
 

 
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. 

City of St. Helens 
Planning Commission 

July 14, 2020 
Agenda 

See meeting options below 
 

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

2. Consent Agenda 
 a. Planning Commission Minutes dated June 9, 2020 
 b. Planning Commission Special Meeting Minutes dated July 1, 2020 
 

3. Topics from the Floor (Not on Public Hearing Agenda): Limited to five minutes per topic  
 

4. Public Hearing Agenda (times are earliest start time) 
 4a. 7:00 p.m. Conditional Use Permit and (2) Variances at Columbia Blvd & 12th St –  

Hubbard  
  

5. Riverfront District Architectural Guidelines Recommendation – Bennett 
Building Transom Windows at 275 / 277 The Strand  

 

6. Planning Director Decisions (previously e-mailed to the Commission) 
 a. Sign Permit at 104 N Vernonia Rd – Bethel Fellowship  
 b. Temporary Use Permit for Model Home – Chad E Davis Construction 
 c. Extension of Variance V.10.19 for Lot 54 – Emerald Meadows 
 d. Extension of Variance V.11.19 for Lot 56 – Emerald Meadows 
 e. Extension of Variance V.13.19 for Lot 63 – Emerald Meadows 
 f. Temporary Use Permit at 735 S Columbia River Hwy – Bethel Fellowship  
 g. Auxiliary Dwelling Unit at 300 N. 3rd Street – Conversion of an existing basement 
 h. Sign Permit at 795 S Columbia River Hwy – Ramsay Signs (Safeway) 
    

7. Planning Department Activity Report 
 a. June Planning Department Report   
  

8. For Your Information Items 
 

9. Next Regular Meeting: August 11, 2020  
 

Adjournment 
 

Meeting Options: 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the Governor’s declared state of emergency (March 8, 2020) and 
subsequent Executive Order No. 20-16 (April 15, 2020), the public hearing will be held in the City 
Council Chambers, located in the City Hall building at 265 Strand Street, St. Helens, OR, and/or 
virtually via a phone-and-internet based application.  
 

In-person access into City Hall for this hearing will be from the plaza side entrance.   
Join Zoom Meeting: https://zoom.us/j/95357299566 
Meeting ID: 953 5729 9566   Dial by your location: +1 253 215 8782 US 

https://zoom.us/j/95357299566
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City of St. Helens 

Planning Commission  
Draft Minutes  June 9, 2020 
 

    
Members Present: Chair Hubbard 

Vice Chair Cary 
Commissioner Cohen 
Commissioner Semling 
Commissioner Lawrence 
Commissioner Webster 
Commissioner Pugsley 

  

Members Absent: None 
  

Staff Present: City Planner Graichen 
Associate Planner Dimsho 
City Councilor Carlson 
Community Development Admin Assistant Sullivan 

  

Others: CT Brownlow               Laurie Brownlow          Robert Sorenson 
 Jeanne Sorenson        Brandon Sundeen        Hunter Blashill 
 Kathleen Ward            Daniel Kearns               Patrick Birkle 
 Jen Pearl                     Tracey Hill                    Robin Nunn 

Kristin Quinlan             Bryan Denson              Jeff Seymour 
Brandon Deahl            Shauna Lewis              Andrew Schlumpberger   
Lindsey Schlumberger Ron Schlumpberger 

                                      

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

2) Consent Agenda 
2.A Planning Commission Minutes dated May 12, 2020 

 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Semling’s motion and Commissioner Lawrence’s second, the 
Planning Commission unanimously approved the Draft Minutes Dated May 12, 2020. Vice Chair 
Cary and Commissioner Pugsley did not vote due to their absence from that meeting. [AYES: 
Commissioner Cohen, Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner Webster, Commissioner 
Semling; 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 are earliest start time) 
4.A 7:00 p.m. Conditional Use Permit at 254 N Columbia River Hwy – Brandon 

Deahl and Shauna Lewis 
 

http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=af81c460-b989-4e9f-a3a9-51509221926f&time=2
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=002433ee-8605-424d-af3d-f03243a371f5&time=10
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=5bae294f-29df-4c5a-9973-93ef42d33bcb&time=28
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=e06cfc63-3627-4117-94c6-2ddad5d8b9ea&time=79
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=e06cfc63-3627-4117-94c6-2ddad5d8b9ea&time=79
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=669188ac-a4e4-4549-935c-2cca0946dd94&time=4032
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=b5307e24-5944-407e-a96f-6cea4f4a0886&time=4040


 
 

 

Planning Commission Draft Minutes dated 6/9/20 Page 2 of 9 
 

Chair Hubbard opened the Public Hearing at 7:02 p.m. There were no ex-parte contacts, 
conflicts of interests, or bias in this matter.  

 

Associate Planner Dimsho entered the staff report dated June 2, 2020. Dimsho introduced the 
proposal to the Commission as presented in the staff report. She said the applicant is 
requesting to establish retail use and an artisan workshop. She said the workshop would be for 
preparing garden art using castings. Dimsho mentioned that to access the site you must 
traverse onto some private property and some Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
Rail right-of-way. She said it is all Houlton Business zoning, so that means it is a mixed-use 
zone. She said it is mostly commercial use in the area except for some townhomes which were 
not on the map presented. Dimsho mentioned the existing building closer to the railroad on the 
property is the proposed retail location and the shop in the back is where they would do all their 
cast work. They also hope to use outdoor storage to showcase their product which is what is 
triggering the Conditional Use Permit..  
 

Dimsho said the first criteria that needs to be considered is that the space needs to be of 
adequate size for the proposed use. The site is a large area with lots of outdoor display area.  
She mentioned the applicant is proposing an addition to the workshop and they are proposing 
an addition to the retail space in the form of a deck. She mentioned the current deck will be 
redone and that is also where the applicant is proposing an ADA ramp. She said there is plenty 
of space on this site for those improvements.  
 

The second criteria Dimsho said is that the characteristics are suitable for this use. She said 
they would need legal, public access to the site. They will also need to meet any requirements 
for the Building Official and Fire Marshall. 
 

Dimsho said the third criteria is that the facility would need to have adequate capacity to serve 
the proposal. She said it is currently hooked into City water, but that it was not hooked into 
sewer. She said the Building Official had mentioned it would need to have access to sewer 
discharge. Dimsho said the nearest sewer line was 190feet. She said they have two options to 
solve the Building Official’s concerns about sewer..  
 

Dimsho said the zoning requires ten percent of the site to be landscaping, which was not shown 
on the applicant’s plan and based on her site visit, it was void of landscaping. So, this would be 
a condition needed for approval. She also mentioned they require screening for outdoor 
storage.  She said they currently are constructing a six-foot cyclone fence with black slats. She 
said they are also required to have four parking spots including ADA spot and the way the plan 
is presented now, the screening would have to soften the impact of their parking. She said there 
are options for creating the parking on this site, but the plan presented was not to scale. She 
also mentioned they are required to screen HVAC and dumpsters. She also said they require 
paved walkways to all entrances.  
 

There was a small discussion about screening and landscaping.  
 

In Favor 
 

Deahl, Brandon. Applicant. Deahl was called to speak. Deahl spoke about what his business 
does. He said they make cast stone or concrete statues, bird baths, benches, and decorative 
yard pieces. He said they would be making them onsite and store all their molds. He said the 
front building would be a cleaner environment to be able to sell some of their smaller pieces. He 
also said the outdoor storage space would be a garden area, with plants, paths, and 
landscaping where they could showcase their larger pieces. He said the only thing that would be 



 
 

 

Planning Commission Draft Minutes dated 6/9/20 Page 3 of 9 
 

stored back there would be the pieces they make. He said he would not be stacking any of their 
products. He said he was hoping to take this vacant space and turn it into something beautiful.  
 

Vice Chair Cary asked if they had spoken to the owner of the property for access to the site.  
Deahl said they have a verbal agreement with them but have had a hard time connecting with 
them. They do know access is a condition before they can have occupancy.  
 

Vice Chair Cary also asked about the sewer access and how would they be hooking into sewer. 
Deahl mentioned that they have been in contact with the Public Works Department and they are 
hoping to have the unfinished sewer line tested, inspected, repaired, and completed.  They are 
working on an public utility easement for the main line too..  
 

Commissioner Pugsley asked about the restroom on site.  Deahl said there is a restroom on 
site, but it was done incorrectly and possibly illegally. They will be correcting this issue.  

 

Neutral 
 

No one spoke as neutral testimony. 
 

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 
 

The Commission discussed a few of the conditions and there was a small discussion about the 
sewer line and screening.  Commissioner Pugsley also mentioned some of the historic value 
this property has.  
 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Webster’s motion and Commissioner Pugsley’s second, the 
Planning Commission unanimously approved the Conditional Use Permit as written. [Ayes: 
Commissioner Semling, Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner Webster, Commissioner 
Cohen, Commissioner Pugsley, Vice Chair Cary; Nays: None] 
 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Webster’s motion and Commission Semling’s second, the 
Commission unanimously approved the Chair to sign the Findings when prepared. [Ayes: 
Commissioner Semling, Commissioner Cohen, Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner 
Webster, Commissioner Pugsley, Vice Chair Cary; Nays: None] 
 

4.B 8:00 p.m. Appeal of PT.1.20 at 160 Belton Road – Tracey Hill  
 

City Planner Graichen opened the Public Hearing at 8:04 p.m. There were no ex-parte contacts, 
conflicts of interests, or bias in this matter.  
 

Graichen entered the staff report dated June 2, 2020. Graichen introduced the proposal to the 
Commission as presented in the staff report and the additional information received after 

http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=f53536ad-c20e-4483-9f3b-47fdd419dcb7&time=8345
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packets were mailed. He said it was originally an administrative decision for a partition of a 
property located at 160 Belton Road. It is adjacent to Dalton Lake and abuts the Columbia 
River. He mentioned the access road is predominantly 11 feet wide. He mentioned that the 
proposal is to split the property into two parcels. One already has a house on it and the other 
they would look to develop. He said per the Sensitive Land rules there is a 75-foot boundary 
from Dalton Lake and the river that is required. He said the applicant did conduct an 
environmental assessment to determine those boundaries. He said they want to make sure the 
net buildable space, after those boundaries were determined, is still a suitable lot size for new 
construction. He mentioned the applicant proposed an access easement to the south of the 
property over parcel one to get to parcel two.  He also mentioned the easement for the septic 
drainfield that is shared with the subject property and 250 Belton Road.   
 

Graichen mentioned there are three issues raised for this appeal. One was concern about 
removal of protected vegetation. He said they did investigate twice and did not see any new 
concern. He said they did get into the buffer a little bit, but it was mostly Himalayan black 
berries, and no large trees. He said they used that to educate the applicant and the rules for 
sensitive lands. The second concern was the easement for a drainfield. He said the significance 
of the drainfield is you are not supposed to put roads on it or construct utilities within 10-feet of 
the drainfield per the County. He said the debate between the validity of the easement is 
between the applicant and the appellant, but they do need it to be resolved for the Partition 
because the Commission does not want to create a parcel that does not have access. The third 
concern is road access to the subject property. The road being predominantly 11-feet in width is 
not something they would allow in construction and access today. Public welfare must be 
considered when looking at the access. He mentioned that one of the conditions, if approved, 
would be to add a 24-foot turnout. The Commission can decide if this is enough or they can 
request more. He said they could also say that this was too much traffic impact to this area, and 
they could deny the proposal.    
 

Commissioner Cohen asked how many times the property could be partitioned. Graichen said 
they recommended against partitioning the parcel anymore because of utilities, access, and 
sensitive lands.  Commissioner Cohen also asked why the Commission should not wait to 
decide on the Partition until the easement is under an agreement between the applicant and the 
appellant. Graichen said because the State statute does not allow staff to delay it.He also said 
they ended up amending the decision once, and he advised the applicant they would need to 
take care of the easement or to find a different way around it. He said the Partition would be 
valid for a year, with potential time extension, and it is conceivable that the easement issue 
could be resolved in that validity period.  
 

In Favor of the Appeal 
 
Hill, Tracey. Appellant.  Hill was called to speak. She lives at 250 Belton Road. She said her 
house allows her to see all the nature that lives nearby. She has seen herons, eagles, and 
many other wildlife. She said that her neighborhood is filled with people who have lived in these 
homes for many years. She said before she purchased her property, she did a lot of due 
diligence. She said she found out about her easement, she learned about it and what it was for. 
She said she learned what a STEP system was and how the sewage worked on this property 
she now lives on. She also mentioned how sewage has been a problem on these properties in 
the past. She said she became very familiar with different ordinances that protect the land 
around here and her responsibility to the sensitive lands that surround her home. She said that 
her easement was an insurance policy for her so that if the STEP system failed, she would still 
be able to live in her home. She said she has called the County Sanitarian, the Public Works 
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Director and other City entities and spoke with them about the validity of her easement. She 
said just because the easement is not in use currently, does not take the validity of it away.  She 
said it protects the area on which is sits. She said it is bordered by and in some cases sits on 
the sensitive lands area. She said it protects the lake and the river. She mentioned her 
interactions with the applicant have been unpleasant.    
 

Kearns, Daniel. Appellant. Kearns is the attorney of the appellant. He mentioned the 
easement is shared by both properties and that it is large. He said no use of the easement is 
allowed except for that of the drainage field. He said the parcel that is in question does not meet 
City code for access. He asked for denial of this request for partition, as the application, even 
with conditions, will be hard to complete within the allotted time frame. He said based on City 
code, the parcel, the way it sits, cannot be partitioned. He discussed the infrastructure of the 
step system and how it requires consistent maintenance. He said if there was any reason that 
the STEP system was to fail, the drainage field would be needed. He said the easement is an 
important insurance policy for his client’s property. He said besides the easement, he does not 
think the Commission can approve the Partition based on City code for access and Sensitive 
Lands guidelines.  
 

In Favor of the Application 
 
Seymour, Jeff. Applicant. Seymour is the attorney for the applicant. He said they prepared a 
preliminary tree and road improvement plan for the partition. He said the applicant has not used 
poison to remove invasive species. He mentioned after receiving a letter from the City that the 
removal was improper, they have not been down in those areas since. He said they did cut 
down a few trees that were in the access area. But the tree plan meets the requirements of City 
code. He said the easement is null and void because the septic system it was created for has 
been destroyed. He said the road access is something they are working to resolve and realize 
there will be a large expense to make it meet code. He requested the Partition be granted as he 
believes that there is plenty of time to resolve the easement disagreement and conditions within 
the year that the Partition would be valid.  
 

Schlumpberger, Andrew. Applicant. Schlumpberger was called to speak. He spoke about the 
sticker bushes that are in the shrubs that get on his dog and family members. He spoke to a 
surveyor who suggested he would need to trim out a pathway to figure out where the property 
lines and 75-foot boundary is for the Sensitive Lands. He said he used a gas-powered trimmer 
and a tractor to make this pathway, not poison. He said the wetlands specialist gave him 
instructions on how to remove the invasive species. He said he stopped after he received the 
notice from Graichen and has not done anything since. He also mentioned that his experience 
with the appellant were unpleasant. He said he did not know about the drainfield easement 
when he purchased the house.  
 

Vice Chair Cary asked if it was possible to use just part of the drainfield easement instead of the 
whole portion. Seymour said they would be fine with using part of the draingirlf easement if the 
appellant would agree to it. But he said that the appellant has said many times she would 
prolong this and cost them as much money as she could to block the partition. Vice Chair Cary 
also asked why they chose the south side of the property for the access to parcel two. 
Schlumberger said it was where the property lines would end up. He also said partly because of 
the current access and the 90-degree turn.  
 

Chair Hubbard asked if the escrow showed the easement. Seymour said it looked like it was a 
sewer line, not an easement. Chair Hubbard also asked if the new system was in the same 
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place as the septic system that was destroyed. Schlumpberger said the appellant’s tank was 
located on her property and his was located about 10 feet on his property.  
 

In Favor of the Application 
 

Schlumpberger, Ron. Schlumpberger lives at 1400 Second Street in Columbia City. He said 
that he was excited to have his family close to him. He mentioned that before they purchased 
this property, they were told that there would not be an issue to partition it, so they decided to 
move forward. He said they hired an engineer to make sure the system was working correctly. 
He said the easement was a surprise to them but felt it would be an easy fix because the old 
system was destroyed and made it null and void. He mentioned that the appellant was going to 
do whatever it took to delay the partition and that she was not willing to work with them.  
 

Schlumpberger, Lindsay. Applicant. Schlumpberger lives at 160 Belton Road. She said she 
felt that her family and their character was in question.  She wanted to clarify that they are not 
looking to steam roll through the community or to cause problems. She said they try to be 
friendly with everyone and has tried to communicate with all the neighbors.  She said there is a 
lot of stuff that needs to be maintained and they are trying to be diligent and responsible 
homeowners and take care of their property. She said it was not necessary to partition their lot, 
but as homeowners they can.  

 

Neutral 
 

No one spoke as neutral testimony. 
 

In Opposition to the Application 
 

Nunn, Robin. Nunn lives at 100 Belton Road. She said the applicants are nice people, but she 
is not ok with what they are doing to the property. She is concerned with where they are building 
the new house as it could cause damage to the new construction, but also interferes with the 
neighbors unencumbered views. She feels this property is the applicants through a loophole 
and what they are proposing is creating division in their neighborhood. She said she is worried 
about the new construction interfering with the wildlife that currently lives there and the Native 
American artifacts that are there. She said dividing it will bring property values down. She said 
the beach is not supposed to have people on it. It is owned by her mother and that when people 
are walking through it is trespassing. She is concerned about the safety of the road as well.   
 

Ward, Kathleen. Ward lives at 140 Belton Road. She said originally her family owned all the 
beach property. She said the state acquired some of their land to have it declared wetlands. 
She said that four generations have lived on this area and she feels strongly that they need to 
protect the beach from being developed. She said it was important because there is so little 
pristine land along the Columbia River that is untouched. She is concerned that the 
development will interfere and hurt the local wildlife and vegetation that lives there. She said the 
previous owners came to an agreement with the applicants that this beach would remain 
untouched and undeveloped. She is unsure why the applicants would want to go against this 
agreement. She is concerned their proposal is divisive in her neighborhood.  
 
Blashill, Hunter. Blashill lives in Corvallis. He said he is the son of the appellant. He said his 
interactions with the applicants were not pleasant. He mentioned there was a strong suggestion 
that the applicants did use poison to remove plants. He said he was concerned about the foot 
traffic that adding another home and opening beach would create for the already problematic 
access. He mentioned there was a large elderly population that lives in this neighborhood and 
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the narrow roads are an issue. He mentioned that the proposed partition and what the 
applicants are currently doing to their site would devalue the property around it.  
 

Sorenson, Jeanne. Sorenson lives in St. Helens. She said they sold this subject property 
because she could no longer able to maintain it. She said the applicants knew about the 
easement as there was a copy included in the escrow. She mentioned there has been floods on 
that property before and where the partition proposes a property that would put a house right in 
the flood zone. She is also very worried about the division this partition is creating in the 
neighborhood.  
 

Sorenson, Richard. Sorenson lives in St. Helens. He said when they owned the home, there 
was a meeting with the Fire Marshall and all the neighbors about the access challenges with 
providing fire protection to the neighborhood. At one point, the Fire Marshall said they would not 
provide protection to their neighborhood. 

 

Rebuttal to the Applicant 
 

Hill, Tracey. Appellant. She felt her character was defamed and was upset that the applicants 
implied that she would hold them up in this partition. She said that she has lived there for a long 
time and all the neighbors know she is not like that.  
 

Kearns, Daniel. Appellant. He said the Applicants property does not fall into code. He said the 
septic system was unhooked in 1990 and then they all hooked into the step system.  He said at 
that point the drain field was not used. He said the pipe systems are still there and not filled with 
sand. He said the easement still exists and has not been abandoned. He gave more explanation 
as to why the easement is still valid. He mentioned he did not believe the turnout suggested for 
the access will meet the street code. He said he feels the only path forward, based on the City 
code is denial.  
 

Rebuttal to the Appellant 
 

Seymour, Jeff. Applicant. He is said his clients will comply with all laws according to Sensitive 
Lands. He said they have a letter from the Fire Chief stating that the access is fine and not 
going to cause an issue with one more house. He is said he feels the 24-foot by 30-foot turn out 
should be a sufficient solution to the road access. He said the easement has been abandoned, 
that there are trees growing on it and that it is probably three times larger than it needs to be. 
He said that the applicants are willing to work with the appellant to find an agreement to the 
easement issue. He said there is another year to resolve all the conditions placed on this 
partition and he feels it can be done.  
 

Schlumpberger, Andrew. Applicant. He said he will not build his new house in the flood plain. 
He will comply with city code on the flood zone requirements. He said there are a few options to 
build his house, but they have not gone that far as they are trying to resolve this matter first. As 
a firefighter, he said he knows that times are different now for how they respond to 
emergencies. They drive on narrow streets and says that a turnout will be a solution to fixing the 
access. He said that he was up front with all the neighbors about his intent to develop the 
property.  
 
End of Oral Testimony  
There was a request to leave the record open for written testimony and for final written 
argument. As such, the public hearing will continue in written form. Graichen said the first period 
will be held open for seven days to receive written testimony. If there is written testimony 
received, there will be an additional seven days to responds to that testimony. At this point the 
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record closes. Then both the applicant and appellant may provide a final argument. The first 
period for response will end at 5 p.m. June 16, 2020 and the second period of response will end 
at 5 p.m. June 23, 2020. The deadline for final written comment will be due by June 30, 2020. 
The applicant agreed to extend the 120-day rule commensurate with these dates provided 
deliberations are continued to July 1, 2020, instead of the Commission’s regularly scheduled 
meeting on July 14, 2020. A special meeting for deliberations and continuation of this public 
hearing was set for Wednesday, July 1, 2020 at 7:00 p.m.  
 

5) Riverfront District Architectural Guidelines Recommendation – Modification at 330 
S 1st Street 

 

Dimsho said the site they were looking at has had several Site Design Reviews. She said in 
2017, the office space was approved on the main floor and a live/work unit was proposed in the 
basement. She said since then, the applicant submitted a modification to approved 2017 Site 
Design Review.  They have submitted a plan with some exterior rear facade modifications along 
with an ADA ramp. She said they plan to demolish the current deck in the back and build an 
ADA ramp that wraps around the building to get the right grade. She said they are proposing a 
bi-fold door as the current door is not ADA accessible. Commissioner Pugsley recommended 
installing doors as close to the original as possible, using wood, not vinyl. Dimsho also 
mentioned the ramp design on the plans mentions metal railing. She said the owner discussed 
that all exposed metal would be painted to match the fencing that is currently in front of the 
home.  They would be painted according to historical guidelines. Commissioner Pugsley was 
concerned about the metal mesh that was proposed. . She said she would recommend doing 
the slats on the railing of the ramp to match the vertical fencing slats in the front.   
 

There was small discussion about the ADA ramp and making sure it matches historical 
guidelines while also meeting ADA requirements.  
 
 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Webster’s motion and Vice Chair Cary’s second, the Planning 
Commission unanimously recommended approval of the Site Design Review Modification with 
the additional condition that vertical slats are used in the ADA ramp, instead of mesh as proposed. 
[Ayes: Commissioner Semling, Commissioner Lawrence, Commissioner Webster, Commissioner 
Cohen, Commissioner Pugsley, Vice Chair Cary; Nays: None] 
 
6) Riverfront District Architectural Guidelines Recommendation – Bennett Building 

Modification at 275/277 
  

Graichen said the City has a lot of projects going on at once. He said they have been working 
on a different land partition that did not allow him to work on this presentation. He said that he 
will table this recommendation until next month so that he has more time to review it. He said 
the City is not doing any more work on this project without the Planning Commission 
recommendation.  
 

7) Planning Director Decisions 
 

 a. Temporary Use Permit at 2295 Gable Road – TNT Fireworks  
b. Temporary Use Permit at 735 Columbia River Hwy – Bethel Fellowship  

 c. Temporary Sign Permit at 2100 block of Columbia Blvd – SHHS Senior Planning 
 

There were no comments. 
 

8) Planning Department Activity Report 

http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=e3305b1d-da40-4058-a3cb-432c4114d0a2&time=9428
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=7accc043-4b99-45f4-bddc-627805924065&time=9670
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=4004c6a5-36bd-44ce-ab1e-ec847435a378&time=9917
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=21408d7d-efe9-42e5-a64a-3cf9aac6c6e3&time=9950
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a. May Planning Department Report 
 

There were no comments. 
 

9) For Your Information Items 
 

There were no comments. 
 

10) Next Regular Meeting: July 14, 2020 
 

11) Adjournment 
 

There being no further business before the Planning Commission, the meeting was adjourned 

11:36 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
Christina Sullivan 
Community Development Administrative Assistant   
 
 

http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=0066c7f2-a6f3-4e5b-9bd0-33a36309568e&time=10777
http://sthelens.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=7537e157-acb0-4d4a-ba49-5f3328caaaf8&meta_id=3a597017-46a2-4173-b470-5791458d41d9&time=10779
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

M E M O R A N D U M
 

TO: Planning Commission 
FROM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
RE: Bennett Building (275 and 277 The Strand) and the City’s Riverfront District 

Architectural Design Guidelines 
DATE: July 6, 2020 
 

History of this matter thus far: 

Building permit (#14773) was submitted to the Building Department on January 22, 2020 by Matt 
Brown, Assistant City Administrator for “window replacement [of] transom windows replaced with 
prefabricated fiberglass windows.”  There were no plans that accompanied the permit. 

Building Permits usually gets routed to multiple departments starting with the Planning Department.  The 
Planning Department received the permit towards the end of January.  Planning inspected the building on 
January 30, 2020 observing that the windows had already been in place. 

The City started to receive comments of concerns from citizens almost immediately. 

Please note that the City did not have intent to avoid the normal process and permitting.  After speaking to 
the staff people involved, this was the result of miscommunications. 

Staff introduced the issue to the Planning Commission (as their role as the acting Historic Landmarks 
Commission) at the Commission’s February 11, 2020 meeting.  At that meeting, the Commission asked that 
Matt Brown (as project manager for the Bennet Building renovations) attend the next meeting in March. 

On March 10, 2020, Matt Brown worked with Group Mackenzie (consultants) showing planning staff a 
concept, that we quickly reviewed and commented on.  Group Mackenzie provided revised illustration based 
on Planning Staff’s cursory review and comments.  See attached.  This was for the transom windows and 
other changes proposed sometime in the future. 

That evening the Planning Commission met and discussed the matter.  There were several citizens present 
who also commented.  Matt Brown explained the issue/circumstances.  That the permit was supposed to 
come before the Commission prior to any decision or work was discussed, amongst a variety of other things.  
To help gauge a clear message from the conversation, Commission Chair Hubbard called for an informal vote 
of those present (this was before the COVID-19 restrictions), and the message taken from that was most 
were more concerned about the windows and that they be replaced correctly (as opposed to being concerned 
about the botched architectural review process). 

Due to workload, planning staff was unable to put more time into this—to help get it right—until the later 
half of June 2020. 

There are two general issues to address: 1) fixing the transom windows, and 2) the remainder of the proposed 
face list.  This memo is specific to the transom windows (#1). 

* * *

Before diving into the issues, lets first look at the law that applies.  The Bennett Building is within the 
Riverfront District, Plaza Subdistrict but is not a “designated landmark.” 
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This means that the historic preservation provisions of Chapter 17.36 SHMC do not apply, but those of 
SHMC 17.32.172(7) do as follows: 

(7) Architectural Character Review.
(a) In the plaza subdistrict, permanent exterior architectural changes to buildings (including

new construction and signs) and freestanding signs that are not designated landmarks or historic 
resources of statewide significance as defined and otherwise governed by Chapter 17.36 SHMC 
shall comply with the architectural design guidelines, attached to Ordinance No. 3164 
as Attachment A, as amended, except: 

(i) For ordinary maintenance not requiring a building permit.
(ii) Painting of buildings except when painting previously unpainted masonry or stone.

(b) The historic landmark commission as established by Chapter 17.36 SHMC shall advise
the approving authority on the character of permanent exterior architectural changes to all 
buildings within the plaza subdistrict that are not designated landmarks or historic resources of 
statewide significance as defined and otherwise governed by Chapter 17.36 SHMC. 

(c) The historic landmark commission shall make a recommendation to the approving
authority as to whether the commission believes any proposed permanent exterior architectural 
changes to buildings, including new construction, per subsections (7)(a) and (b) of this section 
comply with the architectural design guidelines. Such recommendation shall be prior to any such 
applicable decision being made, including but not limited to limited land use decisions of the 
planning commission or director, and other authorizations of the director such as building permit 
approval. 

The guidelines can be found online here: https://www.ci.st-helens.or.us/planning/page/riverfront-
district-architectural-design-guidelines 

* * *
Transom Windows 

Transom windows are a classic architectural feature of many historic buildings in the United States including 
St. Helens.  If the building was new construction transom windows would be one of the façade elements 
sought per Section 2.4 of the Guidelines. 

Windows are a key feature for older buildings.  Thus, the Guidelines have a section dedicated to windows 
(Section 9).  Section 9.3 talks about existing windows: 

Original windows are to be maintained; original windows which are 
covered should be uncovered.  
• When replacing or repairing windows, do not use substitute materials that neither convey the
same appearance nor are physically compatible.
• Transom windows should be preserved; if previously covered, they should be restored.
• Do not cover or obscure historical windows, particularly on upper levels. Where structural
rehabilitation requires covering of windows, fill the window cut with complementing building
materials.
• Install interior storm windows where original windows are character-defining or when exterior
storm windows would obstruct or alter original trim or other character-defining features.
• Introducing or changing the location or size of windows is not appropriate.

Les Watters, Museum Curator was kind enough to put together a website for this building: 

https://sites.google.com/colcomuseum.org/bennettbldg/home  

There are several images of the building, but none earlier than 1941.  Even so, it appears that the transom 
windows removed were most likely original. 

The issues with the code would be removal and replacement of original windows and a change in 
the size of the transoms with different and varied width mullions.   

https://www.codepublishing.com/OR/StHelens/#!/StHelens17/StHelens1736.html#17.36
https://www.codepublishing.com/OR/StHelens/html/pdfs/Ord%20No%203164%20Attachment%20A.pdf
https://www.codepublishing.com/OR/StHelens/#!/StHelens17/StHelens1736.html#17.36
https://www.codepublishing.com/OR/StHelens/#!/StHelens17/StHelens1736.html#17.36
https://www.ci.st-helens.or.us/planning/page/riverfront-district-architectural-design-guidelines
https://www.ci.st-helens.or.us/planning/page/riverfront-district-architectural-design-guidelines
https://sites.google.com/colcomuseum.org/bennettbldg/home
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Another question is the importance of true divided light; the currently installed fiberglass windows are not 
true divided light but the original ones where, although the original windows had a smokey glaze to them, so 
the true divided light nature on the originals was less visible. 

Local architect and formal Historic Landmarks Commission and Planning Commission member Al Petersen 
observes that the type of glass—reed patterned glass—such as those made by Anderson are available today.  
The glass type was also called prism glass in past meetings. 

https://www.andersenwindows.com/windows-and-doors/options-and-accessories/glass-options/ (scroll 
down towards the bottom of page). 

Al Petersen also notes a wood window company in Portland that makes historically correct windows 
https://www.versatilewp.com/, and has the capability to frame glass in such a way to keep the mullions thin.  
This could require the work of a master carpenter. 

Some have also suggested painting the fiberglass windows to see how that looks, as white gives the 
impression of vinyl.   

Above: building after transom 
windows replaced outside of the 
architectural review process.  
Photo taken June 30, 2020. 

Right: building in 2010.  Note the 
awning. 
 

https://www.andersenwindows.com/windows-and-doors/options-and-accessories/glass-options/
https://www.versatilewp.com/
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Right: building in 1941. 
 
Below: building in 1983.   
 
The awning is absent.  Its removal 
doesn’t appear to be historically 
significant and it is not functionally 
necessary as the entry is 
recessed. 
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Questions for the Commission – related to the transom window issue only. 
 

1. Is the Commission willing to explore painting the fiberglass transom windows to achieve the 
appearance goals?  Multiple colors could be used to achieve the proper affect possibly. 
 

2. Use of clear glass ok or should prism of reed glass be used more like the originals? 
 

3. How important is true divided light?  Current windows are not.  Originals were.  Our guidelines do 
not specify. 
 

4. Size, division and shape of new windows in relation to previous.  The guidelines say that “whenever 
possible, the original size, division and shape, and materials should be retained, restored, or 
duplicated.”  How should we address this?  
 
There is also a feasibility / cost question related to this. 
 

5. Mullions.  The original mullions were thin and uniform.  The fiberglass windows installed results in 
thicker and varied mullions.  Thicker ok?  Uniformity v. varied thicknesses? 
 
Use existing windows but do something to make mullions appear to be similar in width? 
 

6. Anything else? 
 
 
Note that if costs exceed $5,000, the City Council has to approve the expense.  This input from the 
Commission may assist with the Council’s considerations. 
 
 
Attached:  March 10, 2020 elevation study effort (3 pages): 
 

1. Before image (showing “new” fiberglass transom windows installed earlier this year) 
2. Draft of proposal image as marked up by Planning staff based on a 5 minute over-the-
counter-review 
3. Proposal image based on staff 5 minute over-the-counter-review comments. 
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 
 
 To:  City Council  Date: 06.29.2020 
 From: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
 cc:  Planning Commission 
 
 
 
 
PLANNING ADMINISTRATION—PREAPPLICATIONS MEETINGS 
 
Had a preliminary Q&A meeting for potential attached single-family dwellings on the southern 
end of S. 2nd Street.  Properties with a view. 
 
 
PLANNING ADMINISTRATION—MISC. 
 
Provided comments for a new RV Park proposed along Kavanagh Avenue.  County file DR 20-
03.  See attached.  Also provided additional comments after reviewing staff report.  See attached.  
Attended the virtual meeting with the County Planning Commission for this proposal on June 15, 
2020.  They approved it with some minor changes to the conditions of approval.  This will be 
one of the first real tests of the Urban Service Agreement between the City and McNulty as 
water providers. 
 
Matt Brown, Assistant City Administrator, posed some building examples to some admin and 
police staff for a vote to help guide the architecture of a new police station.  Currently, the 
anticipated location is at the intersection of Old Portland Road and Kaster Road.  There are not 
architectural standards is this area, so this is not a compliance exercise.  See attached.  Top 3 are 
numbers 15, 3 and 4. 
 
The apartments along Matzen Street keep moving.  They probably won’t ask for another building 
to be occupied until late July.  Monument signs have been installed.  Some trees within the 
center of the site will probably not be able to be saved due to health issues.  Luckily, one of the 
group is in good health, so it is not a total loss. The developer has been good about informing us 
about these things instead of “doing and asking for forgiveness.” 
 
9 apartment units, along the south side of Campbell Park and accessed by Columbia Boulevard,  
intended for seniors are complete. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION (& acting HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION) 
 
June 9, 2020 meeting (outcome): The Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit for a new 
retail use/artisan workshop with outdoor storage at 254 N. Columbia River Highway. 
 
The hearing for an appeal of a staff level Partition decision at 160 Belton Road was continued for 
additional written testimony and final written argument (as allowed by state law) with 
deliberations occurring on July 1, 2020.  The Council not meeting on this day helped.  We did 

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. 



2 
 

this instead of the normal July 14th meeting due to the 120 day rule (i.e., the time a city is 
supposed to have a final decision). 
 
As the Historic Landmarks Commission, they reviewed and made recommendations for proposed 
exterior alterations at 330 S. 1st Street. 
 
July 14, 2020 meeting (upcoming): The Commission will hold a public hearing for a Conditional 
Use Permit for New 7-unit multi-dwelling complex with one commercial suite, with two related 
Variances, one for increased dwelling unit density and the other for reduced yards (setbacks).  
This was reviewed by the Commission three years ago, but the permits expired. 
 
As the Historic Landmarks Commission, they will consider exterior additions/changes to the 
Bennett Building as they relate to the Riverfront District’s architectural standards.  At least staff 
hopes to be ready for this for this meeting.  The Bennet building issues was discussed at the 
Commission’s February and March meetings too. 
 
 
COUNCIL ACTIONS RELATED TO LAND USE 
 
On June 18, 2020 the Council approved 8 of the 9 Lennar Homes Variances to allow an increase 
building/structure lot coverage for certain lots within the Emerald Meadows Subdivision.  The 
9th one was withdrawn as another builder purchased the lot, which was odd.  The Council 
included a condition that no more variances of this type are allowed for new homes in this 
subdivision.  So, though the Commission denied all of the Variances and Lennar appealed the 
matter to the Council, the Council still took heed of the Commission’s message. 
 
 
ST. HELENS INDUSTRIAL BUSINESS PARK PROPERTY 
 
The partition to carve off the ACSP (industrial agriculture business) on the former Boise White 
Paper site is finally done.  The plat and associated legal documents have been recorded. 
 
In February I assisted City staff with DSL lease legal descriptions and exhibit as City works to 
amend its least along the Columbia River and Multnomah Channel, to bring a potential third part 
(sublease) on board.  Amended that work this month based on DSL’s needs. 
 
We are working with consultants to get topographic, floodplain and similar data for portion of 
property around the Old Portland Road / Kaster Road intersection.  A major driver of this is the 
police station planning and the Council’s selection of this property for that.  We want to make 
sure the complications of floodplain issues will not be too burdensome.  Police station are 
“critical facilities” in the floodplain management world which have higher standards for 
development in floodplains. 
 
The parcellation plan for the property continues. 
 
 
ASSOCIATE PLANNER—In addition to routine tasks, the Associate Planner has been working on: 
See attached. 







10. The driveway approach shall not be more than 40 feet wide or smaller if required by the County 
Road Department. 

 
11. Road access permit shall be obtained. 
 
12. If for some reason the City water main does not need to be extended, the portion Kananagh 

Avenue frontage abutting the portion of the subject property to be developed shall include 
frontage improvements (e.g., sidewalk, curb and driveway approach).  In this case, civil plans 
shall be approved prior to Development/Building Permit issuance and improvements 
done before occupancy or commencement of use. 

 
13. Any sign permit issued by the County shall comply with the City’s standards. 
 
14. This proposal does not allow storage as a use of the subject property. 
 
15. Please notify City of new address if the County assigns it.  City may assign the address if the 

County wishes. 
 
 
------------------basis for conditions and other comments/considerations below------------------ 
 
Zoning: 
 
The subject property is within the St. Helens Urban Growth Boundary.  The City’s Comprehensive 
Plan map identifies the subject property as Unincorporated Highway Commercial, UHC.  Given that 
designation, upon annexation the property would be zoned Highway Commercial, HC. 
 
In the City’s Highway Commercial, HC zone, travel trailer parks are a conditional use.  The City has 
no issue with the proposed use. 
 
Storage is not an allowed use.  If this project is completed, this may not be an issue.  However, if it is 
not completed in a reasonable timeframe, there is a zoning concern.  We know there are no previous 
uses or substantial development (i.e., no grandfathered uses/circumstance).  Viewing the site via 
aerial imagery, much storage of vehicles/equipment is evident at 35399 E Division Road where the 
landowner resides.  See aerial images below.  The E Division Road property is separate from the 
subject property and different zoning (Columbia County’s R-10, a residential zone).  If this storage 
expanded or transferred to this site, it would clearly be a new use subject to zoning and development 
laws.  As storage is not an allowed use in the City’s HC zone (or any zone except industrial), this 
would not be supported. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Google Earth in May 
2017 (above) and May 
2019 (below).  Note 
substantial preparation 
work. 
 
The fence described 
below along Kavanagh 
Avenue is visible in the 
2019 image. 
 
The property owner 
resides at 35399 E. 
Division Road.  Things 
stored/located on that 
property are seen 
encroaching onto the 
subject property in May 
2019. 
 
If this RV park proposal 
does not happen in a 
timely manner, this may 
constitute a zoning/land 
use violation. 
 
Also, note that the 
earthwork shown 
between the two photos 
was before any 1200-C 
permit was issued by 
DEQ. 



 
 
Addressing:  
 
Looks like the area uses the County’s five-digit address system.  Please let us know the address if the 
County assigns it. 
 
City Utilities:  
 
City of St. Helens Sanitary Sewer is available within the Kavanagh Avenue right-of-way.  Plans 
indicate connection to this. 
 
City Water is available within the First Street right-of-way less than 150 feet from the southerly point 
of the property.  Plans indicate connection to McNulty PUD water within Firway Lane.  However, 
the City of St. Helens and McNulty PUD have an Urban Service Agreement approved in 2013 to 
help determine who serves what.  Per Section 2.4 of that agreement “properties zoned commercial 
and industrial west of Highway 30” are to be served by the City.  This is one of those properties.  By 
this agreement, McNulty PUD water is not available. 
 
On a related note, given connection to City sanitary sewer, annexation is inevitable and per St. 
Helens Municipal Code Section 13.04.020(7) all water users in the city whose closest property line is 
within 160 feet of a city water main shall be connected to City water.  
 
To serve this property, the City water line is anticipated to need to be extended up to Kavanagh 
Avenue and then northeasterly within the Kavanagh Avenue to at least the midpoint of the subject 
property’s Kavanagh Avenue frontage or further if needed.  In order to ensure proper timing of site 
improvements in relation to the services for those improvements, no building or development 
permit should be issued until the water main is extended. 
 
Connection to City utilities requires a consent to annex.  As the property abuts St. Helens’ city limits, 
the property is eligible for immediate annexation, following the appropriate process. 
 
In addition to annexation, there are permits and system development charges that apply.  Extensions 
of public infrastructure requires approved civil plans by an engineer. 
 
Other utilities: 
 
Existing overhead utilities along Kavanagh may remain as long as the project does not result in new 
poles.  Power and such should be underground on the subject property. 
 
Wetlands: 
 
Counties (under ORS 215.418) and cities (under ORS 215.350) are required provide notice to the 
Department of State Lands when they receive development applications in or near wetlands.  The 
City did this on May 27, 2020 to help County staff, as it didn’t appear this was done yet. 
 
There are wetlands in the area.  Some vegetation (like cattails) is indicative of this.  Also, work done 
about 10 years ago by Les Schwab Tires also indicated wetlands on the subject property of this 



proposal.  See attached pages from Les Schwab’s wetland work they needed to do to improve a 
portion of Kavanagh Avenue. 
 
This wetland is not “significant” to the City.  But State and Federal agencies may have applicability.  
Note that when the applicant started land preparation about a year ago, they installed a fence along 
Kavanagh Avenue within what appears to be a wetland.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo of newly installed fence 
at time of photograph.  This 
photo taken from Kavanagh 
Avenue looking at the subject 
property just behind Les 
Schwab Tires at 58405 
Columbia River Highway. 

Photo of the back side of 
newly installed fence at time 
of photograph.   

Furthest extent of his portion 
of fence on the same date as 
this memo.  This is where the 
road turns into the Les 
Schwab Tires property. 



 
 

 
 
City recommends ensuring that there are no agency (Oregon Division of State Lands or US Amry 
Corps of Engineers) issues with improvements done to date and if so, they be resolved as part of 
this proposal. 
 
In addition, on Sheet C-1 as submitted, note 11 under the STANDARD EROSION AND 
SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN NOTES reads: “Maintain and delineate any existing natural buffer 
within 50 feet of waters of the state.”  Waters of the State of Oregon includes wetlands.  Plan 
appears to conflict with this? 
 
Fencing: 
 
For commercial and industrial projects, fencing is an aspect typically reviewed through site 
development review or similar land use procedures.  In addition to the fence installed along 
Kanavagh Avenue described above, fencing is also already being installed elsewhere.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This is just past the end of the 
fence as shown on the last 
photo on the previous page. 
 
This debris is mostly concrete 
and may contribute to 
maximum fill allowed by the 
State of Oregon Division of 
State Lands. 
 
It’s also the potential 
beginnings of a dumping 
area.



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All fencing that has been installed needs to be included in this proposal.  Plans should identify all 
fencing that has been installed and as proposed.  Also, the current plans do not reflect work that has 
been done.  For example, plans identify a 6” cedar fence screening, but the fence shown in the 
photos above does not resemble cedar.    
 
Also, plans indicate “property lines shall be verified.”  This is important to ensure proper fence 
location and this verification as noted on the applicant’s plans should be a condition of approval. 
 
Landscaping:  
 
Trees and varied height plants along the portion of the site to be developed along Kavanagh Avenue 
is good.  
 
The north and west sides of the subject property abut residential zoned property developed with 
residential uses.  The application references Columbia County Zoning Ordinance Section 822.6, 

These photos taken from the 
same place at the Kavanagh 
Avenue / Firway Lane 
intersection looking west 
towards the proposed access 
point for the RV park. 
 
In the above photo 
(November 2019) fence posts 
are clearly visible.  In the 
below photo (May 2020) 
improvements have been 
added.  Plans submitted call 
this a cedar fence but this 
fence is clearly not wood. 



identifying the proposal as “commercial recreation.”  The City has buffer standards of commercial 
uses from residential area.  For example, 20’ for a commercial use and 10’ for parking areas with 4-
50 spaces.  A related example is 10’ for mobile home parks, which is related to RV parks. 
 
City recommends the Planning Commission consider a setback from the north and west sides 
abutting residential zoning for buffering plus sight-obscuring screening.  However, the Commission 
may consider exemption of buffer this along the “pole” portion of the flag lot that abuts the north 
side of the subject property.  But screening (sight obscuring fence) still makes sense there. 
 
Parking/Paving:  
 
Per City standards, all areas used for parking or maneuvering of vehicles is required to be paved.  
City recommends this standard, especially given surrounding residential uses. 
 
Access:  
 
The driveway approach is really wide at 60’ feet.  This is excessive.  Width should not exceed 40 feet 
at the most.  30’ should be considered. 
 
Signs:  
 
Any sign permit issued by the County shall comply with the City’s standards. 
 
ROW frontage improvements:  
 
Given the mandate to connect to City water and expenses to extend the water main, additional 
expense for public infrastructure may not be warranted.  However, if for some reason there was no 
water line extension, the driveway approach and remaining portion of the Kananagh Avenue 
frontage to be developed should include frontage improvements.  If this is the case, no building or 
development permit should be issued until the public improvement civil plans are reviewed and 
approved.  Occupancy or use commencement should not be granted until the improvements are in 
place.  
 
Note that before his retirement in late 2019, the City inquired with Lonny Welter, County 
Transportation Planner about road access permitting for this property.  Despite having a new 
driveway into the property as seen by the above aerial imagery, no road access permit had been 
obtained at that point.  Has one been applied for yet? 
 

* * * * * 
 

Attachments:  City of St. Helens Resolution No. 1634 – Urban Service Agreement between 
the City of St. Helens and McNulty Water PUD 

 
  2 pages from a 2011 wetland report for improvements to Kavanagh Avenue by 

Les Schwab Tires.  This portion of Kavanagh Avenue abuts the southerly 
portion of the subject property 
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From: Jennifer Dimsho
To: Jacob Graichen
Subject: June Planning Department Report
Date: Monday, June 29, 2020 4:00:23 PM

Here are my additions to the June Planning Department Report
 

GRANTS

1. DLCD 2019-2021 Technical Assistance Program – Grant contract with DLCD authorized to
prepare a Boise White Paper Industrial Site Master Plan which will include a parcelization
framework and an infrastructure finance planning for the former mill site. Received
revised Parcelization Plan (version 2). Scheduled to send City comments by 7/7. Submitted
DLCD Quarterly Report June 30, 2020.

2. OPRD  - Local Government Grant – Campbell Park Improvements ($187k) includes
replacement of four existing tennis courts and two basketball courts with two tennis flex
courts and one flex sport court, adds a picnic viewing area, improves natural stormwater
facilities, expands parking, and improves ADA access. Grant deadline is October
2021. Worked on drafting public improvement RFP for contractor to concrete foundation
and flex court install.  

3. Oregon Community Foundation – Nike Impact Fund – 5th Street Trail Project – This
project has been completed thanks to Public Works and the Columbia River Youth Corps!
We surveyed one property corner close to the trail and PW will construct some type of
permanent barrier. PW to install signage.

4. Travel Oregon - Medium Grants Program (100k) – Submitted final project report and
reimbursement request.

5. EPA – CWA Grant Program –  Project to be closed out by September 2020. 50 Plaza
Square . Follow up South 80 sampling week of 2/24. Draft report sent to EPA/DEQ. 50
Plaza Square report forthcoming. Working on scheduling final Brownfield Advisory
Committee Meeting. Final project to be completed by September 2020.

6. CDBG- Columbia Pacific Food Bank Project – Construction documents complete. Building
Permit application submitted week of 3/24. Bid documents reviewed by State and legal
counsel. Planned bid period is for June/July (revised because of pandemic). Building
Permit comments are being addressed by Lower Columbia. Private sewer/storm and
construction easements needed from abutting property owners.

7. Certified Local Government – Historic Preservation Grant Program – Submitted final
project report and reimbursement request to close out the project.

8. Safe Routes to School - Columbia Blvd. Sidewalk Project – Kicked off engineering with
David Evans. Survey/topo complete. Construction timeline provided by David Evans.

 

MISC

9. The Millard Road signalization ODOT project is moving forward with a project schedule.
Jacob, Sue, and I have been working on getting an approved location from ODOT/ODOT

mailto:jdimsho@ci.st-helens.or.us
mailto:jacob@ci.st-helens.or.us


rail for installation. Ramsay is working on an updated sign quote with internal illumination.
10. Tiberius Solutions to completed URA revenue projections. They are drafting a memo

summarizing the conclusions and recommended steps for kickstarting revenues to the
agency.

11. Working with John Walsh on a scope of work for a low-interest loan proposal through the
Infrastructure Finance Authority to fund waterfront-related infrastructure projects in
conjunction with potential and pending grants.

 

Thank you,
 
Jenny Dimsho, AICP
Associate Planner
City of St. Helens
(503) 366-8207
jdimsho@ci.st-helens.or.us
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