
 
 

Planning Commission Meeting Agenda 

September 23, 2021 

7:00 PM 

 

 

Chairperson: Todd Culver 

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

Wullenwaber and Susan Jackson. 

Meeting Location: Harrisburg Municipal Center @ 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 Administrator 
Michele Eldridge, at 541-995-2200. 

7. The Municipal Center is disinfected prior to meetings.  Seating is 6’ apart, and only 50 people can 
be in the room, dependent upon adequate spacing. 

8. Masks are required at this time, and the City asks for anyone running a fever, having an active 
cough or respiratory difficulties to not attend the meeting.  

9. If you would like to provide testimony, and are unable to attend, please contact the City Recorder.  
We can accept written testimony up until 5:00 on the day of the meeting and can also call 
someone during the meeting if verbal testimony is needed.  
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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 

1. MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE AUGUST 25, 2021, PLANNING 
COMMISSION MEETING 

OLD BUSINESS 

2. THE MATTER OF APPROVING THE TIME LIMIT ON THE SHADOWOOD SUBDIVISION 
(LU 421-2021) FOR A PERIOD NOT TO EXCEED ONE YEAR 

STAFF REPORT/EXHIBITS:         

                        Exhibit A: Notice of Decision for Shadowood Subdivision  

                        Exhibit B: Timeline Extension Request dated September 13, 2021 

ACTION:     MOTION TO APPROVE/MODIFY/DENY THE SHADOWOOD SUBDIVISION 
LAND USE APPROVAL TIME-LINE EXTENSION REQUEST (LU 421-2021) FOR A YEAR 
WITH A NEW EXPIRATION DATE OF MARCH 3, 2022.  THIS MOTION IS BASED ON 
FINDINGS PRESENTED IN THE SEPTEMBER 23, 2021 STAFF REPORT TO THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION AND FINDINGS MADE BY THE COMMISSION DURING 
DELIBERATIONS ON THE REQUEST.  

APPLICANT:         Rich Wood/Wood Construction & Development LLC 

PUBLIC HEARING 

3. THE MATTER OF A HISTORIC RESOURCE ALTERATION REVIEW 

STAFF REPORT/EXHIBITS:         

                        Exhibit A: Application Materials 

                        Exhibit B: Historic Inventory Form 

ACTION:     MOTION TO APPROVE AS CONDITIONED, THE HISTORICAL 
ALTERATION OF THE W.L.TYLER HOUSE ( LU 433-2021)  

APPLICANT:        Robert & Donna Duncan 

WORK SESSION 

4. THE MATTER OF REVIEWING SECTION 5 – DEFINITIONS, AND FINALIZING THE 
REVIEW OF THE DRAFT CODE IN ITS ENTIRETY 
 

STAFF REPORT & EXHIBITS:         

                        Exhibit A: Section 5 - Definitions 
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                        Exhibit B:  The current copy of the revised model code, current    

                                        through changes discussed on August 25, 2021, will         

                                        be provided at the meeting.  

 

ACTION:         NONE. FOR REVIEW ONLY 
 

 

OTHERS 

ADJOURN 
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
August 25, 2021 

Chairperson: Rhonda Giles, Presiding 
Commissioners Present: Jeremy Moritz, Kurt Kayner, Susan Jackson, and Kent Wullenwaber 
Absent: Todd Culver, and Roger Bristol  
Staff Present: City Administrator/Planner Michele Eldridge, Finance Officer/Deputy 

City Recorder Cathy Nelson, and Consultant John Hitt 
Meeting Location: Harrisburg Municipal Center located at 354 Smith St. 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: Order was called at 7:00pm by Chairperson Rhonda Giles. 
CONCERNED CITIZEN(S) IN THE AUDIENCE.  Everyone present were there for items on the 
agenda. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Moritz motioned to approve the minutes for July 20, 2021 and was seconded by Kayner. The 
Planning Commission then voted unanimously to Approve the Minutes for July 20, 2021.  

WORK SESSION  
THE MATTER OF REVIEWING CHAPTER 2.2 AND ARTICLE 3 OF THE DRAFT CODE. 

STAFF REPORT:  
Hitt asked if the Planning Commission would consider moving next month’s meeting to Thursday 
September 23rd. The Planning Commission agreed to the request. Hitt handed out replacement 
copy for agenda pages 50-57 (Addendum 1) and a larger zoning map of Harrisburg to each Board 
Member. Hitt summarized his memo to the Planning Commission found on page 7 of the agenda 
packet. He highlighted page 9 – 17. Page 9 is a chart showing the development standards from 
both the current code and the proposed code for comparison. Pages 10-17 gives the proposed 
standards in detail.  

• Moritz asked when we change to the new code, will existing buildings be held to
new code if remodeled, and can the Planning Commission still give variances, for
example – height? Hitt replied a yes to both. Planning Commission will still give
conditional permits and variances.

Hitt pointed out that R-1 is the largest zone in Harrisburg, followed by the R-2 zone and R-3 being 
the smallest. Hitt explained the difference in zoning areas regarding building single family dwellings 
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versus duplex or multi-dwellings. The TSP and other development plans go by the amount of 
different R zones.  
 
Hitt highlighted the difference in R-zones from new to old code. R-1: Landscaping will be increased 
to 30% or as fitting the area. The required irrigation will depend on landscaping. This change allows 
for more spacing between homes. R-2: will have a min of 5000 ft2. R-3: will have a min of 3000 ft2. 
The purpose for the change is keep R-1 more country like with a tradeoff for more density in the R-3 
zone. Hitt also pointed out that the Coverage Bonus on page 12 allows the City Administrator to 
approve an increase to the lot coverage standard.  
 
Hitt highlighted the difference in the C and M-zones form new to old code. C-1: Landscaping is 
15%. Pages 42-44 details specific parking requirements dependent on use. M-1/M-2: height 
restrictions.  

• Kayner asked why we were putting a height restriction on industrial zones? Hitt said 
we can waive the restriction. Kayner motioned to change max building height 
for M-1 and M-2 zones to N/A and was seconded by Wullenwaber. The 
Planning Commission then voted unanimously to change max building 
height for M-1 and M-2 zones to N/A. 

Hitt stated that the parking goes by footage and not employees like the old code. The R-3 zone also 
increased parking from 1.5 to 2.5.  
 
Hitt summarized Chapter 3 and highlighted the following:  
Pages 18-41 in the agenda have more detail on specifics than the matrix provides. A lot is like 
current code.  
Pages 42-44 is a parking matrix with more specific details found on pages 45-48 of the agenda. The 
new code allows for larger parking spots. 
Pages 50-57 (Addendum 1) is on transportation standards. 
Page 58 in the agenda is Public Use. 
Pages 59-62 in the agenda is on utilities, water, sewer, or easements.  
 
Eldridge noted on page 29 of the agenda, the engineer will need to look at driveway regulations for 
firetrucks along with the approach dimensions for the new code. The Fire code requires a turn 
around for longer driveways over 48ft. We are working with the Fire District to make sure we meet 
their needs. We have also switched to e-permitting, and we are using Junction City for our Planning 
Inspector. 

• Moritz asked for flagship properties if we were increasing widths for the driveways 
and easements. Hitt said yes. The current requirement is 10 ft. The new code 
increases to 15 ft for one way or 20 ft for dual use. Moritz then asked if we had the 
new code would flag lots on Sommerville been approved? Hitt stated they would 
not.  

 
Hitt reminded the Planning Commission that this is still only in review. There are many more steps 
before adopting the new code. The only section left to review is Section 5 – Definitions, and a few 
smaller portions. He will bring back the revisions for the next meeting. He also stated that he will 
change the street widths to reflect the standard widths which he will have to research and bring 
back for the next meeting.  
 
OTHERS  

• None presented. 
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With no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at the hour of 8:16 pm. 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Chairperson      City Recorder 
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Staff Report 
Harrisburg Planning Commission 

Harrisburg, Oregon 
 

 

 

THE MATTER OF APPROVING THE TIME LIMIT ON THE SHADOWOOD 
SUBDIVISION (LU 421-2021) FOR A PERIOD NOT TO EXCEED ONE YEAR 

STAFF REPORT/EXHIBITS:  

   Exhibit A: Notice of Decision for Shadowood Subdivision  

   Exhibit B: Timeline Extension Request dated September 13, 2021 

ACTION:     MOTION TO APPROVE/MODIFY/DENY THE SHADOWOOD 
SUBDIVISION LAND USE APPROVAL TIME-LINE EXTENSION REQUEST (LU 421-
2021) FOR A YEAR WITH A NEW EXPIRATION DATE OF MARCH 3, 2022.  THIS 
MOTION IS BASED ON FINDINGS PRESENTED IN THE SEPTEMBER 23, 2021 
STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND FINDINGS MADE BY 
THE COMMISSION DURING DELIBERATIONS ON THE REQUEST.  
 

APPLICANT:  Rich Wood/Wood Construction & Development LLC 

LOCATION:  Adjacent and to the east of 995 Sommerville Loop, and also known 
as tax lot 3000 of Linn County Assessor’s Map 15S04W15 

     
MEETING DATE:  September 23, 2021 
 
ZONING:  R-2 (Multi-Family Residential) and R-3 (High Density Residential) 
 
OWNER:  William R. Wood, PO Box 3500-130, Sisters, OR 97759 
 
     

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Applicant Rich Wood/Wood Construction & Development LLC successfully applied for a 
Subdivision for the property that is located at the end of Sommerville Loop in February 
2021. The approval of LU 425-2021 allows a subdivision with 13 lots to be developed 
for property located on the northeastern corner of Sommerville Loop. 
 
CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
18.125.050 Time limit on an approved land use application. 
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A land use approval shall expire one year after the date of approval of the 
application, or such lesser time as the authorization may specify, unless a 
building permit has been issued and substantial construction pursuant 
thereto has taken place, or unless a use not involving construction has 
been initiated in some substantial manner. However, upon written request, 
the Planning Commission may extend approval for an additional period not 
to exceed one year. [Ord. 882 § 10.030, 2010.] 
 

DISCUSSION:  The effective date of the decision (Exhibit A) was March 3, 2021. The 
final plat was required to be submitted to the City within six months after the subdivision 
was approved by the Planning Commission.  Due to negotiations with the City, the 
applicant desires an extension of time in which to file a final subdivision plat.  Subject to 
HMC 18.125.050, applicants are allowed a one-time extension for a period not to 
exceed one additional year from the initial approval date. 
 
FINDING: The extension request (Exhibit B) was submitted on September 13, 2021.  
The City did not receive the 2nd submission of plans until August 26, 2021, and City 
Staff and the City Engineer were still reviewing the plans past the date of September 3, 
2021.  Therefore, the City Planner will allow the request to proceed and deems it in 
compliance with this criterion; this approval extension may be allowed. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The applicant requests a 1-year approval extension for Land Use Application file LU-
425-2021. As demonstrated by the above finding, the request complies with the 
applicable criterion from the Harrisburg Municipal Code. 
 
 
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 modifications/conditions; or 
3. Deny the request. 

 
RECOMMENDED MOTION(S) 
 
Consistent with the Planning Commission and Staff deliberations at the February 16, 
2021 Public Hearing, the motion at the top of this staff report and in the agenda is 
recommended.  
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From: RICHARD WOOD
To: Michele Eldridge
Subject: Re: Shadowood Subdivision - Administrative Request for Extension of Time
Date: Monday, September 13, 2021 11:14:18 AM

Good morning Michele, at this time I would like to formally and respectfully request an
extension for the Shadowood subdivision. I would hope that in the future we can work
together in resolving any delays associated with Shadowood subdivision !

Regards: Rich Wood

Sent from my iPad



On Sep 11, 2021, at 6:58 PM, Michele Eldridge <meldridge@ci.harrisburg.or.us> 
wrote:

Hi Rich,

After you checked with us on August 18, we did not receive any response or 
revisions from the first review of your preliminary plat (provided to you and your 
engineer on June 22, 2021) until August 26, 2021.  My assumption with the late 
date of revisions is that you do want to ask for an extension of time for providing

the final plat; the original deadline was September 3rd.  There is no cost involved 
for an extension of time, nor any formal type of paperwork.  The City’s code 
allows you to request a one time only extension, which provides you with an 
additional year of time if it is needed.  You do not need to be present for this 
administrative request, nor does it require any notification to citizens near your 
proposed subdivision.  

To request this, please simply reply to this email, and let me know that you 
would like to ask for this extension of time.  Please reply by September 15, 
2021.   I will take the request to the Planning Commission at the meeting being
held on September 23rd.  Following approval, I will provide you with another
Notice of Decision with the dates included.  It is similar to the one that you 
received after approval of your application in February.   

Redacted Paragraph

Please provide me with the request for additional time by Wednesday, and I will 
be in touch with you next week.

Page 13

2.
EXHIBIT B

mailto:richardwd@aol.com
mailto:meldridge@ci.harrisburg.or.us


Best Regards;

<image001.jpg>

Michele Eldridge, CMC
City Administrator
PO Box 378
120 Smith St.
Harrisburg, OR  97446
541-995-2200

Any mail to and from this address may be subject to Public Records Disclosure Laws
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Staff Report 
Harrisburg Planning Commission 

Harrisburg, Oregon 

THE MATTER OF A HISTORIC RESOURCE ALTERATION REVIEW 

STAFF REPORT/EXHIBITS: 

Exhibit A: Application Materials 

Exhibit B: Historic Inventory Form 

ACTION: MOTION TO APPROVE AS CONDITIONED, THE HISTORICAL 
ALTERATION OF THE W.L.TYLER HOUSE (LU 433-2021) 

APPLICANT: Robert & Donna Duncan 

  LOCATION:  185 N. 4TH St., 15S04W16AA01100 

  HEARING DATE:  September 23, 2021 

  ZONING:  C-1/H-1    

  OWNER: Robert & Donna Duncan 

BACKGROUND 

There is no land use history for the subject site; only the Oregon Inventory of Historic 
Properties Historic Resource Survey Form from a study done in 1988 and 1989 in 
Harrisburg.  

INTRODUCTION 

The applicant requests approval of a Historic Alteration Permit to alter a house by 
replacing siding material.  The W.L. Tyler Home is listed as a historic resource in the 
local register of historic places.  Its historical significance is both in the style of home, as 
well as the importance of the person for which it was likely built.  W.L. Tyler was a 
merchant in 1901, where he was a member of the firm Tyler and Bennett.  The business 
was located in a one-story brick building, noted as being adjacent to the International 
Order of the Oddfellows building, which was likely on the property now occupied by the 
Voo.  Business ads in 1902 show the sales of hardware, stoves, groceries and tinware.  
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Mr. Tyler owned the W. L. Tyler home until 1920, when it was sold to a D.G. Clark, who 
had a degree in medicine.  Dr. Clark had a thriving practice in Harrisburg, with the two 
south rooms downstairs likely being his office and waiting room.  He also served as the 
Harrisburg City Treasurer and Health Officer for a time. The house underwent several 
more owners over the years.   

The house is noted as being altered, with one ‘detracting’ alteration being the addition of 
a carport.  Since the historical report was created, someone in the past added carriage 
doors to the carport and sided it in the same materials as the home.  The report notes 
that the house is distinctive in the characteristics of a Queen Anne Style House.   The 
owners are in the process of replacing the siding on the home, which are not historically 
accurate, and was referred to as a reversible alteration in the historical report. While it 
isn’t really relevant to this particular review, it’s interesting to know that the home was 
originally located on Smith St. and was moved to its current location in 1953.   

CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT 

HMC 18.105.070 – Review Criteria for an Alteration Application 
1. Criterion: The removal or alteration of any historical marker of distinctive architectural

features shall be avoided when possible.

Discussion: The applicant proposes to replace the current shingles on the home with lap
siding in the same dimensions as the original siding, which still exists under the current
shingle siding.  The lap siding on the bottom of the home is wider, than that of the upper
siding. Below the dripline, the owner is installing 1x10’ redwood lap siding.  Above the
dripline, the owner is installing 1x6’ cedar lap siding.  Page 6 has the style of siding circled.
The new and old siding can be seen next to each other on page 9, while page 8 only shows
the new siding.

The old siding will remain on the home, and care is being shown to maintain the original
siding without modifying it.  The owner has also recently uncovered more of a decorative
scalloped siding, (page 10) which he is planning on exposing and protecting, as it creates
more interest and was integral to the Queen Anne Style of the time.

Finding: The applicant’s proposal will not remove or alter any historic markers or
architectural features of the resource, and in fact exposes one of the more decorative
architectural features that are indicative of the Queen Anne Style. The criterion is met.

2. Criterion: Alterations that include materials or a design not in keeping with the historic
appearance of the building or structure shall be discouraged.

Discussion: Alterations being made include replacing the cedar shake siding that is not
original to the home.  This brings it into compliance with the recommendations made by the
historical study on the home.

Finding: The proposed alterations do use materials that are historically consistent with
those used at the time of construction and are roughly compatible with the same styling and
pattern as the original siding, which is still visible and being kept intact under the new siding.
The new siding is compatible with the historic resource. Therefore, this criterion is met.
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3. Criterion: Alterations that have taken place over the course of time are part of the history and

development of the building or structure. These alterations may be significant in their own
right and shall be preserved if possible and appropriate.

Discussion: Staff recommendations from the historical report show that the original house
was altered, with detracting elements of both the addition of a carport, and the cedar shake
siding.  The carport was updated, and carriage doors added matching the style of the home.
While the carport wasn’t original to the home, it is not being changed at this time, other than
having it’s siding replaced with more historically significant siding that matches the siding
used originally on the home. The owner is not changing any other architectural feature on
the home, other than replacement of siding, and therefore is not required to update any
other architectural features on the home at this time.

Finding: As noted in the historical report, the cedar shake siding featured currently on the
W.L. Tyler house that is not original to the home is being replaced with siding that is in the
same style and pattern as the original siding.  The criterion is met.

4. Criterion: Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship should be treated

carefully and retained whenever possible.

Discussion: The owner has uncovered scalloped decorative trim that the owners did not
realize was underneath the cedar shake siding.  The proposed alterations will not change
any distinctive stylistic features or skilled craftsmanship, and in fact, exposes craftsmanship
original to the home to view.

Finding: All proposed distinctive architectural features will be retained. The criterion is met.

5. Criterion: Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired, rather than replaced,
whenever possible.

Discussion: As noted in the application the owners are retaining all architectural features
original to the home and are covering the original lap siding with cedar or redwood lap siding
in the same pattern as the original.  Architectural gems, such as the scalloped siding
discovered on the home, will be exposed, rather than remain covered.

Finding: As proposed, deteriorated architectural elements will be repaired, and exposed,
while lap siding in the same materials and patterns as the original lap siding will replace the
inconsistent cedar shakes.  The criterion is met.

6. Criterion: If it is necessary to replace deteriorated architectural features, new materials
should match in terms of composition, design, color and texture.

Discussion: As noted above, the applicant is replacing historically inaccurate cedar shakes
with lap siding matching the original siding still existing on the home.  The new lap siding is
a material of a compatible composition, design, and style.  The applicant is also restoring
the scalloped siding discovered on the home.

Finding: As proposed, replacement architectural features will be historically compatible in
terms of material composition, design and style. The criterion is met.
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7. Criterion: Repair or replacement of missing architectural features shall be based on accurate
duplications of features substantiated by historic, physical or pictorial evidence rather than on
availability or architectural elements from other buildings or structures. The design shall be
compatible with the size, scale, and material of the historic building or structure and shall be
compatible with the character of the neighborhood.

Discussion: The applicant does not propose to replace any missing architectural features
from the original construction. Development Related Concern A requires the applicant to
verify with the City Planner if they find any other historical siding features uncovered during
the project. If historical siding (other than the scalloped siding) accurate to the Queen Anne
Style are discovered, the planner will encourage the applicant to expose it, unless it is
deteriorated beyond repair.

Finding: As proposed and conditioned, any new architectural features uncovered during the 
project will require review by the City Planner. The criterion is met. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The applicant requests approval of a historical resource alteration to the W.L.Tyler 
home located on 185 N. 4th St. 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 

The Planning Commission has three options with respect to the subject applications. 
They can: 

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

Based upon the criteria, discussion, and findings of facts above, Staff recommends the 
Planning Commission Approve with Conditions, the historical resource review of the 
W.L. Tyler Home, LU 433-2021.

RECOMMENDED MOTION(S) 

Consistent with staff’s recommendation to the Planning Commission, the motion is 
located at the top of this staff report.  

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

A. Consistency with Plans – Development shall comply with the plans and
narrative in the applicant’s proposal.

Page 18

3.



5 

B. Discovery of Additional Historical Architectural Features - If the applicant
finds any other types of historically accurate siding not already uncovered
during this project, then they will be required to verify with the City Planner
whether or not it is historically accurate. If it is in the style of Queen Anne, the
applicant will be encouraged to expose and repair it, unless it is deteriorated
beyond repair.
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Staff Report 
Harrisburg Planning Commission 

Harrisburg, Oregon 

THE MATTER OF REVIEWING SECTION 5 – DEFINITIONS, AND FINALIZING 
THE REVIEW OF THE DRAFT CODE IN ITS ENTIRETY 

STAFF REPORT & EXHIBITS: 

Exhibit A: Section 5 - Definitions 

  Exhibit B:  The current copy of the revised model code, current 

 through changes discussed on August 25, 2021, will 

  be provided at the meeting.  

ACTION:  NONE.  FOR REVIEW ONLY 

MEETING DATE:  September 23, 2021 

BACKGROUND 

Our consultant, John Hitt, had planned on being at this meeting, and had something unexpectantly 
come up that prevented him from being here.  He spoke with Staff and communicated that after 
reviewing his notes, that the last set of design code reviewed in August was actually the last bit of 
code that he had as being left to review, with the exception of Section 5 - Definitions.   

Staff will review Section 5 at this meeting (Exhibit A), and the current copy of the revised model 
code (Exhibit B) will be brought to the meeting. Because the Planning Commission has now 
reviewed all the sections of the new model code, we want to bring the code to the Planning 
Commission for one last review, before we start the public hearing process in the new year.  Staff 
and the Planning Commission are now being asked to review the code in its entirety, and to bring 
any remaining concerns or suggested changes to an early meeting in November.  After this meeting, 
we will be scheduling the public hearings, and setting up meetings in January and February 2022.  

We will be discussing the possibility of changing the November meeting dates, or adding a new one 
to the schedule, based on John’s future schedule.  

If you have any questions, or something specifically you see in your review that you have concerns 
about, or one you’d like to discuss with me, please contact me.  I’m happy to meet outside of normal 
business hours if that works better for any Planning Commission member.  
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