
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Tuesday, May 10, 2022 at 7:00 PM 
HYBRID: Council Chambers & Zoom (details below) 

 

AGENDA 

7:00 P.M. CALL TO ORDER & FLAG SALUTE  

TOPICS FROM THE FLOOR (Not on Public Hearing Agenda): Limited to five minutes per topic  

CONSENT AGENDA 

A. Joint CC/PC Meeting Minutes Dated March 16, 2022 

B. Planning Commission Minutes Dated April, 12, 2022  

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

C. Planning Commission Annual Report to Council  

D. Semi-Annual Planning Department Report to Council  

E. Right-Of-Way Dedication related to Public Safety Facility  

F. Proactive Planning Commission Discussion  

PLANNING DIRECTOR DECISIONS (previously e-mailed to the Commission) 

G. Home Occupation at 59670 Emerald Loop - Lince  

H. Lot Line Adjustment at BPA power line intersect with the Valley View Drive in the Elk 
Ridge Estates Subdivision - 3J Consulting, Inc.  

I. Partition at 1160 Deer Island Road - Melton  

J. Site Design Review (Minor) at 1400 Kaster Road - ACSP  

K. Sensitive Lands Permit at 1300 Kaster Road - Cascade 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 

L. Planning Department Activity Report - April  

PLANNING COMMISSION INTERVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

FOR YOUR INFORMATION ITEMS  

ADJOURNMENT 

NEXT REGULAR MEETING: June 14, 2022 

VIRTUAL MEETING DETAILS 

 

Join: https://us06web.zoom.us/j/83552833402?pwd=ayt0cVlMMFA0U3VwQzhGWFJlVjdFdz09 

Meeting ID: 835 5283 3402 
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Passcode: 899096 

 
 

The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an interpreter for the hearing 

impaired or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities should be made at least 48 hours before the 

meeting to City Hall at 503-397-6272. 

Be a part of the vision and get involved…volunteer for a City Board or Commission! For more information or for 

an application, go to www.sthelensoregon.gov or call 503-366-8217. 
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JOINT CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING 

Wednesday, March 16, 2022 
 

DRAFT MINUTES 

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT 
Mayor Rick Scholl 
Council President Doug Morten 
Councilor Patrick Birkle 
Councilor Stephen R. Topaz 
Councilor Jessica Chilton 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Dan Cary, Chair 
Russ Hubbard, Vice Chair 
Jennifer Pugsley 
Sheila Semling 
Steve Toschi 
Audrey Webster 

STAFF PRESENT 
John Walsh, City Administrator      
Kathy Payne, City Recorder      
Lisa Scholl, Deputy City Recorder 
Mouhamad Zaher, Public Works Director 
Jacob Graichen, City Planner   
Jenny Dimsho, Associate Planner/Community Development Project Manager 

OTHERS 
Tina Curry  Carmin Dunn 
Ali Hasenkamp  Art Leskowich 
Brady Preheim  Keith Buisman, OTAK, Inc.  
Jane Garcia  Shannon Simms, Mayer/Reed, Inc. 

CALL JOINT CITY COUNIL/PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING TO ORDER – 5:30 p.m.  

DISCUSSION TOPICS 

1. Update on Street and Utility Extensions Project for S. 1st Street and Strand Street 
through the St. Helens Waterfront Property to Plymouth Street 

City Administrator John Walsh welcomed everyone and gave introductions. The primary focus tonight is 
the streets.   

Keith Buisman of OTAK, Inc. and Shannon Simms of Mayer/Reed, Inc. reviewed their report and 
drawings. A copy is included in the archive packet for this meeting. Some highlights were: 

• Shift of project focus to downtown 
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o Create consistent urban form at center of city, which will set up the development to the 
south 

o Connect existing historic downtown to new mixed-use development 
o Utilize existing street network to create improved access to river 
o Focus festival street and gateway toward existing event and public spaces 
o Create cohesive project with first phase of riverwalk and improvement to Columbia View 

Park 
• 1st and Tualatin Intersection 

o Standard treatment is asphalt pavement through intersection 
o Curb extensions at intersections designed to reduce pedestrian crossing distance and form 

parking 
o Single curb ramp at each corner to be provided 
o Planters distinguish each intersection with some including seat walls 

• 1st and Cowlitz Intersection 
o Similar to 1st and Tualatin in geometry 
o Concrete treatment (not raised) 

• Strand Street Conversion to one-way north between Cowlitz Street and Plaza Square 
o Increase safety at blind corner created with City Hall building 
o Increases pedestrian accessibility by concentrating parking along Strand Street and 

opening up pedestrian plaza above Columbia View Park 
o Raised intersection at Cowlitz/Strand and raised portion of Strand Street near City Hall 

and Courthouse create more opportunities for pedestrian crossing 
o Revised grading along Strand Street allows for ADA parking stalls to be compliant with 

maximum ADA grades 
o Reduced amount of vehicle control signage (stop signs) to enable more fluid vehicle 

movement 

Walsh credited staff for their tireless work on the project. They are currently soliciting RFQ's for a master 
services developer to partner with the City. They are trying to be good stewards of public resources by 
planning ahead. The presentation included just a couple of the intersections and does not include every 
single one. Columbia View Park and the Plaza area is the core of what brings people to the community.  

Councilor Topaz tends to look 25 years into the future, and this is a disaster. The community came 
together and said they wanted activity at the center of the Veneer property. They would have to build it, 
which would require getting equipment in and out. One-way roads are nice but will plug things up when 
heavy trucks are unloading. The biggest problem is going from the Plaza to First Street. The sewer plant 
has to change, which will take time. It will take a lot of equipment to clean out the lagoon, which will 
affect the Connector. That's all connected to this property. The proposal is pretty but it's not what the 
community wanted a few years ago. If they rip out the lagoon, where will it go? What is the timeline for 
this? If they use the lagoon for the Portland Harbor dumping place, that's a 10-year process. He'd like to 
see what the whole thing will look like. It's not in the proposal. Getting a garbage truck down here plugs 
up traffic. The overall picture is the problem. The community wanted the end of the Veneer property to 
be the center of activity. 

Mayor Scholl talked about the blue part of the map including storm, sewer, and power. Walsh added that 
it will also include the First and St. Helens Street intersection. It was very intentional to connect the old 
and new. They are working with Columbia River PUD to get as much underground power as possible. 
Commissioner Webster asked if the natural gas lines can be laid at the same time as the sewer. Keith 
said they are looking into that.  

Councilor Chilton understands Councilor Topaz’s concerns about shifting to a one-way. However, they 
are adding intersections, so the flow will shift. Trucks will still be able to access businesses with the 
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additional intersections. Mayor Scholl added that trucks are an issue everywhere you go, including 
Portland.  

Councilor Birkle talked about Councilor Topaz's comments about what the community wanted. That was 
always conceptual. As far as shifting the center of the community to the Veneer property, that was never 
intended to take away from what they currently have. They've never had anything that said this what 
the people have agreed upon. Councilor Topaz argued that the people agreed with the architects. The 
City was going to take over the more detailed design. There are several Codes that would have to be 
changed to update the city. The City has always used the word "conceptual." There used to be a lot of 
public involvement. Council President Morten said the public meetings were to establish goals. It needs 
to be sustainable for commercial, residential, and environmental. No one knows the exact details. It's 
conceptual. He really appreciates the input from citizens and consultants.  

Vice Chair Hubbard asked if the design provides for future utility laterals. Keith said yes. They are 
prepared for future utilities. Vice Chair Hubbard asked if they are prepared if someone comes in with a 
different idea. Keith said there will be opportunities to make changes. City Planner Graichen added that 
there is no finality on the blocks. Public Works Director Zaher explained that it is designed with flexibility. 
Vice Chair Hubbard asked why they didn’t use a master design. Zaher said the risk is too high for a 
master developer right now. They hope to attract that as infrastructure is developed.  

Chair Cary loves the turnaround to the water. How will someone driving down South 1st Street know to 
go down there? Mayor Scholl said they can use wayfinding signage. Shannon agreed that signage will 
help direct them. It will be very visible as you enter the area. It's also about people who live here and 
not just visitors. Councilor Topaz suggested directing traffic from Old Portland Road to Plymouth Street. 
Chair Cary agreed that it's included in the Master Plan.  

Commissioner Pugsley loves the concept. The Riverfront District is a historical asset. She hopes the 
project is seamless and developers follow guidelines to make it fit architecturally. Walsh added that they 
are considering that for First Street landscaping, furniture, and lighting.  

Council President Morten said there has been a lot of talk to integrate Houlton with the downtown area. 
It’s important to not forget Columbia Blvd. It's a beautiful drive.  

Mayor Scholl is amazed at the rendering of the one-way on Strand Street between City Hall and the 
Courthouse. Chair Cary is concerned about the bollards during events. Associate Planner Dimsho 
explained that the sidewalk space will be pulled past the restrooms. Vice Chair Hubbard asked about the 
location of food carts during events. Discussion of putting them on the sidewalk area above the park or 
in the street if it is closed.   

Councilor Topaz said the restroom is ugly. He suggested sinking it to the level of the park or move the 
entrance to the park side. Shannon said they are going to make it more aesthetically pleasing with a 
bench and plants. They could also add a large sign or mural to block the entrance. Councilor Topaz said 
there is power in the restrooms for the area.  

Council President Morten asked if there was a crosswalk from City Hall to the courthouse. Keith said there 
is not a dedicated crossing. He pointed out the crossing area that could be utilized between the buildings. 
Commissioner Pugsley wondered if it will be obvious that drivers can travel through there. Mayor Scholl 
asked how wide it is. Keith said it is between 16-18 feet. Chair Cary asked if the bollards are there to 
protect pedestrians from vehicles. Shannon said that it helps with visual safety.  

Commissioner Pugsley asked about interpretative signage for history. Shannon said they have identified 
a few locations in the streets area, two at First and Tualatin Street, one further down the block, and then 
several more as part of the Riverwalk project.   
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Council President Morten asked about artwork. Keith said there is potential at the turnaround. Councilor 
Topaz said artwork in the turnaround is a safety concern for pedestrians trying to view the art. Chair 
Cary pointed out that people drive very slowly at the turnaround in Seaside.  

Councilor Chilton is concerned about losing public parking spaces around City Hall and the Courthouse. 
Keith pointed out parking areas that will be available. Dimsho added that the current parking does not 
meet standards. It’s dangerous with people backing up and people walking between in drive aisles. They 
are making it safer and providing as much parking as possible. Commissioner Semling asked if they could 
add a second level for parking in the lot across from theater. Walsh agreed it would be a good location.  

Commissioner Toschi said this is a consistent vision with the Riverwalk plan. It's important to get started 
and keep it moving. Councilor Topaz’s concerns about moving traffic and large trucks is important to 
address. People come here for events. There is also a lot of room for people to live down here.  

Councilor Topaz said getting people in and out of town must be addressed. A lot of people come down 
Columbia Blvd. They somehow need to close Gable Road to Highway 30. Columbia Blvd. needs to be 
improved to tie together the Houlton area with downtown. Mayor Scholl said that was done with the 
Connector Plan. They are addressing one problem at a time. This helps enhance the whole city. This 
development feeds the Urban Renewal. All the taxing agencies were on board with the Urban Renewal.   

Mayor Scholl talked about the public land space available and the importance of access to the water. 
Dimsho elaborated on the urban trail on the bluff. It provides additional access to the Riverfront.  

Council President Morten talked about when Boise Veneer was selling their property 14 years ago. All the 
"what ifs" came to fruition. He feels good about serving on the Council. Mayor Scholl thanked Council 
President Morten for his service over the years. Council President Morten said the room is full of brilliant 
minds.  

Mayor Scholl announced that there will be a Boards and Commissions Appreciation Reception on April 28 
at the Community Center. 

Walsh reported that they actively began this project in 2014. Many of those in attendance were part of 
the process. It’s amazing to see the similarities from then to now. The project value with public access, 
reserving the cultural heritage, desire for sustainable development, and private investment of the 
property has always been there. The project is planning to bid later this year.  

ADJOURN – 6:46 p.m.  
 
Respectfully submitted by Lisa Scholl, Deputy City Recorder.  
 
ATTEST: 

 
  

Kathy Payne, City Recorder   Rick Scholl, Mayor 
 

 
  

Dan Cary, Planning Commission Chair    
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

Tuesday, April 12, 2022, at 7:00 PM 
 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Members Present: Chair Cary 
Vice Chair Hubbard 
Commissioner Webster 
Commissioner Semling 
Commissioner Toschi 

  

Members Absent: Commissioner Pugsley 
Commissioner Lawrence 

  

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

  

Others: Brady Preheim 
Tina Curry 
Molly Matchak 
Colleen Ohlert 

 

CALL TO ORDER & FLAG SALUTE  

TOPICS FROM THE FLOOR (Not on Public Hearing Agenda): Limited to five minutes per topic  

Preheim, Brady. He said the documents on the website were not working. He said that he felt the 
Planning Commission never denied any variances brought to them. He asked what the percentage was 
of variances that were denied. He said he agreed with the Planning Commission’s idea of becoming a 
more proactive group.  

Ohlert, Colleen. She asked if citizens who were not on the Planning Commission were allowed to 
participate in a committee or sub-committee so they could be a part of the the different projects the 
proactive Planning Commission might work on. City Planner Graichen said that it would depend on the 
topic and if an ad hoc committee was formed by City Council. Ohlert said she thought citizen 
involvement would be important if they were compassionate about the subject.  

Matchak, Molly. She mentioned she was a business owner on First Street and thought it was great to 
have more involvement in the development taking place. She thought the idea of a Proactive Planning 
Commission would be great for making sure projects were looked at in more depth.  

Curry, Tina. She asked what the Planning Commission’s role was as the Historic Landmark 
Commission. She was curious what the difference was between them and the Museum Association. 
Councilor Birkle advised they only dealt with changes to buildings or places that were considered 
Historic.  

CONSENT AGENDA 
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A. Planning Commission Minutes Dated March 8, 2022 
 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Webster’s motion and Commissioner Semling’s second, the Planning 
Commission unanimously approved the Draft Minutes as amended dated March 8, 2022. [AYES: Vice 
Chair Hubbard, Commissioner Webster, Commissioner Semling, Commissioner Toschi; NAYS: None] 

WATER MASTER PLAN – Keller Associates  

Keller Associates presented the report for the Water Master Plan. They shared the differences between 
the existing water system and the planning criteria to be used for the development of the future 
system. They compared the water facility current capacities and what the future demands will be. They 
shared the information on their recommendations for improvements to the existing and future water 
systems and how they coincide with the capital improvement plan. They also showed a complete 
document and adoption process to implement these recommendations. The Commission asked a few 
clarifying questions about the Water Master Plan. 

PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA (times are earliest start time) 

B. 7:30 p.m. Variance at vacant lot on S. 10th Street north of the lot addressed as 
484 S. 10th Street - Bonilla 

Associate Planner Dimsho presented the staff report dated March 1, 2022. She said the Variance is for 
a front yard setback. She showed where the property was located. She said there were two lots right 
next to each other that the City owned, and the subject property was one of them. She said the City 
owned the lots because there is a storm line that runs through the property. She said the storm line 
used to run down the center of the properties making them undevelopable, but in 2019 there was a 
storm re-routing project that took the line and moved it so that it more closely followed the property 
line. This made the subject property developable. She said there is a decommissioned pump station on 
the second lot, but not on the subject property.  

She said recently the City declared this property as surplus and the applicant was in the process of 
purchasing it.  

She said Variance was for a four-foot front setback for a bedroom in the front of the house. Without 
the storm infrastructure on the backside of the house, there would be no need for a variance as they 
could just shift the house back.  

She walked the Commission through the criteria for an approval of a Variance. She talked about the 
impact the variance would have to neighbors. She said because there was a 90-foot right-of-way and 
reducing the setback would still leave 38-feet from the structure of the house to the roadway.  

She said there was about 500-square feet of the storm easement that encumbers the buildable area 
which creates a unique circumstance for the property. She also mentioned that in the code, there are 
circumstances that allow for four-foot setback exceptions when there are porches, overhangs of eves 
and patios without a variance needed. She also said the code allows for changes of up to 20-percent 
reduction to setbacks for remodels of a home without a variance, so the request is in line with other 
code exceptions.  

She said that even with the setback variance request there would still be two off-street parking spots 
available.  

Bonilla, Nacia. Applicant. Bonilla was called to speak. She said the amount they were requesting 
was very minimal. She mentioned currently there was about 401-square feet of impacted buildable 
area, and they were requesting to use 54-square feet of that impacted area. She said they did try to 
minimize the building footprint and the plan first and even changed the porch that would encroach on 
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the setback to be a recessed entryway instead. She said they were making every effort to meet the 
front setback.  
 

In Favor 

No one spoke in favor. 

Neutral 

No one spoke in neutral. 

In Opposition 

Preheim, Brady. Preheim has a residence at 495 S. 10th Street. He said he did not think the lot was 
buildable and should remain in City ownership. He said the area floods during the winter. He said there 
was a drainage added to the area, so it does not flood as bad now. He did not want the Commission to 
allow the variance.  

Rebuttal 

Bonilla, Nacia. Applicant. She mentioned they will still be required to meet all drainage standards 
and tie into the storm line. She said the footprint will not modify the hydrology of the site as it exists 
today. She said she knew that any additional runoff related to the new development will tie into the 
stormwater drain. There should not be impact to the neighbors because of increased development.. 
She was not concerned about her house being flooded. She said even without the variance, it would 
not make the lot unbuildable, it would just mean they have to modify the footprint and plans for the 
building.  

End of Oral Testimony 

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

Close of Public Hearing & Record 

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

Deliberations 

There was a small discussion about each criteria required to approve the Variance.  

 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Webster’s motion and Vice Chair Hubbard’s second, the Planning 
Commission unanimously approved the Variance as recommended by staff. [Ayes: Vice Chair Hubbard, 
Commissioner Semling, Commissioner Webster, Commissioner Toschi; Nays: None] 
 

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

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

C. Preferred Alternatives for Grey Cliffs Park 

Associate Planner Dimsho presented the Grey Cliffs Park Concept Presentation prepared by the Oregon 
State Marine Board (OSMB). She said the Parks and Trails Master Plan recommends an in-water facility 
for fishing at Grey Cliffs Park. Currently, there is a shoreline area to launch kayaks. The OSMB offers a 
technical assistance program where they will help design and permit a facility at no cost to the City. So, 
the City started that process and this presentation was to give the Commission a chance to comment 
on the design.  
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She said the facility is being designed for two types of users: paddlecraft users and anglers. She said 
she convened a group of stakeholders for feedback on the design along with the Parks and Recreation 
Commission. She also said in early May there would be a public forum to receive feedback from the 
public and the City Council on the design. She said the facility would ultimately be grant funded.  

She showed the Commission where they plan to place the facility and explained the elevations and 
conditions that required it to be located there. She also showed them a survey that the OSMB had 
conducted. It shared the low and high of tidal influence and the effect it will have on the ramp, ADA 
accessibility and other access items.  

She said the goal of the project was to provide an accessible and permittable dock for both paddling 
and fishing.  

She said all the designs had common features such as accessible routes, a double gangway, and light 
penetration decking. There was more discussion on the design for the paddle docks and launch.  

Vice Chair Hubbard mentioned he could see the dock being busy and suggested they add another dock 
on the other side of the paddle dock to help with congestion.  

Commissioner Toschi also suggested, to avoid congestion, to offer a second dock for equipment to 
create easier launch space. He expressed it could be an issue with people going out or coming in and 
creating major congestion. He also expressed concern about enough parking and if the park was going 
to facilitate the need for this activity.  

Chair Cary expressed concern about the narrowness of the ramp and shared some examples of issues 
with other venues and how the narrowness causes congestion. He suggested adding notch outs for 
passing along the ramps.  

D. Proactive Planning Commission Framework Discussion 

Commissioner Toschi presented his memo that he had prepared. He said he took what he thought 
were the main ideas and concerns for the framework, based on discussion in previous meetings, and 
created some procedural elements.  

There was a discussion on the framework and how to move forward with procedures of the Proactive 
Planning Commission. Graichen mentioned we needed to have a sub-committee report each time for 
the agenda to avoid any type of surprises to the Commission. He also said the sub-committee should 
have a rotation of Commissioners to help with organization and input.  

Commissioner Semling expressed concern about being organized on what subjects they should be 
proactive on and where to start. Commissioner Toschi said he felt that is why they needed to 
implement these processes.  

Chair Cary expressed that he would like to keep proposed subjects of discussion to a minimum to 
respect the time of all the Commission and the Planning Department’s agenda items.  

There was discussion on more details of the different elements of the proposed procedural framework.  

Commissioner Toschi said he would take this discussion and refine the procedures for the next meeting 
to present to the Commission.  

E. Planning Commission Interview Committee 

City Planner Graichen told the Commission that Commissioner Lawrence had resigned and there was an 
immediate opening. He asked who was interested in being on the Planning Commission Interview 
Committee. The same individuals from the previous committee were nominated: Commissioner 
Pugsley, Vice Chair Hubbard, and Commissioner Webster. Commissioner Pugsley was not present to 
accept so they nominated Chair Cary to be a back-up member if Commissioner Pugsley did not accept.  
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PLANNING DIRECTOR DECISIONS (previously e-mailed to the Commission) 

F. Sign Permit at 524 Milton Way – Carrick, Inc. 

G. Site Development Review, Minor at 1370 Columbia Blvd - Tanner 

H. Sign Permit at 2774 Columbia Blvd & 2750 Columbia Blvd (x2) – SHHS 

I. Sign Permit at 1421 Columbia Blvd – Columbia Pacific Food Bank 

J. Sensitive Lands Permit at 150 Belton Road – Schlumpberger 

K. Home Occupation at 724 McBride Street – Herbert 

L. Site Design Review Modification at 454 Milton Way – Crown Castle 

M. Extension of Time for Temporary Use Permit at 2225 Gable Road – Kniffin  

There were no comments on the Planning Director Decisions. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 

N. Planning Department Activity Report – March 

FOR YOUR INFORMATION ITEMS 

Associate Planner Dimsho reminded the Commission about the Annual Appreciation Dinner for Boards 
& Commissions. She also mentioned the RFQ for the Riverfront Development solicited two potential 
developers. She said there was a selection committee, which included the City Council and three 
Planning Commission members, would meet and look over their presentations and their overall vision 
for the site throughout May. She said they would decide on a developer, or to re-solicit if needed.  

ADJOURNMENT 

 

There being no further business before the Planning Commission, the meeting was adjourned 9:57 
p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Christina Sullivan 

Community Development Administrative Assistant   
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 CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 M E M O R A N D U M 
 

TO: City Council       DRAFT FOR PC REVIEW 
FROM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
RE: Planning Commission Annual Report 
DATE: May 10, 2022        
 

 
This report covers Planning Commission activities from June 2021 through April 2022.  The 
Planning Commission discussed this report at their May 11, 2021 meeting. 
 

• Number of meetings: 12 (last year 13) 
  

12 meetings are usual. However, the Commission cancelled two regularly scheduled meetings 
(June 2021 and September 2021), but attended two additional Joint City Council Meetings 
(September 20221 and March 2022) outside of normal meeting dates  

 

• Number of public hearings (a continued hearing is counted separately): 18 (last year 19) 
 

• Acceptance Agenda Items: 7 (last year 9) 
 

For administrative land use actions that are more significant (e.g., Site Design Review) the 
Commission motions to formally accept the decisions or otherwise. This is a check and balance 
of sorts.  
 
NOTE: At the December 14 meeting, it was decided to move the “Acceptance Agenda” items 
into the “Planning Director Decisions” for future agendas. 

 

• Planning Director Decisions: 28 (last year 41)  
 

For lesser administrative land use actions (e.g., Home Occupations, Sign Permits, Temporary 
Use Permits), the items from the last month are included on the agenda to facilitate discussion 
and query usually for clarification purposes or to address concerns.   
 
NOTE: At the December 14 meeting, it was decided to move the “Acceptance Agenda” items 
into the “Planning Director Decisions.” From January 2022 and beyond, the “Planning Director 
Decisions” item will include all administrative decisions. 

 

• Discussion Items: 15 (last year 16) 
 

Items included (in the order they were reviewed): Riverfront Redevelopment Update; 
Sanitary Sewer Master Plan; Stormwater Master Plan; Planning Commission Term Expirations 
and Vacancies; "Acceptance Agenda" v. "Planning Director Decisions";  Right-Of-Way 
Dedication Of Property Between 2600 Pittsburg Road & Barr Ave; Annual Summary Report; 
Chair/Vice Chair Selection; The Historic Landmarks Commission - Guardians of The Plaza; 
Strategic Plan/Department Goals Overview; Proactive Planning Commission Discussion; Water 
Master Plan; Preferred Alternatives for Grey Cliffs Park; Proactive Planning Commission 
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Framework Discussion; Planning Commission Interview Committee; Planning Commission 
Annual Report to Council, Semi-Annual Planning Department Report to Council 

 

• Architectural review: 0 (last year 3) 
 

Certain proposals within the Riverfront District require architectural review. None this year, 
although an unpermitted alteration on the plaza was discussed during a discussion item noted 
above. The cause of this alteration was abated. 

 

• Projects in Process:  
 
1. During the previous Annual Report, the Commission requested additional Joint City Council 

meetings so that Council and the Commission to discuss common goals. Staff acted on this 
request, and it occurred twice during the reporting period: once in September 2021 to 
discuss overall City Council and Commission goals/roles, and again in March 2022 to 
discuss a Streets & Utilities Extension Project design on the Riverfront property. 

2. Three Commissioners will participate on the Riverfront Developer RFQ Selection 
Committee in May 2022. 

3. One Commissioner continues their involvement on the Riverwalk Project Technical 
Advisory Committee through Summer 2022.  

 

• Future Projects/Plans: During the March 8 meeting, the Commission made a motion to be 
more proactive. A non-quorum subcommittee has been meeting outside of regularly scheduled 
meetings to discuss how the Commission can be more proactive. At the April 12 Commission 
meeting, it was discussed to add a standing agenda item for members to “pitch” items on which 
to be more proactive. These items would be discussed (limited to 5 minutes) and the 
Commission would decide whether to move forward with additional work by a non-quorum 
subcommittee on the item. If it is decided that the item will be pursued by a non-quorum 
subcommittee, the item could be added to a future Commission agenda as a full discussion item. 
Staff support on any proactive subcommittee items will be limited by capacity with current 
planning, project management, and other competing, Council-approved strategic plan items. 
This matter is anticipated to evolve over the next several months. 
 

• What can the Council do to support the Commission?  
 

At the March 8 meeting, the Commission discussed the following ways Council can continue to 
support the Commission: 

 
1. The Commission recommends an Assistant Planner for the upcoming fiscal year. 
2. The Commission requests a budget specific for their use of $25,000 at their discretion. 
3. The Commission desires more involvement on city-led projects. 
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 CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 M E M O R A N D U M 
 

TO: Planning Commission 
FROM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
RE: Vacation of right-of-way related to the city’s proposed public safety facility 
DATE: May 2, 2022 
 

 
I’ve been thinking about this vacation for months and wanted to get it done before other permitting for the 
public safety facility commences later this year.  Because of workload, it was difficult to have time to work on 
it earlier in the year. 
 
Once the smoke cleared some, briefly, I realized time was ticking. I wanted to get this to the Council’s second 
meeting in May, so the Commission could look at it in advance, but there are already too many things on the 
books for that date.  So, the Council’s hearing will be May 4, 2022 (and may be past tense by the time you 
read this). 
 
The Commission packets are due around the same time as the Council meeting, so my intent is to present the 
issue to you as an FYI-post-Council-hearing item.  I don’t expect controversy or any tough decisions for the 
Council where the Commission’s recommendations would be of enhanced value for the Council’s 
consideration. 
 
This will be educational and still important since you will be reviewing the Conditional Use Permit for the 
public safety facility later this year.   
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
STAFF REPORT 

VAC.1.22 
 

DATE: April 26, 2022 
TO: City Council 
FROM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner  
PETITIONER: City of St. Helens by City Council Motion 
PROPOSAL: Vacation of public right-of-way described as follows: 
 

The entire 7th Street right-of-way of the South St. Helens addition to St. Helens, 
Oregon, lying northeast of the Kaster Road right-of-way; and 
 
The extension of the S. 16th Street right-of-way, lying south of the East Street right-of-
way within the St. Helens Subdivision, St. Helens, Columbia County, Oregon, as 
dedicated by Columbia County Deed Book 272, Page 970. 

 
The purpose of this vacation is to increase the developable area for the city’s new public safety 
facility to avoid constraints such as the 100-year floodplain. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING & NOTICE 
 

Hearing date: May 4, 2022 before the City Council 
 
Notice of this proposed street vacation was Published in the Chronicle on April 20, 2022 and 
April 27, 2022.  Staff posted a copy of the notice at or near each end of the proposed street 
vacation areas on April 20, 2022. 
 

APPLICABLE CRITERIA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS 
 

SHMC 17.32.030(5): Whenever any street is lawfully vacated, and when the lands within 
the boundaries thereof attach to and become a part of lands adjoining such street, the 
lands formerly within the vacated street shall automatically be subject to the same 
zoning district designation that is applicable to lands to which the street attaches. 
 
SHMC 17.136.220—Vacation of Streets: All street vacations shall comply with the 
procedures and standards set forth in ORS Chapter 271 and applicable local 
regulations. 
 

Discussion: The above two excerpts are the only places where vacations are specifically 
mentioned in the St. Helens Municipal Code.  The Municipal Code does not set forth any 
additional approval criteria other than those per State law below. 

 
Oregon Revised Statutes, ORS 271.120 – Street Vacation Approval Criteria 
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… the governing body shall hear the petition and objections and shall determine 
whether the consent of the owners of the requisite area has been obtained, whether 
notice has been duly given and whether the public interest will be prejudiced by the 
vacation of such plat or street or parts thereof. If such matters are determined in 
favor of the petition the governing body shall by ordinance make such determination 
a matter of record and vacate such plat or street; otherwise it shall deny the petition. 
The governing body may, upon hearing, grant the petition in part and deny it in part, 
and make such reservations, or either, as appear to be for the public interest. 

 
When a vacation is based on a council’s own motion pursuant to ORS 271.130 instead of a 
citizen petition, as in this case, some of the approval criteria differ from above. 
 
Oregon Revised Statutes, ORS 271.130(1) 
 

The city governing body may initiate vacation proceedings authorized by ORS 
281.080 (Vacation in incorporated cities) and make such vacation without a petition 
or consent of property owners.  Notice shall be given as provided by ORS 271.110 
(Notice of hearing), but such vacation shall not be made before the date set for the 
hearing, nor if the owners of a majority of the area affected, computed on the basis 
provided in ORS 271.080 (Vacation in incorporated cities), object in writing thereto, 
nor shall any street area be vacated without the consent of the owners of the 
abutting property if the vacation will substantially affect the market value of such 
property, unless the city governing body provides for paying damages.  Provisions 
for paying such damages may be made by a local assessment, or in such other 
manner as the city charter may provide. 

  
Findings:  
 
• Have there been any objections or other comments submitted regarding this request? 

 
No objections received.  No comments received. 
 
The city did communicate with Columbia River PUD (CRPUD) since their power lines are 
within the area to be vacated.   

 
• Did the city council approve a motion to initiate this request (instead of the petition and 

consent method)? 
 
The City Council approved a motion to initiate vacation of right-of-way as described herein 
at their April 6, 2022 Regular Session. 
 

• Have the owners of a majority of the area affected, computed on the basis provided in 
ORS 271.080 (Vacation in incorporated cities), object in writing? 
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Pursuant to ORS 271.080(2), the affected area is an area 200 feet parallel to and on both 
sides of the portion of street r.o.w. to be vacated and 400 feet along its course beyond each 
terminus of the portion of street r.o.w. to be vacated.   
 
Due to extensive city ownership of the affected area, it is impossible for other owners of the 
affected area to be a majority.  
 

• Is there any evidence that the vacation will substantially affect the market value of 
abutting property, and if so, has consent from abutting property owners been obtained 
unless the city provides for paying damages? 
 
All abutting property is owned by the City of St. Helens. 
 

• Has notice been duly given? 
 
Notice requirements are set forth by ORS 271.110.  This requires published notice to occur 
once each week for two consecutive weeks prior to the hearing and posted notice within five 
days after the first date of published notice.  The posting and first day of publication notice is 
required to be at least 14 days before the hearing.  The notice requirements have been met 
(see PUBLIC HEARING & NOTICE above). 
 

 Photos of posted notices: 
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• Will the public interest be prejudiced by the proposed street vacation?  
 

Consideration of this vacation now benefits from previous efforts.  First, the city adopted a 
parcelization framework plan (via Resolution No. 1910 in January 2021) to help guide land 
divisions, and street and utility locations for the St. Helens Industrial Business Park at large.  
This plan does not show the proposed rights-of-way being needed for street or road purposes. 
 
The city also had an existing conditions survey done that was completed in November 2021.  
There are no street/road improvements within the ROW proposed to be vacated, but there is 
public storm, public sanitary sewer and overhead power.  Both sanitary sewer and power fall 
within the 7th Street ROW, but veer southward outside of the ROW due to a rock bluff.  
 
Since the property is to remain in city ownership given the proposed public safety facility, 
easements are not necessary for the storm or sanitary sewer lines, which the city manages. 
 
The overhead power line belongs to CRPUD.  There is a 16’ wide easement for the 
powerline from 1989 (Instrument No. 89-1920) that lies outside the ROW.  Per CRPUD, 
these poles have a primary line that creates a loop to S. 15th Street.  Such a line could require 
larger equipment like bucket trucks for maintenance and CRPUD is requesting a 50’ wide 
easement centered on the line.   
 
The public safety facility will include lands to N. 15th because as a “critical facility” per 
Chapter 17.46 SHMC, Floodplains and Floodways, it will need to have access outside of the 
special flood hazard area and the intersection of S. 15th Street and Old Portland Road is the 
closest intersection accessible by the facility along a major street outside of the floodplain.  
The 50’ easement desired by CRPUD would need to be for the entire utility between Kaster 
Road and S. 15th Street.   
 
CRPUD notes that the pole locations may need to move because of the site design for the 
public safety facility.  It is logical for the easement to be done as part of the public safety 
facility efforts (i.e., as a condition of land use approval).  However, things can change 
beyond the scope of the Council’s decision pertain to this ROW vacation.  So, the 
requirement should be more general as a condition of development of abutting land. 

 
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION  

 
Based upon the facts and findings herein, staff recommends the City Council grant the 
street vacation with the provision that a 50’ wide easement be granted that follows the 
power line, as may be relocated due to development plans, between Kaster Road and S. 15th 
Street as a condition of land use approval to develop property that abuts the vacated right-
of-way. 
 
Attachments: Memo to Council RE Initiation of ROW vacation by motion (pg. 1 with council approval stamp and pg. 2 with physical posting notes). 
 
Posted notice  
Affected area exhibit 
Phase exhibit from SHIBP Parcelization Framework Plan 
Existing utilities and area proposed to be vacated map 
Existing conditions survey (reduced) 
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF A HEARING FOR A STREET VACATION 
 

A public hearing before the St. Helens City Council will be held at 6:15 PM on Wednesday, May 4, 2022 in the 
St. Helens City Council Chambers in City Hall located at 265 Strand Street, St. Helens, OR  97051.  The purpose of this 
hearing is to receive public input as to the proposed vacation (i.e., giving up a public interest) of the entire 7th Street 
right-of-way of the South St. Helens addition to St. Helens, Oregon, lying northeast of the Kaster Road right-of-way; 
and 
 

The extension of the S. 16th Street right-of-way, lying south of the East Street right-of-way within the St. 
Helens Subdivision, St. Helens, Columbia County, Oregon, as dedicated by Columbia County Deed Book 272, Page 
970. 
 

The City Council approved a motion to initiate this vacation on April 6, 2022 at their Regular Session.  A map of 
the proposed vacation and affected areas is available for review at City Hall. 
 

All written comments should be submitted to the City at least six (6) days prior to the hearing but can be accepted 
any time before or at the hearing.  Testimony is welcome at the hearing.  Zoom will also be available to participate.  
Virtual access information to join the hearing will be available on the applicable agenda.  Agendas and the staff report for 
this can be found on the City’s website: https://www.sthelensoregon.gov/meetings within the week prior to the public 
hearing. 

 
If any physical or language accommodations are required, please notify City Hall well in advance of the hearing.  

Questions can be directed to the City Planning Department at 503-397-6272.  Or by email: 
jgraichen@sthelensoregon.gov.   

 
 

 
Area proposed  
to be vacated  
highlighted yellow 
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ECONorthwest Funding Plan for St. Helens’ Industrial Business Park  19 

Exhibit 7. Proposed Transportation Network and Phasing Plan in the SHIBP 
Source: 3J Consulting, Cost Estimate Map (October 2020). 
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 CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 M E M O R A N D U M 
 

TO: Planning Commission 
FROM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
RE: Proactive Planning Commission framework version 2.0 
DATE: May 3, 2022 
 

 
Attached to this memo is a new version, as emailed to staff on April 27, 2022, of proposed proactive 
commission initiative rules that was worked on by a non-quorum group of Commissioners (Hubbard, Pugsley 
and Toschi) following last month’s discussion. 
 
This version includes suggested edits and comments by staff following review on May 2, 2022. 
 
This does not include the discussion last month about agenda items. For example, should there be a 
“placeholder” agenda item with a time limit or not?  “Placeholder” means always present regardless if there is 
an item to discuss or not.  The minutes from last month (to be approved this month) and the Planning 
Commission’s draft annual report to Council memo provide a good overview of last month’s discussion and 
are both part of this month’s meeting packets. 
 
The latest draft of rules establishes a completeness determination by staff with a timeline for submittal.  If the 
Commission concurs with this approach, the proactive item would be on the agenda only when we receive a 
proper and timely proposal.  This could just go under the DISCSSION ITEMS portion of the agenda or 
another new title like PROACTIVE ITEMS or whatever the group thinks it should be called.  If this is the 
case, a “placeholder” agenda item would not be necessary.    
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CITY OF ST. HELENS OREGON 

PLANNING COMMISION PROACTIVE PROCEDURES 

1) Any Planning Commissioner can request that an agenda item include a proactive 
matter for Commission consideration (“Proactive Item”).  In order to place a 
“Proactive Item” on the Planning Commission Agenda, the proposing Commissioner 
shall at least 10 business days before the week prior to the scheduled Planning 
Commission meeting, submit the “Proposed Item” for Staff review and comment.   

2) The “Proactive Item” submitted to Staff must shall contain the following elements: 
a. The proposed Proactive Item must shall identify in the presented materials 

how the item or matter for Commission study, planning, approval, action, 
proposed legislation, or other is within the Jurisdiction of the Planning 
Commission and must shall identify specifically which provisions of the St. 
Helens Municipal Code Section 2.08.080 or 17.36.020(6) is/are applicable for 
the purposes of Jurisdiction; 

b. The proposed Proactive Item submission should shall outline the reasons the 
Commissioner believes the Proactive Item is something the Planning 
Commission should undertake; 

c. The Proactive Item submission should outline process of study, investigation, 
or decision making that the Commissioner suggests the Planning Commission 
adopt.  The opportunity and participation of Public review, participation and 
comment should be outlined for the process. 

d. The Proactive Item submission should discuss a timeline for Planning 
Commission decision and budget. 

3) Having timely received a proposed Proactive Item submission from a Planning 
Commissioner, Staff shall review the proposed Proactive Item submission for 
compliance with 1 and 2 and place it on the Agenda for the next Planning 
Commission meeting if 1 and 2 are met.  Staff may comment upon the Proactive 
Item. 

4) The Planning Commission may take up the Proactive Item on the Agenda as it sees 
fit.  In considering a Proactive Item, the Commission shall include as a basis for its 
determination: 

a. Determination of Jurisdiction per 2.a and reasons per 2.b. 
b. Alignment with the goals and projects identified in the City Council adopted 

strategic plan.  If a Proactive Item is not related to a project identified in the 
strategic plan that specifically pertains to Planning Department staff, whether 
and how much the Proactive Item will detract from Planning Department 
staff’s ability to act on the strategic plan item(s) within the strategic plan 
period combined with other necessary tasks staff must already perform must 
be evaluated. 

c. What level of staff involvement will be necessary for the Proactive Item to 
advance and what actual staff availability is anticipated based on workload 
trends and overall staffing within the confines of the city budget?   Research 
and reporting on that research is an example of an activity that can be 

Commented [JG1]: This means about two weeks before 
the week of the PC meeting.  Because agendas are due 
about a week before the meeting, this is not much time.  
Because often things are hectic with multiple deadlines this 
could result in frequent insufficient staff consideration, 
review, comment, etc. 
 
For land use applications, code gives us 30 days to deem an 
application complete.  Often, something is submitted, and it 
takes more than a week to start reviewing it because of the 
many other things staff is already engaged in.  Based on this, 
the lead time should be about 37 days (30 days + one week) 
to ensure “completeness” before packets are due.   
 
However, 30 days is simpler to manage/track and may be 
feasible and is worth discussing. 
 
This is also question of how “raw” the proactive item 
request should be in the agenda. 

Commented [JG2]: Ideally, there would be some staff 
input, but this can vary greatly depending in the nature of 
the item, and the personality or aptitude of the 
commissioner. 
 
This brings up a question of how much material the item 
includes (e.g., 1 page v. 50 pages).  And what if several 
commissioners are vying for separate proactive items 
simultaneously? 
 
Should the Councilor who is the commission’s liaison be 
included here too?   When is their input, if at all? 
 
Staff “comment” could be considered inconsistent with the 
last sentence of 3.  

Commented [JG3]: This seems overkill for the submittal 
stage for commission consideration.  Seems details would 
be worked out after the commission agrees to pursue 
something. 

Commented [JG4]: Like “c” before it, this seems like a lot 
to just pitch an idea.  Also seems like a lot for a 
commissioner who may not know how to answer these 
without assistance. 
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conducted by Commissioners that minimize staff inclusion and helps preserve 
staff’s ability to conduct daily work tasks and other necessary priorities.  

d. Will there be any expenses and if so, are there available funds in the city’s 
adopted budget for anticipated expenditures? 

e. The proposed Proactive Item is not a result of conflict of interest or bias of 
any Commissioner. 

 
RUSS HUBBARD SUGGESTED ENDING AT ITEM 4. 
 

5)  If the Commission is persuaded the item is something it would like to explore, the 
Commission would vote to do so.  The Commission may also vote to reject the item 
for consideration as a Commission, or it may request the item be refined and 
presented at a future meeting;  

6) The Commission would discuss how it wants the item to be explored, and when and 
what information it would like to have at a further meeting; 

7) An item would move forward at a pace on the Agenda as dictated by the 
Commission; 

8) Public Comment and input, proper notice, and public participation need to be 
included in all Commission decisions, recommendations, and proposed Legislation; 

9) Once an agenda item works its way through the Planning Procedures, formal adoption 
of a resolution can take place for communication to the Council. 

 

Formatted: Numbered + Level: 2 + Numbering Style:
a, b, c, … + Start at: 1 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 
1" + Indent at:  1.25", Tab stops:  1.5", Left

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt

Commented [JG5]: I agree with Russ.  The Commission 
voting or being majority in favor of pursuing something is 
already a given.  
 
Discussion about how and timing is also a given, or dictated 
by several factors, both internal and external.   
 
Public inclusion is already baked in city (Comprehensive 
Plan) and state (Statewide Planning Goal 1) policy.   
 
Finally, how something is adopted will vary.  Some things 
may not be subject of adoption. 
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 
 
 To:  City Council  Date: 04.26.2022 
 From: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
 cc:  Planning Commission 
 
 
 
 
PLANNING ADMINISTRATION—PREAPPLICATIONS MEETINGS 
 
Building Official and I visited the Armstrong World Industries site on RR Ave. to talk with the 
potential new owners and permitting matters.  Good meeting.  Property transaction deal seems 
close. 
 
 
PLANNING ADMINISTRATION—MISC. 
 
Engineering, Planning and Administration met with the St. Helens Marina about street 
development/parking in the St. Helens Marina area in late March (after the March report was 
finished).  Developed a general game plan about improvements to the street network utilizing 
existing right-of-way to increase parking and access in that area. 
 
Prepared semi-annual report materials for presentation to the City Council. 
 
Annual performance review conducted for Associate Planner/Community Development Project 
Manager. 
 
Columbia SWCD is proposing a noxious weed abatement effort with grant funds from ODA.  
This requires an authorization from local planning officials of the various jurisdictions this will 
take place in, including the City of St. Helens.  Though this may be close to some sensitive land 
areas it is exempt from permitting as chemical use will be applied by DEQ licensed folks, as 
expected by a project by Columbia SWCD.  I attached the application for those curious. 
 
Responded to a County referral (file V 22-05) for a setback Variance for a property within the St. 
Helens Urban Growth Boundary at 35069 Achilles Road.  See attached. 
 
The US Army Corps of Engineers is holding an open house for river dredging the same week 
that this report is due (last week of April).  The open house notice is attached if anybody is 
interested. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION (& acting HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION) 
 
April 12, 2022 meeting (outcome): The Commission approved a Variance to allow a reduced 
front yard for a vacant lot along S. 10th Street.  The Commission was presented to Water Master 
Plan by the city’s consultants.  They also discussed the preferred alternatives for proposed 

This report does not indicate all current planning activities over the past report period.  These are tasks, processing and administration of the Development Code 
which are a weekly if not daily responsibility.  The Planning Commission agenda, available on the City’s website, is a good indicator of current planning 
activities.  The number of building permits issued is another good indicator as many require Development Code review prior to Building Official review. 
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dockage improvements at Grey Cliffs Park, continued the previous month’s proactive initiative, 
and the interview committee for a recent mid-term resignation from one of our commissioners.  
 
May 10, 2022 meeting (upcoming): The Commission will be presented with Planning staff’s 
semiannual report and the right-of-way vacation related to the public safety facility.  They will 
discuss the June Planning Commission annual report to the Council.  Proactive initiative 
discussion will continue from the last couple months.  Perhaps more. 
 
 
COUNCIL ACTIONS RELATED TO LAND USE 
 
The mayor signed the public right-of-way dedication to allow the Comstock property to have 
access from Barr Avenue.  Good timing as we received the subdivision application this month. 
 
 
GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS (GIS) 
 
Annual software update efforts (for Planning and Engineering) continue from last month.  
 
Mother nature continued to be uncooperative pertaining to our aerial photo efforts.  Last month I 
reported the flight as originally scheduled in March being delayed to no later than April 10th.   
The day in the first part of the month when it was around 70 degrees was the needed window of 
opportunity and the aerials were captured before the 10th. 
 
Note that the contractor did a flight on March 16th but the light was imperfect on the west side 
due to cloud cover. However, this effort will be useful for planimetric data and I believe we will 
get these aerials for leaf off conditions, albeit imperfect.  Some images samples of the March 16 
flight are attached. 
 
 
ASSOCIATE PLANNER—In addition to routine tasks, the Associate Planner has been working on: 
See attached. 
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From: Jennifer Dimsho
To: Jacob Graichen
Subject: April Planning Department Report
Date: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 10:10:52 AM

Here are my additions to the April Planning Department Report.
GRANTS

1. OPRD  - Local Government Grant – Campbell Park Improvements - 6-month grant
extension granted for the COVID-19 related delay of court surfacing materials. Submitted
closeout paperwork to the state for the grant deadline of April 29, 2022. Waiting on dry
weather for PW to finish grading of stormwater area (plants ordered and pick up, soil
delivered). PW to stripe parking lot.

2. CDBG- Columbia Pacific Food Bank Project – Approved final Change Order summary with
the state. Submitted final quarterly report and budget. Final Occupancy is likely this week!
New completion is 6/30.

3. Safe Routes to School - Columbia Blvd. Sidewalk Project – New IGA with County and
amendment to add culvert to sidewalk project complete. 60% design initiated, then the
County will work on permitting. Bidding is anticipated late Fall 2022 with construction in
Spring/Summer 2023. Amendment approved to push completion deadline from
November 2022 to February 2024.

4. Business Oregon – Infrastructure Finance Authority – Signed contract documents have
been sent to back to state for approval.

5. Certified Local Government – Historic Preservation Grant Program – Roof work
completed in April. Invoices paid. Submitted final report and photos to SHPO for approval
ahead of the June deadline.

6. Technical Assistance Grant with the Oregon State Marine Board - To assist with design
and permitting of an in-water fishing dock and paddlecraft launch facility at Grey Cliffs
Park. Stakeholder meeting held on 3/15 and a preferred alternative design was discussed.
This design went before Parks & Rec. Comm and PC in April, and scheduled a Public Forum
with Council on May 4 for final feedback.

PROJECTS & MISC

7. Riverwalk Project (OPRD Grants x2) – Columbia View Park expansion land use process
completed! Playground re-design work is continuing and will be presented to
Council/Parks & Rec. Comm soon. This work is now SDC eligible.  Riverwalk Project and
park design will proceeding to 60% design!

8. Riverfront Streets/Utilities Design/Engineering – Held a Joint PC/CC meeting to discuss
90% streets/utilities project update on 3/16. Pump station building design work is at 60%.
Discussed land use permitting process for pump station facility. Undergrounding utility
design will need to be completed by a separate contractor, and a new RFQ will be needed
for this work.

9. St. Helens Industrial Business Park (SHIBP) Public Infrastructure Design– Work Order 1
approved - 30% design for Phase I infrastructure & permitting/grading work for Phase II.

Held 2nd stakeholder meeting on 2/17 to discuss utility and transportation needs for
Phase I infrastructure. Continuing PGE coordination for new substation. Kicking off Phase
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II grading work 4/27.
10. Riverfront Redevelopment RFQ – RFQ closed on 4/1 with 2 submittals received. Selection

Committee to convene on 5/11 and 5/18 to review developer presentations and select a
candidate.

11. Waterfront Redevelopment Website – Project websites completely updated with the
assistance of Communications Officer.

12. Dig-E-Plan – Building Department is rolling out a new digital plan review for building
permits applications. Attended a 2-hour training to learn the new software tools and
functionality. Reviewing test record.

13. Nob Hill Nature Park – Portland Community College student mapping project. Assisting
Friends of Group to kick off the project with the GIS student who will work on preparing a
map for posting at the kiosk.

14. Friends of Dalton Lake – Assisting Friends Of group with a new map of the trail system at
Dalton Lake for posting at the kiosk.

Jenny Dimsho, AICP
Associate Planner / Community Development Project Manager
City of St. Helens
(503) 366-8207
jdimsho@sthelensoregon.gov
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COLUMBIACOUNTY
LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Planning Division
COURTHOUSE

ST. HELENS,OREGON 9705I
Phone: (503)397-1501 Fax: (503)366-3902

April 11,2022

REFERRAL AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Date: June 612022
File # V 22-05
Owner/Applicant: JackGlass
Map/Taxlot: 4117-80-12000
Site Address: 35069 Achilles Rd
Zonez Rural Residential (R-10)
Size: 1.35 acres

NOTICE IS HEREBY GMN that Jack Glass has submitted an application for a variance to set backs. The
request is for a variance from 55 feet down to 20 feet

SAID PUBLIC HEARING will be held before the Columbia County Planning Commission on Monday, June 6,
2022, starting at 6:30 p.m.

During the COVID-I9 global pandemic, the Columbia County Planning Commission will be hosting their public
hearing via online webinar. Please use the links below if you wish to participate in the public meeting.

Planning Commission Meeting
Mon, Jun 6,2022 6:00 PM - 9:00 PM (PDT)

Please join my meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone.
https ://meet. soto.com I 9 61 812629

You can also dial in using your phone.
United States (Toll Free) : I 877 309 2073

United States: +1 (571) 317-3129

Access Code: 961-812-629

If you have any questions or concerns regarding access to the meeting or need accommodation, please call the
Land Development Services office at (503) 397-1501

THIS APPLICATION IS FOR 0 Administrative Review; (X) Planning Commission, Hearing Date: June 6,

2022

PLEASE RETURN BY: April2l,2022

Planner: GingerDavidson

The enclosed application is being referred to you for your information and comment. Your recommendation and

suggestions will be used by the County Planning Department andlor the Columbia County Planning Commission in
arriving at a decision. Your prompt reply will help us to process this application and will ensure the inclusion of

S:YPLANNING DIVISIONY^PLANNING (KAY'S)YFORMSYREFERRAL AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTYREFERRAL AND

ACKNOWLEDGMENT - PC.DOCX
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your recommendations in the staff report. Please comment below. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

___ We have reviewed the enclosed application and have no objection to its approval as submitted. 

Please see attached letter or notes below for our comments.
---

___ We are considering the proposal further, and will have comments to you by ____ _ ____ _ 

___ Our board must meet to consider this; we will return their comments to you by ________ _ 

___ Please contact our office so we may discuss this. 

___ We recommend denial of the application, for the reasons below: 

COMMENTS: ____________________________________ _ 

Signed: _____________ _ _ _ _ __ ------'P,_.r=in=te=d,._.N=a=m=e:..:..: _______ _ _ ______ _ 

Title: _______________________ Date: _______ __ ______ _ 

S:¥PLANNING DIVISION¥A PLANNING (KAY'S)¥FORMS¥REFERRAL AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT¥REFERRAL AND 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT - PC.DOCX 

X

Please consider denial of the Variance or conditions of approval limiting access/overhead (vehicle) doors, 
especially along Gold Leaf Lane.  A 60' wide driveway approach far exceeds any normal residential driveway 
approach and should not be supported or justified by a setback variance.  Please see attached memo for
further details.

JAG Jacob A. Graichen

CITY PLANNER APRIL 15, 2022
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 CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 M E M O R A N D U M 
 

TO: Ginger Davidson, Planner, Columbia County 
FROM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
RE: Columbia County file V 22-05 
DATE: April 15, 2022 
 
 
Zoning/Comprehensive Plan Designation: 
 
Property has a Comprehensive Plan designation of Rural Suburban Unincorporated Residential, 
RSUR.  If annex to the city, zoning would likely be St. Helens’ R7 or R10.  In any case, it would be 
residential. 
 
 
Streets/Access: 
 
Achilles Road is classified as a collector street per the city’s Transportation Systems Plan.  Gold Leaf 
Lane is classified as a local street. 
 
The Gold Leaf Lane right-of-way width appears to be 50’ wide, which is the minimum width.  And, 
a 20’ yard (setback) would not conflict with any of the city’s yard (setback) requirements. 
 
There is access concerns, however. 
 
It appears that within the last couple years a new access immediately adjacent to the Achilles Road 
access serving 35075 Achilles was installed.  It also appears an approximate 60’ wide concrete apron 
driveway approach was installed along Gold Leaf Lane. 
 
As a collector, city standards call for 100 foot spacing between driveways.  Having two next to each 
other could function as one, but the normal maximum width for a residential driveway is 24 feet.  
Based on aerial photography it looks like the total width of the two driveways is approximately 30 
feet along Achilles Road.  If this will not be widened and still meets County requirements this is 
acceptable. 
 
As a local street, access from Gold Leaf Lane is preferred.  However, a 60’ wide driveway is 
inappropriate for a residential area and use.  Building elevations were not included in the application.  
If there is a series of overhead doors that necessitates this width of a driveway for proper function, 
this variance is inappropriate.  The County Planning Commission should consider a condition that 
overhead doors be limited to an amount and location that a 24’ wide driveway would accommodate 
the shop and for the driveway width to be reduced with ditch restored or other obstructions to 
ensure a proper driveway width for a residential area and use will be maintained.  
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Variance

tci?-21 -oootc>2' PunG

File No. V 1:L-DS

VARIANCE APPLICATION
GOLUMBIA COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE

General lnformation

APPLICANT: Name

Mailing address: 3%fuq tr\errrrt\€S Rd WnyYrI'l . O\2 Qf CEn

Phone No.: Office Home 6Dts 2totf EZtS
Email:

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

PROPERTY OWNER: V same as above, OR:

Name:

Mailing Address

Email:

PROPERTY ADDRESS (if assigned):

TAX MAP NO.: l--l Z ?*l Acres: I . 35 Zoning R10
Ordinance
Requires;

4tll- Bo- tzpoo Change
to:TYPE OF VARIANCE:

Lot size

r,/ Setback: V front /'side y' rear 59

Other

2{.-j-'

PRESENT LAND USES: (farm, forest, bush, swamp, residential, etc.)
Use:

l"etirch.nh^q

Approx. Acres

,L

Total acres (should agree with above)

S:\Planning Division\Forms\Application FormsVariance Application 201 8 Updated 1212111872
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Variance

PROPOSED LAND USES : WS) AontbtJ^ tt,tl-ln Rnrxr

File No. V

rtaLatL

WATER SUPPLY: _Private well.
,,/ Community system.

ls the well installed?
Name

Yes No

METHOD OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL: _Community Sewer. Name

-z.U3lfriBixl3li
lf Septic, does the subject property alruaOy have a systent? ,,' Yes 

-No
lf no, is the property approved for a Septic System? Yes 

- 

No

CONTIGUOUS PROPERTY: List all adjacent property you own with boundaries touching the subject
property: .z None

Tax Acc't. No Acres Co-owners (if anv)

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

Date: 3'lS '2o1:L Signature

NOTE: Please attach an accurate detailed plot plan, including existing and proposed structures, septic tanks
and drain fields, farm and forest areas, large natural features (e.9. cliffs, streams, ravines, etc.), roads and

driveways, property lines, easements, etc.

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Planninq Department Use Only

Date Rec'd. Hearing Date
Or: Administrative

Receipt No.-
Zoning Staff Member:
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

S:\Planning Division\Forms\Application FormsVariance Application 201 8 Updated 1212111873
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Variance File No. V

VARIANCE FAGT SHEET
Variance Standards:

Please answer the followino ( exfra Daoes if needed):
The following 5 requirements are from Section 1504.1A of the Columbia County Zoning
Ordinance:

"A variance shall be made only when all of the following conditions and facts exist:

The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or
welfare, or injurious to other property;"

1. State how the granting of your variance will not injure other property in the vicinity, nor be
detrimental to the public safety, health or welfare:

The conditions upon which the request for a variance is based are unique to the
property for which the variance is sought and are not applicable generally to
other property;"

2. Describe the conditions, unique to the property (NOT the owner), over which you have no control,
on which you base this variance request (parcel size, shape, location; topography; naturalfeatures;
etc.):

Approval of the application will allow the property to be used only for purposes
authorized by the Zoning Ordinance;"

3. What uses or structures do you intend to place on the property?

1

2

3
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Variance File No. V

Strict compliance with the Zoning Ordinance would create an unnecessary
hardship;"

4. Explain in detail the unnecessary hardship. This may be a personal or physical hardship, but it
must arise out of the unique physical conditions on the property described in 2 above.

;+ o afil I,a A?rs<ftt,!- hl rf10i"

4

o

The granting of the variance will not adversely affect the realization of the
Gomprehensive Plan nor violate any other provision of the Zoning Ordinance."

5. Will this variance be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and other requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance?

k

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

Please submit all of the followinq:

1. The attached "VARIANCE APPLICATION General lnformation".
2. Answers to the above questions.
3. A good measured sketch of your property, showing all existing structures, septic tanks and

drain fields, large natural features, roads and driveways, property lines, easements, etc.
Don't forget the North arrow and the scale of the drawing.

4. A vicinity map, with North arrow and scale.
5. The application fee.
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

5
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2. '* Maior Variance: A request for a variance of 25%gr more from a dimensional requirement such
as setbacks-Jreight, lot coverage, lot widtffir%ldepth, or a request for a variance of 10o/o or
more from a minimum lot size requirement. A major variance is processed as a land use
action that is heard and approved or denied by the Planning Commission after a public
hearing.

Variance File No. V

Applying for a

VARIANCE
Definition of a Variance

A variance is an action that allows the applicant to depart from the standard rules to alleviate an
"unnecessary hardship" arising from the physical characteristics of the land. A financial hardship
does not justify a variance unless it is related to some physical characteristic of the land over which
the applicant had no control. Use variances are not permitted.

Tvpes of Variances

There are two types of variance that one may apply for in Columbia County

1. -- Minor Variance: A request for a variance of less than 25o/o from a dimensional requirement
such as setbacks, height, lot coverage, lot width, or lot depth, or a request for a variance of
less than 10o/o from a minimum lot size requirement. A minor variance is processed
administratively and approved or denied by the Planning Director.

Please Note: Major variances from the lot size requirements of the Primary Agriculture (PA-
38), Forest Agriculture (FA-19), and Primary Forest (PF-76) zones are not permitted.

l\pplvinq for Minor and Maior Variances

Determine if your variance request is based up an unnecessary hardship resulting from a
physical characteristic of the land. The unnecessary hardship may be financial but it must
arise from some physical characteristic of the property over which you had no control; these
may include topography, access, parcel size or shape, etc. lf unnecessary hardship caused by
the physical characteristics of the land is the case you should move to the next step in the
process.

Determine if you should apply for a minor or major variance, then fill out the Application,
Variance Fact Sheet, and plot plan and submit them with the filing fee.

Minor Variance - Notice will be sent to nearby property owners and affected agencies
for comment. lf notified parties do not request referral to the Planning Commission, a
staff report will be written followed by a final order either approving, approving with
conditions, or denying your request. Notice of the decision is then mailed to those who
were originally notified and an appeal period follows (10 days from the date of the
mailing). Your variance becomes final if no appeal is received within the 10 day appeal

1

2

A.
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B

Variance File No. V

period. Processing time for a Minor Variance generally runs about 1 month

Maior Variance - Notice will be sent to property owners an affected agencies for
comment. A staff report will be written about your request, and a hearing scheduled
before the Planning Commission. A decision will be made at the Planning Commission
meeting based upon the staff report, testimony received at the hearing, written
comments received, and other research about your proposal. Your variance request
will either be approved, approved with conditions, or denied,. A final order will be
prepared and signed by the chairperson of the Planning Commission within a few days
after Planning Commission decision and hearing date. After the final order is signed a

notice of decision will be mailed to those who have standing. The 10 day appeal period
will begin the day of the mailing. Your variance will become final if no appeal is
received within the 10 day appeal period. Processing time for a Major Variance
generally runs about 1 to 2 months.

Thinqs to Remember

1. A variance may be approved only when all the following conditions and facts exist:

The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or
welfare, or injuries to other property;

lhe conditions upon which the request for a variance are based are unique to the
property for which the variance is sought and are not applicable generally to other
property;

Approval of the application will allow the property to be used only for purposes
authorized by the zoning ordinance;

Strict compliance with the Zoning Ordinance would create an unnecessary hardship;

The granting of the variance will not adversely affect the realization of the
Comprehensive Plan nor violate any other provision of the Zoning Ordinance

A variance becomes void after 1 year if the next step in the development process has not
been applied for.

The Planning Commission (Major Variance - public hearing) or the Director (Minor Variance -
administrative) can impose whatever reasonable requirements will fulfill the intent of the
Zoning Ordinance.

A.

ts.

c

D

E

2

J
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SITE PLAN
35069 Ach il les Road
Warreh, OR 97053
Parcel I D : 41 17 -BO-I2000
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411112022 7:34:06 AM
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V 22-05 Vicinity

D{
E

I
I

*.
t

z

,!'
fpfI

uI
J

"l

qf

l(

L"FR"N

5 ut!
tb

t--']t ttr:s
J

.a,$d
E

:f
3
{}

..t:

-

t
E

fr
UJa

I
5
Aj
l.Li

Ex
$

a
rt1

,i,{
'h
z;
E
{rJ

l$1'-, I

f
,l4J

3
{.J

-t {r
5

J
,_rd

(.}
U""

lp \

\\

I
J

I
I
t
I

l[A"kff r

z.
J

6
aifig
d
#
'tuah p
I'-
t
I
I
I

f

*r,*uo,o*-$*
6tn
E

,
3

I
t
t)

l?'
t
I

t
t
I
\
\\

r..rl

:t,,-.r. 'l

Bureau of Land M'anagement, State of Oregon, State of Oregon DOT, State of
Oregon GEO, Esri Canada, Esri, HERE, Garmin, GeoTechnologies, lnc., lntermap,

. r*,,il. u5G5, METI/NAsA, EPA, USDA

-ftI
41612022 3:42 PM

map

82

Item L.



83

Item L.



84

Item L.



85

Item L.



86

Item L.


	Top
	Item A.	Joint Meeting Minutes
	031622 CC.PC Joint Meeting Minutes DRAFT

	Item B.	April Minutes
	041222 PC Minutes DRAFT

	Item C.	Planning Commission - Annual Report
	PC Report to Council (2022 DRAFT for PC Review)

	Item E.	Public Safety Facility
	Publc Safety Facility ROW Vacation - PC memo

	Item F.	Proactive Planning Commission Procedures
	05022022 Memo (proactive framework 2.0)

	Item L.	Activity Report - April
	04APR2022 Planning Dept Rept

	Bottom

