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12/12/2011 

TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan 
or Land Use Regulation Amendments 

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT 

SUBJECT: City of Florence Plan Amendment 
DLCD File Number 002-11 

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption. 
Due to the size of amended material submitted, a complete copy has not been attached. A Copy of the 
adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government 
office. 

Appeal Procedures* 

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Wednesday, December 28, 2011 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b) 
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment 
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government. If 
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of the 
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice 
of the final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in 
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10). Please call LUBA at 
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures. 

*NOTE: The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local 
government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to 
DLCD. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA 
Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline, this Plan Amendment is acknowledged. 

Cc: Sandra Belson, City of Florence 
Angela Lazarean, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist 
Dave Perry, DLCD Regional Representative 
Angela Lazarean, DLCD Urban Planner 
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Notice of Adoption 

This Form 2 must be mailed to DLCD wnnin 5-Working Pays after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and all other requirements of ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 
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DEPTOF 
DEC 08 2011 

L ND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

For Office Use Û » 

Jurisdiction; City of Florence Locai file number Ord. 21 Series 2011 

Date of Adoption: December 6, 2011 Date Mailed: 12/7/2011 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? |EI Yes • No Date: 6/29/2011 

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment • Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

Land Use Regulation Amendment Zoning Map Amendment 

• New Land Use Regulation Q Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 

Approval includes: 1. Amend City Code 1 .tie 10 creating Coast Village District. 2. Rezone approx. 259 lots 
from Highway & Single Family Residential Districts to Coast Village District. 3 Ancillary changes removing 
code inconsistent with state law regarding manufactured housing 4. Revise siting of emergency housing code 
for disaster victims 2nd releif workers. 5. Comprehensive Plan Chapter 2--add Coast Village as implementing 
district in Medium Density Residential Plan Designation. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

Remove manufactured housing code conflicting with state law Comp Plan amendment as described above-

Plan Map Changed from: n/a to: n/a 

Zone Map Changed from: Single Family & Highway to- Coast Village District 

Location: North of 23rd St. east & west of Spruce St. Acres Involved: 45 

Specify Density: Previous: 5.8 homes per acre New: same 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

Was an Exception Adopted? • YES NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 

45-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? Yes • No 
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? Yes • No 
If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? ] Yes • No 

DLCD File No. 002-11 (18879) [16855] 



DLCD file No„ 

Piease lisi all affected Siate or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

ODOT. Lane County 

Local Contact: Wendy Farley 

Address 250 Highway 101 

City 541-997-8237 Zip: 97439 

Phone: (541)997-8237 Extension: 

Fax Number: 541-997-4109 

E-mail Address: wendy.farley@ei.florence.or.us 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received b\ PLCD no later than 5 working days after the ordinance has been signed 

the public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s) 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660. Division 18 

1. This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant). 

2. When submitting the adopted amendment, please p:int a completed copy of Form 2 on light green 
paper if available. 

3. Send this Form 2 and one complete paper copy (documents and maps) of the adopted amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), all supporting iinding(s), 
exhibit(s) and any other supplementary information CORS 197.615 ). 

5. Deadline to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark date; by DLCD 
of the adoption (ORS 197.830 to 197.845 ). 

6. In addition to sending the Form 2 - Notice of Adoption to DLCD, piease also remember to notify persons who 
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision. (ORS 197.615 ) 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United States Postal Service. Common Carrier or Hand 
Carried to the DLCD Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp. 

8. Please ma*' the adopted amendment packet to: 

ATTENTION : PL AN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540 

9 Need More Copies? Please print forms on SlA -1/2x1? green paper only if a vailable If you have any 
questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or contact the DLCD 
Salem Office at (503) 373-0050 x238 or e-mail pIan.amendmeiits(gistate.or.us. 

http: / /www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtml Updated April 22, 2011 

mailto:wendy.farley@ei.florence.or.us
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtml


CITY OF FLORENCE 
ORDINANCE NO= 21, SERIES 2011 

IN THE MATTER OF QUASI-JUDICIAL ZONING MAP AMENEDMENTS AND LEGIS-
LATIVE AMENDMENTS TO THE FLORENCE CITY CODE TITLE 10 AND COMPRE-
HENSIVE PLAN RELATING TO COAST VILLAGE 

WHEREAS, the City Council established a goal in 2009 and carried it forward in 2010 
and 2011 to amend City Code to create affordable housing opportunities through code 
amendments: 

WHEREAS the Planning Commission held general work sessions on housing related 
code changes, end is now recommending approval of amendments to the zoning code, 
zoning map, and Comprehensive Plan to establish a new district for the Coast Village 
development and make other related text changes; 

WHEREAS, Florence City Code (FCC) Title 10, Chapter 1, Sections 3-B and -C pro-
vides that a quasi-judicial zoning change and legislative changes to the text of Title 10 
and the Comprehensive Plan may be initiated by resolution of the Planning Commis-
sion; 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the Florence City Code 
by resolution on June 28, 2011; 

WHEREAS, the City sent notice of the proposed amendments to the Department of 
Land, Conservation and Development on June 29, 2011, not less than 45 days prior to 
the first evidentiary hearing as required by state law and the Florence City Code; 

WHEREAS, at its July 12,2011 meeting the Planning Commission participated in a 
guided tour of the Coast Village community that was open to the public to see the hous-
ing types and development pattern of the Coast Village community; 

WHEREAS, on August 22, 2011, the City sent notice to Referral Agencies about the 
proposed amendments and the public hearing; 

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2011, the City sent notice to affected and surrounding prop-
erty owners about the public hearing, posted the information o i the web site, at all three 
Coast Village entrances and at City Hall on August 24"" and 25th- prior to the public 
hearing; 

WHEREAS the City published a notice of hearing in the Siuslaw News on September 
7W prior to the Planning Commission conducting a public hearing September 13, 2011; 

WHEREAS the Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 13, 2011 
and recommended amendments to the Florence City Code and Comprehensive Plan: 

WHEREAS the City sent notice of the City Council public hearing to affected and sur-

Ordir.ance No. 21 Series 2011 - Coast Village Amendments December 5, 2011 1 of 3 



rounding property owners and to people who had commented during the Planning Com-
mission public hearing process on November 23, 2011; 

WHEREAS the Citv posted notice on the website on November 23, 2011 and published 
the notice in the Siuslaw News on November 30. 2011, and included an article about 
Coast Village Rezoning in the City's November newsletter: 

WHEREAS, the City Council hela a public hearing, closed the public record and delib-
erated to a final decision on December 5, 2011; 

WHEREAS, the zoning map amendments consolidate the Coast Village properties into 
one zoning district and the proposed text amendments to Title 10 expand the allowed 
land uses and coordinate development standards consistent with the Coast Village 
CC&Rs and Architectural policies; 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds the proposed text, zoning map and Comprehensive 
Plan amendments consistent with applicable criteria in Florence City Code Realization 
2020 Florence Comprehensive Plan. Statewide Planning Goals. Oregon Administrative 
Rules and Oregon Revised Statutes: 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF FLORENCE ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1 Adopt the Findings of Fact (Exhibit A); 

Section 2. Amend the Zoning Map (Exhibit B); 

Section 3. Amend FCC, Title 10 Chapter 1, Zoning Administration (Exhibit 
C); 

Section 4. Amend FCC, Title 10 Chapter 2, General Zoning Provisions (Ex-
hibit D) 

Section 5. Amend FCCr Title 10 Chapter 12, Mobile Home/Manufactured 
Home Regulations (Exhibit E); 

Section 6. Add FCC. Title 10 Chapter 29, Coast Village District ^Exhibit F); 

Section 1. Amend Realization 2020, Florence Comprehensive Plan Chapter 2, Land 
Use (Exhibit G) 

Passed by the Florence City Council this 5' day of December, 2011 

AYES 5 - loo^caois Xaoitr, RoVx/*, , V k t ^ a n ; «riaqc^ " B r o t ^ f 
NAYS o 
ABSTAIN O 
ABSENT D 
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APPROVED BY THE MAYOR, this ( 0 d a y of Decmber. 2011. 

ATTEST: 

l / i l h 
Kelli Weese, CITY RECORDER 
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FINDINGS for ORDINANCE No. 21, Series 2011 
Exhibit "A' ; 

City Council Public Hearing Date: December 5, 2011 
Planner Wendy Farley Campbell 
File: PC 11 08 ZC 32 ano PC 11 09 TA 01 

I PROPOSAL 

The City of Florence proposes to amend the zoning mao boundaries and create a new 
zoning district for Coast Village. This residential/recreational community consists of ap-
proximately 42 acres subdivided into one centrally located common area, two common 
areas adjacent to Highway 101, and 259 privately owned lots. The area east of Spruce 
St. consisting of 235 lots, private roads, and common areas is designated Medium Den-
sity m the Comprehensive Plan and zoned Single-Family Residential District. The area 
west of Spruce St. consisting of 24 lots, private roads and common areas is plan des-
ignated Medium Density and zoned Highway District. The specific amendments are 
presented in Exhibits "B" through "G" and are summarized as follows 

• Changes all of Coast Village into one new zoning district: 

• Expands the land uses allowed in the Coast Village subdivision, maintaining the 
recreational land use approved in their subdivision approvals dated 1970-1982, 
and provides additional non-conventional residential land use opportunities; 

• Makes all private numerically platted lots legal building lots 

• Implements development standards in coordination with the Home Owner Asso-
ciation Covenants. Conditions and Restrictions and Architectural Review Com-
mittee Policies and Procedures; 

• Amends definition for "Recreational Vehicle" in the Florence City Code-

« Updates regulations regarding siting emergency housing 

• Removes language inconsistent with state law regulating manufactured homes 

• Acknowledges Coast Village District within the "Medium Density' text in Chapter 
2. Land Use of Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan. 

The proposal includes minor Comprehensive Plan text changes and both zoning map 
and code changes. These are described below 

* Coast Village consists of 259 original rnimencally platted lots (not including Lot ¿-Community Center area), t te 
numerically platted iots m CV Bast were consolidated into adjoining lots by legal property adjustments or by Coast 
Village CC&R acknovAedgemerI The owners of 2 lots in CV West have assumec oiwer'ship of Lots B & C original? 
HO A ownership 

The preparation of this report was made possible in part through financial assistance provided by the Coastal Zone 
t4gt Act of 1872 as amended administered by the Office of Ocean and Coastal Rusotirve Management, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration through a grant tn the Oept of Land Conservation and Development 



Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments (PC 11 09 TA 01): The proposed Compre-
hensive Plan text changes would amend the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive 
Plan, Chapter 2 - Land Use Residential-Medium Density Residential. 

Zoning Code Amendments (PC 11 09 TA 01); The proposed zoning code changes 
would amend the Florence City Code (FCC) Title 10, Chapter 1 - Zoning Adminisira-
tion, Chapter 2 - General Zoning Provisions. Chapter 12 - Mobile/Manufactured Home 
District and add Chapter 29 - Coast Village District. 

Zoning Map Amendments (PC 11 08 ZC 02): The proposed zoning map changes are 
quasi-judicial amendments, and the specific properties proposed to be rezoned are illus-
trated in a map in Exhibit B. The proposed map amendments: 

* Rezone the eastern 38.5 acre Coast Village property from 'Single-Family Residential 
District" (FCC 10-11) to "Coast Village District" (FCC 10-29); and 

• Rezone the western 3.4 acre Coast Village propertv from "Highway District" (FCC 
10-16) to "Coast Village District" (FCC 10-29). 

II. BACKGROUND 

Coast Village is a unique development because it was originally developed as a camp-
ground with privately-owned camp lots and then transitioned toward recreational vehicle 
use, storage and permanent housing. There are a variety of lot sizes in Coast Village, 
some are a standard lot size for the Single-Family Residential zoning district (6,000 sq. 
ft.) and some do not meet the minimum lot size for the Single-Family zone. Over time, 
the Coast Village development has grown io be a year-round residential community for 
many of its residents, 

Some individuals have or want to construct a standard site-built home on their lot, while 
some want to place a manufactured home on their lot and others want to stay in their 
RV or park-model throughout the year The existing Single-Family zone prohibits some 
residents from constructing a new home because the lot size does not meet the code 
requirements. Coast Village is one example of affordable housing for many individuals 
living in that community. Due to its unique evolution over time, a new zoning district is 
proposed for Coast Village. 

In order to create a new zone for this development, staff reviewed the Covenants. Con-
ditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs), Bylaws, and Architectural Review Committee Policies 
arid Procedures for the community and met with Coast Village residents on April 1st. 
2011, to establish standards for a new code. Staff met again with Coast Village resi-
dents on June 1( to review a draft code and receive comments on the proposal. 
Based on this input from Coast Village residents, as well as input from City staff the 
Planning Commission on June 28l: held a public hearing and subsequently initiated a 
new zoning district for Coast Village. 
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Following initiation of the Coast Village rezone. the Planning Commission on July 12, 
2011 met with members of the Coast Village Home Owners Association to tour the 
Coast Village community and see the various housing styles and development patterns 
The tour included the opportunity for question and answer scenarios but did not include 
a deliberation session of the proposed changes. This type of land use decision is both 
quasi-judicial and legislative and requires a public hearing before the Planning Commis-
sion, who makes a recommendation to the City Council. The Council will hold another 
public hearing prior to making the final decision on the proposal. 

III. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES 

The proposed zoning district for Ccast Village establishes the following basic standards. 

1. Permanent residence in motor-homes, RVs and park models is allowed. 
2 Only one permanent dwelling unit -site built, pre-manufactured, or self-contained 

mobile structure on a lot is allowed and accessory dwelling units are prohibited 
3. Partitions and lot line adjustments are prohibited: buildable lots are limited to the 

existing platted numerical lots, excluding Lot 4 of Block 1 of Coast Village (Coast 
Village Home Owner Association owned community center, laundry, playground 
ana pool). 

4 Site-built, manufactured and pre-manufactured homes are allowed on small lots 
5 No minimum floor area is required for dwellings, 
6 Only two parking spaces is required on a lot. 
7. No garage or carport is required and parking is allowed within the front yard 
8. Driveways and parking spaces do not have to be paved 
9. Lot coverage is limited to 35% for enclosed structures and 65% for alt impervious 

surfaces (e.g. structures and pavement (excluding encroaching platted streets)); 
gravel driveways and parking do not count toward the 65% lot coverage. 

10. Height limit is 16 feet, measured from the ground to the highest point of the roof 
11 A 5 foot greenbelt buffer is required on three sides of the lot (sides and rear) 

consistent with the CC&R standards. 
12. A 3 foot fire safety clearance standard is required around residential units and 

propane tanks. 
13.The setbacks combine the greenbelt and fire safety clearance requirements, by 

requiring 8 foot side yards 10 foot rear yards and 20 foot front yards. 
14 Only fences that are located along the perimeter of the entire development are 

regulated under the City code 
15.Only signage visible from the public rignts-of-way and public property are regu-

lated under the City code 

Additionally ancillary changes related to the above mentioned code amendments in-
clude 
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1 FCC 10-1-4: The definition of "Recreational Vehicle" changes to include excep-
tions allowed in Coast Village. 

2. FCC 10-1-4: The definition of "Dwelling" changes to include an exception allowed 
Coast Village 

3. FCC 10-2-9 Replaces the section permitting manufactured home regulations to 
apply to all mobile homes and pre-manufactured housing. 

4. FCC 10-12-2-3 Removes language inconsistent with state law regulating manu-
factured homes and revises ana relocates text regarding emergency housing sit-
ing. 

5. Comprehensive Plan: Chapter 2, Medium Density is revised to include Coast Vil-
lage as an implementing district. 

IV NOTICE AND REFERRALS 

1. Notice: 

The notice of the Planning Commission public hearing was mailed to Coast 
Village property owners and surrounding property owners and posted at all Coast 
Village property entrances on August 24, 2011, and posted on the City website 
August 25, 2011, as well as published in the Siuslaw News on September 7, 
2011 as required by State law and the Florence City Code. The written com-
ments received from the public are included in the Exhibits 

The notice of the City Council public hearing was mailed to Coast Village prop-
erty owners and surrounding property owners and posted at the main entrance to 
Coast Village and on the City website on November 23, 2011, Notice was pub-
lished in the Siuslaw News on November 30, 2011. 

2. Referrals: 

Notice of the proposed City Code Amendments was sent to the Department of 
Land, Conservation and Development (DLCD) on June 29, 2011 not less than 45 
days prior to the proposed first evidentiary hearing of September 13, 2011, as 
required by State law and the Florence City Code. 

On August 22nd. 2011 referrals were also sent to: 

Central Lincoln PUD—No response received 
Confederated Tribes of Coos. Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw—Written response 
received citing no issues 
Florence Code Enforcement—No response received 
Florence Building Official—No written response but verbal consultation received 
Florence Police Department—Written response received citing issues with lack of 
adequate addressing 
Florence Public Works Department—No response received 
Lane County Land Management—No response received 
Siuslaw Valley Fire & Rescue—Written response received, citing no issues 

Findings for O'dinance No. 21 Series 2011, Exhibit A Page 4 of 18 



State of Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development—No re-
sponse received 
State of Oregon Department of Transportation—Verbal response received citing 
no issues 
Western Lane Ambulance District—No response received 

The written comments received from these agencies and organizations are in-
cluded in the Exhibits. 

V. ISSUES 

The issues listed here were selected to express the Planning Commission s ra-
tional that is not documented elsewhere in the findings. 

"As Platted'' language use: Warren Scherich of Lot 158 Outer Drive wrote 
about his concern with using "as platted" language in the 10-37-5 "Lot and Yard 
Provisions" section of the proposed code, specifically the "Minimum Lot Area" 
and "Minimum Lot Dimensions" sections. He states that surveying was not per-
formed and the streets are not located as platted and in many instances en-
croach into properties as much as 10-20 feet. He recommends using "as devel-
oped' language instead to make it easier to comply with the proposed zoning and 
reduce the possibility of legal actions. 

Response: To address the issues discussed above and mentioned by Mr. 
Scherich, the Planning Commission added language excluding street pavement 
in the 65% coverage calculation and hew to measure the 20' front yard where a 
street encroaches onto private property 

Accessory Dwelling Units: Commissioner Muilenburg of the Planning Com-
mission stated at the initiation hearing held on June 28, 2011 that the language 
referenced 10-32-4 (A) that states "Two or more dwelling units that are occupied 
more than six (6) months in any twelve (12) month period." was unclear Spe-
cifically, the confusion seemed to be around the allowance of Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs). At the initiation hearing Coast Village stated they did not want 
ADUs 

Response: To make the intent clear FCC 10-29-4-A was added to disallow Ac-
cessory Dwelling Units, while provision for guests staying in an additional RV 
was added as an allowed use to FCC 10-29-3. 

VI. APPLICABLE CRITERIA 

1. Florence City Code (FCC) Title 10: Zoning Regulations 
° Chapter 1 Zoning Administration: 

Section 1-3 Amendments and Changes 
Section B Quasi-Judicial Changes 

Section 1-1-5 Land Use Hearings 
Section 1-2-2 Change of Boundanes on Zoning Map 
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2. Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan 
• Chapter 1 Citizen Involvement 
• Chapter 2; Land Use 
• Chapter 10: Housing Opportunities 
• Chapter 13. Energy Facilities and Conservation 

3. Statewide Planning Goals: (for Comprehensive Plan Amendments) 
• Goal 1 Citizen Involvement [OAR 660-015-0000(1)] 
• Goal 2: Land Use [OAR 660-015-0000(2}] 
• Goal 10- Housing [OAR 660-015-0000(10) 

4. Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 
• ORS 197.610: Local government notice of proposed amend-

ment or new regulation; exceptions; report to commission 
• ORS 197 J63: Conduct of local quasi-judicial land use hearings; no-

tice requirements; hearing procedures 
• ORS 227,186: Notice to Property Owners of Hearing on Certain Zone 

Change; Form of Notice Exceptions: Reimbursement of Cost 

VII. FINDINGS 

Florence City Code (FCC) 

Title "10 Zoning Regulations, Chapter 1 Zoning Administration 

10-1-1-5: LAND USE HEARINGS: 

A. Hearings are required for quasi-judicial land use matters requiring 
Planning Commission review. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with this criterion because the Planning 
Commission held a public hearing on the proposed rezone and code changes on 
September 13, 2011, prior to making a recommendation on the matter to tne City 
Council for a final decision. 

B. Notification of Hearing: 

1. At least twenty (20) days prior to a quasi-judicial hearing, notice of 
hearing shall oe posted on the subject property and shall bt provided 
to the applicant and to all owners of record of property within 100 feet 
of the subject property, except in the case of hearings for Conditional 
Use Permits, Variance, Planned Unit Development and Zone Change, 
which notice shall be sent to all owners of record of property within 
300 feet of the subject property, 

a. Notice shall also be provided to the airport as required by ORS 
227.175 and FCC 10-21-2-4. 
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b. For a zone change application with two or more evidentiary hearings, 
notice of hearing shall oe mailed no less than ten (10) days prior to the 
date of the Planning Commission hearing and no less than ten (10) 
days prior to the date of the City Council hearing. 

c. For an ordinance that proposes to rezone property a notice shall be 
prepared in conformance with ORS 227.186 and ORS 227 175(3). 

Finding, The proposal is consistent with these criteria because notice of hearing 
was sent to all Coast Village owners and owners of property within 300 feet of tne 
Coast Village Community on August 24, 2011, at least 10 days prior to the first 
evidentiary hearing with the Planning Commission and was posted on the City's 
web site August 25, 2011 
a. Notice of this proposal was not required under ORS 227 175 and FCC 10-

21-2-4 to the Florence Municipal Airport. Oregon Department of Aviation 
and Federal Aviation Administration. 

b. Notice of hearing was sent August 24: 2011 to all owners of record of prop-
erty that are proposed to be rezoned in accordance with ORS 227 186; the 
criteria of ORS 227 186 are addressed in a following section and those find-
ings are incorporated herein. 

c. The properties proposed to be rezoned do not include mobile home or 
manufactured home parks: therefore, ORS 227 175(8) does not apply. 

2. Prior to a quasi-judicia! hearing, notice shall be published one (1) time 
in a newspaper of general circulation. 

Finding- The proposal is consistent with this criterion because a public notice 
was published in the Siuslaw News on September 7, 2011, prior to the initial evi-
dentiary hearing with the Planning Commission 

10-1-2-2: CHANGE OF BOUNDARIES ON ZONING MAP: The basic pur-
pose of this Title is to indicate the zoning districts into which the City is di-
vided and to set forth the uses permitted in each zone. The zoning districts 
are shown on the Zoning Map which is an integral part of this Title. The map 
shall be prepared from base maps which clearly indicate property lines as 
well as lot, block and street lines. Once adopted, one copy of the Zoning 
Map shall be filed with the City Recorder and never destroyed or altered in 
any way. Amendments to the map (zone boundary changes) shall be indi-
cated on subsequent maps, dated and filed with the map originally adopted. 
Each map shall bear the signature of the Planning Commission chairman 
who shall testify to their authenticity. 

Finding: The proposal to rezone property to the Coast Village District is consis-
tent with these criteria because 
• The new zoning map shall be filed with the adopting ordinance with the City 

Recorder and kept in perpetuity: 
« Future amendments to the zoning map boundaries will be indicated on sub-

sequent maps and filed with the City Recorder and 
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• The new zoning map boundaries shall be signed by the Planning Commission 
Chair 

10-1-3: AMENDMENTS AND CHANGES; 

A. Purpose: As the Comprehensive Pían for the City is periodically re-
viewed and revised, there will be a need for changes of the zoning dis-
trict boundaries and the various regulations of this Title. Such 
changes or amendments shall be made in accordance with the proce-
dures in this Section, 

B. Quasi-Judicial Changes: 

1. Initiation: A quasi-judicial zoning change and related Comprehensive 
Plan changes may be initiated by application of a property owner 
within the affected area, by a person having substantial ownership in-
terest in the property, by resolution of the Planning Commission or 
motion of the City Council, and also by individual citizens or citizen 
groups during Plan update as provided in The Comprehensive Pian, 

Finding: The proposal to rezone properties to the Coast Village District Is a 
quasi-judicial change and consistent with this criterion because the Planning 
Commission initiated the amendments by resolution at a regularly scheduled 
meeting held on June 28, 2011 

3. Notice and Public Hearing- Notice and public hearing for quasi-
judicial changes to this Code and the Comprehensive Plan shall be in 
accordance with Code Section 10-1-1-5, 

Finding: The proposal to rezone properties to the Coast Village District is consis-
tent with this criterion because the notice for public hearing was prepared in ac-
cordance with the criteria of FCC 10-1 -1-5, which was addressed in the previous 
section and those findings a re incorporated herein. 

Realization 2020, Florence Comprehensive Plan 

Policies: Policies are the positions the City will take in order to reach the Goals. 
Policies are more specific and are subject to interpretation by the Planning Com-
mission and City Council. They are intended to be used on a day-to-day basis 
and dea! with particular aspects or ramifícations of the broad goal stated for each 
category 

Recommendations. Recommendations are particular actions that should be initi-
ated ano implemented to assist in achieving the goals and policies set forth. 

The below review includes both policies and recommendations. However, only 
policies are hearing criteria The inclusion ot recommendations is informational 
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to illustrate progression towards implementation of the comprehensive plan goals 
and policies 

Chapter 1: Citizen Involvement 

Citizen Involvement Goal- To develop a citizen involvement program that 
insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the plan-
ning process, 

Policies: 

4. Official City meeting shall be well publicized and held at regular 
times. Agendas will provide the opportunity for citizen comment. 

Finding: The proposal for the rezone and code amendments is consistent with 
this policy because the notice of the Planning Commission public hearing was 
mailed to Coast Village property owners and property owners within 3G0 feet on 
August 24, 2011 in accordance with FCC 10 1-1-5 and ORS 227 186 and was 
published in the Siuslaw News September 7, 2011 Additionally, land use signs 
with the notices were posted at all Coast Village property entrances (3) on Au-
gust 24, 2011 and the agenda and proposed amendments were posted on the 
City's web site, prior to the hearing. Citizens were provided the opportunity to 
comment on the proposed amendments and the Planning Commission made 
changes where appropriate to address those comments. 

Notice of the City Council public hearing was mailed to all those who had com-
mented previously as well as the property owners of Coast Village and property 
owners within 300 feet of Coast Village in accordance with FCC 10-1-1-5 on No-
vember 23, 2011 Notice was also posted on the entrance to Coast Village and 
the City weosite on November 23, 2011 The City published an article about the 
rezoning in its November newsletter. The staff report. Ordinance 21, ana associ-
ated exhibits were posted to the city's website on November 28, 2011 

5. Records of all meetings where official action is taken shall be kept at 
City Hall and made available on request to the public. 

Finding: The proposal for these actions is consistent with this policy because 
minutes of all meetings are kept at City Hall posted on the City web site and 
made available on request to the public. 

6. Planning documents and background data shall be available to inter-
ested citizens. 

Finding: The proposal for these actions is consistent with this policy because the 
initiated documents (resolution & proposed code amendments) were posted on 
the city's website on August 24 ' and the staff report was made available seven 
days prior to the public hearing as well as posted on the City web site 
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Chapter 2: Land Use 

Residential 

Policies: 

2. The City shall initiate an evaluation of its residential ordinances fol-
lowing adoption and acknowledgment of this Plan with respect to in-
creasing residential densities through the use of smaller lot sizes, 
encouraging cluster developments, and providing developers wiih 
density bonus options based on public benefit criteria. 

f inding: The proposal is consistent with this policy because evaluation of the 
residential zoning code and subsequently changing it to make all Coast Village 
numerically platted lots (excepting Lot 4 cf Block 1 of Coast Village) buildable lots 
increases the opportunity for residential density. The lots in Coast Village were 
platted as campground lots and are therefore mostly under the 6000 sq. ft. mini-
mum lot size allowed in the Single Family Residential zone. The proposed zone 
changes make the remaining 186 lots (71%) of the original 259 lots buildable. 
The zoning maD and code amendments will encourage permanent development 
within the Coast Village. 

7. The City shall determine estimated additional usage and the impacts 
of proposed development upon maximum capability for sewer water 
and stormwater systems. This information is to be included in subdi-
vision and design review staff reports. 

Finding: This policy directly relates to subdivision and design review staff re-
ports. This staff report is for comprehensive plan, zone text and zone changes 
However, it is worth mentioning information available on known utility systems in 
Coast Village. All internal utility systems within Coast Village are privately owned 
by the Coast Village Homeowners Association. Coast Village has recently in-
vested significant expense in replacing water nes within the development. 
Siuslaw Valley Fire and Rescue on August 2* ^ performed fire flow testing of fire 
hydrants and water mains within Coast Village and found them all to meet the 
current fire code requirements. Public Works has not indicated any problems 
with any sewer or siormwater connections 

8. Existing residential uses in residential zoning districts and proposed 
residential areas shall be protected from encroachment of land uses 
with characteristics that are distinctly incompatible with a residential 
environment Existing residential uses in commercial and industrial 
zones shail be given the maximum practicable protection within the 
overall purposes and standards of those districts. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with this policy because Coast Village is an 
existing 40 year old platted subdivision. While approved for recreational pur-
poses many of the lots over the decades have evolved into full-time occupancy. 
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While some lots have converted from recreation use to permanent housing, 
many lots have recreational type vehicles on them full-time with accessory struc-
tures constructed and attached to them or over them. The proposed text change 
would essentially provide criteria for permitting this type of development in a legal 
and organized fashion For the most part the Coast Village Development has 
developed overtime consistent with a more dense subdivision. The proposed 
land uses are therefore not incompatible with adjacent residential uses and dis-
tricts. 

9. The City shall permit a manufactured home to be located in any resi-
dential area in accordance with Oregon law, the provisions of the 
City's zoning coae and applicable building and specialty codes. 

Finding; The proposal is consistent with this policy because the proposed Coast 
Village District permits manufactured homes as a permitted permanent use. Aa-
ditionally, text from FCC 10-12-2-3 that limits the location of manufactured homes 
to certain Districts and development scenarios is removed 

Recommendations 

3. Development standards should be amended as necessary to encour-
age the protection of significant natural land forms, historic drainage 
patterns, and large areas of significant native vegetation or individ-
ual specimen trees. 

Finding The proposal is consistent with this recommendation because the pro-
posed code amends the existing setback development standards to require the 
retention of 5' green belts around each lot. 

4. City Codes should be amended to encourage innovative housing 
types and subdivision layouts which embrace new trends in residen-
tial living and promote neighborhoods within the Florence commu-
nity. 

Finding; The proposal is consistent with this recommendation because the pro-
posed Coast Village District (FCC 10-29) expands the allowable land uses to per-
mit single family dwellings on all numerically platted lots and recreational and 
permanent use of mobile residential structures and development standards, 
such as lot size and parking have been relaxed 

Medium Density Residential 

The Medium Density Residential designation is intended for areas where 
existing lot sizes are in the neighborhood of 5,000 - 5,500 square feet, and 
for the majority of developable land remaining in the City, as well as ur-
banizable lands east of Highway 101. The corresponding zoning district is 
Single Family Residential. Single family homes and manufactured homes 
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meeting certain minimum standards are allowed. Duplexes are a condi-
tional use. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with this policy because the proposed Coast 
Village District has an average density of 6.5 lots per acre which equates to an 
average of 6,626 so. ft. lots. This calculation excludes the common area acreage 
2.6 acres but includes street acreage). Coast Village lot sizes range from ap-
proximately 21,500 sq. ft. to 3,500 sq. ft. (One lot is 1,300 sq. ft. and is presently 
used as a driveway for another adjoining lot.) Coast Village is similar to today's 
Planned Unit Development which permits relaxation of development standards in 
exchange for common open space dedication. The Coast Village District name 
will be added as a corresponding zoning district to the above Medium Density 
Residential language. 

Chapter 5: Open Spaces and Scenic. Historic, and Natural Resources 

Policies: 

2. City Code currently requires minimal landscaping. The City shall 
evaluate its codes, to determine whether landscaping requirements 
need to be increased. The integration of native vegetation into site 
plans should reduce costs of additional landscaping as well as the 
need for irrigation once plantings are established, 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with this policy because the proposed Coast 
Village District zoning text FCC 10-29-5 requires the retention of a 5' native vege-
tative buffer along ail side and rear yards within individual lots. 

Chapter 10: Housing Opportunities 

Goal: To provide the opportunities and conditions to meet housing needs 
within the City of Florence and the Urban Growth Boundary. 

Policies: 

1. The Zoning Ordinance shall provide for varying density levels, land 
use policies, and housing types in support of this goal. 

Finding: Many Coast Village property owners over the years have indicated a 
desire to build or place a permanent home on their lot but have been unable to 
due to their lot being undersized for home construction (less than 6.000 sq. ft.) 
Presently 186 of the 259 lots are undersized tor permanent dwelling construction 
or placement. The proposal is consistent with this policy because Coast Village 
District will permit all numerical lots in Coast Village to be buildable. There are a 
variety of lot sizes (from approximately 21,500 sq. ft. to 3.500 sq. ft & one 1,300 
sq. ft,) within the 42 acre property creating areas of differing densities to suit mul-
tiple interests and needs. Aiso, the Coast Village District, FCC 10-29-3. will per-
mit a varrety of single family housing types (site-built, manufactured homes park 
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models and recreational vehicles) to suit various permanent housing needs. The 
zoning change also permits year-round placement or self-contained mobile struc-
tures in a temporary capacity (no foundation, permanent plumbing and electricity) 
supporting a needed housing type. 

4. The City shall implement policies and practices that insure equal 
housing opportunity for all the City's residents. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with this policy because the Coast Village 
District regulations. FCC 10-29-3, provide more housing opportunities (perma-
nent and temporary dwellings) than previously offered Previously only tempo-
rary self-contained mobile structures and single family structures (site built and 
multi-sectional manufactured homes) on lots at least 6.000 sq. ft. were permitted 
The proposed expanded uses let someone convert from temporary use to retire-
ment or a permanent dwelling later on the same lot. The Coast Village District 
regulations, FCC 10-29-3 make all numerical lots buildable for permanent dwell-
ings, creating affordable housing options for both owner-occupied and rental. 
The "Florence Quick Market Facts" dated June 30 2011 and provided by Steve 
Earnshaw Principle Broker at Windermere states the average sale price for the 
Florence area was $177,700. During the same time-frame Coast Village's aver-
age sale price was $61,600. These proposed code changes will increase the 
opportunity for first time home buyers to own a home and for retirees to down-
size and maintain home ownership. 

Chapter 12; Transportation 

Policies 

2. Vision clearance provisions shall be enforced. 

Finding: The above transportation criteria states that "Vision clearance provi-
sions shall be enforced". "Provisions'' is defined by Merriam Webster as 1 Pro-
viding 2 Preparation and 3. Stipulations. Stipulations seems to be the intent of 
the word s use in this situation and means 'conditions" or " requirements"' The 
Comprehensive p lan does not list vision clearance standards to be implemented 
The Florence City Code provides the regulations. 

As quoted from the Comprehensive Plan and placed at the beginning of the find-
ings section,"Policies are more specific and are subject to interpretation by the 
Planning Commission and City CouncilTherefore this policy is open to inter-
pretation by Planning Commission and City Council as to whether the intent was 
to require the regulations stated in code to be enforced or the conditions placed 
on a development to be enforced. 

Florence City Code Title 10 Chapter 35-2-13 requires 20' vision clearance at the 
intersection of two streets 10' at the intersections of alleys or driveways and 
streets, Tom Nicholson, Attorney for Coast Village Home Owners Association 
requested 10' vision clearance for Coast Village, citing 10 mph speed limits, nar-
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row street widths (20' platted) and one-way traffic pattern as reasons for the re-
duction. 

PC finds that the intent was to require the regulations placed on a development 
to be enforced. They supported this finding by stating that the code also pro-
vides the opportunity for the Public Works director to require a different vision 
clearance amount. The proposed 10' vision clearance for Coast Village meets 
this criterion. 

14. Streets shall be designed to efficiently and safely accommodate emer-
gency service vehicles. 

Finding: The streets in Coast Village are platted 20' wide (the entrances are 
wider) and constructed for one-way traffic with one exception. Driftwood St. 
which permits two-way traffic. Coast Village West has access onto Spruce Street 
and emergency access onto Highway 101 Coast Village East has one access 
into and out of the development. Two emergency accesses are required for the 
east side to meet fire codes. 

Florence Police Chief Maurice Sanders states in his referral comments that the 
Coast Village roads meet their needs. Fire Marshall, Sean Barrett states in his 
referral comments that the Coast Village internal road system meets the code re-
quirements for fire and emergency vehicle access. Mr. Barrett also states in his 
referral that he is working with Coast Village to resotve the need for a secondary 
access. He states that the lack of secondary access should not hold up the pro-
posed zone change as the process will take time to resolve He concludes that 
he will work with the Building Official to make sure public safety is maintained in 
Coast Village, Staff finds the proposal based on these responses, to be consis-
tent with this policy. 

28, On-site parking for motor vehicles shall continue to be provided, unless 
another adopted City plan expressly provides otherwise. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with this policy because the Coast Village 
District regulations require the provision of at least one parking space on-site. 
The community center area also has guest parking available. 

Chapter 13: Energy Facilities and Conservation 

Policies 

3. Energy conservation shall be one of the considerations when plan-
ning for transportation systems and land use density requirements. 

Finding; The proposal is consistent with this policy because the Coast Village 
District regulations, FCC 10-29-3 make all numerical lots buildable thereby in-
creasing density from 1.8 buildable lots per gross acre (excluding common area) 
to 6.5 buildable lots per gross acre (excluding common area). This opportunity 
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creates nfill within the city limits within an existing development thereby conserv-
ing land and resources 

Recommendations 

9 The conservation, restoration, and rehabilitation of oiaer buildings 
and neighborhoods should be encouraged. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with this recommendation because the pro-
posed zoning code and map amendments encourage the rehabilitation and rede-
velopment of Coast Village. Coast Village was platted from 1970-1982 as camp-
ground lots. Overtime many of the recreational vehicle uses of the lots became 
year round residences. In the recent years several lots of legal buildable size 
have redeveloped with permanent housing. However, much of the housing stock 
is older and the city can expect over time the present housing to be upgraded 
due to these zoning changes. 

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 

The procedures for quasi-judicial decisions and public hearings are set out in the 
Florence City Code, which has been acknowledged by DLCD and these local 
regulations effectively implement state law The sections of State statute that re-
late to the proposed amendments are listed below with findings to address con-
sistency with these State laws. 

ORS 197.610: Local Government Notice of Proposed Amendment or New 
Regulation; Exceptions, Report to Commission. 

(1) A proposal to amend a local government acknowledged comprehensive 
plan or land use regulation or to adopt a new land use regulation shail be 
forwarded to the Director of the Department of Land Conservation and De-
velopment at least 45 days before the first evidentiary hearing on adoption. 
The proposal forwarded shall contain the text and any supplemental infor-
mation that the local government believes is necessary to inform the direc-
tor as to the effect of the proposal. The notice snail include the date set tor 
the first evidentiary hearing. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with ORS 197.610 because notice to DLCD 
was sent on June 29 2.011; at least 45 days prior to the September 13. 2011 
(first) Planning Commission public hearing and the notice contained the informa-
tion required in this statute. 

ORS 197 763; Conduct of Local Quasi-Judicial Land Use Hearings. Notice 
Requirements; Hearing Procedures 

The following procedures shall govern the conduct of quasi-judicial land 
use hearings conducted before a loca! governing body planning commis-
sion, hearings body or hearings officer on application for a land use deci-
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sion and shall be incorporated into the comprehensive plan and land use 
regulations: 

Finding: The procedures for quasi-judicial land use hearings are set out in the 
Florence City Code, which has been acknowledged by DLCD and these local 
regulations effectively implement state law ORS 197 763. These procedures 
have been met as described in the criteria listed above FCC 10-1-1-5, and are 
incorporated herein, 

ORS 227 186: Notice to Property Owners of Hearing on Certain Zone 
Change; Form of Notice; Exceptions; Reimbursement of Cost. 

(3) Except as provided in subsection (6} of this section, at least 20 days 
but not more than 40 days before the date of the first hearing on an ordi-
nance that proposes to amend an existing comprehensive plan or any ele-
ment thereof, or to adopt a new comprehensive plan, a city shall cause a 
written individual notice of a land use change to be mailed to each owner 
whose property would have to be rezoned in order to comply with the 
amended or new comprehensive plan if the ordinance becomes effective. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with ORS 227.186 as it pertains to the pro-
posed amendments to the Zoning Text and Map because: 

On August 24 2011 at least 20 days but not more than 40 days before the date 
of the Planning Commission hearing (first hearing) on the adopting ordinance to 
amend the zoning text and map, tne City mailed a written individual notice of a 
land use change to the owners of each of the properties included in this part of 
the proposal; the notice was approved by the City; the notice contained the text 
required in ORS 227 186. 

Statewide Planning Goals 

Goal 1. Citizen Involvement [OAR 660-015-0000(1)] 

3. Citizen Influence - To provide the opportunity for citizens to be in-
volved in all phases of the planning process. 

Citizens shall have the opportunity to be involved in the phases of 
the planning process as set forth and defined in the goals and guide-
lines for Land Use Planning, including Preparation of Plans and Im-
plementation Measures, Plan Content, Plan Adoption. Minor Changes 
and Major Revisions in the Plan, and Implementation Measures. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 1 because the 
proposal was advertised in the Siuslaw News notice was mailed to property 
owners of all affected properties and citizens were given the opportunity to 
comment on the proposal iri writing or in person at public hearings before the 
Planning Commission and City Council. 
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Goal 2: Land Use [OAR 650-015-0000(2)] 

All land-use plans and implementation ordinances shall be adopted by the 
governing body after public hearing and shall be reviewed and, as needed, 
revised on a periodic cycle to take into account changing public policies 
and circumstances, in accord with a schedule set forth in the plan. Oppor-
tunities shall be provided for review and comment by citizens and affected 
governmental units during preparation, review and revision of plans and 
implementation ordinances. 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with Goal 2 because the Comprehensive 
Plan amendment is undertaken to address changing public circumstances re-
lated to a development approved 40 years ago. Citizens and affected govern-
mental units have been provided an opportunity for review and comment on the 
proposal. 

Goal 10 Housing [OAR 660-015-0000(10)] 

To provide for the housing needs of 
citizens of the state- 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 Tor flexibility of 
housing location, type and density. 

5. Additional methods and devices for achieving this goal should, sfter 
consideration of the impact on lower Income households, include, but 
not be limited to: (3) zoning and land use controls: 

Finding: The proposal is consistent with Goal IG because the new zoning district 
proposes to implement the medium density plan designation which does not 
negatively impact the supply of residential land in the urban area. The proposed 
amendments will make ail of the lots within Coast Village buildable permit a di-
verse range of mobile housing styles and continue to permit recreational housing 
use. Most lots within Coast Village are less than 6000 sq. ft and thereby belter 
matching the lot sizes listed for medium density These zoning changes provide 
needed housing units and smaller lots at lower prices thereby providing much 
needed affordable housing options for the Florence community. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

The amendments to the Florence City Code Title 10, zoning text and map are 
consistent with the applicable criteria in the Florence City Code Florence Reali-
zation 2020 Comprehensive Plan, Statewide Planning Goals and Oregon Re-
vised Statutes 
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IX. EXHIBITS 

A. Findings of Fact 
B Amendments to Zoning Map 
C Amendments to FCC Title 10 Chapter 1. Zoning Administration 
D Amendments to FCC Title 10 Chapter 2, General Zoning Provisions 
E. Amendments to FCC Title 10 Chapter 12, Mobile Home/Manufactured Home 

Regulations 
F Amendments to FCC Title 10 adding Chapter 29. Coast Village District 
G Amendments to Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 2 
H Comment from Maurice Sanders, Chief of Police. City of Florence (8-23-11) 
I. Comment from Agnes Castronuevo, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Confeder-

ated Tribes of the Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians (8-30-11) 
J. Comment from Sean Barrett. Fire Marshall, Siuslaw Valley Fire & Rescue (9-1-11) 
K. Comment from Warren Scherich, Coast Village Resident (8-31-11) 
L. Comment f-om Tom Nicholson. Attorney for Coast Village HOA (9-1-11) 
M Subdivision Plat. Coast Village, dated July 31,1970 
N. Subdivision Plat Coast Village First Addition, dated November 25,1970 
O Subdivision Plat: Coast Village Second Addition, dated March 10,1972 
P. Subdivision Plat Coast Village Third Addition, dated March 7,1975 
Q. Subdivision Plat Coast Village Fourth Addition, dated May 4,1982 
R. Coast Village Lots with Approximate Sq. Ft. 
S. Coast Village Development Inventory Map 
T Record of Survey Lot 59, BLK 2, Coast Village 2™ Addition (Easy St. Encroachment) 
U. Comment from Anita Vincent, 933 30m Way, Florentine (9/1/11) 
V Planning Commission September 13, 2011, Public Hearing Final Minutes 

P:\Community Development 2\AII Post-200/ LU Decisions\Zoning Code i ext Amendments\Ordinance 
#21, Series 2011 - Coast Vi||age\Dec 5 2011 CC meeting\A- Firrdirtgs.DOC 
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Exhibit C 
Ordinance No. 21, Series 2011 

TITLE 10 
CHAPTER 1 

ZONING ADMINISTRATION 

SECTION; 

10-1-4: Definitions 

DWELLING A building or portion thereof which is occupied in whole or in part as a 
residence or sleeping place, either permanently or temporarily by one or 
more families, but excluding Coast Village hotels, motels and tourist 
courts. 

RECREATIONAL A vacation trailer or other unit with or without motive power which is 
VEHICLE designed for human occupancy and to be used temporarily for 

recreational or emergency purposes (except as permitted in Coast 
Village District) and has floor space of less than 220 square feet, 
excluding built-in equipment, such as wardrobes, closets, cabinets, 
kitchen units or fixtures, and bath or toilet rooms. 

F L O R E N C E CITY CODE T ITLE 10 
Ordinance No. 26, Series 2011 

ZONING ADMINISTRATION 10-1-4 
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Exhibit C 
Ordinance No. 21, Series 2011 

TITLE 10 
CHAPTER 2 

GENERAL ZONING PROVISIONS 

SECTION: 
10-2-1 Conformance and Permits 
10-2-2: Similar Uses 
10-2-3 Building Setback Requirements 
10-2-4: Height 
10-2-5. Completion of Buildings 
10-2-6: Who May Apply 
10-2-7: Contract Purchasers Deemed Owners 
10-2-8 Guarantee of Performance 
10-2-S Mobile Homes and Pre-manufactured Housing Siting Emergency Housing 
10-2-10: Public Uses 
10-2-11 Exemption From Partitioning Requirements 
10-2-12 Uses and Activities Permitted in All Zones 

10-2-9: 
and provisions of the mobile heme regulations of the City may be applied to all mobile homes 
pre-manufactured housing, as applicable, (Ord. 625 6-3Q-30) 

-aftd 

SITING EMERGENCY HOUSING: In the evert Qf a disaster situation the City Council 
mav designate sites or allow the siting of RVs motorhomes. park models, and similar self-contained 
mobile structures in areas in which these uses were previously excluded, to provide housing on a 

determined by the City Manager. 

FLORENCE CITY CODE TITLE 10 
Ordinance No. 21, Series 2011 

GEN'L ZONING PROV 10-2 
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Exhibit C 
Ordinance No. 21, Series 2011 

TITLE 10 
CHAPTER 12 

MOBILE HOME/MANUFACTURED HOME REGULATIONS 

SECTION 
10-12-1 Mobile Home/Manufactured Home Residential District (RMH) 
10-12-1-1 Administrative Provisions 
10-12-1-2: Design Standards 
10-12-1-3: Building and Uses Permitted Conditionally 
10-12-1-4: Lot and Yard Requirements 
10-12-1-5: Site and Development Provisions 
10-12-2: Mobile Home/Manufactured Home Regulation 
10-12-2-1: Administrative Previsions 
10-12-2-2: Definitions 
10 12 3 3: Mobila-Hsmo^<fflnufac»jroci Homi? Restrictions Dslsted 
10-12-3' Mobile Home/Manufactured Home Parks 
10-12-3-1 Administrative Provisions 
10-12-3-2- Design Standards 
10-12-3-3: Site and Development Plan 
10-12-3-4: Development Plan Procedure 
1 CM2-3-5: Mobile Home/Manufactured Home Park License 
10-12-3-6: Basic Regulations and Provisions 
10-12-3-7: Park Administration 

40 12 2 3: MCBILS H0MBMAMÜFACTüR60440ME^ESTRiCTI0WS; 

A*- Permitted Locatone; Un tote, ofrtotw»>e pawidod heroin, upon ccmpfiafleo wth applicable 

1 L-kKfOGOa-affl̂ apprOvad mobde home/manulactwod home porks, 

3. Approved mobfe-hamafoianufaGiurcd feame-syfadwistoRSr 

S. Approved ptanned-unrt davolopmonte. 

4r-Mobile-Horn&!ManufaGtTtrBd Hame-R6ad&ntiat-0is(r«jts (Mft^ 

B Tempora^ 4osa^r4ft-tB6 cyop< of a disaster srtusi»fl- the City Coupqlma^designais sites 
or allow the siting of mot?it^homQc/nnantrf3^ured-twP66. in areas in which mobilo 
r*ome€>waAti{3etore4^wme6 wefe-pfcv>out.ly e^uetodr4»pfawrie-frati6ir>8 or. a -tempsraiy-kasis 
for dioa&ror waims unit! saitf condftionc havo been alleviated. (Ord. 614, &-13 79) 

FLORENCE CITY CODE TITLE 10 
Ordinance No. 28, Series 2011 

MOBILE HOME/WANU'D HOME REG 10-12-2-3 
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Exhibit F 
Ordinance No. 21, Series 2011 

TITLE 10 

CHAPTER 29 

COAST VILLAGE DISTRICT (CV) 

SECTION 

10-29-1 Purpose 
10-29-2: Definitions 
10-29-3 Permitted Buildings and Uses 
10-29-4: Prohibited Buildings and Uses 
10-29-£ Lot and Yard Provisions 
! 0-23-6: Site Development Provisions 

10-29-1 PURPOSE: The Coast Village District is intended to provide a quality environment for residential 
uses and other compatible land uses within the Coast Village development. Coast Village began as a 
campground and has evolved into a residential community tnat accommodates permanent and seasonal 
residents it is a unique residential community that allows a blend of recreational vehicles and conventional 
single-family homes, surrounded by greenbeit buffers between each lot to maintain a park-like setting. 

10-29-2: DEFINITIONS 

Greenbeit An area on a tot extending five fee* (5*) from the siae and rear property lines for 
"natural vegetation" to grow, to serve as a visual screen and to protect: privacy 
between adjacent lots. 

Height- The height of a structure is the vertical distance between the average finished 
grade at the base of the structure to the peak or crest of the roof of the structure 

Lot: Any private platted numerical lot within Coast Village, excepting Lot 4 Block 1 of 
Coast Village which shall not constitute a buildable lot for residential purposes; all 
numericaJ tots modified by lot line adjustments recorded prior to the effective date 
of this chapter and the following listed properties in which two parcels combined 
shall constitute one lot hereunder 

Coast Village F^st Addition- Lot 32, Block 2, and that real property described as 
PARCEL II in deed recorded at Reel 1489R, Reception #8752204 in Lane County 
Official Records (tax lots 200 and 301) 
Coast Village Second Additic.ii Lots 12 & 13 Block 10, (tax lots 22200 and 22300); 

I Bit • >ts 21900 and 22000): Lots 12 and 13, Block 11 (tax 
lots 16500 and 16600): Lots 40 and 41. Block 2, (tax lots "7800 and 179C0) Lots 42 
and 43 Block 2, (tax tots 17600 and 17700), and 
Coast Villa35 Third Addition: Lots 14 and Lot C. (tax lots 1907 and 1908) and Lots 6 
and Lot B. (tax tot 1905) 

Natural Vegetation' Vegetation indigenous to the Florence region or other drought-tolerant species, 
which includes: Shore Pine, Fir Hemlock. Spruce Cedar Rhododendron Wax 
Myrtle, Manranita. Madroce. Kinnik'nic and Salal or as provided for in the City's 
plant list. 

FLORENCE CITY CODE TITLE 10 
Ordinance No. 21, Series 2011 

1 COAST VILLAGE 10-29 
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Site-built single-family dwelling, manufactured home, modular home, or other pre-
manufactured home (no minimum floor area size); or mobile structures such as park 
modeis, recreational vehicles and motor homes that cannot be easily driven or pulled 
from the site. Permanent dwellings may be occupied year-round or less 

Screening or buffering shaii consist of sighl-obscuring natural vegetation at least six 
feet (6') high exceot as required by vision clearance. 

Mobile structure such as park model, recreational vehicle and motor home that can 
easily be driven or pulled from the site (i.e. wheels and tongue still attached;. There 
shall be no obstructions that would prevent the easy removal of the structure 
Obstructions include but are not limited to; attached accessory structure® accessary 
structures placed to block the mobile structure in-ground vegetation or landscaping 
retaining or landscaping walls, foundation hard-wired utilities, and hard-piped 
utilities. Temporary structures may be occupied year-round or less. 

10-29-3: PERMITTED BUILDINGS AND USES: 

A. One permanent or temporary dwelling per lot. 

B. In addition to the dwelling allowed by A (above), one mobile structure may be permitted for use as 
guest quarters for up to six months in a twelve month period, if there are at least two parking spaces 
on a lot in addition to the parking area for the mobile structure. 

C. Accessory structures such as ramadas, cabanas patio slab, carport or garage and multi-purpose' 
storage buildings when built on a lot in conjunction with A above. 

D. Gardens and greenhouses for the raising and harvesting of fruit, vegetables and flowers for 
noncommercial use. 

E. Recreation and community facilities for use of Coast Village residents or guests and management 
staff. 

F Home occupations that do not require customer roadway traffic within Coast Village. 

10-29-4: PROHIBITED BUILDINGS AND USES: 

A. Accessory Dwelling Units. 

10-29-5: LOT AND YARD PROVISIONS; 

A. No partitions or lot line adjustments are allowed. 

B. Lot Coverage; The maximum coverage by all enclosed structures shall not exceed thirty five percent 
(35%) of the lot area. The maximum coverage by all impervious areas, including all structures and 
paved surfaces (excepting Home Owner Association streets and roads encroaching on private lots) 
shall not exceea sixty five percent (65%) of the lot area. 

C. Yard and Buffer Regulations; Unless a variance is granted in accordance with Chapier 5 of this Title, 
minimum setbacks and buffer regulations shall be indicated belov, 

1 Front Yards; All dwellings and structures shall be set back at least twenty feet (20') from the 
front property line unless the street pavement encroaches onto the lot. then the dwelling 
portion of the structure may be setback a minimum of 10' from the closest edge of pavement 
and the garage or carport shail be set back 20 feet from the closest edge or pavement. 

2. Side Yards: A areenbelt buffer of not less than five feet (5*) shall be maintained on each side 
of the lot. All dwelling units shall be set back not less than eight feet (8') from the side 

Permanent Dwelling; 

Screening or Buffering 

Temporary Dwelling 
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property line, and a three foot (3') clearance shall be maintained between the greenbelt and 
dwelling for fire safety. N on-residential accessory structures shall De set back not less than 
five feet (5') from the side property line. 

3. Rear Yards: A greenbelt buffer of not less five foot (5 ) shall be maintained on the rear yard 
of a lot. All dwelling units shall be set back not less than ten feet <10') from the rear property 
line, and a three foot (3') clearance shall be maintained between the greenbet and dwelling for 
fire safety Non-residential accessory structures shall be set back not less than five feet (5') 
from the rear property line. 

4. Propane Tank Setbacks Jnless otherwise stipulated by the fire code, prcpane tanks shall 
be set back not less than three feet (3 ) from all greenbelts and vegetation 

10-29-6: SITE DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS. 

A Building or Struclural Height Limitations All structures are limited to a single story and shall not 
exceed sixteen feet (16') in height. 

B Fences: Coast Village development perimeter fencing shall comply with Code Section 10-34-5 of 
this Title 

C. Vision Clearance: Shall be ten feet (10'). Refer to Section 10-1-4 and 10-35-2-13 of this Title far 

definition, and requirements. 

D. Off-street Parking Dwellings shall have at least two (2) permanent parking spaces on-site. Such a 
parking space area, garage or carport shall provide tor the ingress and egress of standard size 
automobiles at least nineteen feet long and nine and one-naif feet wide (19' x 9 1/2'). The Building 
Official may allow one permanent parking space if he determines a second parking space is not 
physically feasible. The required on-site parking space may be uncovered and gravel driveways and 
parking spaces are allowed. Regular off-street parking is allowed within the front yard setback. These 
requirements supersede any conflicting requirements in Section 10-3 of this Title. 

E. Signs: Signs shall be in accordance with Title 4, Chapter 7 of this ""tie. 

F. Landscaping- A five foot (5') greenbelt buffer consisting of natural vegetation snail be maintainea on 
the side and rear yards of a lot in order to provide screening and privacy between adjacent lots. The 
green belt buffer shall consist of sight-obscuring natural vegetation at least six feet (6') high, except 
as necessary to accommodate vision clearance requirements. 

G. Applicable Building and Fire Codes shall be met. 
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Exhibit G 
Ordinance No. 21, Series 2011 

FLORENCE REALIZATION 2020 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. APRIL 2011 
CHAPTER 2 

LAND USE 

Residential Plan Designation Categories and Background 

Medium Density Residential 
The Medium Density Residential designation is intended for areas with a density based on 
where existing lot sizes .avsrasimi are in the neighborhood of 5,000 - 6,500 square feet, and 
for the majority of developable land remaining in the City, as well as urbanizable lands east of 
Highway 101. The corresponding zoning districts Is- are Single Family Residential and Coast 
Village. Single family homes and manufactured homes meeting certain minimum standards 
are allowed. Self-contained, mobile structures are permitted in the Coast Village District. 
Duplexes are a conditional use in.the. Single Family Residential District. 

FLORENCE REALIZATION 2020 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN Chapter 2 Land Use, Medium Density 
Ordinance No. 21, Series 2011 Exhibit G 
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From: Maurice Sanders 
Sent: Tuesday, August 23.2011 8:05 AM 
To: Wendy Farley 
Subject: FW: Coast Village — Zone Change 
Wendy, 

Here is the input from the Police Department in regard to the proposed Zone Change. 1 would be more interested 
in the Western Lane Ambulance and Siuslaw Fire and Rescue s input in this proposed change as they have larger 
equipment than the police department. 

Maury 

Maurice K. Sanders, Chief of Police 
900 Greenwood Street 
Fiorense. Oregon 97439 

(Office) 541 997-3515 
(Fax) 541 997-4104 
(Email) maurice sanders@c' fiorence.or us 
(Website) w.vw.fiorenceoolice.ret 

"A pessimist sees the difficulty in every opportunity; tut optimist sees the opportunity in every difficulty." - Sir Winston 
Churchiil 

PURUr RECORDS LI W DISCLOSURE. This email k n pabtlc record cf the City of Florence imtf is subjea to public inspection antes? exempt from disc/osiir^ 
under Oregon Public Records Lair TS« email is also subject to the City's Public Recants Retention Schetlule. 

From: John Pitcher 
Sent: Monday, August 22, 20116:12 PM 
To: Maurice Sanders 
Cc: Ray Gutierrez; Harry Johnson 
Subject: RE: Coast Village - Zone Chance 

Chief 

The roads are sufficient for our needs The vast majority of the properties have a pole at the front of the driveway 
that have the house # on it, which I think works well for us. Driving thru there were a few that the pole was 
missing or the numbers were not readable, out most are marked. 

John P 

From: Maurice Sanders 
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 9:13 AM 
To: Harry Johnson; John Pitcher 
Cc: Ray Gutierrez; Wench' Farlev 
Subject: FW: Coast Village - Zone Cnanga 

Harry,'John, 

Are the roads in Coast Village sufficient for police vehicles to operate in the entire gated community? Are 
addresses readfiy visible and on al! properties^ 

Thank you. 

Ma ur/ 

Maurice K. Sanders, Chief of Police 
900 Greenwood Street 
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> X 
CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF 

COOS, LOWER UMPQUA AND SIUSLAW INDIANS 
TRIBAL GOVERNMENT OFFICES 

1245 Fultor. Ave. • Coos Bay, OR 97420 • (541) 888-9577 • 1-888-280-0726 
General Office Fax: (54!) 888-2S53 • Administration Fax: (541) 388-0302 

August 30,20 i 1 

Wendy Farley 
Senior Planner 
City of Florence 
250 Highway JOI 
Florence, OR 97439 
541 997-8237 
Via Email wend\>. ferlev (gici.flurence.or.its 

Re: Proposed amendments to the Florence City Code (FCC) to create a new zoning district for Coast 
Villag-. Fit, PC II 08 ZC 02 & PC 11 09 TA 01 

Dear Ms. Pt-zley, 

Based on the description of the proposed work provided in the applicant*!? request, the Confederated Tribes 
of Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Sruslaw Indians have no objections to the proposal to create a new zoning 
district. Please be aware that the proposed area is in proximity to known cultural resource sites ana so may 
contain as yet undiscovered cultural resources. In accordance with ORS 390.910 and federal law 3<i CFR 
800.13 (as applicable), we request that we be contacted immediately i f any known or suspected cultural 
resources are encountered during any phase of the work 

Please also be aware that state laws ORS 358.920 and ORS 390.235<I) (a) and federal law 
43 CFR 7.4(a) prohibit intentional excavation of known or suspected cultural resouices without an 
archaeological permit and require thai wc be notified immediately if resources are discovered, uncovered, 
or disturbed. Federal law 43 CFR 10.3 and ORS 97 745 prohibits the willful removal, mutilation, defacing, 
injury, or destruction of any caim, burial, human remains, Funerary object*, or objects of cultural patrimony 
of any native Indian. ORS 358.920 prohibits cxcavnticn, injury, destruction, ot alteration of an 
prchacolngical site or object; or removal of an archaeological object from publiu or private lanas. 

Mease feel rree to contact me tf 1 may be of any further assistance 

Sincerely, 

Agnes F Castionuevo 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer / Archaeologist 

CC: Files 
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Siuslaw Valley Fire and Rescue 
2625 Highway 101 North 
Flnrcnze, OP 97-43P-9702 

(541) 997-3212 

September ! f 2011 

City of Florence 
Planning Department 
Wendy Farley 
250 Hwy 101 
Florence, OR 9 7 4 3 9 

RE: Coast Village fire and life safety 

Dear Ms* Fariey, 

i On August 24, 2011 I conducted a fire Row test of all of the Coast Village fire hydrants and water 
mains. I wanted to let you know that all of Coast Village's water system aoes meet current lire code 
requirements. 

2. Another issue that has come to light is the need for a secondary emergency vehicle access. This is 
required by rode. I want to let you know that even though this has not been accomplished as of yet, I 
have been working with Coast village to get this resolved. I have had excellent cooperation form the 
Board on this matter. This should in no way hold up the proposed zone change. This process may take 
time to resolve. 

3. The internal road system of Coast village meets our and code requirements for emergency vehicle access 
for both fire and EMS. 

4. Addressing Is adequate f will be working with the Board to make sure that all lots have visible address. 

From a fi^e and llfe safety standpoint emergency services are satisfied with Title 10, Chapter 37, with 
the agreed upon requirements between the fire district and Coast Village in regards to the secondary 
access. Both the City Building Official and Fire Code Official will work closely together to make sure 
public safety is maintained in Coast Village. 

Should you have any question; or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

SIUSLAW VALLEY FIRE AND RESCUE 

. ^u^-scjJ-
SEAN p BARRETT 
Fire Marshal 
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Warren H. Scherich 
PO Box 817 (Lot 158, Block 2 Lot 15, Coast Village) 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

August 27, 2011 

Wendy Farley 
Community Development Dept., City of Florence 
25C Highway 101, Florence, Oregon 97439 
Dear Wendy: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the re-zoning of Coast 
Village. From your letter I went onto the internet and made 
a copy of the map (well done), and Exhibit B. 

In reference to "10-37-5" it reads: "LOT AND YARD 
PROVISIONS:"^. Minimum Lot Dimensions: As platter" and 
"B, Minimum Lot Area: As platted ** ' A > : 
I suggest we. add; in both A and B, after "platted" or as 
developed. Thus they would read as follows: 

A, Minimum Lot Dimensions, As platted or As Developed. 
B. Minimum Lot Area, As platted or As Developed. 

The reasons tor this addition are: (1) Over half of the lots 
have NEVER BEEN FULLY SURVEYED. (2) When developing 
the park the road was located as convenient - I talked with 
one man who was on tills work crew and he sai d they 
basically were told "don't worry about being exact, just get 
them in as easily as possible,-.After all t's just a camp 
ground." - This resulted in some streets, and lots, being as 
much as 10 to 20 feet, or more, off. This affects just about 
eveiy lot in Coast Village. 
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PAGE 2 OF LETTER TO Wendy Farley dated 8 -27-011 

A few years back I talked with the state about this and they 
said to the effect that we live with it or make the major 
changes to comply with "AS PLATTED". That would mean 
relocating all the streets, moving all utilities, and doing any 
other changes necessary to be "as platted", 
"As platted means that the development be surveyed, all 
streets, lots, and utilities, etc. will be located as shown on the 
plat [map]. {And as you know "located as platted", is not how 
Coast Village was developed.} 

1 am not an attorney, - but it seems to me that by adding "Or 
as developed" would lessen the possibilities of legal action 
against Coast Village and the City of Florence, and make it 
easier for compliance as required by zoning. 

I have been asked several times why someone hasn't 
brought a legal suit against the Board of Directors of Coast 
Village as well as the City ot Florence for allowing Cost 
Village to be developed without compliance to "As Platted.": 

1 am giving all Board of Directors of Coast Village, and Tom 
Nicholson (Coast Village s attorney), a copy of this letter 

If there is anything I can do to help get this done please let 
me know. 

Sincerely 
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Wendy Farley 

From: Thomas Nicholson [lnicholson@nicholsonlaw.biz3 
Sent: Thursday, September 01,2011 9:51 AM 
To: Wendy F-ariey 

Cc: 'John Mawhinncy' 
Subject: Coast Village District 

1. Per our meeting of August 29, 2011 and our telephone conversation of this morning, 
Coast Village is requesting that vision clearance requirements under proposed 10-32-6 
C be reduced from the standard 20' to 10' due to the 10 mph speed limit and the narrow 
streets in all of Coast Village. It is my understanding both police and fire department 
personnel have no objection to this 10' vision clearance request. 

2. Please email me a draft of the proposed Coast Village District as soon as you have 
the draft prepared Thank you for your continuing efforts on this project. 

Thanks, 

Tom 

Thomas C. Nicholson 
55? Laurel St. 
P.O. Box 308 
Florence, OR 97439 
(541) 997-7151 
(541) 997-7152 fax 
lnicholson{q)nicholsonlaw.biZ 
OSB#813265 

Confidentiality Notice and Notice Regarding Electronic Signature 

This ccirm .nrruJnr may contain Information at IS privileged and cotr)d«ntlai. It may only be used by i. intended addressee. If the 
readei of this message is nol 0». intended idj-1 ' . yet are hereby noilfied that any dissemination, use, distribution or copying of thL 
-twnmuiiicaficjn is ptnnibrtad. Nothing In this .-mad should be construed i* an electronic signature or an ad constituting a abiding conlracL 
It you ha» —eivedthis communication and "'B not the Intended recipient, please notify us Immediately by return «¡nnail sod by calling us 
at 541 997-7151 and pemanenily delete andriastroy the original ar.ci any electronic, printed, or other topics of this communication. "hank 
you. 

IRS CIRCULAR 230 Notice 

To the extef that this message or any attachment concerns tax ma fs, iLis not intended to be used and cannot be used by a taxpayer for 
the purpose of avoiding fienaities that may be imposed by law 

9/1/2011 
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CITY OF FLORENCE PLANNING COMMISSION 
September 13,2011 ** MEETING MINUTES** 

CALL TO ORDER - ROLL C ALL - PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Chairperson Nieberlein opened the meeting at 7:00 pm. Roll call: All Commissioners were 
present except Commissioner Bare (excused) and Commissioner Peters (cxcuscd). Also 
present: Community Development Director (CDD) Sandra Belson, Building Official (BO) 
Carl Dependahl, and Senior Planner (SP) Wendy Farley-Campbell. 

L APPROVAL OF THE \GENDA 

The Agenda was approved as presented. 

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Chairperson Nieberlein read the following into the record: This is an opportunity for members 
of the audience to bring to the Planning Commission's attention, any items not otherwise listed 
on the Agenda. Comments will be limited to 3 minutes per person, with a maximum time of 15 
minutes for all items. 

There were no public comments. 

3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

Commissioner Muilenburg made the motion to approve the 08/09 2011 Planning. Commission 
meeting minutes as presented. Commissioner Hope seconded the motion. The motion passed 
by vote of 2 aves and 2 abstains (Commissioner Tilton and Commissioner Wise). 

Commissioner Muilenbure made the motion to approve the 08/23/2011 Planning Commission 
meeting minutes as presented. Commissioner Wise seconded the motion. The motion passed 
bvvote of 3 aves and 1 abstain (Commissioner Hoile). 

4. PUBLIC HEARING 

Resolution PC 11 OS 2 C f)2 and PC 11 09 TA 01 

Chairperson Nieberlein stated that they will hold one Public Hearing tonight She stated that 
the bearing is on Resolution PC 11 08 ZC- 02 and PC 11 09 TA 01, a proposal to create a new 
Coast Village Zoning District as Title 10 Chapter 29 and re-zone the Coast Village 
Development from Single-Family Residential District (east side of Spruce Street) and 
Highway Commercial District (west side of Spruce Street) to Coast Village District and other 
related iext changes in the Fiorcncc Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan and to the zoning 
coae in Title 10 of the Florence City Code 

Before we begin, I would like to ask all those in attendance to turn off their cell phones. 
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Chair Nieberlein read the following into the record: 

These proceedings will be recorded. These hearings will be held in accordance with the land 
use procedures required by the City and the State of Oregon. 

Prior to the hearing tonight, staff will identify the applicable substantive criteria which have 
also been lusted in the staff report. These are the criteria the Planning Commission must -use 
in making its decision. All testimony and evidence must be directed toward these criteria or 
other criteria in the Plan or Land Use Regulations which you believe applies to the decision 
per ORS 197.763 (5). Failure to raise an issue accompanied by statements or e\>iaence 
•sufficient to the City and parties involved an opportunity to respond to the issue, would 
preclude an appeal based on that issue. Prior to the conclusion of this initial evidentiary 
hearing, any participant may request an opportunity to present additional evidence, arguments 
or testimony regarding the application. 

Any proponent, opponent, or other party interested in a land use matter to be heard by the 
Planning Commission may challenge the qualification of any Commissioner to participate in 
such hearing and decision. Such challenge must state facts relied upon by the party relating to 
a Conunissioner's bias, prejudgment, personal interest, or other facts from which the party 
has concluded that the Commissioner will not make a decision in an impartial manner 

Chairperson Nieberlein asked iT there s any Commissioner who wishes to declare a conflict of 
interest, bias, ex.-parte contact, cr a site visit and all Commissioners stated that they had a site 
visit. 

Chairperson Nieberlein asked ; "there is any member of the public who wishes to challenge a 
Commissioner's impartiality and no one spoke. 

Chairperson Nieberlein opened the public hearing at 7:09 pm. 

PRESENTATION OF STAFF REPORT 

SP Farley-Campbell stated that before the Commission this evening is a quasi-judicial and 
legislative public hearing for proposed amendments to Coast Village and this is the second 
step i the land use process. There are a number of other steps that have been completed up to 
this p< nt and for the benefit of the people who are present and the people who are watching on 
television, she will reiterate. Back in A p r i l and June, staff met with the Coast Village residents 
regarding tills process. Thi„ has been a collaborative process between the Coest Village Home 
Owners Association, the residents, and the City where they have worked together to come to a 
resolution that s beneficial for all. The Planning Commission held a public hearing and a 
work session on 06/28/2011 and at that public hearing the Planning Commission initiated the 
proposed amendments to the Coast Village Zoning District, other ancillary amendments to city 
code, and the proposed amendments to the zoning map. On 07/12/2011, the Planning 
Commission went on a tour of the Coast Village properties to view the development layout. 
There were members of the Homeowners Association present and there was no deliberation 
during thr> tour. After the initiation process, they began the notification process which 
requires a 45-day nou ;e to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLC'D) 
At the end of August the property owner notices were mailed which included both property 
owners that are directly affected by this (meaning the people that own property within Coast 
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Village) and as required by the State, the property owners within 300-feet of the Coast Village 
boundary. I .and Use signs were posted at each of the Coast Village entrances. These signs 
included the notice and the proposed amendments. On 09/07/2011 there was a notice 
published in the Siuslaw Newspaper that also announced this public hearing and the 
amendments that are proposed in general. 

SP Farley-Campbell stated that tonight will be the first evidentiary hearing of a quasi-judicial 
process and legislative process so the Planning Commission will hear testimony and consider 
making a recommendation to City Council for proposed amendments to code ana the City's 
Comprehensive Plan. Following that recommendation there will be a City Council public 
hearing. This wul allow for another opportunity to testify on this matter and the date of this 
hearing is to be determined but will be a minimum of 20-days after the Planning Commission 
makes their announcement 

SP Farley-Campbell read the following mto the record: There are multiple criteria that are 
involved in this matter. The City criteria applicable to the proposed changes include the 
Florence City Code (FCC) Title 10 Zoning Regulations, specifically Chapter 1, Sections 1-3-B 
and Section 1-1-5 and Section 1-2-2. City criteria includes the Florence Realization 2020 
Comprehensive Plan and there are. additional chapters that have been added since this was 
initiated. The chapters include Chapter 1-Citizen Invohement, Chapter 2-Larui Use, Chapter 

5-Open Spaces and Scenic, Historic, and Natural Resources, Chapter 10-Housing 
Opportunities, Chapter ^-Transportation, Chapter 13-Energy Facilities and Conservation. 
There are also some state criteria that are applicable which include the are Statewide 
Planning Goals and these are applicable because there are some Comprehensive Plar 
amendments proposed. The applicable goals include: Goal 1-Citizen Involvement, Goal 2-
Land Use, and Goal 10-Housing. Finally. there are three. Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) that 
are applicable to this proposal. These include ORS 197.610, ORS 197.763, and ORS 227.186. 

SP Farley-Campbell said that the proposal will add a new Coast Village District It was re-
numbered from Chapter 37 since the initiation. After consultation with tne City Recorder they 
decided to assume Chapter 29. SP Farley-Campbell stated that die proposal will re-zone the 
properties. The eastern part of Coast Village would be re-zoned from Single-Family 
Residential *o Coast Village District and tb' western part w ould be re-zoned from Highway 
District to Coast Village District. 

She sad that the proposal also includes ancillary amendments. These include changing the 
definition of recreational vehicle in Chapter 10, Presently, it says it is a "temporary structure" 
and they wnl incorporate •'except as permitted ti Coast Village" into that language. In FCC 
10-2-9, the proposal would remove some language related to manufactured home regulations 
because it is obsolete. In FCC 10-12-2-3, the proposal would remove language that is 
inconsistent w;*h state law regulating manufactured homes and reuses and relocates text 
regarding emergency housing siting. In the Comprehensive Plan under Chapter 2, the proposal 
will amend the Medium Density section to include Coast Village as an implementing district. 

SP Farley-Campbell stated that Coast Village is a unique place thai was dev eloped as a 
campground through five different plats that were recorded between the years 1970 and 1982. 
rhere are roughly 259 lots as platted and they are sized between 21,500 square feet and S,500 
square feet. Of those 259 lots, there arc about 73 lots (28%) that meet the current zoning 
requirement for sizi The proposal would allow site built homes on any lot, it would allow 

Planning Commission Minutes 
September 13, 2011 

Page 3 of 18 



manufactured homes without regards to size, and ii would permit motor homes, recreation 
vehicles and park models both permanently and temporarily. 

SP Farley-Campbell summarized the proposal stating that the setbacks would be 20-feet in the 
front with parking to be allowed in the front yard, 8-foot side yards with a 5-foot wide native 
vegetation grecnbclt (minimum 6-foot in height) and 3-foot fire access as required between the 
greenbclt and the dwelling, and 10-feet in die rear yard with a 5-foot wide native vegetation 
greenbeli (minimum 6-foot n height) and fire access. She stated that these setbacks arc only 
for the dwelling as accessor,' structures can be built up against the greenbdt. 

SP Farley-Campbell sai 1 that the proposal w U have the dwelling structure height reduced 
from I8-feet to 16-feet as measured to the highest point of the roof. 

SP Farley-Campbell said the proposal will have all the perimeter signs and fences regulated 
under the FCC. The Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R's) presently do not 
permit any signs and they have their own fence standards. 

SP Farley-Campbell stated since this process was initiated on 06/28/2011, there have been 
some changes that were done to the code and those are included in Exhibit F. These were 
done to address some concerns that the Commissioners had and also to address some concerns 
received from the public. These included creating a definition for the word "lot" and adding 
two definitions for dwellings, making the permitted uses section briefer They moved the 
guest section io what is permitted rather than having it as what is prohibited and to clarify they 
can have one permanent or temporary dwelling per lot and if they so desire, they can nave an 
additional mobile structure on the site as a guest quarters. Lot coverage had the word 
"structures" under the 35% rule and in looking at Coast Village regulations, they used the 
word "enclosed structures" so they modified the proposal to include the word ''enclosed." 
They received some testimony that expressed concern over street encroachments so they also 
excluded calculating street pavement in that 65% coverage. They changed measuring the front 
setback beginning at the pavement rather than from the lot line. They clarified that parking 
can be gravel or paved. 

SP Farley-Campbell referenced Exhibit A stating that there was concern over the "as platted1' 
language use and it was recommended thai they use the term "as developed." The Police had 
some concerns over addressing, which will be handled during the permitting process. Tom 
Nicholson, Attorney for Coast Village Home Owners Association has requested 10-foot vision 
clcarancc for Coast Milage. He cites the 10 mph speed limits, narrow street widths 
(20'platted) and one-way traffic pattern as reasons for the reduction. Regarding accessory 
dwelling units, to make the intent clear- FCC 10-29-4-^ was added to disallow accessory 
dwelling units while provision for guests staying in an additional RV was added as an allowed 
use to FCC 10-29-3. Regarding parking and service vehicles and visitors, she included 
language from the FCC i the "Issues" section of the staff report. Regarding the removal of 
wheels and tongue, staff came up with the definitions of permanent and temporary and 
specifically removed references to wheel and tongue in the definition of permanent 

SP Farley-Campbell stated that there have been some additional changes that have come up 
since the packet has come out. The homeowner's association requested to change the "lot" 
definition to nearly match vvha' is i the CC&R's. There was also some reference to joined 
lots : a the CC&R" . where the Ci y does not have them as joined and will leave them as such so 
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they could be developed in the future. They removed all references to 'self contained," 
Under lot coverage they took out "privately platted streets1' and added "homeowners 
association" before streets. They also addressed sctback concerns. They added the provision 
to allow lot line adjustments. They kept the disallowing of partitions. They also would 
remove the definition of "dwelling" under Tide 10, Chapter 1. 

Commissioner Wise asked f the term "dwelling" 3 used any where else under Title 10. SP 
Farley-Campbell responded that she is sure the term is used m other areas under Title 10. 
Commissioner Wise asked how they could reconcile tl is. SP Farley-Campbell responded that 
there are specific definitions of "dwelling" so they would go to one of those definitions to 
whichever the case applies. Commissioner Muflenburg stated that he does not understand why 
they are deleting the word "dwelling." SP Farley-Campbell s; d this is because the definitions 
proposed are more inclusive. Commissioner Wise said 10-1 is the foundation document for 
definitions and he does not know why they diun't j ist redefine '' a the code that thev are 
putting in place for Coast Village instead of removing it from all of the zoning documents. SP 
Farley-Campbell responded that this suggestion came up wimin the last 24-hours and they are 
open to suggestions of re-wording. 

Commissioner Muilenburg said there are two definitions, one is "permanent dwelling" and one 
is "temporary dwelling," not just the word "dwelling." SP Farley-Campbell stated that 
"dwelling" is only under FCC 10-1-4 and under Coast Village; it is "permanent dwelling" and 
"temporary dwelling." These two terms are not used anywhere else in the FCC but under Title 
10, Chapter 1 there is more specificity to also include multi-family, duplex and single-family. 
Commissioner Wise stated that it would seem the most direct way of doing this would be to 
say that for the purposes of the title that deals w.ii Coast Village that the definition of 
"dwelling" in 10-1 does not apply. Commissioner Tilton stated he was concerned about this as 
well and maybe the cleanest way would be to includc the term "this is applicable to every pait 
of the City except for the Coast Village Zone." 

Commissioner Muilenburg stated that he is concerned that they received this change only 
within the last 24-hours and SP Farley-Campbell clarified that the Commission will make a 
decision after they have had the opportunity to bear the testimony. 

Chairperson Nieberlein asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions of staff 

Commissioner Tilton stated he had u question about the reduction of vision clearance. vVhen 
he looked at Exhibit L, it states that it was Mr. Nicholson's understanding that both the Pol e 
and the Fire Department had no objection to the 10-foot reduction but when he looked through 
the rest octhe material, he could not find any evidence of this and he (Commissioner Tilton) 
just wondered if they could get some more information on this, 

SP Farley-Campbell stated that Fire Marshall (FM) Sean Barrett is here this evening and ht is 
planning to testify and he has verbally stated that he did not have a problem v> h this and he 
knew that they were requesting this. The Chief of Police did not specifically address tlxi;; 
because his statement came in before the 10-foot request. 

Commissioner Muilenburg asked if the 5-foot greehhelt is part of the 8-foot side yard and 10-
foot rear yard setbacks or is it in addition. SP Farley-Campbell stated that it is included as par: 
of the setback measurement. 
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Commissioner Muilenburg referenced Exhibit F, under Permitted Buildings and Uses ' :err. 
"C", stating that this language does not make it clear. He referenced the next page, item C, at 
the top, the yard and buffer regulations stating he is curious if they need to define pavement or 
do they need to define the edge of pavement SP Farley-Campbell handed out the code that the 
homeowners association has beer looking at. She stated thai 'The front edge of the pavement" 
has been added. 

Commissioner Muilenburg stated he has some big issues but he does not know when to bring 
them up. Chairperson Nieberlein suggested Commissioner Muilenburg" s ssues be addressed 
under discussion. He agreed with Chairperson Nieberlein. He asked if they know how many 
properties are affected by this scree1 issue and SP Farley-Campbell responded that she does not 
know the specific number. Commissioner Muilenburg stated that it seems to him that their 
numbers are getting skewed a little bit because it is more of a minority than a majority that 
these .ssues are dealt with and maybe that is the point of it all but he will discuss this during 
the discussion period. 

Chairperson Nieberlein asked if there are any other questions for staff 

Commissioner Wise stated that in the findings-of-fact on page 3, item number 14, it says only 
signage and fences that are located along the perimeter of the entire development are regulated 
under the FCC because the Coast Village CC&R's already bave standards for fences and 
CC&R's do not allow sign* within the development. Commissioner Wise said he does not 
think this is true. The reason that we only do the perimeter is because that is the only place 
where the City has jurisdiction. We are not recognized in any 1 tnd of association as having 
authority to implement city law. ,lty code, or anything else. 'Hie code for sign.« FCC 4-7-4 
Exempt Signs says "signs not visible from die public right-of-way or from public property." 
There are no public right's-of-way in Coast Village. We do net have the authority to 
implement th s, what they do is not part of the FCC and he wants to recognize their association 
as having some partnership w iih the C'ty in enforcing the code. He would rather they List 
stopped by saying "only signage and fences that are located along the perimeter of the entire 
development are regulated under the City Code." He does not see any purpose in including the 
rest. This son page 3, tem 14 under the summary of proposed changes. We make reference 
to the Coast Village Association somehow having control over signage that the City would 
have control over. We do not delegate those authorities to anybody. 

SP Farley-Campbell said that if it states in the sign code that Coast Village falls under the 
exempt category , then by having th i i hare, signs shall be in accordance with 1 tie 4, Chapter 
7 of this t le and you go to exemptions and it says it is exempt then they are exempt but they 
would not want to take it out. 

Commissioner Wise said he wants to take out "because the Coast Village CC&R's already... 
(to the end of the sentence.)" Chairperson Nieberlein clarified that die sentence would read as 
follows: "Only signage and fences that are located along the perimeter of the entire 
development are regulated under the City Code." SP Farley-Campbell suggested it reads 'only 
signage withir. visibility of the public right-of-way or public property is subject to City 
Code. ..'' rather than saying perimeter and that the fences is a perimeter issue. 
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Commissioner Wise referenced page 4 line 2 under referrals. He wonders if they ever receive 
an acknowledgement of receipt or if they ever receive anything back from Central Lincoln 
PUD, Lane Count}1' Land Management or State of Oregon Department of Land Conservation 
and Development. SP Farley-Campbell stated that she does receive comment from these 
entities. She did hear back verball} from the Oregon Department of Transportation and Lane 
Comity Land Management and neither one had any concerns. Commissioner Wise stated that 
they should have a note for the record that they did respond. 

Commissioner Wise referenced page 6 regarding vision clearances. The reference Title 10-35-
2-13 says in its las», paragraph "vision clearance requirements may be modified by the Public, 
Works Director on finding that more or less s e distance is required. For example, due to 
traffic speeds, roadway alignments, etc." He sees this to say that they can turn over the 
decision about tris whole ;sue of \ ' ion clearance to Public Works Director (PWD) Mike 
Miller and allow him to make the judgment rather than all of these hoops and other things that 
they are trying to resolve. Chairperson Nieberlein stated that she thinks this should come up 
under discussion. 

Commissioner Wise referenced page 15, paragraph 4 that states "as of June 2011 the average 
sales price for the Florence area was $177 700. During the same timeframe. Coast Village's 
average sales price was $61,600. He asked what the source of that information is. 

SP Farley-Campbell stated they receive these periodically from a real estate agent named 
Steve Eamshaw. She stated that she will add this information. 

Commissioner Wise stated he did not understand why they were moving emergency housing. 
SP Farley-Campbell responded that this .vas an opportunity to discover far reaches of code 
that have not been touched in 20-} ears. She said that moving it out of Chapter 12 and to 
Chapter 2 makes emergency housing applicable city-wide. 

Commissioner Wise referenced Exhibit F under Permitted Building and LTses, 10-29-3-B 
where t states "guests may stay in an additional self contained mobile structure for up to 6 • 
months in any 12-month period." He was not sure what Coast Village is trying to accomplish 
here or whether or not there was some slight of hand that could go on where they could say 
"well really it is three people but they've only stayed 3-months each." He asked if they are 
trying to restrict any other person living on that property for 6-months out of the year. SP 
Farley-Campbell stated that she would let the applicants respond to this question. 

Commissioner Wise referenced Exhibit F, page 3, 10-29-5-C-3 where it references the 
accessory structures. It appears that they can he on the line of the greenbel t but there doesn't 
appear to be any limit on the s x of these accessory structures and therefore they lack a 3-foot 
fire buffer between them and the green zone where they require this properly everywhere else. 
SP Farley-Campbell stated that t is her understanding that the fire code requires the 3-foot 
buffer on an occupied space, a dwelling space, and accessory structures are not intended for 
dwellings. SP Farley-Campbell stated this information came from the Fire Marshal and 
perhaps he could clarify what the fire code specifically regulates. Commissioner V se said he 
thought eaf er that someone made a mention of somebody actually bunking out there during 
the summer so if someone is goi:tg to actually be physically living in there, then he would like 
to hear the Fire Marshal's opinion on the buffer 
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TESTIMONY OF PROPONENTS 

Chairperson Nieberlein stated that they will be taking testimony from the applicants, 
proponents, and opponents. Copies of the written comments received have been distributed to 
the Planning Commission. 

lorn Nicholson ("Applicant's Representative) PO Box 30^ - Florence. OR 97439 

Mr. Nicholson stated that the consensus of the Coast Village community is that Exhibit F as 
revised and distributed at the hearing is in acceptable form and his purpose here tonight is to 
say thank you and encourage the adoption of this which is a much better fix in comparison to 
the existing situation. He has requested by email for the record that the community is 
requesting the 10-foot vision clearance reduction from the standard 20-ieet. The reason +or 
tl is is that it i; a one-way street, it has a 10 mph speed limit and things are quite condensed. 
The 20-foot setback s really not necessary. Trtere was also come concern regarding 
unnecessary removal or damage to the existing vegetation and pan of the amenities of Coast 
Village L when you walls id there, if feels cozy because of thi» vegetation and if you establish 
20-foot .. 'on corridors throughout, it would cause too much vegetation removal and it would 
destroy the harmony and ambience of the neighborhood. His understanding is that the Fire 
Marshal and the Pc1:ce have approv ed this. In general, the membership is in favor of this 
proposed change. The only text changes that they are suggesting is on page 1 of Exhibit F 
under the definition of "Lot," the third line down right now states "all lots" and they would 
nsert the words "all numerical lots" because all the private lots in Coast Village are numerical. 

On page 2 under 10-29-3 Permitted Buildings and Uses, under item B, Guest Structures, he 
proposes because of the definitions of a permanent dwelling and a temporary dwelling, his 
understanding is that if you have a kitchen facility, this puts you into the definition of a 
dwelling which the goal of Coast Village is to have one primary dwelling and then have some 
other arrangement where guests can come and stay up to but not exceeding 6-montbs a yeai 
He suggests under item B that they add "in addition to "A" above...guests may stay in an 
additional mobile structure for up to 6-months in any 12-month period" and then adding the 
additional language "which structure shall not be deemed to be a temporary dwelling." The 
code prohibits two dwellings on one lot and the typical example of a guest facility will most 
likely be a fifth wheel Because many fifth wheels have a sink and an oven, one could argue 
that it could be considered a dwelling. His fix was to exempt out the guesl structure as not 
deeming it as a dwelling unit. 

Commissioner Wise asked for the intent of the 6-month limit. Mr. Nicholson responded that 
thi9 i covered i the declaration. They have tried to make the Coast Village CC&R's and the 
FCC as close as possible but ii is impossible to make them identical The CC&R's regulations 
focus on occupancy whereas the City has their focus on the structures. The lea i to preclude 
two living situations on one lot. 

Commissioner Wise asked if they could get a commitment from Coast Village to have all of 
their houses have addresses posted by a certain date. He would like to see them make an effort 
to place proper house numbers up for Fire and Police. Mr. Nicholson stated this is a great idea 
but he does not know if it is within the four corners of the issue before them. He thinks f this 
question ic, prcsenied to the president that they could initiate this procedure. It makes sense for 
fire and safety purposes. 
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Marv McGann - PO Box 3037 - Florence. OR 97439 

Ms. McGann stated that she is the President of the Board of Directors for Coast Village. 
About four weeks ago, they starred a walk about program where members of the architectural 
review committee and members ot the board, walk one moming per week around the village to 
make sure that things are as they would like them to be. One of the items they art checking on 
> the signage to make sure that every lot has a number on it and that this number is visible. 

This is their rules and regulations. They are about 1/3 of the way through and she is 
committing to the Commission tonight that there will be numbers placed on every lot within 
the next couple of months. 

Mr. Nicholson stated under 10-29-3-C' dealing with accessory structures, he agrees that the 
language is ambiguous. 

Commissioner Muilenburg stated he was thinking all along that they already had the 20-foot 
vision clearance end die comments made tonight lead him to believe that the intersections may 
not have a 20-foot clearance now and this i r why they want to not have this because they may 
be going in there and cutting brash out. Mr Nicholson said this is correct. 

Commissioner Muilenburg asked if anyone has checked to see if there s a 10-foot clearance 
on all of them. Mr. Nicholson said he does not know if anyone has dons this. If the Fire 
Marsha] and Police believe this should be done then they will follow up on i t Commissioner 
Muilenburg said if it is part of the code changes then it would have to be done. Regarding 
Exhibit F, there is some language that includes some lots where they are combining two 
parcels and he wants to understand what he is or is not approving and he does not know how 
many lots this deals with. Mr. Nicholson said they are not doing anything. They are simply 
going forward and trying to make FCC consistent with what is already m the CC&R's. The 
CC&R's state that several lots in past history were allowed to be treated as one large lot. This 
was prior to 1997 and in 1997 the definition of a lot was "any private platted numerical lot." 
But all of a sudden they have some lots that are really two separate lots but are being treated as 
one lot. They are try ing to make die City's definition of a lot the same as Coast Village's 
definition of a lot. 

Commissioner Muilenburg spoke in regards to the dwelling issue that they have discussed 
tonight. They wanted to take out "self contained" and he understands the problem of trying to 
make th ; work but he does not tl ink the intent is to have someone throw up a cot in the shed 
and allow them to stay for 6-months. Mr. Nicholson stated that the CC&R's prohibit this. 

Commissioner Muilenburg asked if a shed would fall under an accessory structure and Mr. 
Nicholson said yes. Mr. Nicholson stated that any structure that is not a dwelling or a guest 
facility would be deemed an accessory structure. Before you could build a sh<?d, you would 
need approval of the ( -.ty and you would need approval of the Architectural Review 
Committee (ARC). Commissioner Muilenburg asked if the review would still be required if 
the accessor} structure was under 200 sq f t Mr. Nicholson stated the ARC would control this, 
A gentleman from the audience stated that the ARC has to approve any structure. 
Commissioner Muilenburg stated that they would upfront deem it as either a shed or living 
quarters. Self contained means that someone could have a cot out there but may not have a 
restroom or a sink. If you allow someone to build a structure and have someone throw a cot in 
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it, he would see this as another dwelling, CDD Be!.son stated that guests can only stay in a 
mobile structure so a shed would not fit the definition of a mobile structure. 

Commissioner Muiienburg asked if they have a definition of a mobile structure and a person 
spoke stating that they do not have thac definition. CDD Beison stated that '"mobile'" means to 
be "moveable" so she does not see how the lack of a definition would affect this. CDD Beison 
stated the definition of temporary dwelling references mobile structure such as park model, 
recreational vehicle and motor home so those are examples of mobile structures. 

Commissioner Muiienburg asked if Mr. Nicholson knows how many properties are affected by 
the streets running through their properties Mr Nicholson stud he could only estimate because 
they wouldn't know about certain ones without a survey. 

Commissioner Muiienburg stated when you look at how many homes will be affected by these 
changes; he comes up with 50 or less. He stated that the change would allow a temporary 
dwelling for these 50 when they do not even require a parking space. Mr. Nicholson stated 1 3 
understanding was that the current code; prohibits development on most of the lots and so if 
someone were to walk in right now to try to obtain a building permit, the application would be 
turned down. The idea was to allow everybody a fair ability to make their lots developable 
down to these standards. He was personally not involved in the first round where the number 
of parking spaces came up. He does know the goal is to allow these lots to be utilized. 
Commissioner Muiienburg stated he does not have a problem with this and he thinks this will 
be possible but there are over 198 lots that have two parking spaces and now there is a 
potential that 20-25 lots will only have one. Mr. Nicholson stated that if a lot is too small to 
handle two spaces, then why not allow them to develop it with only one space. Commissioner 
Muiienburg responded his point is that this could be handled differently than allowing the 
whole Coast Village to go down to only one parking spot when it is only affecting a half a 
dozen properties. 

A woman spoke from the audience stating that she does not understand what Commissioner 
Muiienburg"s concern is about the parking spaces. Commissioner Muiienburg said he has a 
concern with this and it is an issue for him. He brought it up before and he will bring it up 
again and they will discuss it during discussion. He just wanted to see if they could £ ve him 
an explanation that could help hini understand why they are going to allow maybe a half a 
dozen properties or maybe even eleven properties to only have one parking spot when the 
majority of the owners have two or more spots and then they are going to allow those 11 
properties to have a dwelling there that someone could stay in but now there is no parking spot 
for them. 

Chairperson Nieberlein asked the woman speaking from the audience to state her name for the 
record. Mary McOann stated her name. She said she still does not sec Commissioner 
Muilenburg's problem. There are some lots that do not have enough room for more than one 
car Commissioner Muiienburg responded that is problem s that there will be no place for 
visitors or service vehicles. He knows the Fire Marshal and Police G _ef say this is ok but 
they are not the ones making this decision and if there is a truck or service vehicle parked in 
that 20-foot road and there is a fire, it would be a problem for the fire truck. 

BO Carl Dependahl stated that he thinks he can offer a bit of a compromise for this. Part of 
the idea for this is to allow permitting that really was not allowed at all under the current 
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standards and he thinks Commissioner Muilenburg has a very valid point You do not want to 
create a situation that is going to cause a chronic or potential traffic problem. He thinks if they 
look at this as a permitting thing, which may be a little odd in terms of creating code but they 
are not forcing people to only have one space and he thinks they could work out a way to 
review tliis at the 1 ne of application for new development and encourage two parking spaces 
but if they could demonstrate that only one could be placed on the lot because of the odd 
shaping of the lots, it may be such that this mechanism to allow only one may only come up a 
couple of times. Instead of putting it into the law, they could make it subject to review at the 
time of application. Commissioner Muilenburg said he likes BO Carl DependahFs idea but he 
would like to go the other way w.cti this. He would like to require two spaces and then they 
could prove that they could only fit one. If they can show just cause to only have one space 
then let them have only one space. 

Alta Taylor - 84955 Hwv 101 - Florence. OR 97439 

Mrs. Taylor stated she had a granddaughter who was living in an unsafe situation with a baby 
and she financed a unit in the Village to put her in something that sne felt was safe Her 
granddaughter lived there three years and she is now married and moved on. Mrs. Taylor said 
she now has this unit She would like it to gc into the rccord that from the way she measures, 
she believes she has the 8-feet on the side of the house where the greenway if and so they have 
the 5-ibot for the greenway and they have the 3-foot for the firemen to get in. Across the back, 
there is a tall wooden fence and she does not know if she has quite enough setback there and 
there s not any greenway but i1 is on the edge of the Coast Village property. This is on the 
west side. She hopes that having the tall wooden fence is sufficient enough as opposed to a 
greenway because it would take up part of the yard. On the west property boundary she is 
fearful that the garage might sit on the property line. There is a garage, a storage unit, and a 
tocl shed and she is fearful it sits on die property line but it's been there a long time and she 
thinks it should fall under the grandfathering clause. It was that way for 20-years, she is not 
asking to make any changes, but she just doesn t want to have to move the garage or tear H 
down. They have at least three parking spaces and maybe four so ti y do not have any 
breaking of the rules regarding the spaces. They have a lot of cement blocks laid to keep from 
tracking sand indoors. These blocks were there when she purchased the property but with the 
situation of impervious, she does not know if cement blocks constitutes not being impervious 
for the rainwater to soak into the ground. She just wants it to be on the record that they have 
these items and she feels it has been this way long enough that it should be able to stay as it is. 
She is trying to sell this and may have a buyer. 

Chairperson Nieherlcin asked that because this is the proponent sections, is Mrs. Taylor in 
favor of the proposal. Mrs. Taylor responded that she is neither in favoi of it or opposed to i t 
She lives in the county so all she cares about is that this lot can stay the way it is with thai 
manufactured home, with those cement surfaces, with that garage, the storage room, and tool 
shed with lots of room for parking. 

Commissioner Muilenburg said, because of something Mrs. Taylor mentioned, he now has a 
question for Mr Nicholson. He wants to clarify that there i s no issue of structures on or even 
over the property lines. Mr Nicholson agreed with this. 

CDD Belson responded about Mrs. Taylor's concerns. If the City issued a building permit and 
if the structures were built accordingly, then they would be grandfathered in. It they were not 
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issued a City permit, the City cannot state whether they are or are not alright according to code 
because the C y has not approved them 

Ginger Anderlohr - 22 Sand Dollar - Florence. OR 97439 

Ms. Andcrlohr stated that she was the Cha,_ for four years on the ARC. The ARC is basically 
the police of the Village, If they saw someone staying in a second uil for over 6-months, the 
ARC was required to take the issue to the Board of Directors and the unit would be remov ed 
out of the Village. 

Chairperson Nicberlein stated that this is the proponent section and asked if Ms. Anderlohr is 
in favor of the proposal. Ms. Anderlohr responded that he started this and is in favor of it. 

TESTIMONY OF OPPONENTS 

SF Farley-Campbell stated for the record that Anita Vincent had submitted written testimony 
that is included in the packct; however, it was received after the assimilation of the packet and 
therefore does not have an exhibit label. She lives at 933 30th Way Florence, OR 97439 She 
is an opponent for the proposed amendments to the Coast Village Zoning District She 
specifically cited that she disagrees or is against anything where re-zoning of land to allow 
infractions of the regular standards of building regulations. Presently, the City is not 
proposing anything chat goes against building regulations. 

TESTIMONY OF NEUTRAL 

There was no testimony given by anyone neither for nor against the proposal. 

Chairperson Nicberlein requested that FM Sean Barrett approach the Commission. 

Chairperson Nicberlein stated that there were some questions regarding the 10-foot v ion 
dcarance as opposed to the 20-foot clearance. They have been told that FM Barrett agrees 
with this and FM Barrett said this is correct 

Commissioner Wise said that he brought up earlier that they have accessory bui ldings which 
acknowledge someone might be staying in. His experience in other states s when you have a 
structure where someone is going to sleep there, that you must have at least two forms of 
egress from the building. His concern is that someone could be trapped n one of these 
buildings because it is right up against the greenbelt. He wonders if FM Barrett believes there 
should be a buffer between the building and the greenbelt. FM Barrett se i ir any residential 
structure you are supposed to have two ways out of sleeping quarters such as a door and 
window. He did give the blessing to have accessory structures closer but, because of the 
current conccm raised, he will speak to staff. CDD Bclson stated that currently the code states 
"non-residential" structures. This is the intent but there is the question of people abiding by 
this FM Barrett stated that the code is vague. They have to have access to residential 
structures but it does not speak of accessory type structures. It also does not ^ ' e a specific 
dimension either. He picked 3-foot because this i ; what was i the old code. 

Commissioner Tilton asked FM Barrett for his thoughts of a single parking space causing the 
road to be blocked in the case of an emergency. FM Barrett stated that he once li ved n Coast 
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Village, but for the last couple of months he has been driving through quite a bit There have 
been a few cars that were close but from everything he has seen they would be able to get 
around the cars. Commissioner Muiienburg asked if FM Barrett has taken the fire truck 
through there and FM Barrett said yes. FM Barrett pointed out that even though there are one-
way streets, in the case of an emergency, they would go down the wrong way. Commissioner 
Muiienburg asked if FM Barrett is really going up to the intersections to make sure there is 
enough vision clearance for the fire truck to go around. FM Barrett said that the} took the 
ladder truck through there so if they could get that in there, they can get anything in tnere. He 
has gone to every intersection and used a truck with a nose on it and the vision distance is 
adequate. 

BO Carl Dependahl stated he would like to assure the Commissioners that any application that 
comes in is always going to be subject to building code regulation and this new and improved 
zoning code documents as well. It will be reviewed under all of those standards which also 
include the fire code provisions. If something is submitted as a dwelling unit, they are going 
to ask that there be emergency escape and rescue such as a window or door. To clarify^ a 
small house can just have one door out. They do not have to have two doors but it is required 
that they have an emergency escape and rescue opening which is typically a window. 

Commissioner Wise said there are some illusions that in order to get a building permit that a 
person must have some form of written permission from the association of Coast Village. He 
was wondering if this i j true. BO Carl Dependahl stated he did not see this as part of the law 
but as a HOA policy and courtesy, the City has requested of the places that have gated 
communities; that they provide some form of approval. In some cases it is a v<?ry formal 
approval from thei ARC. For Coast Village they have always had an informal approval to 
make sure that it is in compliance w oh their own standards. 

STAFF RESPONSE AND RECOMMENDATION 

CDD Belson stated they have a suggestion regarding the mobile structure that is available for 
guests and a suggestion regarding Commission Muilenburg's parking concern. 

Commissioner Tilton asked if this is the temporary dwelling definition and CDD Beison stat-d 
no. CDD Belson referenced 10-29-2-B where is speaks of guest and how they word the guests. 
Commissioner Boilc asked f this even needs to be in there. CDD Belson stated t crossed her 
mind as well. They can just be silent on the issue. If there was a complaint that there were 
two RV's on the lot or a stick built and an RV that seemed to be permanent dwellings, the City 
would check into it because they do not allow more than one dwelling on the lot. 

CDD Belson spoke regarding Commissioner Wise's comments on vision clearance. If vou left 
it to the Public Works Director, it would be on a case by case basis so they would require him 
to review the building permits that came in. If it is set in code then it is clear 

SP Farley-Campbell stated that the Commissioner's have had some dialogue about removing 
the definition of "dwelling." If there is any additional testimony that would aid in their 
deliberation, it would need to be added before they closed the hearing. 
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Commission Tilton stated he wondered if it would be useful to ask the chairman of the board i 
they decided to be silent on the guest occupancy, 1 F the chairman saw this as any k id of a 
problem. It sounds like they already have this under control. 

Mary McGann said she does not see a problem with it not being in the code. This is 
something they look into during their walk about. 

Mr. Nicholson asked if there is a provision in the FCC that simply says an RV used as a guest 
facility is ok. SP Farley-Campbell stated that there is nothing that states this. 

CDD Belson stated many people have RV's in Florence and sometimes they try them out 
before they go on h trip. Sometimes people will visit in an RV. Most places in the City do not 
have regular hookups for an RV. Coast Village is different in that respect in that there are 
hookups because it was a campground. You arc more likely to have this situation in Coast 
Village than you would in the rest of the City. If they get complaints about someone living in 
an RV on a property, which they sometimes do receive, then they check into it and if'it looks 
like they arc really living there, then this is addressed, 

Mr. Nicholson stated that by being silent, using an RV as a guest facility under the City's code 
is a conflict. Without this exception for a guest facility, they have a problem. 

Chairperson Nieberlein closed the public hearing at 9:14 pm. 

DELIBERATION 

Commissioner Muilenburg stated he would like to hear what the CDD Belson has for language 
regarding the parking issue 

CDD Belson said they could decide who the decision maker is but they will allow one 
permanent parking space if the second parking snace is not physically feasible. If they are 
concerned about the guests, they could add on if they do have guests, they need to have at least 
two parking spaces. 

Commissioner Muilenburg reiterated CDD Bel son's suggestion stating that they could have a 
guest dwelling only if they ha"s at least two parking spaces. He asked who CDD Belson 
believ es should be the decision maker. She said she thinks they should leave PWD Miller out 
of it because he deals with public facilities and there are no public facilities affected by this. 
Commissioner Muilenburg stated that he believes the Building Official would be the best 
qualified to know what will or will not fit CDD Belson responded she believes the Building 
Official should review it but if the Commission would like two people then they could include 
the Planning Director. BO Carl Dependahl said he thinks they would be perfectly capable of 
rendering a fair decision on these. 

The Commission came to a consensus to have the Building Official review the permits and 
decide on whether or not one parking space would be allowed as opposed to two or more 
parking spaces. 

Commissioner Muilenburg said he no longer has a concern on the vision clearance. 
Commissioner Tilton stated he also no longer has that concern. 
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The Commission came to a consensus mat they do not have a concern over the vision 
elearance. 

Commissioner Muilenburg stated that he thinks the Fire Marshal is going to go back and re-
think the 3-foot clearance on any guest dwelling. CDD Belson stated if the Fire Marshal wants 
to change his opinion on this, he can do so and present it when it goes to the Council. 
Commissioner Muilenburg Si -d he wonders if the secondary access should be included as pait 
of this. CDD Belson stated you are increasing the density- and you could argue that it is a 
concern or they can state that they received input from th^ Fire Marshal and the Commission 
feels it has been adequately addressed. SP Farley-Campbell stated that the Fire Marshal 
indicated that if they do not continue making positive progression towards resolving the issue 
tiiat there would have to be in and cssence, a moratorium on construction in there. A 
gentleman spoke from the audicnce stating that it does not need to be part of the Commission's 
decision because it v II be done regardless. 

Commissioner Wipe stated one of his concerns is the power that homeowner associations have 
over the residents of those developments. There are now somewhere around 110 million 
people in this country who are living in developments with homeowner associations and there 
are a lot of rules being implemented by them in the guise of implementing city ordinances. He 
wants tc draw that line He would like to make it explicit that the City is net empowering any 
Coast Village association to have the authority to implement City Code or to enforce City 
Cod". "Hie City is not in any way delegating to any Coast Village association any interest that 
is currently an interest of the City of Florence. He presented a written summary of what he s 
speaking on. 

Commissioner Wise said what he is proposing is the following within the code for Coasi 
Village. "The ?ity of Florence, by establishing this new land use zone does not create any 
right or benefit substantive or procedural enforceable by any Coast Village association nor 
doi .s it delegate, convey, or transfer to any Coast Village association rights, responsibilities, or 
interests currently held by the City of Florence." 

CDD Belson stated that instead of putting this language into the code, that they could add . as 
a "where as" statement in the resolution. This way it is documenting the intent o f w h v they are 
doing this zoning district. She has never seen something like this placed into the code 
Commissioner Wise said that he likes CDD Belson's suggestion. Chairperson Nicberlein said 
she has no problem with it but she would like to have the City's Attorney review i t CDD 
Belson stated that if the City Attorney reviews it, the Commission could not make a decision 
tonight. Chairperson Nieberlein stated tney can make a decision based on it being in the 
resolution subject to approval of the attorney. She is not comfortable at slapping legal 
language into the document without a review by the City Attorney. CDD Belson stated she 
does not think ther^ is a lot of legal risk to doing this which is why she is comfortable placing 
it in the resolution and not as comfortable placing it j. to the code. 

Commissioner Wise stated that for the record he is not an attorney. 

CDD Belson recommended they pass the resolution without the language but in a separate 
motion state that they would like the issue addressed p-ior to Council decision. 

i 
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Commissioner W ise moved that tbev propose to the City Council that they examine this 
language for either inclusion in the code associated with Coast Village or .n the intent section 
of the resolution to sav "The Citv of Florence, bv establishing this new land use 7one does not 
create any right or benefit substantive or procedural enforceable bv anv Coast Villaee 
association nor does it delegate, convev. or transfer to anv Coast Village association rights-
responsibilities. or interests currently held by the Citv of Florence.'"1 Commissioner Tilton 
seconded the motion. The motion passed bv unanimous vote.1 

CDD Belson stated she asked SP Farley-Campbell to start with Exhibit F and then put a list of 
items that will be changed that have been discussed so that it can be used in the form of a 
motion. 

SP Farley-Campbell read the following changes: 

• Under 10-29-2 Definitions, for lot adding the word "numerical" to the third line It shall 
state 'Alt lots modified by lot line adjustments" shall read "all numerical lots modified by 
lot line adjustments." 

• Under 10-29-3 Permitted Buildings and Uses, item B striking from the proposal as it is 
written and replacing with "In addition to the dwelling allowed by A above one mobile 
structure may be permitted for use as guest quarters for up to 6-months in a 12-month 
period if there are at least two parking spaces on lot In addition to the parking area for the 
mobile structure." 

• Under 10-29-3-C, add the word "in conjunction with" in place of the word "use." 
• Under 10-29-6-D Permanent Parking, replacing the requirement for one permanent parking 

space with two permanent parking spaces and adding the language after the second 
sentence "The Building Official may allow one permanent parking space if he determines 
that a second parking space is not physically feasible.. " 

• Leave the defini tion of dwelling in Chapter 1 but add the exception to Coast Village. 
• On page 3 item number 14, take out signage and fences and stop after the phrase "are 

regulated under City Code." 
« On page 15, section 5, under the findings; cite the source of the property values 

information. 
• Exhibit A is modified on page 3, item number 14 regarding signage and fences, amend 

section to break out signage and fences and clarify* the visible vs. perimeter (CC&R's need 
to be gone with a period after City Code and signs could be visible beyond the perimeter). 

• Under item number 2 on page 4, amend FCC 10-1-4 and add the definition including that 
an exception is allowed in Coast Village. 

• Under item number 3, amend FCC 10-2-9 change the word "removes" to "replaces." 
« On page number 4, under Exhibit A, under referrals, add whether they responded or not 

and the method used to respond such as e-mail or telephone. 

Commissioner Wise moved approval of Resolution PC 11 08 ZC 02 and PC 11 09 TA 01. a 
proposal to create a new Coast Village Zoning District as Title 10 Chapter 29 and re-zone the 
Coast Village Development from Single-Familv Presidential District (east side of Spruce 
Street') and Highway Commercial District (west side of Spruce Street) to Coast Village District 
and other related text changes in the Florence Realization 2020 Comprehensive Plan and tu the 

A.s requested by the Planning Commission, the City Attorney reviewed the proposed language and advised the City 
not to include the proposed language in the city code or adopting ordinance. 
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zoning code in Title 10 of the Florence City Code. Commissioner Tiltnn seconded the motion. 
The motion passed bv unanimous vote. 

5. PLANNING COMMISSION DISCI SSION ITEMS 

Commissioner Wise spoke regarding a follow-up to the discussion during the last meeting 
when they were trying to say how to empower staff to rcject applications that did not have the 
proper landscaping plan plans or s te maps. He would .~ce to have agreement that the 
planning department will supply a copy of FCC 10-6, which defines what the design review 
board requirements are. He would like the Planning Commission to supply this to eacn 
applicant and require an acknowledgment of receipt. Thr will empower the applicant to know 
its requirements and the Planning Commission will be able to easily call the applicant to that 
behavior. 

Commissioner Tilton asked the staff what the procedure currently is and how the applicant is 
informed of with regards to an appropriate application. 

SP Farley-Campbell stated that they have a land use application that is all encompassing othei 
than zone changes. It i 5ts all of the drawings and information that is needed for a complete 
application. There are boxes that you would check off. In the past they included them as 
exhibits but because there is contact information on the form, they discontinued that practice. 
Whenever the City sends a letter of completion, it references FCC section 10-5-E which is the 
land use hearing's section This section specifically placcs the burden on the applicant to 
provide all of the necessary information. Commissioner Wise stated thai the planning staff can 
advise the applicant on what they should do but they have the right to just move ahead 
anyways and He thinks this particular title clearly says that the site plan must be included along 
with the criteria the commission will use in examining the request. 

SP Farley-Campbell said the Design Review section of code is not the criteria, but rather, it is 
just a list of items. The presumption is that you scout about the rest of the code to figure out 
what the code requirements are 

Commissioner Wist said he is looking for a way to put the applicant on notice that they will 
look at these items closely, CDD Belson said that the Commission would state that they do not 
have enough evidence before them to show that the application meets the current city code and 
then the Commission would deny the request. The applicant would then most likely ask for 
more time to submit the material at wh ;h point the City would request the applicant waive the 
120-rule, Generally this works best „"this is done before the meeting so that the applicant is 
prepared for the situation. 

Commissioner Wise asked when the 120-day timeline begins. CDD Belson responded that the 
120-day rule begins when the application is deemed complete. They have 180-days to make 
the application complete and the 180-days begins once the application is paid for. CDD 
Belson said she would speak with staff on how to approach this. 

Commissioner Hoile stated that Wilbur Temyik and his wife deserve a thank you for the 
landscaping that they are taking care of along Highway 101. 
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6« DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

CDD Be;son submitted a written Director's report She stated in addition lo her report, she did 
go to the Council and report on the land use approvals chat have been active but will be 
expiring soon. A few years ago the Council had given a 2-year extension or most land use 
approvals because of the economy and this extension is coming to an end. The Council did not 
ask to do anything differendy but there is an opportunity to extend these per the code arid in 
some cases there are no more extension options. rhi«i will be reviewed on a case-b>-case 
basis. The Cannery Station wil1 expire first, A letter has been sent stating they have a 6-
month extension option. Spruce Village Phase II is expiring unless thev come in for their final 
plat by the end of tl year, The Middle School site for the design review will expire in the 
middle of next year. The Quality Childcare will expire in the middle of next year. Further out. 
there is Ocean Dunes Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Munsel Lakes Village PUD. 

SP Farlev-C'ampbell stated that tiie Sandpines preliminary approvals- are expired and the 
Oregon Coast Military Heritage Museum was going to expire but they are ok because they 
poured their foundation. 

CDD Belson stated there is a development group out of Portland and they have applied for 
state funding to support hous-ing but they didn't get funding in the round that was awarded in 
August The Dialysis Center is not approved because they do not meet code so they stated 
they v II apply for a variance. Assuming they complete their application, the Planning 
Commission will consider this at the Octobcr 11, 2011 meeting. 

7. CALENDAR 

Tuesday, September 27, 2011 at 7.00 pm - Regular Meeting (Cancelled) 
Tuesday, October 11, 2011 at 7:00 pm - Regular Meeting 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the Florence Planning Commission-
Chairperson Nieberlein adjourned, the meeting at 10:26 pm. 

APPROVED BY THE FLORENCE PLANNING COMMISSION ON THE DAY OF 
2011 

FLORENCE PLANNING C OMMISSION 
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