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SOUTHWEST COASTAL DESIGN REVIEW / CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
Wednesday, June 17, 2009 @ 6:00 P.M. Arch Cape Fire Hall, 79816 E Beach Road 

 

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER (George Cerelli, Chairperson) 6:00 p.m. 

2. ROLL CALL 

3. BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC - This is an opportunity for anyone to give a brief 
presentation (3 minutes or less) to the Committee on any land use planning issue or county 
concern that is not on the agenda. 

4. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES: 
 May 28, 2009 (Attached)  

5. CONSENT CALENDAR / MINOR REVIEW ITEMS  
 Steve & Heather Singh. Exterior Renovation: 

 Applicants are proposing to replace siding and windows. In accordance with Section 
4.104§2(B) the application requires a minor review.  
Oversized Plans – To be presented at hearing  

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS / MAJOR DESIGN REVIEW: 

 Petrina / Hasenberg Road Extension: 
 Applicants are requesting an extension to consider the County’s and ODOT’s required 

Conditions. Staff has no further evidence to present from the applicants or ODOT. If an 
application is proposed the County would apply the conditions as presented at the May 
28, 2009 hearing. 

7. OTHER DISCUSSION 
 This is a chance for the committee to discuss and invite testimony from outside agents 

regarding topics of interest 

8. ADJOURN 
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MINUTES FROM THE SOUTHWEST COASTAL DESIGN REVIEW / CITIZEN ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE MEETING HELD May 28, 2009 AT 6 p.m. 

 

Chairman George Cerelli called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

Members present: George Cerelli, Debra Birkby, John Mersereau, Tim Crawford, and Linda Murray. Staff 
Present: William Caplinger.  

 
Business From The Public:  

Mike Manzulli: Discussed the options available to the Arch Cape community regarding incorporation. The 7 
member volunteer committee meets once a month to discuss ideas. One such option that was brought up at 
the last meeting was to open discussions with Portland State University about possible graduate studies or 
workshop opportunities.  

Currently Arch Cape has over 150 residents when including those under 18, but when considering the voting 
community there is only about 130 residents. The community probably has enough members to incorporate, 
but whether to community will vote to incorporate is undeterminable at this time.    

Debra Birkby (DB): Mentioned that Kathy Donofrino is also scheduling a meeting with Ann Samuelson to 
discuss this possibility as well and see what type of help they can get from the County Commission. 

 
Consideration of Minutes: 

Tim Crawford (TC) Correction Page 6, Motion did not include speed bumps 

George Cerelli (GC): Strike “Speed Bumps” 

DB: Center on Page 3 Strike “Virginia” – Member from Public 

MOTION 

DB: Moved to accept minutes as amended   

John Mersereau (JM): Seconds   

Motion passed unanimously. 

 
Petrina / Hasenberg Road Extension: 

William Caplinger (WC): Discussed the applicant’s request to continue the application until they were certain 
which access they were going to pursue through ODOT. 

PUBLIC COMMENT: None 

Discussion Among Commissioners & Staff: 

Linda Murray (LM): It would appear that the whole area is going to be developed eventually so we should 
consider all alternative upgrades to this access point. It is also important to have the final suggested plan 
before the committee before we render a decision. Right now the applicant has two options before us. “I 
want more direction from ODOT so we know what they are going to require.”  The committee also needs 
design plans from the applicants. We currently don’t have anything that relates to the approach or even what 
they are proposing (Ocean or GreenLeaf). 
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TC: What is the difference between Greenleaf or Ocean if one or the other is brought up to standards? 
JM: This is a major modifications and I’d like to see more specific information from ODOT. 
GC: The proposal should be more specific both from ODOT and the applicants.  
MOTION: 

LM: Moved to table the discussion to the June meeting or until we have more specific requirements from 
ODOT 
DB: Second 
DISCUSSION: 

JM: The developers need to get ODOT to narrow down the options. 
LM: I want to know which one they are going to do and pursue. 
DB: There is a surface water drainage problem near Ocean that could create a problem for property owners 
on the western portion of the Highway 
TC: There is also a reasonable probability that the landowner might throw in the towel if all these 
requirements are on their shoulders alone. 
GC: Called for the vote on the motion 
Motion Passed Unanimously 

 
Calhoun New Residential Development: 

WC: Introduced the application and the criteria as described in the Criteria Evaluation Sheet 

JM: Discussed the application and the new information submittal: 

LM: Big spruce is going to be removed 

PUBLIC COMMENT: Presentation from Eric @ Adair homes gave a presentation about the landscape 
and the large spruce tree adjacent to the side of the house. 

Chad Calhoun: Mentioned that the placement of the footings would likely destabilize the spruce tree based 
on its age and proximity to the home. 

TC: The placement of the foundation would probably be within 5 feet or less when you consider the width of 
the digging. Roots are going to be an issue. 

LM: There is a nice grove of hemlock that remains. 

Mike Manzulli (MM): I came to see the tree plan. 

Eric: Discussed the proposed tree plan. 

MM: The area is a primarily wooded area and the neighbors and myself appreciate your efforts to preserve 
the wooded character. 

Theodore Lundy: Is there any way they could fix the road or dump some rock in the potholes while they have 
all the equipment out there. 

MM: We may be able to raise funds to share the expense while you have the heavy machinery there. 

MOTION 

TC: Moved to approve as per staff recommendations 

DB: Seconds 

DISCUSSION: 

MM: Could you discuss the drainage plan in more detail? 

Eric From Adair: Described the drainage plan. Most drainage will be retained in the wetland area to the 
north, it is likely that the water will be absorbed in the wetland area, and they are proposing to do a dry well 



to help the drainage in the area as well. According to Big River the Dry Well is probably overkill but they 
wanted to ensure adequate drainage. 

DB: The Drywell should be a condition of approval. 

Chad Calhoun: We will adhere to the approved drainage plan, which includes the dry well. 

Motion Passed Unanimously 
 

Willis Residential & Garage Expansion: 

WC: Gave the staff report discussing the background and proposal. The application was deemed incomplete 
because it lacked an adequate description of the height above average grade. The application was also lacking 
breakaway walls required in a velocity zone.  

Presented letter from HLB, Average Grade Calculations, Flood Elevation Certificate 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

TC: Given recent consideration to garage remodels, this sheet claims there is an expansion to the residence 
and the garage, so which is it? On Page 28 it says there is living space above the garage. 

Bob Cerelli (BC): Recalling back to the Willis’s previous application for a Garage remodel, the HLB 
document is from the original application from 2005.  

LM: I’d like to see plans that illustrate the height of the garage and what it is supposed to look like. 

TC: Discussed portions of the application 

BC: Described the project in detail including how the garage is expanding. 

TC: The Staff document considers this an expansion of the house and garage yet the applicant is stating they 
are only expanding the garage. 

WC: Staff would consider the expansion of the garage as an expansion of the home as well because the 
garage is attached. 

DB: Has anyone talked with the neighbors (Johnsons)? The Johnsons were an opponent of the original 
application that was approved by the Design Review committee and denied by the County. 

 Reply: They don’t talk with us 
DB: I’d like to know what their opinion is of this proposal. 

WC: The Johnson did submit a letter via fax; left the letter at the County. 

BC: Raised the question, “Why isn’t there elevations and diagrams included in the packets?” Perhaps staff 
misplaced the documents or lost the paper work. In the resubmitted proposal there were diagrams that 
showed the difference. 

DB: Presented the committee with a document that was sent out prior to the packet that had the diagrams on 
it.  

TC: The documents don’t illustrate the height, nor does it give dimensions though.  

BC: The plans clearly indicate the height of the structure is under the existing roofline and illustrates the 
expansion to a two-car garage.  

LC: I think the applicants should be able to do their original plan to two stories, are you sure you’re happy 
with this proposal? 

MOTION 

TC: Moved to approve the application subject to the staff conditions and the dwelling being a single story 
two-car garage. 



Jm: Stated a conflict of interest 

LM: Second 

DB: Requested they strike the requirement that this remain a “Garage” and change it to residence. It is not 
necessary to specify two car garage 

TC: Accept the amendment and second 

Motion passed unanimously. 

BC: Page 28 references the old proposal 

TC: The Johnsons prevailed due to view and exterior stairs. 

Kathy Willis: Question regarding flood plain questions & a 6.5 foot requirement if the area is considered 
livable space. And that changing the motion to describe residential space might create extra requirements. 

After discussion among committee members it was decided to reevaluate the motion. TC was requested to 
restate the original motion leaving in the two car garage statement 

TC: Re-Stated the Original Motion 

DB: Seconds 

Revise Amended Motion back to Original Motion. 

Motion Passed Unanimously  

 

OTHER DISCUSSION:  

TC: Discussed Speed Signs 

MOTION: 

TC: Moves to Adjourn. 

JM: Second. 

GC: Hearing no discussion meeting adjourned @ 6:55 pm. 
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SOUTHWEST COASTAL DESIGN REVIEW / CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

CRITERIA EVALUATION SHEET – DESIGN REVIEW 
 

 
Applicant:  
 
 
Owner: 
 
 
Property Description: 

 
 

_______________________________ 
_______________________________ 
_______________________________ 
 
_______________________________ 
_______________________________ 
_______________________________ 
 
_______________________________ 

CRITERIA 
1. Relation of Structure to Site: 

_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Protection of Ocean Views: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Preservation of Landscape: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Buffering and Screening (For Commercial Uses): 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Vehicle Circulation and Parking: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Utility Service: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Billy BrownPO BOX 74Tolovana Park, OR 97145
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Steve & Heather Singh3616 Evergreen Point Rd.Medina, WA 98039
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T4N, R10W, Sec 19BC, TL 00105
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The applicant is not proposing any change in the relationship ofthe structure to the site. This proposal is for renovation to exterior siding and windows

mweston
Typewritten Text
This proposal will no decrease any existing Ocean or scenic views.
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No Landscape is proposed to be destroyed or replaced
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This is not a commercial use.

mweston
Typewritten Text
Vehicular parking and circulation is pre-existing and provided viaCarnahan Road.
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Typewritten Text
Utility Service is provided via local utilities.



7. Signs: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

8. Surface Water Drainage: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Other Criteria for Evaluation: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

The above-entitled matter came before the Southwest Coastal Design Review and 
Citizen Advisory Committee at its June 17, 2009 meeting for a public hearing and 
consideration of proposal.  
Based upon the evidence and testimony provided by the applicant, planning 
department staff, and the citizens of the area, this committee hereby recommends this 
application be: { Approved, Conditionally Approved, Denied } 
 
Dated this ____ day of June 2009 
 
 

The Southwest Coastal Design Review / 
Citizen Advisory Committee  

 
_________________________________ 
George Cerelli, Chairman Clatsop County 
SW Coastal DR/CA Committee 
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No signs are proposed.
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No significant impact is predicted with this renovation.
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In accordance with section 4.104(2B), exterior renovations requiringa building permit are required to go through minor design review. This requirement is a criteria the Committee & staff are working to amend.
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SOUTHWEST COASTAL DESIGN REVIEW / CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

CRITERIA EVALUATION SHEET – DESIGN REVIEW 
 

 
Applicant:  
 
 
Owner: 
 
 
Property Description: 

 
 

_______________________________ 
_______________________________ 
_______________________________ 
 
_______________________________ 
_______________________________ 
_______________________________ 
 
_______________________________ 

CRITERIA 
1. Relation of Structure to Site: 

_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Protection of Ocean Views: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Preservation of Landscape: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Buffering and Screening (For Commercial Uses): 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

5. Vehicle Circulation and Parking: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Utility Service: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
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CKI, INC.PO BOX 309Seaside, OR 97138
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J & C Petrina / J & C Hasenberg2104 NE 45th StreetPortland, OR 97213T4N, R10W, Sec. 30BC, TL 1700
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The current proposal does not indicate the location of structuresin relation to the site.
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The protection of ocean views will be assessed at the applicationstage for design review for potential future residences.

mweston
Typewritten Text
Landscape shall be preserved to the extent possible to permit the road extension as indicated on the site plan provided.
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This is not a commercial use.
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This is a consideration of the application and assessed through conditions as outlined in the attached document indicating the conditions necessary for approval

mweston
Typewritten Text
Connection to the existing utility service is proposed and will need to meet or exceed the sanitary districts standards. 
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7. Signs: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

8. Surface Water Drainage: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Other Criteria for Evaluation: 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

The above-entitled matter came before the Southwest Coastal Design Review and 
Citizen Advisory Committee at its June 17, 2009 meeting for a public hearing and 
consideration of proposal.  
Based upon the evidence and testimony provided by the applicant, planning 
department staff, and the citizens of the area, this committee hereby recommends this 
application be: { Approved, Conditionally Approved, Denied } 
 
Dated this ____ day of June 2009 
 
 

The Southwest Coastal Design Review / 
Citizen Advisory Committee  

 
_________________________________ 
George Cerelli, Chairman Clatsop County 
SW Coastal DR/CA Committee 
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No signs have been proposed with this development.
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Applicant is required to ensure that surface water drainage is handled appropriately and does not negatively effect surrounding land owners
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*** Applicant is requesting a continuance until such time that they ***   can work out the details with ODOT and the County regarding access    and approach to Highway 101. Staff has advised the applicant that    they can continue up to 215 days from the date the application was    deemed complete. 
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SOUTHWEST COASTAL DESIGN REVIEW / CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Patrina-Hasenberg Road Extension to Ocean View Lane 
 

 
Clatsop County’s Land Water Development and Use Ordinance 80-14, “Standards Document Chapter 6 – 
Road Standard Specifications for Design and Construction,” requires the county to ensure the road meets 
the A-20 Standard. The A-20 Standard requires an asphalt or concrete surface when the road services 
more than 3 lots. Under S6.005§(2) the county can perform a “Proportionality test.” The proportionality 
test will likely result in the following conditions being applied to this development in addition to the usual 
conditions required to satisfy best management practices: 
 

(1) The applicant will be required to bring the access to 101 up to ODOT standards by either widening 
and realigning Greenleaf or connecting Ocean View and closing Greenleaf. 

(2) The County will require an additional 50' of the road, from the approved access / approach to meet 
the A-20 standards with an asphalt or concrete surface.  

(3) The entire road will need to satisfy A-20 standards but it is likely the County will relax conditions 
requiring the owner to pave the road beyond the 50’ mentioned above.  

 

*** See Clatsop County LWDUO, Chapter 6 Section S6.050/Table 1 Right of Way and Improvements *** 
Standards Table and the Oregon Fire Code as adopted by ORS 

http://www.co.clatsop.or.us/
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Clatsop County Map

4/7/2009
1in. = 492 ft.

This map was produced using the Clatsop County GIS data. The GIS data is
maintained by the county to support its governmental activities.  The
county is not reponsible for map errors, omissions, misuse or misinterpretation.
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