CANYONVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

REGULAR SESSION

AUGUST 11, 2021
I. Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance:

Commissioner Emory called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and all joined in the Pledge of Allegiance.

II.     
Roll Call:

COMMISSION PRESENT:  
Chairman Emory, Commissioners, Hill, Butler, Hopkins and Sales. 

COMMISSION ABSENT:
none
STAFF PRESENT:
Administrator/Recorder Evans
STAFF ABSENT:
 None
III.
Approval of the minutes. April 14, 2021

Commissioner Butler moved and Commissioner Hopkins second a motion to approve the minutes of April 14, 2021.  All voted yes.  Motion passed

 IV.
Agenda Review/Additions:


None
V.
New Business:


      1.  PUBLIC HEARING ON TEXT AMENDMENT TO HAZARDOUS FENCES
*Chairman Emory asked if any Commissioner wished to disqualify his or herself for any conflict  of interest in the matter or report any ex-parte contacts.

There were none.



*Chairman Emory opened the public hearing on the proposed text amendment to the 


Hazardous Fences section of the Canyonville Municipal Code.


*Chairman Emory called for the staff report



1.  Administrator Evans read the hearing disclosure statement and referenced the 



following staff report.  


DECISION CRITERIA #1:  Approval of the request is consistent with the Statewide Planning 
Goals.

FINDINGS:


1a.
The State Wide Planning Goals that apply to this amendment are Goal #2 Land Use 


Planning. The intent of Goal #2 is to establish a land use planning process 
and policy 


framework as a basis for all decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure 


adequate factual base for such decisions and actions.

1b. 
The process for legislative land use changes requires two public hearings on the 



proposed change.  The first hearing before the Planning Commission who will make a 


recommendation to the City Council.  The second hearing will be held before the City 


Council and they will make the final decision.  

1c.
There are two amendments proposed for the Canyonville Municipal Code Section 
18.76.020 Hazardous fences:



Amendment No. 1 Amends Section 18.76.020 C (1) Hazardous fences to include razor 
wire in the list of hazardous fences.



Amendment No. 2 amends item b to read:



Barb wire fencing above 6 feet maybe allowed for industrial storage areas upon approval 
of the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission shall evaluate the need for the 
fence and effect on the public safety.


DECISION CRITERIA #2:  Approval of the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

FINDINGS:

2a.
The Canyonville Comprehensive Plan establishes a Citizen Involvement goal to provide 


sufficient opportunities for Citizen involvement in the City’s Planning Process.  It further 


provides for the implementation of the goal through 
the following policies:



1.  The City shall, through the Planning Commission and the Common Council, allow 


interested persons to participate in the adoption, review and evaluation of the Canyonville 

Comprehensive Plan and implementing measures, amendments and revisions thereto by 


means of oral or written testimony.



2.  Written material and other exhibits considered in making land use policy decisions shall 

be available for public review at City Hall.


2b.
A copy of the proposed text amendment, staff report and implementing ordinance 
have 


been available at City Hall for review 20 days prior to the meeting.


2c.
Notice of the proposed text amendment was published in the News Review on July 15, 


2021. The required 35 days notice for text amendments was sent to Department of Land 


Conservation and Management on July 6, 2021.  


2d.
Goal #2 under the Economy section of the Canyonville Comprehensive states:



Encourage and support the attraction of tourism as a vital aspect of Canyonville’s



Economic base.


2e.
The existing ordinance allowing 6’ fences with barb wire on top in any zone can make 


tourist 
feel unsafe and does not attract tourism.  Restricting the allowance to only 



industrial storage areas would support goal 2 and ensure that the downtown area would 


remain attractive to tourists. 

DECISION CRITERIA #3:  The property and affected area is presently provided with adequate 
public facilities, services and transportation networks to support the use, or such facilities, services 
and transportation networks are planned to be provided in the planning period.


3a.  
The amendment does not affect any public facilities, services or transportation 



networks. 

DECISION CRITERIA #4:  The change is in the public interest with regard to 
neighborhood or community conditions, or corrects a mistake or inconsistency in the 
comprehensive plan or land use district map regarding the property which is the subject of 
the application.

FINDINGS:


4a.
The ordinance currently states:



No fence, wall or hedge shall contain barbed wire, electrical current, charge of electricity, 

broken glass or similar hazardous materials, except under the following conditions:


a.  
livestock fences.  Where livestock is to be contained, barbed wire and electrical fences are 

permitted if located five feet within the property line.  An existing fence divides two 


properties, an electrical or barbed wire fence may be erected on the property line under 


consent by both property owners.

b.
Fencing—All Zones. Barb wire can be used in the fencing of all zones, so 




long as such barbed wire is located not less than six feet above grade. 

4b.
A more dangerous form of barb wire is known as concertina wire commonly referred to as 

razor wire.  Razor wire can make a person bleed out in minutes. It's the reason prisons 


use razor wire over barbed wire. 


4c.
Amendment #1 will add razor wire to the list of hazardous fences and prohibit it from use 

in the City.


4d.
Amendment #2 will only allow barb wire above 6 feet for industrial storage areas 
upon 


approval of the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission shall evaluate the need 

for the fence and the effect on the public safety hazard.

4f. 
Hazardous fences are considered dangerous to people and pose a safety issue for the 


citizens of Canyonville. Amending the ordinance will assist in eliminating these potential 

safety issue.

DECISION CRITERIA #5  When a development application includes a proposed 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment or Land Use District Change, the proposal shall be 
reviewed to determine whether it significantly affects a transportation facility in accordance 
with Oregon Administrative Rule OAR 660-0012-0060.


5a.
The proposed amendments do not impact the transportation system.


DECISION CRITERIA #6: A proposal shall be in the public interest with regard to 
neighborhood or community conditions when it can be shown to be compatible with the 
neighborhood such that the full range of possible uses will not interfere with conforming 
uses in the neighborhood.

6a.
The current ordinance allows for the use of barb wire fencing above 6 feet in all zones 


including residential zones.  Conceivably feuding neighbor’s could construct a 6’ 



fence with barb wire on top between their properties.


6b.
Amending the ordinance to only allow barb wire for industrial storage and 
with Planning 


Commission approval will make the ordinance more compatible with residential and 


commercial areas. 


RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend to the City Council that the Land Use Section of the 
Municipal Code be amended to add razor wire to the list of hazardous fences and that barb wire 
only  be allowed for industrial storage upon Planning Commission approval.


The Planning Commission clarified that the ordinance as it currently exists would allow the use of 
barb wire above 6 feet would currently be allowed in residential zones. They unanimously agreed 
that it definitely should not be allowed in residential zones.  However, some Commissioner’s were 
a little less certain about whether it should not be allowed in Commercial or industrial zones.


City Administrator Evans pointed out that the revision allowed barb wire above 6 feet for 
industrial storage areas with approval from the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission 
would then evaluate the need for the fence and the effect on public safety.


Commissioner Hill stated that when he was Mayor he thought barb wire fences were not allowed 
in the City limits. He felt this was a reasonable approach.

An unidentified citizen interjected that he was for property rights and he thought people should be 
able to do what ever they wanted to with the property.  He thought people in residential zones 
should be allowed to use barb wire for their fences if they wanted.  He said he wouldn’t care if his 
neighbor erected a barb wire fence next to him although he did not actually live in the City limits.

The Commissioners asked how the process would be handled.  Administrator Evans responded 
that if someone wanted to erect a 6’fence with barb wire for industrial storage they would have to 
submit an application and the Planning Commission would hold a hearing, make findings and 
either approve or disapprove the application.  It would be the same procedure as with a variance or 
conditional use permit.

*There was no other public testimony and Chairman Emory closed the public hearing.


Commissioner Hill moved and Commissioner Hopkins second a motion to adopt the staff report and findings and recommend approval of the Comprehensive Plan text amendment to the City Council. All voted yes.  Motion passed

2.  MINOR LAND PARTITION FOR GREG AND LISA DAVIS, R11 SW 4TH


*Chairman Emory asked if any Commissioner wished to disqualify his or herself for any 
conflict  of interest in the matter or report any ex-parte contacts.
There were none.



*Chairman Emory opened the public hearing on the proposed text amendment to the 


Hazardous Fences section of the Canyonville Municipal Code.


*Chairman Emory called for the staff report



1.  Administrator Evans read the hearing disclosure statement and referenced the 



following staff report.  


REQUEST:

The applicant is requesting approval of a land partition to divide the property located at 411 SW 
4th Place into two parcels.  The subject property is .34 acres and the partition would divide it into 
two 7500 square feet lots.  There is a house located on parcel 1 and parcel 2 will be a vacant lot.


DECISION CRITERIA AND FINDINGS:  

The following is a list of the decision criteria applicable to the request.  Based on their 
conclusions, the Commission must approve, approve with conditions, or deny the application. 
Conditions may be used by the Commission in order to address concerns about how the applicant 
will meet the criteria applicable to the request.


CRITERIA 1:  If the proposed adjustment is in conformity with existing city development 
plans and zoning and building ordinances and regulations.


FINDINGS:


1a.
The subject property is 411 SW 4th Place which is a total of .34 acres in size. There is a house located on the north half of the property and the applicant intends on splitting the property in half.  


1b.  
The R1 residential zone requires the following setback:

· Front yard a minimum of 15 feet except that garages must be set back 20 feet from any street.

· Side building setback shall be 5 feet unless it abuts a street then it shall be 15 feet.

· Rear building setback shall be a minimum of 10 feet.


1c.
A site inspection revealed that the existing house may not conform to the 15’ street side 
yard setback.  However, the division of the land on the south side would not impact the 5’ side yard setback.  It appears there would still be about 25’ between the house and the new property line.


1d.
The subject property is located in the Residential R1 zone which requires a minimum lot 
size of 7,500 square feet in size.  The proposed partition would make each parcel 
approximately 7,500 square feet which would meet the City requirements.


1e.
Any development on parcel 2 would be required to meet the current setback regulations.


CRITERIA 2:  That adequate provisions have or will be made for the physical means of 
providing public utilities, such as water, sewer, power, telephone etc.


FINDINGS:


2a.
The existing house on parcel 1 is already provided with public utilities.  Parcel 2 does not 
have any water or sewer to the property line.

2b.
The City sewer map shows a manhole located at the bottom of the hill.  However, staff was 
not able to locate the manhole on site.  It is possible that the manhole maybe in the 
overgrown lot on the south side of 4th Street. The line will need to be smoke tested when 
fire restrictions allow. 


2c.
There is an 8” water line that runs up 4th Street and 4th Place.  The line will need to be 
tapped to provide water to parcel 2.


2d.
All connections to the City’s water and sewer lines must be completed by a licensed and 
bonded contractor or plumber.  A public improvement permit must be submitted and 
approved prior to any installation of water/sewer lines.  


2e.
The applicant must provide the water and sewer lines to the property line of parcel 2.  The 
applicant will be responsible for all the costs associated with the installation of the water 
and sewer lines to the property line of parcel 2.


CONDITIONS:


1.   
Water and sewer lines must be run to the property line of parcel 2 prior to 
recording of the 

final plat.


2.
A public improvement permit must be submitted to the City for the water and sewer 


installations.  All permits must be approved by the City prior to beginning 
work.


CRITERIA 3:  That streets or easements have been or will be provided for ingress and 
egress both for the owner or prospective owners of the partitioned property and the public. 


FINDINGS:


3a.
Parcel 1 has street access from 4th St and no additional access is necessary.  Parcel 2 has 
streets on the west and south side of the proposed parcel.  Currently there is a driveway 
accessing the parcel off of 4th Place.  Either street would be sufficient to provide access to 
the parcel. 

3b.     
There are developed streets that can provide ingress and egress to the new parcel.  No 
additional streets or easements are necessary.

FINAL DECISION:


Approve the partition and adopt the findings and conditions listed in the staff report.



*Chairman Emory asked for any testimony in favor or opposition of the application.


Applicant Greg Davis addressed the Commission and explained that he did not want to install the utilities to the property line.  He thinks the lot will sell very quickly and because it is a corner lot he is unsure where the new property owner would want the water.  There is a water line in each street and depending on the location of the new home one street maybe more beneficial than the other.


Administrator Evans pointed out that one of the criteria for approval was that adequate provisions have or will be made for the physical means of providing public utilities.  That is the reason he is being required to provide the utilities to the property line.


Chairman Emory asked if Mr. Davis could sign an agreement that he would put in the utilities within a year.  The property would more than likely be sold before then and the question of where the home was to be located would be answered.  It was the consensus of the Planning Commission that it would then meet the criteria.  A finding would be added to the staff report and the condition would be amended to provide for the signing of an 
agreement.


There were no further comments in favor or opposed to the application and Chairman 
Emory closed the public hearing.


AMENDED FINAL DECISION: 


Approve the partition and amend the findings and conditions in the staff report to allow for 

the installation of water/sewer within one year.


Commissioner Hill moved and Commissioner Hopkins second a motion to adopt the 


staff report and findings and approve the partition subject the changes noted. All voted yes.  

Motion passed  

3.  PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENT FOR BILL’S TOWING AND CO-Z 



RENTALS LLC 
*Chairman Emory asked if any Commissioner wished to disqualify his or herself for any conflict  of interest in the matter or report any ex-parte contacts.

Both Chairman Emory and Dave Hill noted for the record that they had know co applicant Dean Bloemendaal for a long time.



*Chairman Emory opened the public hearing on the proposed property line adjustment. 


*Chairman Emory called for the staff report



1.  Administrator Evans read the hearing disclosure statement and referenced the 



following staff report.  

REQUEST:  


The applicants are requesting approval of a lot line adjustment to change the common 


property line between unit 2, tax lot 6700 and the adjacent property to the north unit 1, tax 

lot 6500.  The existing fence is not located on the current property line. Approval of the 


adjustment will make the existing fence on the actual property line.  The adjustment will 


increase the size of 209/211 Leland (unit 1) by approximately .75 acres and decrease the 


size of 484 W 1st Street (Unit 2) by approximately .56 acres. 


DECISION CRITERIA AND FINDINGS:  

CRITERIA 1:  If the proposed adjustment is in conformity with existing city 



development plans and zoning and building ordinances and regulations.


FINDINGS:


1a.
The subject properties are 409/411 Leland Street referred to as unit 1 (TL 6500) 


and 484 W 1ST Street referred to as unit 2 (TL 6700).  Mr. Nicholson owns unit 2 


which is currently Bill’s Towing and Bloemendaal Living Trust owns Unit 1 which 

is currently CO-Z Rentals LLC, and both are developed as commercial zoning.


1b.
The applicants are proposing to adjust the front portion of the property line between 

Unit 1 (TL 6500) and Unit 2 (TL 6700), closest to Leland Street, a distance of 


11.50 feet to the north and the back portion of the property between Unit 1 and Unit 

2 will be adjusted by 16.22 feet to the south. The proposed adjustment will move 


the property line along the existing chain link fence.


1c.
Unit 1 is approximately 31,363.20 square feet and will be increased to 32,670 

square feet which will still conform to the minimum lots size of 5,000 square feet. 

Unit 2 will be reduced in size to approximately 24,670 square feet.


CRITERIA 2:  That adequate provisions have or will be made for the physical means 

of providing public utilities, such as water, sewer, power, telephone etc.


FINDINGS:


2a.
Unit 1 (TL 6500) and Unit 2 (TL 6700) are already developed, and all public 


services have already been installed to the existing buildings.

CRITERIA 3:  That streets or easements have been or will be provided for ingress 


and egress. 


FINDINGS:


3a.
Both properties are currently served by developed streets. The adjustment of the 


interior property line by 11.50 feet on Leland Street and 16.22 feet at the back will 

have no effect on the ingress or egress for either property.


CRITERIA 4: The lot line adjustment does not result in the creation of any new lots.


FINDINGS:


4a.
The lot line adjustment increases the square footage of Unit 1 (TL 6500) to 



approximately 32,670 square feet and decreases the size of Unit 2 (TL 6700) 



to approximately 24,393 square feet.  No new lots are created by the adjustment.


CRITERIA 5:  All resulting lots must be no more nonconforming than the original 


lots with respect to minimum lot area, dimensions and building setback requirements 

for the given zone.


FINDINGS:


5a.
Section 18.40.050 of the Canyonville Land Use Ordinance establishes a minimum 

lot size of 5,000 square feet for commercial uses.  After the property line 



adjustment is made Unit 1 (TL 6500) will be 32,670 square feet and unit 2 (TL 


6700) will be 24,393.


5b.
Section 18.40.070 establishes the setbacks in the Commercial zone.  No setbacks 


are required if the parcels do not abut a residential zone.  If the property abuts a 


residential zone the setbacks shall be a minimum of 15’ from the side lot and 25’ 


from the rear of the lot.


5c.
Unit 2 Bills Towing does not abut any residential zone so there are no setbacks 


applicable to his development.


5d.
Unit 1 (TL6500) abuts residential property to the north.  The current building is 


located a minimum of 15’ from the side lot and 25’ from the rear. 


CRITERIA 6:  All adjustments will occur within a given zone and are not permitted 

among differing zones.


FINDINGS:


6a.
Both properties are located within the same commercial zoning (C1).


CRITERIA 7:  Lot line adjustments shall not alter or impede the public right-of-way 

or any recorded easement.


FINDINGS:


7a.
Adjusting the lot line between Unit 1 (TL6500) and Unit 2 (6700) for a distance of 

11.50 feet in the front and 16.22 feet in the back will not impact any easements or 


right of ways.  The adjusted line is an interior line and does not alter the existing 


access for either lot.

FINAL DECISION: 


Approve the lot line adjustment to move the front portion of the property line, closest to 


Leland Avenue, between 209/211 Leland Avenue (Unit 1) and 484 W 1st Street (Unit 2) 


for a distance of 11.50 feet and the back portion of the property line for a distance of 16.22 

feet.



*Chairman Emory asked if there was anyone who wished to comment in favor or 



opposition to the application.  There were no comments.


Commissioner Sales moved and Commissioner Butler second a motion to adopt the 


staff report and findings and approve the property line adjustment. All voted yes.  Motion 

passed.


4.  ORDINANCE INTERPRETATION REGUARDING THE CLASSIFICATION 


OF BARS.  

The old Forrester Building located at 510 S Main is for sale and they would like to know 


if a bar would be a permitted use.  The property is located within the Commercial C1 


zoning.  The following uses are listed as permitted and conditionally permitted: 


18.40.020 Permitted uses and structures.  


In a C-1 zone the following uses are permitted:   


A. Retail uses within a building including apparel and accessory stores, bicycle stores, bookstores, 
cameras and photographic supplies, department stores, florists, furniture and home furnishing 
    
stores, general stores, gift, novelty and souvenir stores, jewelry stores, optical goods stores,  
  
radio and television repair stores, record stores, sporting goods stores, stationery stores, variety 
    
stores, bakeries—retail or manufacturing, drugstores, food stores, hardware stores, 


restaurants;   


B. Office uses including banks, business offices, professional offices, studios, utility offices;   


C. Service uses within a building including barbershops, beauty parlors, electrical and appliances 
repair services, self-service laundries, laundry and dry cleaning outlets, photofinishing, printing 
shops, theaters, watch, clock and jewelry repair services, shoe repair, small animal veterinary 
clinics (see definition);   


D. Residential home (five persons or less) in a pre-existing residential dwelling;  


E. Existing legally established residential uses.  


18.40.030 Permitted accessory uses and structures.  


In a C-1 zone, any use or structure customarily accessory to permitted uses shall be 



permissible. Manufacturing for retail sales on the premises is subject to the restrictions listed in 


Section 18.76.150.   


18.40.040 Conditional uses.  


After hearing and attachment of conditions, the following are permitted:   


A. Garden supply stores, horticultural nurseries, drive-in windows and stalls for banks, newspaper 
and printing plant;   


B. Service uses inside or outside a building: auto repair, auto sales, boat sales, carwash, gasoline 
sales, nursery, outdoor market, plumbing and heating service, recreation facility, secondhand 
sales, veterinary clinic, large animal veterinary clinic (see definition);   


C. Apartments as an accessory use as defined in Sections 18.08.020 and 18.08.050;   


D. Public utilities. 

As you can see bars are not specified under the permitted uses.  Bars are not specifically 


classified in our definitions or listed as a use in any zone.  This seems to be either an 


oversight or they are considered as a different use type.  Ordinances usually give a laundry 

list of common uses which is not necessary all inclusive of the allowable uses.  In that case 

you need to look at the allowable uses listed and see if there is a classification to which the 

use is similar. 

Since the Forrester building was a bar for a long period of time and we have another bar on 

Main Street it appears the intent was to allow bars in the Commercial C1 area.  I have done 

some research as to what is the legal definition of a bar.  According to the Law Insider 


their definition of a restaurant includes bars.  It states: 


Restaurant means any business activity where articles of food, drink, or condiments are 


customarily prepared or served to patrons for consumption on or off the premises, also 


including bars, cocktail lounges, the dining rooms of hotels and all caterers. 

Since the City’s code has no definition for restaurants, bars or retail sales; I looked at the 


model land use ordinance developed by Department of Land Conservation and 



Development (DLCD).  They define retail use as follows: 


Retail sales and service uses:  Retail sales and service uses sell, ease or rent new or used 


products, good, or services.  They include services such as barber/salon, accountant, 


restaurant, bar, repair service and similar uses. 

Since restaurants are listed as permitted uses in the Commercial C1 zone you could 


determine that a bar is similar to a restaurant and therefore permitted or you could say they 

are considered under the retail sales. 

I would feel most comfortable with saying a bar is permitted under retail sales and service 

since that definition actually came out of the state’s model ordinance for small cities.   

OPTIONS: 

1.  Classify bars as retail sales which is allowed in the Commercial C1 zone. 

2.  Classify bars as a restaurant which is also allowed in the Commercial C1 zone. 

3.   Choose to not classify bars as being allowed under either definition and determine    


bars are not allowed in the Commercial C1 zone or any other zone. 

The Consensus of the Planning Commission was that a bar should be classified under restaurants 
since they are required to serve food and that they are a permitted use in the Commercial C1 zone.

VI.
Business from the public

The owner of the property located at 0 South Pine map id number 300534BA00700 addressed the 
Planning Commission regarding potential uses of the property.  He stated that he has been unable 
to find an appropriate use of the property.  He does not wish to continue the prior use of the 
property which was a gas station many years ago.  At some point he would like to put a restaurant 
there but not for a few years.  He has had several potential renters some who want to put a used car 
lot on the property or auto repair and the best use he has come up with is a contractor that wants to 
use it for office and storage. He wanted to know if the Planning Commission had any objections to 
him renting it to a lumber company.

Administrator Evans commented that the proper procedure was for him to come into the office to 
see if that was an allowable use.  She stated that his property was in a very specific zone which 
was tourist related and only allowed tourist related activities.


The property owner commented that he was only trying to get ideas from the Planning 
Commission.  There was some confusion between the Commissioners as to what piece of property 
he was talking about.  It was clarified that it is the old gas station located to the north of the Shell 
gas station and south of the mini storage.


Administrator Evans advised that the Planning Commission that if they wanted to discuss this 
issue more she needed to get the zoning information for them.  The discussion was halted while 
the City Administrator went to get them copies of the zoning.

City Administrator Evans returned with copies of the zoning for the subject property.  It is zoned 
Travel Commercial which is intended to provide for uses and facilities serving primarily the 
tourist and other transient highway users.  The permitted uses in this zone are very specific, it 
allows service stations, motels, restaurants and gift shops.  Garden Supply shop and nursery are 
allowed conditionally.  None of the uses that have been discussed tonight fall within that category.

Chairman Emory asked if the property could be rezoned.  Administrator Evans responded that it 
might be possible to rezone it to the light industrial since it is adjacent to that zoning.  However, to 
do that the City would need to change the Comprehensive Plan Map and make finding that they  
no longer want to reserve that area for Travel Commercial and that there is a bigger need for the 
light industrial use. Chairman Emory further inquired if the contractor storage would be allowed in 
the industrial zone.  Administrator Evans read off the list of permitted uses in the Light Industrial 
zone which includes contractor or build material yards.   The property owner asked if he would 
later be able to rezone it back to put a restaurant on it.  Administrator Evans, responded that if they 
find it is not necessary for Travel Commercial and rezone it to Industrial they can’t just rezone it 
back to the original zone. 

Chairman Emory asked how long it would be before the owner could put a restaurant on the 
property.  He responded he had no idea when he would actually be able to afford to make it into a 
restaurant and he wants income off the property now.  Chairman Emory asked about a temporary 
use permit.

Administrator Evans read the rules for temporary use permits to the Commission.  Temporary use 
permits are for one year and examples of a temporary use are:

· Storage of equipment during the building of roads, development or logging operations

· Real estate office used for the sale of lots or housing in subdivisions

· Contactor’s job sheds used in conjunction with the building of a structure or roads.

· Portable sawmills, rock crushers, asphalt plants,

· Temporary housing including manufactured homes

· Other uses of similar temporary nature when approved by the Planning Commission.


Chairman Emory asked if the contractor company who wanted to rent the property was from out 
of the area.  The owner responded they were from Riddle.  Chairman Emory determined that 
would not meet the intent of the temporary use permit.

It was the consensus of the Commission that the property owner needed to find a use that fit 
within the existing Travel Commercial or consider rezoning the property to Light Industrial.  
Those were really the only options available.

VII.
Other Commission Business

A letter from the property owner at 211 Leland, Dean Bloemendaal was included in the packet 
along with the response from the staff.  Mr. Bloemendaal had questions regarding his development 
and parking demands.


Administrator Evans asked if anyone had any questions or concerns regarding her response to Mr. 
Bloemendaal.  There were none

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 p.m.

SUBMITTED BY:




APPROVED BY:

 
Janelle Evans, City Administrator


John Emory, Chairman 
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