GARIBALDI CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING
107 6th Street, Garibaldi, OR 97118 – Meeting Hall
Wednesday, June 16, 2021 – 6:30 p.m.

AGENDA

I.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

II.

CALL TO ORDER

III.

LIMITED “ON THE RECORD” REMAND PUBLIC HEARING
CU-2020-01, COASTAL HOUSING SOLUTIONS, LLC.
A. Remand Public Hearing
1.

Open hearing

2.

Ex parte, bias, conflicts

3.

Required statements

3.

Staff Report / Findings……………………………………………………...1

4.

Applicant's arguments (no new evidence)

5.

Proponents' arguments (no new evidence)

6.

Opponents' arguments (no new evidence) ……………………………......36

7.

Applicant Rebuttal (response to prior arguments)

8.

Final Council Questions (for clarification, not new evidence/testimony)

9.

Close Hearing and Record

B. Council deliberation and possible decision
IV.

ADJOURNMENT

JUNE 16, 2021, GARIBALDI CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING
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TO:

Garibaldi City Council

FROM:

Walt Wendolowski, Contract Planner

SUBJECT: LUBA No. 2020-094 - Remand
Conditional Use 2020-01; Coastal Housing Solutions
I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A.

APPLICANT: Coastal Housing Solutions (Paul A. Daniels).

B.

PROPERTY LOCATION: The site is located on the north side of East Garibaldi
Avenue, approximately midway between Nelson Lane and Martin Smith Lane. The
property address is 501 East Garibaldi Avenue and the Tillamook County Assessor
places the land within Township 1 North; Range 10 West; Section 22BB, Tax Lot
100.

C.

PARCEL SIZE: The overall site is approximately 3.62 acres.

D.

PLAN/ZONE: The property is split zoned with the southern 0.76 acres zoned C-1
(Commercial) and the northern 2.86 acres zoned R-1 (Medium Density
Residential).

E.

REQUEST: The applicant is requesting approval of a Conditional Use to construct
a 66-unit apartment complex.
II. REMAND BEFORE COUNCIL

A.

The applicant requested approval to construct a 66-unit apartment complex on the
site. Both the R-1 zone (Section 18.15.030.A.) and the C-1 zone (Section
18.25.030.G.) allow multi-family development with an approved conditional use
permit. The conditional use must comply with provisions in Chapter 18.185 and is
subject to a public hearing.

B.

The Planning Commission held a hearing on May 13, 2020 to consider this case.
Notice of the public hearing was published on April 20, 2020 in the Tillamook
Headlight Herald. The hearing was continued to June 10, 2020 whereby the
Commission voted 3-2 to deny the request. The final order was signed by the
Commission Chair on June 25, 2020 and subsequently appealed to the City
Council by the applicant on June 26, 2020.

C.

The Garibaldi City Council heard the appeal on July 21, 2020. In a special meeting
held on August 24, 2020, the Council voted 3-2 to reverse the Commission
decision and approve the application subject to conditions. The Mayor signed the
order on September 1, 2020 and an appeal was subsequently filed to the Land
Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) by the opponents. In its decision dated February 11,
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2021, LUBA remanded the application to the City to adopt a decision that identifies
applicable criteria and is supported by requisite findings.
D.

On May 17, 2021, the City Council considered the LUBA remand and voted to hear
the case solely on the record and not accept new testimony. After subsequent
discussions with staff, the Council agreed to conduct the remand hearing at a
special June 16, 2021 meeting.

E.

As this hearing is held on the record, the City Council cannot accept or
consider any new testimony. In addition, the Council cannot ask questions
that effectively elicits new testimony. The only material for the Council’s
consideration is the material that is part of the official record of this case.

F.

Prior to the LUBA appeal, the City Council voted to approve the application with
conditions. While LUBA did not reject the Council’s decision, the agency concluded
certain findings in support of the application were deficient. Solely based on the
record submitted to LUBA, staff prepared findings to address these deficiencies.

G.

Conversely, the Council has the option to reverse their previous decision and deny
the application. However, in doing so, the Council must specifically state where
the application fails to comply with the identified decision criteria. Regardless of
the Council’s decision, the final decision must be based on factual evidence as
contained in the existing record.
III. CITY COUNCIL ACTION

A.

B.

The City Council has the following options:
1.

Approve the application, adopting findings and conditions contained in the
submitted Final Order and Findings on Remand;

2.

Approve the application, adopting modified findings and/or conditions from
those contained in the Final Order and Findings on Remand; or,

3.

Deny the application, clearly establishing findings based solely on the
existing record as to why the application fails to comply with the decision
criteria.

Staff will prepare the appropriate final document.
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Remand Hearing Staff Report and Draft Final Order
City Council of the City of Garibaldi
LUBA No. 2020-094– Planning File No. CU 2020-01
I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A.

APPLICANT: Coastal Housing Solutions (Paul A. Daniels).

B.

PROPERTY LOCATION: The site is located on the north side of East Garibaldi
Avenue, approximately midway between Nelson Lane and Martin Smith Lane. The
property address is 501 East Garibaldi Avenue and the Tillamook County Assessor
places the land within Township 1 North; Range 10 West; Section 22BB, Tax Lot
100.

C.

PARCEL SIZE: The overall site is approximately 3.62 acres.

D.

PLAN/ZONE: The property is split zoned with the southern 0.76 acres zoned C-1
(Commercial) and the northern 2.86 acres zoned R-1 (Medium Density
Residential).

E.

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT: The parcel contains a single-family home, accessory
building, manufactured home and a billboard located on the southeast corner. The
parcel fronts on East Garibaldi Avenue with two access points to the property.
Portions of the site are located within the Hillside Overlay Zone. Finally, public
sewer, storm sewer and water facilities are available to serve the site.

F.

ADJACENT ZONING: Land to the east and west is also split-zoned C-1 and R-1.
Development on east includes an RV park and single-family home while the parcel
to the west is vacant. Vacant R-1 zone is located to the north while a scrap yard
is located to the south, across East Garibaldi Avenue, on land zoned General
Industrial.

G.

REQUEST: On January 29, 2020, the applicant submitted its request for a
Conditional Use to construct a 66-unit apartment complex. Following LUBA’s
remand in Kopacek v. City of Garibaldi (LUBA No. 2020-094), on April 9, 2021, the
applicant requested that the City proceed with remand proceedings.

H.

DECISION CRITERIA: Approval or denial of this request will be based on
compliance with the decision criteria in Garibaldi Municipal Code: Chapter 18.15,
Medium Density Residential Zone; Chapter 18.25 Commercial Zone, Chapter
18.110 Multifamily or Apartment Siting Criteria; Chapter 18.125 Automobile
Parking Standards, Chapter 18.185 Conditional Uses, Chapter 18.80 Hillside
Overlay Zone; and, the Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan.

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01
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II. APPLICATION SUMMARY
A.

The applicant originally requested approval to construct a 64-unit apartment
complex on the site. Upon examination, it was determined the layout did not
comply with the design provisions of the C-1 zone. As a result, the applicant
submitted a revised plan and narrative to create a 66-unit complex, which is the
subject of these findings. The proposed project will feature the following
improvements:
1.

The site will contain six buildings with the following apartment mix:
a.
Building #1 – 18 studio units
b.
Building #2 – 12 one-bedroom units
c.
Building #3 – 7 one-bedroom units; 1 two-bedroom unit
d.
Building #4 – 12 one-bedroom units
e.
Building #5 - 4 two-bedroom units
f.
Building #6 – 6 studio units; 6 one-bedroom units

2.

Building #1 is located in the C-1 zone, the remaining five building are
located in the R-1 zone.

3.

A total of 95 vehicle parking spaces are planned, spread over six distinct
parking pods. Bicycle parking will also be provided at each building.

4.

A playground area will be located at the south end of the site, adjacent to
Building #1.

5.

There will be a single access point to East Garibaldi located at the southeast
corner of the site. The second access driveway will be closed.

6.

The site may contain possible wetlands located along US Highway 101.
The applicant acknowledged permits may be required from the Oregon
Department of State Lands.

7.

Areas not improved upon will be landscaped or remain in natural vegetative
cover. Prior to development, all existing structures and improvements will
be removed.

B.

Neither the C-1 nor R-1 zone allows multi-family development as a permitted use.
However, both the R-1 zone (Section 18.15.030.A.) and the C-1 zone (Section
18.25.030.G.) allow multi-family development through an approved conditional use
permit. The conditional use must comply with provisions in Chapter 18.185 and is
subject to a public hearing before the Planning Commission.

C.

The City Engineer and Public Works reviewed the application regarding public
facility improvements. No capacity issues were identified, although improvements
will be necessary to meet all facility requirements. Their comments are part of the

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01

2|Page

5
official record, and where applicable, comments and recommendations will be
incorporated within the findings. The Garibaldi Fire Chief reviewed the application
and stated the proposed use meets the requirements of the Oregon Fire Code.
D.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) was notified on the request,
but did not submit comments as of the date of the original Commission hearing.
Based on subsequent discussions, only a single access to US Highway 101 (E.
Garibaldi Avenue) will be allowed and a permit is also required. In a further
communication, ODOT questioned whether frontage improvements are required
and expressed concerns regarding potential storm drainage impacts.

E.

The Planning Commission held a hearing on May 13, 2020 to consider this case.
Notice of the public hearing was published on April 20, 2020 in the Tillamook
Headlight Herald. The hearing was continued to June 10, 2020 whereby the
Commission voted 3-2 to deny the request. The final order was signed by the
Commission Chair on June 25, 2020 and subsequently appealed by the applicant
on June 26, 2020.

F.

The Garibaldi City Council heard the appeal on July 21, 2020. In a special meeting
held on August 24, 2020, the Council voted 3-2 to reverse the Commission
decision and approve the application subject to conditions. The Mayor signed the
order on September 1, 2020 and an appeal was subsequently filed to the Land
Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) by the opponents. In its decision dated February 11,
2021, LUBA remanded the application to the City to adopt a decision that identifies
applicable criteria and is supported by requisite findings.
II. CONDITIONAL USE – CRITERIA AND FINDINGS

A.

Chapter 18.185 contains the Conditional Uses provisions and decision criteria.
The Planning Commission is authorized to conduct a hearing and decide upon a
request (Section 18.185.010). In permitting a conditional use or the modification
of a conditional use other than a housing type (e.g., multifamily structure,
manufactured dwelling park), the Planning Commission may impose, in addition to
those standards and requirements expressly specified for that use, other
conditions which are necessary to protect adjacent property, an identified
resource, or the city as a whole. As this application is being considered on remand,
these provisions apply to the City Council.

B.

The specific conditional use decision criteria are contained in Section 18.185.020.
The criteria and findings are noted below:
1.

Section 18.185.020A. The proposed use is consistent with the policies of
the comprehensive plan.
FINDINGS: The applicant responded to the criterion by addressing
applicable Comprehensive plan policies. The Council finds the identified

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
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policies applicable to the request and notes the following:
Community Development – Policies B and C identify the importance of site
design that avoids hazardous areas, protects open space, and proposes
density on sites that have adequate capacity to serve said density. Overall,
the project clusters development toward the south end of site, occupying
some 40% of the property with impervious surfaces. The entire project
establishes 66 apartment units which is well below the potential
development of 97 units. The northern area of the site contains steep
slopes. Areas not developed will either be landscaped or remain in natural
vegetative cover. On balance, the Council finds the project avoids
hazardous areas, protects open space, and has a density well within the
capacity of the site.
Housing – Goal A, Policies A and B express a need for a variety of housing
that is affordable and accounts for the needs of future residents. This
request increases the housing supply and addresses the identified need for
172 additional units in the C-1 and R-1 zones (Garibaldi Comprehensive
Plan – Chapter VI). Further, a significant percentage of the Tillamook
County workforce commutes 50 miles to work (or 100 miles per day),
indicating housing needs are not just localized but are a county-wide issue.
This project therefore meets both local and county-wide housing needs by
supplying additional housing.
Opposition testimony identified concerns regarding the project’s number of
dwelling units. It was stated that while Table 6 of Comprehensive Plan,
Chapter VI anticipates a need for an additional 172 dwelling units in both
zones, only 23 units will need to be multi-family. As previous development
met that multi-family need, additional units are unnecessary and therefore
violate Plan provisions. Testimony supported the development of other
types of housing – e.g., townhomes, cottages, duplexes – to meet identified
needs as expressed by the Policies.
The aforementioned Table 6 does not regulate or limit the types or number
of homes that can be constructed. The City Planner stated that meeting
some anticipated number for a certain type of housing does not put the
brakes on further development as housing needs change over the 20-year
time period. The Table is merely a worksheet to analyze future land needs
of the City to ensure there is sufficient land available to meet the housing
needs of the community. The Council notes testimony at the hearing by a
School Board member identified a high-rate of homelessness for
elementary school children and difficulty in finding affordable housing for
staff. There is an apparent need for new housing regardless of type.
Section 18.185.020(A) requires the application to be consistent with the
City’s housing goals and policies - and effectively - the purpose of Goal 10.
Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01
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The Council recognizes the Plan is a guidance document and is not
intended to establish minimum or maximum numbers or hard and fast rules
prohibiting additional development. Otherwise, using the Plan to limit new
residential development directly contradicts the purpose of Goal 10, which
supports the creation of housing to meet the needs of Oregon households.
While other types of homes may be preferred, the type of use before the
Council is conditionally permitted in the respective zones. Therefore, the
Council finds the project is consistent with the Plan’s Housing policies as
the project adds to the existing housing stock to meet the needs of the
community.
2.

Section 18.185.020.B. - The location, size, design and operating
characteristics of the proposed use are such that the development will have
a minimum impact on surrounding properties.
FINDINGS: Per the application, there are a number of factors that address
this criterion. A combination of a privacy fence and Buildings #3 and #5 will
screen the parking area from adjacent residences to the east. Building
colors will be neutral to avoid visual conflicts. There is a single access and
vehicle circulation is limited to the site’s interior; traffic will not be directed
through adjacent residential streets. In addition, all setbacks will meet, and
in some cases, greatly exceed the minimum requirements of the respective
zones and provisions for multi-family development. The Council finds the
development satisfies this criterion.

3.

Section 18.185.020.C. - The use will not generate excessive traffic when
compared to the traffic generated by uses permitted outright and adjacent
streets have the capacity to accommodate the traffic generated.
FINDINGS: The applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS), which is
included in the packet. The study estimated the project generates
approximately 483 average daily trips - 30 are AM peak trips, and 37 are
PM peak trips. The mixed zoning of the site could allow intensive
commercial uses on the C-1 portion located along East Garibaldi, thereby
potentially exceeding the anticipated daily trips generated by the project.
Further, addressing the volume-to-capacity ratio, the maximum allowable
v/c for East Garibaldi is 0.85; with the additional traffic the v/c will only
increase from 0.27 to 0.28. Based on the analysis, turn-lanes will likely be
unnecessary.
Opponents questioned the analysis, noting the Traffic Impact Study was not
completed during peak times along Highway 101 and requested an updated
study to include historical data to address impacts. A question also arose
as to whether the line-of-sight along East Garibaldi was sufficient given
ODOT may alter the proposed access location.

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01
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It was noted by the applicant that the traffic engineer did not conduct traffic
counts but relied on ODOT accepted methodology using historic data. This
methodology factored in traffic volumes during peak periods, and peak
travel times, using data from both ODOT and the recent Garibaldi TSP.
Based on this information, the applicant’s traffic engineer concluded East
Garibaldi has more than adequate capacity to accommodate traffic
generated by the project. Further, the line-of-sight at the proposed driveway
intersection runs 700 to the west and 900 feet to east, both dimensions
exceeding the 350-foot minimum standard.
The City Engineer stated that the Highway has capacity for 13,000 to 14,000
vehicles – the addition of 483 more vehicles will have virtually no impact on
the Highway’s capacity. The Engineer ultimately supported the technical
analysis and conclusions of the Traffic Impact Study. The Council therefore
finds the traffic impact will be insignificant as East Garibaldi retains
significantly more capacity to accommodate traffic.
Regarding traffic safety, all parties recognized the lack of pedestrian
facilities along this portion of East Garibaldi. The Council requested, and
the applicant agreed to, the construction of a bus turnout to accommodate
any school children. Any such improvements must be approved by ODOT
as to design and location.
Therefore, based on the submitted information, the Council finds this
criterion is satisfied.
4.

Section 18.185.020.D. Public facilities and services are adequate to
accommodate the proposed use.
FINDINGS: The City of Garibaldi (see applicant Attachment “B”) confirmed
adequate utility capacity for the proposed use. Further, as previously noted,
there is adequate capacity on East Garibaldi Avenue to accommodate the
additional traffic. The Council finds the application satisfies this criterion.

5.

Section 18.185.020.E. The site’s physical characteristics in terms of
topography, soils and other pertinent considerations are appropriate for the
intended use.
FINDINGS: The primary physical issue is the slope located on the north side
of the site and associated soils. The applicant submitted a geotechnical
assessment conducted by a professional engineer (applicant’s Attachment
“C”). Geotechnical evidence submitted by the applicant indicates the land
is suitable to accommodate the proposed project. Further, the geotechnical
investigation includes recommendations related to site preparation,
foundation support, floor slab support, retaining/below grade walls,
pavements, excavations/slopes, surface drainage/groundwater, seismic

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
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design considerations, stormwater infiltration, and erosion control. The site
grading was designed by a licensed Professional Engineer with these
recommendations in mind. In summary, based on both field work and
laboratory testing and engineering analysis, the site is presently stable and
generally suitable for the apartment complex. Compliance with these
provisions will be determined through the engineering and building permit
processes. Finally, the applicant stated that the State Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) approved the storm water plan.
Written and verbal testimony submitted by an area land owner raised
concerns over possible landslides resulting from sub-surface water. The
comments specifically called the submitted geotechnical report inadequate
and requested additional information. Also, questions were raised as to the
height of retaining walls and various improvements, noting this information
should be provided.
While the Council does not wish to diminish these concerns, the written and
verbal material did not provide new evidence from a qualified individual to
counter the applicant’s engineering report. As stated, the applicant was
well-aware of potential construction challenges associated with the property
and identified a significant list of planned improvements to meet these
challenges. Retaining wall or stem wall height is a function of the
improvement requirements and therefore can vary depending on specific
conditions. According to the City Engineer, under no circumstances will
grading occur on adjacent property and any groundwater impacts are
limited to the immediate vicinity of the project development.
The Council finds all engineering and building plans are required to address
drainage, and hillside development impacts, consistent with the
requirements of the Garibaldi Zoning Ordinance and adopted public works
and engineering requirements. Without approved plans, the project cannot
proceed. The Council finds the application satisfies this criterion.
6.

Section 18.185.020.F. The site has adequate area to accommodate the
proposed use. The site layout has been designed to provide appropriate
access points, on-site drives, parking areas, loading areas, storage
facilities, setbacks, buffers, utilities or other facilities which are required by
city ordinances or desired by the applicant.
FINDINGS: The site contains approximately 40% impervious surface, still
providing sufficient area for on-site drives, vehicle/pedestrian circulation,
playground areas, open space, building setbacks, and utilities. Those areas
not built upon will either be landscaped or remain in natural vegetation.
Based on the submitted development plans, the Council finds the 3.62-acre
site is entirely capable of accommodating the proposed use.

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01
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C.

Section 18.185.030 establishes the conditional use application and approval
procedures. As previously noted, the Planning Commission heard the original
request, which was denied; the decision was appealed to the City Council and
approved with conditions; their decision was appealed to LUBA and eventually
remanded to the City. The Council hearing is consistent with the current remand.

D.

Section 18.185.040 identifies specific standards that must be addressed; each is
reviewed in the following sections:
1.

Section 18.185.040 A. Non-water-dependent or water-related uses in the
WD zone shall be permitted only where the finding is made that such uses
will not preclude the allocation of water-dependent uses, that sufficient land
and water area exists for water-dependent uses, that public access and
riparian vegetation (where applicable) will be maintained or provided, and
that such uses will not cause the filling of the estuary or other adverse water
quality impact.
FINDINGS: The subject site is not located within the WD zone; therefore,
these provisions do not apply to the application.

2.

Section 18.185.040 B. Additional Standards for Non-Water-Dependent and
Non-Water-Related Commercial Uses. Non-water-dependent and nonwater-related commercial uses in the WD zone may be permitted when the
following standards are met: [. . .]
FINDINGS: The subject site is not located within the NWD zone; these
standards do not apply to the application.

3.

Section 18.185.040 C. Telecommunication facilities are allowed under the
criteria of GMC 18.185.020 and when they meet the height limitation criteria
of the zone.
FINDINGS: The proposed development does not include a
telecommunication facility and is therefore not subject to these provisions.

E.

18.185.050 Conditional uses and criteria for certain transportation facilities and
improvements.
A.

Development of certain transportation facilities and improvements that are
subject to conditional use approval shall satisfy all of the following criteria:
[…]

FINDINGS: The proposed development does not include the construction of a
transportation facility; therefore, these standards do not apply.

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01
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III.
A.

APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

Standards applicable to the Medium Density Residential Zone (R-1) are contained
in Chapter 18.15. Applicable provisions regarding the 48-units located within the
R-1 zone are reviewed in the following subsections.
1.

18.15.010 Purpose. The R-1 zone is intended to provide an area of primarily
single-family homes, duplexes and manufactured homes, with apartments
allowed as a conditional use.
FINDINGS: A portion of the proposed project is located within the R-1 zone
and is therefore permitted subject to the approval of a conditional use.

2.

18.15.020 Uses permitted outright are identified in this Section.
FINDINGS: As noted, apartments are not permitted outright but subject to
conditional use review.

3.

18.15.030 Conditional uses permitted. Subsection A. identifies “Multifamily
dwellings” subject to GMC 18.110.010.
FINDINGS: The proposed 48-unit apartment portion of the proposed
complex is identified as a multifamily residential development and,
therefore, requires a conditional use permit.

4.

18.15.040 Standards and criteria. This Section contains specific standards
and criteria applicable to all development in the R-1 zone. Each subsection
is reviewed below.
a.

18.15.040.A. The minimum lot size for single-family dwellings,
modular housing and manufactured dwellings shall be 5,000 square
feet.
FINDINGS: This standard does not apply to the request.

b.

18.15.040.B. The minimum lot size for duplexes shall be 7,500
square feet.
FINDINGS: This standard does not apply to the request.

c.

18.15.040.C. The minimum lot size for a triplex shall be 10,000
square feet. The minimum lot size for multifamily dwellings,
structures containing four or more dwelling units shall be 10,000
square feet for the first three dwelling units and 1,500 square feet for
each dwelling unit thereafter.

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01
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FINDINGS: The R-1 zoned portion of the site contains approximately
124,581 square feet (sf) in area. Per calculations in this section, the
site can support up to 79 dwelling units: 124,581 sf – 10,000 sf (3
units) = 114,581 sf /1,500 sf/additional unit = 76 additional units; 3
units + 76 units = 79 units. The proposal calls for 48 units in the R-1
zone which is less than the maximum allowed. The Council finds the
application satisfies this criterion.
d.

18.15.040.D. The minimum lot width shall be 30 feet.
FINDINGS: The property is approximately 200-feet in width, thereby
exceeding the minimum width requirement. The Council finds the
application satisfies this criterion.

e.

18.15.040.E. The minimum front yard shall be 10 feet.
FINDINGS: The R-1 zoned portion of the site is located on the north
end of the property and does not abut the front lot line of a street;
therefore, this provision does not directly apply.

f.

18.15.040.F. The minimum rear yard shall be five feet.
FINDINGS: In this case, multifamily development siting provisions in
GMC 18.110.010.E. apply: a rear yard requirement of 10 feet for onestory structures and 15 feet for two-story structures. The closest
structure in the R-1 zone is some 200+-feet from the rear property
line, thereby exceeding the minimum requirements. The Council
finds the application satisfies this criterion.

g.

18.15.040.G. The minimum side yard shall be five feet, except on a
street side it shall be 10 feet.
FINDINGS: As noted, the proposal is subject to provisions in GMC
18.110.010.E. This section requires a side yard 5 feet for one-story
structures and 10 feet for two-story structures. The structure closest
to either side property line is 10-feet from the eastern property line.
The Council finds the application satisfies this criterion.

h.

18.15.040.H. The maximum building height shall be 24 feet.
FINDINGS: This height limitation applies only to Buildings #2 to #6.
Based on submitted calculations, no building exceeds the 24-foot
height limitation as defined by Section GMC 18.05.030. The Council
finds the application satisfies this criterion.

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01
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i.

18.15.040.I. The total amount of the lot on which structures and other
impervious surfaces may be constructed shall not exceed 50
percent.
FINDINGS: The R-1 zoned portion of the site contains 2.86 acres.
Based on the submitted site plan and supporting calculations, the
impervious surface is significantly below the 50% threshold. The
Council finds the proposal complies with this requirement.

j.

18.15.040.J. Manufactured dwellings shall meet the requirements of
GMC 18.155.010.
FINDINGS: As the project does not contain manufactured dwellings,
this standard does not apply.

k.

18.15.040.K. Parking requirements of Chapter 18.125 GMC shall be
adhered to.
FINDINGS: The parking requirements are addressed elsewhere in
this report. For the purpose of this section, the Council finds the
layout exceeds minimum requirements.

l.

18.15.040.L. A clear vision area on corner lots shall be provided and
maintained pursuant to GMC 18.95.010.
FINDINGS: Since the site is not a corner lot, the provisions do not
apply.

m.

18.15.040.M. Accessory uses and structures shall comply with GMC
18.135.010.
FINDINGS: There are no accessory uses or structures located in the
R-1 portion.

B.

Standards applicable to the Commercial Zone (C-1) are contained in Chapter
18.15. Applicable provisions regarding the 18-units located within the C-1 zone
are reviewed in the following subsections.
1.

18.25.020 Uses permitted outright are identified in this Section.
FINDINGS: As noted, apartments are not permitted outright but subject to
conditional use review.

2.

18.25.030 Conditional uses permitted. Subsection G. identifies “multifamily
dwellings” subject to provisions in GMC 18.110.010.

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01
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FINDINGS: The proposed apartment complex is a multifamily residential
development and, therefore, requires a conditional use permit.
3.

18.25.040 Standards and criteria. This Section contains specific standards
and criteria applicable to all development in the C-1 zone. Each subsection
is reviewed below.
a.

18.25.040.A. Minimum lot size: none.
FINDINGS: The parcel complies with the standard.

b.

18.25.040.B. Yards and Setbacks. For residential uses, the
requirements shall be the same as in the R-1. The minimum yard
depth for portions of the property abutting a residential zone will be
15 feet.
FINDINGS: Structures in the C-1 zone are setback approximately
75-feet to the front property line, thereby exceeding the minimum 10foot requirement. Based on the submitted site plan and prior
comments in items A.4.f. and g., above, the proposal complies with
the minimum side and rear yard setback requirements. The Council
finds the application satisfies this criterion.

c.

18.25.040.C. Building Height. Maximum building height shall be 30
feet. Maximum building height allowed outright shall be 30 feet. Any
building exceeding 30 feet in height shall be reviewed following the
standards and procedures for conditional uses under Chapter
18.185.
FINDINGS: This height limitation applies only to Building #1. Based
on submitted calculations, the building will not exceed the 30-foot
height limitation as defined by Section GMC 18.05.030. The Council
finds the application satisfies this criterion. In addition, regarding
buildings and improvements, there is no maximum impervious
surface requirements. However, based on the submitted site plan
and supporting calculations, the improvements do not exceed 40%
of the 0.76-acre C-1 zoned portion of the site.

d.

18.25.040.D. Outdoor sales and service areas not requiring
conditional use approval shall be approved by the Planning
Commission.
FINDINGS: This subsection does not apply as the proposed
residential development does not include outdoor sales and service
areas.
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e.

18.25.040.E. All uses shall meet the parking and sign requirements
of this title.
FINDINGS: The parking requirements are addressed elsewhere in
this report. For the purpose of this section, the Council finds the
layout exceeds minimum requirements. Signs must comply with
provisions in GMC 18.120 and are subject to a separate review
process.

f.

18.25.040.F. The minimum lot size for a triplex shall be 10,000
square feet. The minimum lot size for multifamily dwellings (four
dwelling units or more) shall be 10,000 for the first three units and
1,500 for each unit thereafter. The planning commission may allow
up to 50 percent additional dwelling units (up to 39 dwelling units per
acre) for senior citizen or adult disabled housing.
FINDINGS: The C-1 zoned portion of the site contains approximately
33,106 square feet (sf) in area. Per calculations in this section, the
site can support up to 18 dwelling units: 33,106 sf – 10,000 sf (3
units) = 23,106 sf /1,500 sf/additional unit = 15 additional units; 3
units + 15 units = 18 units. The proposal calls for 18 units in the C-1
zone which does not exceed the maximum number allowed. The
Council finds the application satisfies this criterion.

g.

18.25.040.G. There shall be no minimum yard requirements for
housing developments in the C-1 zone. Senior citizens and/or adult
disabled housing shall provide a minimum of 10 percent of the lot
area in maintained landscaping. Family-oriented housing
developments shall provide a minimum of 20 percent of the lot area
in maintained landscaping. In addition, such developments shall
provide a fenced playground which, in the view of the planning
commission, is capable of serving the number of projected children.
FINDINGS: The layout includes an enclosed playground adjacent to
Building #1, at the south end of the site. A dedicated pedestrian
walkway will serve this area (see Sheet C3.0).
Comments made during the hearing expressed concern as to the
location of the playground near the Highway. For the record, the play
area is located some 55-feet to the front property line and
approximately 70-feet to the paved Highway surface. The Council
finds that, in combination with fencing, this distance appears more
than adequate to maintain play area safety and thereby satisfies the
criterion.

Garibaldi City Council Final Order and Findings – Coastal Housing Solutions
Conditional Use 2020-01

13 | P a g e

16
C.

The northern portion of the site contains steep slopes and is subject to provisions
in Chapter 18.80 – Hillside Overlay Zone (HOZ). Compliance with the applicable
provisions is reviewed in the following subsections. Testimony at the May
Commission hearing indicated a portion in the southeast corner of the site may
also be subject to the Overlay Zone provisions.
1.

Section 18.80.010 Purpose. The purpose of the hillside overlay zone.
Provisions apply to all areas of the city where the slope of the land is 20
percent or greater. The intent of the zone is to establish special criteria and
procedures for development in a way that the potential for property damage
and adverse impacts on the natural environment are reduced.
FINDINGS: Since the slopes on portions of the property exceeds 20%, the
proposed development is, therefore, subject to provisions in Chapter 18.80.

2.

18.80.020 Area affected. Areas of land with a slope of more than 20 percent
are identified on a map titled “Slope, Garibaldi, Oregon” which is contained
in the comprehensive plan of the city of Garibaldi.
FINDINGS: Again, as portions of the subject site exceed 20% in slope, the
overlay zone provisions apply.

3.

18.80.030 Development and uses permitted. Any use permitted outright or
conditional use permitted in the underlying zone may be permitted within
the boundaries of the hillside overlay zone.
FINDINGS: The applicant is seeking approval of a conditional use permit to
construct the proposed multifamily development.

4.

18.80.040 Procedure. The requirements of the hillside overlay zone shall
be met prior to the issuance of a building permit. The requirements of this
section shall also be met in conjunction with any request for approval of a
subdivision, or a major or minor partition, or planned unit development.
FINDINGS: These are administrative provisions that apply to the project,
and, if approved, the developer is required to comply with the requirements.
These requirements apply to all parts of the property that contain slopes
exceeding 20%.

5.

18.80.050 Development and use criteria. Provisions in this section apply to
the entire site and are reviewed below:
a.

18.80.050.A. The city planner, at the direction of the city council, shall
require the following reports be provided by an applicant who
proposes to develop land within the hillside overlay zone. The cost
of all reports shall be borne by the applicant.
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1.
2.
3.

Geologic Site Investigation.
Grading Plan. This plan shall include the following
information:
Erosion Control Plan. This plan shall describe measures to be
taken to stabilize slopes and minimize soil erosion during
construction.

FINDINGS: A licensed Professional Engineer prepared a
geotechnical report (applicant Attachment C). As previously noted,
the report finds the topography and soil composition can
accommodate the proposed development. In addition, the engineer
prepared a grading and erosion control plan submitted as sheet
C8.0. Additional reports may be required to address additional
hillside areas.
Again, provisions in Chapter 18.80 apply to the newly identified
hillside area. Consistent with requirements in Section 18.80.040. the
applicant shall submit the information required by this Chapter prior
to the City issuing a building permit. Provided this occurs, the Council
finds the application satisfies this criterion.
b.

18.80.050.B. The following requirements are applicable to geologic
site investigations:
1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

The burden of proof shall be upon the applicant to show
construction feasibility in hazardous areas.
Where a site investigation report concludes that an
engineering solution will solve an indicated problem, the
building official shall require that the additional standards and
requirements set forth in the geologic hazard report be a
requirement of the building permit.
Where the proposed development includes grading, the site
investigation report shall include conclusions and
recommendations concerning grading procedures as well as
conclusions and recommendations concerning the adequacy
of sites and streets to be developed by the proposed grading.
The city planner may recommend to the city council/planning
commission an independent review of the site report,
particularly where the geologist or engineer has a financial
interest in the property to be developed. The
council/commission may require the preparation of such a
report prior to issuance of a building permit. The cost of the
independent review shall be borne by the property owner or
developer.
The degree of protection from problems caused by geologic
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hazards required by this section is considered reasonable for
regulatory purposes.
FINDINGS: The site grading was designed to mitigate any potential
hazards associated with the development, including addressing
potential concerns related to the site’s grading. The applicant
acknowledged the City may require additional site-specific
investigations as part of the building permit process and that the
material may be reviewed by other professionals. For the record,
these are administrative procedures related to the development. The
Council finds the application satisfies this criterion.
c.

18.80.050.C. The following requirements are applicable to activities
undertaken in conjunction with a grading plan:
1.

2.

Cuts.
a.
The slope of cut surfaces shall be not steeper than is
safe for intended use and shall be not steeper than two
horizontal to one vertical unless the applicant submits
a geologic site investigation report stating the site has
been investigated and giving an opinion that a cut at a
steeper slope will be stable and not create a hazard to
public or private property.
b.
Cuts shall not remove the toe of any slope where a
potential landslide or erosion hazard exists.
Fills.
a.
Fill slopes shall not be constructed on natural slopes
steeper than two horizontals to one vertical.
b.
The ground surface shall be prepared to receive fill by
removing vegetation, noncomplying fill, topsoil and
other unsuitable materials, scarifying to provide a bond
with the new fill and, where slopes are steeper than five
to one and the height is greater than five feet, by
benching into sound bedrock or other competent
materials as determined by a soils engineer.
c.
Detrimental amounts of organic material shall not be
permitted in structural fills. No rock or similar material
greater than 12 inches in diameter shall be placed in a
structural fill. The building official may permit
placement of larger rock if a soils engineer designs a
method of placement, continually inspects the
placement and certifies the stability of the fill.
d.
Fills will be compacted to a minimum of 90 percent of
maximum density as determined by Uniform Building
Code Standard No. 70-1. An engineer shall certify all
structural fill as meeting minimum bearing capacity for
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the intended use.
FINDINGS: The geotechnical report indicates the proposed grading
is safe for the intended use. Further, the earthwork was designed to
comply with these standards. This material will be reviewed further
when final engineering and building plans are submitted. With these
additional reviews, the Council finds the application satisfies this
criterion.
d.

18.80.050.D. The following requirements are applicable to drainage
facilities:
1.
2.
3.

All cut and fill slopes shall be provided with subsurface
drainage as is necessary for stability.
All roof and foundation drainage must be collected, controlled,
and directed to either a city street, a storm drain or to a natural
drainageway if it is acceptable to the public works director.
Other alternative methods of storm water disposal may be
approved by the public works director.

FINDINGS: The on-site stormwater conveyance and drainage
system was designed by a licensed professional to comply with City
stormwater management standards. While this criterion is satisfied,
based upon the submitted application materials, compliance will be
confirmed when engineering plans are submitted prior to receiving a
building g permit.
e.

18.80.050.E. Erosion Control Measures. The following standards are
a minimum requirement for the purposes of minimizing soil erosion.
The final program for soil stabilization may vary as site conditions
and development programs warrant. These minimum guidelines are
not intended to resolve all project soil erosion conditions. The
applicant is responsible for containing all soil on the project site.
1.

2.
3.

Prior to approval of building permit, only the removal of
existing vegetation may be carried out for surveying or
planning of structures. Cutting of deciduous trees over six
inches in diameter and conifers over four inches at a height of
four and one-half feet above ground level shall only be carried
out after the approval of the building permit.
If topsoil is to remain stockpiled during a rainy season,
seeding or other stabilization measures are required.
All areas that will, by necessity, be left bare after September
30th shall be seeded to a cover crop (i.e., cereal rye, annual
rye grass, perennial rye grass). Mulching is an alternative to
seeding.
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4.
5.

Means shall be devised to prevent sediment laden water from
entering any storm sewer facilities.
Vegetation shall be established as soon as possible after
completion of grading. The building official may require the
use of matting prior to seeding on certain slopes.

FINDINGS: These are management requirements related to the
development of site; the developer must comply with these
provisions.
f.

18.80.050.F. Minimum Lot Size. The minimum lot size for any
structure in the hillside overlay zone shall be 8,000 square feet.
Where the property proposed for development consists of smaller
contiguous lots, such lots shall be aggregated to meet this minimum
lot size.
FINDINGS: The Council finds the application satisfies this criterion
as the 3.62-acre parcel exceeds the minimum area requirement.

g.

18.80.050G. Maximum Lot Coverage. The total amount of the lot on
which structures and other impervious surfaces may be constructed
shall not exceed 40 percent.
FINDINGS: The site is 3.62 acres, of which 1.45 acres are proposed
to be impervious surface. This works out to 40.05% of the site’s
surface (1.45/3.62) x 100 = 0.4005). Testimony indicated removal of
two parking spaces would ensure compliance with Section
18.80.050.G. Given the calculations are based on preliminary
information where exact measurements may not be available, the
Council finds it appropriate to allow the developer an option to either
eliminate two parking spaces, or provide calculations during through
the permitting process that show the development will not exceed the
40% threshold. Provided the developer exercises one the two
options, the Council finds the application satisfies this criterion. As a
further note, for the primarily affected area in the R-1 zone, the
submitted site plan and calculations show the impervious surface is
well below the 40% maximum.

h.

18.80.050.H. Yard Requirements. The minimum yard requirement
for the yard abutting a street or vehicular access way is five feet.
Where this standard is used, the minimum rear yard, or yard opposite
the yard abutting the street or vehicular access way, shall be 30 feet.
The minimum side yard shall be 10 feet.
FINDINGS: The front yard abutting East Garibaldi Avenue is over 80feet in depth, thereby exceeding the requirement. Further, based on
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the submitted site plan and information, the Council finds the
application satisfies this criterion as the buildings meet or exceed the
identified minimum setback requirements.
i.

18.80.050.I. Building Height. Within the hillside overlay zone,
building heights of structures other than accessory buildings shall be
as follows:
1.
Structures which are located below or downslope from the
street, road, or vehicular access way shall have a maximum
height of 16 feet above the centerline of the adjacent street,
road or access way.
2.
Structures other than those described in subsection (I)(1) of
this section shall adhere to the height requirements of the
underlying zone.
3.
Upon completion of construction of structures 16 feet or
higher, the applicant shall submit to the city’s planner an
elevation certificate affirming the height standard.
FINDINGS: The structures are not proposed to be located below or
downslope from the street. As previously noted, the structures do
not exceed the height limitations in their respective zones.

j.

18.80.050.J. Uncovered vehicle access structures such as bridges
may be located in the front yard setback.
FINDINGS: The development does not include uncovered vehicle
access structure.

D.

Chapter 18.110 addresses specific multifamily or apartment siting criteria. Section
18.110.010 notes that in any zone where a multifamily dwelling, condominium or
apartment structure is proposed, the Planning Commission shall review the plans
under the following criteria:
1.

18.110.010.A. The placement of the structure takes advantage of natural
features such as streams, shorelines, or hillsides. Existing trees are
retained whenever feasible.
FINDINGS: Based on material submitted by the applicant, the existing
vegetation will be retained and incorporated into the site design wherever
feasible. It is also noted the improvements are clustered to maximize the
available open space and will maintain at least a 15-foot setback from onsite drainages. To ensure existing trees will remain (where feasible), the
Council finds the developer will be required to submit a landscaping plan
along with the engineering and building plans.
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2.

18.110.010.B. Ingress and egress points shall be located so as to minimize
impact on any adjacent residential uses. In the downtown area, access shall
be limited wherever possible to side streets, rather than Garibaldi Avenue.
FINDINGS: There is a single point of ingress/egress from East Garibaldi
Avenue; adjacent residential streets will not be used. The Council finds the
application satisfies this criterion.

3.

18.110.010.C. Parking areas are located to minimize impact on any
adjacent residential uses. Parking areas that provide for eight or more
vehicles shall be screened from adjacent residential uses by means of a
fence or sight-obscuring hedge.
FINDINGS: The parking area is located interior to the site and is separated
from the adjacent residential developments to the east by Building #3 and
Building #5. Additionally, there will be sight-obscuring privacy fences
installed along the perimeter will provide additional screening, especially to
reduce vehicle headlight glare. The Council finds the application satisfies
this criterion.

4.

18.110.010.D. In the R-1 zone, a minimum of 25 percent of the lot area shall
be devoted to natural open space or landscaping. In the C-1 zone, a
minimum of 20 percent of the lot area shall be devoted to natural open
space or landscaping for family-oriented developments, and 10 percent of
the lot area shall be devoted to natural open space or landscaping for senior
citizen/adult handicapped housing. A fenced playground shall be provided
for all family-oriented developments.
FINDINGS: The property’s R-1 zoned portion contains approximately
124,581 square feet of area while the C-1 portion contains approximately
33,106 square feet. The site consists of approximately 40% impervious
surface with the remaining area in natural open space, recreation area, or
landscaping. The Council finds the application satisfies this criterion as this
area exceeds the minimum standards.

5.

18.110.010.E. Where the proposed structure is located in a residential zone
or abuts a residential zone, the following setbacks shall be met:
E.1.

Front yard: one-story structure, 10 feet; two-story structure, 15 feet;
FINDINGS: Front yard is defined as a yard between the side lot lines
and measured horizontally at right angles to the front lot line from the
front lot line to the nearest point of a building or other structure. Any
yard meeting this definition and abutting a street shall be considered
a front yard. The R-1 zoned portion of the subject site does not abut
the front lot line or the street.
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However, the front yard standard in GMC 18.110.010.E.1 also
applies to structures that abut residential zones. The structures in the
C-1 zoned portion of the site maintain a 75-foot setback from the
street, thereby exceeding the 15-foot minimum requirement. The
Council finds the application satisfies this criterion.
E.2.

Rear yard: one-story structure, 10 feet; two-story structure, 15 feet;
FINDINGS: The structure closest to the rear property line within the
R-1 zone is the enclosed recreation area which is over 200-feet from
the rear property line. This standard is satisfied.

E.3.

Side yard: one-story structure, five feet; two-story structure, 10 feet.
FINDINGS: The structure closest to either of the two side property
lines within the R-1 zone is 10’-0” feet from the property line. This
standard is satisfied.

6.

18.110.010.F. In the downtown core area, multifamily or apartment
complexes shall include a commercial use with frontage on U.S. 101.
FINDINGS: The subject site is not located within the downtown core area;
this standard does not apply.

7.

18.110.010.G. Vegetation that attains a mature height of six feet may be
required in order to screen the development from adjacent dwellings.
FINDINGS: The applicant will install a sight-obscuring fence. The Council
finds no additional screening is required.

E.

Chapter 18.125 contains the automobile parking standards. The purpose of this
Chapter (18.125.010) is to provide basic and flexible standards for the
development of vehicle and bicycle parking. Each applicable subsection is
reviewed below:
1.

18.125.020 Applicability. All development subject to review including
development of parking facilities, shall comply with the provisions of this
chapter.
FINDINGS: The proposed development includes the construction of a 95stall parking area. Therefore, the development standards established in
GMC 18.125 apply.

2.

18.125.030 Vehicle parking - Minimum standards by use.
Table
18.125.030, establishes the Minimum Required Parking by Use. For multi-
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family projects the standards are: 1 space per studio or 1-bedroom unit; 1.5
spaces/unit per 2-bedroom unit; and, 2 spaces/ per 3-bedroom or larger unit
FINDINGS: The proposed project contains 24 studio units, 37 one-bedroom
units, and 5 two-bedroom units. Per the parking requirements in Table
18.125.030, a total of 69 spaces are required. The site plan (sheet C3.0)
includes 95 parking spaces which exceeds the minimum requirement. Even
if two spaces are eliminated to meet the impervious surface area
requirement, the 93-space parking area still exceeds the minimum
requirement. The Council finds the application satisfies this criterion.
3.

Section 18.125.040 identifies minimum accessible parking requirements.
The applicable subsections are reviewed, below:
a.

18.125.040 A. Accessible parking shall be provided for all uses in
accordance with the standards in Table 18.125.030; parking spaces
used to meet the standards in Table 18.125.040, Minimum Number
of Accessible Parking Spaces, shall be counted toward meeting offstreet parking requirements in Table 18.125.030;
FINDINGS: The proposed site contains 95 parking stalls. Per Table
18.125.040, a total of four ADA-compliant parking stalls are required.
Three of these stalls need to be accessible stalls with access aisles,
and one needs to be a van accessible stall. As shown on the
attached site plan (sheet C3.0), the applicant is proposing to install a
total of 11 ADA-compliant parking stalls. Of these 11 stalls, five are
van accessible. The Council finds the application satisfies this
criterion.

b.

18.125.040 B. Such parking shall be located in close proximity to
building entrances and shall be designed to permit occupants of
vehicles to reach the entrance on an unobstructed path or walkway;
FINDINGS: ADA-compliant parking stalls will be located at each
building (sheet C3.0). All but one of the ADA-compliant stalls are
proposed in pairs of two that are served by a dedicated pathway from
the parking stalls to the building entrance. The Council finds the
application satisfies this criterion.

c.

18.125.040 C. Accessible spaces shall be grouped in pairs where
possible;
FINDINGS: All of the accessible spaces are proposed to be clustered
around the site in groups of two stalls. The one exception is the
accessible stall serving Building #3. On balance, The Council finds
the application satisfies this criterion.
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d.

18.125.040 D. Where covered parking is provided, covered
accessible spaces shall be provided in the same ratio as covered
non-accessible spaces;
FINDINGS: The site does not include covered parking.

e.

18.125.040 E. Required accessible parking spaces shall be identified
with signs and pavement markings identifying them as reserved for
persons with disabilities; signs shall be posted directly in front of the
parking space at a height of no less than 42 inches and no more than
72 inches above pavement level. Van spaces shall be specifically
identified as such.
FINDINGS: Appropriate signs and markings, conforming with these
standards, will be placed at each accessible parking space. This is a
requirement and reviewed when building plans are submitted.

4.

18.125.050 establishes standards for on-street parking. For the record,
there is no on-street parking proposed.

5.

18.125.060 Shared parking. Required parking facilities for two or more
uses, structures, or parcels of land may be satisfied by the same parking
facilities used jointly, to the extent that the owners or operators show that
the need for parking facilities does not materially overlap.
FINDINGS: The project does not include shared parking as there is only a
single use on site.

6.

18.125.070 Off-site parking. Except for single-family dwellings, the vehicle
parking spaces required by this section may be located on another parcel
of land, provided the parcel is within 500 feet of the use it serves and the
city has approved the off-site parking through land use review.
FINDINGS: Off-site parking is not proposed or necessary.

7.

18.125.080 General parking standards. General standards are reviewed
in the following sections:
a.

18.125.080.A. Location. Parking is allowed only on streets, within
garages, carports, and other structures, or on driveways or parking
lots that have been developed in conformance with this code. Street
parking spaces shall not include space in a vehicle travel lane
(including emergency or fire access lanes), public right-of-way,
pedestrian accessway, landscape, or other undesignated area.
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FINDINGS: All parking will be located on site and not use the
adjacent right-of-way. The parking area has been designed by a
licensed Professional Engineer to satisfy the applicable provisions of
the code established in the Garibaldi Municipal Code. The Council
finds the application satisfies this criterion.
b.

18.125.080.B. Mixed Uses. If more than one type of land use
occupies a single structure or parcel of land, the total requirements
for off-street automobile parking shall be the sum of the requirements
for all uses, unless it can be shown that the peak parking demands
are actually less (i.e., the uses operate on different days or at
different times of the day).
FINDINGS: Mixed use provisions do not apply as the project involves
a single use.

c.

18.125.080.C. Availability of Facilities. Owners of off-street parking
facilities may post a sign indicating that all parking on the site is
available only for residents, customers, and/or employees. Signs
shall conform to the standards of Chapter 18.120 GMC.
FINDINGS: This is an option for the developer and can be reviewed
when building plans are submitted.

d.

18.125.080.D. Lighting. Parking areas shall have lighting to provide
at least two foot-candles of illumination over parking spaces and
walkways. Light standards shall be directed downward only and
shielded to prevent lighting spillover into any adjacent residential
district or use.
FINDINGS: The Council finds the application can satisfy this criterion
as compliance with this development requirement will be reviewed
when building and/or engineering plans are submitted.

e.

18.125.080.E. Screening of Parking Areas. Parking spaces shall be
located or screened so that headlights do not shine onto adjacent
residential uses.
FINDINGS: Single family homes are located to the east. The Council
finds a combination of buildings and fencing provide necessary
screening.

8.

18.125.090 Parking stall design and minimum dimensions. All off-street
parking spaces are subject to the following:
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a.

18.125.090.A. Motor vehicle parking spaces shall measure eight
feet, six inches wide by 18 feet long or by 16 feet long, with not more
than a two-foot overhang when allowed;
FINDINGS: The Council finds all of the proposed parking stalls are
90-degree stalls that measure 18’-0” long and 8’-6” wide.

b.

18.125.090.B. All parallel motor vehicle parking spaces shall
measure eight feet, six inches by 22 feet;
FINDINGS: There site does not include parallel parking spaces.

c.

18.125.090.C. Parking area layout shall conform to the dimensions
in Figures 18.125.090(1) and (2), and Table 18.125.090, Parking
Area Layout.
FINDINGS: As indicated on the submitted site plan, the layout
complies with the stall dimensions and exceeds the aisle width
requirements (see also sheet C4.0). This criterion is satisfied.

d.

18.125.090.D. Parking areas shall conform to Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards for parking spaces (dimensions, van
accessible parking spaces, etc.). Parking structure vertical
clearance, van accessible parking spaces, should refer to federal
ADA guidelines; and
FINDINGS: Parking for ADA standards was previously addressed
and found to exceed minimum requirements. In addition,
conformance with these requirements is also addressed and verified
when the developer submits building plans.

e.

18.125.090.E. Bicycle parking shall be on a two-foot by six-foot
minimum concrete pad per bike, or within a garage or patio of
residential use.
FINDINGS: The bicycle parking is to be installed underneath the
staircases for each building on a concrete pad. Review of the building
plans determines compliance with these requirements.

9.

18.125.120 Minimum required bicycle parking spaces. Uses shall provide
long- and short-term bicycle parking spaces, as designated in Table
18.125.120. Where two options are provided (e.g., two spaces, or one per
eight bedrooms), the option resulting in more bicycle parking is used.
FINDINGS: The site consists of 66 units, thereby requiring 17 bicycle
parking stalls per the standard established in Table 18.125.120. To comply
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with this requirement, the applicant is proposing to install bicycle parking
under the stairs adjacent to the entrances for each building.
10.

18.125.140 Location and design. Bicycle parking should be no farther from
the main building entrance than the distance to the closest vehicle space,
or 50 feet, whichever is less. Long-term (i.e., covered) bicycle parking
should be incorporated whenever possible into building design. Short-term
bicycle parking, when allowed within a public right-of-way, should be
coordinated with the design of street furniture, as applicable.
FINDINGS: All bicycle parking will be located adjacent to a building
entrance, underneath the proposed stairwells. This provides security,
cover, lighting, and accessibility from the unit entrances. The Council finds
the application satisfies this criterion.

11.

18.125.150 Visibility and security. Bicycle parking for customers and
visitors of a use shall be visible from street sidewalks or building entrances,
so that it provides sufficient security from theft and damage.
FINDINGS: As noted, bicycle parking will be located at the building
entrance.

12.

18.125.160 Options for storage. Long-term bicycle parking requirements
for multiple family uses and employee parking can be met by providing a
bicycle storage room, bicycle lockers, racks, or other secure storage space
inside or outside of the building.
FINDINGS: The long-term bicycle parking will be provided via groundmounted racks where bicycles can be securely attached. This criterion is
satisfied.

13.

18.125.170 Lighting. For security, bicycle parking shall be at least as welllit as vehicle parking.
FINDINGS: The bicycle parking will be illuminated via the building lighting
at the building entrances.

14.

18.125.180 Reserved areas. Areas set aside for bicycle parking shall be
clearly marked and reserved for bicycle parking only.
FINDINGS: The area provided for bicycle parking is only intended to be
used for bicycle parking. Appropriate signage can be installed.

15.

18.125.190 Hazards. Bicycle parking shall not impede or create a hazard
to pedestrians. Parking areas shall be located so as to not conflict with
vision clearance standards.
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FINDINGS: Bicycle parking spaces are located underneath stairwells in
areas are not used for pedestrian circulation. The Council finds this location
does not create any hazards or impede pedestrians.
F.

Administrative provisions implementing provisions of Section 660-012-0045(2)(e)
of the State Transportation Planning Rule are located in Chapter 18.210. The City
must adopt a process to apply conditions to development proposals in order to
minimize adverse impacts to and protect transportation facilities. This section
establishes the standards for when a proposal must be reviewed for potential traffic
impacts; when a traffic impact study must be submitted with a development
application in order to determine whether conditions are needed to minimize
impacts to and protect transportation facilities; what must be in a traffic impact
study; and who is qualified to prepare the study. The relevant provisions are
reviewed in the following sections.
1.

Chapter 18.210.B. Typical Average Daily Trips. Standards by which to
gauge average daily vehicle trips include: 10 trips per day per single-family
household, five trips per day per apartment; and 30 trips per day per 1,000
square feet of gross floor area such as a new supermarket or other retail
development.
FINDINGS: The traffic study (Attachment A) anticipates the project will
generate 483 additional daily trips to the site.

2.

Chapter 18.210.C. When Required. A traffic impact study may be required
to be submitted to the city and ODOT with a land use application when the
following conditions apply:
C.1.

The development application involves one or more of the following
actions:
a.
A change in zoning or a plan amendment designation;
b.
Any proposed development or land use action that ODOT
states may have operational or safety concerns along a state
highway;
c.
The development shall cause one or more of the following
effects, which can be determined by field counts, site
observation, traffic impact analysis or study, field
measurements, crash history, Institute of Transportation
Engineers Trip Generation Manual, and information and
studies provided by the local reviewing jurisdiction and/or
ODOT:
i. An increase in site traffic volume generation by 150
average daily trips (ADT) or more; or
ii. An increase in ADT hour volume of a particular movement
to and from the state highway by 20 percent or more; or
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iii. An increase in use of adjacent streets by vehicles
exceeding the 20,000-pound gross vehicle weights by 10
vehicles or more per day; or
iv. The location of the access driveway does not meet
minimum site distance requirements, or is located where
vehicles entering or leaving the property are restricted, or
such vehicles queue or hesitate on the state highway,
creating a safety hazard; or
v. A change in internal traffic patterns that may cause safety
problems, such as backup onto the highway or traffic
crashes in the approach area.
C2.

As requested by the planning commission, acting on the
recommendation of city staff.

FINDINGS: The project will generate more than 150 average daily trips;
therefore, a traffic study is required (GMC 18.210.C.1.c.i.). The traffic study
is included with the application at Attachment A.
3.

Chapter 18.210.D. Traffic Impact Study Requirements.
D.1.

Preparation. A traffic impact study shall be prepared by a
professional engineer in accordance with OAR 734-051-180.

FINDINGS: The traffic impact study has been prepared by a licensed
Professional Engineer with DKS Associates.
D.2.

Review of Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments for Effect on
Transportation Facilities. Where and when required, a traffic impact
study shall review a proposed plan or land use regulation
amendment for its effect upon transportation facilities, pursuant to
GMC 18.200.060.

FINDINGS: There is no change in the comprehensive plan designation or
land use designation; this standard does not apply.
4.

Chapter 18.210.E. Approval Criteria.
E.1. Criteria. When a traffic impact study is required, approval of the
development proposal requires satisfaction of the following criteria:
a.

The traffic impact study was prepared by a professional engineer in
accordance with OAR 734-051-180; and
FINDINGS: The traffic study was prepared by a licensed
Professional Engineer with DKS Associates (applicants Attachment
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A).
b.

If the proposed development shall cause one or more of the effects
in subsection (C)(1)(c) of this section, or other traffic hazard or
negative impact to a transportation facility, the traffic impact study
shall include mitigation measures satisfactory to the city of Garibaldi,
and ODOT when applicable; and
FINDINGS: The estimated 483 daily trips exceed the threshold
established in subsection (C)(1)(c). The following mitigation
measures were proposed in the traffic study.
•

•

“One existing driveway to the highway is proposed to be
closed, improving the existing substandard spacing of
driveways. This closure would bring the connection closer to
conformity with access spacing standards as specified in OAR
734-051-3020 (8).”
“Prior to occupancy, sight distance at the project driveway will
need to be verified, documented, and stamped by a registered
Civil or Traffic Engineer licensed in the State of Oregon.”

The proposed development will close an existing driveway and utilize
only one access for the site, with the sight distances verified prior to
construction. ODOT will also review the access location and
improvements to ensure conformance with State requirements. The
recommendations have been included in the proposed development;
this criterion is satisfied.
c.

The proposed site design and traffic and circulation design and
facilities, for all transportation modes, including any mitigation
measures, are designed to:
i.

Have the least negative impact on all applicable transportation
facilities; and

FINDINGS: The proposed ingress/egress does not interfere with
existing residential streets or access points for existing residential
development. As is demonstrated in the TIS, East Garibaldi Avenue
has more than adequate capacity for the estimated trip generation
from the proposed development. The Council finds the application
satisfies this criterion.
ii. Accommodate and encourage non-motor vehicular modes of
transportation to the extent practicable; and
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FINDINGS: Site improvements include bicycle parking spaces, and
attendant safe and secure storage, ultimately promoting the use of
bicycles. Further, a pedestrian network connects parking areas,
buildings, and recreation areas where practicable. This criterion is
satisfied.
iii. Make the most efficient use of land and public facilities as
practicable; and
FINDINGS: The site has been designed to consolidate the circulation
system and cluster the buildings to the front of the site in an effort to
efficiently use the land within the constraints of the topography. This
criterion is satisfied.
iv. Provide the most direct, safe and convenient routes practicable
between on-site destinations, and between on-site and off-site
destinations; and
FINDINGS: As noted, a pedestrian network connects parking areas,
buildings, and recreation areas where practicable.
v. Comply with the performance standards as described in the TSP
and/or the Oregon Highway Plan (whichever is applicable); and
FINDINGS: There are no changes proposed to the performance
standards or functional classification East Garibaldi Avenue. East
Garibaldi retains more than sufficient capacity to accommodate the
minor traffic increase.
vi. Otherwise comply with applicable requirements of this title and
subdivision and land partitioning procedures.
FINDINGS: The Council finds the on-site circulation complies with
the applicable requirements GMC Chapter 18.125.
IV. SUMMARY COMMENTS
A.

Concerns were raised as to design and aesthetic components of the project.
Provisions in Section 18.05.020 were referenced noting the project was not
consistent with the “orderly development of the city” or “provide(d) adequate light
and air” or “protect and enhance the appearance of the city”. References were
made to the City’s moto of Garibaldi being an authentic fishing village, questioning
how an apartment complex is consistent with statement.

B.

The Council recognizes these concerns and does not want to diminish their
importance. However, the Council recognizes these introductory provisions to the
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Ordinance are aspirational and not part of the review criteria. The City Zoning
Ordinance does not contain design standards that would apply to this or any similar
request. Further, as discussed in earlier findings, while alternate housing types
might be preferable and even desirable, the Council is limited to looking at this
request solely based on existing criteria. The above findings indicate the proposal
either complies, or can comply though the application of suitable conditions, with
the relevant decision criteria to establish the 66-unit apartment complex.
V. CONCLUSION AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
The City Council finds the Conditional Use is in compliance with the Garibaldi Zoning
Ordinance criteria provided certain conditions apply. The Council hereby APPROVES the
application subject to the following Conditions of Approval:
A.

The Conditional Use shall be limited to the proposed 66-unit complex as submitted
and approved by the City Council. The applicant is advised that any change in
use, modification or other departure from the approval may require additional land
use applications and approvals.

B.

Prior to development, the applicant shall:
1.

2.
3.

Participate in a pre-engineering conference with the applicable public and
private facility providers for the purpose of coordinating facility
improvements. This conference shall occur prior to submitting engineering
drawings.
Apply for and receive approval of an access permit from the Oregon
Department of Transportation. In addition, the permit application shall
include plans for the installation of a school bus turn-out.
Apply for and receive approval of a fill/removal permit from the Department
of State Lands.

C.

The applicant shall submit an engineering plan for the entire development to the
Garibaldi Public Works Department for review and approval. The plan shall include
information concerning storm water, street frontage improvements, easements,
sewer, water, fire hydrants and other information as necessary to indicate
conformance with Garibaldi Public Works Standards, consistent with the
development proposal and requirements contained in Condition of Approval “F.”.

D.

Once engineering plans are approved and a final site plan accepted, the developer
shall then be permitted to apply for and receive a building permit. The plans shall
be subject to the following:
1.
2.

The building permit plans for the proposed buildings shall conform to the
approved final site plan.
The developer shall have the option of removing two parking spaces, or,
submit new calculations indicating the site does not exceed the 40%
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3.
4.
5.

E.

Prior to obtaining an occupancy permit the applicant shall complete the following:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

F.

impervious surface standard.
The building plans shall include a landscaping plan.
Parking improvements shall include a lighting plan. Light standards shall be
directed downward only and shielded to prevent lighting spillover into any
adjacent residential district or use.
Building permits may be submitted concurrent with engineering plans;
however, building shall not proceed until such time engineering plans,
including applicable Oregon Department of Transportation and Department
of State Lands permits, are approved.

The applicant shall extend or install sanitary sewer, water and storm
drainage facilities to serve the entire development. The improvements shall
comply with the approved engineering plans and the applicable
requirements identified in item "F." of this Section.
Landscaping, fencing, walkways and required screening shall be installed
in compliance with the approved final site plan.
All parking improvements, including paving, stripping, lighting, driveways
and other requirements, shall be installed in compliance with the parking
layout on the approved final site plan.
The applicant shall install a site obscuring fence conforming to the approved
building and site plans.
Frontage improvements along East Garibaldi Avenue (Highway 101) shall
be installed per approved ODOT plans. This shall include the school bus
turnout if approved by ODOT.

Public facility and street design, constructions and maintenance shall be subject
to the following:
1.

2.

3.

All public utility installations shall conform to the City’s facilities master
plans. No building permits will be issued until all public utilities, including
sanitary sewer are available to serve the development. The applicant shall
pay plan review, inspection, and permit fees as determined by the Public
Works Director.
All improvements shall comply with the standards and requirements of the
Garibaldi Public Works Department. Adequate bonding, or other financial
instrument acceptable to the City, shall be obtained to complete any street
and facility improvements. The applicant shall be responsible for all costs
associated with public facility improvements, including applicable system
development charges.
Building permits for the work on the buildings and construction permits for the
site and utility work required shall not be issued until after the developer has
received final approval of site and utility construction drawings, a DeveloperCity construction agreement has been executed, and a performance security
satisfactory to the City has been submitted guaranteeing that all
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4.
5.

6.

7.
8.
9.
G.

improvements will be completed in accordance with the approved drawings
and City Standards within the specified time period. The site construction
drawings shall include all required site and utility improvements, including (as
applicable) street improvements/repairs, sidewalks, water, sanitary sewer,
storm drainage, access driveways and on-site parking, grading and
irrigation/landscaping plans for the development.
Prior to final plan approval by the City, written approval of construction
drawings must be received from ODOT for any work within the ODOT rightof-way or affecting ODOT roads or utility systems.
All parking, driveway and maneuvering areas shall be constructed of
asphalt, concrete, or other approved material. The applicant shall stripe the
proposed parking spaces per State of Oregon (ORS 447.233) and the
Americans with Disabilities Act.
A contaminated media management plan (CMMP) shall be completed for
the project site and approved by DEQ prior to development at the site. The
CMMP should be used during development to handle any potentially
contaminated media encountered during development activities.
Engineering plans shall provide sufficient information to comply with
provisions in the Hillside Overlay Zone. This requirement shall apply to all
affected areas of the subject parcel exceeding a 20% slope.
All new utility lines for future development shall be placed underground.
All landscaping shall be continually maintained, including necessary
watering, weeding, pruning, and replacing.

Unless otherwise modified by this decision, the project shall comply with applicable
provisions of the Garibaldi Development Code, the Garibaldi Public Works design
and construction standards, and other agency standards. Compliance with these
Conditions of Approval shall be the responsibility of the applicant.
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To whom it may concern,
Prologue
I initially wrote the opinion regarding my CU-2020-01 vote back in August 2020. We as a
Planning Commission prepared for the re-vote on the remand based upon the fallout of the CU2020-01 appeal hearing in July 2020. Despite the propaganda surrounding the reason for the revote, we assumed we would eventually see it again. For more information on the re-vote
reasoning, please dig up the letter I sent the 2020 City Council on August 24, 2020, titled
"Letter: Issues Regarding City Manager Wullschlager." It is part of the public record and facts of
the case, as then-Councilor Elmore referenced this "new information" in the August 2020
special session. In the letter, you will find documentation of our email exchanges regarding the
failed remand vote, will learn that Wullschlager – by his own volition – modified our CU-202002 script to reflect how a majority vote is needed in all Planning Commission decisions, and that
a majority vote - not a plurality vote - was required for the remand vote.
My Vote
As documented, I originally voted "No", stating it did NOT fit the Comprehensive Plan, and that
while I felt CU-2020-01 fit the letter of the code, I did not believe it fit the GMC's intent. I also
noted that the documents were very "old." We voted how we were trained. Specifically, we
were told by then-City Manager Wullschlager that simply stating, "It doesn't fit the
Comprehensive Plan," is sufficient explanation.
Stating that it did not fit the Comprehensive Plan IS GMC code. The GMC Code number is GMC
18.185.020(A).
"A. The proposed use is consistent with the policies of the comprehensive
plan."1
The Final Order – Planning Commission
The CU-2020-01 Final Order from the Planning Commissioner was originally penned by thenCity Manager Wullschlager instead of the contract planner. It was my first as Chair, and it was
confusing, and it was during COVID. The contract planner kept leaving after 90 minutes in each
part of the hearing, but the City Manager was attempting to recuse himself. We fought over
simple things like grammar & spelling because it was a wreck. Wullschlager insisted we were
being pressed for the 120-day clock. When I asked about format, Wullschlager said we had to
provide something akin to "all the facts."
I wasn't allowed much in the process but pushed hard to make sure Relevant Facts 56 was
closer to accurate – (that said, I believe I said $13.04, not $13.08 per hour), along with
1

https://www.codepublishing.com/OR/Garibaldi/#!/html/Garibaldi18/Garibaldi18185.html#18.185.020
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Commissioner Inman's explanation. City Manager Wullschlager and I fought over the validity of
her explanation. I let it go to fight later.
Some of this exchange can be found in emails.

Since the Planning Commission CU-2020-01 Vote
City Council overturned the Planning Commission's decision 3-2, with newly-minted Councilor
Forsman motioning and specifically citing "lack of code," (the meeting minutes state otherwise).
Then, as the LUBA Remand noted, City Council turned around and appeared to use The
Planning Commission's Final Order as their own Final Order, with subtle updates tacked on.

June 11th, 2021
On the morning of June 11th, 2021, I received a phone call from fellow Planning Commissioner
Judith Parker. She was audibly shook, and in in tears.
I asked why.
• She said the city website had already posted a document stating that city staff had
posted a response to the Remand, approving CU-2020-01, on the website 5 days
BEFORE the CU-2020-01 remand hearing. The document isn't dated or signed. The
document doesn't have the official city seal or letterhead and doesn't claim an author.
• Commissioner Parker threatened to quit the Planning Commission if the City was going
to continue to subjectively ignore process and criteria.
• I called Mayor Hall. He said he had to call the city staff, as they posted it.
o The rest is above my pay grade.
o Reminder: We do not as of yet have a City Manager
The title has since been changed to semi-reflect its nature as a draft, but the body of the
document appears unchanged, including the pre-drafted conclusion:
"The City Council finds the Conditional Use is in compliance with the Garibaldi
Zoning Ordinance criteria provided certain conditions apply. The

Council hereby APPROVES the application subject to the following
Conditions of Approval"
If the City Staff is already posting an opinion that appears to be from the City, then the Planning
Commission, as we are citizens and / or property owners in the city, should be afforded the
same privileges.
❖ Nathan "Finn' Findling
❖ Chair. Planning Commission. City of Garibaldi.

Planning Commissioner Chair Finn's CU-2020-01 Preface & Vote explanation | 2

40

Additional developments since I
wrote my CU-2020-01 opinion.
1 - Comprehensive Plan, and LUBA's take on the Third Assignment of
Error
GMC 18.185.020(A): "The proposed use is consistent with the policies of the
comprehensive plan."
I note this again because it would appear my opinion would help with both the First Assignment
of Error and, listed below, the Third Assignment of Error in Oregon LUBA Case 2020-094
Kopacek v. City of Garibaldi.
LUBA states:
"Petitioner's third assignment of error is that the application does not comply
with the comprehensive plan and that, "in the Final Order, the City Council
appears to have included and-to the extent it was adopted, if at all adopted
an erroneous legal conclusion, supplied to it by [intervenor's] attorney, as part
of its decision to approve the Application."
LUBA concludes:
"Because the decision is being remanded for the adoption of adequate
findings, on remand, the city council may address petitioner's argument
related to GMC 18.185.020(A). We do not reach or resolve the third
assignment of error.
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2 - The Intent of the Code, and Sean T. Malone:
Before the Hearing Extension:
•
•
•

Due to COVID restrictions, then-City Manager Wullschlager was accepting documents up
until the Planning Commission's CU-2020-01 Hearing Extension began
Carl & Carol Kopacek's lawyer, Sean T. Malone, submitted documents on the day of the
Extension hearing
We did not get time to overview the documents
o We were told we were under threat of the "120-day clock," despite COVID, and
Wullschlager, despite attempting to steer clear of CU-2020-01, all-but-said we
couldn't perform a second extension

To Sean T. Malone's point:
To his June 20th letters, had I to do it again, I would have asked for an independent review. As it
stands, his July 21st testimony, especially regarding Dogami Slido and the "moisture sensitivity."
•
•

While the state is modernizing beyond Dogami Slido, "moisture sensitivity" is a concern
Found in CU-2020-01 Appeal Hearing (2020-07-21) notes.
"As it relates to the next concern, there appears to be some contradiction in
the geotechnical analysis. The geotechnical analysis notes that “although a
site grading plan is not available at this time, we envision that some grading
and/or fill placement will be required for the proposed apartment project.”
This appears to be stock language because the prior concern made clear that
significant removal and grading will occur. If the geotechnical analysis has not
acknowledged a grading plan, which must be reviewed by the geotechnical
consultant, then it is questionable why the application alleges that a grading
plan GMC 18.80.050(2) requires a grading plan and includes numerous criteria
for the plan. The application alleges that a “grading/erosion control plan ahs
been prepared by a licensed Professional Engineer and is included in the plan
set at C8.0.” C8.0 is identified as an erosion plan, not a grading plan. A
grading plan is required of GMC 18.080.050(2), whereas an erosion control
plan is required of GMC 18.080.050(3). Looking to C8.0, the single page that
apparently constitutes both plans does not include the location of existing
buildings or structures, and it does not appear that all cut and fill slopes,
proposed drainage channels, and related construction have been disclosed. It
is also not apparent where the location of all surface and subsurface drainage
devices or protective devices to be constructed, as well as drainage areas,
complete drainage network, and so forth, as required by GMC 18.080.050(2).
This is all the more important when coupled with the concern from the
geotechnical consultant noted that the site’s “moisture sensitivity.”
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3 - The intent of code, and the Hillside Overlay Zone
Since LUBA remanded my initial calculations on the 40% threshold, I took a deeper look.
I found this:
Per the application & its calculations, the lot for CU-2020-01 resides within the Hillside Overlay
Zone.
Chapter 18.80 Hillside Overlay Zone (HOZ)
"The hillside overlay zone applies to all areas of the city where the slope of the
land is 20 percent or greater. The intent of the zone is to establish special
criteria and procedures for development in a way that the potential for
property damage and adverse impacts on the natural environment are
reduced, so that safe, orderly and beneficial development in the zone results.
For the purposes of this section, “development” is defined as any alteration of
the land surface greater than two feet in depth by construction of any kind,
including hand or machine grading, filling, cutting and other earth moving
activities, and/or construction of a building, road, driveway, parking area or
other structure. Normal landscaping activities are not regulated by this
section. [Ord. 290 § 3(3.120(1)), 2006.]"

The application makes lot calculations, not zone calculations with respect to the Hillside
Overlay Zone. They include both the R-1 and C-1 zones combined.
"g. 18.80.050G. Maximum Lot Coverage. The total amount of the lot on which
structures and other impervious surfaces may be constructed shall not exceed
40 percent.
"FINDINGS: The site is 3.62 acres, of which 1.45 acres are proposed to be
impervious surface. This works out to 40% of impervious surface ((1.45/3.62) x
100 = 40%), thereby not exceeding the 40% maximum allowed per GMC
18.80.050.G." 2
18.80.050G is found within 18.80.050 Development and use criteria within Chapter 18.80
Hillside Overlay Zone (HOZ)
Issue:
• As noted, stipulated to in hearing, then remanded by LUBA for lack of calculation, the lot
is above the 40% threshold. Here are the calculations.

2

CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING (REVIEW OF RECORD – APPEAL (CU-2020-01) Tuesday, July 21, 2020 – 6:30 p.m.
Page 313
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•

1.45 / 3.62 = 0.40055248618
o 0.40055248618 = about 40.055%
o *100 = about 40.06%

That said, when I did them, admittedly during the hearing, I did them incorrectly in part
because the application did them incorrectly. It passed through the eyes of the applicant,
Contract City Planner, City Engineer pro tem, and the Planning Commission before reaching us,
and we all missed it.

The bigger issues happens when the application went to calculate the R1 Zone (July 21 CU-2020-01 Appeal. Page 307)
Application used the R-1 Medium Density Conditional Use Percentage
•

18.15.040.I is found in 18.15.040 Standards and criteria within Chapter 18.15 Medium
Density Residential Zone (R-1).
"18.15.040.I. The total amount of the lot on which structures and other
impervious surfaces may be constructed shall not exceed 50 percent.
"FINDINGS: The entire site contains 3.62 acres, of which 2.86 acres are zoned
R-1 1.45 acres are proposed to be impervious surface. This works out to 40%
of impervious surface ((1.45/3.62) x 100 = 40%), thereby not exceeding the
50% maximum allowed within the R-1 zone3."

Issues:
• They combined the C-1 Zone with the R-1 Zone to conduct R-1 Zone calculations
o Only R-1 Zone calculations should be used, as that is where the HOZ lies
• They did not factor in the Hillside Overlay Zone
• Per the application & its calculations, and the Staff Report, the R-1 sits within the
Hillside Overlay Zone
o "The northern portion of the site increases in slope and is subject to provisions in
the Hillside Overlay zone."4
▪ Reminder: The southern most section of the LOT is in the C-1 zone, the
remainder, including the "Northern Most," sits in the R-1 zone
• This means that the Hillside Overlay 40% impervious surface threshold should apply
here for the R-1 zone impervious zone
o Not combined zones
o Not R-1 Medium Density Zone Conditional Use
3

CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING (REVIEW OF RECORD – APPEAL (CU-2020-01) Tuesday, July 21, 2020 – 6:30 p.m.
Page 307
4
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Page 297
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•

•

•

•

o Not combined impervious zones
o It should be (R-1 buildable area / R-1 impervious surface area) * 100 to see if it
the application is less than or equal to 40%, not 50%
The application did not provide calculations for the R-1 zone.
o The closest we have in the application is the maximum dwelling calculations, but
that does not provide final square footage or impervious surface area totals &
percentages
The applicant appears aware of providing such calculations:
o "…thus triggering the requirements of the Hillside Overlay District established in
GMC 18.80. As demonstrated in Section III of this narrative, the proposed
development complies with these additional development standards imposed by
the site’s topography."5
Buildable Land, not the entire lot, should have been used.
o As noted in the hearing, and in the DEQ penalties the applicant accrued, there
are sizable patches of land on the lot that are not allowed to be built upon. They
have to be factored out of the buildable area totals.
Without calculations, and incorrect ones to this point, we can not confirm the
application complies with the Hillside Overlay 40%, and therefore assume it does not
comply with GMC 18.80 Hillside Overlay Zone (HOZ)

5
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Reminders, before giving my
opinion.
Training:
•
•
•
•

We are trained to focus on the City of Garibaldi's needs
We are trained to treat a Conditional Use application "as is."
We were trained that stating, "it doesn’t fit the Comprehensive Plan," when voting, if it was
how we judged, was sufficient, allowing Relevant Facts in Final Order to support us.
We are not allowed to shape, mold, or suggest modifications to the application.
o We could accidentally show favoritism / bias if we were to do so
o A phrase we use is to not, "Shark Tank," an application.

Common Facts:
•

•

•

The City of Garibaldi is designated as a rural urban area with an urban growth area well
under 2,500 hundred residents, the minimum number of citizens in a town required to
trigger State Goal 10's "broader range" of housing solutions in analyses.
This was my first hearing as newly-elected chair
o COVID struck
o City Manager was on leave, then came back, only to attempt to recuse himself from
the hearing, putting a contract planner on CU-2020-01
o We never met the contract planner before the hearing
o The contract planner kept leaving after 90 minutes, at each part
▪ Applicant hadn't finished his presentation before the planner left the initial
hearing
o Tech: Most of the city seemingly never heard of Zoom before this hearing.
As stated publicly before the Hearing Extension, then Mayor Riggs called me into a meeting.
o In it, she said I was to focus solely on "the code."
▪ "'Does the application meet the code?' That's the bottom line." – Riggs
o This goes against several training and guidance documents, including our own public
hearing notification:
▪ "In raising an issue, the relevant Garibaldi Municipal Code, Comprehensive
Plan, or other relevant criteria to which the issue is directed must be
specified. Failure to raise an issue in person or by letter precludes appeal to
the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals on that issue."
▪ Link: https://www.ci.garibaldi.or.us/DocumentCenter/View/1262/DanielsPublic-Notice
• Notice attributed to City Manager Wullschlager
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o While GMC 18.185.020(A) is technically "Code," ( "The proposed use is consistent
with the policies of the comprehensive plan.") I do not believe she considered this as
"following code"
▪ Part of the reason she motioned to remove me from chair after the hearing is
because she said I didn't follow and cite "code."
▪ In the June meeting, City Manager Wullschlager refuted, stating it was
"criteria."
▪ She debated with then-Councilor Hall in August 2020 Special Session when
he said it was Criteria, and not Code, needed to determine application
approval / denial
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Oregon Statewide Planning Goal
#10:
The aforementioned website draft the city staff posted to the website stated:
"Section 18.185.020(A) requires the application to be consistent with the City’s
housing goals and policies - and effectively - the purpose of Goal 10. The
Council recognizes the Plan is a guidance document and is not intended to
establish minimum or maximum numbers or hard and fast rules prohibiting
additional development. Otherwise, using the Plan to limit new residential
development directly contradicts the purpose of Goal 10, which supports the
creation of housing to meet the needs of Oregon households. While other
types of homes may be preferred, the type of use before the Council is
conditionally permitted in the respective zones. Therefore, the Council finds
the project is consistent with the Plan’s Housing policies as the project adds to
the existing housing stock to meet the needs of the community."6

No.
For starters, Goal 10 does not "support the creation of housing to meet the needs of Oregon
Households." Goal 10 supports housing efficacy. The difference is that the website draft implies
development as the primary influencer, while Goal 10 at its core is a mechanism to determine
viability and necessity. If such a need exists, and can be feasible, then build. If not, then do not.
Once again, GMC 18.185.020(A) simply states:
A. The proposed use is consistent with the policies of the comprehensive plan.
On the Oregon.GOV website with respect to State Goal 10, a Housing Needs Analysis is
something "a city needs to consider," in order "to satisfy housing needs of its residents." As
reported, the City of Garibaldi has around 800 residents. We qualify as one of the "very small
cities" noted in State Goal 10. This means Garibaldi does NOT have to consider a broader range
of housing types in such an analysis:

6

Page 4. https://www.ci.garibaldi.or.us/DocumentCenter/View/1748/Final-Order-and-Findings-on-Remand-061021
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" As opposed to very small cities, cities with

a population larger

than 2,500 must include a broader range of housing types when they
decide what "needed housing units" should be planned for in their community.
This means they must look beyond single family detached housing and include
multi-unit housing, manufactured homes, renter occupied units, and other
forms of housing7."
Per the Full Text Version of Goal 10
Needed Housing Units – means housing types determined to meet the need
shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges
and rent levels. On and after the beginning of the first periodic review of a
local government's acknowledged comprehensive plan, "needed housing
units" also includes government-assisted housing. For cities having

populations larger than 2,500 people and counties having
populations larger than 15,000 people, "needed housing units" also includes
(but is not limited to) attached and detached single family housing, multiplefamily housing, and manufactured homes, whether occupied by owners or
renter8s.

7
8

https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/OP/Pages/Goal-10.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/OP/Documents/goal10.pdf
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My vote explanation & opinion:
As stated in my vote , I did not believe CU-2020-01 fit the Comprehensive Plan, and while
adhering to the letter of the code, didn't always comply with its intent.
The following pages are the issues I had with CU-2020-01 which lead to subsequent "No" vote
as reflected in the planning commission meeting minutes.

In short:
At the time of my vote:
1. Per the applicant's own estimates, these are not affordable apartments
2. It does not fit the "172."
3. We are not here to serve Tillamook County's needs, but the needs of the City of
4.
5.
6.
7.

Garibaldi. That said, if we did, they would not be affordable for Tillamook County
There was no visible working mockup, so we couldn't tell if it complied with the
Community Development Pattern
Commuting is not indicative of housing needs
There is no reasonable multimodal access within the city for the tenants
The City of Garibaldi is not subjected to the "broader range" of housing for a needs
analysis as noted in State Goal 10 (See Page 10)

And, after LUBA
8. The R-1 Section of apartments does not appear to adhere to the Hillside Overlay Zone
(See Page 5)
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1. Applicant stated that a person making $15 an hour could afford the
studio & one-bedroom and $19 an hour could afford the two-bedroom.
Summary:

•

•
•

o The applicant billed CU-2020-01 as fitting the affordable housing needs for the city
as noted in the Comprehensive Plan
o Per the applicant's estimation, coupled with the Census.gov QuickFacts, the studios
& one-bedrooms would not be affordable without roommates or domestic
partnerships
▪ Data, at the time, did not drill down specifically to Garibaldi (presumed too
small)
o Therefore, over 92% of CU-2020-01 does not fit the Comprehensive Plan's call for
affordable housing (61 / 66 = .924242…) *100 = 92.42%
o Additionally, it would take 2 per-capita incomes to afford a 2-bedroom apartment.
▪ If family, both per-capita parents would have to work
As stated, $15.00 per hour in per year terms:
o 2,000 hours per year: $30,000
o 2,080 hours per year: $31,200
Per the application, 61 of the 66 apartments are either studio or 1-bedroom. 24 Studios. 37
One-Bedrooms.
Issues:
a. Census.gov Tillamook County Per Capita latest available figured at the time of
the hearing (in 2018 dollars) showed the per capita was $27,122 per year.
i. Per hour
1. 2,000 hours: $13.56
2. 2,080 hours: $13.04
a. Relevant Facts 56 appears incorrect in this stat
ii. Link
1.

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/tillamookcountyoregon

iii. $13.56 < $15.00
iv. $13.04 < $15.00
v. $13.56 < $19.00
vi. $13.04 < $19.00
b. Oregon Secretary of State > Land Conservation and Development Department >
660-039-0000 > 1.a
• " and in a manner so that no more than 30 percent of the household’s
gross income will be spent on rent and utilities"
c. City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan VI. Housing
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•
•

• A."…adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent
levels that are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon
households."
d. City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan VI. Housing > B > 6. Strategies
• C: "Examine the city’s zoning ordinance and development regulations to
ensure that they include adequate provisions to protect environmental
resources, provide flexibility in developing unique sites, allow for a broad
range of housing types and do not create barriers to the creation of
affordable housing."
• D: " Work with the development community to ensure creation of new
housing that meets identified future needs."
When I asked the applicant how to account for the gap between per capita income and
his price, the applicant "guessed" that they would have to go in "Section 8."
Excerpt from Relevant Criteria 56:
"The applicant stated that when you get down to these income levels you are
referring to section 8 housing which is what is appropriate for people of this
income level.
"Chair Findling went on to state that in the application that the intent implied
that these apartments would be accessible to those at lower income levels,
and that the price of the studio[]s is beyond reach of what the median income
could afford. He stated his concern was what kind of disposable income these
income levels would have to do anything beyond accessing shelter. He stated
that it was a concern of his."
"The applicant stated that he did not have an answer for this."

•

Discussion:
a. CU-2020-01 Final Order Relevant Facts #56
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2. Application was positioned to "serve the 172" of the Garibaldi
Comprehensive Plan
•

Summary
o "the 172", a phrase used by the applicant, references the applicant's claim the CU2020-01 application helps fill 172 units in R-1 & C-1 in Table 6. Projected Future New
Housing Units and Land Needs by Housing Type and Zoning Designation, 2005 – 2025
(City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan Pg. 15)

o Application was not positioned as something "new" or "outside the box" but as
something that fit the City of Garibaldi GMC & Comprehensive Plan.
▪ Note the Reminder: We have to treat this "as is."
o The applicant has already filled the need for 5 or more unit housing with his
previous two existing apartment complexes
o The "172" was to aid our growth towards 1,360 residents by 2025. We are still
estimated to be under 800.
o Applicant has already overfilled the need of 5 or more units for our city if we ever
reach 1,360 residents. That we are still at 800 meaning that over saturation is
amplified by an estimated 170%
▪ 1,360 / 800 = 1.7
▪ * 100 = 170
o CU-2020-01 qualifies under 5 or more units and ONLY 5 or more units. It can not be
used to fill other parts of the table
▪ Each type of housing – 1-unit, duplexes, triplexes – is not a space on a bingo
sheet to be filled in.
• Each type is a modality.
• Modes of growth.
• Each requires unique resources
• Each provides distinct competitive advantages
• Each uniquely benefit the city and its residents
• Creates a healthy, competitive local marketplace
• This typically keeps the price affordable
• This typically spurs innovation, improving value for the tenants &
renters
o The city's population hasn't grown at all, let alone grown to match projections, or
with the help of the applicant's previous apartment projects.
o As summarized by then-City Manager Wullschlager in the CU-2020-01 hearing notes
& Final Order, I noted the city has been in market depreciation for 70 years.
▪ Relevant Facts #53
o RV usage has become more commonly accepted as permanent housing, and at this
time, is not factored fully into our Comprehensive Plan. We have multiple RV parks
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•
•

•

who already exist, with numerous full-time / long term residents, and when the
Comprehensive Plan is updated, could be considered for filling multi-unit housing
▪ Relevant Facts #53
o Therefore, CU-2020-01 does not serve the Comprehensive Plan in this aspect
Discussion:
o CU-2020-01 Final Order Relevant Facts #50 page 2
Table 6 Estimates:
o Estimated population by 2025: 1,360
▪ Source
• Oregon Office of Economic Analysis and Cogan Owens Cogan
o City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan Goal 8 B. Park Lands
and Facilities Needs (Page 7).
▪ Reality:
• Population Growth from 2005-2020 vs. Comprehensive Plan
Estimates
o Nowhere close. Still around 800 with the two existing
apartment complexes

Since Table 6 was compiled (estimated based on count)
o 5 or More Units:
▪ Then: 23 more units projected in the 5 or more units in the R-1 & C- 1
zones.
▪ Now:
• Applicant himself has already since built 2 complexes with 42
units in Garibaldi, superseding the Comprehensive Plan's overall
need for 23 more units in these zones row by estimated 83%.
• That's not reportedly factoring in the 55-and-older community in
the C-1 near US 101 & 8th St. Initial start date unknown at this
time.
o Doesn't appeared factored into Table 6
▪ Stats
• C-1
o Need: 4 units
o Already Filled by applicant: 42 units
o CU-2020-01 Project estimates an additional: 18 units
• R-1
o Need: 19 units
o Filled by Applicant (or anyone): 0 units
o CU-2020-01 Project estimates: 48 units – 152% of need if
population reached 1,360 residents
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o Acres: 1.0
• WD-2 (Now WM)
o Need: 19 units
o Filled by anyone: N/A
• Source
o City of Garibaldi Planning Commission June 10, 2020
Meeting & Agenda (page 45).
o Mobile Homes:
▪ Then
• City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan VI. Housing B. Findings 1.
o "However, since that time, a number of mobile homes
within the Upper Biak mobile home park have been
removed or abandoned."
▪ Now
• Upper Biak mobile home park has been removed and is being
replaced with an estimated 27 Single Family Detached Homes on
subdivided lots estimated 3,500 sq ft. per lot, all in a subdivision
based on the Conditional Use permit for JLT Construction.
o Breakdown Estimates:
▪ Completed: 18
▪ In construction: 2
▪ Lot availability: 5-7 single detached homes
▪ Source:
• Survey count through neighborhood.
o RVs:
▪ Then
• City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan VI. Housing B. Findings 1.
o "While RVs are not legally considered permanent
residences, practically speaking they historically have
represented a source of affordable housing in the
community."
▪ Now
• Reportedly, RVs can now be legally considered for permanent
residences.
o Around 250 full-hookup spaces in 5 RV parks within City
Limits
o Some are month-to-month, some appear longer, some are
for tourists:
o General Estimates of all RV spaces (full hookup or
otherwise)
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▪
▪

Port of Garibaldi RV Park (45)
Old Mill RV Park & Event Center (about 195)
• Full Hookup & Long Term: (about 129-179)
o Used this lower stat (129) for
calculation
o Reason for variance: Not sure if 50
full time, currently designated, is in
their Full Hookup stats.
▪ Harborview Inn & RV Park (30)
▪ Heron's RV Park (30)
▪ Miami Cove RV Park (15)
o Sources included
▪ Physically Counting
▪ Websites
▪ 3rd party: http://www.rvparking.com
▪

Zones
• C-1: 45-49
• WM: 204 units available
▪ Reminder:
• RVs are not yet included in the City of Garibaldi Comprehensive
Plan housing estimates
o Accessory Dwelling Units:
▪ Then
• Not allowed.
▪ Now
• Allowed, encouraged, and expected to better fill our needs for 1
Unit Attached & 1 Unit Detached units.
o Link
▪ Tillamook County Housing Needs Analysis
• https://www.tillamookcountypioneer.net/
wp-content/uploads/2020/02/TillamookHNA-Final-Report-v2.pdf
▪ "But you said State Goal 10 supersedes county needs..."
• Speaks to modality possibility now allowed
o Waterfront Dependent WD-2 (has since evolved into WM – Waterfront Mixed
Use), as noted in Table 5. Projected Total Future Housing Units by Housing Type
and Zoning Designation, 2025 and Table 6. Projected Future New Housing Units
and Land Needs by Housing Type and Zoning Designation, 2005 - 2025
▪ WD-2 (WM) planned to collect 146 of the total housing units (46.6%)
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▪

▪
▪

▪

Reportedly, the Old Mill Marina plan was nixed. Reportedly, construction
was considered infeasible due to the issues with the land
• Old Mill Marina & Port of Garibaldi sit essentially on man-made
land using primarily dredge spoils for materials
Because of nature of the project cancellation, RVs reportedly became a
practical alternative to fill housing needs in this area
Waterfront District (WD) & Waterfront Mixed Use (WM) zones lie mostly
on US 101 S side of road, in the Port of Garibaldi / Old Mill Marina / Port
of Tillamook Bay area
• Multimodal grid system to support traffic without crossing federal
highway for most things
o Shops, restaurants, bars, and fishing / crabbing / clamming
and boating are accessible within grid
• By contrast, 101N side of road, where CU-2020-01 plans to build,
is a spur with no multimodal access
o There are claims of a bike trail there, but the land pinches
up to US 1010 in several spots nearby, blocking access to
downtown
Reminder: CU-2020-01 is not proposed in the WM area
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3. Applicant billed application to also serve Tillamook County Housing
Crisis with affordable / lower-income housing
•

•

•

Recent News
o https://www.tillamookheadlightherald.com/news_paid/seeking-solutions-totillamook-county-s-housing-crisis/article_4a119538-67b0-11ea-8182cfc9516eb847.html
o "At the center of the crisis are low wages and a lack of affordable housing."
We focus on City needs, not county needs
o That said, see Point #1: Applicant stated that a person making $15 an hour could
afford the studio & one-bedroom and $19 an hour could afford the two-bedroom.
State Goal 10 directive supersedes County needs and the City's Comprehensive Plan
o Meaning, while Tillamook City is required, the City of Garibaldi is not required to fill
a "broad range" of housing because of our lack of population

Planning Commissioner Chair Finn's CU-2020-01 Preface & Vote explanation | 20

58

4. Applicant did not provide a visual mockup of intended build:
•

•

•

9
10

Summary:
o While we do not have a design review, without receiving a reasonable clue
into aesthetic quality of the construction, it is unclear whether CU-2020-01
would fit into the Comprehensive Plan's Community Development Pattern9
▪ Without further assurances, and because we can't "Shark Tank" the
application, we cannot assume it will fit the Comprehensive Plan.
Community Development Pattern used by CU-2020-02 co-appellants Forsman &
Elmore
o Elmore & Forsman argued against CU-2020-02, using the Comprehensive
Plan's Community Development Pattern
o CU-2020-02 appeal hearing, Daniels, serving as a Garibaldi City Counselor,
motioned to remand CU-2020-02 back to the Planning Commission
▪ No direct criteria was given. No codes were mentioned.
o Situation: CU-2020-02 appeal appeared based on City of Garibaldi
Comprehensive Plan III. Community Development Pattern.
▪ Daniels motion to lower maximum allowable height of Garibaldi
Grade School shelter from 23' to 21' because Councilor Daniels, in his
words, was "not buying" architect Fanjoy's safety and ADA reasons
for not going below 21'9" without a major re-design10.
• By Daniels own act in CU-2020-02, the CU-2020-01 applicant
acknowledges the impact of the Community Development
Pattern on projects
• The motion successfully passed and remanded to the Planning
Commission without Criteria other than the fact the appeal
was loosely based on the Community Development Pattern
• Part of the argument was the potential additional traffic
generated by the playground shelter for the school
Notes:
o City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan VI. Housing > B > 6. Strategies
▪ E: " Consider adoption of commercial and mixed-use design
guidelines or standards to ensure that new mixed-use development is
consistent with community character and enhances Garibaldi’s
attractiveness."
o City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan III. Community Development Pattern
▪ E: " Where new commercial uses abut a residential zone, site design
measure should be required to minimize potential adverse impacts on

Precedent: City of Garibaldi CU-2020-02 Council Remand to Planning Commission
Source: Listened to the CU-2020-02 appeal Zoom meeting
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the residential zone. Particular attention should be given to
minimizing traffic impacts."

5. The Applicant stated a portion of the citizens of the county workforce
commute to work.
•
•
•

This is not a causational fact.
As discussed, folks have different reasons to commute to work.
o It is presumptive that folks want to live and work in the same place
Discussed in CU-2020-01 Planning Commission hearing
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6. Neither Applicant, City, or ODOT has provided proper multimodal
access to the area:
Summary:
•
•
•

•
•

I argued that the traffic study didn't account for the people in the vicinity, only the autos
I argued the study only cared about the impact to US 101, not the city
I motioned to include a condition where sidewalks along US 101 at the property to
enhance multimodal capabilities
o Motion was voted down
This leaves the potential residents of CU-2020-01 on a spur, on US 1010, without
alternative access to and from
Because of lack of sufficient multimodal access, creating total dependence on auto
access to US 101, CU-2020-01 did not fit the Comprehensive Plan in this aspect

Notes:
•

•

•

City of Garibaldi Comprehensive Plan VI. Housing > B > 5. Policies
o D: " Encourage development of housing in locations that are easily accessible
through walking and bicycling to municipal and commercial services and
facilities."
XVI. Chapter XVI of the Transportation System Plan. B 3: Goal 3: Access and Circulation
on U.S. 101. (Page 77)
o Provide a transportation system that balances access to U.S. 101 and the
performance of U.S. 101 with the community desire to maintain a pleasant,
economically viable city, consistent with the OHP.
o Objectives
▪ Preserve and improve the coastal bicycle route along U.S. 101.
▪ Improve streetscapes along U.S. 101 by adding pedestrian improvements
such as landscaping, planters and benches as feasible.
▪ Improve opportunities to cross U.S. 101 by all modes, without adding
new access locations.
o Strategies
▪ On U.S. 101, the plan includes specific improvements for sidewalks
(including ADA-compliant ramps) and curb extensions to shorten crossing
distances for pedestrians. Outside of the downtown area, widened
shoulders are recommended for the coastal bike route. Several locations
for bicycle parking on U.S. 101 are identified.
Salmonberry Trail:
Not expected to begin construction in Garibaldi in the near future

Planning Commissioner Chair Finn's CU-2020-01 Preface & Vote explanation | 23

61

In Closing
"I am loath to close. We are not enemies, but friends. We must not be
enemies. Though passion may have strained it must not break our bonds of
affection. The mystic chords of memory, stretching from every battlefield and
patriot grave to every living heart and hearthstone all over this broad land,
will yet swell the chorus of the Union, when again touched, as surely they will
be, by the better angels of our nature."
-

President Abraham Lincoln. First Inaugural Address
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