
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meeting Notice  
 

 

Please note that there will not be a 6:00 p.m. Newport Planning Commission 

work session meeting held prior to the regular 7:00 p.m. session on 

Monday, July 8, 2013.   
 

 

 



Please Note:  ORS197.763(6):  “Unless there is a continuance, if a participant so requests before the conclusion of the initial evidentiary hearing, the record shall 
remain open for at least seven days after the hearing.”  (applicable only to quasi-judicial public hearings)  

 

 

 

 

 
 

AGENDA & NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

 
The Planning Commission of the City of Newport will hold a meeting at 7:00 p.m. Monday, July 8, 2013, at the Newport City Hall, Council 

Chambers, 169 SW Coast Hwy., Newport, OR 97365.  A copy of the meeting agenda follows. 

 

The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities.  A request for an interpreter for the hearing impaired, or for other accommodations 

for persons with disabilities, should be made at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to Peggy Hawker, City Recorder, 541-574-0613. 

 

The City of Newport Planning Commission reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the agenda, and discuss any 

other business deemed necessary at the time of the meeting. 

 
NEWPORT PLANNING COMMISSION 

Monday, July 8, 2013, 7:00 p.m. 

AGENDA 

 

A. Roll Call.  

 

B. Approval of Minutes. 

 

1.  Approval of the Planning Commission work session and the regular session meeting minutes of May 28, 2013, and the 

work session of minutes June 24, 2013.   

 

C. Citizens/Public Comment. 

 

1.  A Public Comment Roster is available immediately inside the Council Chambers.  Anyone who would like to address 

the Planning Commission on any matter not on the agenda will be given the opportunity after signing the Roster.  Each 

speaker should limit comments to three minutes.  The normal disposition of these items will be at the next scheduled 

Planning Commission meeting.  

 

D. Consent Calendar. 

 

E. Public Hearings. 

 

 Legislative actions: 

  

  1.  File No. 1-CP-13.  Consideration of proposed legislative text amendments to the “Port Facilities” section of the 

“Public Facilities” element of the Newport Comprehensive Plan to incorporate projects in the Port of Newport’s January 

2013 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) update.  The amendments also include goals and policies for how the City and the 

Port will collaborate on implementation of the CIP.  The Planning Commission will make a recommendation on this 

matter to the City Council. 

 

F. New Business. 

   

G. Unfinished Business. 

  

H. Director Comments. 

 

I.  Adjournment. 

 



1    Planning Commission Work Session 5/28/13. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Planning Commissioners Present:  Bill Branigan, Jim Patrick, Rod Croteau, and Jim McIntyre. 

 

Planning Commissioners Absent:  Mark Fisher (excused), Glen Small (excused), and Gary East. 

 

Citizens Advisory Committee Members Present:  Lee Hardy, Suzanne Dalton, and Bob Berman. 

 

City Staff Present:  Community Development Director (CDD) Derrick Tokos and Executive Assistant Wanda Haney.  

 

Chair Patrick called the Planning Commission work session to order at 6:02 p.m. and turned the meeting over to CDD Tokos.     

 

A.  Unfinished Business. 

 

1. Review the draft amendment of the Port Facilities element of the Newport Comprehensive Plan.  Tokos noted that the 

packet included the new draft of the Port Facilities element, which was discussed at an earlier work session.  He did include the 

old, out-of-date Port Facilities language that is in the Comprehensive Plan.  The capital improvements listed in the existing 

plan date to the 80s and are no longer relevant.  Because the Port just completed their new Strategic Business Plan and Capital 

Improvements Plan, it is time for the City to update our Comprehensive Plan to roll in their priorities and put in policy for how 

the City and the Port should coordinate with each other.  Tokos said that he has shared this with Port General Manager Don 

Mann; and when this moves to actual hearing, Don will be in attendance to testify.  Tokos noted that he borrowed a lot from 

the Port’s planning documents and reworked it so it was more abbreviated.  The document begins with the Port’s background, 

explaining that the Port District was formed in 1910 to promote water-related commerce in Lincoln County.  It talks about the 

boundaries.  The vision statement comes from Port documents.  Berman noted that it says “we will be” one of the top Oregon 

coast ports.  He wondered if Newport isn’t number one.  Tokos said he will change that language to “strives to be”.  Tokos said 

the vision and mission statements get at the focus being on waterborne commerce that will respect the natural environment 

while maintaining a working water front.  It recognizes recreational fishing and ocean observing.  There is a reference to 

economic development.  The Port took that economic development work the City did and used that for a lot of what they did.  

The mission statement talks about economic development and working with partners.  The Governance section notes that the 

Port District is governed by a Board of Commissioners.  The Existing Port Facilities section talks about where those are 

located.  The Service Facilities section is descriptive about what facilities the Port has and lists those located on the south side 

and those on the north side.  There are more details in the appendix.  Then there is the estimated value of their assets.  A 

typographical error in the first sentence of the last paragraph (prior to the table) under service facilities was pointed out where 

the word “are” should be removed.  Under the Utilities section, it notes that the Port has a detailed utilities plan, which is cross 

referenced.  The Design Criteria and Level of Service section Tokos worked in because it is useful when talking about capital 

improvements so it seemed to be a logical piece.  This section covers the Port’s docks, piers, buildings, and parking areas.  The 

next section is Capital Improvement Projects, which explains what constitutes a capital improvement and presents how projects 

have been prioritized.  The projects have been listed here with an estimated cost of improvements.  Additional details are 

included in the actual facilities plan.  Then the document goes into the Financing section.  This lists different funding options, 

and Tokos did add a few such as the marine board grants because the Port pursues those periodically.  Tokos said that is the 

part of the Comprehensive Plan under the Public Facilities component, which is the descriptive piece.  He said the next part 

moves into the goals and policies.  The City had goals and policies for water, wastewater, storm drainage, and airport; but 

never for the Port before.  So Tokos put together language for the goals for the Port and two policies.  The goal is for the City 

to collaborate with the Port on the implementation of its Capital Improvement Plan.  Policy 1 is that the City will coordinate 

with the Port when planning to upgrade public facilities within the Port District and seek to partner on projects to achieve 

mutually beneficial outcomes.  Policy 2 is that the City will assist the Port in its efforts to secure funding for capital projects.  

When looking for grants, funding agencies are looking to see that we do communicate and coordinate.  There are certain types 

of grants where the City has to be the lead.  This is committing us to do that sort of thing from time to time.  This says that yes 

we do coordinate.  He said this is almost just housekeeping; things we should do so information is current and coordinates well 

with the Ports policies.  Berman wondered if it was appropriate that their capital improvement projects should be listed in our 

plan; or just as a cross-reference.  He wondered if we would have to update everything when the Port does; for instance, if they 

prioritize annually.  Tokos said that the Port hadn’t updated since the Newport Urban Renewal District paid for the last update, 

which was the early 90s.  It is not a routine document they update.  He said that it should be good for the next ten to fifteen 

years.  He noted that the City’s Public Works Department looks at this part of the Comprehensive Plan, which gives them 

something to compare. Croteau agreed that it is a forward-looking document, and it should be another ten years before we see 

it again.                                  
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2. Review draft language regarding park models for an amendment to the Newport Zoning Ordinance.  Tokos noted that 

this is the additional material distributed tonight that the Commissioners didn’t have the benefit of reviewing prior to the 

meeting; so he wanted to walk through it.  The first piece was the excerpt from the Housing element of the Comprehensive 

Plan.  He noted that when the City did the housing study and needs analysis that was adopted in 2011, one of the key priorities 

of the Planning Commission was to do some work on encouraging park model RVs in residential districts to make it more of a 

housing option.  That is noted under Implementation Measure 8.2 in this text.  Tokos thought this was a good opportunity to 

talk about this and make sure that everyone is on the same page as to what a park model is, create a regulatory plan, and for 

him to get the Commission’s direction on this.  Tokos had included some illustrations of what these structures look like.  The 

next page of materials provided answers to common questions about park models from the State Building Codes Division.  

Tokos noted that park models basically are RVs covered under those statutes and designed under RV codes.  The first answer 

defines a park model as an RV that does not exceed 400 square feet, built on a single chassis, mounted on wheels, and may be 

connected to utilities.  They are basically small manufactured dwellings.  They may have a deck or carport.  That is the 

definition in state law, and our rules dovetail with that.  Tokos noted that park models are designed to look more like homes 

and typically are not hauled around.  The wheels and other trailer features are taken off at the site.  Branigan asked that if we do 

the zoning change, what the difference would be if someone hauled in a 40-foot travel trailer.  Tokos said that is what the 

Commission needs to talk about.  He said that he can bring examples of how other jurisdictions tackle it.  He noted that it 

excludes motorized vehicles.  Lofts are not included in the square footage.  The next FAQ is how a park model should be titled 

or registered.  If a park model is 8.5 feet or less, it can be titled and registered with the DMV.  If it is more than 8.5 feet wide, it 

is defined as a manufactured structure and ownership documents are recorded as a conventional manufactured home would be.  

The Q and A talks about permits to transfer; which would be an oversize permit or a trip permit.  A park model can be installed 

in manufactured dwelling parks.  Tokos noted that we made changes to the manufactured home and RV code in order to make 

it consistent with state law.  An issue has to do with the minimum lot size the Commission set.  When you look at the RV park 

rules, if you put two or more RVs on a single lot, you have an RV park.  Park models can be parked on individual lots with the 

approval of the local planning department.  Park models do require installation permits, which is covered under OARs.  That 

talks about the need for specific anchoring, which is in Lincoln County because of high winds; skirting; etc.   The transporter or 

manufacturer who delivered the park model can remove the axles, wheels, tires, and hitch; but the detached transportation 

equipment must be left on the site somewhere for future use.  Installers have to be licensed contractors and have proper 

certifications.  The Q and A talks about decks adjacent to a unit, which would be covered under the typical state residential 

structural code.  That is the same for a cabana.  Cabanas are limited to a maximum of 240 square feet by OAR.  Tokos noted 

that when dealing with RVs, park models, and manufactured dwellings, a lot of the rules are under OARs or state statutes; so 

the City has to live by those, and sometimes they may not make a whole lot of sense.  Tokos said that limitations of zoning are 

that RV parks are not allowed in all residential districts, and when you put two RVs on a lot, that makes it an RV park; which is 

a different set of rules.  Patrick noticed that it says that you can’t use the RV to power a cabana.  Tokos said that is because the 

electrical system is designed for the park trailer itself; and anything accessory has to be separate.  Tokos said that the next sheet 

of paper is from the OAR.  It talks about the allowable floor area, which is 400 square feet.  That does not apply to a motorized 

RV.  With a fifth wheel, you get a little extra square footage; 430 square feet.  It goes into some other specific elements; bay 

windows, use of awnings, etc.  Details are spelled out in the Administrative Rule.  Safety Standards talks about standards for 

RVs as published by the National Fire Protection Assn. and other agencies.  These are not standards that we apply to houses 

and not things that the Building Official applies; they are implemented at the manufacturer.  Accessory structures are the only 

one that triggers for us; the residential code applies to accessory structures on the property.  The next page contains definitions.  

There are three for RVs in the zoning code.  The RV definition mentions the 400 square-foot limitation.  These definitions 

were added in 2010.  Patrick wondered if we needed to put in the 430 square feet for a fifth wheel.  Tokos agreed that we 

could.  He noted that the RV park definition conforms to state law.  The RV storage is for more than two with no occupancy 

allowed.  The next pages are the Manufactured Dwellings and RV code itself (Chapter 14.6).  It contains the rules for 

manufactured dwellings on individual lots, which does not permit RVs.  We have rules for manufactured dwelling parks and 

then for RVs generally (14.05.050).  If we allow park models to be set up for habitation, we would have to change 14.06.05 (A) 

and (B).  Item (C) about it being unlawful to discharge waste water unless connected to sewer would be okay.  RV parks are 

limited to R-4 districts, where it is a conditional use.  Then the code goes into that RV spaces shall not be less than 600 square 

feet.  Tokos said the Commission had a lot of conversation about that.   

 

One thing under Manufactured Dwelling Parks was a standard under 14.06.040(D) that each manufactured dwelling space shall 

contain at least 5,000 square feet.  That 5,000 square feet requirement would have to be worked with for park models.  There is 

no way that with that kind of lot size it could pencil out for such a modest structure.  Patrick said that Longview Hills probably 

has lots that size; but Pacific Shores isn’t anywhere near that.  Tokos said that Pacific Shores would be nonconforming and 

would fall under those rules.  Tokos said that setting some sort of minimum lot size for park models might be something to 

consider.  The decision would be whether the minimum size is adequate or if we should allow a smaller lot.  Another question 

is if we should allow this type of use in all residential districts.  Tokos said that is the kind of feedback he needs.  He can draft 

rules in a range of different scenarios.  Tokos said that he needs guidance for where these units would be appropriate within the 

community.  Berman wondered what the minimum lot size is in nonresidential districts, and Tokos said typically 5,000 square 

feet.  Nye Beach is different with its old platted lots.  
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Tokos said that the next thing for the Commission to look at were examples to see what park models look like.  He said that 

these are Oregon companies that manufacture park models.  He said that looking at the Fleetwood information; they have a 

value model that Tokos said to him looks basically like a modular office.  He said that looking at the floor plan; you have a 

living area, dining, bedroom, bathroom, and little kitchen.  It doesn’t necessarily come with washer and dryer space, but that is 

an option in some of the other models.  He said it is pretty basic.  There is an optional porch, and an optional closet.  Moving 

on to the Dream Park model, which is at the top end, it has more architectural features.  It has a dormer, a more elaborate 

porch, interior loft space, more windows, and a specific area for a washer and dryer.  Tokos said that the Cascadia value series 

is a mirror image of the Fleetwood.  There are some bay window options.  The McKenzie has two different rooflines and looks 

less boxy.  There is more in the way of windows.  Croteau wondered what the cost range was, but Tokos said that he didn’t 

print that off.  The assumption was that prices would be more modest than manufactured dwellings; in a more affordable range.  

Tokos said that the Cascadia series offers more loft space, roof options, bay windows, and optional porch.  Tokos said that his 

point is that if the Commission is looking for standards to differentiate between fifth wheels and park models, some of these 

features could be specified.  Tokos said that if the Commission is looking to put together clear and objective standards that can 

be applied by staff , requirements could be put in for varied roofs, must have a porch, and things like that that would force them 

out of the basic model and into the higher end.  In that way, staff is not left to something more objective; which we want to 

avoid.  Tokos noted that these pictures and floor plans would give the Commissioners a sense of what a park model would look 

like.  Just for information, Suzanne noted that she had just typed in park models in her search engine and got a cost of $21,000.  

She had a question of what the timeline was for whether we establish a policy or code and the timeline for implementation.  

She said she was feeling a responsibility to first drive around town.  Tokos said that we are not in a rush and there is no specific 

timeline to move this package forward.  This is just one of the recommendations that came out of the housing piece.  He said 

we will take a few work sessions where the Commission can put language together and put together a timeline that you want to 

move on.  He said we will want to move quickly enough though that the subject matter remains fresh.  We will move through it 

in a reasonable timeline, but there is no specific timeline.   

 

Tokos said that, in terms of what to focus on, the Commission can look at this narrowly and make this easier to put park 

models in manufactured dwelling parks or on individually-owned lots.  You can look at allowing them in the full scope of 

residential districts or just in high density.  Does the Commission want to see design standards in place for park models or just 

as they are?  Tokos said that is the kind of feedback he would like to start with.  For the next round of discussions, Tokos can 

bring more information; but he needs a better sense of what type of information the Commission would like.  Hardy wondered 

if Tokos had any idea of the life span of park models versus manufactured homes versus stick-built.  She said that might be 

some of the consideration for where you want to allow them.   

 

Croteau said that he looks at these differently than ADUs and sees them as being fairly more high density.  He said it defeats 

the purpose of the 50’ x 100’ lots.  Hardy noted that the larger lots would allow them to have a garage and storage however.  

Berman noted that the objective is to have affordable housing.  Croteau thought if density is a consideration that requiring a 

5,000 square foot lot will likely preclude this type of structure.  Smaller lots which increase density will allow them.  Croteau 

thought that is a big issue we need to face.  Patrick wondered if they could be allowed as ADUs, which can be detached.  Tokos 

said that an ADU can’t be over a certain percentage of the size of the primary dwelling; so park models wouldn’t have an 

ADU.  Park models could be an ADU, he could see that desire if the RV code were changed.  Patrick said that he has no 

problem putting park models in manufactured home parks.  He said if we allow park models on individual lots, he thinks we 

would have to have some standards for architectural treatments because that is the only way to separate them from trailers and 

fifth wheels.  Dalton noted that Tokos had mentioned other jurisdictions and wondered if he could get examples of what they 

have done.  Tokos said that they are more common in the county, but he will try to find cities that have allowed park models.  

Patrick said that it is state law that a manufactured home can be placed anywhere.  Tokos agreed that we can’t treat a 

manufactured home any differently than a stick-built home, but some CC&Rs can prevent them.  Berman asked what about 

these in a geologic hazard area as it had been set up in the original draft of that code.  Tokos said these would be handy on 

moving land.  Tokos asked if for purposes of zoning, the Commission wanted to see language that would allow park models in 

typical residential zones.  He said that he can bring a map and have further conversation whether other districts would be 

appropriate.  Can we limit them just to parks or allow on individual lots?  Patrick said that we have to be careful about opening 

it up.  Maybe we need to designate an area and have an overlay.  Tokos said that he is unsure park models could meet the 

architectural treatment requirements in Nye Beach.  Perhaps they could with custom work, but most designs would run into 

problems with the overlay standards.  Patrick agreed that we have to look at the zoning map to see if there are places for these. 

He said that there is a lot of R-3 zoning being used as single family because they have large lots.  Croteau noted that there is 

language for RV parks now.  That is R-4 and is conditional.  Tokos said that the reason for RV parks being a conditional use is 

because of the review.  RV parks have to have common area and some common facilities, consolidated storage areas maybe, 

and some common parking area.  All of that gets looked at.  That is why those standards exist.  Croteau asked if when trying to 

adapt RV park language to park models there is an issue of their size and lot size.  Tokos said that lot size is not driving it.  

They could put two on a lot if we keep the lot size high. He said we haven’t been approached to put these on 5,000 square foot 

lots because the value of property is too high.  Croteau said we have to have a way of making it square foot appropriate for 

park models to fit into what we already have for RV park language. Tokos said it will be independent of that.  He said we need 
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to think about it in terms of an RV pad versus an individual lot pad.  He said that maybe the Commissioners want to drive 

around and visualize if we make it more permissible, how will that transform neighborhoods and affect values.  Patrick said 

that the area in Lincoln City south of Devils Lake would be a good area to see.  Tokos suggested maybe if the Commissioners 

have time to drive around and take a look and think about that.  Then when we get back to the conversation, you will have that 

context.  Tokos agreed that we want to be very careful about how we approach these.  He said it is different than ADUs.                                                                               

 

B.  Adjournment.  Having no further discussion, the work session meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_______________________________  

Wanda Haney 

Executive Assistant  
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Draft Minutes 

City of Newport Planning Commission  

Regular Session 

Newport City Hall Council Chambers 

Monday, May 28, 2013 

 

 

Commissioners Present:  Jim Patrick, Jim McIntyre, Rod Croteau, and Bill Branigan. 

 

Commissioners Absent:  Mark Fisher (excused), Glen Small (excused), and Gary East. 

 

City Staff Present: Community Development Director Derrick Tokos and Executive Assistant Wanda Haney. 

 

A.  Roll Call.  Chair Patrick called the meeting to order in the Council Chambers of Newport City Hall at 7:02 p.m.  On roll call, 

McIntyre, Croteau, Patrick, and Branigan were present; with Fisher and Small absent but excused, and East absent.     

 

B. Approval of Minutes. 

 

1.   Approval of the Planning Commission regular session meeting minutes of May 13, 2013. 

 

MOTION was made by Commissioner Croteau, seconded by Commissioner McIntyre, to approve the Planning Commission 

minutes as presented.  The motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.   

 

C.   Citizen/Public Comment.  No comments on non-agenda items.   

 

D. Consent Calendar.  Nothing on the consent calendar. 

 

E. Action Items. 

 

1.  Motion to initiate amendments to the Port Facilities element of the Newport Comprehensive Plan.  Tokos noted that we haven’t 

always done this; but this is the cleanest way to do it.  By initiating the action by motion, there will be a record that the amendment 

was initiated.  Later on, the Planning Commission will have a hearing. 

 

MOTION was made by Commissioner Croteau, seconded by Commissioner Branigan, to initiate an update to the Comprehensive 

Plan by working on an amendment to the Port Facilities element.    

 

F. Public Hearings. 

 

Legislative Actions: 

 

1.  File No. 1-Z-13:  Consideration of proposed legislative text amendments to Section 14.01.020 (Definitions), Subsection 

14.03.050 (Residential Uses), and Chapter 14.16 (Accessory Uses and Structures) of the Newport Zoning Ordinance as codified in 

the Newport Municipal Code to create standards for permitting Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) on residential properties.  The 

Planning Commission will make a recommendation on this matter to the City Council. 

 

Patrick opened the public hearing for File No. 1-Z-13 by reading the summary of the file from the agenda.  He presented the 

statement of rights and relevance and asked for the staff report.  Tokos noted that the packets included the draft amendments to the 

Newport Zoning Ordinance that would provide the option to construct ADUs on residential lots with very specific standards 

spelled out in detail.  This would implement Policy 4, Goal 2 of the Housing element of the Newport Comprehensive Plan in order 

to facilitate affordable housing.  The Housing element encourages providing housing in a price range that working folks might be 

able to achieve.  Tokos explained that an ADU is a dwelling unit ancillary to a primary dwelling on a piece of property.  The 

standards spell out how the ADU shall architecturally match the primary dwelling.  The ADU shall share the same primary 

utilities, which are spelled out.  An ADU is limited in square footage to 50% of the primary dwelling or no more than 600 square 

feet.  An ADU may be adjoined to the primary dwelling, over a garage, or free-standing.  Tokos said that this type of housing is 

viewed as being constructed for rental income, and he expects that will happen in some cases.  Tokos noted that the only place 

where ADUs are currently permitted are in the Wilder development where they came in with specific language, which the 

Planning Commission reviewed and approved.  That is what this code is largely modeled after.  There is one unit in Wilder, which 

Tokos believes is for rental because it is close to the college.  Tokos said you can also expect this to be a favorable option for 

someone who has aging parents and want to care for them on their property.  For the elderly who need a caregiver, an ADU can 

provide a place for the caregiver to live on site.  Or it could be for an older child still trying to find their way in life.  The setback 

requirements that apply are spelled out in the standards.  Tokos noted that he had the entire record with him.  He said that the 

Planning Commission has conducted a number of work sessions, and the language is more or less the way they want it.  If the 
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Commissioners have any changes, this meeting is the time to bring that up.  Branigan asked if the ADU requires the same geologic 

clearances whether attached or detached.  Tokos said yes, the trigger mechanisms are the same irrespective of construction.  The 

ADU would be viewed the same as any other structure.  He said that if it’s free-standing for example, and there is enough earth 

movement so that it is not exempted, that triggers the requirement right there.  If the ADU is on the second floor that wasn’t 

designed for that weight and there has to be foundation work then that triggers it.  If it is on a second floor that was designed for 

the additional load and it is not altering the footprint, that wouldn’t trigger the need for a geo report.  Branigan noted that one off-

street parking space is required for an ADU.  An ADU could be for rental purposes, and we just modified the vacation rental code.  

One of the things we set up there was that every bedroom required an off-street parking space, but they couldn’t pave over the 

existing foliage to make parking spaces and there were landscaping requirements for vacation rentals.  He wondered if those would 

still apply to an ADU.  Tokos said that if the ADU was used for vacation rental purposes, it would.  They would have to get an 

endorsement, and all standards apply.  Tokos said that one of the ADU standards is that at least one of the units has to be owner-

occupied.  One incentive is that they are exempted from the density standards in residential districts.  Tokos said this is an option 

we will see materialize in many areas of the community.                 

      

MOTION was made by Commissioner McIntyre, seconded by Commissioner Branigan, to approve the changes to the Accessory 

Uses and Structures code (Chapter 14.16) and related sections to address ADUs and forward a favorable recommendation to the 

City Council.  The motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.    

 

G. New Business.  No new business.  

 

H. Unfinished Business.  No unfinished business. 

 

I.  Director’s Comments.   

 

1. Tokos updated the Commission on the Teevin TIA.  An appeal of their decision of approval was received.  At their meeting 

on June 3rd, the Council will decide how they want to deal with the appeal.  They have three options.  They can find that 

circumstances warrant another full evidentiary hearing; in which case they would have to find that new information came up that 

was not available at the Planning Commission level or there is enough community interest.  They have some discretion on how 

that plays out.  Another option is that they can have an on-the-record review hearing.  As part of the appeal, the appellant had to 

pay for preparation of a verbatim transcript.  That is prepared, and that is what the Council would be looking at.  Arguments can be 

made that are specific to what is already in the record.  The third option is for the Council to say that they respect the 

Commission’s decision and to recommend denying the appeal without holding a hearing and accept the Planning Commission’s 

decision as the final decision from the City.  If no hearing is held, the City will refund the appellant’s fees they paid.  An appeal 

could then be taken to LUBA.  LUBA wouldn’t look favorably on the City if we kept the money when no hearing was held.  The 

Council’s decision for the last option would be largely based on the fact that the staff decision and the Planning Commission 

decision are essentially the same. We have now had two full decisions where we came out with the same outcome, so it’s really 

not in the Council’s interest to do a third meeting.  Had the decisions been different, that may warrant a third hearing.  

          

2.    Tokos noted that he and Councilor Sawyer went to Albany to position ourselves for state funding of over a million dollars for 

projects in South Beach.  That whole project involving the relocation of the light from 32nd to 35th and Ferry Slip realignment is 

about $2.6 million.  Our share out of the South Beach Urban Renewal is $1.5 million.  The state grant is over $1 million.  Ours is 

the only project in our area they are looking at that involves road construction.  Our project should get a top recommendation out 

of our area.  Then we will be considered against other areas.  Urban Renewal may not be available for match down the road.  A 

decision on this will happen this fall.   

 

3.  Tokos said that the budget meetings are continuing.  The next meeting is on Thursday, and he thinks that will be the last one. 

Tokos will cover Community Development, Urban Renewal, and System Development Charges.  He believes that economic 

development will be discussed in great detail. Discussion will be whether the City helps fund a business recruitment coordinator.  

The Budget Committee is struggling with competing demands and additional utility fees.  They are considering whether or not to 

take general fund dollars to backfill what would otherwise be higher utility rates.  Tokos said that the Commissioners are welcome 

to attend on the 30th at 6:00 p.m.  He said that they may end up talking about housing as well.  The transit will probably also be 

discussed. There is a recommendation expected for whether funding of the $90,000 for the loop system that is coming out of room 

tax should continue at this point or not.  Right now it’s not in the budget.  This affects a number of policies.  It is part of the TSP. 

He said hopefully we can avoid this.  The Council may be looking at a number of areas for policy obligations and how to carry 

those out.   

 

4.    The final meeting of the group that was formed to make a recommendation for an alternative to John Moore Road to the Port 

facility was held last week.  Tokos believes that group is simply going to make a recommendation of things to consider for 

establishing such a route and not try to establish a route because it is not viable to actively pursue that right now.  They feel they 

can at least sign in on a recommendation of what some factors should be once it’s time for that conversation.   
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Croteau wondered if on the appeal of the Commission’s decision, there was some new basis stated.  Tokos said that wasn’t 

necessary at all.  It’s not uncommon for someone to try to come up with new arguments, but they didn’t try to do that.  It is 

basically the same.  

 

Croteau said that he felt that the Commission spent some good effort on the ADU code.  He said we have to make affordable 

housing, and ADUs are a good step in that direction.  With our aging population, it may benefit a lot more people than we are 

thinking about at this time.            

 

J.  Adjournment.  Having no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 7:25 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Wanda Haney 

Executive Assistant 
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Planning Commissioners Present:  Bill Branigan, Jim Patrick, Rod Croteau, Mark Fisher, Glen Small. 

 

Planning Commissioners Absent:  Jim McIntyre and Gary East (excused). 

 

Citizens Advisory Committee Members Present:  Lee Hardy and Bob Berman. 

 

Citizens Advisory Committee Members Absent:  Suzanne Dalton (excused). 

 

City Staff Present:  Community Development Director (CDD) Derrick Tokos and Executive Assistant Wanda Haney.  

 

Chair Patrick called the Planning Commission work session to order at 6:02 p.m. and turned the meeting over to CDD Tokos.  

Tokos noted that he had included in the packet a letter received from some Nye Beach residents.  The Design Review ordinance 

requires that a public hearing be held before the City Council by the end of the year to determine whether there is a need to do 

anything to the Nye Beach code.  When the City Council held their town hall meeting recently in Nye Beach, they were 

approached by some of these folks about that ordinance; and the Council has asked that before that hearing is held that Tokos 

meet with the Nye Beach Merchants Association to find out if there are specific concerns so there is some focus when that 

meeting is held.  The City Council will discuss whether there is sufficient need to direct the Planning Commission to do an 

ordinance review.  Tokos noted that the letter mentions a Transportation and Growth Management Grant, and he agreed to meet 

with these folks later this week.  Tokos said that he will fall back to what the City Council asked him to do.  He felt that this 

letter is getting ahead of the game in presuming there is a need for change when that hasn’t been determined yet.  Because Patrick 

was copied, Tokos just wanted to share this letter with the entire Commission.  He said there are a few people in the district that 

feel there is a need for changes; but he doesn’t feel there is a strong desire in the larger Nye Beach area to do a full re-do of the 

overlay code.  He feels that what we are seeing is more their frustration with the slowing in the pace of development, which is a 

function of the economy more than anything.  He agreed that there are some things in the code that need to be cleaned up.  Parking 

is one.  The concept when the code was drafted changed a bit when the parking district formed.  These things are more targeted 

than doing a whole new neighborhood plan.  He doesn’t see that happening, but the process is set by ordinance.  Fisher asked if 

Nye Beach can’t do another urban renewal district.  Tokos said that they could seek to form a new district that includes portions 

of Nye Beach.  There are limits on the amount of a city that can be in urban renewal districts; and that could be an issue.  The 

north side district of US 20 and 101 came out of the economic analysis as the place to focus.  There is no hard and fast rule that 

they can’t put Nye Beach in a new district.  It gets into how much of the land in the City is in urban renewal.                

 

A.  New Business. 

 

1. Draft Presentation on System Development Charges (SDCs).  Tokos said that the City Council asked for this overview, 

and he will be presenting this to them on July 1st.  He wanted to get the Commission’s take on this and if it makes sense and to 

get their thoughts on how the City’s process to adjust the methodology should be.  Tokos handed out a sheet with questions and 

answers on SDCs from the League of Oregon Cities.  In his presentation he didn’t spend a lot of time on that.  He noted that five 

years have passed since the new methodology was adopted.  Going through the slides, he noted that the purpose of SDCs is to 

impose a portion of the cost of capital improvements on developments and redevelopments that create the need for or increase 

the demands on capital improvements.  He said these can be considered upgrades to the capital system.  These fees are assessed 

on new development so they can help cover the enhancements.  SDCs are driven by growth.  These are improvements above 

what would normally be paid for.  The thought is that at least some portion should come from new development.  The definition 

of SDC is a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee, or a combination that is assessed at the time of increased usage of a capital 

improvement or issuance of a development permit, building permit, or connection to the capital improvement.  He noted that the 

City can’t charge SDCs for activities that we don’t collect for a building permit; and that has been a rubbing point.  The capital 

improvements are broken into five categories; wastewater, water, drainage, transportation, and parks and recreation.  Newport is 

collecting all that jurisdictions can by law.  Not all jurisdictions are doing that.  He noted that on the League of Oregon Cities 

website, they have a 2010 study that lists what a lot of jurisdictions do.  Capital improvements do not include costs for the 

operation of routine maintenance of these facilities; rates are supposed to cover that.  SDC fees have to be kept in separate 

accounts and have to be spent in accordance with a plan.  They can only be spent on SDC projects and only at the amount SDC 

eligible.  He gave an example of restructuring the John Moore Road and Bay Blvd. intersection.  Only 10% may be SDC eligible 

because of existing development.  Tokos said the City has been charging SDCs as long as statutes have been in place; at least 

since 1981, maybe even earlier.  How we calculated them was different back then.   
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There are two types of fees:  improvement where we collect fees to build facilities; and reimbursement where the facility is 

already built using other funds, but now a certain amount can be paid back to cover future growth.  He added that the City doesn’t 

do that enough.  Giving the history of SDCs, Tokos noted that it used to be fixture-based for water and sewer (how many fixtures 

were being added to a structure).  Off-street parking demand was how it was assessed for streets, and it was based on dwelling 

units for parks.  The City didn’t collect for storm drainage until 2008 with the new methodology.  That is when it was changed 

to an equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) basis.  It was an impervious surface based approach for storm drainage; everything else 

was EDU.  Water usage and number of vehicle trips was quantified in the methodology for nonresidential uses to establish 

equivalent units.  For instance 1,000 square feet of restaurant would be equivalent to four dwellings.  Fisher asked if that means 

that for gravel parking someone wouldn’t be paying storm water SDCs; but for pavement they would.  Tokos said that if a use 

adds five or more parking spaces, it has to be a paved surface on the lot.  A new restaurant would be putting in pavement and 

would be paying for that.  Patrick, having been on the committee reviewing SDCs back in 2008, noted the huge increase in fees 

for a single-family residence with total fees more than doubling.  Tokos noted that homebuilders ran into situations where 

jurisdictions were all over the board with their SDC methodologies.  They, along with others, convinced legislators there was a 

need to set ground rules for collecting SDCs.  Every jurisdiction has to do it a certain way so they are treated as fairly as possible.  

State law does provide certain ground rules.  SDCs have to be based on a Capital Improvement Plan for those systems, which 

notes that these are the projects we need to construct, and those capital projects should be based on growth projections.  There 

needs to be evidence that capacity needs to be improved and that projected costs have to be passed on.  We determine certain 

projects need to be done, and then the projected cost is what we base the SDC on.  It is only taken on the new development 

portion because it is attributed to future demand.  To determine the amount of SDC fee to charge per EDU, we take the SDC 

eligible cost and divide it by the projected growth in EDUs.  Patrick noted that the Parks SDC turned out to be the biggest, but 

got cut in half.  Tokos noted that jurisdictions are not required to collect 100% of eligible costs.   

 

Tokos presented a slide showing a chart that provides an example of the SDC eligibility for water.  It lists all the projects that 

are in the water system master plan that do not have dedicated funding sources.  At the time this methodology was created, the 

City knew there would be an obligation bond for the water treatment plant, so it was taken off.  Tokos said one conversation to 

have with the Council is now that the water treatment plant is constructed, the City should think about setting that up as a 

reimbursement fee.  A portion for future growth is eligible for reimbursement.  Each project is given a percentage of eligibility.  

The reimbursement fees are listed.  Both are tallied up to get the maximum reimbursement SDC and the maximum improvement 

SDC.  These are divided by the total growth EDUs to get the SDC fee per EDU.  Tokos noted that this was in 2007 and adopted 

in 2008.  The methodology suggested more robust development would occur than has in the last five years.  Your SDC goes way 

up when you look at this.  Tokos said that periodically we need to think critically if everything on that project list is needed.  If 

they are not needed within 20 years, they shouldn’t be on the list and we shouldn’t be collecting an SDC for it.  We need to look 

at growth projections and see if they are realistic.  If it is overly rosy, we won’t be collecting a lot in SDCs.  Tokos said that he 

thinks a five year window is reasonable time to assess the methodology and decide whether certain projects should remain on 

the list.  After five years, we are where we can take a hard look at how close we are; or if we have to make an adjustment.  There 

is no requirement by statute for how often we review an SDC.  The replacement of the dams is not in here.  We would need to 

know the likely costs and what the timeframe will be.  We can use SDC funds to update the capital plan itself.  We could use the 

SDC for the parks master plan update for instance.    

 

The next slide explained how the eligibility of capital projects for SDC assessments is determined.  Based on the maximum daily 

demand and the projected demand, a ratio is established to determine the percentage that is for replacing existing capacity and 

the percentage to satisfy growth needs.  Only that portion that is needed for future capacity is eligible for expenditure of SDC 

fees.  Patrick noted that why a lot of this got taken out was the potential effect of this because the numbers hadn’t been changed 

for ten to fifteen years.  He said that now we are far enough along that we can add some of those back in.  Croteau asked when 

the fees are paid.  Tokos said that the fees need to be paid before the City can issue a building permit.  Tokos said that part of 

this gets at managing the program.  He said that a program can cost almost as much to administer.  They have to get a building 

permit, so that is a good time to collect SDCs.  It is easier to do it that way.  The reason the City is not collecting on those where 

a building permit is not required is that we can’t collect SDCs if we don’t know something exists until someone tells us.  By then, 

it has already been constructed and we hit them up to do what they should have.   

 

Tokos discussed what triggers an SDC assessment, which would be new construction or alteration, expansion or replacement 

that increases usage.  Fees are payable upon issuance of a building permit.  Fees would trigger if someone connects to water or 

sewer systems or if there is a development permit.  If someone goes and does it without a building permit and one was required, 

they have to pay and get a building permit.   

 

The next couple of slides showed what we have collected since the new SDC system went on line; by year from 2008 to current, 

and by type.  Small wondered at what point the level of the SDCs would actually discourage development.  Tokos said it is tricky, 

but on the balance, he doesn’t think it really has much.  It would be more discouraging to small-scale development.  The challenge 

with SDCs is that we can’t treat small-scale development differently.  Small said that the economy is driven by the small-scale; 

not the big developments.  Patrick noted that on a remodel of a house, if there is an existing residence, they don’t pay.  Tokos 

noted that the fees are not fixture based anymore; so if someone is adding a bathroom, they are not paying SDCs.  Tokos said the 
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storm drainage has fundamental problems with the methodology right now.  Most projects don’t pay; but the City didn’t collect 

fees for storm drainage until 2008.  Something to think about is why we are giving credits for something that was never paid for.  

A lot of those projects happen without permits.  Someone (like the South Beach Church) paves a parking lot with no storm 

drainage; there is no permit, so they don’t pay the SDC fee.  If they take out a plumbing permit for storm drainage, they pay for 

adding impervious surface.  Tokos said it’s not fair.  How can the City collect if we don’t know it’s occurring?  We maybe would 

pick it up at a later date when they came in for something that requires a permit.  Tokos said that SDCs are not coming in in a 

meaningful way.       

 

Next, Tokos presented a graph showing how Newport stacks up against our peers; and he noted that we are on the inexpensive 

side.  He noted that some jurisdictions have different costs based on elevation.  Most jurisdictions are sitting in the $12,000 to 

$15,000 range; and we are sitting at $10,400.  He said the point is that this chart is helpful to see where we are in comparison 

with others.  When looking at a change in the methodology, we don’t want to be close to the $30 thousand per EDU where West 

Linn is in some cases.  Those that have similar terrain to us could have challenges similar to us.  He noted that Newberg is mostly 

flat; but Depoe Bay is pretty similar to us.  He said that Portland has similar issues, and they are at $18 thousand per EDU.  

Lincoln City is ahead of us by a couple of thousand dollars base.  Not all of these jurisdictions are EDU based.  Some are fixture 

based, but on their website they provide what a typical number of fixtures are per dwelling unit.         

 

Tokos had a pie chart showing how heavily influenced our collections are by large projects.  It showed the amount collected for 

the NOAA MOC-P compared to all other projects in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Next, Tokos showed a comparison of collections 

versus transfers to capital projects.  He noted that one of the things in the last few years is that we transferred funds to capital 

projects a lot more than what was collected; and that has to stop.  Those water and sewer accounts are tapped out; there are no 

more SDC monies in the bank.  The next pie chart showed the percentages collected by construction type.  Most were paid on 

residential.  Institutional was 16%.  Patrick suggested that Tokos also run a slide showing the comparison in money.  The next 

slide showed how much we are eligible to collect.  Berman suggested that if it refers to a 20-year period, it should say that on the 

slide.  Tokos said that this second slide shows that if we continue to collect at the rate we have been, after 20 years, we will have 

collected a little over 10% of what we said we need to for water; over 30% for sewer; less than 10% for streets; less than 10% 

for parks, and about 10% for storm drainage.  Patrick said that means that realistically we would have to add 90%.   

 

Tokos said that he is not trying to say to jack up the SDCs.  That is way too hard.  There is no way we are close to pulling all the 

SDCs.  The projected need is driven by growth.  This was the project list and what is SDC eligible back then.  Tokos said the 

water treatment plant can be put back in as reimbursement SDC.  Patrick thought that we could realistically cut the projects in 

half given the current growth rate.  Tokos agreed that we have more projects on the list than the growth justifies right now.  

Growth projections are a little lower than was predicted.  There have been some inappropriate credits that have peeled away 

revenue.  He said that this feeds into the City Council conversation about having other revenue sources.  There has been a lot of 

discussion happening about the 15% increase in water rates for example.  That doesn’t assume that we get a dime of SDCs.  

Public Works doesn’t rely on that when pitching that.  When they are looking at those rates, they are looking to cover capital 

projects with rates.  We need to look hard at what we assume we need to build and make sure it is realistic in terms of need and 

thinking.  Tokos said the question is if that list makes sense and is that what we really need.  Maybe we can get by with a list that 

is more modest and reasonable.  Berman wondered where the list comes from.  Tokos said typically in the master plan updates.  

He said the storm water master plan will be fired up relatively soon; and there will be a sewer master plan, which hasn’t been 

done since the 80s or early 90s.  The water master plan was done in 2008, but it certainly needs tweaks.  The transportation plan 

was just done.  Patrick said that he knows there are projects that have been in there a while.  Tokos said that just because a project 

is in the master plan doesn’t mean it is in the SDCs.  They are 20-year plans and have timing of 1-5 years, 5-10 years, and 15 

plus years.  It had different categories.  It is taken from that into here.  It will be a separate piece of that contract to work on the 

SDC methodology.  Fisher wondered if the County have similar fees.  Tokos said that he didn’t look at the County.  They have 

different development; they are rural.  He would have to see if the rules are the same.  Patrick thought the County has fees for 

streets.  They are limited; they can’t do water and sewer.   

 

As far as amending SDC fees, some adjustments can be made without notice by resolution.  Annually the methodology calls for 

adjusting the SDCs based on the construction cost index.  Generally they go up; but one year they went down.  The adjustment 

is a very small percentage.  Changes to the methodology or an addition of a project that increases SDC fees requires a public 

hearing before the City Council with at least a 30-day notice to people requesting written notice.  Nobody has made that request 

at this point.   

 

Branigan asked what happens to fees collected and then a project disappears.  Tokos said they are not on a project-specific basis.  

They are collected as a sum total.  We collect based on total number of projects.  Once complete, we have administrative 

responsibilities.  We are not required to take them off the list per se.  If collecting for a 20-year period, we are still collecting this 

rate for 20 years.  There is a matter of housekeeping, like with the water treatment plant, by moving it into reimbursement fee as 

opposed to eligible fees.  Berman wondered if fire protection falls into the same when a new fire station or new equipment is 

needed.  Tokos said that state law defines the scope of what we can collect SDCs for, and that would be what we do.   
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Regarding authorized expenditures, reimbursement fees may only be spent on capital improvements associated with the systems 

for which the fees are assessed; improvement fees may only be spent on capital improvements that add capacity to the system 

(SDC eligible) and must be funded out of the account into which like type fees were collected.  Any capital improvement 

receiving SDC funds must be included in the CIP and list of SDC eligible projects.  Fees may be expended on updates to CIP 

and activities necessary to comply with SDC statutes.   We collect 4.18% administrative fees.  Patrick noted that transportation 

has all those projects, and some were to be done in five years.  We still have to hold them on the list; but it’s about what part 

should get into the SDC list.   

 

Tokos talked about SDC credits.  He noted that there is one that is required by law, which is if a developer has financed qualified 

public improvements.  It is a dollar-for-dollar credit.  None of the others are required; although a lot of jurisdictions do the second 

and third credits listed on the slide.  If SDCs were paid in the past, a developer receives credit for what was paid.  Credits are 

deducted from what is due.  We go a step further and do something a little more generous.  We provide credits for existing uses 

or development on the property that didn’t pay SDCs.  Walgreens paid zero SDCs; although the existing structures predated the 

SDC code, and SDCs were never paid.  Tokos said that we need to take a hard look at being more generous than other jurisdictions 

are.  We give credits for prior uses or developments that existed within the last 30 years; and no other jurisdiction does that.  

Because there was a log yard there 22 years ago, Teevin Bros. paid zero for transportation SDCs.  They are putting in new asphalt 

so they are on the hook to pay the storm water SDC because there never was pavement.  Tokos said because of this 30-year 

credit, we get weird things.  There was a water meter left out there that was never utilized, but Teevin gets credit for a 2 inch 

meter.  Patrick said a lot of this came about because of how high the SDC fees changed.  It was a trade-off at that time.  Berman 

wondered if SDCs could trigger with a change in ownership; but Tokos said that is tough.  Tokos noted that any SDC credit that 

has been given has to be expended in 10 years so someone can’t pay their SDC fees and hold off a long time on development in 

order to avoid higher fees.  Tokos noted that because of what happened with the coffee shop where their SDC fees were going 

to be 40% of their overall project, we may want to add a cap of 20%.  That is close to the 25% of project value that the State has 

for how much a developer would have to pay in terms of ADA accessibility on a project.  We could set a credit that in no case 

can SDCs exceed 20% of the value of the project.  NOAA was at about 4% of their project cost; Teevin is about 4.5% on storm 

water.   

 

Small noted that you are paying the same $10,400 SDCs whether you are doing a $200,000 or a $300,000 house; and he thought 

that seems discouraging for affordable housing.  Tokos said that he is not saying that it’s not worth looking at.  It would require 

changing the methodology.  Sometimes fixture-based gets at that, but that’s still not perfect.  Patrick said that any low-priced 

house has higher impact than a higher-priced house.  The higher-priced homes are usually ocean view vacation homes; and the 

people are here only half the year.  It’s not the same impact as with workforce housing.  Croteau agreed we could get bogged 

down looking at this.  Patrick said that is why the committee went with EDUs; it’s simpler. 

 

Tokos went to the last slide listing recommendations.  These are to deal with credits independently and consider revising them 

to eliminate those that are eliminating SDCs.  Reviewing the CIP list to see if a project is actually needed in 20 years is important.  

He said it seems to make sense to do that review for the storm water and the sewer as those master plans are developed.  For 

others that we are not looking at for a while in their master plans, such as transportation, we could do those separately.  We might 

want to look at growth projects and if they are accurate.  Tokos asked if these recommendations seemed reasonable.  Patrick 

thought Tokos might want to add cutting the 30-year window for credits down to 10 years or something more reasonable.  That 

ties into the 10-year life for SDC credits.  Tokos wondered if we may want to charge some percentage for those that never paid 

SDCs to begin with.  We could set a flat 50% if we want; it would have to be formula based.  He said that could be a discussion.      

 

Fisher asked if the City Council is bound by these or if they could just adjust the SDCs.  Like if there is an appeal, they have 

flexibility of 25%.  Tokos said the legislature put limits on SDCs to make sure we weren’t treating people differently; so there 

wouldn’t be too much flexibility.  He said the only appeal option is if someone took offense with how the City spent SDC money.  

Small wondered if there was a way to build in incentives like in the Deco District to encourage people to address that.  Tokos 

said we can’t geographically say we are offering the city center credit.  The way it has been done, like in Gresham, is that they 

waived the SDC in the city center as a business incentive.  Then they actually used urban renewal funds and utility rates to pay 

them; but they couldn’t waive the fees.  They were paid by other city revenue sources so the developer didn’t have to pay.  Small 

thought it seemed like a legitimate urban renewal project.  Tokos agreed that they are being used to offset development costs. 

 

Tokos wondered if the structure of this presentation made sense.  When he presents this to the City Council on July 1st, he will 

make similar recommendations to them.  He said some of the information will also be digested by the task force working on 

paying for infrastructure.  The presentation is to show them what SDCs are, how they perform, where we currently are in terms 

of how the system is working, and how they relate to urban renewal, utility rates, and bonding. 

 

Tokos said that as the next step, we will probably be redoing the methodology for storm water at the same time as we work on 

that master plan.  We will likely see changes done in bits and pieces; or we could push for a more holistic way.  The challenge is 

knowing what Public Works is moving forward.  Tokos knows that the storm water master plan is about to move; so it doesn’t 

make much sense to do something on that separately.  Sewer may come a year later as a master plan piece.  We can tackle the 
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credits and how long we hold them, and reimbursement of the water plant.  Transportation is done.  He said the comparison chart 

is good tool to make sure we are not out of sync with our peers.  We need to do something about growth projections.  That was 

done as part of the housing and economic studies; and it’s just a matter of working it back into here.  If we reduce the projected 

growth, we should be taking projects off the CIP.  Patrick thought for now we should stay away from sewer and parks, but 

definitely take a look at water and transportation projects.                    

 

B.  Unfinished Business. 

 

1. Additional information regarding park models.  Tokos noted that included in the packet was a minimum code change, 

which might address the immediate need.  He wanted to see if the Commission was in agreement, or if more work is needed.  

What he did was a targeted change to eliminate the 5,000 square-foot minimum lot size in manufactured dwelling park space 

size and that it be at least an acre in size.  The existing code requires at least one acre of contiguous land, no more than six spaces 

per acre, and that each dwelling has at least 5,000 square feet of space.  That issue came up during testimony when the 

manufactured dwelling code was being cleaned up to comport with state law.  The thought was that if we require 5,000 square 

feet, there is no way they would use park models.  Tokos is proposing to eliminate the square footage requirement that says your 

park has to be so big and each lot has to be divided a certain way, and just go with density.  It can’t exceed the maximum density 

permitted in the district.  The change requires that there be at least some common space.  Portland took that route and does require 

at least some common open space so they are not stacking up.  It is number of units; how many units per acre.  The other change 

he’s proposing has to do with the recreational vehicle provision, which is that you are allowed to let RVs in manufactured 

dwelling parks if you want to do so.  It is a clarification piece. 

 

Fisher noted that on page 1, it says a manufactured dwelling is allowed in any residential district, but it doesn’t’ say it has to 

meet the standard setbacks and such.  Tokos said they are still subject to setbacks.  He said that he didn’t set the code up for 

going with park models on individual lots.  He couldn’t find any examples where other jurisdictions allowed that.  Small asked 

if this is consistent with what we are talking about for ADUs as well.  Tokos said this is targeted to parks, and he can’t see ADUs 

in parks.  Patrick added that park models can’t be put in as ADUs because they can’t meet the requirements for ADUs.  We can’t 

permit it because it is an RV.  Tokos said why jurisdictions don’t allow park models on individual lots is the liability.  If a park 

model burns down and takes out a block and the city has allowed it, does the city have liability for damages?  But this code 

makes it so you can use park models in RV parks.  Tokos said that he isn’t optimistic that we will see a lot of change; but if the 

park owner were motivated to do park models, they would have the ability.  Tokos said he can bring this forward as a package 

of code changes. 

 

B.  Adjournment.  There was brief discussion about the intent of appeal to LUBA that has been filed for the approval of the 

Teevin Bros. TIA; and having no further discussion, the work session meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_______________________________  

Wanda Haney 

Executive Assistant  
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