to the south on Deer Island Road, and are surrounded
by city property on three sides. The site is more or less flat. There are city
sewer and water mains in the Deer Island Road R.O.W. The parcel with the
existing two-unit building has a storm drainage catch basin at the rear (north)
which connects to city storm drainage infrastructure. Stormwater from the new
parking lot and downspouts will drain into the storm system.

The property has undergone preliminary partition plat and received
approval, case # PT.6.18, to separate the two-unit apartment building from the
rest of the parcel.

This site development review is for the development of a 2856 sq. ft.
three-unit apartment building on the new parcel. The development of the triplex

Page 1 of 14
1316-SDR-Narrative.docx
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Response: The area most §ubject tc{ crime is the parking lot which is readily
observable from all units. Laundry hqok-ups are provided inside the units. The
mail box location shall be determined by the post office, most likely at the
sidewalk. Exterior lighting shall be included in the building construction plans.
The development complies with the above standards, see site plan, building
plans and elevations.

17.96.180 (10) Access and Cir‘(;,ulation. \

~ArY W
D (a) The number of allow\ed access iints for a development shall be as
WA\

provided in SHMC 17.84.070;

(b) All circulation patterns within a development shall be designed to
accommodate emergency vehicles; and

(¢) Provisions shall be made for pedeﬁtrianways and bicycleways if such
facilities are shown on an adopted plan;

Response: The develdpment complié\s with the above standards, see site plan,
building plans and elevations. \

\
\

17.96.180 (11) Distance between Multifa\le-Famil}\/\Residential Structure and Other.
(a) To provide privacy, light, air) and access to the multiple and attached
residential dwellings within a de\\/\elopment,\‘\the following separations shall
apply: \

(1) Buildings with windowed walls fe\i.cing buildings with windowed
walls shall have a 25-foot separation;
(ii) Buildings with windowed walls fa¢ing buildings with a blank wall
shall have a 15-foot separation; ‘\5

(iii) Buildings with opposing blank wal

separation;

(iv) Building separation shall also apply to buildings having
projections such as balconies, bay windows, and room projections; and
(v) Buildings with courtyards shall maintain separation of opposing
walls as listed in subsections (1 l)ka)(i), (ii) and (iii) of this section for
walls in separate buildings;

Response: The proposal complies with these standards. (Xhese standards

shall have a 10-foot

>~

generally apply to larger multi-building apartment complexes).

pPIRESS E

(b) Where buildings exceed a horizontal dimension of 60 feet or exceed 30 feet
in height, the minimum wall separation shall Be one foo\?r each 15 feet of

building length over 50 feet and two feet for each 10 feet\of building height
over 30 feet;

Response: Not applicable.

: (c) Driveways, parking lots, and common or public walkways shall maintain
\\& \‘% the following separation for dwelling units within eight feet of the ground
level:
(i) Driveways and parking lots shall be separated from windowed walls
by at least eight feet; walkways running parallel to the face of the
structures shall be separated by at least five feet; and

Page 12 of 14
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(ii) Driveways and parking lots shall be separated from living room
windows by at least 10 feet; walkways running parallel to the face of
\\ the structure shall be separated by at least seven feet;

\ K “%» Response: The proposal complies with these standards.

0

17.96.180'(12) Parking. All parking and loading areas shall be designed in accordance
with the requirements set forth in SHMC 17.80.050 and 17.80.090; Chapter 17.76
SHMC, Visual Clearance Areas; and Chapter 17.84 SHMC, Access, Egress, and
Circulation;

Response: The proposal com lies W|th ese standards see above.

(13) Landscaping.
(a) All landscaping shallbe designed in accordance with the requirements set

-~ ') forth in Chapter 17.72 SHMC; and
(a,’ O an (b) For residential use, in A\ddition to the open space and recreation area
= ’ requirements of subsections, (6) and (7),of this section, a minimum of 15

percent of the gross area including parking, loading and service areas shall be
landscaped;

Response: Lot area is +/- 9,895 sq. ft. (rounded p), 15% of 9,895 = 1485 sq.
ft. minimum landscaped area.

Conservatively, landscaped areas total +/-\3000 sq.\ ft. or 30%
This criteria is met. \

(14) Drainage. All drainage plans shall be designed in accordance with the criteria in

the most current adopted St. Helens master drainage plan;

\

Response: Drainage plans will be designed by a licensed, civil engineer in
coordination with City engineering staff and be lncluded in the final construction
drawings. \ \\
(15) Provision for the Handicapped. All facilities for the handlcaéped shall be designed
in accordance with the requirements pursuant to apphcable federal) state and local law;

Response: Per the Oregon Structural Specialty Code éne (1) ADA space is
required to be accessible, one assessable space is designated, see site plan.

(16) Signs. All sign placement and construction shall be dem}gned in accordance with
requirements set forth in Chapter 17.88 SHMC; \
\
Response: Any signage will be applied for under a separate‘ipplicati n.

(17) All of the provisions and regulations of the underlying zone shall apply tnless
modified by other sections of this code (e.g., the planned development Chapter 17.148
SHMC,; or a variance granted under Chapter 17.108 SHMC; etc.). (OKd 3150 §\3 (Att.
B), 2011; Ord. 3144 § 2 (Att. A), 2011; Ord. 2875 § 1.128.180, 2003)\

Page 13 of 14 \
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT

STAFF REPORT
Variance V.2.19 - V.13.19

DATE: March 5, 2019

To: Planning Commission

FroM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner sy @

(@5

APPLICANT: Richmond American Homes of Oregon, Inc. \\)@ V

OWNER: same as applicant

ZONING: General Residential, R5

LocATION: Lots3,5,7,9, 14, 16, 18, 52, 54, 56, 59 and 63 of the Emerald Meadows
Subdivision

PROPOSAL: Increase the maximum structure/building coverage per lot allowed (35%) by as
much as 7%. Increase requested varies depending on the specific lot.

The 120-day rule (ORS 227.178) for final action for this land use decision is June 15,2019.
SITE INFORMATION / BACKGROUND

The Emerald Meadows Subdivision (files SUB.2.17, AP.1.17 and SUBfp.2.18) was recently
completed. The final plat was recorded on November 20, 2018. Since then the applicant has
purchased a little more than half of the Lots. A small number of Building Permits have been
submitted. One of those exceeded the maximum structure/building coverage per lot allowed,
which prompted these twelve Variance requests.

PUBLIC HEARING & NOTICE
Hearing dates are as follows: March 12, 2019 before the Planning Commission
Notice of this proposal was sent to surrounding property owners within 300 feet of the subject
property(ies) on February 20, 2019 via first class mail. Notice was sent to agencies by mail or e-
mail on the same date. Notice was published in the The Chronicle on February 27, 2019.

AGENCY REFERRALS & COMMENTS

City Engineering Manager: Ensure that the proposed structures do not compromise any
existing public and/or private easements or existing infrastructure on any lots. Otherwise no

opposition to the request.

APPLICABLE CRITERIA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

DISCUSSION:

Why twelve Variance requests?

V.2.19 - V.13.19 Staff Report 1of5
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The Development Code has several types of Variances. These Variance requests per Chapter
17.108 SHMC apply to individual platted lots. Pursuant to SHMC 17. 108.020(2):

An applicant who is proposing to vary a specification standard for lots yet to be created through a
subdivision process may not utilize the variance procedure unless otherwise specified in
Chapter 17.136 SHMC, Land Division — Subdivision.

Chapter 17.136 SHMC includes variance to subdivision regulations, but must be applied for
with the preliminary plat application. As the development is completed, this time is long

past.
What is the standard that these Variances are requested against?

The RS zoning district has a provision as follows per SHMC 17.32.070(4)(j):

Buildings and structures shall not occupy more than 35 percent of the lot area except for single
attached and multidwelling units, which can be up to 50 percent.

The applicant seeks to increase the 35% provision for 12 lots in the Emerald Meadows
Subdivision. The amount varies based on the lot and house model (i.e., Amethyst or Onyx)

that Richmond American Homes offers.

Note: addresses of lots listed in the applicant’s narrative are not official. The City doesn’t
assign addresses before building permits.

CRITERIA:

SHMC 17.108.050 (1) — Criteria for granting a Variance

(a) The proposed variance will not be significantly detrimental in its consequence to the
overall purposes of this code, be in conflict with the applicable policies of the
comprehensive plan, to any other applicable policies and standards of this code, and be
significantly detrimental in its consequence to other properties in the same zoning district
or vicinity;

(b) There are special circumstances that exist which are peculiar to the lot size or shape,
topography or other circumstances over which the applicant has no control, and which
are not applicable to other properties in the same zoning district;

(c) The use proposed will be the same as permitted under this code and city standards will
be maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible while permitting some
economic use of the land;

(d) Existing physical and natural systems, such as but not limited to traffic, drainage,
dramatic landforms, or parks, will not be adversely affected any more than would occur if
the development were located as specified in the code: and

(e) The hardship is not self-imposed and the variance requested is the minimum variance
which would alleviate the hardship.

The Commission needs to find all these criteria (a) — (e) are met in order to approve the variance

V.2.19 - V.13.19 Staff Report 2 of5
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FINDINGS:

(2) This criterion requires a finding that the variance will not be detrimental.

See applicant’s narrative. Pg. 5—15.
Staff comment(s): Residential standards needs to be fair and consistent to avoid actual or
perceived unequal treatment and standards need to be clear and objective to comply with

the Fair Housing Act.

The standards the St. Helens Development Code has to help promote streetscape and
provide air, light and space includes: 1) the maximum structure/building coverage per lot
allowed, 2) maximum building height, and 3) minimum landscaping (also maximum
impervious surface/hardscape) requirements. These are based on numeric standards in
the code for consistency, clarity and objectivity.

One way to look at these Variance requests is that the applicant is proposing to trade a
reduced building height for an increase in lot coverage. Maximum building height is 35°,
and the Amethyst and Onyx heights are 18.3 and 20.25 feet, respectively (per the
applicant’s narrative).

The code is not designed to allow this ordinarily. So Variances are necessary.

(b) The criterion requires a finding that there are special and unique circumstances.

See applicant’s narrative. Pgs. 15— 16.
Staff comment(s): none

(c) This criterion prohibits a use variance and requires a finding that the applicable standards

V.2.19 - V.13.19 Staff Report

are maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible,

See applicant’s narrative. Pg. 16.
Staff comment(s): No use variance is proposed.

The issue is Richmond American Homes’ limited floorplan options each with common
elements and themes. They don’t have single-story floorplans/models that work with the
Emerald Meadows lots, which where created based on the RS standards, which have been

in place for decades.

There are a couple of ways the Commission can consider the “greatest extent reasonably
possible” aspect of this criterion:

1. The Variances are not for all of the lots. Only some.
2. The Commission needs to include a condition that the Variances only apply to the

house models presented. To explain, Variances go with the land. Thus, its possible
that the applicant could get the Variances and then sell the lots. To prevent the buyer

3 of5
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from using the Variance for that particular lot for any house model, this condition is
necessary.

3. Given #2, the Commission can consider allowing the Variances for the Amethyst
only, the smaller of the two, or both the Amethyst or Onyx.

(d) This criterion requires a finding that existing physical and natural systems will not be
adversely affected as a result of the requested Variance.

e See applicant’s narrative. Pgs. 16 —17.
e Staff comment(s): The variance only applies to building and structure lot coverage. All

other standards apply.

(e) This criterion requires a finding that the variance issue is not self-imposed and that the
variance is the minimum necessary to alleviate the hardship.

e See applicant’s narrative. Pgs. 17 — 18.

e Staff comment(s): Note that the standard of structures and buildings not occupying more
than 35% of a lot’s area has been in the City’s code for RS (current zoning) and R7
(property’s previous zoning per CPZA.1.16) for decades. All of the City’s residential
zoning districts have a standard that states something like:

Structures and buildings shall not occupy more than XX percent of the lot area.
The applicant acquired the lots in December 2018.

In regards to the “minimum necessary” aspect of this proposal, the Commission can
consider the Amethyst and Onyx models, and do one of the following:

1. Grant the Variances in full, which would be the % coverage to allow the Onyx and

Amethyst models on all subject lots; or

2. Grant the Variances for the Amethyst model only on all subject lots; or

3. Grant the Variances but with a cap. For example, grant the Variances as requested,
but not to exceed 4%. This would allow the Amethyst model on all lots, while still

allowing the Onyx model on Lots 3, 5 and 63.

CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the facts and findings herein, staff recommends approval of these Variances
with the following conditions:

1. These Variance approvals are valid for a limited time pursuant to SHMC 17.108.040.

2. The maximum structure/building coverage per lot allowed may be increased per the table
(updated as received on Feb. 26, 2018) specific to the detached single-family dwelling model

listed (i.e., Amethyst or Onyx).

V.2.19 - V.13.19 Staff Report 4 of 5
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<<if approved, this is a key condition. As written, it approves the twelve Variances as
requested. You could also restrict it to the Amethyst model only. You could also grant the
variances but with a cap as described above in the report.>>

<<note that staff anticipates attaching the table on page 8 of the applicant’s narrative,
updated as received on Feb. 26, 2018, to the final decision.>>

3. These Variances shall only apply to the Amethyst or Onyx detached single-family dwelling
types as identified in the record of this file only. The Variances towards the maximum

structure/building coverage per lot allowed, shall not apply to any other model of detached
single-family dwelling.

<<depending on the Commission’s ultimate decision, this may need to be amended. For
example, if the Commission feels this should only apply to the Amethyst, which is the

smaller model>>
4. Owner/applicant and their successors are still responsible to comply with the City
Development Code (SHMC Title 17), except for the Variance(s) granted herein.
Attachment(s):

e Updated Page 8 of applicant’s narrative stamped “received February 26, 2019” with file
numbers written in as they apply to each lot.

e Applicant’s packet.

e Exhibit 3 — Streetscape Comparison stamped “received February 26, 2019”

V.2.19 - V.13.19 Staff Report 5of5



n this case, the grant of the variance will involve a slight tradeoff between the size of the
backyard and having more interior space. The applicant believes that most homeowners would,
given the choice, rather than more interior space and would sacrifice a larger backyard to gain
more interior space. This is especially true in Oregon, where the rainy weather conditions make
the back yard less useful from October to May.

In the chart below, the applicant summarizes the percentage need for the variances on
each of the 12 lots. The variance request for the 12 lot ranges from 1%-4%, with an average of
2% for the Amethyst and 3-7%, with an average of 6% for the Onyx.

Amethyst Onyx
Lot Size | Footprint % Variance | Footprint % Variance
%%,///0 Lot (SF) (SF) Coverage | Request (SF) Coverage | Request
- - /v
I/ 2 )9 3 5,378 1,929 36% 1% 2,087 39% 4%
' 5 5,379 1,929 36% 1% 2,087 39% 4%
V.%. 19
; 7 5,143 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 41% 6%
V.4, 17
5 /9 9 5,003 1,929 39% 4% 2,087 42% 7%
[/' &.19 14 5,036 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 41% 6%
V. 7 /9 16 5,028 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 42% 7%
e [/ .
% & /9 18 5,020 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 42% 7%
; 52 5,018 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 42% 7%
V. 9./9
V. 0. 19 54 5,067 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 41% 6%
V- // /7 56 5,146 1,929 37% 2% 2,087 41% 6%
iz ,7 59 5,148 1,929 37% 2% 2,087 41% 6%
V. (3 /7 63 5,475 1,929 36% 1% 2,087 38% 3%
Average | 5,153 1,929 37% 2% 2,087 41% 6%

We also address the overall purposes of the St. Helens’ Community Development Code,
which is part of the St Helens Municipal Code, (“SHMC”). In this regard, SHMC 17.04.020

provides as follows:

24
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR THE CITY OF ST. HELENS, OREGON

REQUEST FOR ADMINISTRATIVE VARIANCE WITH PUBLIC HEARING

Burden of Proof Statement and Application Narrative

Date: February 15, 2019

Request: Request for Variance to the 35% Lot Coverage standard in the R-5
Zone.

Applicant: Richmond American Homes of Oregon, Inc. (See deed at Exh. 1)

Applicant’s Representative: Andrew H. Stamp, Attorney at Law
Kruse Mercantile Professional Offices
4248 Galewood Street, Suite 16
Lake Oswego, OR 97035
Phone: (503) 675-4318
Fax: (503) 675-4319
andrewstamp(@comcast.net

Site Addresses, Lot 3, 35350 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BD, TL 9103
Legal Description Lot 5, 35330 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BD, TL 9105
(all in Emerald Meadows) Lot 7, 35310 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BD, TL 9107
& Lot 9, 35290 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. SBD, TL 9109

Tax Accessor’s Descript: Lot 14, 35230 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BC, TL 7501
Lot 16, 35210 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BC, TL 7503
Lot 18, 35190 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BC, TL 7505
Lot 52, 35311 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5SBD, TL 9120
Lot 54, 35331 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BD, TL 9122
Lot 56, 35351 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BD, TL 9124
Lot 59, 35381 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BD, TL 9127
Lot 63, 35430 Fairfield Ct, T4N, R1W Sec. 5BD, TL 9131

Zoning: General Residential (R-5)

L Applicable Regulations.

SHMC 17.04.020 (Purpose Statement)
SHMC 17.16.010 (Definitions)
SHMC 17.32.070(4)(j) (Lot coverage standard in the R-5 Zone)

25



SHMC 17.108.050 (Criteria for a variance).
SHMC 19.08.050 (Housing Goals)

I1. Procedure.

17.108.030 Administration and approval process.
(4) The commission shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny any application for a variance.
The commission shall apply the standards set forth in SHMC 17.108.050 when reviewing an

application for a variance.

Applicant’s Response: The applicant understands that the Planning Commission is the
initial decisionmaker on an application for a variance, and the City Council hears any appeal of
the Planning Commission decision de novo. The applicable criteria are addressed below.

(2) A preapplication conference with city staff shall be required.

Applicant’s Response: The applicant held a pre-application conference with staff on
January 10, 2019.

III. Summary of Request & and Facts.

The applicant, Richmond American Homes of Oregon, Inc. (“RAH”), seeks the ability to
develop, subject to market demand, a maximum of 12 of the 44 lots that that the applicant
purchased in 78-lot Emerald Meadows subdivision with single-story dwellings. Exhibit 2. The
applicant’s goal is to meet what is expected to be an unmet housing need for single-family, three
bedroom dwellings, and to add to the diversity of housing choices offered in this subdivision.
The applicant has two single-level plans, the “Onyx” and the “Amethyst.” Neither plan currently
will work on most of the lots as currently configured. Therefore, the applicant needs a variance
to the city’s 35% lot coverage standard to accomplish this goal of siting either of these two plans
on 12 of the 44 lots.

RAH is committed to building high-quality homes for good value. RAH can offer high
quality homes at value prices because it limits the number of floor plans it offers, and the
selected floor plans all have common elements and themes, which introduces repetition into the
building process. As such, these homes are easy for a construction crew to learn how to construct
in a short time and with peak efficiency. This efficiency leads to distinct cost savings, which is
passed on to the home buyer. This method of building is consistent with the City’s goal of
providing the most affordable housing possible to residents of the city.

However, the limited number of house plans can lead to a lack of flexibility to
accommodate site-specific features on lots that may be outside of ideal specifications.
Unfortunately, the R-5 zone contains a 35% lot coverage standard which is difficult to
impossible to meet on this particular property with a one-story dwelling type unless the
landowner limits the structure to two bedrooms or a one-car garage. Two-bedroom homes and
one-car garage homes create a hardship for the buyer of these homes, both in terms of lack of

26

Burden of Proof and Application Narrative 2



space and due to the low resale value and the negative effect it has on adjacent property values.
Most families require at least three bedrooms. As a result, the market demand for two-bedroom

dwellings is very low.

Generally speaking, “lot coverage” is the amount of occupied area that covers a lot when
viewed from above. It is expressed in a percentage, representing the amount of occupied square
footage as compared to the total square footage of the lot.

The Onyx Elevation 2 of 3

The rationale for seeking a variance for some of the lots in Emerald Meadows is to
increase the maximum lot coverage standard to allow construction of more of RAH’s single-
level “Onyx” and “Amethyst” house plans. These plans are both more affordable than the two-
story counterparts offered by RAH, and they meet an acute demand for this type of single-level
product desired by an older home-buyers and families with young children. The applicant’s first
sale at the community was for the “Onyx” plan, and the applicant and homebuyer jointly agreed
to build that home on lot 1, which is one of the few lots that does not require a variance to the

maximum lot coverage percentage.

s —
The Amethyst Elevation 2 of 3
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The R-5 lot coverage standard is set forth at SHMC 17.32.070(4)(j), which provides:

(4) Standards. In the R-5 zone, the following standards shall apply:

kkk k%

(j) Buildings and structures shall not occupy more than 35 percent of
the lot area except for single attached and multi-dwelling units,
which can be up to 50 percent.

the past practice has been to count the following design features for purposes of the lot coverage
standard:

e # o [ ] [ ] [ ]

main buildings (resting directly or indirectly on the ground), Yes

covered porches and patios yes, as measured from supporting posts

bay windows, if the “bay extension” connects to the ground

chimneys, if they add to the footprint of the home

pergolas.

detached garages and accessory buildings, with or without foundations, including
children’s forts.

above-ground swimming pools could be a “structure.”

Examples of items that are not included are:

eves and dormers

paved driveways and parking pads

air conditioners and compressors with or without foundations

sidewalks and walkways

areaways going from ground level to basements

most play equipment, picnic tables, benches, and other outdoor furniture, but not
including a “fort.”

The applicant held a pre-application conference with staff on January 10, 2019, and the general
consensus was that a variance request to the requirements of SHMC 17.32.070(4)(j) was the best
way to achieve the applicant’s goal.

The SHMC defines a “variance” as “permission to depart from the specific requirements

of this code.” In this case, the applicant seeks 12 different variances, seeking to go from 35% lot
coverage to varying amounts from 36% to 42%. The applicant does not propose to intrude on
any of the applicable setbacks or landscaping requirements.

i
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IV.  Legal Analysis.
17.108.030(1) The applicant for a variance shall be the recorded owner of the property or an agent
authorized in writing by the owner.

Applicant’s Response: The applicant is Richmond American Homes, who purchased lots
1-23, and 45 -64 of Emerald Meadows on December 14, 2018. See Exhibit 1.

17.108.050 Criteria for granting a variance.

(1) The commission shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny an application for a variance
based on finding that the following criteria are satisfied:

(a) The proposed variance will not be significantly detrimental in its consequence to the overall
purposes of this code, be in conflict with the applicable policies of the comprehensive plan, to any
other applicable policies and standards of this code, and be significantly detrimental in its
consequence to other properties in the same zoning district or vicinity;

Applicant’s Response: This variance criterion is comprised of three distinct and separate
sub-parts;

%+ First, the applicant must demonstrate that the proposed variance will not be significantly
detrimental in its consequence to the overall purposes of this code.

% Second, the applicant must review the Comprehensive Plan to ensure that there are no
applicable policies that conflict with the grant of a variance.

% Third, the applicant must make sure that the grant of a variance will not be significantly
detrimental in its consequence to other properties in the same zoning district or vicinity.

Findings showing compliance with this criterion should address each of the above-mentioned
points separately.

1. The proposed variance will not be significantly detrimental in its consequence to the
overall purposes of the Zoning Code.

Before we begin the first task, we must begin by defining the key phrase “significantly
detrimental.” In so doing, we first note that this is not a “no impact” standard, and there is some
latitude as to how strict this standard can be interpreted. However, the term cannot be read to
mean “reasonable” or “proportional.” Lovejoy v. Depoe Bay, 17 Or LUBA 51 (1988) (the phrase
“materially detrimental” is not synonymous with “reasonable” or “proportional.”). These two
words are not defined in the code and do not have a well-defined legal meaning, so we seek to
determine their plain meaning by consulting the dictionary definitions of the terms.

Webster’s Third New International Dictionary, Unabridged ed. defines the term
“significance” to mean:
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3.a having or likely to have influence or effect; deserving to be
considered: IMPORTANT.

The same dictionary defines the term “detriment” to mean:
Injury or damage or something that causes it.

Therefore, the phrase “significantly detrimental” can be interpreted something to the effect of
“an important amount of injury or damage that should be considered.” Although subjective in
nature, it appears to be intended to differentiate real injuries worthy of consideration from mere
annoyances or inconveniences.

The case of Frewing v. City of Tigard, 50 Or LUBA 226 (2005) provides a good example
of how the “detriment” standard is applied. In Frewing, LUBA rejected a petitioner’s challenge
to the City of Tigard’s decision to grant two variances: first to a cul-de-sac length limit of 200
feet, and Second, to the 20-dwelling limit on the number of houses that may be served by a cul-
de-sac. The city’s findings in that case explained the competing benefits and drawbacks in
limiting the length of cul-de-sac and why the city concluded that the cul-de-sac could safely
exceed 200 feet given the existing street system and surrounding traffic facilities. The findings
further explained why allowing the cul-de-sac to serve three more houses than otherwise allowed
under the code would not cause a detriment to public health, safety and welfare.

In a similar manner, the applicant in this case will explain the competing benefits and
drawbacks in limiting the lot coverage to 35%, and further explain why a small percentage
variance to the lot coverage standard will not have a detrimental effect on other properties.

To meet the “no detriment” standard, we must first identify the “overall purposes of the
code” which in this case really centers around the purpose of a lot coverage provision. Although
no express reason for lot coverage limits are stated in the St. Helens code, such purposes can be
surmised from the general planning literature, case law, and from other jurisdictions’ codes that
do explain the purpose of their standard.

In this regard, it is reasonable to assume that the primary purpose of the lot coverage
provision is to control the visual appearance of structures on a lot in terms of volume, bulk, and
mass by limiting the area of a lot or parcel covered by the primary structure. Compare Friends of
the Metolius v. Jefferson County, 48 Or LUBA 466 (2005) (reaching similar conclusion).
Typically, a city might seek to limit the amount of lot area devoted to buildings to make sure that
a big enough yard is created, and that the development does not appear to be overly dense or
have a “packed in” appearance. In the City of St Helens and elsewhere, people, when asked,
generally say they prefer less dense, less congested places to live, and lot coverage standards
promote that objective. Other benefits of regulating lot coverage include placing limits on the
amount of impervious surface, which affects rates of storm drain runoff, and to provide open
space and recreational space on the same lot for occupants of that lot. Finally, a lot coverage
standard helps preserve the green appearance and natural environment.
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It is generally accepted that the height of a building and its overall mass of the building in
comparison to the lot size are the most important factors in determining what impact the building
will have on its immediate surroundings. This includes how it is perceived from the street and by
the neighbors, and how successfully it fits with the character of the neighborhood.

In this case, the applicant seeks to offset the impact of the variance by only seeking a
variance to the lot coverage standard to allow construction of more-single-level homes.
Currently, only a few lots in the first phase of Emerald Meadows can accommodate the “Onyx”
plan, whereas if this application is successful, that total would be up to 13 lots out of 44 total.

The added building mass will be only added in the vicinity of the rear yard; the 20-foot
front yard setback and 5-foot side yard setbacks will be maintained. A single-story structure will
typically have a building height of 18-20 feet, which compares favorably from a visual impact
standpoint when compared to an allowed by right two-story dwelling 24-28 feet, and an allowed
by right three-story dwelling (35 foot). For this reason, a single-family dwelling hides it’s mass
better than its taller counterparts from the street view.

Of course, the reduction in visual massing associated with a single-story dwelling comes
at the expense of either reducing the size of the dwelling or creating a slightly smaller back yard,
or both. In this case, both of the one-story house plans offered by Richmond American Homes,
the “Onyx” and “Amethyst,” have far less overall massing than their two-story counterparts. The
larger of the two one-story plans, the “Onyx,” has 1,581 s.f. of living space, while the smaller
plan, the “Amethyst,” has 1,425 s.f. of living space. Given that a 5,000 s.f. lot with a 35% lot
coverage standard only allows a one-story home that is roughly 1,300 sf. of living space, it
essentially disallows three-bedroom one-story homes with two-car garages.

31

Sq. footage STD Footprint | Height Width Depth
(livable)
Amethyst 1,422 sq. ft. 1,901 sq. ft. 18.3 ft 39 ft 52 ft
Onyx 1,581 sq. ft 2,087 sq. ft 20.25 ft 39 ft 58 ft

Although the structure will be slightly closer to abutting lots to the rear, the 10-foot rear
yard setback will be maintained so there is no additional impact. Stated another way, regardless
of whether the lot coverage variance is approved, the lot owner would still have the right to build
the primary structure to within 10 feet of the rear lot line, which means that by definition, a
variance to the lot coverage standard does not create any detrimental effect on other properties in
the R-5 zone or one lots in the vicinity.

We note that the lot coverage limit can be increased to 50% by the construction of
attached dwellings, which is defined as “two to five dwelling units in a single row with common
walls and separate lots (also “row house”).” The same is true of multifamily units, which are
defined as a “structure containing at least three dwelling units in any vertical or horizontal
arrangement located on a single lot (e.g., town-house, triplex, apartments and condominiums).
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In this case, the grant of the variance will involve a slight tradeoff between the size of the
backyard and having more interior space. The applicant believes that most homeowners would,
given the choice, rather than more interior space and would sacrifice a larger backyard to gain
more interior space. This is especially true in Oregon, where the rainy weather conditions make
the back yard less useful from October to May.

In the chart below, the applicant summarizes the percentage need for the variances on
each of the 12 lots. The variance request for the 12 lot ranges from 1%-4%, with an average of
2% for the Amethyst (not counting Lot 63 where it already fits) and 3-7%, with an average of
6% for the Onyx.

Amethyst Onyx
Lot Size | Footprint % Variance | Footprint % Variance
Lot (SF) (SF) Coverage | Request (SF) Coverage | Request

3 5,378 1,929 36% 1% 2,087 39% 4%

5 5,379 1,929 36% 1% 2,087 39% 4%

7 5,143 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 41% 6%

9 5,003 1,929 39% 4% 2,087 42% 7%
14 5,036 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 41% 6%
16 5,028 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 42% 7%
18 5,020 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 42% 7%
52 5,018 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 42% 7%
54 5,067 1,929 38% 3% 2,087 41% 6%
56 5,146 1,929 37% 2% 2,087 41% 6%
59 5,148 1,929 37% 2% 2,087 41% 6%
63 5,475 1,929 35% 0% 2,087 38% 3%

Average | 5,153 1,929 37% 2% 2,087 41% 6%

We also address the overall purposes of the St. Helens’ Community Development Code,
which is part of the St Helens Municipal Code, (“SHMC?”). In this regard, SHMC 17.04.020

provides as follows:
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As a means of promoting the general health, safety, and welfare of the public, this
code is designed to set forth the standards and procedures governing the
development and use of land in the city of St. Helens and to implement the St.
Helens comprehensive plan. To these ends, it is the purpose of this code:

(1) To encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout the city and to
arrange the uses which are made of land so that they:

(a) Are orderly, convenient, and suitably related to each other;

(b) Are suitably related to the characteristics of the natural environment;

(c) Fulfill the needs of the people served; and

(d) Maximize the conservation of energy.

(2) To guide and manage growth and minimize its possible adverse impacts.

(3) To allot sufficient lands for urban development to meet future needs.

(4) To promote a coordinated development of unbuilt areas.

(5) To create and maintain residential living areas which are safe, convenient, and
attractive and which make a positive contribution to the quality of life and personal
satisfaction of residents.

(6) To establish commercial areas which provide maximum service to the public and
are properly integrated into the physical pattern of the communities.

(7) To establish industrial areas which are suitable for their purpose, properly
located, and adequate for future needs.

(8) To locate public and semipublic developments so that they encourage a pattern
of land development that benefits the whole community.

(9) To develop buffer areas between incompatible uses of land and require
appropriate screening around unsightly structures or activities.

(10) To protect open spaces for future generations.

(11) To protect life and property from natural disasters and hazards.

(12) To promote the adequate provision of public services and facilities.

(13) To promote and encourage a safe and convenient transportation system.

(14) To stimulate and diversify the economy.

(15) To promote housing that meets the basic needs of local residents.

(16) To preserve our natural and manmade resources.

(17) To promote a quality of life that reflects the wants of the citizenry.

(18) To conserve energy and use renewable energy resources. (Ord. 2875
§ 1.010.020, 2003)

Of these 18 stated goals, only two in particular seem to have direct applicability to the case at
hand, and are addressed individually below:

SHMC 17.04.020(5) makes it the goals of the city “to create and maintain residential
living areas which are safe, convenient, and attractive and which make a positive contribution to
the quality of life and personal satisfaction of residents.”

SHMC 17.04.020(15) makes it the goal of the city to “promote housing that meets the
basic needs of local residents.”
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We address both goals together, since they overlap in many respects. The applicant’s goal

is to potentially build 12 one-story dwellings in the first phase of Emerald Meadows, depending
on market demand. The applicant seeks to further these two goals by offering one-story plans
that are smaller and less expensive than the comparable two-story plans intended for these lot
sizes. The applicant expects a very high demand for the one-story plans.

To address the question of “need” for one story-houses, the applicant has witnessed a

high demand for one-story dwellings in the St Helens and other real estate markets. One story
dwellings offer a number of advantages over two-story dwellings:

1.

They are favored by elderly individuals and persons with disabilities who have trouble
negotiating stairs. Because they are one-story and do not have staircases, they are a great
design for first-time homeowners who have small children, people with mobility issues
and anyone who wants to save money on maintenance and utilities. Many older
individuals rely on a walker or wheelchair for mobility. For these people, ascending and
descending stairs is at best a struggle, and at worst an insurmountable obstacle. Single
story home plans are perfect for aging in place because they allow freedom of movement
at any age. Indeed, the elderly aren’t the only ones for whom stairs can be a challenge.
Young children also do better with a single-story design. One story homes are safer than
two-story homes. Take away the staircase, and you eliminate the risk of falls for small
children, the mobility-challenged and the elderly. Plus, evacuation is easier (and safer)
than a two-story home in the event of a fire.

Single story homes offer more flexibility in the design of the interiors than multi-level
homes, because a combined space can serve multiple functions. One-story living spaces
allow for an interior design that has vaulted ceilings, dramatic windows and the use of
skylights to add a spacious feel. Designers often have more freedom to choose taller
ceilings and pencil in more skylights and windows

Moreover, maintenance is generally easier with a single-story home plan. Homeowners
find it more difficult to maintain the exterior of upper stories. With a single- story home
plan, the property owner is able to access all areas of the home with a ladder.

More living space per square foot. You won’t be compromising square footage (and
money) on staircases.

Quieter living. You won’t hear footsteps or other noise coming from upstairs.

It’s easier to heat a single-story house plan. Most modern single-story house plans feature
a central shared living area, surrounded by more private rooms such as bedrooms and
offices. Heated and cooled air naturally flows through such a design. In contrast, multiple
story house plans require more complex (and more costly) HVAC systems.

Single story house plans tend to include a generous communal area, sometimes called the
“Family Triangle” of living room, dining room, and kitchen. While older homes boxed
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each of these rooms off with walls, modern single-story home plans are often designed to
merge these three areas into one large, open space. Vaulted ceilings and expansive
windows are often prioritized here, so as to create a comfortable and beautiful area where

the whole family will naturally want to congregate.

8. The architectural challenge of keeping everything on one floor prompts house designers
to get creative with open floor plans in single-story models.

On a square footage basis, a one-story house is more costly to build than a two-story
home. There is a larger footprint, meaning more foundation building and more roofing materials.
And because the plumbing and heating/AC systems need to extend the length of the house, they
often need bigger (and costlier) systems for the same size dwelling. However, the advantages of
one-story dwellings mean that they serve a market that is willing to pay for their amenities. And
because these homes are generally the smallest plans offered by a home builder, they are
generally less expensive. In this case, the Onyx and Amethyst plans are the most affordable
plans in the applicant’s portfolio.

Looking at comparable sales over the past 12 months, single-story homes have been
selling in St. Helens area for between $295,000 and $374,000, with new homes commanding a

15% (+/-) premium over used homes.

St. Helens: 1-Story
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The chart set forth above demonstrates that the single-story housing product offered by
Richmond-American Homes falls well within the desired price range when compared to similar
housing stock. The only other new single levels on the market are larger and listed for $30,000 to
$40,000 more. The Onyx plan, for which we are primarily seeking the variance for, is the larger
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of the two plans offered by Richmond American Homes. The chart set forth above demonstrates
that there is an extremely limited supply of single-level homes in the City of St Helens real estate

market.

The chart set forth below shows that the six (6) two-story plans offered by Richmond
American Home are priced at or slightly below other new home construction. Note that the two
highest priced RAH plans are actually three-story plans which are intended only for the two lots
(Lots 5-6) that, due to topography, require a “garage under” plan that is more expensive to build.

St. Helens: 2-Story
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1. The Proposed Variance Will Not Be In Conflict with the Policies of the
Comprehensive Plan

The applicant has reviewed the policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan, and did not
see any plan policies that would be in conflict with the grant of the requested variance to the lot
coverage standard. None of the Policies set forth In SHMC 19.08.050 are worded as mandatory
approval standards.

The only policy that is in any way implicated by this variance is SHMC 19.08.050(3)(d),
which is one of the City’s general housing policies. It provides:
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(1) Preface. Residents of the city of St. Helens are demographically in
different stages of socioeconomics. As such, they vary in their
family sizes, economic capabilities and interests and will desire
different types of housing. The strategy is to ensure that sufficient
lands are designated for those different phases and desires of
current and future residents and to encourage policies and
decisions to allow all residents the ability to find affordable
housing.

(3) Policies. It is the policy of the city of St. Helens to:

* ke k k%

(d) Encourage and cooperate with all efforts to provide adequate
housing for those with special needs.

The “Preface” to SHMC 19.08.050 recognizes the goal of satisfying a wide variety in housing
types. Granting a small variance to the lot coverage standard is consistent with this goal, and in
particular, furthers the policy of “provid[ing] adequate housing for those with special needs,”
which in this case is persons who prefer houses that do not have stairs.

2. The proposed variance will not be significantly detrimental in its consequence to

other properties in the same zoning district or vicinity.

Applicant’s Response:

This criterion is representative of the type of “impact assessment” criteria. Such criteria
generally require the decision-maker to evaluate the incremental impacts that the grant of a
variance will have on adjacent properties in the vicinity, as compared to whatever impact that
would occur without the grant of the variance. Sokol v. City of Lake Oswego, 17 Or LUBA 429,
445 (1989). The City must consider the secondary effects that the grant of a variance will have
on a neighborhood. For example, if the grant of a setback variance has the effect of increasing
the number of units that a developer can build, the secondary effects of that additional unit, such
as increased on-street parking demand, must be considered. The concept of “detriment”
encompasses a wide range of potential harms, and could include any diminished value suffered
by surrounding properties as a result of the grant of a variance.

Step 1: Define the key terms. We have previously given meaning to the phrase
“significantly detrimental.” Before considering this criterion, we must first define the term
“vicinity.” Compare Holder v. Josephine County, 14 Or LUBA 454 (1986). Compare Foster v.
City of Astoria, 16 Or LUBA 879 (1988) (requiring findings to define the “surrounding area.”).
This term is not defined in the code and does not have a well-defined legal meaning, so we seek
to determine its plain meaning by consulting the dictionary definitions of the term. Webster’s
Third New Int’l Dictionary, Unabridged ed. defines the term vicinity to mean: “surrounding area
or district. NEIGHBORHOOD.”
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Step 2: Describe the uses in the “vicinity,” as defined. We give a brief description of the
uses occurring in the “vicinity” or in the “same zoning district.” The surrounding area within the
St. Helens city limits includes the land south of Pittsburg Road, bordered by Barr Avenue to the
west, Hankey Road to the east, and Columbia Boulevard to the south. The land north of
Pittsburgh Road is outside of the city limits of the city of St. Helens. Except for those few parcels
in public use (e.g. McBride Elementary School, Campbell Park), this area is nearly entirely
residential, zoned R-7 and R-5, and developed with single-family detached homes developed as
subdivisions. These are quiet suburban

Step 3: Describe the proposed uses. At full build-out, the proposed Emerald Meadow
subdivision will consist of seventy-eight new parcels of moderate size (five to six thousand
square feet). When the previous owner applied for the subdivision, he stated in his application
that he anticipated building “single-family one- or two-story homes.” Since that time, a portion
of the subdivision was sold to the applicant, and the applicant that the 35% lot coverage standard
effectively precludes the construction of reasonably sized one-story structures. The only one-
story dwellings that meet the lot coverage standard are not marketable because they would be too
small, and would suffer from only having two-bedrooms and a one-car garage.

The City Council has previously found that the proposed Emerald Meadows subdivision
will be compatible with the surrounding uses. The subdivision creates one large harmonious tract
of residential suburban neighborhoods filled with single-family one- and two-story homes,
moderately-sized yards and gardens at five to seven thousand square feet, and relatively low-
traffic two-way streets, with loops and cul-de-sacs.

As for aesthetic harmony with the existing neighborhoods, the artist diagrams of the
proposed model houses indicate, the new RAH “Seasons at Emerald Meadows” homes will
blend in well with the surrounding homes to the south, east and west (the area north of the
subject parcel across Pittsburgh Road is outside city limits). Exhibit 3. These houses are quite
similar in style, size and design, and the scale and density of the houses and parcels is wholly
consistent with the residential area. Building one-story homes is compatible with the neighboring
area, and would create a street scape that features a visual appearance of structures that has less
volume, bulk, and mass than if all of the dwellings are built as two-story structures.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that Emerald Meadows represents a natural continuance of
the R-5 zones land located to the South. To the North, Pittsburg Rd. provides a very natural
boundary for the R 5 zone. Larger acreage parcels exist on the North side of Pittsburg road that
are more likely developable to R-7 standard. Vernonia Road is also a natural buffer on the East.

Step 4: Describe any significant detriments or adverse impacts the uses in the vicinity.
Granting the variance will not have any significant negative impacts on the vicinity or
neighborhood. The front and side yards will look identical. The additional mass of the building
will be located in the back yard. Granted, the back yard of the homes that receive the variance
will be slightly smaller. This may make it slightly more likely that homeowners will use public
park space instead of back yard space, but such effect will be de-minimus. However, it is also
possible that the families of these homes will simply use the indoor space more than the outdoor
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space. It stands to reason that persons who value larger back yards will not desire to purchase
these homes in any event. Conversely, persons that favor more indoor living space and less
maintenance may value a home with a small backyard. Because the home will be interspersed
amongst two-story homes, the overall street scape will have more variety and have more interest
as compared to a mono-tone two-story structures.

In any event, any impacts caused by the variance are not significant enough to constitute
a “significant detriment” as defined. In drawing this conclusion, it is important to note two
points: First, the alternative is a two-story home, which will invariably be larger and have more
mass. Second, the code allows by right attached dwellings with 50% lot coverage, which
indicates a legislative presumption that such lot coverage does not do damage to the zone.

Furthermore, the grant of the variance will not lower property values. It will not increase
densities or cause more people to live in the neighborhood or otherwise cause schools to be
overcrowded. There will be no increase in traffic in the neighborhood. In short, there is simply
no “significant detriment” to the community by the grant of this variance.

(b) There are special circumstances that exist which are peculiar to the lot size or shape,
topography or other circumstances over which the applicant has no control, and which are not
applicable to other properties in the same zoning district;

Applicant’s Response: The inability to place a three-bedroom, two-car garage single
family dwelling on an R-5 lot constitutes a hardship for families seeking to purchase a home
which does not have stairs. And while the applicant can build two-story homes on all of the lots,
the ability to serve a more diverse set of potential homebuyers and do so with homes that are
more affordable than the two-story alternatives is a factor that greatly mitigates in favor of
granting the variance.

The “special circumstances or conditions” criterion has not been interpreted by LUBA to
be the equivalent of the “strict” or “traditional” variance standard, which uses the phase
“extraordinary circumstances or conditions.” See Fisher v. City of Graham, 10 Or LUBA 283
(1984) (referring to the “special circumstances or conditions” standard as being more “open
ended” than the strict standard.”). Therefore, the Planning Commission has some flexibility in
how it interprets these standards. Nonetheless, specific findings are required to satisfy the
criterion.

Step 1: Define the key terms. Findings addressing this criterion must first define the
“surrounding area,” and make an examination of the other properties in that area. We have
accomplished this, supra.

Step 2: Identify Special Circumstances. The findings must identify something about the
property, development or proposed use that is not “typical of the general conditions in the
surrounding area.” Examples of such circumstances or conditions may include a unique lot
shape or size, unusual topography, or a uniquely shaped or sized building pre-existing on the
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property. As an example, steep or rugged terrain can be a hardship. Dodd v. City of West Linn, 33
Or LUBA 470 (1997); Sperber v. Coos County, 58 Or LUBA 588 (2009).

In this case, the nature of the lot size and shape in relation to the topography and the “L-
shaped” nature of the parent lot, creates a circumstance whereby homebuyer seeking to purchase
a single-story home will suffer a “hardship” if the city required that the requested development
comply with the lot coverage standard. These unique circumstances that do not apply to other
properties in the same vicinity or land use district, because other subdivisions are either built on
more flat land to the South, or were built with larger lot sizes at a time when land was less
expensive, or the parent lots were not geographically constrained. Because Emerald Meadow’s
parent lot was a remnant parcel and was the last large farm property in the vicinity to develop,
there were not many options on how to lay out the lots. When one factors in the topography
sloping down from the north, the lots create a problematic set of conditions for siting a one-story
dwelling while at the same time not having too much slope on the driveway.

(c) The use proposed will be the same as permitted under this code and city standards will be
maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible while permitting some economic use
of the land;

Applicant’s Response: The applicant does not propose any change in the use of the
property. The applicant is proposing to build single-family detached dwelling units, which is an
allowed use in the R-5 zone.

The applicant’s proposal does allow the city standards to be maintained to the greatest
extent that is reasonably possible. Denial of the variance will prevent the applicant from
providing a type of housing that meets the basic needs of local residents.

(d) Existing physical and natural systems, such as but not limited to traffic, drainage, dramatic
landforms, or parks, will not be adversely affected any more than would occur if the development
were located as specified in the code; and

Applicant’s Response: The granting of this variance request will have no negative effect
on traffic, drainage, dramatic landforms, or parks. The applicant proposes to build single-family
residential structures regardless of whether the variance is approved. If the variance is approved,
the applicant will be allowed to build single story dwellings on the 12 lots in question, whereas if
the variance is denied, the applicant will be forced to build two-story structures on these lots. The
loss of market choice and the lack of a more affordable housing option is a harm that exceeds
any potential negative associated with granting the variance.

Although the grant of a variance will result in slightly more impervious surface on each
lot, which will result in a slight corresponding increase in the time of concentration of
stormwater, the storm water system is designed to accommodate this increase. Moreover, the
zoning of the property allows 50% lot coverage for duplex homes, which is a greater amount
than the applicant is seeking a variance for. Therefore, the applicant’s request is not outside the
realm of contemplation of what could be allowed in the zone without a variance.

40
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(e} The hardship is not self-imposed and the variance requested is the minimum variance which
would alleviate the hardship.

Applicant’s Response: This criterion has two sub-parts. First, the applicant must
demonstrate that the hardship is not “self-imposed,” which is to say that the applicant did not
create the problem which the variance is intended to alleviate. Second, the applicant must show
that the requested variance is the minimum amount necessary to alleviate the hardship. We
address each of these subparts in turn below.

1. The Hardship Is Not Self-Imposed.

As an initial matter, we note that this standard is not the same as the traditional strict
“unnecessary hardship” criteria. In this context, a “hardship” is defined as “suffering, privation;
a particular instance or type of suffering or privation.” Moore v. Columbia County, 57 Or LUBA
105, 108 (2008) (citing Webster's Third New Int'l Dictionary, 1033 (1981). Steep or rugged
terrain can be a hardship for purposes of a variance to a lot coverage standard. Dodd v. City of
West Linn, 33 Or LUBA 470 (1997). The hardship identified by the applicant in this case is the
inability to construct a one-story three-bedroom single-family homes on the lots in question due
to the combination of lot shape, size, topography, and the presence of utility easements. The
focus of SHMC 17.108.050(1)(e) is to determine whether the applicant acted in some manner
that created the hardship that justifies a variance from applicable requirements. Grant v. City of
Depoe Bay, 53 Or LUBA 214 (2007).

In this case, the applicant has done nothing to create the hardship caused by the lack of
space on the subject property. The fact that a previous owner requested a zone change that
resulted in smaller lot sizes is not a self-created hardship. Sommer v. Josephine County, 52 Or
LUBA 209 (2006) (“A local government interpretation that an applicant who sought a zone
change that resulted in increased setback requirements did not create a “self-imposed” hardship
when the zone change was imposed as a condition of approval of an earlier lot line adjustment
decision is not inconsistent with the express language, purpose, or policy of the local
ordinance.”)

2. The Requested Variance is the Minimum Amount Needed to Alleviate the Hardship.

The “minimum needed” criterion assumes that the variance request is justified under
other standards, and is concerned with the extent of the requested variance standard. JCK
Enterprises, LLC v. City of Cottage Grove, 64 Or LUBA 142 (2011), aff’d without op., 247 Ot
App 621, 272 P3d 744 (2012). To establish compliance with this criterion, the city's findings
must (1) identify the and “hardship” caused by “full compliance” with the setback provision, and
(2) explain why the requested variance is the “minimum necessary” to “avoid” or “minimize”
that difficulty or hardship. See Fisher v. City of Gresham, 12 Or LUBA 189, 192 (1984),
affirmed in part; reversed in part and remanded on other grounds, 69 Or App 411 (1985)(similar
analysis); Sokol v. City of Lake Oswego, 17 Or LUBA 429 (1989).

Burden of Proof and Application Narrative 17



In this case, the applicant has been careful to only ask for the percentage of variance
needed to fit the “Onyx” house plan on the subject property. If the future home buyer choses to
build the smaller “Amethyst” house plan, then the degree of variance needed would be slightly
smaller. For analytical purposes, the amount of difference between what is needed is de-minimus
from a practical impact standpoint, however.

Burden of Proof and Application Narrative 18

42



474

9 40 | 133HS

wookeansf  woasanuoyehsans  9966—L0p—C0S
$TZL6 ¥O 'OMVOLL ‘MO MINCOOH MS GB1OL

W ngm§xs“as$u>ams3mwwuww

61/08/9 S3uIdX3

YOAIAUNS OGNV

".SMOQY3N IVA3NE, 40 1vid
3HL 40 AdOD 1OVX3 ONV 3ndL
¥ SI ONIOVHL SIHL LVHL AJUH30 |

22Z6900-800Z ‘ON LNIWNULSNI SHETID ALNNOD .910.
981600-£00Z 'ON INNNAULSNI SHTT0 ALNNOD S10,
01S£00-£00Z "ON LNINNULSNI SMEITI0 ALNNGD ,¥10.
£65200—£00Z ‘ON LNINNULSNI SHHITO ALNNOD .£id.
0£¥11=100Z "ON LNINNAULSNI SHETTO ALNNOD .Z10.
BLEBO—000Z "ON LNINNULSNI SHITO ALNNOD 110,
TI¥91-66 ‘ON LNINNAULSNI SHRET0 ALNNOD 010,
9S6Z0-66 "ON LNINNULSNI ST ALNNOD 60,

£6650—16 'ON LNINNULSNI S M¥IT0 ALNNOD .+Q,
(z£61) 28l 39vd ‘881 %008 Q330 .£0,
S961) 822 39vd '191 %008 U33A .z,
(S561) 89S 30vd 'SZL %008 0330 .10,

SQY003Y a33a
ALNNOD VIEANNT0D

ALVYIUILLY3D NOLLVLNINANOW

"NOLLYHVTIO3Q 'STYAONdY

SLNIWNNOW GNNO4 30 SNOLLJRIOS3A

‘AN3931 ‘dVA ‘STIVLIA ‘ViVA 3ANNO S-2T SITIHS
A¥VANNOE ‘SNOLLYOO0T L33HS dVN 'X3ANI dVAN | 133HS

X3AaNI 133HS

9 133HS

— ]
.00l 0 .05 .00l

001=,1 3OS

ZZ-L£00Z "ON 1Vd NOLLYVd ]
(£002) SALYLS3 HYO 3NOT, (1]
(9002) S¥ES "ON dvN A3ANNS ALNNOD [zt
(£002) .SALVLSI MOQYIN AHLNNOO, [ii|
(£00Z) 1905 "ON dVM A3A¥NS ALNMOI fol
(1661) ¥1-1661 'ON d¥YM AZAHNS ALNNOO [6]
Mus:w €155 "ON d¥N AJAUNS ALNNOO 8]
1861) 99Z€ 'ON dVW A3AYNS ALNNOD {£}
(2£61) B1¥=1 "ON VN AIANNS ALNNOD ﬁ
(5961) 65— 'ON dVN ASANNS ALNNOD
(0961) £¥E1 "ON dVA AAMNS ALNNOD ¥
MSBW 8 "ON VA AJAUNS ALNNOO [
€261) £81 'ON dVA AJANNS ALNAOO [2
(2z61) ZLL "ON VN AIANNS ALNNOD I

SQH023Y A3AUNS ANV
1v1d ALNNOD VIENNT0O

810T ‘0l 1SNONY G3AIANNS
NO9ZIO ‘ALNNOD VIBNNTOO ‘SNITAH °LS 40 ALID
WM MY 'NPL ‘G "03S 40 +/1 MN 3HL NI
2¢—L00Z 'ON 1V1d NOLLLLNYd ‘C NV | ST308Vd 40 LV1d3y V
ANV +1—1661 'ON LV1d NOLLLYYd ‘I T30¥Vd 40 1V1d3y V

SMOAVIN aTvy3IN3
‘ON LNIWNHLSNI 39vd

X008 1vid

¥ 133HS

UIENNN A3AHNS ALNNOD
3ONIUA4IY QHOO3Y AANNS ALNNOD VIENMIOD

8
___

#1-1661 ‘ON Lv1d NOLLULEVd NI 135 '.LV8 ST AIM3T
THd, GIBMOSNI DdA/M HVEI .8/S ONNOA 'OTH W
o

«SALYLISI MOAVIW AMLNNOD. NI 13S ‘.HO3L ONV1.
Q3ENOSNI OdA/M ¥VESY ,8/S ONNOJ 'GT3H

ZZ—L00Z "ON 1V1d NOLUYVd NI L3S ".SZLZ ST fvd,
Q3ERISNI OdA/M ¥VEIY NOMI ,OCX.8/S ONNOJ ‘01E3H  §7

SL33HS dYA NO SNOWJNOSIA 335 'ININNNON ONNOZ  m(v)

GN39T1

T nqIyxg

383
i
EH] o
g mmm
CER
=
ot
llllﬂgagﬂw. : B
o8 o 2
o ® g 133HS
[suerzz [ 3.cocassn] esiz [ oo | aciz | osvs | 1soa | ew |
[ viT3a | oNvas [auoHo [ 1NZoNVL | HioNT1 [sniava| 107 |3aund |
J1avl 3A8ND



B10T/01/T1 €61817# 83D "2 VOB JO  spmumens
8 NOILVAT! ¥ NOIVAI | DSl U TR GEsusiny T ey s n i R —
1aUIG € UG S[qE TAE 3q 19U Asiu pue $9peBdn [Fuondo spriput Ae SAUMIER] A1UNWWO X1 Ul FWSY PIFUS-1FaMO] A asaidal 10 Aew pre Budedspir papeiddn moys oy sBmesp Jo/pue evoud woy Kita @
~ Aews ssuioy feniy 23n0u 3noLpIm SIUEYD 1 1331GnH B1E PUE 13O [ U3 SYGEITAT 3G 100 AEW $27IE7) pUT 30ndQ) NG ST Sackioy put suTid [enot Wo.) Aea Aew Pt sBumesp [Enidasucs .t sBouspu) pue surpd Jooly

'WwooIpaq pilyy b sp pauondo aq UDd YIIyMm

‘3oDds xa|} 3|yDSIBA S3PN|PUL OS|O WOy 3y *A>paud Joj WooIpaq puodas 3y} Wolj pajoindas s| pup ‘yjog ajoald puo 42502 ui-y|om 3b61o|
D 5}sD0q 2}Ins JaysoW Buyiaul uy "920ds Buiall Joopjno [puonippo 4o} oyod paiaaod |puoldo UD PpD pUD ‘UaYDY PUD WOO) Bujuip ‘wool
{0216 snosauab ayy ul Ajiwo} pup spusuy Yim Jaypg) ‘Buluibpsius Joj papiad s joy} 4nokp| uado up siago up|d jshyjewy ajAys-youps sy

LISAHIIWY FHL 1NOYY

D NOIWYAITR

1069# upld | 86piDB 4Dd-¢ o) -7 | swooipaq g-z | Aiojs | | 'y 'bs ozp'| “xoiddy

ISAHIIWY JHL SNOSYIS€ 3o SNOSVAS/WOD NV NI WVANOWHD M




SNOHO 3OO NIVW

N

. cwoodaas ;T
€ NO0JAa3g '1dOo
AHLING
azI¥aaolog N N
N Q
Hive
- — AMING FOVHVD HVO-Z

€ Woouazg

.

AMING A9VHVYD
s} ¥VO-€ 'LdO
) Woou Mo -
X314
4Hn —_ L
—==—=x WAH

9ot
=R -

et
3do—448
Squ ol ¥——————————— =
anw 5a
Bs
NOOY LY9 1V INTE)
30V1d3yI4 'LdO m / o A
| | NAY 1o0q weg 9o
(R ey
L o
llllll l\chmbg.w%@
i WoOoyd WOo0oHa3g
napns “” ONINIG A2} 1] HILSVIN

woedasy

Ui

| S
MOPLIRA
190

Olivd
Q3W3A0D LdO

YOO NIVW

106D VBl | 98e.e8 Jed-¢ 01 -7 | swooupaq g7 | 41015 | |1y bs gzp'| xouddy _ Pm*IPm Z< w_l:-



4 NOILVATT3 V NOILVAZS

jButuiopsjus Joopino oy oyod

Pa12A0D D ppYy "YiDg Pay>DHD puD Jasop ut-|pm aB1o) b sa1njpa) Yoiym ‘sjins Jaysow Buyiaul sy soau pajo20| st lipunp| 8y "8dusjusAUOD
pappD sapioid 1ejuad o3}y “Wwool ypaib snoisusb pup wool Bujuip uado up usamjaq pajseu usydyy pajuloddo-|jam b 1aa0dstp yoDq
3y} pIoMo] “Yioq ||n} © BupuD}y sWooipaq Omf puly ||,N0A ‘BWOY B} JO Juol} BY Y juoid xAuQ paudsul ayy ut Buiaj Joojy-ajBuis Aolug

XANO 3HL INOIV

D NOIWVAIIR

2069# up|d | 2Bpi0B u3-¢ o) -7 | swooipaq ¢ | Aojs | | ) bs 0gg’ | xouddy

XANO FHL BTN EN &

8102/01/Z1 E61BITH 82D 2u] UOB00 Jo  umms

$2WOH UERL3Ur PUGLADY 'SIICH UELWY PUOWRIY 070 #00U Inotiim 32ury> 01 159(3ns AUqRTaE put
13Woy e U ajqe| eAt 04 1ou Aews pue 19pe:Sdn [ruondo ap:

bs

y: P q

Pt AT $22mEay AL URWILIOD B3 UL SIWSY PISUZ-5IMO] A0 1953 10U Lew pue Suidisput] papealdn moys Yakjm sBumess Jo/put so1oyd wol Ara @
Arws ey [em3y 33u0u 370U A3UE 01 133G 3.E PUT SWEY [ UG SIGEIEAE 3 100 ATW 1217189 PUE $.00dQ) 3§nq I 13,04 PUT buTjd Jemot W) A7ea Arw put suimesp [Emdazuod ot sduapuai pue sutd ooy

SNOSVIS/NOD NVIIHIWNVANOWHDIN



2D "2} 0BAID JO $BITH LB PUTURPY] TSRO GHILSWY Fronting G2
¢ 39 10U A& pe sapesddn rucado apnyul eu

Feic0) 3smnbg T30 Y UO 4
i Ko souzon ey e

SNOILIO ¥OO0H

g ST 21 139QTS 2 UR SN [T UD 40

NIYW

reay
¢ 220 Aews swane) put vaundQy e

NOOY LVID 1V
30V1d3dld '1dO

Jaso
ey

sovidoiid

OB n—
) 1 mopuim

oL Fy w0

A YD 01 120178 L QA prov sione>)ads 154 2310 Wi SRS @) 139NN 28 plur FREoIdde 58 1

£10L/01/T1 “EelgITH
i

sauda 200 Ay put Budioseun papeitn aoys iy amelp 1o/ pur s33oud way

5 sy pue swepd [T ey Aetn Ao pus Ramenp peindeswos wt Sunapuas put susgd sool]

£ TEER) J0 IRBOL UTIMY PaOEN HEUIOH eI POt

s3ri00) asenb

Auen e soon feny 9300 1oyl SRR 03 19KNG AT AT S0 [ 00 SIEFTAS 3 10U A SateY Ut SUSI0) HPRG SE s oy POE K NI Wi date A U stsm e [0

JOOTd NIVW

T nooxaag

4 BIOTC P35 1o ST 01 ZINE AUATLPAT FE SUORTIRGS Tt @0U INCHRIA AT 01 120

BIG1/01/TE E61BILH
P e xddE Al sGWR
cqon sBpeeap 0 e voroud Wy
3 it VBuudpui pe utpd J07)y

feun pur Budespuey papeidin mo

FONAYO YYI-T

ONINIQ

s1euqes 190

WOOoY

NIHOLIM

-

i

1

i

1

i

[}

i

|

| ®o FJOVHVO
. UVD-ELdO |
]

i

[}

]

]

]

i

]

[}

]

has]

Wooua3ag

Jvauo

H3ALISVYW

1 mopur
| Wo

ZCIEgEC Hu_
sowas | mopuim

L I 9o

e v e e ]

Olvd
QIYIN0D 1dO

06 UBl | 982488 1ed-¢ 01 -7 | swooupaq ¢ | 44035 § |y bs ggg'| xouddy _ X>ZO JHL



810T/01/21 E6IBITH DD 2u| VOO JO  warumm
8 ZO:.<>W._u YV NOILVAII3 19UIOH UEXLUNY PUBHIAR'Y 'SSWOH UEUMLY PUSWPIY 81070 ol P asug 1> 01 133lgns e pue aie Uaqunu —
7 R R AR | 3t U I ent 3q 10 (s pue 13pesddn ruondo 9priul e 1RAMERY Auniunue: i U' 1Y LAY X sadal 0u ol ?aa.?,_ PapELTn motp oty thaeip Jo/put teioid oy Ker @

Aew sawoy ey 1331408 218 PUE 59O [ UD SAGEPEAT 9 104 ew 2,713} pue suond() 3ynq IE sawoy pue oy Aren hews pu pr suepd Jooyy

ol syt jo
nal] Ul Woolpaq b pub oypd PaIBAcd b apnjaul sUoKdQ "Yiog 4UsIUIAUOD puUD 19502 UI-{|DM D YjM BjINS 13} 8joAld D puD ‘swoolpaq
Buliaup omy usamaq paxn} yioq ||ny o ‘yo| 961p| o 5,194} ‘supysdn “swoos jpasb puo Bujuip sy} o} susdo pup Buypas yjim pupjsi Jojuad

Awoou o saunypay uaydyy ay) Butuip pup Buluibpajue ‘Buixp|a. Joj @dpds pajdnusjulun ‘aBip| D sisyo upjd [DIOD) By} JO JOO|) UDW Y|

V0D FHL 1NOYY

D NOLYAITE

£069D# Upld | 960106 Jod-¢ o) -7 | swooipaq p-¢ | sauos Z | )y *bs ogg’ | “xoiddy

VYOO IHL EESTINER & ¢ SNOSVAS/IMOD NVIIMIWNYANOWHDIN




-

_W
L,

Z NoOuqa3g

_ uaury

€ NOo¥a3g

e H LY/ €
FRIFLSYIN

WooNaIg
UIISVIN

s00Q vieg do

1401

¥ NOO¥YA3d '1dO

195010
U-yiepm

ug

1%

€ Woouqa3d

3001 ANOD3S

¥ Wooua3g

T

Asen Kt S0 [ HSEOU I SEURE 61 DAENT E PUT SHUSY 7 U0 SIAEFEat 90 100 AT S)IRI PUE W2d0) TG IF S0 BUT suepd JERTY Witp AeA R Pt St (ideoum) ait sBULapUs put suid J%y

NIHOLMM

F—
mal]
st |
o

o

i
i
1
o
1l

JOVHVO UVI-T

| A U
b _ )
wooy 1290 18
|depdaid 1do

WNOQY
1v3yo

Olivd
Q3¥3A00 LdO

JOO0H NIvVW

OLLYd
QIFIA0D
1X3 '1dO

i
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
i ] I
I
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
i
!

MOPUIAM
ndo

FOVUVYO
Yvo-€£'ldo

£06D# ueld | 93esed Jed-¢ 01 -7 | swooupaq -¢ | seuo)s 7 | 35 bs geg' xouddy _ Aéou JHL



BIOT/01/T1 EGIBITH §DD "0 UCBO JO  armns
8 NOIVAIT ¥ NOILVAZ13 306 RSB BUBAAY FNIop] ey PUSAPR 8020 T — T —
v 120104 |t U0 aRE] At 9 10U Aes put $3pes8n [rucrdo aprut Aec Famiead K1Unwo ) Ut $aULY ostd-iram] s Suasadal 10U e put Budeop popein mots oy ansi> E?S so10yd way duea @
few sawoy ey SBurip 03 1331gn1 2.t pu SfgEIEAE 2q 10u ew saimaEa) pU suondQ 34nq ST saLICY put r surd Jooly

jeB0ip6 1p3-¢ pup oyod paiaaod |puoydo up yum

umo Inok awoy siyj o “SWo0Jpaq [DUCKIPPD OM} PUD §B3SO[3 UI-Y[DM Pazisian0 pup Ying ajoaud D yiim ajins Jajsow Buixojas b Jaaodsip
‘suypjsd() "woos Jspmod Jusiusauod D pup Apnis sjpaud o ajpidsddD 0s|o ||,no “Alund ui-jjing puD pub|s! Jajusd Yim 34a|dWod ‘Usydy
pajuioddo-|jam pup wool ypaib ‘woos Buuip o Buipnppul ‘sedpds Buluppajus usdo puy JI,noA ‘upjd suppy) 2y} jo Joojj uibw 3yt uO

ANRLD FHL 1IN0V

D NOIVAIT3

y069# upld | 860i0B Jod-g 0} -7 | swoospaq p-g | seuoys z | i bs gz6'| xoiddy

ANRILID IHL EESTNEN & ¢ SNOSVAS/WOD NYOINIWYANOWHD I



1 |6 13UID} CRIALINY P
) 2005 S0y JE LD SpgepAL 3G 10U 4
hren ke swaion oy o

40014 ANOD3S

n SEaE2 11330605 T U PCY [T U0

11044 UroLY o §1G
 pue sapeatdn

= |y wugen
e

138010

N3NIT LdO

5304 190z,
.MJ.E wot
e, !

SyU1S 01qna0 100
z
. Hive
— £ Woo¥a3g
:m,,xw a1
P e I
£ nive
2 uaIsvin NV
PR SnnTe
50N - |
3000 kg 4o
uq
wooda3g
UILSYN
Z Aoouaag

¥ NOO¥Q39 LdO

¥ woouaag

wopan |
o' (10 Liva A¥INT

AOO Nivw

06O # Vel | 03eued

AQnLs HO¥Od

N Bs

¥

|
|
!
i
3I9VHYD ¥YIZ g |
odand P i
"o b Juem AMINT 209 Jovuve |
sbeies yvOo-t Ldo "
== e (llu I
. . i
. |- _
() | - “
oy H
! N | B | !
] WOOY 119 &
asmdonty WO i
Izl 0 Jrogwf———————m——o i
mt i
NOOu i}
VE ) -
]
ONINIQ 1}
H 1 1
' 1 !
i 1 I
! 1 t
i i Ollvd !
" 1 a3x3IN0D t
| Ollvd “ ‘1X3 'LdO “
| Q3¥IA0D 1dO 1 H
i I 1
! 1

Jed-¢ 01 -7 | swooupag g | seu0ls 71y bs g/g' | xouddy _ INMNLID 9HL



8102/9/T1 “E6181T# 8D “2u| o0 JO  umrcmns

8 NOLLVAZ 1 v NOUVAFTE oo Y A oo eI PSR B DTS Smperysions Apaepencpy s oot g S8y o elaps e i oy arinbs
13uoy [t U0 ageeat 3 10U ke pue 19pesSdn [cuondo apr{pul Ar. 1AIMIES] AYUNUILIOY A Ut 19WISY pasLIZ-15amo) St 1uataidal 10u Aeuw pue Buideaspur] papesidn mous (s 18UIMED J0/pUt 10ioyd Wy Aiea @
3 33lgns aue pue 99 10U Aew sa.mies; put $00nd () IYnq 5t s9oy pu sueid [eme We Aea dew poe sBuimesp eidacue> st sBuuapua put sutld ool

Aew sawiog ferasy
POATIPE 9 [ 530091 jjo AL 1) SIUEIENT out 1] 39N JO FIOUIO D IATEIEWO7 91 IIE Pl <1 X0pur BT} | 942 PILPAP 524 @ LINSTHY

OE1 40 X950 @SUIH © 11w UonAIp LLiou] J0 WeunIeda S () S UO pareq 51 3uioy a[esa) (€3 €A -

(3poD UoaeABIUCS 431323 [FUOTTUIW] GO0 94 VO PISTEQ) 00| JO Xopul ESHIH & Lhm Uomuep SWSH 3uas9,9y LINSIY 41 Uo paseq i ooy mau pIepues

NG 40/puT pNUaLe PATI0] PrONdo ‘PAINITI) VT HULSY € I0) SHImER)
P16 Jo Bunsan ‘pauinbes i UT SUONEAIZIGE S-UO WA PAIRE] TIEP UO paseq Jae Sy3H ALIed-panp € Aq pauiuarsp oq fim B.nes pauLiuos € o) xapui SyIH 4L 4juo 1esodind LonEanpa Joy pauasaid 3 ueneuLojul 3|,

jwooupaq [guoiuppe Ue pue Apms a1eAlud
® 'ap|daul A0 B yum Ue|d SIL} SZ/[BUOSISJ "SUNS JSISBLU SNOLINXN| B PUB A DUNE| JUSILIAUC) B *})0] 38.e| B A0US ‘Suiz1sdn) Anued ui-jem pue pugjs! Jajusd
B UUM US| JSUI0D B OJUI SMO|} 1By} Wood Buiuip usdo ue puz weod 1833 3uiaul ue ‘adeds Xal) ajies.aA siayo ueld side jnjineaq ayj Jo Joojy uiew ay |

SIdV13IHL LNOgY

D NOLLVA3TI

i

T
1T i

)

G164 Ued | o8eted ued-g 01 -7 | swoolpaq ¢ | sal0)s 7 | Y s gg |7 xoiddy

SAWOH Z<U_xw24§\//n .
m_n_S m_l_._.. QO—\/_I—U—N_@ WOD ' NVIINIWNVYANOWHDIY




“AJBA |jIM SINSDU [BNIDY 93110U Inoym 23ueyd 01 331gns si pue ewixoudde st xaput SY3H perrelosd ayy s oYl

Aq pawsnsse JO PI1daJIs BIEP JIYIO PUE ‘SUDNEIYIDS PUR $.M1ED) ‘sutld JWOY WO PIALIAP BIEP UOREIYIIADS PUR QUMITI} PIIEL Diemiyos Bulted
P211PAIIIE | INSTY Buisn s23es GYIH A1aed-paitp € AQ UondnIIsUOD 01 Jolud pauniosiad uonenws Jaindwos B st Bunel Jo xapul SY3H parsiosd v
JAouapdfo A31aud dwioy anspauW 0} o INSTY Aq 102 waishs o "wishs Junoy ABIsug dwop 10) SPUDIS SYIM IXIPUL SHTH T 5,IVYAA

It wsopn
7 Jf unneRe

£ Wooua3a

I resay
[
| oy
_

¥ a39 1dO

¢ Nooua=g A tosory
5dol

H mwxc_w agnogd

~ Tusog
/7 o
Lo e
0oq
weg 140

EX

Woo¥aag 1407

HIALSVYIN ¥ WOoOoua3d

10090 Y0 e
WS WO | —
Ry

YOO ANOD3S

WO XIPUISHIH MMM DUE 511 INSTY MMM 01 0F

10 2ANYP0IG XoPU! SYIH 5 [INSTY 2L ©2 42j2Yy ;491139 By UAQUINL JaMO] 24 |

., 2WOH ajesal {eidA| = QE} FUIOY MOU PIEPUAIS = 0O DICO] B NRL
i34 ueyd 400y SIYI SA0P MOp

A9l =

palinhas pauoneULIYUOD) PJal] — SUt)J Uo paseg Buney pa1daloly

X3ANI oSH3IH

a3.103/0Yd S.NVId SIHL

Qa3€3A00 LdO

||||| .li\a’l’ll!l_
|
ittt HONOd !
“ a3YIN0D \
| | AGNLS "LdO
|
I
i
! " IDVYHYO VDT
10 1]
I 3ovave AMINZ woou
| Wvoe X314
i 140 oo
i S
K
[T T~
_ ! i AN
_ L iy m
i dn dn ft
! i |
v i 1l |
il i
i —— == i 1 f
aA N
eoammw/.///
VQO,A
WOOY
ONINIGQ 173U
i
L
|
i
2 oLvd _
| olvd Q3¥IA0D 'LdO !
|
i
i

HOOH NIV

SHaDH ueld | 9deied sea-¢ 01 -7 | swooupaq ¢ | souois 7|y bs 617 xouddy _ SIdV1 3HL



810T/9/T1 “E6IBITHEDD " u:_:nulo_n s
V NOUVAIT3 1O VeSS UL 19O UESUBULY U 807G 33004 1noLpuA > 0 139k sosy e s imigns srepi asls .l.@

8 NOLYAT 13

Yoo [€ U S| AT 59 160 Ae1s e 19pEL34n [rUoNdO 3PPt AL FAMIER u RIS U U $3UISY PSS 19| 4 302323 10U Aeu pus Zudispur pSpEISdn MOus sk sIMELD J0/FUE s_uﬁ woy Area
e 3304 [ensyy ‘930U 37O SBUTLR 03 153IGRS T PUE SALIGY [[E UC SIGEEAT 3G 10U KEw 53.7183) put suond() g St saLoy pUt sutyd [ENI>E W Area dew pue sEumesp [enidazuod e sBuapua) put surid ool

PoAI{E 04 | 1991 AR TE) DHMUEITNS G4 11| FILOY JO SIOU D INTEITALOD T INED Ul 1 XOpUl BEUIH| A PILOIAIP 1TY @LINSIU v
DE| Jo Xo3U1 @SHIH € La Uonuap ALiauJ O WAWITAIQ 'S () X U PAFEq # ey DjEsdl [£3¢4) 4+

(3poD Uoaenasuos K193 [FUCRTUIRI S0GT 34 Uo PaITa) 001 Jo X9PUl ESHIH T LRk UOBIIYSp SWSH 95033,y @LINSTH 1 UG PITEq 31 oy Moy PItpuEIs

4png 4o/ pue parssuo ‘pareac] Pariondo paim £

Fa1es Jo Aunsan ‘pauinba JiPUT SUGREAIIE Su3-U6 W P3RS CIEp U pastq Jaies fy3H Aued-putp € q pauiansp oq [pm BLacs puLIUO € o) 3pul SyIH AL 4uo sasodind uoaeanpa soj pawasaid 1 uoaeuLojUI S Ly

“Apn3s pUB 1J0] AU JO NI)| Ul SWO0JP3Q

apnppul suondQ "Yieq PaYdEIIE PUE 1950 UI-3jEM AWOOI B YUAM 3)NS ISISBW & BUIPNJIUI ‘SWO0JP3Q 931y} PUB WOOJ AJpUne| B O} S53228 S8.nes) 340| usdo
e 'suieysdn) AemAulua ay) Aq paledo| Apnis s1eAlid pue Woou Japmod JusiuaAuo) e Aofua osje ||Noy “WwooJ 1eaus aB.e| e pue oied paJsAod [euondo Ue 'Wwool
Buuip 1ueBs[3 UR BUIO0JJBAC—.00| UIBL 3YL JO MBIA JiBICUEd B S3pirod UL SNoideds v/ *s2ds BUIN| [NJIUBNOU) JO S31101S OM] SJa0 Ue|d [Jead By |

Tdv3id 3HL LNOav

D NOUVATTI

£16D# ueld | o8ese3 Jed-¢ 01 -7 | swooupaq §-¢ | sali03s 7 | 1 'bs op'z xouddy

I_m<mm m_l_l—l WOD'NVIIHIWVANOWHD Y




"AJEA JjIm SINSDU [EN1DY "9D10U INOLIM 2BukyD 01 333]gns St pue Arewixoudde st xapul SYIH paidafosd sy umes
Aq POWNSSE 4O PaIVIDS BIEP JIYIO PUE 'SUONEIYIIIdS PUE 52nIEd) *sueid DUIOY WO} PIALIDR EIEP UOREIYIIDS PUE DINTED} PAIes DIEMIOS 3uney
Pa1Pa23E } 3NSTY Busn Uded Gy I A1ied-panp € AG uONINIISUOD @ Joud pawiojiad uopenwis JoINdwod € sk 3unes Jo X3Pl SHIH pawsloid v

JAduapilfs ABroua awioy 3inspal 01 L, INSTY Aq pai0an waishs b ‘waiss Bunpy Assug awop Jof spuols SYFH (XIPUL 3SHIH ® SITUM

Z Woouazg

mopura |
oy

T ot efanog 190

B
o

Woouaaa
HILSYN

P

§ 4349 '1do

€ WOOoaaH

1401

195019
mo =

= Jood
=% Hive &
p 7 u3LSVW -

YOO ANOD3S

{ nusdo

N\ =

S Woouaszg

WO XDPUIGHTH MMM PUE $N°L JNSTH MMM 01 0F

40 2NY201q X3PU! SHIH 4 L INSTY 5442 01 29j3Y (401134 DY UIGUUNU JOMO} BY |
4, OWDH afesas EaidA| = OF | . SWOY MBU pIepuRls = 00§ D00 B MR

€ Hivg/y 38 'LdO

{3384 urpd 100[) 1Y S0P MOR{

1

ywooraas Jauna

AOD

YOO NivW

€16 uel | 98eueB seo-g 01

woun

paJnbas paLONLULIUCT) PJaI4 — Suvg uo poseq Buney poiddfoly

Adl=

XIANI «SHIH

a3123/0¥d SINVId SIHL

ONINIQ

JOVUVYO ¥VYIT

39Vavo
oomas UYO-E
shes ‘LdO
oS ladel]
e
!
! i
pdis SRR |
" /\ .
o
anw "
" = I T —
11 mopusa

80

1 Ollvd
Q3”30 LdO

o
WOO¥ 5
1vaue H

8
T ouvd

Q3IA0D 1dO

-z | swooupaq g-¢ [ souois 7|y s 0oyT xouddy | TYYAd IHL



9 NOILYAT T3

V NOLLYAI T3

"Ueq JIISBW SXN|SP PUEB WOOJ BUNYS J3)SEW ‘ONed PSISA0D ‘USRI S J3Y U0 13WN0S B SpN[aUl SUONdO UOREZI[BUOS.I]
~00J} J3ddn sawoy au Adn220 ‘yieq areAld Yim 3uNs J31sew JUBSs|a Ue BUIpNpul 'SWo0Jpaq BUiliAuL 33443 put 1j0| 32.e| v Buijeas ajdwe Buuayo puejst
131USD B Yum UBLdWY uiaul ue pue wood Suiuip uado ue ‘sz|dsuly [euondo yum woou 1es.3 snoideds e sey 3 “BuiUielIRIUS 10) PauSisap sem ued 03 3y |

031 3HL Lnoav

D NOLLVATT3

£65O# ueld | 98eueB Jed-7 | swooupaq ¢ | 59L03s ¢ | 1 'bs 0197 xouddy

o313HL [NCISRES

810T/CT/11 E_m:a 82234 v0B0 JO  iamuo

_ué .z;ax L::,vm
1ouio 1 o afef et oq 100 e pur s3prBdn fruondo 3pr{3ut e YaIMITa4 Ay UMALG 31 U 19USY PISLE15awo) 24 195104 You Aew P ?agvé papei3dn moys yaijm .Eiev a?.; sor0ud way Liea @
Aew 33ui04 [emsy 930U ok ST 01 1331q08 Ut PUT 39U [[2 U SIGEEAT 99 10U Aewi 32171E3) Ut uond() 3ynq s saLoy pue sued [em: I ool

F0VdS TMVHD

FOVHVO YVI-T

WOD'NVIIHIWVANOWHDIY




¢ HivVE d3LSVYIN
IXN130 'LdO

o
6
N
) Z HivE
YILSYW
Ixn1Ea

1esely
e

I Hivd ¥31SYIN
IXN7130 'LdOo

U31sSvH
IANN3Q

YOO ANODIS

Bugag Aely g
woouaag
HILSYiN

€ Nooua3a

14071

Th'l!l

[RNNREES

[].]

Z Wooua3a

WOO¥ ONLLLIS

WOO0Y(a34 ¥31sVNN '1.dO
1

t
I
b

NIHOLM 13WAN0D 'LdO

Lol 4l

SRS A 38 WO

S WooM
\ ONILUS

J

¥ WOOHO3IS

soprsas pur sued Jocty

o
i

1

gh
2y
HWooY it
onag 1v3ue B
81 Nado 1]
WM piotot
i
(I
o
wWoou
ONINIQ
i
1
i
—
|
0 10 11
! -
NIHOLM Hmm“
Tolefwal H
- TR

OlYd QIUIACD 'LdO

128 Je>-7 | swooipaq ¢ | seuois ¢ |y bs 0197 ~ouddy m OF31 3HL



810/50/11 E61BIT# 82D "] UOH0 JO  ais

is ‘53344 ‘330003 Sury> 01 129/gns a.¢ put o:eiwxaudde aue siaquiny s¥6i60) asenbs @

V NOLVAT T3 FoUIO LT3 PUSUAPY “SaWoH UESLaWY PUowtpry 81070
> o] e o SR EAT 56 300 et sopei3di oo Spet e saunteay Apumminsao s s ooy pasid-ysaso) s asaadas you deu pus udeospuey papesBdh mots xR ic pue so10ud s Arn

fews saioy ey 33000 anonm SFUT 03 2531G7S 1T PUT $3WEY ([ LS SIGTJEAT 95 10U A£w 521713} PUE $.0nd() 3Nq S 1aey Put sueld [emoT w4 Are Ar pu sumesp [eradasuss a1t s3UuspuUI put surd Jooly

9 NOLLVAT 13

HO¥Od
a3y3Nn0d
dn
AYIN3
*papnpui osfe sl oijed DJIA0D / Y1eq aXN|3P [euondo Ue yum 3UNS Ia1seww ANOLS
pajuiodde-[jam pue 131uad Yd3) 2USIUBALOD & AOfUa ‘suieysdn) AUODeq USIERIPE UB YUM WOOI 18343 SAISSEW PUE WOO. BUILIP [eLW.0) B ApMis 121nb & 3pnjul oML L ——
SWYBYBiy JCO|-UBW SO "S3UN1R3Y S JaU JO 13WIN0S [euondO PUB PUB|S! J31USD PIZISISAC UB LM USLDYY SAsUBdXa UE S Ueld UjoDUIT U1 JO 10B3Y SU1 1y
AOVHVO ¥VI-T
NTODNIT 3HL 1NOYV
D NOUvAITI
HO3W
J0VdS TMVHD

LNIWISVE

G65O# Ued | 98eueS ued-7 | swooupaq G- | saL03s ¢ | Yy bs 076t xouddy
SIWOH z<u_¢m:<\\%

NTODNITIHL FeNoEmt

WOD'NVOIIWVYANOWHOIIY




€ H1vd 431SViN
IXN140 'LdO

b
;o m NaHoi  F | T i WOOY LV3Y9 IV
! “ S,43H) "1LdO o H00ad 133W-¥ILNID '1dO
| ) =
=/ I m
- NODTVH
i el N 3 o
= i | “ :
Al : m Bupon ARiy 1 ol “ﬁ Woou w. 1 :
) R R d : me
R S " ¥IISVIN i 0| INOOY LV3u9 LV
j : m ol namoL ¥000 3aIS-ILINW 'LdO
! i - S.43HD ==
[ - T F AN | SE= =T i N g
“ ||||| — " Wooy ANOOTVE
| ! ONINIG
Z H1vE ¥31SVYN LHIvVE ¥3aISYIN  §1 ! -
3XN133 LdO IXN13A LdO NIHOLIM [ W |j
13WHN09 1do  [f -
—— " u\m L] ! .
_ — “ m_.aﬁ_squ_w £ HIVE/S a38 "LdO
e L1 ST
[t} NIHOLIM
o =T B = T I P S—
Y [ 1
20 H mwm m Buag AeaL 160
N z NIHOLI ! ouvd EL. | oAonis S Wooua3s
IXNIA £ Nooua38 HIvE Z NoQuQ3g 1SNIN0S i GIUIA0D o o “
DOMQ»S& |
_ - _

dOOH ANOD3S YOO NIV

C6GTDH uBly | 98ee8 sed-7 | swioodpag G-y | sali0ls ¢ |y bs 0767 xouddy _ NTODNITIHL



09

SNE3H 1 40

6i0¢ 9 7 g34
d3AIz03y

ALLS

uostiedwo) adedsiaaais

€ 119IHX3



61

TO: Planning Commission (as acting Historic Landmarks Commission)
FROM: Jennifer Dimsho, Associate Planner
RE: New Projecting Sign for 298 S. 1 Street (Plymouth Pub)

DATE: Matrch 4, 2019

Being in the Riverfront District (RD) zone, the sign is subject to review by the Historic
Landmarks Commission (HLC) pursuant to SHMC 17.32.172(7).

Please review the attached related excerpts from the Architectural Design Guidelines for the
discussion about how whether or not the proposed projecting sign follows them. Your
recommendation will be incorporated into the decision.

Notice in the historic photo of S. 1% Street from 1930, the use of projecting signs was very
common.

The full Architectural Design Guidelines are available online if you misplaced your copy:
http://www.ci.st-helens.or.us/planning/page/riverfront-district-architectural-design-guidelines

Attached: Sign Plans (3)
Architectural Design Guidelines Pages 11 - 12, 24
S.5.19 Staff Report

1of1l
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i St Helens, Or‘egqn %(_)51

Hal Fletcher

| Account Manager

cell 971-806-3157
hfletcher@ramsaysigns.com

) . ESTABLISHED 1911 P.0. Box 5659
Eugene, Oregon 97405

( 5413421769
ramsaysigns.com ((B#63422 ( 800937-7446
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Hal Fletcher West Elevation

Account Hanager
cell 971-806-3157
hfletcher@ramsaysigns.com

o~ ) | ESTABLISHED 1511 P.0. Box 5659
Eugene, Oregon 97405
¢ 5413421769
ramsaysigns.com ws#6340  800937-7446
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF REPORT

File Number: Sign Permit, S.5.19

Proposal: Install a new projecting sign on an existing commercial building in the Riverfront District. This
proposal requires Sign Permitting and an Architectural Review by the Historic Landmarks Commission.

Location: 298 S. 1% Street
Map/Taxlot: 4N1W-3BD-7300
Applicant: Plymouth Pub, Brad Rakes
Owners: Phillip & Stephanie Stanton
Zoning: Riverfront District (RD), Plaza Sub-district
* ok ok K %
CONCLUSION & DECISION

Based upon the facts and findings herein, the City Planning Administrator APPROVES this Sign Permit with
conditions as detailed in the next section of this report.

Jacob A. Graichen, aicp, City Planner Date

EEEE
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Please note that the requirements of other City of St. Helens departments (e.g., Building, Engineering, and
Administration) and other agencies (local, state and/or federal) may apply to this proposal. This local land use
approval decision does not exempt and is not a substitute for those requirements. For example, this sign
permit is not a substitute for Building and Electrical Permits, if required.

The following conditions apply to the local land use approval aspect of this proposal:
1. This approval shall be valid for six months from the date of approval pursuant to SHMC 17.88.130. The
sign permit shall be void if installation is not completed within this period or if the sign does not conform to

the approved permit.

2. The planning director may revoke this sign permit if the director finds that there was a material and
misleading false statement of fact in the permit application.

3. The existing system can remain, but no new additional cross bracing systems, including new guy wires, can
be used for installation of the new projecting sign.

8.5.19 1of2



69

* %k %k k%

APPLICABLE CRITERIA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

Sign Permitting History: In 2007, a 24 sq. ft. projecting sign for Plantation House Pizza was approved in the
same location (file S.11.07). It appeared to utilize the existing projecting sign structure that remains today. In
2008, a lotto sign was installed (file S.20.08). This is the only sign that remains on the primary frontage today.

Applicable Sign District per SHMC 17.88.050: Commercial/Industrial

Applicable Sign District Standards: For principal uses, one or more projecting signs shall be permitted per
use. Maximum sign area shall not exceed 20 square feet per face with a total sign area not to exceed 40 square
feet. Proposed sign face is just under 8 square feet. Total sign area for wall and projecting signs shall not exceed
12 percent of the building elevation area on the primary frontage. The primary frontage is 402.5 square feet.
This new proposed sign and the existing lotto sign are well under 12 percent of the building elevation.

Sign Type Specific Standards: For projecting signs, the sign must be attached to the face of a building where
the building face is located within 5 feet of the property line abutting a street. This is the case. No external cross
bracing systems or guy wires can be used in constructing the sign. There appears to be existing guy wires from
the old projecting sign structure. Assuming compliance with Building Code, the existing sign structure and guy
wires can remain. No new additional bracing systems, including guy wires can be installed.

The sign cannot extend more than 8 feet from the building face. While the existing sign bracket extends slightly
more than 8 feet from the building (8.25 feet), the sign face itself, does not. The sign does not project above the
roof line. The sign has a minimum of 8 feet clearance from the sidewalk, and the outer edge of the sign is set
back a minimum of 2 feet from the curb line. There is not another projecting sign within 20 feet of the proposed
sign location.

Riverfront District Architectural Guidelines: Being in the RD zone, the sign is subject to review by the
Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) pursuant to SHMC 17.32.172(7). The Planning Commission acting as
the HLC reviewed this proposal at their March 12, 2019 meeting and < insert recommendation here >.

Illumination Standards: No illumination is proposed.

* K% % K%
ATTACHMENTS

e Sign Plans (3)
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Historic Preservation Rehabilitation Grant
GRANT SELECTION CRITERIA

Grants received by the grant application deadline will be reviewed by the City of St. Helens Historic Landmarks
Commission (HLC) based on the criteria below. This is a point based system. Past grant awards do not void
eligibility or have an impact on priority for future grant cycles.

Please note that the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) will review the applications to ensure
they are eligible from a historic preservation perspective.

A complete and eligible grant application will be scored (up to 30 points) to compare it with other projects
submitted as follows:

Points Points

Grant Selection Criteria Possible Awarded

Projects that restore integrity to the architectural style by removing incompatible

features, alterations or additions and/or restoring missing or altered historic features on 5
the front facade
Projects that restore missing or altered historic features on the side facades 3

Projects that repair or replace deteriorated historic features visible from the street or

maintenance projects that preserve the integrity, safety, and stability of portions of 3

the building

Priority will also be given to a project that has a particularly positive influence on other 1
threatened or poorly maintained historic properties in the neighborhood

Visual impact 3
Project need. Will the building sustain damage if project is not done? 3
The building is “primary significant” or “secondary significant” according to the St. 3 IFPRIMARY
Helens Downtown Historic District National Register of Historic Places inventory. 2 IF SECONDARY
Projects that encourage development and investment, and will have a positive economic 3
impact

Applicant has provided proof of the financial resources to match the grant 3
Applicant has provided sufficient evidence to indicate that the project can be 3

completed within the timeframe allowed by the grant contract

Total Points 30

DRAFT Updated February 2019
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT

AT
.

To: City Council Date: 2.26.2019
From: Jacob A. Graichen, Aicp, City Planner

This report does not indicate all current planning activities over the past report period. These are tasks, processing and administration of the Development Code
which are a weekly if not daily responsibility. The Planning Commission agenda, available on the City’s website, is a good indicator of current planning
activities. The number of building permits issued is another good indicator as many require Development Code review prior to Building Official review.

PLANNING ADMINISTRATION

We submitted our required (by HB 4006) Permitted and Produced Units report to DLCD. Now
due every year by Feb. 1%, Thank you to the Building Secretary and Associate Planner for their
help with this.

Responded to a Columbia County referral notice for a project outside City limits but inside the
City’s UGM for continuing CCMH projects (County File: DR 18-07). This is unique as we
provided comments originally last year in May (see the May 2018 Planning Dept activity report
for more information). I’m assuming we’ll make a third round of comments as things unfold.

FEMA has extended the “NMFS BiOp implementation timeline” for three years or until October
5, 2021. The original first deadline for interim measures (see the March 2018 dept rept) was
April 14, 2018. That date came and went. Looks like we’ll have more time. This is all about
floodplain development and Endangered Species Act considerations, namely impact to
salmonids which are listed per the ESA. See attached letter from FEMA.

Responded to a Columbia County referral notice for a project outside City limits but inside the
City’s UGM for a Nonconforming Use Determination at 58069 Columbia River Highway
(County File: NCU 19-02). See attached.

Attended Oregon City Planning Directors Association
day at the League of Orgon Cities in Salem. There are
several bills that could impact St. Helens such as HB
2001 and HB 2003. These are based on City’s with a
population of at least 10,000. Hopefully, they raise this
population threshold. We’ll see how these and other
bills evolve.

Lot 19 Cherrywood Estates—59397 Alderwood
Court. This lot has a drainage and wetland running
through it. The wetland (MC-20) is one protected by
City ordinance, which would require a 50” upland
protection zone. However, this subdivision was created
prior to those rules taking effect in 2003. Property
owners inquired about removing a tree (see photo to
right and arrow indicting tree). It is dead and close to the
house. | gave permission as it pertains to the City’s
regulations, but noted that the Oregon State Division of
State Lands should be consulted to be on the safe side as




this is mitigated wetland area. There are several healthy trees that look to have been planted for
mitigation, which are not proposed for removal.

PLANNING COMMISSION (& acting HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION)
February 12, 2019 meeting (outcome): As the Historic Landmarks Commission, the
commission will approved an alteration of the Courthouse Plaza to allow for an information
kiosk identified in the City’s plans. They also discussed the next CLG grant, which will be
another pass through grant (i.e., the City’s Historic Preservation Rehabilitation Grant
https://www.ci.st-helens.or.us/planning/page/historic-preservation-rehabilitation-grant). The
Commission discussed updates to the scoring method we’ve been using for these since around
2012.

March 12, 2019 meeting (upcoming): Two public hearings are scheduled. One is a Variance for
a multidwelling development standard at 1160/1170 Deer Island Road and the other is for a
dozen lot coverage variances for the Emerald Meadows Subdivision.

As the Historic Landmarks Commission, the commission will also review a new sign in the
Riverfront District.

COUNCIL ACTIONS RELATED TO LAND USE
The Scholl/Schlumpberger right-of-way vacation is officially approved with execution of the
ordinance this month.

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS (GIS)
Data updates. New County taxlot data finally includes the Emerald Meadows subdivision, so a
little more work with the updates this month than usual.

HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS

Both the Associate Planner and myself reviewed the consultants Buildable Lands Inventory
(BLI) methodology in advance of our second public meeting that took place on February 12",
The BLI is used to calculate buildable land for future residential development within the City
and Urban Growth Boundary, and thus an important part of the housing needs effort.

The second meeting with the Planning Commission took place on Feb. 12™ to discuss the
Buildable Lands Inventory methodology.

Both the Associate Planner and myself discussed other technicalities with the consultants later in
the month for density assumptions and such.

The third meeting with the Planning Commission will take place on March 12" at 6pm. At this
meeting, draft findings will be presented regarding the types of new housing expected in St.
Helens over the next 20 years. This will include assumptions for owner and rental housing at a
range of price/rent levels. The consultant will also present information about the amount of
vacant land within the St. Helens Urban Growth Boundary, and discuss the relationship between
expected housing types and available land capacity. Based on input from the Planning



Commission and the public, the consultants and city staff will formulate draft housing policies
for discussion at future meetings this Spring.

ST. HELENS RIVERFRONT CONNECTOR PLAN (TGM FILE NO. 2D-16)

Staff reviewed the draft of the actual plan in advance of the joint City Council/Planning
Commission work session this month. We conducted the joint work session and staff followed
up with the consultants afterward.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER—In addition to routine tasks, the Associate Planner has been working on:

See attached.
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security
500 C Street, SW
Washington, DC 20472

February 6, 2019

Dear Oregon Community Official:

Thank you for your continued participation in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and
your patience as we continue to work through our approach to implement the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) Biological Opinion (BiOp) and Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives
(RPA) that were issued on the implementation of the NFIP in the State of Oregon on April 16,
2016. The purpose of this letter is to inform you that FEMA will revise its approach to
implementation and adjust its timelines based on the authority granted in Section 1246 of the
Disaster Recovery Reform Act of 2018 (DRRA), Pub. L. No. 115-254 which requires FEMA to
delay implementation of the deadlines in the RPA by up to three years.

FEMA has been diligently working to determine the best way to address all of the RPA
requirements within our agency’s authorities; however, the established incremental timelines set
forth in the RPA have necessitated a focus on the two-pronged approach (interim and
permanent). Our first efforts have entailed working with our NFIP stakeholders over the past
two years to learn what processes already exist at the state and local levels that could facilitate
how the interim steps of the RPA might best be implemented.

Throughout this interactive process, we have been informed by feedback received from the state,
- communities and various other partners, on FEMA’s proposed strategy to meet the interim RPA
requirements. The most consistent message FEMA heard is a preference to adopt a single
holistic plan rather than a series of steps that lead to overall compliance. Several commenters
stated that the level of effort to implement the draft interim solutions was not commensurate with
a temporary solution. FEMA understands that making changes to flood damage prevention
ordinances multiple times over several years is less than ideal.

Consequently, FEMA plans to address the desire of our stakeholders for taking a more efficient
approach by delaying the April 2016 NMFS BiOp implementation timeline for the full three year
extension, or until October 5, 2021. This will allow FEMA to provide communities with greater
certainty while maintaining as much flexibility as practicable for a more holistic response
encompassing all of the RPA requirements that FEMA has the authority to implement without
developing regulations.

Sincerely,

Fric Letvin, PE, Esq., CFM |
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Mitigation Directorate
Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration
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COLUMBIA COUNTY
LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Planning Division
COURTHOUSE

ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051
Phone: (503) 397-1501 Fax: (503) 366-3902

February 5, 2019
REFERRAL AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT
To: City of St Helens

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Shane Wilbert has submitted an application for the replacement of a lawfully
established 1935 single family residence in the General Commercial (C-3) Zone through the provisions in
Section 1506 of the Columbia County Zoning Ordinance. The subject property is zoned General
Commercial (C-3) and within the City of St. Helens' Urban Growth Boundary. The subject property is
addressed at 58069 Columbia River nghwav and is identified as Tax Map Identification Number 4108-CD-
00900. NCU 19-02

THIS APPLICATION IS FOR: (X) Administrative Review; () Planning Commission, Hearing Date:

PLEASE RETURN BY: 02/15/19

Planner: Hayden Richardson

The enclosed application is being referred to you for your information and comment. Your recommendation and
suggestions will be used by the County Planning Department and/or the Columbia County Planning Commission in
arriving at a decision. Your prompt reply will help us to process this application and will ensure the inclusion of
your recommendations in the staff report. Please comment below.

< __We have reviewed the enclosed application and have no objection to its approval as submitted.

2. ?< Please see attached letter or notes below for our comments.

3. We are considering the proposal further, and will have comments to you by

4, Our board must meet to consider this; we will return their comments to you by
3. Please contact our office so we may discuss this.

6. We recommend denial of the application, for the reasons below:

THES JIRAERTY HAS A 1y CoMPREHENSIVE VEAN VBTN ATIol oF “YRuRAL SiBARPAN

COMMENTS 1//1//@,,\,,0»0&,,,,/ Res=oenT3AC (REUR)T AS sucH =i AMWEXED A RESCDEAN/ T=AL
ZNE weh PBE ASS=eAEDS. YPNPER CHMAREMT Ty ///’rw/ DETACHEL ez NELE (EAMNILY
DwELeVes _aRE /L,léwv-m El= 2 ALl RESELENTTAL Zoy =N S,

Printed Name: ﬁ,A‘(_C MQ/‘F} C f/L///

Signed:

=Y

Title:_ C=1y fYAMYEIR Date. FEZ. 12, 209

-~

S:\\PLANNING DIVISION\FORMS\NOTIFICATION FORMS\REFERRAL AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT.DOCX



COLUMBIA COUNTY 192~ 19- 0000 22 PLLG

LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

COURTHOUSE ,
230 STRAND
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051 )
(503) 397-1501 ;

General Application File No. NCU l al 'OQ\

GENERAL LAND USE PERMIT APPLICATION
TYPE OF PERMIT: Zone Change Temporary Permit

Site Design Review Resource Management Plan

Other: NON-CONFORMING USE-Rebuild; Change; y\ove; Expand
o\ / Cavge. /MOVE [Expant  hone on G2 3 Zong

APPLICANT: Name._ e &, WitrerT |
Mailing address; S0 ¢l CD‘L(VVIb A Vel H'UU\,/ Navven o Q1053
Phone No.: Office Home 503~ 4D~ 123541

¥

Are you the X property owner? owner's agent?

% T ShweN ek eGmad - com
PROPERTY OWNER: same as above, OR: \}Q[‘leV\“ \\O{V%@C/)W\ai l’ Con

Name:

Mailing Address: ,

PROPERTY ADDRESS (if assigned): 52401249 (ol . Kvg H.,U)/ IOV YEIN O

dus =2
TAX ACCOUNTNO.._ | 1OAD Acres: L, 09 zoning: (Do (-5
l7’ [0¥ - CO-1OIOD  Acres: Zoning:
Acres: Zoning:
PRESENT USES: (farm, forest, bush, residential, etc.)
Use: Approx. Acres
Q‘ e= i o .0
Total acres (must agree with above): l 0 ()O\

SAPLANNING DIVISION\FORMS\Application Forms\General Land Use Application - Non-conforming.wpd Updated
7/19/10



General Application File No._NM( L) 171702
N~
PROPOSED USES:
Kesidemna\  Fiat Hont

Curvnt ) Provosea ) pNe ul(l Wil e
WATER SUPPLY: __ X grivate well _ X Cgmmunity system OSed ! 534\‘“
Name of community water system: M(N bLHu\ N O~
SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM: X Subsurface Septic Community
Is the property approved for a subsurface sewage disposal system?
X_Yes No Not Applicable

CONTIGUOUS PROPERTY: List all other properties you own which have boundary lines touching
this property:
Tax Aceount No. Acres Co-owners (if any)

Nong.

CERTIFICATION:
I hereby certify that all of the above statements, and all other documents submitted, are accurate and
true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Date: | =22 —20 \O\ Signature:

o

'\‘_,.,_T,;—/
NOTE: Please attach an accurate and detailed plot plan, including propertylines, existing and
proposed structures, location of septic tank and drainfield, farm - forest areas, large natural features
(cliffs, streams, etc.). '

i o S i o 1 o o T S TSR TR N Y S A B W S0 SO N RS SR SV R
Planning Department Use Only

Date Rec'd._| / 23/19 Hearing Date: —

, o Administrative:
Receipt No.: __ O O \%\\G\ Check #: Cash CreditO
Zoning: C~ 3 Staff Member:

L R RS R

SAPLANNING DIVISION\FORMS\Application Forms\General Land Use Application - Non-conforming.wpd Updated
711910



NON-CONFORMING USE FACT SHEET /UC/LFE 4-0Q

1. Current use of property of buildings: DV\W\OVV\/\ ﬂ€6\d{b{/\\’\ Cb\

Q1L cnveace And Conctts Dads Feon M Willeerk' s gngein
C\CM% a8 \oeine A posecl &L A \ 201G WO
”\W\/\D Frv's U@M%

2. If you are enlarging a non-conforming building, please supply the following:

Land area occupied by the existing building: 17195 square feet.

Land area to be occupied by addition(s): 2—4"}01 square feet.
(Note: this may not be more than 40% of the land area of the existing building

Describe the practical difficulties or public need your proposal will alleviate:
Cdrvnt hoy? 15 0N eut Sove ond Prinas

S WY Ow/\d\vw\ Yo v Voue W dovon. H's dwa Lost n
e on privake poell as well. A new Buld will Lme peder
ond Yoot Woauh Vodue by af Wast 10% .

4. Describe how your proposal will be no more than is necessary to overcome the practical
difficulties or to meet the public need: (’UVWC/VH—\\A 8] Dfaw Lwe W s
o \F is . dissvzpaiv, Wy P\Cm Yo _pvy bowild What
15 neecled _{or 2. odults, 2 Childrp 4o Live Combpriobly.
Y Plean B move i house i HA e Of e Propevty
fo Unitose 6&&%4 4 Lewvent Pucun Uact Hapft.

5. Describe how your proposal will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of other properties in
the area, nor reduce their property values: E\/@V\’\OV\Q ﬂ/U\M(\d U (exert))
12 yeeacavibial. A doak Plan on i\l o (xmu%(/\( o ut lnowe .

SAPLANNING DIVISION\FORMS\Application Farms\General Land Use Application - Non-conforming.wpd Updated
7/19/110



O doitel woul octually neaease Vonuts, e il e 2G-0.
/‘l/wcmr Jcis WCZI Gas ex st A5 homu 4o 5/29;/45% /Deor=s on.

6. Describe how your proposal will not endanger the public health, safety and general welfare:

NG e only pilding o standavel onAd , Haone_wwitl boe no
m/\anaés I /Mb//c oo cwniiad Nelfa | bt

fzagz%m%_ﬁg_%f wbrert Bof mioad ous home
QA o S ﬁ/&l@ﬁ%awsfwmé&ﬂmw)aﬂé/

[enhs Prom m% Ll

Please Provide:

1, An accurate plot plan, showing property lines, existing and proposed structures, roads and
driveways, the location of your septic tank and drainfield, large natural features (e.g. streams,
cliffs), etc.

2/ A vicinity map.
. The application fee.

SAPLANNING DIVISION\FORMS\Application Forms\General Land Use Application - Non-conforming.wpd Updated
7/19/10
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Jacob Graichen

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jennifer Dimsho

Monday, February 25, 2019 1:48 PM
Jacob Graichen

February Planning Department Report

Here are my additions to the February Planning Department Report.

GRANTS
1.

10.

11.

12.

MISC
13.

14.

Received final grant contract for ODOT’s Safe Routes to School Project — $322,536, $80,634 match. To construct
1,100 feet of sidewalk along Columbia Blvd. between Sykes and Gable Road. Improve pedestrian visibility at the
crosswalks of Columbia Blvd. & Sykes Rd. in front of McBride Elementary and at Gable/Columbia by 2023.
Attended grantee instructional webinar on 2/28.

Travel Oregon - Medium Grants Program (100k) — Finalized kiosk map/narrative content. Worked through shop
drawing revisions of sign and kiosk content. Applied for a Historic Resource Review with the Historic Landmarks
Commission for the 2/12 meeting. Attended County Commissioner meeting 2/6 to explain plaza kiosk request
and receive property owner approval.

OPRD — Veterans Memorial Grant — Prepared revised budget for project to include monuments that were taken
out. Continued to work through insurance claim details and budget needs.

TGM - Riverfront Connector Plan —City Council/PC Joint Work Session scheduled for February 20 at 6 p.m.
Created meeting minutes based on notes.

EPA — CWA Grant Program — Public Meeting #1 scheduled for 2/6. Prepared eligibility form for a Phase Il on a
site on Columbia Blvd. Submitted Q4-2018 Progress Report. Answered questions from multiple property owners
about interest in Phase I/Phase Ils.

Housing Needs Analysis — Reviewed and commented on draft Buildable Land Inventory (BLI). Planned for and
attended AC Meeting #2 on 2/12. Reviewed final Housing Needs Projection Memo. Prepared for AC Meeting #3
by creating press release and updating project website.

CDBG- Columbia Pacific Food Bank Project - RFQ for grant administration services deadline for submittal 2/21.
Reviewed and selected Grant Administrator. Check-in call with CDBG Project Manager.

Researched National Parks Service Historic Revitalization Sub-grant Program (HRSP) — Due 4/1/19. Potential for
100k-750k for use in 2-3 years. Worked with County to begin preparation for an application for rehabilitation
work on the Courthouse.

Discussion with County about Travel Oregon’s RCTP guidelines for potential recreational trails application
planning for the City’s tree farm property (Salmonberry Lake). Met with County & tourism consultant to discuss
application process. Helped complete application on behalf of our County RCTP — CCET.

Continued research for OPRD’s Local Government Grant Program (LGGP) for Campbell Park improvement
package.

Completed Certified Local Government (CLG) Grant application (non-competitive)for $11,500 to use as a pass-
through Historic Preservation Grant for eligible properties within our nationally designated historic district.
Deadline is 2/22 for complete application. Historic Landmarks Commission reviewed plan during 2/12 meeting.
Submitted an Office of Emergency Management (OEM) Grant application through the State Preparedness and
Incident Response Equipment (SPIRE) Program for the St. Helens PD to acquire a drone. Prepared a letter of
support from the Sheriff’s office. Grant request due March 1.

Continued coordination with ODOT/ODOT Rail/P&W about entrance sign location at Millard Road intersection.
Received application, timeline estimate, and worked on preparing accurate site plan of location to submit.
Responded to the U.S. Census Bureau’s annual Boundary & Annexation Survey (BAS) for annexations that
occurred during 2018.
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15. Responded to a Public Records Request for all land use files on a certain property

16. Kickoff meeting/site tour for the Godfrey Park nature playground and site plan

17. Kickoff meeting/site tour for Campbell Park site planning work. Site plan to inform the OPRD LGGP application.

18. Worked on Oregon Records Management training software. Developed a draft land use application retention
schedule based on state archive/retention laws.

19. Prepared an “Urban Trail Map” for the Parks & Trails Commission’s efforts.

Jenny Dimsho

Associate Planner

City of St. Helens

(503) 366-8207
jdimsho@ci.st-helens.or.us
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