
 
 

Planning Commission Agenda 

September 15, 2026 

7:00 PM 

 

 

Chairperson: Todd Culver 

Vice-Chairperson Susan Jackson 

Commissioners: Rhonda Giles, Kurt Kayner, Kent Wullenwaber, Stephanie Tegge 

                                               and Jana Jenkins 

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, sign language assistance or interpreter 
services are requested to contact the City Recorder, 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 does not apply to an emergency meeting as per  ORS 
192.630(5). 

4. If you wish to provide testimony, and are unable to attend, please contact the City Recorder to be 
placed on a conference call list during the meeting.   

5. Written testimony can be accepted until 5:30pm on the day of the meeting.   
6. The City of Harrisburg does not discriminate against individuals with disabilities and is an equal 

opportunity provider. 
7. For more information regarding items of discussion on this agenda, or to be added to our email 

distribution list please contact City Recorder Lori Ross, at 541-995-6655 or at 
lross@ci.harrisburg.or.us.  
 

 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

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

1. MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FOR THE MAY 19, 2026, AND JUNE 16, 2026 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS.   

PUBLIC HEARING 

2. THE MATTER OF A VARIANCE REQUEST FOR ZIKE ACCESSORY STRUCTURE  

STAFF REPORT/EXHIBITS:         

                     Exhibit A: Application Packet  

                     Exhibit B: Email from Nancy Hayner 

 

ACTION:     MOTION TO APPROVE/DENY/AMEND THE VARIANCE REQUEST FOR LU 
472-2026, SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL CONTAINED IN THE STAFF 
REPORT OF SEPT 8, 2026.  THIS MOTION IS BASED ON FINDINGS CONTAINED IN 
THE STAFF REPORT OF SEPT 8, 2026, AND ON FINDINGS MADE DURING 
DELIBERATIONS ON THE REQUEST 

APPLICANT:     Thomas & Madilyn Zike 

 

OTHERS 

ADJOURN 
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
May 19, 2026 

Chairperson: Todd Culver, Presiding 
Commissioners Present: Stephanie Tegge, Susan Jackson, Kurt Kayner, and Jeremy Moritz. 
Commissioners Absent: Rhonda Giles, and Kent Wullenwaber 
Staff Present: City Administrator/Planner Michele Eldridge,  
 Meeting Location: Harrisburg Municipal Center located at 354 Smith St. 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: Order was called at 7:00pm by Chairperson Todd Culver. 

CONCERNED CITIZEN(S) IN THE AUDIENCE. Everyone present was there for items on the 
agenda. 

APPOINT NEW CHAIRPERSON AND VICE-CHAIRPERSON  
Kayner motioned to appoint Todd Culver as Chairperson and was seconded by Jackson. The 
Planning Commission then voted unanimously to appoint Todd Culver as Chairperson for a 
term of one (1) year. 
Kayner motioned to appoint Susan Jackson as Vice-Chairperson for the Harrisburg Planning 
Commission for a term of one (1) year and was seconded by Culver. The Planning 
Commission then voted unanimously to appoint Susan Jackson as Vice-Chairperson for a 
term of one (1) year. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Moritz motioned to approve the minutes for September 16, 2025, and was seconded by Kayner. 
The Planning Commission then voted unanimously to approve the Minutes for September 16, 
2025. 

PUBLIC HEARING 
THE MATTER OF THE REGAL HOMES BY SHELLEY, LLC MINOR (PRELIMINARY) 
PARTITION REQUEST (LU 470-2026). 

Chairperson Todd Culver read aloud the order of proceedings, and noted the procedures for 
continuance, and the process to keep the record open. 

Unapproved
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At the hour of 7:10pm, the Public Hearing was opened.   
 
Culver asked if there were any Conflicts of Interest or any Ex Parte contacts. 
None reported. 
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 on how they would 
need to direct testimony towards the applicable criteria, and how an appeal could be made. 

 
STAFF REPORT: Eldridge gave a summary of the application.  
Eldridge highlighted the following criterion and conditions: 

• Criterion 1 – Met with Condition No.1: Consistency with Plans, and No. 2: Preliminary Plat     
Withdrawal. 

• Criterion 2 – Met. 
• Criterion 3 – Met with Condition No.3: Underground Utilities. 
• Criterion 4 – Met with Condition No. 4: Storm Water.  
• Criterion 5 – Met. 
• Criterion 6 – Met. 
• Criterion 19.20.040 – Met. 
• Criterion 19.20.050 – Met. 
• Criterion 19.20.060a – Met. 
• Criterion 19.20.060b – Met. 
• Criterion 19.20.060c – Met with Condition No. 4: Storm Water. 
• Criterion 19.20.060d – Met. 
• Criterion 19.20.060e – Met with Condition No. 5: Easements. 
• Criterion 19.20.060f – Met with Development Concern A: Street Trees. 
• Criterion 19.20.080 – Met with Condition No. 6: Final Plat. 
• Criterion 18.60.020 – Met. 
• Criterion 18.70.030.1 & 2 – Met. 
• Criterion 18.70.030.3 – N/A. 
• Criterion 18.70.030.4a, b, c, & d – Met with Development Concern B: Paved Driveways. 
• Criterion 18.70.030.4g – Met. 
• Criterion 18.70.030.4u – Met with Development Concern C: Temporary Driveways/Erosion 

Control. 
• Criterion 18.70.030.4v – Met. 
• Criterion 18.70.030.5-7 & 9-10 – Met with Development Concern D: Vision Clearance. 
• Criterion 18.75.020 – Met. 
• Criterion 18.75.030 – Met with Development Concern E: Landscaping. 
• Criterion 18.75.040 - Met with Development Concern F: Fences. 
• Criterion 18.75.050 - Met with Development Concern G: Outdoor Lighting. 
• Criterion 18.80.020 - Met with Development Concern H: Parking. 
• Criterion 18.85.010.1-5 – Met with Condition No. 7: Curbs, Gutters and Sidewalks and 

Condition No. 8: Utilities. 
• Criterion 18.85.020 – Met with Development Concern I: Mailbox Receptacle. 
• Criterion 18.85.030 – N/A. 
• Criterion 18.85.040 – Met with Condition No 9: Water & Sewer Services. 
• Criterion 18.85.050.1-3 – Met with Condition No. 4: Storm Water. 
• Criterion 18.85.050.4 – N/A 
• Criterion 18.85.050.5 – Met with Condition No. 5: Easements. 

Unapproved
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• Criterion 18.85.060.1-3 – Met. 
• Criterion 18.85.070.1-3 – Met.  

 
 Staff feel that all requirements are met and recommend approval. 
 
APPLICANTS TESTIMONY: Doug and Taylor Shelley were present for discussion. 

 
TESTIMONY IN FAVOR WAS ASKED FOR.  

• None given. 
 

  TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION WAS ASKED FOR. 
• None given. 

 
   NUETRAL TESTIMONY WAS ASKED FOR. 

• None given. 
 

The public hearing was closed at the hour of 7:38pm. 
 

• Moritz motioned to approve the Regal Homes by Shelley, LLC minor partition request 
(LU 470-2026), subject to the conditions of approval in the May 13, 2026, Staff Report. 
This motion is based on findings presented in the May 13, 2026, Staff Report to the 
Planning Commission, and on findings made by the commission during deliberations 
on the request at the May 19, 2026, Public Hearing. The motion was seconded by 
Kayner. The Planning Commission then voted unanimously to approve the Regal 
Homes by Shelley, LLC minor partition request (LU 470-2026), subject to the conditions 
of approval in the May 13, 2026, Staff Report. This motion is based on findings 
presented in the May 13, 2026, Staff Report to the Planning Commission, and on 
findings made by the commission during deliberations on the request at the May 19, 
2026, Public Hearing. 
 

WORK SESSION 
THE MATTER OF REVIEWING TYPE 1 AND TYPE 2 APPLICATIONS APPROVED BY THE CITY 
ADMINISTOR/PLANNER. 
 
STAFF REPORT: Eldridge notified the Commission of the two (2) Type I applications and four (4) Type 
II applications that she had approved. She noted that the Safe Harbor permit for Life Bible was allowed 
under the Emergency Declaration made by the City of Harrisburg.  

 
With no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at the hour of 8:38 pm. 

 
 
 

Chairperson City Recorder 

Unapproved
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
June 16, 2026 

 

 
Chairperson: Todd Culver, Presiding 
Commissioners Present: Stephanie Tegge, Susan Jackson, Rhonda Giles, Kent Wullenwaber 

and Jeremy Moritz. 
Commissioners Absent: Kurt Kayner 
Staff Present: City Administrator/Planner Michele Eldridge, and Finance Officer/Deputy 

City Recorder Cathy Nelson 
 Meeting Location: Harrisburg Municipal Center located at 354 Smith St. 

 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: Order was called at 7:00pm by Chairperson Todd Culver.  
 

CONCERNED CITIZEN(S) IN THE AUDIENCE. Everyone present was there for items on the 
agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Moritz motioned to approve the minutes for July 15, 2025, and was seconded by Wullenwaber. 
The Planning Commission then voted unanimously to approve the Minutes for July 15, 2025. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
THE MATTER OF A REQUEST FOR A HISTORICAL RESOURCE ALTERATION FOR THE 
I.O.O.F. HALL LOCATED AT 190 SMITH ST. (LU 471-2026). 
 
Chairperson Todd Culver read aloud the order of proceedings, and noted the procedures for 
continuance, and the process to keep the record open. 
 
At the hour of 7:03pm, the Public Hearing was opened.   
 
Culver asked if there were any Conflicts of Interest or any Ex Parte contacts. 
None reported. 
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 on how they would 

Unapproved
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need to direct testimony towards the applicable criteria, and how an appeal could be made. 
 

STAFF REPORT: Eldridge gave a summary of the application. The alteration request is needed to 
fix a leak and remove the damage. 
Eldridge highlighted the following criteria and conditions: 

• Criterion 1, 3, 5, & 6 – Do not apply. However, Condition No.1: Consistency with Plans are 
associated with these Criterion. 

• Criterion 2 – Met with Condition No. 2: Historical Appearance. 
• Criterion 4 – Met. 
• Criterion 7 – Met with Condition No. 2: Historical Appearance and with Development 

Concern No. 1: Structural Building Permit. 
 

 Staff sent required notice to SHPO, and they had not responded by the time of discussion. 
 Staff feel that all requirements are met and recommend approval. 

• Jackson asked if the Planning Commission or SHPO had the last word on the approval. 
Eldridge replied that they did not reply within the timeframe, therefore Planning Commission 
decides.  

 
APPLICANTS TESTIMONY: Patrick Freeman was present for discussion. He said that he has 
communicated with SHPO and is willing to work through any design issues they might have. His 
intent is to match the overall building aesthetics.  

• Tegge asked how confident Freeman was that this would fix the issue. Freeman stated he is 
99% sure it will, and it will also give them access to the roof. 

• Moritz asked why a hatch wouldn’t work. Freeman stated the structural engineering is 
already done, and it stated that the access point needed to be bigger than a hatch to allow 
for stairs and roof access.  

• Wullenwaber asked if the proposed addition would cover the hatch, Freeman said it would. 
Then Wullenwaber asked why they needed such a big structure to simply cover a hatch. 
Eldridge said that it would allow his family access to the roof.  

• Culver said that everything done so far to the building has been great, He wants a rendering 
and elevation drawing before being comfortable making a decision.  

 
TESTIMONY IN FAVOR WAS ASKED FOR.  

• None given. 
 

  TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION WAS ASKED FOR. 
• None given. 

 
   NUETRAL TESTIMONY WAS ASKED FOR. 

• None given. 
 

The public hearing was closed at the hour of 7:44pm. 
 

• Moritz motioned to table discussion to the July 21, 2026, meeting and to request that 
the applicant return with elevation drawings and renderings showing the design he is 
proposing. The motion was seconded by Giles. The Planning Commission then voted 
unanimously to table discussion to the July 21, 2026, meeting and to request that the 
applicant return with elevation drawings and renderings showing the design he is 
proposing. 
 

 
 

Unapproved
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   OTHERS 
   
  This will be Planning Commission Jeremy Moritz’ last meeting. He is being appointed to the City 
Council. 
 
 
With no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at the hour of 8:00 pm. 

 
 
 

Chairperson City Recorder Unapproved
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Staff Report 
Harrisburg Planning Commission 

Harrisburg, Oregon 
 

 

 

THE MATTER OF A VARIANCE REQUEST FOR ZIKE ACCESSORY STRUCTURE  

STAFF REPORT/EXHIBITS:  

   Exhibit A: Application Packet  

                                 Exhibit B: Email from Nancy Hayner 

                                 

      

ACTION: MOTION TO APPROVE/DENY/AMEND THE VARIANCE REQUEST FOR 
LU 472-2026, SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL CONTAINED IN 
THE STAFF REPORT OF SEPT 8, 2026.  THIS MOTION IS BASED ON FINDINGS 
CONTAINED IN THE STAFF REPORT OF SEPT 8, 2026, AND ON FINDINGS 
MADE DURING DELIBERATIONS ON THE REQUEST 
 
APPLICANT: Thomas & Madilyn Zike 

  LOCATION:  760 Sommerville Loop – 15S04W15CB05000 
     
  HEARING DATE: September 15, 2026 
 
  ZONING: R-2 Multi Family Residential 
 
  OWNER: Thomas & Madilyn Zike 
 
     

 
BACKGROUND 
Thomas & Madilyn Zike live on Sommerville Loop and have been planning for years to 
add a larger accessory structure to their property.  Unfortunately, time & cost didn’t 
allow them to develop their property before the change in the development code.  HMC 
18.50.150 puts a size limitation on accessory structures, based on the size of the 
footprint of the home that they own. It also limits the number of accessory structures 
over 200 sq. ft.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
A variance request is needed for two reasons.  One is due to the size of the proposed 
accessory structure.  The homes footprint is currently 1404 sq. ft.  The code allows for 
an accessory structure that doesn’t exceed 50% of the floor area, or 1,000 sq. ft., 
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whichever is smaller.   The shop that is planned is 900 sq. ft and therefore exceeds the 
limits as allowed by HMC 18.50.150(3).   
 
The other variance request is for the applicant to have 4 accessory structures over 200 
sq. ft.  The lot is over half acre in size, and therefore, has plenty of room to meet the 
code requirements.  Lot Coverage with the new structure is only 17% with all current 
buildings and the planned addition.  (They are planning on removing one of the smaller 
buildings in the future.) There is a letter of recommendation for approval from William 
Dotson in their application packet (Exhibit A), and an email was received from Nancy 
Hayner, which can be found in Exhibit B. Both testimony were favorable for the 
applicant.  
 
CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1.    CRITERION: HMC 19.40.040 Variances. 

1. Applicability. A variance is a code adjustment that does not otherwise 

meet the criteria under HMC 19.40.030. (Permitted uses, as provided in 

Chapters 18.40 to 18.55 HMC, shall not be adjusted with a variance.) 

DISCUSSION:   This variance is required because the development code doesn’t 

allow an accessory structure to either exceed the lesser of 50% of the floor area, or 

1,000 square feet.  The proposed accessory structure is planned at 900 square 

feet total; therefore, applicant is otherwise constrained to the 702 square foot area. 

The residential use is not being changed.  The applicant will be required to meet 

the development requirements that are suggested by the Planning Commission 

In addition, the applicant has 3 structures over 200 sq. ft. in size, and this structure 

will create a 4th.  The variance is also required for this purpose.   

Condition No. 1: Consistency with Plans.  Development shall comply with the 

plans and narrative in the applicant’s proposal, except where modified 

further by the Planning Commission.  

 

FINDING: As conditioned, this criterion has been met.  

2. Approval Criteria. The Planning Commission, through a Type III procedure, 
may approve a variance upon finding that it meets all of the following 
criteria: 
a. The variance is necessary because the subject code provision does not 
account for special or unique physical or historical circumstances of the 
subject site, existing development patterns, or adjacent land uses. If an 
existing lot or development is nonconforming, the City may accept the 
nonconforming status as sufficient evidence of hardship for purposes of 
approving a variance under this section. 
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DISCUSSION: The City has had the same setbacks and accessory structure size 
requirements for more than twenty years; therefore, it wouldn’t be out of the 
question to say this falls under the term of ‘historical circumstances’.  This lot is the 
largest of the ones considered for recent variance requests, and there is more than 
enough room for easily accommodating the size of structure, as well as number of 
structures allowed.  There are no non-conforming circumstances with this lot.   
 
FINDINGS: This criterion is met.  
 
b. The variance is the minimum necessary to address the special or unique 
physical circumstances related to the subject site. 
 
DISCUSSION: The accessory structure is not considered large for this 
neighborhood. Property located to the south has a general-purpose structure that 
is 5,400 sq. ft. in size, while the home is 2,030 sq. ft.  Property to the east has an 
accessory structure that is 1,500 sq. ft with a 1,848 sq. ft. home.  There are 
technically no special or unique physical circumstances related to this site. Staff 
does believe that this is the minimum necessary to allow the applicant to have a 
similar use compared to other nearby properties.  
 
The applicant does have 3 structures that are over 200 sq. ft., therefore, this 
additional structure will add one more to that count.  Other properties nearby have 
multiple accessory structures as well.  (Property to the west has 4 accessory 
structures).  
 
FINDINGS: This criterion has been met.   
 
c. The variance does not conflict with other applicable City policies or other 
applicable regulations. 
 
DISCUSSION: This variance doesn’t conflict with other City policies or applicable 
regulations.  It’s a simple request to allow for a structure that is slightly larger than 
what is allowed by the current code, and for one building more than currently 
allowed.  
 
FINDINGS: The criteria have been met.  
 
d. The variance will result in no foreseeable harm to adjacent property 
owners or to the public interest. 
 
DISCUSSION: Allowing a property owner to have a larger accessory structure than 
that allowed by code, or an additional accessory structure over 200 sq. ft. is not 
creating something that is harmful to the public interest, nor does it result in any 
foreseeable harm to adjacent property owners.  The property directly south has a 
much larger accessory structure.  The applicant isn’t adding the structure where an 
existing storm drain area is located and therefore will not cause harm by blocking 
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historical storm flow. The applicant will be required to install gutters and must show 
where drainage will be directed to. The applicant must make certain that the work 
being done meets development standards and should consider adding French 
drain tile or a swale to the property, to help slow storm flow into the City’s 
stormwater system.  This is a development concern.  
 
Condition of Approval No. 2: Storm Drainage.  Concurrently with the 
submittal of the building permit, the applicant will provide gutters to the 
structure and will show where the drainage is being directed to.   
 
Development Concern No. 1:  The applicant must account for any additional 
drainage problems on their lot due to the addition of this structure, and should 
consider the addition of French drain, a swale or any other system of storm control.  
 
FINDINGS: As conditioned, this criterion has been met.  
 
e. All applicable building code requirements and engineering design 
standards shall be met. 
 
DISCUSSION: This accessory structure is 900 sq. ft. and the property owner had 
already applied for a building permit, before knowing that they needed a variance 
approval.  They have already provided a full set of engineering plans for the permit.  
 
FINDINGS: This criterion has been met.  
 
f. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of the same 
property rights as possessed by owners of other property in the same zone.   
 
DISCUSSION: As noted above, there are several properties in this same area that 
have structures that are quite large, including one with an accessory structure that 
is larger than the home on the same lot. Other properties include a number of 
accessory structures; therefore, the applicant asks to be allowed to have one more 
that is over 200 sq. ft.   
 
FINDINGS: Properties that are nearby and in the same neighborhood have 
accessory structures that are larger than allowed by the newer development code.  
Therefore, allowing this accessory structure to be larger than allowed by the 
current development code allows the owner to have the same types of structures 
that are present on neighboring properties.  In addition, many properties in this 
same area have multiple accessory structures, and with a large lot like this, it still 
only represents 17% of lot coverage.  The allowance in the R-2 zone is 55% lot 
coverage for a single-family non-attached home. This criteria is therefore met.  
 
g. In granting a variance, the Planning Commission may attach conditions 
which it finds necessary to protect the best interests of the surrounding 
property or the community as a whole. [Ord. 987 § 1 (Exh. A), 2022.] 
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DISCUSSION:  
This accessory structure is being built on property near storm water control 
systems that are already present.  Because the storm water in this area is so 
prevalent, the applicant knows that they must be careful with any stormwater being 
generated by the additional impervious surfaces.  As already noted in Condition 
No. 2, and Development Concern No. 1, then owner knows that they must be 
especially careful with drainage.  Additional storm drainage devices like oversized 
storage detention pipes, or a swale, are encouraged.  

 
Adding a structure of this size to the property is considered development, which 
applies to new or remodeled structures.  Normally, the property owners must come 
up to current code requirements.  HMC 18.70.030(4)(d)(2) states that a private 
driveway serving as the sole vehicle access to one or two homes, and/or less than 
150 feet shall have a paved driving surface of at least 25’.  The driveway was 
required to support an emergency vehicle weighing 50,000 lbs., but newer code 
standards require driveways to support a 75,000 lb. vehicle.   

 

The partition plat that created this property was approved in 2001.  It required a 

driveway that is a permanent easement, 25’ in width, for ingress and egress from 

the applicant’s property, as well as the flag lot property, directly behind them to the 

south.  The only design concern with paving this section of the driveway, is that 

there are no requirements for the properties located to the west, to pave their 25’ 

wide segment of driveway. The driveways run parallel; so this leaves the possibility 

that other residents will start using the paved sides, or drive on the edge; which will 

break it down faster.  In addition, the driveway access from Sommerville Loop is for 

a single vehicle, rather than the width of the two driveways.  Due to existing 

infrastructure, Staff is only requiring that the applicant sign a waiver of 

remonstrance form that will be recorded in Linn County.  This puts them on notice 

that if Sommerville Loop is improved, that they will likely need to upgrade the 

driveway at that time, as it would apply to both driveways.  

 

Condition No. 3: Driveway Pavement Requirement Waived.   Prior to the 

building permit issuance, the applicant shall be required to sign a waiver of 

remonstrance that they will be required to pave their driveway in the future 

depending upon development of local streets.   

 

Sommerville Loop at this location is unimproved with sidewalks, curbs and gutters.  

There is also a large ditch and culvert that accommodates the driveway access to 

four homes in this area.  The elevations at Sommerville Loop at this location are 

such that the owners will not be required to culvert the ditch, and to add that 

infrastructure to the property.  The City has on file a waiver of remonstrance 
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existing for this property, for storm drainage, curb, gutters, and sidewalks. That 

signed remonstrance is applicable to the applicant’s property.   

 

There were no comments from any staff members or agencies with concerns about 

this addition. The Planning Commission does have the ability to add additional 

development requirements to any application, but Staff doesn’t see anything that 

should warrant additional standards being applied.   

 

FINDING: As conditioned, this criterion has been met.  

 

3. Criterion: HMC 19.40.050 Expiration. 

1. Approvals granted under this chapter shall expire if not acted upon by the 

property owner within 18 months of the City approving the variance. Where 

the owner has applied for a building permit or final plat, has made site 

improvements consistent with an approved development plan (e.g., site 

design review or preliminary subdivision plan), or provides other evidence of 

working in good faith toward completing the project, the City Administrator 

may extend an approval accordingly. [Ord. 987 § 1 (Exh. A), 2022.] 

Discussion: This is a standard requirement; and the application does not include 
a partition plat.  Therefore, the permit must be issued, and work must begin before 
the date of March 15, 2028. The applicant has already applied for a building 
permit, which is on hold until they obtain approval for the variance.  
 
Condition No. 4.  Time Limitation: The property owners must apply for a 
building permit within an 18-month time limit from the approval of this 
variance request.  
 
Finding: As conditioned, this criterion has been met.  

 
Criterion:  HMC 18.50.150. Accessory Structures 
1.  Type I or II Procedures. 

a. If an accessory structure is located in a residential zone, then a Type I procedure 
will apply. 
b. If an accessory structure is located in a commercial or industrial zone, then a Type II 
procedure will apply. 

2. Number of Structures. A maximum of three accessory structures is allowed per legal 
lot except for: 

a. Structures 200 square feet or less that are not more than 15 feet in height; 
b. Structures in the C-1, M-1, M-2, and PUZ zones. 

3. Floor Area. An accessory structure cannot exceed the lesser of 50 percent of the floor 
area of the primary structure or 1,000 square feet, and its height cannot exceed the 
primary dwelling. 
4. Structure Design. Accessory structures include freestanding, metal-framed, canvas-
covered, wood, metal, concrete, or glass sheds, garages, greenhouses, etc. 
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5. Screening and Buffering. The City may require landscaping or a fence to be installed to 
screen a new accessory building from abutting property uses. 
6. Setbacks. Accessory structure walls must be set back at least three feet from the 
nearest property line. Roof overhangs and similar may encroach not more than one foot 
into the three-foot setback. 
7. Permits. All accessory structures, except those of 200 square feet or less, require a 
building permit. Those structures with electrical, HVAC, or plumbing require those 
respective permits. 
8. Prohibited Accessory Structures in Residential Zones. Nonallowed structures such as 
trailers, cargo/freight containers/boxes, or any structure consisting of easily damaged 
materials or construction, including dilapidated or dangerous structures. 
9. Lot Coverage. The total lot coverage percentage of the primary structure, and all 
accessory structures shall not exceed the allowances of Table 18.45.040.4, except as 
may be adjusted. 

 
DISCUSSION:  As the property owner has applied for a variance to be allowed in 
relation to the proposed size of accessory structure, it is being processed as a Type III 
application.  The owners also have 3 existing accessory structures that are over 200 sq. 
ft. in size, and the variance will allow an additional structure over 200 sq. ft.  (The 
applicant does have plans to remove a smaller structure in the future).  The floor area of 
the new structure will exceed the lesser of 50% of the floor area, and therefore drives 
the need for this variance, as does exceeding the number of accessory structures 
allowed.  The structural design is a metal structure, the picture of which is in the 
application.  While the City could require landscaping or a fence to be installed, the 
building is attractive, and fences are already on the property.  The owner is proposing 
an 8’ setback to the south, 30’ to the east, and 41 to the fence to the west. (84’ to the 
west property line), well within current setback requirements. The applicant has already 
applied for the building permit, which is on hold due to this variance request.  The new 
building is not made of any prohibited structures or materials. All structures on the 
property, including the new accessory structure, will come to only 17% lot coverage; 
55% is allowed.         
 
FINDING: The applicant meets all the requirements of HMC 18.50.150, other than the 
size of the 900 sq. ft. accessory structure, and the number of structures allowed that are 
over 200 sq. ft.  This variance approval is required for the applicant to build this 
structure, and therefore the project meets this criterion. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This property is large and can easily accommodate both a larger size accessory 
structure, as well as an additional structure over 200 sq. ft. The structure should not 
affect the adjoining properties as long as the applicant meets storm drain requirements.  
It has been established that there are a number of accessory structures in this same 
neighborhood, including adjoining this property. It’s a simple request to allow for a 
structure that is slightly larger than what is allowed by the current code, and for one 
building more than currently allowed, over 200 sq. ft.  
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
The Planning Commission has three options with respect to the subject applications. 
They can: 
 

1. Approve the request; 
2. Approve the request with conditions; or 
3. Deny the request. 

 
Based upon the criteria, discussion, and findings of facts above, and as conditioned, 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission motion to approve the variance request, 
and therefore allowing more than 3 accessory structures over 200 sq ft, as well as 
allowed the applicant to build an accessory structure that is larger than allowed by the 
current development code.  
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION(S) 
Consistent with staff’s recommendation to the Planning Commission, the appropriate 
motions are shown at the top of this staff report.   
 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

Condition No. 1: Consistency with Plans.  Development shall comply with the 

plans and narrative in the applicant’s proposal, except where modified further by 

the Planning Commission.  

 
Condition No. 2: Storm Drainage.  Concurrently with the submittal of the building 
permit, the applicant will provide gutters to the structure and will show where the 
drainage is being directed to.  

 

Condition No. 3: Driveway Pavement Requirement Waived.   Prior to the building 

permit issuance, the applicant shall be required to sign a waiver of remonstrance 

that they will be required to pave their driveway in the future depending upon 

development of local streets.   
 
Condition No. 4.  Time Limitation: The property owners must apply for a building 
permit within an 18-month time limit from the approval of this variance request.  
 

DEVELOPMENT CONCERNS 
 
Development Concern No. 1:  The applicant must account for any additional drainage 
problems on their lot due to the addition of this structure, and should consider the 
addition of French drain, a swale or any other system of storm control.   
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From: Nancy Hayner
To: Michele Eldridge
Cc: Tom & Madelyn Zike
Subject: Zike building request
Date: Monday, August 10, 2026 9:36:38 AM

Good morning, Michele

We have been traveling for the summer – Alaska and many points in between - and received a message from Tom &
Madelyn Zike regarding their plans to add an outbuilding to their property. They included the dimensions and design
of the metal building. We called and talked with them, and believe we have a good understanding of the placement
in relation to our place.

We fully support their efforts and cannot see that it would present any issues for us. Accordingly, we encourage its
approval by the city.

Thank you,
Nancy and Wayne Hayner
764 Sommerville Loop

Sent from my iPhone
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