
 
 

Planning Commission Meeting Agenda 

July 21, 2020 

7:00 PM 

 

 

Chairperson: Todd Culver 

Commissioners: Roger Bristol, Rhonda Giles, Jeremy Moritz, Kurt Kayner, and Kent 

Wullenwaber. 

Meeting Location: Harrisburg Municipal Center located at 354 Smith St. 

 

PUBLIC NOTICES: 
 

1. This meeting is open to the public and will be tape-recorded. 
2. Copies of the Staff Reports or other written documents relating to each item on the agenda are 

on file in the office of the City Recorder and are available for public inspection. 
3. The City Hall Council Chambers are handicapped accessible.  Persons with disabilities wishing 

accommodations, including assisted listening devices and sign language assistance are 
requested to contact City Hall at 541-995-6655, at least 48 hours prior to the meeting date.  If a 
meeting is held with less than 48 hours’ notice, reasonable effort shall be made to have an 
interpreter present.  The requirement for an interpreter does not apply to an emergency meeting.  
ORS 192.630(5) 

4. Persons contacting the City for information requiring accessibility for deaf, hard of hearing, or 
speech-impaired persons, can use TTY 711; call 1-800-735-1232, or for Spanish voice TTY, call 
1-800-735-3896. 

5. The City of Harrisburg does not discriminate against individuals with disabilities, and is an equal 
opportunity provider. 

6. For information regarding items of discussion on this agenda, please contact City 
Recorder/Assistant City Administrator Michele Eldridge, at 541-995-6655. 

7. This meeting is held in a facility that is disinfected prior to use.  All seating allows for 6’ physical 
separation between attendees.  Masks are required, and attendees are asked to sign in when 
they enter the Municipal Center. 

8. If a citizen would like to provide testimony, but doesn’t want to be present, contact the City 
Recorder , and provide your name and telephone number to be called during the meeting.  
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CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

CONCERNED CITIZEN(S) IN THE AUDIENCE.  (Please limit presentation to two minutes per 
issue.) 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Recommended Motion: I move to approve the minutes from the June 16, 2020 Planning 
Commission Meeting. 

1. Motion to Approve the Minutes for June 16, 2020 

PUBLIC HEARING 

2. THE MATTER OF THE BUCHER APPLICATION FOR A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
MAP AMENDMENT AND CONCURRENT REZONE APPLICATION (LU 421-2020) 
AND A VARIANCE APPLICATION (LU-422-2020) 

STAFF REPORT EXHIBITS:  

   Exhibit A: Application Materials 

    

ACTION:   
1. MOTION TO RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL/APPROVAL 
WITH CONDITIONS/ OR DENY LU421-2020.  SAID MOTION SUBJECT TO ANY 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL IMPOSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
BASED ON THE JULY 13, 2020 STAFF REPORT, PUBLIC TESTIMONY, AND 
THE DELIBERATONS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
2. MOTION TO APPROVE/APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS/DENY APPLICATION 
LU 422-2020 SAID MOTION SUBJECT TO AND BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF 
THE JULY 13, 2020 STAFF REPORT, PUBLIC TESTIMONY, AND THE 
DELIBERATIONS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION.  
 
APPLICANT: Anthony Bucher, PO Box 436 Harrisburg, OR 

WORK SESSION 

3. THE MATTER OF REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED ZONING TABLE 
AND ZONIING USES ALLOWED AND GENERAL REVIEW PROCEDURES 

  

   Exhibit A: Zoning Districts & Uses Allowed 

   Exhibit B: General Review Procedures 

  

ACTION: DISCUSSION AND STAFF DIRECTION ONLY 
 

OTHERS 
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ADJOURN 
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
June 16, 2020 

 
Chairperson Present: Todd Culver 
Commissioners Present: David Smid (arrived 7:06pm), Rhonda Giles, Jeremy Moritz, Kurt 

Kayner, Kent Wullenwaber 
Staff Members Present: City Administrator/Planner John Hitt, City Recorder/Asst. City 

Administrator Michele Eldridge 
Commissioners Absent: Roger Bristol 
Meeting Location: Harrisburg Municipal Center located at 354 Smith St. 
 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL at 7:00pm 

CONCERNED CITIZEN(S) IN THE AUDIENCE.   
• Dean Chappell, 555 LaSalle St., was present to let the Planning Commission know 

that Google had the LaSalle St. spelling incorrect, and that he would like to have it 
straightened out.   

• Hitt thanked him for letting us know.  
  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

• Giles motioned to approve the minutes and was seconded by Kayner.  The 
Planning Commission then voted unanimously to approve the Minutes for 
March 17, 2020.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

THE MATTER OF THE LIGHTY PRELIMINARY PARTITION AND VARIANCE APPLICATONS 
(LU 418-2020 & LU 419-2020). 

Chairperson Todd Culver read aloud the order of proceedings, and noted that this is 
a continuance, and the process to keep the record open.  

At the hour of 7:04PM, the Public Hearing was opened.  

UNAPPROVED

Page 4

1.



Harrisburg Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
June 16, 2020 

2 
 

Culver asked if there were any Conflicts of Interest, or Ex Parte contacts.   

• Giles said that she would like to declare an Ex Parte contact, because 
Lance Lighty is a cousin.  However, she didn’t have any problems with 
discussing or voting on this subject, because they have not had any 
discussion in relation to this issue.  

There were no rebuttals in relation to Conflicts of Interest, or Ex Parte Contacts.   

Culver then read aloud the criteria that were relied upon for this land use hearing 
and noted additional copies of criteria near the door  He also directed the audience 
of how they would need to direct testimony towards the applicable criteria, and how 
an appeal could be made.  

STAFF REPORT:  Hitt summarized the information in the staff report, and referred to the 
information shown on page 15, through page 19.  He pointed out that in HMC18.20.050(d), that the 
lot is required to have a minimum of 50 feet of frontage along a public right of way.  However, in 
HMC 17.40.040, the code states that the lot size, width, shape and orientation and shape of a lot 
shall be suitable and appropriate for the location and that each lot created shall abut a street for a 
width of at least 25’ feet.  Therefore, if you agree that HMC 17.40.040 is appropriate as a governing 
standard, then the variance won’t actually be required.  You could also decide that the 50’ 
requirement, as required in HMC 18.20.050(d), does apply.  He wanted to point out that we have a 
precedent, in relation to Heckart’s property, from August 16, 2016.  The conditions are almost 
identical, with a 3-lot partition.  What is missing in this is whether the frontage is a question of lot 
size, or if its intended as an overall discussion of the lot size compared to frontage.  The rest of the 
applicable criteria, and the 50’ requirement, is straight forward.  He would like to hold off on the 
variance until the Planning Commission makes a decision on the partition request.  If you approve 
the partition, then we can come back to the variance issue.  

• Chairperson Culver said that this is not the first time the flag lot situation has come 
up.  In the past, as he remembers, the battle is to utilize to the best ability the land 
in the city limits. This allows the dreaded flag lot; but as he noted, there isn’t any 
other way in order to make the land more usable, correct?   

• Hitt responded that in his personal opinion, as you look at this; how to come back 
with the 3 lots, instead of 2, which is what the applicant came up with, and whether 
it is a viable way to use land efficiently and effectively.  It’s a high value goal and is 
the same for the State of Oregon.  You can build on 3 parcels, in the same area 
that otherwise would only allow 2.   

• Moritz expressed some concerns about the parking and driveway arrangements.  
Wouldn’t we need a way for a turn around here?   

• Hitt said that this is actually exceeding the fire code standard, because there are 
two separate 25’ driveways.  

• Moritz thought that there was only one shared driveway for lots 2 and 3.   

Applicant Testimony:  Lance Lighty thanked the Planning Commission and staff for working with 
him.  It took a few months for them to get this right, and to provide value to the community.  They 
have met with the fire chief, as he, (Lighty), knows how important it is to make sure that they have 
no issues with the property.  

• Kayner wanted to verify that he had two 25’ driveways then?  
• Lighty told him that was correct.  His first attempt at a plat, had a hammerhead 

that only served two lots.  This seemed to work the best for access, and he still 

UNAPPROVED
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has that 7,000 sq. ft. minimum met. He had bounced his ideas off the City planner 
to come up with this version.  

Favorable Testimony:  Dean Chappell, of 555 LaSalle Street, was favorable towards this project.  
He is planning on building a future home on the northeast corner of his property, which is located to 
the west of these parcels.  He had talked to the City about getting the sewer from 6th Street, and 
he’d like to be able to extend it through these parcels.  As a firefighter himself, he really liked the 
way this plat had been put together.  

There was no Testimony in Opposition, or Neutral Testimony.  

The Public Hearing closed at the hour of 7:27PM.  

Hitt reminded the Planning Commission that they need to decide on the partition, and then 
on the variance.  Kayner asked if we should address the variance first, or is the question if we even 
need a variance?  Hitt told him that if the Planning Commission is satisfied that 25’ of street 
frontage meets city code requirements, then they may not need to have a variance applied.  His 
thought is that we should look at what is reasonable.  There is an apparent conflict in the code.  The 
details say we should look at lot size and depth, or do we look only at the frontage?  You have a 
precedent on the variance, if you choose to go down that road; he doubts it would be challenged.  
The code is supposed to note broad changes, not generally minor things.  If they have 3 good sized 
lots, and getting to each is adequate, and within the code guidelines, then does it really make a 
difference to have 25’ or 50’ of road frontage?  Moritz said that only one lot meets that 50’ road 
frontage.  He asked if it was abutting a street other than an alley?  Hitt told him yes, each lot shall 
abut a street, other than an alley, for at least 25’.  Moritz then asked what the frontage was for 
parcel no. 2.  Lighty told him that 2 and 3 both have 25’ of frontage each.  Moritz said that we do 
have that precedent, and he guesses that we could approve this without a variance, or two 
variances.   

Hitt said that if it’s the Planning Commissions desire to not require a variance, then the Planning 
Commission should make a statement that the two 25’ widths meet the code requirements, and a 
variance is not needed because they’ve already met the requirements.  Chairperson Culver said 
that on page 12, you have the suggested motion.  He didn’t think we needed to state it in the 
motion, because it’s in the notes of the meeting.  Hitt agreed with him.  

• Giles motioned to approve the Lighty Preliminary Partition Application (LU 
418), subject to the conditions of approval in the June 8, 2020 staff report.  
This motion is based on findings presented in the June 8, 2020 Staff Report 
to the Planning Commission, and findings made by the Commission during 
deliberations on the request at the June 16, 2020 Public Hearing.  She was 
seconded by Wullenwaber, and the Planning Commission voted unanimously 
to approve the partition plat for Lance Lighty at 480 S. 6th St.  

• Kayner noted that as we’ve already stated, we don’t need the variance. 
• Giles suggested that perhaps we could refund it.  

OLD BUSINESS 

THE MATTER OF THE ROCK ON 99 (CALVARY CHAPEL) TIMELINE EXTENSION REQUEST 
(LU 403-2019 AND LU 409-2019) 

UNAPPROVED
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Staff Report:  Hitt noted that this is a very simple request, and that the code allows a one-
year extension, which they have asked for.  They are very close to construction, and staff 
recommends an approval.  
Eldridge added that as this has already gone through a public hearing when approved, and 
nothing is changing, that there is no need for another public hearing, or notification.  
Chairperson Culver noted that Jerry Lenhard and his wife were both here, but they don’t 
need to speak unless they wish to.  

• Moritz motioned to approve the Rock on 99 Land Use Approval Extension 
Request (LU403-2019 and LU409-2019) for a year with a new expiration date 
of June 3, 2021. This motion is based on findings presented in the June 9, 
2020, staff report to the Planning Commission, and findings made by the 
Commission during deliberations on the request.  He was seconded by 
Kayner and Giles who did so at the same time.  The Planning Commission then 
voted unanimously to approve the extension for the site plan for the Rock on 
99 to a new date of June 3, 2021.    
 

OTHERS 

• Hitt told the Planning Commission that he has been working on the update to the 
zoning and subdivision codes, which will be coming to the Planning Commission in 
the near future.  He’s looked over the work done previously, and he has a few 
minor changes to what they’ve done already.  He talked about his personal 
philosophy on planning.  It used to be that in the early 1900’s, a city would say here 
is what is prohibited, and if it wasn’t prohibited, then it was allowed.  However, 
much of what the City has done is very tight, and overly restrictive.  He talked about 
an example of something they allowed in Lebanon, in relation to a telephone 
switching center, located in a residential zone.  It was built to look exactly like a 
house, with landscaping, even though it wasn’t a residential use  It’s an example of 
performance, in which it limited any kind of negative impact on neighbors.  He 
spoke also, about allowing small industrial businesses to operate in commercial 
zones.  He doesn’t believe in having two industrial zones, as an example, and you 
don’t need to separately designate public use zones.  The code will be based on 
Oregon’s model code, and hopefully, he will bring that to the July meeting.  

• Eldridge, who is a Chamber of Commerce Executive Board Member, then gave a 
small presentation to Todd Culver, who had won the Harrisburg Outstanding 
Citizen award in November of last year, but wasn’t able to make it to the award 
ceremony due to his surgery.  He was nominated due to his overall contributions to 
our community, which include about 16 years chairing this committee, as well as 
being an elder at the Harrisburg Christian Church.  She thanked him for all he does 
in Harrisburg, and for helping to make it such a special place to live and work.   

• David Smid then noted that he needed to resign from his position on the Planning 
Commission, because he is no longer eligible, and now lives outside of Harrisburg.  
He asked when the position would be posted, and when we would make a decision 
on who applied.   

• Eldridge told him it would be posted this week, and would likely be there for a few 
weeks, and how people could apply for the position.   

ADJOURN:  The meeting was adjourned at the hour of 7:50pm.  

UNAPPROVED
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Staff Report 
Harrisburg Planning Commission 

Harrisburg, Oregon 
 

 

 

THE MATTER OF THE BUCHER APPLICATION FOR A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
MAP AMENDMENT AND CONCURRENT REZONE APPLICATION (LU 421-2020) 
AND A VARIANCE APPLICATION (LU-422-2020) 

STAFF REPORT EXHIBITS:  

   Exhibit A: Application Materials 

    

ACTION:   
1. MOTION TO RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL/APPROVAL 
WITH CONDITIONS/ OR DENY LU421-2020.  SAID MOTION SUBJECT TO ANY 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL IMPOSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
BASED ON THE JULY 13, 2020 STAFF REPORT, PUBLIC TESTIMONY, AND THE 
DELIBERATONS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
2. MOTION TO APPROVE/APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS/DENY APPLICATION 
LU 422-2020 SAID MOTION SUBJECT TO AND BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF 
THE JULY 13, 2020 STAFF REPORT, PUBLIC TESTIMONY, AND THE 
DELIBERATIONS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION.  
 
APPLICANT: Anthony Bucher, PO Box 436 Harrisburg, OR 

  LOCATION:  260 Fountain Street.  Map 15S-04W-16AD-04401 
     
  HEARING DATE:  July 21, 2020 
 
  ZONING:  C-1 
 
  OWNER:  Anthony and Tina Bucher, PO Box 436, Harrisburg, OR 
 
     

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Applicant is requesting a Comprehensive Plan Map amendment, and concurrent re-
zone for the vacant lot at 260 Fountain Street, from the current C-1 zone to R-2 zone, 
(Medium Density Residential).  The lot in question is very small at 5,000 square feet and 
abuts R-2 zoned lots to the west and north. 
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The applicant proposes to build a small single-family dwelling, of approximately 1,500 
square feet on the lot. 
 
Because the lot is very small with a maximum width of 50’, it does not meet the 
requirement of HMC 18.20.050 1.b., for single-family dwellings: “the minimum lot width 
at the front building line shall be 60 feet”.  Hence the applicant has asked for a variance 
to this requirement in order to construct a single-family dwelling as outlined in his 
application materials. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The following findings demonstrate that the proposed comprehensive map plan 
redesignation, and concurrent rezone, as well as the accompanying variance 
application, comply with all applicable approval criteria and related standards as set 
forth in the Harrisburg Comprehensive Plan, Harrisburg Municipal Code and Statewide 
Planning Goals 
 

ACTION #1 (ZONE CHANGE) 
 
RELEVANT HARRISBURG MUNICIPAL CODE CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
1. Criterion: HMC 18.120 AMENDMENTS  

 
Discussion: Requests to amend the Harrisburg zoning code may be initiated by 
property owners – HMC. 18.120(1)(e). 
 
Finding:  Anthony and Tina Bucher are the owners of 260 Fountain Street and 
hence meet the criterion of this code section 

 
2. Criteria:  HMC 18.125.100 (APPLICATION & PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS) 

 
Discussion: HMC 18.125.100 - 160 establish clear requirements for making 
application, paying fees, consolidation of applications, public notice for the required 
public hearing, and the public hearing procedures for zoning amendments 

 
Finding: All of the required applications forms, fees, and public notices have been 
met within the required time frames as specified by code requirements. 
 

RELEVANT OREGON STATEWIDE LAND USE AND PLANNING 
GOALS/HARRISBURG COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS 

 
1. CRITERIA STATEWIDE GOALS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 & 8  

 
Discussion:  The lot in question has functionality only as a residentially zoned 
parcel.  The broad goals of Public Involvement (Goal 1), and Land Use Planning 
(Goal 2) are met by this public hearing process.  This lot is not located in or near 
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Agricultural Lands (Goal 3), Forest Lands (Goal 4) Natural Resources, Open 
Spaces or Historic Areas (Goal 5). The rezone and subsequent development will 
not impact the quality of Air, Water or Land Resources (Goal 6), It is not in a 
Flood Zone or otherwise subject to Natural Hazards, (Goal 7), and is not involved 
with Recreation (Goal 8). 
 
Finding:  The proposed rezone does not detract from or hinder any of these 
statewide goals. Therefore, these goals are adequately addressed because they 
are not applicable. 
 

2. CRITERION STATEWIDE GOAL 12 – TRANSPORTATION 
 

Discussion:  Goal 12 encourage the provision of a safe, convenient and 
economic transportation system. 
 
Finding:  The proposed rezone will have a lower impact on the city’s 
transportation system than the current C-1 zoning (Commercial), therefore the 
proposal complies with this goal. 
 
 

3. CRITERIA STATEWIDE GOALS 9 (ECONOMY), 10 (HOUSING), 11 (PUBLIC 
FACILITIES AND SERVICES), 13 (ENERGY), 14 (URBANIZATION) 

 
Discussion: (Goals 9 & 10) -There is very little economic opportunity for such a 
small lot, not on a major thoroughfare, to ever see commercial type development.  
But it can serve needed public housing, especially since a smaller, affordable 
home is planned for the site  In addition the City’s 2013 Urbanization study called 
out the need for additional R-2 zoned land based on the 20 year population 
projection and the fact there are only 27 acres of R-2 zoned land in the city with a 
future demand of 45 acres.  5,000 square feet represents less than one-eight of 
an acre.  Even with this addition, the city will have well under the needed future 
supply of additional R-2 zoned land. 
 
Discussion: (Goals 11, 13 & 14). The application, if approved, will provide 
appropriate and desired infill, consistent with current development to the west 
and south of the site. Further it has all required public facilities readily available, 
will be developed to current stringent, energy efficiency standards and represents 
the orderly and efficient use of land as it is within the Harrisburg Urban Growth 
Boundary 
 
‘Findings:  Based on the discussion above, and the relevant facts surrounding 
this application, the criteria of Statewide Goals 9 – 14 have been met. 
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4. CRITERIA STATEWIDE GOALS 15 – 19 – PROTECTION OF SHORELANDS, 
WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY, ESTUARY RESOURCES & COASTAL 
SHORELANDS, BEACHES AND DUNES. 

 
Finding:  The subject site is not located in or near any of these state resource 
areas and therefore these goals do not apply to this application. 
 
 

RELEVANT HARRISBURG COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CRITERIA. 
 
1. CRITERIA - HOUSING (pp.13 & 53) 

 
Discussion:  1. The city’s Comprehensive Plan calls for “…opportunities for 
development of a variety of housing types, with an emphasis on single- family 
housing.” 2.  Comprehensive Plan policies include – A. “Target ratios by Plan 
Designation (of)…..26% (for) Medium Density Residential” (R-2).  B.  R-2 
Zones, “shall be dispersed throughout the City including around the central 
commercial areas or in areas with good access to collector or arterial streets.” 
 
Finding: 1.  This application helps meet the City Comprehensive Plan goal of 
providing a variety of housing types.  2.  The application helps the City 
conform to the policy goals of 26% R-2 zoning as we are currently at 17.5%.  
In addition, this lot is less than 100 feet from an arterial street.  
 

2. CRITERIA – PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES. (pp. 54 – 58 & 16) 
 

Discussion:  The City Comprehensive Plan indicates there are in existence 
or plans already underway to provide adequate public facilities for the 
anticipated population growth of the City.  The relevant Comprehensive Plan 
Policy “Require(s) all future urban development to be served by public 
sanitary sewer and water.” 
 
Finding:  This application represents only a very minor further demand on 
City services hence this application is consistent with this and other elements 
of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  In addition, as noted elsewhere full public 
facilities and services, (including water and sewer in the street) are readily 
available to this parcel.  

 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The applicant requests approval of LU 421-2020. As demonstrated by the above 
discussion, analysis and findings, the application, as conditioned, complies with the 
applicable criteria from the Harrisburg Municipal Code. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
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The Planning Commission has three options with respect to the subject applications. 
They can: 
 

1. Recommend to the City Council approval of the application. 
2. Recommend approval of the request with conditions; or 
3. Recommend Denial of the application 

 
Based upon the criteria, discussion, and findings of facts above, Staff recommends the 
Planning Commission Recommend to the City Council approval, with conditions, of LU 
421-2020 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION(S) 
 
Consistent with staff’s findings, I recommend to the Planning Commission, that they 
motion to recommend approval of LU 421-2020, with conditions to the City Council: 
 
MOTION TO RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL/APPROVAL WITH 
CONDITIONS/ OR DENY LU421-2020.  SAID MOTION SUBJECT TO ANY 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL IMPOSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION BASED 
ON THE JULY 13, 2020 STAFF REPORT, PUBLIC TESTIMONY, AND THE 
DELIBERATONS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 

1. Final Approval:  Subsequent and final approval by the Harrisburg City Council 
 

2. Survey:  Property Boundaries must be surveyed and established. 
 

3. Building Permits:  Any subsequent development meets all required building and 
development codes except as may be waived by an approved variance. 

 
ACTION #2 (VARIANCE)  
 
BACKGROUND   
 
As noted above, development of a single-family dwelling on this parcel requires a 
variance due to the requirement of HMC 18.20.050 that single-family dwellings have at 
least 60 feet of width at the “Building Line.” Building Line’ is defined as “a line on a plat 
indicating the limit beyond which buildings or other structures may not be erected.” 
 
RELEVANT HARRISBURG MUNCIPAL CODE CRITERIA (HMC 18.115) 
 
Discussion: Variances to the Harrisburg Municipal Code, Chapter 18 can be granted 
by the Planning Commission provided that: 1. Unique circumstances exist that are 
beyond the owner’s control. 2. It is necessary for the preservation of property rights 
enjoyed by others in the same zone. 3. It is consistent with the goals of the 
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Comprehensive Plan.  4. It shall offer no special privilege.  5. It does not violate any 
provision of law. 
 
Findings:  This Variance Application meets all of the above criteria as the lot was a pre-
existing lot that, when originally created, did not meet the requirements that would be 
later enacted.  Thus, the applicant’s situation is unique as no single-family dwelling 
could be built on this parcel without an exception to HMC 18.20.050 since the lot is only 
50 feet wide.  In addition, the applicant would not enjoy the opportunity to build a single-
family dwelling, as enjoyed by the owners of other, similar sized properties in this area 
of town. Further, granting the variance would not violate any law, convey no special 
privilege not enjoyed by others and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan goal of 
providing additional housing opportunities. 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION: 
 
Consistent with staff finding’s, I recommend to the Planning Commission that they 
approve LU 422-2020 with Conditions of Approval:  
 
MOTION TO APPROVE/APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS/DENY APPLICATION LU 
422-2020; SAID MOTION SUBJECT TO AND BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF THE 
JULY 13, 2020 STAFF REPORT, PUBLIC TESTIMONY, AND THE DELIBERATIONS 
OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 

1. FINAL APPROVAL:  Zone change application LU-421-2020 must receive final 
approval from the Harrisburg City Council. 

 
2. BUILDING PERMITS:  This variance approval applies only to the construction of 

single-family dwelling.  Prior to construction, the applicant shall obtain all 
necessary building permits for the construction of the SFD. 
 

3. CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS: Any future single- family dwelling proposed to be 
built on the parcel be in substantial compliance with the application submitted by 
applicant Anthony Bucher. 
 

4. DRIVEWAYS:  Any driveway for the planned single-family dwelling must be 
located on the west side of the property on LaSalle St. to meet both vision 
clearance requirements, and to allow for separation of driveways as required by 
HMC 18.95.090(7)(C). 
 

5. SIDEWALK REQUIREMENT:  Owner shall be required to install a sidewalk on 
the Fountain St. side of the property, as required by HMC Chapter 12.10.  The 
owner is allowed to keep the curb cut on this side of the property if desired.  
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6. MANUFACTURED HOME PROHIBITION:  This property is located adjacent to 
the Ling-Hall House, at 290 Fountain St.  This is a home that is listed in the 
Harrisburg Register of Historic Resources. As per HMC 18.75.030(11), the owner 
may not install a manufactured home on this property.  
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Agenda Bill 
Harrisburg Planning Commission 

Harrisburg, Oregon 
 
 

 

THE MATTER OF REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED ZONING TABLE 
AND ZONIING USES ALLOWED AND GENERAL REVIEW PROCEDURES 

  

   Exhibit A: Zoning Districts & Uses Allowed 

   Exhibit B: General Review Procedures 

  

ACTION: DISCUSSION AND STAFF DIRECTION ONLY 
 

 

THIS AGENDA ITEM IS DESTINED FOR: Regular Agenda -June 28, 2020.  
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
The Planning Commission has done extensive work with the Oregon Small Cities Model 

Zoning Code as it should apply to Harrisburg.  I have reviewed the work previously done 

by the Planning Commission and would like to discuss modifying some of that work, 

while still maintaining the basic framework of the Model Code and work of the Planning 

Commission. 

 

Attached as Exhibit A is my revised Zoning Districts and the ‘Uses Allowed’ in each 

district.  My overall approach to this was guided by the following overarching goals: 

1. Eliminate any redundant or unnecessary zones.  We are a small city, both 

geographically and by population, with pretty well established commercial, 

residential, and industrial areas.  The fewer and more flexible zones we have the 

easier the administration and the fewer zone change requests are needed. 

2. Make as many uses as reasonable, in each zone, be permitted outright. (P on the 

table from Exhibit A).  This simplifies and streamlines the land use process and 

pretty much avoids appeals to LUBA.  

3. Allow uses that are not traditional in each zone IF they can happen with very 

minimal or no negative impact on existing uses in that zone. (S in the zoning 

table).  An example would be light or artisan manufacturing in the commercial 

zone. This is a type of “performance zoning”. That is, the applicant must 

demonstrate that their proposed S type use meets more stringent standards than 

P uses for the same zone. These more stringent S standards are detailed in a 

separate chapter of the Model Code and as you may further define them. 

4. Create a new ‘Public Use Zone’ (PUZ) that is a catch-all for not only publicly 

owned areas, but also uses that primarily benefit the public such as recreational 

areas, public utilities, transportation facilities, etc. Doing so will require some fair 
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amount of rezoning at the end of our process.  Most of which would need to be 

designated PUZ is now zoned R-1. 

5. Make as many land use approvals as possible be “over-the-counter” or very 

nearly so.  This means that fewer matters will reach the Planning Commission.  

But this will, once again, speed and simplify the overall Land Use process. 

6. Reduce the uses that require Conditional Use Permits (CUP).  Conditional use 

permits are, in practice, difficult to enforce and often results in substantial 

disagreement between an applicant who wants to reduce the ‘conditions’ of 

his/her permit and members of the public who frequently want to make them 

more onerous. 

 

Attached as Exhibit B is the General Review Procedures the city would follow for 

various types of land use applications.  These are as follows: 

1. Type I Procedure - Simple ‘over-the-counter’ checklist of requirements for 

proposed use(s) that are permitted outright for that zone. There is no requirement 

for public notice and these decisions are not appealable to the Planning 

Commission (Example – Single-Family dwelling in any of the R Zones) 

2. Type II Procedure- For S uses the applicant must clearly and convincingly 

demonstrate that his/her proposed use(s) will comply with the more stringent 

Special Requirements for uses contemplated for each zone. The Type II 

procedure requires public notification of nearby property owners and the 

opportunity for city administration to refer a Type II application directly to the 

Planning Commission or grants any interested party the right to refer a Type II 

decision to the Planning Commission. (Example – residential uses in the C-1 

Zone.) 

3. Type III Procedure – A public hearing process that is, apart from any appeal, 

decided by the Planning Commission. (Example – Site Plan Review) 

4. Type IV Procedure – A public hearing process that is initially heard by the 

Planning Commission who then makes recommendation to the City Council who 

makes the final decision.  (Example - Comp. Plan changes) 

 

The purpose of the proposed discussion is not to go over all possible uses in all zones.  

It is simply to determine overall Planning Commission support of the concepts outlined 

here as well as how they might apply to some of our more common land use 

applications. 

 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL: 
 
 
 
John Hitt   Date 
City Administrator 
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