
 

 
Depoe Bay City Hall is accessible to the disabled.  If special accommodations are needed, please notify 

City Recorder at 765-2361 48 Hours in advance of the meeting so that appropriate assistance can be provided. 
TTY#1-800-735-2900 

“This institution is an equal opportunity provider” 

Depoe Bay Planning Commission        November 10, 2021 
Regular Meeting          Wednesday, 6:00 PM 
Depoe Bay City Hall 
 
 

The meeting location will be accessible to the public. Masks are required as per State of Oregon Office of the Governor 
effective August 13, 2021.  Public comments may be made via email up to two hours before the meeting start time at 
info@cityofdepoebay.org or you can also dial in to attend using your telephone (888) 204-5987, access code 9599444. 
 

 

AGENDA 
 

I. Call Meeting to Order and Establish a Quorum 
 

II. Approval of Minutes:  October 13, 2021, Regular Meeting 
 

 III. Public Hearings 

A. Case File:  #3-CS-PC-21 (Continued) 
Applicant:  Better Way, LLC 
Application:  Coastal Shorelands Development, Variance Request: Setback for Coastal Erosion, 
          Setback for Visual, Front Yard Setback, Deck Encroachment into Back Yard 
Zone, Map, and Tax Lot:  Residential R-4, 09-11-05-CA #13500 
Location:  Approximately 130 NW Sunset Street 

B. Case File:  #2-VAR-PC-21 (Continued) 
Applicant:  Mark Lisac 
Application:  Development in Retail Commercial C-1 Zone.  Variance Request: Sidewalks, 
           Pedestrian Amenities, Building Main Entrance Orientation 
Zone, Map, and Tax Lot:  Retail Commercial C-1 
         09-11-05-CD #02800, #03100, #03200, #03300, #03301, #03400 
Location:  NW corner intersection HWY 101 and Bradley 

C. Case File:  #2-CU-PC-21 
Applicant:  City of Depoe Bay 
Application:  Conditional Use for Governmental Use of Land – Oregon Department of Fish and 
          Wildlife Salmon and Trout Enhancement Program 
Zone, Map, and Tax Lot:  Residential R-5, 09-11-05-DD #00105 
Location:  North Depoe Bay Creek Reservoir 

D. Case File:  #3-VAR-PC-21 
Applicant:  Pacific View Lodging (Troller’s Lodge) 
Application:  Variance Request:  Sign Permit Height Requirement 
Zone, Map, and Tax Lot:  Retail Commercial C-1 Zone, 09-11-08-BD #00500 
Location:  355 SW HWY 101 
 

IV. Unfinished Business 
 

V. New Business 
 

 VI. Public Comments – Items Not on Tonight’s Agenda 
 

 VII. City Council Liaison Report (November:  Phillips; December:  Moreland) 
 

VIII. Planner’s Report 
 

IX. Planning Commission Concerns 
 

X. Adjourn 

mailto:info@cityofdepoebay.org
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Variance Application 
 Case File: #2-VAR-PC-21 

 Planning Commission Meeting Dates: Oct. 13, 2021, 6:00 pm 
November 10, 2021, 6:00 pm 

Applicant: Mark Lisac 
  

November 2, 2020 
To: Depoe Bay Planning Commission 
From: Jaime White, City Planner 
Re: Update to Staff Report 

 
UPDATE: A request for Variance Public Hearing was held at the October 13, 2021 Planning 
Commission meeting for Case File #2-VAR-PC-21.  The Planning Commission decided to 
continue the hearing until the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting 
(November 10, 2021) in order to allow the city planner and applicant to gather additional items 
requested by the Planning Commission. 
 
The following additional items have been provided by the applicant: 

 Site rendering from southwest corner (intersection of Bradford Street and HWY 101) 
looking to the northeast.  Rendering includes buildings, sidewalk on Bradford, pedestrian 
amenities on corner (landscaping and bench), and roadway improvements on Bradford.  

 Site Plans, Floor Plans, and Building Elevations dated 10/26/2021. 
 Traffic Impact Study letter dated 10/27/2021. 

 
The applicant had requested variances for pedestrian amenities, location of main entrances, and 
sidewalks. A total of five (5) variances had been requested: 

1. Exception to pedestrian amenities along US HWY 101 or at corner of US HWY 101 and 
Bradford Street. 

2. Exception to orientation of building main entrances so as to not face US HWY 101. 
3. Exception to sidewalk requirements: 

a. Exception to sidewalk requirement along US HWY 101. 
b. Exception to sidewalk requirement along Bradford Street. 
c. Exception to sidewalk requirement along Williams Avenue. 

 
The applicant has amended his request for variances to the following: 

1. Exception to pedestrian amenities along US HWY 101. 
2. Exception to orientation of building main entrances so as to not face US HWY 101. 
3. Exception to sidewalk requirements: 

a. Exception to sidewalk requirement along US HWY 101. 
b. Exception to sidewalk requirement along Williams Avenue. 

 
The Staff Report for the October 13 Planning Commission meeting and Public Hearing is 
still valid and is amended to include the additional items provided by the applicant.  Where 
applicable, Staff Report text will be replaced as indicated below. 
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Rendering – From Southwest corner looking Northeast.   

 5’ sidewalk on north side of Bradford Street. 
 Widen Bradford to 20’ asphalt, 5’ sidewalk. 
 Pedestrian amenities at corner – bench, landscaping. 

 
BUILDING ELEVATIONS 
 

 
South Elevation for Buildings Along US HWY 101.  Elevations are measured from HWY 101 

sidewalk (66’) to top of building (98.57’).  Total building height is 32.57’. 
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West Elevation for Buildings Along US HWY 101. 
 

 
East Elevation for Buildings Along US HWY 101. 
 

 
South Elevation for Buildings along Williams Avenue.  Elevations are measured from lowest 

point on Bradford Street (80’) to top of building (113.09’).  Total building height is 
33.09’.  Elevations of Williams Avenue range from 100’ to 110’ (County Assessor 
maps). 
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West Elevation for Buildings along Williams Street. 
 
 

 
East Elevation for Buildings along Williams Street. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
No additional testimony had been received at the time of the writing of this memo. 
 
PUBLIC AGENCY COMMENTS 
No additional agency comments had been received at the time of the writing of this memo. 
 
SUMMARY AND STAFF ANALYSIS 
 

1. Application. The applicant has amended his request for variances to the following: 
1) Exception to pedestrian amenities along US HWY 101. 
2) Exception to orientation of building main entrances so as to not face US HWY 

101. 
3) Exception to sidewalk requirements: 

a. Exception to sidewalk requirement along US HWY 101. 
b. Exception to sidewalk requirement along Williams Avenue. 

 
2. C-1 Retail Commercial Zone Standards. DBZO Section 3.110 does not specify a 

minimum required lot area, lot width, lot depth, or yards (building setbacks). The C-1 
zone has a maximum building height of 35 feet.  

 Buildings Along US HWY 101.  Elevations are measured from HWY 101 
sidewalk (66’) to top of building (98.57’).  Total building height is 32.57’. 
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 Buildings along Williams Avenue.  Elevations are measured from lowest point on 
Bradford Street (80’) to top of building (113.09’).  Total building height is 
33.09’.   
 

3. C-1 Retail Commercial Standards – Pedestrian Amenities.  Ordinance No. 319 added 
Section 3.115 Commercial Zone C-1 Design Standards and Guidelines to the DBZO. Part 
of the intent of these new guidelines is to “help create a vibrant pedestrian environment” 
and “encourage walking for the enjoyment of residents and visitors.” 

 
DBZO Section 3.115 (3)(D) states…”There is no minimum side yard setback required 
but in the case of a side yard on a corner lot, a usable public space with pedestrian 
amenities (e.g., extra-wide sidewalk, plaza, pocket park, managed landscaping, outdoor 
dining area or town square with seating) shall be provided in the entire area between the 
building and side property line”.  
 
This applies to: 

a. the area along the front property line (US HWY 101);  
b. the area along Bradford Street – corner lot. 

 DBZO Section 3.115 (8)(B) states…”Every building and development on arterials (Hwy. 
101) shall provide one or more of the “pedestrian amenities” listed in subsection below. 

1) A managed landscaped plaza, courtyard, square or recessed area next to the 
building; 

2) Sitting space, such as; dining area, benches, or sitting ledges (minimum of 16 
inches in height and 30 inches in width) between the building and sidewalk 

3) Building canopy, awning, pergola, or similar weather protection (minimum 
projection of 4 feet over a sidewalk or other pedestrian space, and minimum 8 
foot above the sidewalk or other pedestrian space). 

4) Multi-family housing and tourist accommodations that do not have a majority 
(greater than 75%) of retail on the ground floor shall have a minimum of 8 
feet of landscaped grounds between the building(s) and sidewalk.” 

 
 Proposed site plans show a ten (10) foot setback from the edge of the US HWY 101 

right-of-way. This area is the ODOT slope easement and will be landscaped. 
  
 The applicant is proposing a five (5) foot sidewalk along the north side of Bradford 

Street. The applicant is also proposing a bench and landscaping for the corner of 
Bradford and HWY 101. Sidewalk and corner amenities are shown on the rendering. 

 
4. C-1 Retail Commercial Standards – Building Orientation. No change from staff 

report. 
 

5. C-1 Retail Commercial Standards – Sidewalks. The applicant is proposing a five (5) 
foot sidewalk along the north side of Bradford Street.  
 

6. Parking. No change from staff report. 
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7. Traffic. DBZO Section 14.045 requires a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for a proposed 
development or land use action that the road authority states may contribute to 
operational or safety concerns on its facility(ies). A TIS Letter is required if the proposed 
development is expected to generate 10 to 30 peak hour trips or 100 to 300 daily trips.  A 
TIS Report is required if the proposed development would generate more than 30 peak 
hour trips or more than 300 daily trips. 
 
A TIS Letter was prepared dated October 27, 2021 and is attached to this memo. Below is 
a brief summary of the findings and conclusions from the TIS Letter. 

 
Although the trip modeling was based on single-family attached housing, the traffic 
engineer stated that the expected peak hour trip generation for vacation traffic would be 
lower. 

 

 
 
The TIS Letter states…”No further transportation-related mitigation is necessary or 
recommended for the proposed development. The proposed improvements to be 
constructed by the project applicant are anticipated to be sufficient in providing safe and 
efficient movement around the site in a manner that is proportionate to the development 
and consistent with the surrounding transportation environment.” 
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Bradford Street. The proposed improvements mentioned in the TIS Letter include: 
1) Five-foot sidewalk along the north side of Bradford Street from the intersection 

with HWY 101 to the driveway entrance of the proposed development. 
2) Bradford Street will be widened to 20 feet to be consistent with other streets in the 

vicinity.  Within Depoe Bay City Limits, all streets connecting to US HWY 101 
from the east, with the exception of Bay Street, Allen Street (Center Market), and 
Lillian Lane, are 20 feet + in width. 

3) ADA ramps and curb returns at the intersection of HWY 101 and Bradford Street 
will adhere to ODOT standards. 

 
8. Archaeological Resources. No change from staff report. 
 

CONCLUSIONS: In evaluating the request, the Planning Commission bases its decision on 

compliance with the applicable code standards.  If the Planning Commission finds the request 
fails to satisfy the ordinance standards, it can move to deny the request, articulating the basic 
conclusions and rationale for the decision and directing staff to prepare findings for adoption. 

If the Planning Commission finds the request satisfies the applicable criteria, it can move to 
approve the request and direct staff to prepare findings for adoption.  In the event of an approval, 
staff suggests the following conditions of approval be attached. 

1. Building Permit.  Development shall be accomplished in conformance with the approved 
plan.  The applicant shall obtain a valid building permit prior to commencement of 
construction. 

2. Variances.  The following variances will be granted with conditions (if applicable): 

a. Exception to pedestrian amenities along US HWY 101. 
 Landscaped grounds shall be provided between the buildings and the sidewalks.  
 Topography and geology of the site will be taken into account during landscape 

design. 
 

b. Exception to orientation of building main entrances so as to not face US HWY 101. 
 Buildings will orient to an interior shared drive and parking area.  Concrete 

walkways will connect the parking area to each unit.  
 

c. Exception to sidewalk requirements: 
1) Exception to sidewalk requirement along US HWY 101. 

 Improvements to the existing sidewalk, e.g., widening sidewalk, along US 
HW 101 will not be required. 

2) Exception to sidewalk requirement along Williams Avenue. 
 A sidewalk along Williams Avenue will not be required. 

 

3. Bradford Street.   
a. Sidewalk. A 5-foot sidewalk (including cub and gutter) will be provided along the 

north side of Bradford Street from US HWY 101 to the driveway entrance of the 
development parking area. The sidewalk will require coordinating and permitting 
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with ODOT for tie-in to the existing sidewalk along the highway, including required 
ADA ramps and curb and gutter improvements. 

b. Roadway. Bradford Street will be widened to 20 feet. 
 

4. Retail Commercial Zone C-1 Standards.  Except for the variances identified in Condition 
of Approval #2 above, the proposed development shall meet all other DBZO Retail 
Commercial Zone C-1 Standards. 

5. ODOT. The applicant will coordinate (permit) with ODOT for the following: 
a. Bradford Street sidewalk tie-in at US HWY 101 including ADA ramps, curb and 

gutter, roadway widening. 
b. Storm Drainage capacity from Bradford to HWY 101. 

 
6. Review and approval from the Depoe Bay Fire District Chief. 

 
7. Parking.  Parking shall be provided at one parking spot per tourist accommodation (12 

units) and 2 spots per residential unit (6 units), for a total of 24 parking spots. 

8. Drainage and Erosion Control.  The City Public Works Director shall review and approve 
plans for erosion control and storm drainage prior to issuance of a building permit. 

9. Archaeological Resources.  Development shall be conducted in a manner so as to 
minimize site disturbance and prevent irreversible loss of archaeological resources.  
Before and during excavation, any discovery of archaeological resources shall mean that 
the applicant shall cease excavation activities, notify the State Historic Preservation 
Office and Confederated Tribe of Siletz Indians, and meet State statutes before 
proceeding. 

10. Tourist Accommodations. Prior to completion of construction the applicant will obtain a 
City Business License and register for Transient Room Taxes as per City codes. 

Any future change of use not identified in this approval will require adherence to DBZO 
Section 4.030 parking requirements. 

11. Time Limit.  The variance shall be void after one year unless substantial construction has 
taken place.  The Planning Commission may extend the variance for an additional one 
year, upon request. 

 

Submitted by, 

Jaime White, 
City Planner 

Enclosure: Rendering 
   Site Plan 
 Building Elevations 
 TIS Letter 















321 SW 4th Ave., Suite 400 

Portland, OR 97204 

503.248.0313 

lancastermobley.com 

Memorandum 

To: Mark Lisac 

Lisac Brothers Construction, Inc. 

From: Myla Cross 

 Nick Mesler, EIT 

 Jennifer Danziger, PE 

Date: October 27, 2021 

Subject: NE Bradford Street Townhomes Traffic Impact Study Letter 

 

Introduction 

This memorandum addresses transportation-related concerns that have been raised in relation to the proposed 

18-unit, single-family attached housing development north of NE Bradford Street and east of Oregon Coast 

Highway (US 101). This memorandum demonstrates that a full Traffic Impact Study (TIS) is not required per 

Depoe Bay Municipal Code section 14.045. Additionally, this memorandum addresses transportation-related 

issues raised at the Planning Commission hearing held on October 13, 2021. 

All supporting material, including the site plans for the proposed development, can be found in the technical 

appendix attached to this memorandum.   

Project & Location Description  

The proposed project intends to develop the currently undeveloped, approximately 0.7-acre site which includes 

six tax lots, Lincoln County Assessor’s Map 09-11-05-CD tax lot no. 02800, 03100, 03200, 03300, 03301, and 

03400. The site is currently vacant and is designated with Retail Commercial (C-1) zoning. This site is in an area 

that has surrounding mixed uses including single-family residences and commercial. 

US 101 is an ODOT facility designated has a highway of statewide significance. This roadway is classified as a 

principal arterial by the City. The highway has a three-lane cross section transitioning to a four-lane cross 

section north of the site, a posted speed of 35 mph, and intermittent curb, gutter, and sidewalks. Parking is 

generally permitted on both sides of the street with parallel parking provided near NE Branford Street and 

diagonal parking provided further to the south. 

NE Bradford is a City of Depoe Bay facility. This roadway is classified as a local road with a two-lane cross 

section and a statutory speed limit of 25 mph. It is unimproved and does not have continuous curb, gutter, and 

sidewalk. 

Figure 1 depicts the project site location and vicinity over an aerial image, with the proposed project site in 

yellow. A site plan depicting the proposed project is provided as an attachment. 

OREGON 

RENEWS: 

16168 

12/31/21
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Figure 1 - Project Vicinity Map  

Trip Generation  

The proposed development will include the construction of an 18-unit single-family attached housing 

subdivision. To estimate the number of trips that are projected to be generated by the proposed development, 

trip rates from the Trip Generation Manual1 were used. Specifically, data from land use code 215, Single-Family 

Attached Housing, was used to estimate the proposed development’s trip generation based on the number of 

dwelling units to be constructed. This land use code is consistent with the character of the project development 

and the allowable use of the site zoning, “Retail Commercial” (C-1), as identified in the City of Depoe Bay City 

Zoning Code Article 3.110 Retail Commercial (C-1) Zone.  

The trip generation calculations show that the proposed development is projected to generate 9 new morning 

peak hour trips, 10 new evening peak hour trips, and 130 new average weekday trips. The trip generation 

estimates are summarized in Table 1. Detailed trip generation calculations are included as an attachment to this 

memorandum. 

Table 1: Trip Generation Summary 

Land Use ITE Code Size 
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour Weekday 

Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Single-Family Attached 

Housing 
215 18 DU 3 6 9 6 4 10 130 

 

 
1 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, 2021. 
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Trip Distribution 

The project trip distribution was developed based on the geographical location of the project, US residential/ 

employment census data (https://onthemap.ces.census.gov/), and the existing roadway network facilities. The 

following trip distribution is projected: 

• Approximately 55 percent of trips will travel to/from the north along US 101. This traffic will use 

NE Bradford Street to access the highway north of the site; and 

• Approximately 45 percent of trips will travel to/from the south along US 101. This traffic will use 

NE Bradford Street to access the highway south of the site. 

A figure depicting the site trip distribution over an aerial image is provided below.  

 

Figure 2 – Trip Distribution Map (© Google Earth) 
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Safety Analysis  

Crash Data Analysis  

Using data obtained from ODOT’s Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit, a review was performed of the most 

recent five years of available crash data at the site access point at the intersection of US 101 & NE Bradford 

Street (January 2015 through December 2019). However, upon reviewing the crash data there were no reported 

crashes at this intersection during the analysis period. Accordingly, no safety mitigation is recommended per the 

crash data analysis.  

US 101 Operational Safety Evaluation 

All of the site-generated vehicular traffic will travel to and from US 101. The intersection of NE Bradford Street & 

US 101 is unsignalized. An assessment of the operations and safety aspects of the intersection along US 101 is 

presented below. 

The only movement with potential to add delay to the highway is inbound site traffic coming from the north on 

US 101, which is expected to turn left onto NE Bradford Street. Because US 101 is four lanes with no center refuge 

lane, vehicles will make the left-turn movement from the inner shared left-through lane. Left-turning vehicles will 

need to cross two lanes of northbound traffic. Through vehicles will have the opportunity to go around vehicles 

waiting to make a left turn, thereby reducing the impact of obstructing the flow of traffic. The signalized 

intersection at Bay Street is expected to create regular gaps in the northbound traffic stream for sufficient 

ingress, even during the most congested conditions. No northbound queues are likely block this movement are 

no traffic signals within serval miles north of the site that would otherwise create significant northbound 

congestion. It should also be noted that this intersection configuration is consistent with many intersections 

throughout the corridor, matching the character of the existing roadway environment.  

Additionally, as identified in the Crash Data Analysis Section, the crash history review identifies no existing 

collision history patterns of significance. This intersection currently exists and is not experiencing collisions. The 

eastern leg of the intersection is expected to be widened by the project, creating an easier environment for 

turning vehicles, and thereby reducing the potential for turning movement collisions. 

No more than three (3) new trips are expected for any movement during any hour of a typical day. This equates 

to one (1) vehicle every 20 minutes, which is extremely low and is not expected to add significant delay at the 

intersection. Additionally, it is expected that the peak hour trip generation will realistically be lower, as the 

proposed use will be primarily vacation traffic staying locally in Depoe Bay, rather than functioning as a typical 

multi-unit residential building.   
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Project Pedestrian and Roadways Improvements 

Project Improvements 

As part of the development project, the applicant will make the following improvements to the surrounding 

property:  

• A managed landscaped strip will be constructed that will encompass the front of the property line and 

will be considered a pedestrian amenity; 

• A five-foot-wide sidewalk, including an ADA compliant curb and gutter will be constructed along the 

north side of NE Bradford Street from US 101 to the development driveway; 

• NE Bradford Street will be widened to the City’s standards. 

Requested Variances 

In order to have a variance granted by the City of Depoe Bay, the following (5) five circumstances must be met: 

1. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances apply to the property which do not apply generally to other 

properties in the same zone or vicinity, and result from lot size or shape, legally existing prior to the 

date of this ordinance, or other circumstances over which the applicant has not control. 

2. The variance is necessary for the reservation of property right of the applicant substantially the same as 

owners of other property in the same zone or vicinity possess. 

3. The variance would not be materially detrimental to the purposes of this ordinance, or to property in 

the zone or vicinity in which the property is located, or otherwise conflict with the objectives of any City 

plan or policy. 

4. The hardship is not self-imposed and the variance requested is the minimum variance which would 

alleviate the hardship. 

5. The hardship asserted as a basis for the variance does not arise form a violation of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 

The applicant requests a total of five (5) variances. The variances and their respective circumstances supporting 

the acceptability of the variance, as identified in the City of Depoe Bay Staff Report (dated October 13, 2021) are 

provided below: 

• Exception to the pedestrian amenities along US 101 or at corner of US 101 and NE Bradford Street  

Summary of City Staff Response: 

Per section 3.115 Commercial Zone C-1 – Design Standards & Guidelines, Subsection 3.B.2 Maximum 

Front Yard Setback; There is no maximum front yard setback required, but a usable public space with 

pedestrian amenities (e.g., plaza, pocket park, managed landscaping, outdoor dining area or towns 

quare with seating) shall be provided in the entire area between the building and the front property line. 
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The applicant requests variance given topography circumstances under which the applicant has no 

control. The existing topography of the site includes a natural rock wall formation that spans between the 

front of property line along US 101 and the proposed housing development, and a ten-foot-deep slope 

easement along the entire frontage of US 101 owned by ODOT. Excavating the existing rock wall will pose 

construction difficulties and hardships that are not self-imposed by the applicant. Similarly, the rock wall 

extends to the north of the project site in front of the Travelodge Hotel, where no public or pedestrian 

amenities are provided.  

Per Section 3.115 Commercial Zone C-1 – Design Standards & Guidelines, Subsection 3.D – Side Yard 

Setbacks; There is no minimum side yard setback required but in the case of a side yard on a corner lot, 

a useable public space with pedestrian amenities (e.g. extra-wide sidewalk, plaza, pocket park, managed 

landscaping, outdoor dining area or town square with seating) shall be provided in the entire area 

between the building and side property line. 

The proposed development will be considered a corner lot, located on the corner of US 101 with both 

NE Bradford Street, and NE Berg Street. The applicant requests variance given topography circumstances 

under which the applicant has no control. A ten-foot-deep slope easement along the entire frontage of 

US 101 owned by ODOT, a steep slope on NE Bradford Street and the vertical rock wall which prevents 

NE Berg Street from connecting to US 101 make the construction of pedestrian amenities extremely 

challenging. Compliance with ADA requirements are not feasible given the existing topography. 

• Exception to orientation of building main entrances so as to not face US 101. 

Summary of City Staff Response: 

Per section 3.115 Commercial Zone C-1 – Design Standards and Guidelines, Subsection 5 – Building 

Orientation on arterials (US 101);  

A. Buildings should have their primary entrance(s) oriented to (facing US 101, excepted as noted below: 

i. Building entrances may include entrances to individual units, lobby entrances, entrances 

oriented pedestrian plazas, or breezeway/courtyard entrances (i.e., to a cluster of units 

or commercial spaces 

ii. Alternatively, a building may have its entrance facing a side yard when a direct 

pedestrian walkway not exceeding 20 feet in length is provided between the building 

entrance and the street right of way. 

iii. On corner lots, building entrances may be oriented to the street corner.  

B. Developments may be configured to provide a driveway or interior parking court. If the interior 

parking courts are created, then pedestrian pathways shall be provided between buildings from the 

street right-of-way to interior parking courts, to ensure reasonably safe, direct, and convenient 

access to building streets and off-street parking. 

The proposed entrance to the housing development is facing east, opposite of US 101, towards a shared 

parking lot and driveway due to the existing topographical conditions of the site as mentioned above. 

Similarly, the Travelodge Hotel utilizes the proposed design. The applicant requests variance given 

topography circumstances under which the applicant has no control. 
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• Exception to sidewalk requirements 

a. Exception to sidewalks requirements along US 101. 

b. Exception to sidewalk requirement along NE Bradford Street. 

c. Exception to sidewalk requirement along NE Williams Avenue 

Summary of City Staff Response: 

Per Section 3.1115 Commercial Zone C-1 - Design Standard & Guidelines, Subsection 8.A – Pedestrian 

amenities in the C-1 Zone; Pedestrian sidewalk shall be provided on all street sides of the buildings, 

parking areas, etc. in the entire C-1 zoned area. These sidewalks shall have a minimum 8-foot width 

along US 101, and minimum 5-foot width elsewhere. Sidewalks shall be concrete with a city-approved 

surface material that is consistent with adjacent and nearby sidewalks. All sidewalks shall be ADA 

compliant to meet current laws.  

The applicant request variance from the City’s sidewalk requirements due to existing topography and 

geologic conditions on the project site. US 101 has an existing sidewalk in front of the project site, that is 

approximately 4 feet wide and extends north of the project site to the Travelodge Hotel. The widening of 

this sidewalk by removing the existing rock wall would be extremely difficult and likely very disruptive to 

the community, leaving the other option for widening to be 4 feet to the west which would remove 8 to 

10 existing on-street parking spots. The reduction of existing parking supply along US 101 is not a viable 

option according to ODOT, as this is a high demand parking area. The existing steep slope on 

NE Bradford Street will prevent the sidewalk from being ADA compliant. With the proposed entrance to 

the housing development on NE Bradford Street, there will be no direct impact to Williams Avenue.  

Traffic Study Requirement Evaluation 

As stipulated in Depoe Bay Municipal Code section 14.045 Traffic impact study (TIS) requirements, a TIS is 

required if the development involves one of more of the following criteria. An evaluation of each criterion is 

made concurrently below: 

a. The proposed development would generate more than 30 peak hour trips or more than 300 daily trips; 

As shown in Table 1, the proposed project is not anticipated to generate more than 10 peak hour trips, 

which is below the 30-vehicle minimum needed to trigger a TIS. Additionally, the proposed project is not 

anticipated to generate more than 130 weekday daily trips, which is below the 300-vehicle minimum to 

trigger a TIS. 

b. The proposal is immediately adjacent to an intersection that is functioning at a poor level of service, as 

determined by the City; 

The project site is not adjacent to an intersection that has been identified as functioning at a poor level of 

service. The existing traffic entering and exiting NE Bradford Street from US 101 is minimal, as only a few 

existing uses take access to NE Bradford Street. The proposed project will be adding an expected 

maximum of 10 additional trips during the peak hour, which equates to one (1) vehicle entering or exiting 

the street every 6 minutes. 
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c. An increase in use of any direct property approach road to US 101 by 10 vehicles or more per day that 

exceed 20,000 pounds gross vehicle weight; 

Large trucks of high gross weight are not expected to access the proposed project after construction. The 

project is residential in nature and expects passenger vehicle traffic. 

d. A new direct approach to US 101 is proposed; 

No new direct accesses will be made to US 101. All project traffic will access the site via the existing street 

of NE Bradford Street. 

e. A proposed development or land use action that the road authority states may contribute to 

operational or safety concerns on its facitilty(ies); 

As shown in the US 101 Operational Safety Evaluation and Crash Analysis Sections of this memorandum, 

no operational or safety concerns are expected to arise due to the proposed development. 

f. An amendment to the Depoe Bay Comprehensive Plan or Zoning Map is proposed 

The proposed development is compliant with both the comprehensive plan and zoning map. No 

amendment is necessary or recommended. 

Conclusions  

The analysis presented in this memorandum concludes: 

• The trip generation calculations show that the proposed 18-unit development is projected to generate 

9 new morning peak hour trips, 10 new evening peak hour trips, and 130 new average weekday trips.  

• No significant trends or crash patterns were identified at any of the site access study intersections. 

Accordingly, no specific safety mitigation is recommended.  

• Based on the access evaluation, the most direct access links on US 101 are expected to operate safely. 

• No further transportation-related mitigation is necessary or recommended for the proposed 

development. The proposed improvements to be constructed by the project applicant are anticipated 

to be sufficient in providing safe and efficient movement around the site in a manner that is 

proportionate to the development and consistent with the surrounding transportation environment. 
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OnTheMap
Distance/Direction Report - Work to Home
All Jobs for All Workers in 2018
Created by the U.S. Census Bureau’s OnTheMap https://onthemap.ces.census.gov on 10/19/2021

Counts and Density of Home Locations for All Jobs in Work Selection Area in 2018
All Workers

Map Legend

Job Density [Jobs/Sq. Mile]
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Selection Areas
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All Jobs for All Workers in 2018
Distance and Direction from Work Census Block to Home Census Block, Employed in Selection Area

Less than 10 miles
10 to 24 miles
25 to 50 miles
Greater than 50 miles

All Jobs for All Workers in 2018
Distance from Work Census Block to Home Census Block, Employed in Selection Area

2018
Distance Count Share

Total All Jobs 523 100.0
Less than 10 miles 210 40.2
10 to 24 miles 135 25.8
25 to 50 miles 29 5.5
Greater than 50 miles 149 28.5
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Additional Information
Analysis Settings

Analysis Type Distance/Direction
Selection area as Work
Year(s) 2018
Job Type All Jobs
Selection Area 9506.02 (Lincoln, OR) from Census Tracts
Selected Census Blocks 184
Analysis Generation Date 10/19/2021 23:04 - OnTheMap 6.8
Code Revision 5dc8e60ec2609d78ebfa7d4b188db13aacbb1ba6
LODES Data Version 20201117_1559

Data Sources
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (Beginning of Quarter
Employment, 2nd Quarter of 2002-2018).

Notes
1. Race, Ethnicity, Educational Attainment, and Sex statistics are beta release results and are not available before 2009.
2. Educational Attainment is only produced for workers aged 30 and over.
3. Firm Age and Firm Size statistics are beta release results for All Private jobs and are not available before 2011 and in 2018.
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Distance/Direction Report - Work Census Block to Home Census Block

Job Counts in Home Blocks by
Distance Only

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 523 100.0%

Less than 10 miles 210 40.2%

10 to 24 miles 135 25.8%

25 to 50 miles 29 5.5%

Greater than 50 miles 149 28.5%

 Job Counts in Home Blocks to
the North of Work Blocks by
Distance

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 189 100.0%

Less than 10 miles 111 58.7%

10 to 24 miles 49 25.9%

25 to 50 miles 1 0.5%

Greater than 50 miles 28 14.8%

 Job Counts in Home Blocks to
the Northeast of Work Blocks by
Distance

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 92 100.0%

Less than 10 miles 26 28.3%

10 to 24 miles 11 12.0%

25 to 50 miles 6 6.5%

Greater than 50 miles 49 53.3%
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 Job Counts in Home Blocks to
the East of Work Blocks by
Distance

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 69 100.0%

Less than 10 miles 8 11.6%

10 to 24 miles - -

25 to 50 miles 12 17.4%

Greater than 50 miles 49 71.0%

 Job Counts in Home Blocks to
the Southeast of Work Blocks by
Distance

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 34 100.0%

Less than 10 miles 5 14.7%

10 to 24 miles 12 35.3%

25 to 50 miles 4 11.8%

Greater than 50 miles 13 38.2%

 Job Counts in Home Blocks to
the South of Work Blocks by
Distance

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 130 100.0%

Less than 10 miles 51 39.2%

10 to 24 miles 63 48.5%

25 to 50 miles 6 4.6%

Greater than 50 miles 10 7.7%
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 Job Counts in Home Blocks to
the Southwest of Work Blocks by
Distance

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 6 100.0%

Less than 10 miles 6 100.0%

10 to 24 miles - -

25 to 50 miles - -

Greater than 50 miles - -

 Job Counts in Home Blocks to
the West of Work Blocks by
Distance

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 3 100.0%

Less than 10 miles 3 100.0%

10 to 24 miles - -

25 to 50 miles - -

Greater than 50 miles - -

 Job Counts in Home Blocks to
the Northwest of Work Blocks by
Distance

2018

Count Share

Total All Jobs 0 100.0%

Less than 10 miles - -

10 to 24 miles - -

25 to 50 miles - -

Greater than 50 miles - -



Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application, https://onthemap.ces.census.gov

Report Settings
Analysis Type Distance/Direction

Selection area as Work

Year(s) 2018

Job Type All Jobs

Selection Area 9506.02 (Lincoln, OR) from Census Tracts

Selected Census Blocks 184

Analysis Generation Date 10/19/2021 23:11 - OnTheMap 6.8

Code Revision 5dc8e60ec2609d78ebfa7d4b188db13aacbb1ba6

LODES Data Version 20201117_1559

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (Beginning of Quarter Employment, 2nd Quarter of
2002-2018).
Notes:

1. Race, Ethnicity, Educational Attainment, and Sex statistics are beta release results and are not available before 2009.
2. Educational Attainment is only produced for workers aged 30 and over.
3. Firm Age and Firm Size statistics are beta release results for All Private jobs and are not available before 2011 and in 2018.































To: The Depoe Bay Planning Commissioners
RE: Variance Application, Case File: #2-VAR-PC-21
November 10, 2021

Dear Planning Commissioners:

I am opposed to the approval of Variance Application, Case File: #2-VAR-PC-21 and I
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the applicant’s latest submission.

The Rock
One of the most significant issues to be addressed is the requested variance for the removal of
the rock. Unfortunately, the applicant did not provide a a geological survey as requested by the
Commissioners at their October meeting. However, other property owners have removed the
rock to create a contiguous, vibrant neighborhood feel to the downtown commercial area. The
minutes of the March 17, 1993 Planning Commission (copy attached) include a comment from
Karl Granat that excavation of the bedrock at the site of Granat Building would take 3-4 weeks.
So the applicant is not being asked to do something that other property owners have not dealt
with. His request for variance is neither based on exceptional characteristics of his lot nor to
preserve property rights equivalent to what others have.

Widening Bradford
The applicant shows a widened Bradford St. of 19’ or 20’ and a 5’ sidewalk from the entrance
to the development to Highway 101. Page 2 and Page 7 of the Update to Staff Report say the
width will be 20’.  The architectural rendering A1.0 seems to shows a width of 19’.  However, it
appears that the proposed width for Bradford does not comply with current standards for a
street. Article 14.040.5.d requires that improvements shall meet the minimum requirements of
14.070 and 14.080. 14.070 specifies the  minimum width for any road as 28’.

On page 1 of the Transportation Impact Study letter (TIS), Bradford is described as a local road
with a two-lane cross-section. On page 5, the widening of Bradford to the City’s standards is
listed as a project improvement. Nowhere does it mention widening to a specific number of
feetc. The chart in 14.070 specifying minimum widths is included as one of the attachments.

The “Driveway”
The applicant has proposed that each of the units that abut 101 will have a parking space
along a driveway.“Driveway” is not defined in the DBZO. “Parking Space” is defined in Article
1.030.126 as “An off-street enclosed or unenclosed surfaced area ….., connected with a street
or alley which affords access for automobiles.”  Article 1.030.5 defines “Alley” as “A public way,
providing a secondary means of access to property.” Since what the application refers to as a
driveway is the only means of access, this “driveway” must be considered a road. Road
(Street) is defined in DBZO.1030.154, and has several sub-definitions. The appropriate one is
1.030.154.c Cul-de-Sac or Dead-End Street which is “A minor street with only one outlet which
provides a vehicular turn-around.”

Article 14 of the DBZO is attached to the applicant’s current submission. Section 14.050.7
states that approved turnarounds be provided on ALL dead-end streets. Section 14.070 gives



the width requirements for the various categories of street. For cul-de-sacs, the minimum
surface width is 28’ with a right of way width of 40’. It also gives required the widths for the
circular end of a cul-de-sac, 60’ and 80’ respectively.

Article 14.040.4 discusses “Private Roads”.  Item g states that the standards for private roads
are the same as those for public roads. In f, there is an exception for private roads to TWO lots
to be only 20’ in width. Therefore this “driveway” would not meet the exception to be less than
28’ wide as it serves SIX lots. Also, to qualify as a public or private road, there would need to
be through access, even if incidental. This would necessitate the development of Berg Street. If
this is a road, whether public or private, 14.070 would apply. The surface width would be 28-38’
with the required width within this range at the discretion of the Planning Commission.

CONCLUSION: The proposed “Driveway” is actually a cul-de-sac which does not meet the
minimum requirements of the DBZO by being less than 28’ in width and not providing a
turn-around.

Traffic Safety
The TIS states that crash data for the intersection of Highway 101 and Bradford was reviewed
for the period 2015-2019. Because no crashes were reported, the finding is that there is no
safety issue. However, during that time, there were no permanent residents on Bradford. There
was a vacation home, two vacation rentals and a parking lot. Even with this light amount of
traffic and no accidents, ODOT saw fit to erect a sign regarding height limitations at that
intersection based on complaints and a concern for safety.(as noted in my prior testimony).
The engineers seemed to be unaware of the signage or didn’t address the safety implications of
it.

Ordinance 319
This ordinance, adopted in 2019,  added Section 3.115 to the DBZO, Design Standards and
Guidelines for the Commercial Zone.  I have attached two pages from the Ordinance--the first
page which shows all the public hearings held by both the Planning Commission and the City
Council to allow for public input and the first page of Exhibit A which includes most of the
General Information section.  The General Information section  talks about the desire to create a
vibrant pedestrian environment that is welcoming to both tourists and residents--places to gather,
places to sit and enjoy the spectacular views, places to socialize and to rest.  While there are
non-conforming locations, the city can never achieve these goals if the provisions of 3.115 aren’t
upheld.  This is a wonderful opportunity to increase the size of the sidewalk along 101 by taking
out the rock wall--not by  taking out parking spaces.  Plus there could then be pedestrian
amenities all along the frontage of the development.  There are FOUR lots facing 101, each of
which should have pedestrian amenities.  A bench at the corner of Bradford and 101 is a good
start but it’s hardly sufficient.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application.

Judy Faucett
PO Box 1559
Depoe Bay, OR  97341
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To: Depoe Bay Planning Commission 

Via email to: planner@cityofdepoebay.org, info@cityofdepoebay.org 

Re:  Opposition to granting Variance for Application #2-VAR-PC-21 

Date: November 9, 2021 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I remain opposed to the granting of the application for the multiple variances for this 

property as the application does not meet all of the variance standards as required. 

1.  Variances for C-1 development standards (DBZO Section 3.115) 

We all know that the zoning ordinances, particularly the codes related to development 

in the C-1 Commercial Zone, as passed by the Planning Commission and approved by 

the City Council spell out the rules designed to create the safe, walkable, inviting 

pedestrian oriented area for all to enjoy.  We also all know the difficult pressure the PC 

is put in by developers who want to maximize their profit by trying to go around the 

rules, requesting variance after variance after variance  But, unless you carefully decide 

these issues, there will be devastating and long-term effects as the City will forever lose 

the opportunity to enact their vision for our commercial area along Hwy 101.. extension 

of the wide sidewalks and other pedestrian amenities that are found for the entire area 

between the bridge and the S. side of Bradford currently. (See attached photos). 

Therefore, I ask you to rigorously consider each and every one of the variance 

standards, related to each request.  

 

The zoning ordinances for this area are designed to create a safe, walkable, and 

inviting pedestrian area.  Inconvenience or cost of compliance with these ordinances is 

not a basis for a variance.  Reference to buildings erected before these design 

standards were enacted should have no bearing.  Were that the case, why bother to 

have current standards? Therefore, the second requirement for a variance is not met 

(necessary for the preservation of a property right substantially the same as other 

property owners in this vicinity).  The staff report acknowledges that surrounding 

properties have faced the same issues. So the first requirement for granting a variance 

(exceptional or extraordinary circumstances which do not generally apply to the other 

properties in this vicinity) is not met. (also see Attachment I re variance criteria). 

 

2. The application must be denied because it does not meet the design requirements 

for roads. Neither Bradford or the private road, he’s erroneously calling a driveway, meet 

the minimum developed with standards of 28’ or provide turnarounds as required 

(Sections 14.040(7), 14.050, 14.070). Additionally, for fire-lane purposes, both Bradford 

and the private street must have a 20’ non-obstructed lane (unobstructed by parking) 
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and signed “no parking”.  We know that since the applicant is only providing one space 

per vacation rental, there will likely to be overflow onto their “driveway” or Bradford.  It is 

uncertain what the management structure will be and who will enforce these 

requirements, creating a safety hazard to all.  

 

3. The application must also be denied because it is incomplete for not addressing 

design standards for vegetation and parking restrictions required by the zoning 

ordinance.  

 

a. Landscaping. Section 3.115 Section 7 (D) requires that at least 15% of the property 

be landscaped.  The property is 0.7 acres; 15% of that is .105 acres which is 4574 

square feet (about a standard 50 x 100 lot).  Though the owner says he “might” 

preserve the trees on the back of the lot and there is minimal landscaping shown on the 

plans, no landscaping plan has been submitted and there is no evidence in the record 

that this standard is met.  The burden of proof is on the developer to provide the 

required information, not the planning commission to figure out if he meets the 

standards or not.

 
b.  Parking restrictions on Hwy 101. Additionally, Section 10 D deals with parking. It 

requires that none of the people staying in the development park on Hwy 101 

between 9am and 5pm.  The applicant has not addressed the management structure 

of this units and how this provision should be enforced. Again the burden of proof is 

on the applicant, not on the planning commission to show how the standards of our 

DBZO are met.  Section 10 D says: 

  
4. Stopping distance concerns were not addressed in the TIS; failure to address state 

standards means that the application should be denied as incomplete.   

State law (ORS 374.312 Section (4(d) (attached) requires a State Highway Access 

permit prior to development approval if, among other criteria there would be an impact 

on stopping sight distance standards.  This is key because cars travel at high speeds 
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right at Bradford -- with cars traveling in the eastern most lane, trying to pass the cars in 

the left lane, before the two lanes merge just past Bradford.  This could cause a lot of 

trouble with the increased use of this intersection.  ODOT should have been contacted 

regarding this criteria; it wasn’t addressed in the study submitted by the applicant. That 

is, the traffic safety analysis does not address this criteria and therefore the need for a 

State Highway Access permit cannot be determined and should be assumed to apply 

without evidence to the contrary (the burden is on the developer, not on the Planning 

Commission). 

 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely 

Fran Recht 

PO Box 221 

Depoe Bay, OR 97341 541-765-

2234 

Attachments 

Photographs of pedestrian amenities wide sidewalk from the bridge to S. side of 

Bradford St. 

Photograph of basalt in area where Bradford will be widened 

Attachment 1- Addressing variance criteria re C-1 design standards and rock wall 

Attachment 2- ORS 374.312 Addressing need for a state access permit—re stopping 

distances 

  



Subject property with narrow sidewalks and no amenities at Hwy 101 level (as required by DBZO 3.115)  

That applicant wants to maintain by applying for multiple variances  

 

 

 

  



 

Pedestrian amenities and wide sidewalks, from the bridge to the S. side of Bradford, including in the 

ODOT slope easement  

Wide sidewalks and pedestrian amenities just S. of Bradford looking S. (rock wall removed in 1990s) 

 

Another close up view, just S. of Bradford looking N

 



Between Bradford and Clarke 

 

S. of Clarke 

 



Larissa Plaza—rock wall removed in 1990s 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



S. of Collins to Bridge— 

 

  



Basalt wall (showing under dirt) at NE corner of Bradford -will need to be removed to widen street, place 

curbs and sidewalk 

 

 



Subject property with narrow sidewalks and no amenities at Hwy 101 level (as required by DBZO 3.115)  

That applicant wants to maintain by applying for multiple variances  

 

 

 

  



 

Pedestrian amenities and wide sidewalks, from the bridge to the S. side of Bradford, including in the 

ODOT slope easement  

Wide sidewalks and pedestrian amenities just S. of Bradford looking S. (rock wall removed in 1990s) 

 

Another close up view, just S. of Bradford looking N
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Larissa Plaza—rock wall removed in 1990s 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



S. of Collins to Bridge— 

 

  



Basalt wall (showing under dirt) at NE corner of Bradford -will need to be removed to widen street, place 

curbs and sidewalk 
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Attachment 1:  Variance Criteria Address C-1 Development Standards and 

Guidelines (not wanting to remove rock wall to provide required amenities and 

design elements): 

Criteria 1. Re exceptional circumstances is not met: 

The applicant talks about the difficulty of removing the basalt rock wall and the 

properties’ topography as constraining and over which he has no control.  But in his 

argument, he only compares his property to a developed property a block away to the 

north or Berg Street (the hotel developed in the early 1990s) to say that he faces an 

exceptional circumstance that applies to his property which do not generally apply to 

other properties in the same zone or vicinity. However, I have been in Depoe Bay since 

1990 and have seen two long basalt rock walls removed to allow for the development 

we have today, despite the similar circumstance of the wall and ODOT Slope 

easements.   

These developments have building main entrances at the level of Hwy 101.  The 

removal of the basalt wall allowed for the construction of the block south of Clark for 

Larissa Plaza and the block south of Bradford for the Nash building and other buildings 

(historic photographs submitted previously), with doors and entrances located just east 

of the highway.  Though NOT required at that time, which it is today, between Clark and 

Bradford, the buildings are set back enough so that there is a public use area in front of 

each (see attached photos) with the inclusion on some of benches and planters (in the 

slope easement).  Therefore, asserting that it’s an exceptional circumstance that 

applies to the applicant that doesn’t to others in the zone or vicinity is factually wrong.  

Additionally, this variance criteria requires lot size or shape to be constraining. The lot 

size or shape IS NOT constrained by topography in the vicinity of Highway 101. 

He could remove the basalt wall to provide pedestrian amenities along Hwy 101 and he 

could orient the front townhouses main entrances to face Highway 101 as our DBZO 

sets out.  There are no exceptional circumstances pertaining to this property.  The 

variance must be denied. 

Criteria 2—requires that the variance is necessary for the preservation of a property 

right of the applicant substantially the same as owners of other property in the same 

zone or vicinity possess.    The property right that is at issue here is the right for him to 

build in the commercial zone as others have done.  There is nothing that is constraining 

that property right.  Just because the applicant doesn’t want to meet standards, so he 

can maximize his profit, it doesn’t mean that the applicant is being denied a property 

right.  All property owners in the zone or vicinity met the standards that were in place at 

the time and now it’s the developer’s obligation to do the same. 

If you went with the argument provided by the applicant, it is him saying that you’re 

taking away his property rights because you’re make him comply with code 
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requirements that others didn’t have to at the time; i.e. arguing that he’s being denied a 

property right by having to adhere to codes in effect now, that weren’t in effect then. 

That is the applicant is saying if other buildings didn’t have to comply with earthquake 

standards or new building codes (that weren’t in place at the time) I don’t either.  That’s 

an absurd reading of “property rights preservation”.   We could never update and apply 

our code if that was the case.  This is not what “preservation of a property right” means 

and is absurd on its face.  The variance is not necessary for the preservation of a 

property right that were given to other.  It doesn’t meet this standard. 

Criteria 3—requires that the hardship not be self-imposed and is the minimum variance 

that would alleviate the hardship.  He asserts that the hardship results from existing 

geological and topographical constraints of the site, the existing slope of NE Bradford 

St. and the non-connectivity of NE Berg St. 

The hardship is self- imposed since the applicant, like so many other have done, could 

remove the basalt rock wall—it hasn’t been a hardship for others.  NE Berg isn’t 

developed now, but it certainly could be, and in fact, might be required for circulation 

and safety by ODOT or fire marshal.  The applicant will be extensively grading the site 

to allow construction of the units so he can deal with the slope of the entrance from 

Bradford during his work.    Additionally, the applicant has not addressed the minimum 

necessary criteria, so there are no findings that support the criteria that these variance 

requests are the minimum necessary; a required standard.  Therefore this criteria 

cannot be met and the variance denied. 

  



November 5, 2021 

Our home is positioned on the west side of NE Williams Ave., where the 
road narrows considerably to allow for only one car at a time to proceed 
around a very treacherous curve. Although the posted speed limit is 20 
MPH, we have vehicles that habitually come to a complete "stop" before 
entering the curve, along with cars that are travelling at least twice the 
posted speed limit...like a game of "CHICKEN" 

As discussed in our meeting of October 13, 2020, the building of 18 
vacation units will increase our vehicle and pedestrian traffic. At this point 
in time we have noticed at least a 4 to 10 times increase in the volume of 
traffic from eleven years ago. Making it even more important that we put 
up a retaining wall and expand the road making it possible for cars to pass 
one another safely as well as for pedestrians to walk safely on Williams St. 

Traffic traveling south or north can not see oncoming traffic until they get to 
the mouth of where the road narrows. Making it more problematic, is that 
most cars go way too fast on Williams. On more than one occasion, one of 
the two cars will have to back up letting the other proceed because they 
were speeding and not paying attention to the road narrows sign. 

One day I witnessed a car going so fast, I only could tell that it was a little 
red car, a moment later I realized why he was going so fast, he had a police 
car pursuing him! Luckily there were no other cars or pedestrians on the 
road! Not to mention, the three driveways that intersect with Williams and 
have to pull out into the street in order to see if there is any oncoming 
traffic. 

The retaining wall needs to be addressed either by the developers or the 
city; the possibility of a pedestrian or car accident simply can not be 
ignored . 

NO~ 0 5 2021 



Since it will be our view that will be obstructed by these units, I am holding 
the developers comments on the 13th to honor their commitment that they 
will work to keep our ability to to enjoy our ocean view. Maybe by 
positioning the units in a way that we won't lose our view or limiting the 
height. 

oJ7~ 
Harvey Dufrenne and Cheryl Dufrenne 
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