
 

 
AGENDA 

City of Dallas Planning Commission 
TUESDAY, January 14, 2014 - 7:00 p.m. 
City Hall Council Chambers 
187 SE Court Street 

 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Dallas City Hall is handicapped-accessible. Any requests for accommodation should be made at least 48 

hours before the meeting to the Community Development Department, 503-831-3565 or TDD 503-623-

7355. 
 

For questions or comments on the agenda, contact: John Swanson at 503.831.3572 or john.swanson@ci.dallas.or.us 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Regular meeting of December 10, 2013 
 

Page 2 

 
4. PUBLIC COMMENT – This is an opportunity for citizens to speak to items not on 

the agenda (3 minutes per person please.) 
 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 

CPA/ZC 13-01 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment/Zone Change   Page 5 
from I to RM 
Location: 1505 SE Jonathan Ave        Applicant: Fitzwater 

 
 
   

6. OTHER BUSINESS 
 Sign Code process  
   
   

7. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS  
 
 
8. STAFF COMMENTS 
 
 
9. ADJOURN 
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DRAFT 

 MINUTES                     

CALL TO ORDER  1 

President Chuck Lerwick called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 2 

ROLL CALL 3 

Commissioners Present:    Chuck Lerwick, Carol Kowash, Les Oehler, David Shein, Denise Jones, 4 

and Robert Wilson. 5 

                         Absent:  Chris Castelli           6 

                    Staff present:    City Attorney Lane Shetterly, Planner John Swanson, and Recording 7 

Secretary Patti Senger.  8 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 9 

President Chuck Lerwick presented the minutes of the regular meeting of November 12, 2013.         10 

Commissioner  Shein  moved  to approve the minutes as presented.  The motion passed unanimously.   11 

PUBLIC COMMENT  12 

Gene Henshaw, 2424 SW Oakwood Drive, Dallas, Oregon, advised the Planning Commission that local 13 
merchants were concerned about the sign code revisions.  He asked when the decision would be made.  14 
Mr. Swanson indicated it would not be at this meeting but the timeline for a decision would be 15 
discussed tonight.  President Lerwick asked if he was pleased with the process so far and Mr. Henshaw 16 
indicated he was pleased but there were still unresolved issues.   17 

Jim Williams, 1187 SE Barberry Avenue, Dallas, Oregon, announced that he was the chair of the 18 
Chamber of Commerce Public Policy Committee and explained the group looked at issues confronting 19 
the business community.  He reported that Gene Henshaw had been active in that committee and 20 
worked with 15 Dallas businesses concerning the sign code.  He advised he would like the sign code to 21 
be simple, clearly written for interpretation, and provide business owners opportunities to advertise, 22 
direct, and inform consumers.  He recommended holding off making a decision until January to allow 23 
the Public Policy Committee time to prepare information to bring back to the Planning Commission and 24 
indicated the additional input would be beneficial.  He clarified he did not want it to be a business 25 
solution, but a community solution.  He wondered why not allow home businesses in residential 26 
neighborhoods to have signs, and suggested some of those businesses would not take advantage of a 27 
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sign but they should be able to have the option.  Mr. Williams noted his observation that the new 28 
banners on Main Street were decorations and that banner signs were nothing more than decorations.  29 
He asked why regulate those and what the difference was between a decoration and an advertisement.    30 
He stated the need to find a way for offsite directional signage and mentioned kiosks.  He summarized 31 
that he was looking forward to working with the Planning Commission to develop a fair sign code for 32 
Dallas. 33 

OTHER BUSINESS 34 
Planner John Swanson explained that Community Development Director Jason Locke was unable to be 35 
at the meeting.  He stated they would continue discussion about the sign code revisions and work to 36 
develop a plan to move forward that allowed time for public comment and discussion.  He provided a 37 
handout that overviewed how the changes came about.  He confirmed that there would be only 38 
discussion and no decisions at this meeting.  He stated the main points from the staff were to remove 39 
the sign code from the Municipal Code to the Development Code, address the new technology used in 40 
signs, apply sign code language used in other jurisdictions and to be understandable for users of the sign 41 
code including business, residential, and administration.  He stated that the parts that were working 42 
were not changed.  He summarized that developing a code that staff did not have the manpower or 43 
finances to enforce would defeat the purpose.    44 

Mr. Swanson stated that the next step would be to hold a town hall meeting and advertise it on the 45 
website and other avenues.  He suggested holding it after the January Planning Commission meeting 46 
and before the February Planning Commission meeting.  This provided time for the public to make 47 
comments, staff time to incorporate those recommendations, and get it ready to pass along to City 48 
Council.  He noted it could take longer than that and the dates were flexible. 49 

Carol Kowash announced she liked the idea of a town hall meeting and David Shein concurred.  The 50 
consensus of the Commission was to hold a town hall meeting in mid-January. 51 

President Lerwick asked about security system signs in residential areas and Lane Shetterly indicated 52 
they would be identified in the code under “exempt”.  President Lerwick asked about community 53 
activity signs in neighborhoods and Mr. Swanson stated that currently they would need to apply for 54 
permission for a community oriented event sign in a neighborhood.  Mr. Shetterly suggested listing 55 
those as exempt as well.   56 

Mr. Shein asked about ground-mounted signs requiring both a Sign Permit and a Building Permit.  Mr. 57 
Shetterly indicated they would be required in the state building codes and suggested confirming that 58 
with Ted Cuno, the Building Official.  Mr. Swanson explained that larger signs required engineering to 59 
deal with wind load and safety.  Mr. Shein perceived this as a public relations issue that created the 60 
perception that the City was hard to work with more paperwork and more hoops.  Mr. Swanson 61 
explained that from the customer service side, they did those concurrently and tracked them together 62 
for approval at the same time.  He mentioned that if the sign was lower than six feet, it did not require a 63 
Building Permit.   64 

Mr. Shein asked about political signs and Mr. Swanson explained that the only substantive change was 65 
the addition of a maximum sign size of eight square feet.  He added that there was no limit to how many 66 
signs they could use.  There was further discussion if the maximum size was for one or both sides.  Mr. 67 
Shetterly pointed out that was outlined in the draft sign code and the area of only one side was counted.   68 
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Mr. Wilson stressed the importance of due diligence in getting the public to a town hall meeting.  He 69 
explained the need to get their input and allow time for the Commission members to digest the 70 
information.  Mr. Shein noted this tied in with the work they would be doing on the Comprehensive Plan 71 
with the very first goal being citizen participation.  Mr. Wilson complimented the draft document and its 72 
importance as a tool.  Ms. Kowash mentioned scheduling would be important.   73 

Mr. Henshaw asked about giving testimony at a town hall meeting.  Mr. Swanson indicated folks would 74 
be able to ask questions.  In answer to a question, Mr. Swanson stated that the agenda for the town hall 75 
meeting would be discussed in the January Planning Commission meeting.  Les Oehler said that he 76 
would like to review the format prior to the public announcement.   77 

There was discussion about when the Chamber of Commerce Public Policy Committee should give their 78 
input.  Mr. Shetterly stated the next Planning Commission meeting would not be a public hearing so the 79 
meeting after the town hall, either February or March of 2014.  Mr. Williams clarified that any 80 
organization had the option to make comments formally at the Planning Commission public hearing.  81 
Mr. Swanson affirmed that was correct.  Mr. Swanson reiterated that the decisions would not be made 82 
lightly and they would take the required amount of time to consider all of the input.  The goal was a final 83 
product that would satisfy as many people as possible.   84 

President Lerwick asked about how to get the public to the town hall meeting.  He pointed out the 85 
businesses had an obvious vested interested where the public may not realize their interest until after 86 
the fact.  Mr. Swanson indicated that the organized groups had it on their radar and that every means 87 
possible would be used and mentioned flyers in utility bills, the website, Facebook, and trying to get an 88 
article in the newspaper.  Mr. Wilson stated the Commission members could invite people too.  89 
Audience member Joe Koubek interjected the importance of picking a date now because deadlines for 90 
getting information into the utility bill were coming up.  He suggested a Saturday would be better for 91 
the public even if staff did not prefer that.    92 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 93 
Denise Jones stated she would like to discuss the kiosk idea more.  Mr. Swanson stated that tied in with 94 
what the Urban Renewal District Advisory Committee (URDAC) was doing downtown.   95 

STAFF COMMENTS 96 
Mr. Swanson announced that there would be an application for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and 97 
Zone Change on the agenda for the January 2014 Planning Commission meeting. 98 

The meeting adjourned at 7:41 p.m.  99 
 

APPROVED: 

___________________________                         ____________________________ 

President                                                      Date 

1/14/2014 PC Agenda Packet Page 4/39



Page 1 of 7 

 

CITY OF DALLAS APPLICATION COMPLETE:   

DECEMBER 4, 2013 Planning Commission 

 

 

STAFF REPORT 

DATE: JANUARY 2, 2014 

 

FILE NO. 

 

 

 

 

ZC/CPA13-01 

HEARING DATE 

 

 

JANUARY 14, 2014  7:00 P.M. CITY HALL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

187 SE COURT STREET 

DALLAS, OREGON  97338 

 

OWNER 

 

 

 

GARY AND BERTHA FITZWATER 

 

APPLICANT 

 

FOWLER HOMES LLC 

 

 

REQUEST 

 

 

 

ZONE CHANGE AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

MAP AMENDMENT FROM INDUSTRIAL TO 

RESIDENTIAL (MEDIUM DENSITY) FOR .2 AC 

LOT 

LOCATION 

 

 

 

1505 SE JONATHAN AVE 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

 

 

APPROVAL 
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CITY OF DALLAS 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT 

 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The subject property is located on the south side 

of SE Jonathan Ave and is comprised of 1 previously platted lot in the Applegate 

Landing Subdivision that is currently zoned Industrial (I).  The 13 platted lots to the east 

have already been rezoned to RM and are developed .  The Comprehensive Plan 

designation is Industrial.   The access to the subject property occurs via SE Greening 

Drive and SE Appleseed Drive. SE Jonathan Ave is a fully improved city street. 

 

The property to the east is developed with a duplex, the property to the west is zoned 

Industrial and contains self-storage units.  The property to the north is a residential 

subdivision that is fully built out and contains detached single-family dwellings and 

duplexes.  The property to the south is zoned Industrial and contains RR tracks. 

 

 

PROPOSAL: The applicant is proposing to change the Comprehensive Plan Map 

Designation from Industrial to Residential, and change the zoning from Industrial (I) to 

Residential Medium Density (RM) in order to accommodate smaller lot housing types.   
  

 

APPROVAL CRITERIA:   
 

Type IV Legislative Criteria (4.1.040) 

G. Decision-Making Criteria.  The recommendation by the Planning Commission and 

the decision by the City Council shall be based on the following factors: 

 

1. Approval of the request is consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals; 

 

Goal 9: Economic Development 

The Goal 9Administrative Rule requires that conversion of 2 or more acres of 

Industrial land meet the requirements of OAR 660-009-0010  

(4) For a post-acknowledgement plan amendment under OAR chapter 660, division 18, 

that changes the plan designation of land in excess of two acres within an existing urban 

growth boundary from an industrial use designation to a non-industrial use designation, 

or another employment use designation to any other use designation, a city or county 

must address all applicable planning requirements, and:  

(a) Demonstrate that the proposed amendment is consistent with its most recent economic 

opportunities analysis and the parts of its acknowledged comprehensive plan which 

address the requirements of this division; or  
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(b) Amend its comprehensive plan to incorporate the proposed amendment, consistent 

with the requirements of this division; or  

(c) Adopt a combination of the above, consistent with the requirements of this division.  

Findings: The proposed change will not affect 2 acres or more.  Therefore, the 

requirements of  

Conclusion: The conversion of this property from industrial to residential use is not 

required to satisfy OAR 660-009-0010 

 

Goal 10: Housing 

Goal 10 states that: Buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans 

shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price 

ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon 

households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density. 

Finding: The City of Dallas recently adopted a new Development Code that 

significantly changed the allowed housing types in various residential zones.  The 

RM zone (Residential Medium Density) now allows more housing types beyond 

just apartments, including row houses, zero lot line housing, and small lot 

housing types in order to encourage development of needed housing types within 

the city. There is currently very little vacant RM-zoned land outside of designated 

Mixed-Use Nodes.  

 

Conclusion: The proposal would provide an additional .2 acres of RM zoned 

land to provide a much needed housing type, single family attached or 

detached small lot housing at a price level affordable for the citizens of 

Dallas.      

 

 

2. Approval of the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and 

 Findings: The Dallas Comprehensive Plan designation for the subject property is 

Industrial. There are a number of Comprehensive Plan policies that are required 

to be addressed in order to change that designation.  

   

ECONOMIC GOALS: 

 

2.1 Industrial Development Policies 

1. Encourage the future development of industrial facilities, primarily ones that would 

have a limited environmental effect upon the community and which do not place 

excessive demands on the City’s infrastructure. 

2. Require all existing and future industries to locate within the City Limits and to 

conform to existing federal and state environmental laws. 
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3. Encourage the diversification of industries in Dallas to reduce the chance of economic 

depression because of an economic slump in one industry. 

4. Encourage the development of an industrial or business park within the Dallas City 

Limits. 

5. Provide for a choice among suitable industrial and business park sites. 

6. Encourage the development of agriculture-related industries. 

Findings: The proposal removes .2 acres of unsuitable Industrial land from the City of 

Dallas industrial land inventory. This will not impact the provision of choice among 

suitable sites. 

2.3 Industrial Land Use Policies 

1. Preserve prime industrial sites and reserve suitable land to provide a choice among 

sites for new industrial development prior to actual demand. 

2. Support the Ash Creek Water Control District in order to maximize use of the Ash 

Creek Industrial area. 

3. Encourage the use of the industrial park concept by requiring master planning rather 

than piecemeal development of industrial sites and areas. 

4. Where appropriately buffered, designate multi-family residential land near industrial 

sites to minimize travel distance from employment centers to housing. 

5. Encourage the continued growth of the service-related industries. 

Findings: The proposal removes .2 acres of unsuitable Industrial land from the City of 

Dallas industrial land inventory. This will not impact the provision of choice among 

suitable sites, will provide a buffer from Industrial land to the south, and will have no 

impact on the growth of service-related industries. 

 

HOUSING GOALS 

 

3.3 Phasing & Adequate Public Facilities  

Residential development shall be phased and provided with adequate sanitary sewer, 

water, storm drainage, transportation and park and recreational facilities, as prescribed in 

Chapter 7, Public Facilities Plan.  In addition: 

1. Except in areas identified for more intensive development, existing high-quality 

residential areas and housing stock within the community shall be maintained and 

conserved. 

2. The development of close-in vacant land, readily serviceable by a full range of 

urban services shall have a higher priority than development of peripheral land that 

cannot be provided, efficiently, with a full range of urban services. 

3. Vacant land within the current City limits shall have a higher priority than 

unincorporated areas. 
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Except in documented health hazard situations, annexation shall occur in areas where 

services can be most easily extended, as prescribed in Chapter 7, the Public 

Facilities Plan. 

Findings: The subject property is currently served by SE Jonathan Ave, City 

water, sanitary sewer, and storm drainage.  The proposed use would utilize these 

existing services, which have adequate capacity to serve the uses allowed in the 

RM zone. Therefore, being land that is close-in and serviceable, is of a higher 

priority than land on the periphery.  

Conclusion: The proposal is consistent with the Dallas Comprehensive Plan. 

 

3. The property and affected area is presently provided with adequate public 

facilities and services, including transportation, sewer and water systems, to 

support the use, or such facilities and services are provided for in adopted City 

plans and can be provided concurrently with the development of the property. 

 Findings: The subject property is currently served by SE Jonathan Ave, City 

water, sanitary sewer, and storm drainage.  The proposed use would utilize these 

existing services, which have adequate capacity to serve the uses allowed in the 

RM zone.  

Conclusion: The subject property is presently provided with adequate public 

facilities and services. 

 

 

Land Use Map and Text amendments 4.7.030(B) 

B. Criteria for Quasi-Judicial Amendments. A recommendation or a decision to 

approve, approve with conditions or to deny an application for a quasi-judicial 

amendment shall be based on all of the following criteria: 

 

1. Approval of the request is consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals;  

 Finding: See G1 above 

 

2. Approval of the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan;  

 Finding: See G2 above 

 

3. The property and affected area is presently provided with adequate public 

facilities, services and transportation networks to support the use, or such 

facilities, services and transportation networks are planned to be provided in the 

planning period; and 

 Finding: The subject property is currently served by SE Jonathan Ave, City water, 

sanitary sewer, and storm drainage.  The proposed use would utilize these 

existing services, which have adequate capacity to serve the uses allowed in the 

RM zone.  
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4. The change is in the public interest with regard to neighborhood or community 

conditions, or corrects a mistake or inconsistency in the comprehensive plan map 

or zoning map regarding the property which is the subject of the application; and 

Findings: The subject property is zoned Industrial, and is located in a residential 

neighborhood.  The applicant states, and staff concurs, that this is an 

inconsistency on both the comprehensive plan map and zoning map, and that 

redesignating the property to residential with the proposed RM zoning will 

adequately correct the inconsistency and is, in fact, more in line with the 

Comprehensive Plan.  

 

5.   The amendment conforms to the Transportation Planning Rule provisions under 

Section 4.7.060. 
 

4.7.060 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE COMPLIANCE 

 

A. Review of Applications for Effect on Transportation Facilities.  When a 

development application includes a proposed comprehensive plan amendment or land 

use district change, the proposal shall be reviewed to determine whether it 

significantly affects a transportation facility, in accordance with Oregon 

Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060 (the Transportation Planning Rule - TPR) 

and the Traffic Impact Analysis provisions of Section 4.1.090.  “Significant” means 

the proposal would: 

 

1. Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation 

facility (exclusive of correction of map errors).  This would occur, for example, 

when a proposal causes future traffic to exceed the levels associated with a 

“collector” street classification, requiring a change in the classification to an 

“arterial” street, as identified by the Dallas Transportation System Plan; or 

 Finding: The subject property is served by an existing local street, SE Jonathan 

Ave. There is no proposal or need to change the functional classification of SE 

Jonathan Ave. The nearest major collector is SE Miller Ave, which operates at 

acceptable performance levels. 

 

2. Change the standards implementing a functional classification system; or 

Finding: There is no change to the standards implementing the functional 

classification system. 

 

3. As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the Dallas 

Transportation System Plan or the adopted plan of any other applicable roadway 

authority, allow types or levels of land use that would result in levels of travel or 

access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or 

planned transportation facility; or 
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 Finding: The proposal, as measured at the end of the planning period identified in 

the Dallas Transportation Plan, will not result in levels of travel or access that 

are inconsistent with the functional  classification of the existing transportation 

facility. 

 

4. Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below 

the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in road authority’s 

adopted plan; or 

 Finding: The proposal, with the RM designation at full buildout, would generate 

an additional 1-2 peak hour trips on to SE Miller Ave. SE Miller Ave. is a major 

collector with significant additional capacity. Therefore, the proposal would not 

fall below the minimum acceptable standard. 

 

5. Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is 

otherwise projected to perform below the minimum acceptable performance 

standard identified in the road authority’s adopted plan. 

 Finding:  SE Miller Ave. does not currently, nor is it projected to perform below 

minimum acceptable standards as a result of the proposal.  

 

6. Where the City lacks specific transportation policies or standards, the City 

Council shall be consulted, as provided under Section 4.1.050 (Type IV 

Legislative Review). 

 Finding: Not applicable. 

 

OVERALL TPR FINDING: Based on the above findings, the proposal would not result in 

a significant effect on an existing or planned transportation facility. 

 
 

CONCLUSION:  Based on the applicants’ findings, and the findings and 

conclusions above, it can be found that this proposal meets all the 

applicable criteria.  
 

 

RECOMMENDATION:   

That the Planning Commission recommend approval of the proposed 

Comprehensive Plan Map amendment from Industrial to Residential and zone 

change from Industrial to Residential Medium density (RM) at 1505 SE Jonathan 

Ave. 
 

 

        

 Jason Locke 

  

Community Development Department Director 
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