CITY OF THE DALLES PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Thursday, April 15,2010
City Hall Council Chambers
313 Court Streets
The Dalles, OR 97058

Conducted in a handicap accessible room

CALL TO ORDER:
Chair Lavier called the meeting to order at 6:31 pm.

BOARD

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Bruce Lavier
Ron Ahlberg
Mark Poppoff
Benjamin Hoey
Ted Bryant
John Nelson

BOARD

MEMBERS ABSENT: Chris Zukin

STAFF PRESENT: Senior Planner Richard Gassman
Administrative Secretary Brenda Green

Chair Lavier welcomed John Nelson as the new Planning Commissioner.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:
It was moved by Bryant and seconded by Ahlberg to approve the agenda as submitted. The motion
carried unanimously; Zukin absent.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
It was moved by Ahlberg and seconded by Poppoff to approve the minutes of October 1, 2009 as
submitted. The motion carried unanimously; Zukin absent.

It was moved by Bryant and seconded by Hoey to approve the minutes of December 17, 2009 as
submitted. The motion carried unanimously; Zukin absent.

It was moved by Bryant and seconded by Hoey to approve the minutes of January 7, 2010 as submitted.

The motion carried with Ahlberg, Poppoff, Hoey, Bryant and Nelson voting in favor, Lavier abstained,
Zukin absent.

PUBLIC COMMENT: none

DISCUSSION ITEM: Senior Planner Gassman explained that staff was seeking the Planning
Commission’s decision on whether a proposed building layout meets “building orientation”
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requirements of the code. Gassman explained the history of the code and the details of the drawings
currently being presented. He stated that staff was also looking for general information about how to
interpret the code for future applications.

Commissioner Bryant discussed a manufactured home near 14™ and Trevitt at which the front door
faces 14™, although it is not fronting Trevitt and the address is 14™ Street. Senior Planner Gassman
explained the way the code used to read.

Commissioner Ahlberg cited examples of manufactured home parks in which all the front doors face
the neighboring house, and stated that he strongly disliked that type of a set up. He pointed out that
homeowners tend to orient their landscaping around the front door, rather than the street side of a
house. Ahlberg felt that if the home in question could be turned on the property so that the front door
faces the front, than it should be turned. If he can’t be turned he felt the property owner should
purchase a different home.

Commissioner Bryant disagreed sharing his opinion that the proposal was a friendly set up and that the
picture looked like it could be the front of the house.

Commissioner Poppoff wondered about the possibility of moving the front door to the family room in
place of the windows.

Chair Lavier suggested that the Commission tackle the issue by defining the functionality of the front
door, suggesting that a condition would be that the main entry should be easy to identify.

Commissioner Nelson felt that it would be even more important to define where the front door opens
into, for example that it can not enter into a bedroom.

There was a general discussion in regards to if an applicant will need to meet all of the items being
discussed or only a few. A decision was not reached.

Senior Planner Gassman asked the Commissioners if they had an opinion about parking. There was a
general discussion about parking options being in front of or beside homes. A consensus was not
reached nor did the Commissioners express a need for parking location to be part of the decision
regarding building orientation.

Senior Planner Gassman summarized the Commissioners interpretation of “building orientation” to be;
1) The front door must be located on the side of the building facing the street. 2) The front door must
enter into a common living area, for example a family room, living room, or hallway; not a bedroom,
bathroom, kitchen or storage area. 3) It needs to be easy to identify the front entrance from the street.
4) There needs to be windows on the side of the building facing the street. 5) There can not be another
door that can be identified as the front door.

Senior Planner Gassman explained that the interpretation just agreed upon would be written up and
brought back to the Commissioners to be approved. Once approved, it would be added to the list of
items to be considered during the next round of LUDO modifications.
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Commissioner Nelson shared his opinion that manufactured homes put into a lot with an end facing the
street did not look good, and did not provide a welcoming neighborhood feel.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Chair Lavier asked about the newest changes to the LUDO. Senior Planner Gassman responded that
the changes went into effect today and that the Commission would be receiving their hard copies at the
next meeting.

Senior Planner Gassman informed the Commission that the City Council had deleted the section
regarding wind energy and explained their reasoning. Gassman shared that currently if a person applies
for a wind energy device they will just need to meet the provisions set out for constructing an accessory
structure.

Commissioner Ahlberg asked about a noise ordinance in regards to wind energy. Senior Planner
Gassman explained that there are general noise provisions that might come into affect.

Commissioner Poppoff expressed his opinion that there may be issues with noise complaints as well as
the fact that there are not any air rights; neighbors are allowed to plant trees and build structures that
may later have an affect on their wind device. There was a general discussion about not having any
view, air or sun sheds.

Commissioner Hoey shared that he was concerned with the visual pollution from wind turbines going
up in the residential areas, and pointed out that the current approval process is an over the counter
approval for an accessory structure. He felt that there will be unhappy residents and that the
complaints will be brought back to the Planning Department and then ultimately the Planning
Commission and City Council.

Chair Lavier asked if staff had had time to review the script for the quasi-judicial hearings. Senior
Planner Gassman replied that City Attorney Parker had reviewed the script, but that he would need to
follow up on it from there.

Commissioner Ahlberg asked for an update on Walmart. Senior Planner Gassman explained that they
are waiting for approval from the Corp of Engineers in regards to the wetland mitigation.

Commissioner Bryant asked about the transportation issue surrounding the Walmart property. Senior
Planner Gassman replied that City Council is still working with the Interchange Area Management
Plan.

Commissioner Nelson commented that one issue that Walmart had been challenged on was putting
surface water into Chenoweth Creek. Senior Planner Gassman explained that the issue would be taken
care of as part of the wetland mitigation.

Commissioner Nelson asked about the Street Tree Advisory Committee and expressed his interest in
helping with it. Senior Planner Gassman reported that there were only three committee members so
far. Gassman will put out another advertisement for committee members.

STAFF COMMENTS

Senior Planner Gassman gave an update on the parking issues on Vey Way. He described the
complaint that had been received from the Traffic Safety Committee, and then explained his research
into the matter. Gassman stated that for both properties in question the property owners had provided
more parking spaces than had been required through the ordinance. Gassman recommended that the

Planning Commission Minutes

Page 3 of 4



Planning Commissioners review the code language and consider changing the requirements from
number of units to number of bedrooms. He also suggested the possibility of adding parking
requirements for staff and visitors. In regards to the actual parking on Vey Way, Gassman reported that
it is allowed there. He suggested that if the parking is causing problems, “no parking” signs could be
installed, but that issue needed to be taken to the Traffic Safety Committee, which has already
discussed the issue, and to Public Works.

Commissioner Nelson reported that he had spent some time observing the traffic flow on Vey Way and
watched a garbage truck successfully navigate the street with cars parked on both sides. Considering
that the garbage truck did not need to cross the yellow line, he did not see a need for preventing parking
on one side of the street.

Commissioner Ahlberg asked about parking requirements for Adult Foster homes. Senior Planner
Gassman reported that a home that has five or fewer residents is considered a residence and is only
required to follow code for a residential home.

Senior Planner Gassman and the Planning Commissioners discussed the recent action by City Council
regarding Sky’s Fix-it Shop.

Commissioner Poppoff inquired about the industrial zoning around the Walmart property being
changed to Commercial. Senior Planner Gassman explained that The City was, and still is, short on
commercially zoned land.

Commissioner Poppoff asked what had happened with the old Shop ‘n Kart building. Senior Planner
Gassman replied that the Planning Department had not heard a final resolution yet.

NEXT MEETING: The next scheduled meeting is May 6, 2010.

ADJOURNMENT: The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 8:12 p.m.

Submitted by
Brenda Green, Administrative Secretary

Boreo & 2o

Bruce Lavier, Planning Commission Chair
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Richard Gassman

From: Richard Gassman

sent: Thursday, April 15, 2010 12:46 PM

To: Richard Gassman

Subject: FW: Parking at 1291 West 10th, Mill Creek Point

At a previous PC meeting, Randy Cole from the Traffic Safety Committee raised an issue with the amount of on street
parking on Vey Way. There are two larger developments on the east side of Vey Way. One is the Mill Creek Point
assisted living center and the other is the Casa Loma apartments.

Mill Creek Point assisted living center is on the corner of 10" and Vey Way. For the original building, the parking ratio
was based on one space for each 4 beds, which is the category for “residential facilities or homes” in the LUDO, 7.060.
Once the code minimum is met, we are not able to require more parking, unless it is a conditional use permit. Mill Creek
is not. They did meet the minimum.

Mill Creek was recently expanded. Based on an email from Craig Smith, owner, the expansion added a total of 53 beds,
20 one bedroom units and 6 two bedroom units in the assisted living category and 7 one bedroom and 7 two bedroom
units in the independent facility. 53 beds would require an additional 14 parking spaces. The new site plan shows a
total of 21 added spaces. Original facility has 52 units. Added 40, making a total of 92 units, with total supplied parking
spaces of 53 spaces. See SPR 364-07 for expansion. Both the original and expansion met code requirements for
parking.

The other large residential development on the corner of W 8" and Vey Way is the property called Casa Loma, owned by
~olumbia Cascade Housing, Inc. Casa Loma obtained site plan review approval, 277-01, to build 25 units of “low income
farm worker housing”, consisting of 2, 3 and 4 bedroom units. The Code at that time required 1 parking space for each
unit. Total of 25 required, plans showed 37 parking places and 37 were built.

Some observations from my research.

1. For apartments, our code is based on the number of units. A four bedroom unit would not require any more parking
than a one bedroom unit. We might want to review our code language and consider changing the requirements from
number of units to number of bedrooms. We require 2 off street parking spaces for a single family residence and most
of those are not 4 bedroom homes. For apartments perhaps we should require one space per apartment, plus one
additional space for every two bedrooms over the first two. That way a 3 or 4 bedroom apartment would require 2
spaces rather than one.

2. For the assisted living development, our code is based on number of beds. This arguably makes sense for assisted
living residences. However, the Mill Creek expansion also provided 14 units in what was called “independent living”.
Perhaps for that category we should require one parking space per unit, since the name implies a residency more like a
regular apartment.

3. For assisted living developments we could also add some parking spaces for staff, and maybe visitors. Neither of
those categories add required parking spaces.

4. Finally, in my visits | did notice parking on Vey Way, but - it is allowed there. If the on street parking is causing a
problem, we need to put up some no parking signs. It is difficult on one hand to allow the on street parking and on the
sther hand say it is causing a problem. This sort of issue should be taken to Traffic Safety Committee, which apparently
already heard it.



CITY of THE DALLES

313 COURT STREET
THE DALLES, OREGON 97058

(541) 296-5481 ext. 1125
FAX: (541) 298-5490
Community Development Dept.

Memorandum

To: Planning Commission
From: Dick Gassman, Senior Plannel
Date: April 15, 2010

Re: Building Orientation

The LUDO has a building orientation requirement in the residential zones. The language is:

The front building line shall be parallel to the street or private accessway. Orientation on
private accessway is allowed only if there is no street frontage. Practical adjustments may be
made to accommodate street curvature. The front building line shall include the front door.

The City Council has been insistent that all new dwellings comply with this language.

A property owner recently brought in the attached plans, asking if this arrangement met the code
requirements. Rather than try to make a determination at staff level, we decided to ask the Commission for
guidance.

The picture on the first page shows what would probably be considered the front of the home. However the
side that would face the street is to the right on this page. That side would also have a door with a porch.
Views of that side are shown on pages two and three. The door would be to the right of the stairs shown on
page two.

The proposed location of this home is a flat lot. No street curvature is present. It is possible that more than
one building orientation would satisfy the code requirement. Staff is asking the Commission to determine if
the right hand building frontage on page one of the plans satisfies the code language.
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