
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Tuesday, July 11, 2023 at 6:00 PM 
HYBRID: Council Chambers & Zoom (details below) 

 

AGENDA 

6:00 P.M. CALL TO ORDER & FLAG SALUTE  

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

CHAIR/VICE CHAIR SELECTION  

CONSENT AGENDA 

A. Planning Commission Minutes Dated June 13, 2023 

PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA (times are earliest start time) 

B. 6:05 p.m. Conditional Use Permit at 1955 Old Portland Road - Seaford, LLP 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

C. Architectural Review for Gateway at intersection of S. 1st Street & St. Helens Street (City 
of St. Helens) 

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

D. Site Design Review (Minor) at 795 S Columbia River Hwy - Kendall Construction, Inc.  

E. Sensitive Lands Permit at 2760 Columbia Blvd - Columbia County  

F. Accessory Structure at 330 Tualatin Street - John Soares  

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 

G. Planning Department Activity Report - June  

PROACTIVE ITEMS 

H. Architectural Standards  

FOR YOUR INFORMATION ITEMS 

 ADJOURNMENT 

NEXT REGULAR MEETING: August 8, 2023 

VIRTUAL MEETING DETAILS 

Join: https: 

//us06web.zoom.us/j/83611494519?pwd=QjlGcnhvK0YyUnY5Y3dkbDRSZzd1dz09 

Meeting ID: 836 1149 4519 

Passcode: 845193 

Dial by your location: +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma) 
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Planning Commission  Agenda July 11, 2023 

 

 

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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PLANNING COMMISSION 

Tuesday, June 13, 2023, at 6:00 PM 
 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Members Present: Chair Steve Toschi (present only during TOPICS FROM THE FLOOR) 
Vice Chair Dan Cary 
Commissioner Jennifer Pugsley 
Commissioner Charles Castner 
Commissioner Ginny Carlson 
Commissioner Russ Hubbard 
Commissioner Russ Low 
  

Members Absent: None 
  

Staff Present: City Planner Jacob Graichen 
Associate Planner Jenny Dimsho 
Community Development Admin Assistant Christina Sullivan 
Councilor Mark Gundersen 

  

Others: Brady Preheim 
Tina Curry 
Steve Topaz  
 

 

Chair Steve Toschi was not present at the start of the meeting, so Vice Chair Dan Cary was the acting 
Chair. 

CALL TO ORDER & FLAG SALUTE  

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

Toschi, Steve. Toschi was called to speak. He handed a letter of resignation to the secretary. He said 
he joined the Planning Commission to hopefully make some positive changes in the city. He said it had 
become clear that some of the projects that the Planning Commission had spearheaded, especially 
ones that he was leading, had resulted in a lot of negative things. He said at this time he was resigning 
to go in a different direction to help the public. He said the Resolution 1986 that the City Council had 
passed was not constitutional and since he had already been falsely accused of things, he felt it 
necessary to step away from the Commission to protect his reputation and support the public in a 
different way. He thanked the Commission for all the time and effort they put into the city and was 
thankful for the knowledge they had provided to him.  

Preheim, Brady. Preheim was called to speak. He said he was glad that Steve Toschi had decided to 
resign, and he thought this would be good for the future of the Commission.  

Topaz, Steve. Topaz was called to speak. He discussed his opinion about a tour held for the 
wastewater lagoon. He shared the City wants to turn it into a waste dump. He said there would be 
several legal problems if there were failures. He mentioned there was a meeting in December in 2018 
about possible uses of the lagoon. He said in 2019 there was supposed to be a public meeting about 
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the lagoon being turned into a waste dump, but the meeting was cancelled because the State 
Representatives could not be present. He discussed some reasons why he was taken to the Ethics 
Board.  

CONSENT AGENDA 

A. Planning Commission Minutes Dated May 9, 2023 

Chair Dan Cary asked for corrections to a portion of the minutes on page two.  
 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Pugsley’s motion and Commissioner Carlson’s second, the Planning 
Commission unanimously approved the Draft Minutes dated May 9, 2023, with the suggested 
amendments. Commissioner Hubbard abstained as he was absent from the meeting. [AYES: 
Commissioner Carlson, Commissioner Castner, Commissioner Pugsley, Commissioner Low; NAYS: None] 

DISCUSSION ITEMS  

B. Architectural Character Review Revision - 353 S. 1st Street (Crooked Creek Brewery) 

Associate Planner Jenny Dimsho shared the final draft of the doors planned to be installed at the new 
Crooked Creek Brewery building. She said the original door had a single light door with a kick plate, but 
after doing a little work, they realized the opening was wider than the original door. So Crooked Creek 
proposed to widen the door with side lights that were made of wood. The door would also be solid 
wood with a kick plate. She said this same door on the front would be what they used on the side door 
now as well. Dimsho said before approving the building permit with this design, she wanted to confirm 
the Planning Commission was okay with these changes.  

The Planning Commission agreed they were okay with this final design.   

PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA (times are earliest start time) 

C. Deliberations of appeal of Sensitive Lands Permit SL.2.23 at N. 15th Street 

City Planner Jacob Graichen confirmed with the commissioners who were absent from the public 
hearing if they had reviewed the video, minutes and record, and obtained enough information to make 
the same educated decision as those present at the hearing the previous month.  Both commissioners 
said yes.  

Graichen confirmed there were no ex-parte contacts, conflicts of interests, or bias in this matter.  

No one from the audience objected to the ability of any of the commissioners to make a fair decision.  

Graichen did a recap of the hearing, mentioned there was testimony, and information was obtained 
about the application during the hearing. He said the appellant requested the record to be left open. 
During the time the record was open, there was additional written testimony received and it was given 
to the Planning Commission prior to these deliberations for them to be able to review and provide 
feedback at deliberations.  

He shared the information and conditions that were previously mentioned at the hearing. He felt the 
application was not fully complete and the conditions would need revised if the commission approved 
the decision.  

There was a small discussion on a tree that was removed.  

Commissioner Hubbard mentioned there were other ways to make the retaining wall sturdier and they 
could consult a designer to help them.  
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Commissioner Pugsley asked if these plans were deemed complete or what the process was to consider 
them a complete submittal. Graichen said they tried to condition it to make it more complete, but the 
appellant asked for a more complete plan to be provided with a new submittal.  

There was a discussion about the Geotech Report for the soil on the property, but ultimately no 
additional geotech was provided by the applicant.  
 
Commissioner Pugsley asked, if denied, what the enforcement would be for the illegal tree removal. 
Dimsho said it was still an enforcement case and would be addressed with a new application or through 
a building permit.  
 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Carlson’s motion and Commissioner Pugsley’s second, the Planning 
Commission unanimously denied the application to minimize impact to neighboring properties and 
because it was an incomplete submittal. [AYES: Commissioner Carlson, Commissioner Castner, 
Commissioner Pugsley, Commissioner Low, Commissioner Hubbard; NAYS: None] 
 

Motion: Upon Commissioner Carlson’s motion and Commissioner Pugsley’s second, the Planning 

Commission unanimously approved the Chair to sign the Findings. [AYES: Commissioner Carlson, 
Commissioner Castner, Commissioner Pugsley, Commissioner Low, Commissioner Hubbard; NAYS: None] 
 

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

D. Sign Permit (x2) at 465 S Columbia River Hwy - Portland Sign Co. (Pacific One Bank) 

E. Home Occupation at 58710 Noble Court - 1791 Armory, LLC 

F. Temporary Sign Permit at 2100 Block of Columbia Blvd - St. Helens Kiwanis Club 

There was no discussion on the Planning Director Decisions.  

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 

G. Planning Department Activity Report - May  

Graichen shared there were five first readings for ordinances at the last Council meeting, all of which 
were from Planning. Three were annexations, one was the street naming, and last was the HB 3115 
ordinance.  

Dimsho mentioned the design for the Gateway project was started and that the first phase of 
construction at the intersection of S. 1st Street and St. Helens Street could be through the end of the 
year. There was a small discussion on the construction timelines and the Riverfront Development.  

PROACTIVE ITEMS 

H. Architectural Standards 

Graichen said they planned to discuss this item at the Joint City Council Meeting, but it was cancelled. 
He encouraged the Commission to start thinking about different parts of the standards to tackle instead 
of taking on too large of a project.  

He said they could look at implementing architectural standards by zoning districts and break it down 
by the area. He mentioned another way to do it was with an overlay zone which could allow the 
standards to crossover into multiple zoning districts. He also said a third way to approach these 
standards was looking at the Historic Landmarks list. He also said they could look at the use types of 
the different types of development (like multi-family).  

He did say when considering residential uses, they need to be sure the standards are clear and 
objective to comply with state requirements.  
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Graichen mentioned the Commission should have a primary goal on how they want to move forward 
with the architectural standards for the next Joint Planning Commission/City Council meeting.  

Dimsho suggested when the Commission was doing research on other towns that have architectural 
standards to consider the standards for the Riverfront District the City already has in place that are 
working. Instead of locating architectural standards for downtowns, she encouraged the Commission to 
locate standards for residential districts, since that is where the gap is.   
 

FOR YOUR INFORMATION ITEMS 

Graichen mentioned the Joint Planning Commission and City Council meeting was cancelled because of 
such a busy month with activities. He said he was going to suggest cancelling the June meeting 
permanently in the future, but said it was better to leave them on the calendar for instances when 
there may not be a busy June and there is time to meet.  

Chair Cary said he would like to see more joint decision making to cancel joint meetings and better 
communication about it in the future.  

Dimsho congratulated Commissioner Hubbard for receiving a grant from the St. Helens Mainstreet 
Alliance for his project on N. 12th Street. Commissioner Hubbard shared some of the details of his 
project and how it was moving forward.  

Graichen mentioned there was a vacancy and he asked who wanted to participate on the interview 
committee. Both Commissioner Pugsley and Commissioner Hubbard volunteered to be on the 
committee. Chair Cary also mentioned there should be a vote on the new Chair and Vice Chair 
positions at the next meeting.  

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business before the Planning Commission, the meeting was adjourned at 7:15 
p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Christina Sullivan 
Community Development Administrative Assistant   
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 
 
 To:  City Council  Date: 06.29.2023 
 From: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
 cc:  Planning Commission 
 
 
 
 
ASSOCIATE PLANNER/PROJECT MANAGER—In addition to routine tasks, the Associate 
Planner/Community Development Project Manager has been working on: See attached. 
 
 
PLANNING ADMINISTRATION—PREAPPLICATIONS MEETINGS 
 
Conducted a pre-application meeting for a potential division of the Village Inn property.   
 
Conducted a condensed pre-application meeting for a potential auto parts retail establishment 
along US30 towards the north side of town.  We had a pre-application meeting for the same 
location and use back in 2014 too. 
 
 
PLANNING ADMINISTRATION—MISC. 
 
With five ordinances having their 2nd reading at the June 21st regular session, all related to the 
Planning Department’s efforts, we had a burst of post adoption tasks to do.  Three annexations 
and their normal post adoption process, post adoption notice for the Wapama Way matter, and 
post HB3115 stuff.  Post HB3115 stuff included creating a map since all previous one’s were 
intended to help with discussions (not necessarily be stand alone to make sense) and training for 
SHPD management staff per request from the Police Chief.  Also helped SHPD with the notice 
require to be posted before a campsite is removed.  
 
Conducted final inspection for building G of the Broadleaf Arbor (Gable Road apartments) 
development.  D (community building), E and F (multi-family buildings) inspected previously.  
G is the 4th of ten buildings. 
 
The Council authorized signature for a Donation Agreement for property proposed to be donated 
at the US30/Pittsburg Road intersection at the June 21st regular session.  Planning Dept. has been 
assisting with this matter; the donor is the same person who owned and created the 4-lot 
commercial subdivision where Burger King, Quick Lube, and Dairy Queen are proposed.  Given 
the subdivision effort, Planning staff was already engaged in conversations with the donor.  
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION (& acting HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION) 
 
June 13, 2022 meeting (outcome): The chair person resigned, so we’ll need to select a new chair 
and vice chair at the July meeting and recruit a new commissioner. 
 

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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The Commission deliberated on a Sensitive Lands Permit from May.  This was for a large 
retaining wall of a lot along the 200 block of N. 15th Street.  The Commission denied the matter. 
 
Commissioner Hubbard and Pugsley volunteered to be on the Planning Commission Interview 
Committee for filling the vacancy due to resignation. 
 
As the Historic Landmarks Commission, they approved an architectural change revision to 353 S. 
1st Street related to Crooked Creek Brewery.  They had reviewed it more comprehensively 
previously, but there was a change since to a door. 
 
July 11, 2023 meeting (upcoming): The Commission will hold a public hearing for a Conditional 
Use Permit for consideration of a storage business use at 1955 Old Portland Road, the old 
Ralph’s wrecking yard. 
 
As the Historic Landmarks Commission, they will consider the gateway design for the S. 1st 
Street/St. Helens Street intersection. 
 
 
COUNCIL ACTIONS RELATED TO LAND USE 
 
The marathon task for the Planning Commission which was HB3115 has finally concluded with 
the passage of Ordinance No. 3296 at the July 21st regular session. 
 
 
GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS (GIS) 
 
Data updates related to the three annexations and right-of-way dedication and vacation finalized 
by ordinance at the June 21st regular session of the City Council. 
 
 
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT (NFIP) 
 

FEMA reopened the comment period for an additional 
32 days of public input on proposed changes to the 
implementation of the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP) in Oregon. These changes may have 
significant impacts on Oregon communities, 
individuals, and businesses that intend on developing 
in the floodplain. FEMA encourages participation 
during the comment period. 
Following findings that the NFIP in Oregon may harm 
salmon, steelhead, Southern Resident Killer Whale, 
and other endangered and threatened fish species, 
FEMA was required to make changes to how the NFIP 
is implemented in the state. In accordance with the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, FEMA is currently developing an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to identify potential social and economic impacts of the proposed 
changes. 
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As part of the process, FEMA seeks public input relevant to proposed actions and reasonable 
alternatives to addressing the EIS. The initial Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS was 
published on March 6, 2023 and opened a 60 day public scoping process that ended May 5, 
2023. To accommodate additional public input, the comment period will reopen May 25, 2023, 
for an additional 30 days, closing June 26, 2023. 
 
FEMA staff will conduct four in-person community meetings in Oregon next week about the 
National Flood Insurance Program – Endangered Species Act Integration in Oregon. Additional 
information on these and future in-person meetings is available on the project website. FEMA 
will provide an overview of the Proposed Action and the environmental issues that FEMA 
should consider in the Environmental Impact Statement. The public will have the opportunity to 
submit public comments. 
 
 
ST. HELENS INDUSTRIAL BUSINESS PARK PROPERTY 
 
The HB3115 efforts put a monkey wrench into getting other things done.  Working with PGE, 
the city will start the partition process to help create a new parcel for a new PGE substation to 
serve the SHIBP.  Due to the unexpected magnitude of the HB3115, this task is a victim of that 
and is delayed. 
 
Towards the end of this month Group Mackenzie (consultants) have submitted a new land use 
permitting package for the police station project for completeness review and, eventually, a 
public hearing room near you! 
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From: Jennifer Dimsho
To: Jacob Graichen
Subject: June Planning Department Report
Date: Thursday, June 29, 2023 3:27:59 PM
Attachments: image001.png

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

1. Safe Routes to School - Columbia Blvd. Sidewalk & County Culvert Project –
 Mobilization and construction to begin July 17, starting at the culvert near Gable Road.
Sensitive Lands Permit conditionally issued. Trees to be identified on site for
saving/removal. Submitted quarterly report on 6/7. Attended pre-construction meeting
on 6/26 with TFT contractor.

2. Business Oregon – Infrastructure Finance Authority – Low-interest loan for Streets &
Utilities Project and Columbia View Park improvements that are not covered by grants

and Parks SDCs. 1st Reimbursement request is being processed (which included over 30
invoices). Submitted an amendment request (for scope of work changes and cost
increases). Met with state staff who said an amendment involve going before the IFA
board in Salem OR in October. The state began working on a staff report to support the
request.

3. Riverwalk Project (OPRD Grants x2) – 100% design completed. Submitted building
permit revisions to respond to comments on 6/29. Continued interpretive signage review
meetings with the CCMA. Preparing for bid documents and final plans for bidding in July.

4. Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) – RECEIVED NOTIFICATION OF
SUCCESSFUL $2.5 MILLION GRANT AWARD for a design-only project to fund
design/engineering/permitting for the City’s Sanitary Sewer Improvement Project! This
project covers 3 sanitary sewer basins which were identified as deficient and priorities for
improvement in the adopted Wastewater Master Plan. Contracts are expected in August.
Construction will be funded by a $16.4 million loan  (with up to $4.5 million in loan
forgiveness) from DEQ’s revolving loan fund.

5. Certified Local Government Historic Preservation Grant Program – Received our
contract for 17k in funding. Grant deadline is July 24 for eligible property owners to apply.
~95 property owners received notifications. PC will review and select projects for funding
in August.

6. DLCD Technical Assistance Program – Grant cycle will likely open in August and closes in
October. DLCD Regional Rep thinks updating our Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA)
could be funded. Compiled resources to assist with scoping our EOA update.

7. Veterans Memorial Grant Program - RECEIVED NOTIFICATION OF SUCCESSFUL ~33k
GRANT AWARD for an expansion at McCormick Park Veterans Memorial. Project includes
7 branch of service monuments and corresponding flags. The project includes matching
funds of $28,130 through in-kind labor and donations. The in-kind match includes the
donation of flags and hardware from the local VFW Post 1440, labor and equipment use
from the St. Helens Public Works Department, engineering and design donated by Lower
Columbia Engineering, LLC, and in-kind labor from City staff to manage the grant.

8. ODOT Transportation Growth Management Grant - Providing assistance to Engineering
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with TGM grant materials to fund a new Transportation Systems Plan (potentially). Our
last TSP was from 2011 and the Engineering Department would like to initiate an update.

PROJECTS & MISC

9. Riverfront Streets/Utilities Project – Attending weekly check-ins to stay in tune with
project schedule and any construction delays/issues. Held another public open house for
residents/businesses impacted by construction on June 6. Undergrounding utilities notice
to bidders July 5. Joint utility trench coordination continues.

10. S. 1st Street & St. Helens St. Gateway Project – Stakeholder committee has met 3 times
to narrow down final direction for gateway. Plans will go before PC during July 11 meeting
for compliance with the Architectural Guidelines. Anticipated completion date of design
will be end of July 2023. Footing detail has been difficult to coordinate location with
proximity to sewer.

11. St. Helens Industrial Business Park (SHIBP) Public Infrastructure Design – 30% design for
Phase I infrastructure & permitting/grading work for Phase II with Mackenzie. Mackenzie
provided preliminary PT for PGE parcel. City will facility partition, PGE will prepare other
land use applications. Kicked off Phase II grading work effort.

12. Warrior Rock Lighthouse Replica Project – Restoration of the warrior rock lighthouse
replica on County-property near Columbia View Park. Councilor Sundeen was able to
locate original Warrior Rock lighthouse plans! 2023 Oregon Heritage grant opportunity
opens August 2023 which could fund the design and cost of materials for the replica, a
kiosk, and signage. Work would be completed in-house by Public Works staff.

13. Preserving Oregon Grant Review - SHPO asked me to participate on the Preserving
Oregon grant review committee which is a statewide historic preservation and
archeological grant. We scored ~23 applications and met on 6/7 to select projects for
funding.

14. Citizens Day in the Park - Held on June 24 - City managed a booth to discuss waterfront-
related development. I spoke with people about the Riverwalk and Streets/Utilities
Project.

15. Columbia County Board of Realtors - Participated in a City-led class for continuing
education for realtors in the County on June 15. The class was attended by about 35
realtors and was focused on infrastructure for the Waterfront Redevelopment Project,
which included the Streets/Utilities Project, Columbia View Park improvements, and the
Riverwalk.

Jenny Dimsho, AICP | Associate Planner
City of St. Helens | Planning Department
265 Strand Street, St. Helens, OR 97051 | www.sthelensoregon.gov
P: (503) 366-8207 | jdimsho@sthelensoreon.gov
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 CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 M E M O R A N D U M 
 

TO: Panning Commission 
FROM: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner 
RE: Guidance for Architectural Standards 
DATE: February 8, 2023 
 

 
Current St. Helens Standards 

 
Riverfront District Architectural Standards 
 
The Riverfront District’s Plaza and Mill Sub-Districts have specific architectural guidelines that can be found 
here: 
 
https://www.sthelensoregon.gov/planning/page/riverfront-district-architectural-design-guidelines  
 
Adopted in 2012, these guidelines apply to permanent exterior architectural changes to buildings (including 
new construction and signs) and freestanding signs. 
 
They do not apply to: 
 

• designated landmarks or historic resources of statewide significance* as defined and otherwise 
governed by Chapter 17.36 SHMC (*as of 2017, the State of Oregon updated term “historic 
resources of statewide significance” to “national register resource”) 

• ordinary maintenance not requiring a building permit 
• painting of buildings except when painting previously unpainted masonry or stone 

 
These guidelines were created based on the Riverfront District (now the Plaza Sub-District) zoning, which 
does not allow detached single-family dwellings or duplexes, unless they are historic landmarks.  So, the 
guidelines were not created with detached single-family dwellings or duplexes in mind. 
 
Designated landmarks  
 
We have a number of “designated landmarks” in the city.  These are historic resources official recognized by 
the City of St. Helens via inclusion in the Comprehensive Plan.  Though these can be things other than 
buildings, most are buildings.   
 
Districts can also be designated landmarks but we have no official designated landmark districts.  The St. 
Helens Downtown Historic District is on the National Register of Historic Places but not acknowledged by 
the city as a landmark. 
 
However, OAR 660-023-0200(8)(a) requires local governments to protect listings in the National Register of 
Historic Places by review of demolition or relocation with a public hearing as part of the process.  This 
minimum mandate does not apply to exterior modifications, accessory structures, or non-contributing 
resources. 
 

When the St. Helens Downtown Historic District was added to the National Register of Historic Places 
in 1984, it included significant and non-contributing categories for individual properties.  This captures 
the district in a specific point in time.  But things change over time.  In 2014, the Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) launched an initiative to encourage the update of existing records of historic 
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districts in Oregon that were listed in the National Register of Historic Places during the 1980s and 
earlier.  In coordination withy city staff, SHPO staff conducted a field survey of the St. Helens 
Downtown Historic District in 2014, providing its report and findings to the city in 2017.   SHPO notes 
that over the 30-year period, several factors have emerged that dilute the cohesiveness of the district.  For 
example, 8 properties lost integrity such that they no longer contribute to the district, and an additional 8 
properties have been built, and as such are not contributing.  SHPO also noted, as had been common 
across the state over the last 30 years, St. Helens has seen a large amount of historic materials replaced 
with modern materials, particularly vinyl and that vinyl windows and siding have become widespread 
throughout the district, reducing the integrity of individual properties and diluting the integrity of the 
district as a whole. 

 
Alterations of designated landmarks are governed by Chapter 17.36 SHMC.  These are not architectural 
standards per se, but preservation standards to help preserve important architecture.   Generally, any new 
architectural standards should not apply to designated landmarks. 
 
Multidwelling Standards 
 
SHMC 17.96.180 has several standards specific to multi-family (apartment) type developments: 
 

 (3) Exterior Elevations. Along the vertical face of single-dwelling units – attached and 
multidwelling unit structures, offsets shall occur at a minimum of every 30 feet by providing any two of 
the following: 
  (a) Recesses (decks, patios, entrances, floor area, etc.) of a minimum depth of eight feet; 
  (b) Extensions (decks, patios, entrances, floor area, etc.) of a minimum depth of eight feet, 
and maximum length of an overhang shall be 25 feet; and 
  (c) Offsets or breaks in roof elevations of three or more feet in height; 
 
 (11) Distance between Multiple-Family Residential Structure and Other. 
  (a) To provide privacy, light, air, and access to the multiple and attached residential dwellings 
within a development, the following separations shall apply: 
   (i) Buildings with windowed walls facing buildings with windowed walls shall have a 25-
foot separation; 
   (ii) Buildings with windowed walls facing buildings with a blank wall shall have a 15-foot 
separation; 
   (iii) Buildings with opposing blank walls shall have a 10-foot separation; 
   (iv) Building separation shall also apply to buildings having projections such as balconies, 
bay windows, and room projections; and 
   (v) Buildings with courtyards shall maintain separation of opposing walls as listed in 
subsections (11)(a)(i), (ii) and (iii) of this section for walls in separate buildings; 
  (b) Where buildings exceed a horizontal dimension of 60 feet or exceed 30 feet in height, the 
minimum wall separation shall be one foot for each 15 feet of building length over 50 feet and two feet 
for each 10 feet of building height over 30 feet; 

 
Note that though this section references “single-dwelling units – attached”, Chapter 17.96 SHMC is the Site 
Development Review (SDR) Chapter and Section 17.96.020 exempts single-dwelling units from SDR. 
 

* * * * * 
 

State law 
 
660-008-0015 
 
This OAR specifies clear and objective provisions for residential development:   
 

 (1) Except as provided in section (2) of this rule, a local government may adopt and apply only 
clear and objective standards, conditions and procedures regulating the development of needed 
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housing on buildable land. The standards, conditions and procedures may not have the effect, 
either in themselves or cumulatively, of discouraging needed housing through unreasonable 
cost or delay. 
 (2) In addition to an approval process for needed housing based on clear and objective 
standards, conditions and procedures as provided in section (1) of this rule, a local government may 
adopt and apply an optional alternative approval process for applications and permits for 
residential development based on approval criteria regulating, in whole or in part, appearance 
or aesthetics that are not clear and objective if: 
  (a) The applicant retains the option of proceeding under the approval process that meets the 
requirements of section (1); 
  (b) The approval criteria for the alternative approval process comply with applicable statewide 
land use planning goals and rules; and 
  (c) The approval criteria for the alternative approval process authorize a density at or above 
the density level authorized in the zone under the approval process provided in section (1) of this rule. 
 (3) Subject to section (1), this rule does not infringe on a local government’s prerogative to: 
  (a) Set approval standards under which a particular housing type is permitted outright; 
  (b) Impose special conditions upon approval of a specific development proposal; or 
  (c) Establish approval procedures. 

 
It references “needed housing” which is defined by ORS 197.303 as follows: 
 

 “needed housing” means all housing on land zoned for residential use or mixed residential 
and commercial use that is determined to meet the need shown for housing within an urban growth 
boundary at price ranges and rent levels that are affordable to households within the county with a 
variety of incomes, including but not limited to households with low incomes, very low incomes and 
extremely low incomes, as those terms are defined by the United States Department of Housing and 
Urban Development under 42 U.S.C. 1437a. “Needed housing” includes the following housing types: 
 (a) Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family housing for both owner and 
renter occupancy; 
 (b) Government assisted housing; 
 (c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 (Policy) to 197.490 
(Restriction on establishment of park); 
 (d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential use 
that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions; and 
 (e) Housing for farmworkers. 
 

Needed housing is broad as far as residential type, though by definition, limited to residential and mixed use 
zoning districts. 
 
OAR 660-046-0010(3)(B) 
 
Duplexes must be treated the same as detached single family dwellings.  Standards must be the same. 
 
St. Helens (as a “medium city” with a population >10,000) may not apply the following types of regulations 
specific to Middle Housing:   
 

 (i) Use, density, and occupancy restrictions that prohibit the development of Middle Housing on 
historic properties or districts that otherwise permit the development of detached single-family 
dwellings; and 
 (ii) Standards that prohibit the development of Middle Housing on historic properties or districts 
that otherwise permit the development of detached single-family dwellings. 

 
Per OAR 660-046-0020 and ORS 197.758 “middle housing” means duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage 
clusters, and townhouses. 
 
OAR 660-046-0110(2) 
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St. Helens (as a “medium city” with a population >10,000) may regulate the siting and design of duplexes, 
provided that regulations: 
 

 (a) Are clear and objective standards, conditions, or procedures consistent with ORS 197.307; 
and 
 (b) Do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage the development of Duplexes through 
unreasonable costs or delay.  

 
OAR 660-046-0125 
 
This OAR says we can apply design standards to duplexes, with some limitations, but those standards cannot 
apply to conversions of existing detached single-family dwellings to duplexes (the OAR 660-046-0130 
reference at the end). 
 

 (1) Medium Cities are not required to apply design standards to new Duplexes. However, if the 
Medium City chooses to apply design standards to new Duplexes, it may only apply the same clear 
and objective design standards that the Medium City applies to detached single-family structures in 
the same zone. 
 (2) A Medium City may not apply design standards to Duplexes created as provided in OAR 660-
046-0130. 

 
“Design standards” are defined per OAR 660-046-0020(4): 

 
“Design standard” means a standard related to the arrangement, orientation, materials, appearance, 
articulation, or aesthetic of features on a dwelling unit or accessory elements on a site.  Design 
standards include, but are lot limited to, standards that regulate entry and dwelling orientation, façade 
materials and appearance, window coverage, driveways, parking configuration, pedestrian access, 
screening, landscaping, and private, open, shared, community, or courtyard spaces. 

 
ORS 197.307(4) – (7) 
 

 (4) Except as provided in subsection (6) of this section, a local government may adopt and apply 
only clear and objective standards, conditions and procedures regulating the development of 
housing, including needed housing. The standards, conditions and procedures: 

(a) May include, but are not limited to, one or more provisions regulating the density or height 
of a development. 

(b) May not have the effect, either in themselves or cumulatively, of discouraging needed 
housing through unreasonable cost or delay. 
 (5) The provisions of subsection (4) of this section do not apply to: 
 (a) An application or permit for residential development in an area identified in a formally adopted 
central city plan, or a regional center as defined by Metro, in a city with a population of 500,000 or 
more. 
 (b) An application or permit for residential development in historic areas designated for protection 
under a land use planning goal protecting historic areas. 
 (6) In addition to an approval process for needed housing based on clear and objective 
standards, conditions and procedures as provided in subsection (4) of this section, a local 
government may adopt and apply an alternative approval process for applications and permits for 
residential development based on approval criteria regulating, in whole or in part, appearance or 
aesthetics that are not clear and objective if: 
 (a) The applicant retains the option of proceeding under the approval process that meets the 
requirements of subsection (4) of this section; 
 (b) The approval criteria for the alternative approval process comply with applicable statewide 
land use planning goals and rules; and 
 (c) The approval criteria for the alternative approval process authorize a density at or above the 
density level authorized in the zone under the approval process provided in subsection (4) of this 
section. 
 (7) Subject to subsection (4) of this section, this section does not infringe on a local 
government’s prerogative to: 
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 (a) Set approval standards under which a particular housing type is permitted outright; 
 (b) Impose special conditions upon approval of a specific development proposal; or 
 (c) Establish approval procedures. 
  

Section 4 (blue color) above was amended by SB 1051 in 2017.  As amended, this tightens the requirement to 
apply only clear and objective standards, conditions and procedures to all residential development 
applications, not just those pertaining to “needed housing,” which was the case before SB 1051. 
 
There is a designated historic area exception and an alternative process option. 
 
ORS 197.314(1)-(4) (as amened by HB 4064 effective March 23, 2022) 
 

 (1) Notwithstanding any other provision in ORS 197.286 to 197.314, within an urban growth 
boundary, a local government shall allow the siting of manufactured homes and prefabricated 
structures on all land zoned to allow the development of single-family dwellings. 
 (2) This section does not apply to any area designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan 
or land use regulation as a historic district or residential land immediately adjacent to a historic 
landmark. 
 (3) Manufactured homes and prefabricated structures allowed under this section are in addition to 
manufactured dwellings or prefabricated structures allowed within designated manufactured dwelling 
subdivisions. 
 (4) A local government may not subject manufactured homes or prefabricated structures within an 
urban growth boundary, or the land upon which the homes or structures are sited, to any applicable 
standard that would not apply to a detached, site-built single-family dwelling on the same land, 
except: 
  (a) As necessary to comply with a protective measure adopted pursuant to a statewide land 
use planning goal; or  
  (b) To require that the manufacturer certify that the manufactured home or prefabricated 
structure has an exterior thermal envelope meeting performance standards which reduce levels 
equivalent to the performance standards required of single-family dwellings constructed under the 
Low-Rise Residential Dwelling Code as defined in ORS 455.010. 

 
These are provisions specific to manufactured and modular dwellings, where they need to be treated the same 
as other detached single-family dwellings (e.g., stick built).   
 
The same historic area exception as per ORS 197.307, described above, is here, but also an adjacency to 
historic landmark exception. 
 

* * * * * 
 

Summary 
 
The city has some standards already: 
 
• Adopted architectural standards specific to the Riverfront District’s Plaza and Mill Sub-Districts, which 

are not zoning districts that allow new detached-single family dwellings 
• Some standards for multi-dwelling development (3 or more units) wherever they may be allowed by 

zoning 
• Preservation standards for designated landmarks, which helps to preserve historic architectural. 
• Not per city law pe se, but a mandate by OAR 660-023-0200(8)(a) as a local process for review of 

demolition or relocation of specifically individually listed resources on the National Register or 
contributing resources within a listed district (e.g., the St. Helens Downtown Historic District).  This 
does not help with exterior modifications, but is a limited method of helping to preserve historic 
buildings, which are assumed to retain enough historical features to be considered contributing.   
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State law 
 
• Per OAR, we can only apply clear and objective standards, conditions and procedures to needed housing 

(residential use types in residential or mixed use zone), with an additional alternative option. 
• Per OAR, the standards, conditions and procedures may not have the effect, either in themselves or 

cumulatively, of discouraging needed housing through unreasonable cost or delay 
• Per OAR, duplexes must be treated the same as detached single-family dwellings because St. Helens is a 

“medium city” over 10,000 population.  Design standards may be applied to duplexes as long as they also 
apply to detached single-family dwellings, though the standards cannot apply to the conversions of 
existing detached single-family dwellings to duplexes. 

• Per OAR, St. Helens (as a “medium city” over 10,000 population) cannot apply regulation to middle 
housing (duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses) that would create use, density 
or occupancy restrictions that would otherwise permit detached single-family dwellings.  City also cannot 
create standards that prohibit the development of middle housing that otherwise permit detached single-
family dwellings. These are specific to historic properties/districts. 

• Per ORS, only clear and objective standards, conditions and procedures may be applied to all residential 
development, with an exception for residential development within designated historic areas and an 
additional alternative option. 

• Per ORS, we must allow manufactured homes and modular homes on lands that allow single-family 
dwellings, with the exception of designated historic areas or immediately adjacent to a historic landmark. 
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