
 

 

 

City of Sutherlin 

Planning Commission Meeting 

Tuesday, May 19, 2015 

7:00 p.m. – Sutherlin Civic Auditorium 
 

 

  Agenda 
 

 Pledge of Allegiance 

 

 Welcome and Introductions 

 Introduction of Media 
 

 Approval of Minutes: 

April 21, 2015 

 

 Public Hearings: 

VAR  2015-05, Sarnoski 

 

 Monthly Activity reports 
 

 Public Comment 

 Commission Comments 

 Adjournment 
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CITY OF SUTHERLIN 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING  

CIVIC AUDITORIUM – 7PM 
TUESDAY, APRIL 21, 2015 

 

COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT:  John Lusby, Patricia Klassen, Mike Flick, Adam Sarnoski, Floyd 
Van Sickle and Michelle Sumner 
 
COMMISSION MEMBERS EXCUSED:  None 
 
COMMISSION MEMBERS ABSENT:  None 
 
CITY STAFF:  Vicki Luther, Community Development Director, Kristi Gilbert, Community Development 
Specialist and Carole Connell, City Planner 
 
AUDIENCE:  
 
Meeting called to order at 7:00 pm by Chair Lusby. 
 
FLAG SALUTE 
 
INTRODUCTION OF MEDIA:  None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
A motion made by Commissioner Sumner to approve the minutes of the March 17, 2015 Planning 
Commission meeting and April 6, 2015 Special Planning Commission meeting; second made by 
Commissioner Klassen.  
In favor:  Commissioners Klassen, Flick, Sarnoski, Van Sickle, Sumner and Chair Lusby 
Opposed:  None 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS   
 
Chair Lusby opened the hearings with the disclosure statement; all persons testifying shall be deemed 
parties to the appeal application and must provide full name and mailing address if they wish to be 
notified of the decision, continuances, appeals, or procedural actions required by the Code.  The City 
Zoning Code specifies applicable materials to be relied upon in making a decision. 

 
Lusby asked the Commission if there were any conflicts of interest or personal bias, hearing none, he 
asked the audience if there were any challenges of impartiality of any person(s) on the Commission.  
Commissioner Klassen declared that she sits on the Board for the Knolls Estates Home Owners 
Association and that she will not vote on the Guido hearing. 
 
HABITAT FOR HUMANITY - PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE – 2015-04-PA-ZC 
 
Chair Lusby called for the Staff Report.  Carole Connell, City Planner, identified the materials in the 
packet, including the Staff Report.  She then gave the Staff Report.   
 
APPLICANT’S TESTIMONY 
 
Mark Garrett, Applicant’s Representative, stepped forward and indicated that Staff did a great job with 
their Staff Report and findings.  He clarified that the applicants currently have two lots of record, where 
the existing dwelling is and that they would like to adjust the boundary lines following this application 
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process.  This would give them an opportunity for two single family dwellings for their housing 
opportunities. 
 
TESTIMONY IN FAVOR 
 
There was no testimony in favor. 
 
TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION 
 
There was no testimony in opposition. 
 
With no further testimony, Chair Lusby closed the public portion of the hearing at 7:20 p.m. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding the consensus of the Commission indicating that it was a good idea for the 
Plan Amendment and Zone Change to allow the current residential use on the subject properties and to 
continue along with the replacement of the dilapidated house and additional housing opportunities.   
 
A motion made by Commissioner Van Sickle to recommend approval to the City Council of the proposed 
Plan Amendment and Zone Change; seconded by Commissioner Sarnoski. 
In favor: Commissioners Klassen, Flick, Sarnoski, Van Sickle, Sumner and Chair Lusby 
Opposed: None 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
FAIRWAY ESTATES – VARIANCE TO SETBACKS – 2015-01-VAR 
 
Chair Lusby opened the public hearing and called for the Staff Report. 
 
Carole Connell identified the materials in the packet, including the Staff Report.  She then gave the Staff 
Report. 
 
APPLICAN’TS TESTIMONY 
 
Steve Lovemark, i.e. Engineering, Applicant’s Representative, 809 S.E. Pine, Roseburg, stepped 
forward and entered Applicant’s Exhibit No. 1, Photo of subject property and Applicant’s Exhibit No. 2, 
Page 6 of the original PUD approval.  Lovemark stated that most of the PUD has been built on by Ross 
Development, who was the original developer.  He builds a home and then sells it before he builds 
another one.  The developer has invested everything into the development and is the one who has 
everything to lose.  Mr. Lovemark then went through his exhibits with great detail.  He noted that the 
existing lots are not set up to play baseball in the backyards, they are designed with good size houses 
that are affordable with low maintenance.  The open space maintains the park like atmosphere to play 
ball.   
 
Lovemark discussed the 20’ setback requirement for the garage stating that the setback creates an 
additional parking spot.  He noted that there is no sidewalk in the PUD, that a vehicle would be impeding, 
therefore the 20’ setback is not necessary.  He indicated that the subject properties are not within a 
standard subdivision and that the proposed request falls within the PUD requirements. 
 
TESTIMONY IN FAVOR 
 
There was no testimony in favor. 
 
TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION 
 
There was no testimony in opposition. 
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With no further testimony, Chair Lusby closed the public portion of the hearing at 8:08 p.m. 
 
A motion made by Commission Van Sickle to deny the front yard Variance request for the garage and 
approve the rear yard setback Variance; second made by Commissioner Sarnoski. 
 
Discussion ensued.  Commissioner Sumner suggested flexibility in either the front yard or the back yard, 
but not both at the same time.  Commissioner Klassen expressed the importance of a 20’ driveway.  
Commissioner Flick stated that by granting a 5’ Variance to the rear, they would already be gaining an 
additional 5’.  Chair Lusby clarified that the code stated that you could vary the setbacks in a PUD 
“except” the garage setback.  Connell confirmed what the code stated. 
 
In favor: Commissioners Klassen, Flick, Sarnoski, Van Sickle, Sumner and Chair Lusby 
Opposed: None 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
GUIDO – VARIANCE TO LOT COVERAGE – 2015-03-VAR 
 
Chair Lusby called for the Staff Report.  Carole Connell, identified the materials in the matter, including 
the Staff Report.  She then gave the Staff Report. Connell stated that she did a site visit and concurred 
with the Applicant’s statement that several homes and their impervious surface, in the area, exceeded 
the 35% lot coverage. 
 
APPLICANT’S TESTIMONY 
 
Brant Guido, 308 Clearview Drive, Roseburg, stepped forward and stated that he has intentions of 
building a desirable house with amenities that would add to the neighborhood.  Mr. Guido identified 
several other houses that were in excess of the 35% lot coverage in the same area; therefore, asking 
why there is a hardship on his property when there was not any imposed on the other properties. 
 
Mr. Guido stated that his uncle bought the lot ten years ago and has given him the opportunity to build a 
spec home to put in the Home Show.  He requests the Commission approve his application for a 
variance as the precedence has already been set in the neighborhood. 
 
TESTIMONY IN FAVOR 
 
Patrick Guido, stepped forward and stated that he is the uncle that bought the lot ten years ago and that 
he was in favor of the proposed variance. 
 
TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION 
 
There was no testimony in opposition. 
 
With no further testimony, Chair Lusby closed the public portion of the hearing at 8:30 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Klassen stated houses that were built exceeding the 35% lot coverage were built under a 
different Community Development Director and that past wrong doings don’t make it right.  She then 
stated the Home Owners Association is terrified that they will get this problem over and over. 
 
Commissioner Sarnoski stated that it would be a case by case basis.  Chair Lusby concurred with 
Commissioner Sarnoski. 
 
A motion made by Commission Sumner to approve the Variance request to the lot coverage 
requirement; second made by Commissioner Van Sickle. 
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In favor: Commissioners Flick, Sarnoski, Van Sickle, Sumner and Chair Lusby 
Opposed: None 
Abstained: Commissioner Klassen 
Motion carried 5 in favor, none opposed, with Commissioner Klassen abstaining. 
 
STAFF REPORTS 
 
Luther provided a report in an effort to keep the Planning Commission apprised of recent land use and 
other relevant activities.  (See Attached). 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT –  None. 
 
 
COMMISSION COMMENTS – None. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:45 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
____________________________                      
Kristi Gilbert 
                   
             APPROVED BY COMMISSION ON THE __      _____ DAY OF ___                  ________, 2015 
         
              
         ____________________________ 
         John Lusby, Commission Chair 
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CITY STAFF REPORT 

ACCESSORY STRUCTURE HEIGHT VARIANCE 

 CITY FILE # 2015-05-VAR Sarnoski 

 

 

May 12, 2015 

 

APPLICATION: Request for Planning Commission approval of a Variance to 

exceed the maximum 20 foot height standard for a residential 

accessory structure 

 

OWNER:    Adam Sarnoski 

     1814 Lakeview Drive 

     Sutherlin, OR 97479 

 

APPLICANT:    Same as owner 

 

LOCATION: 1814 Lakeview Drive; 25N05W22BC03500  

            

PROJECT PLANNER:   Carole Connell, City Planner (541) 459-2856 

     connellpc@comcast.net 

 

 

APPLICABLE CRITERIA 
 

1.  City of Sutherlin Development Code  

  

 (a)  2.2.100 Residential Districts  

 (b)  2.2.110 Permitted Uses and Structures 

 (c)  2.2.120    Residential District Development Standards – RH zone 

 (e)   4.2.140 Type III Procedure 

 (g)   5.2.130 Variances - Class C 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
1. LOCATION:  The subject property is located in Ridgewater Estates in the hills southeast of 

downtown Sutherlin.  The property is further identified by the Douglas County Assessor’s Map as 

25-05-22 BC TL 03500 property ID# R47966.   

 

2. ZONING:  The subject property is zoned Single-Family Residential Hillside R-H by the 

Sutherlin Comprehensive Plan and Zone Map. 

 

3. ACCESS:  The lot has direct access onto Lakeview Drive. 

 

4. Services and Structures:  The subject vacant site is in the city limits and can be served by city 

sewer and water service.  

  

5. Public Notice and Comments:   On April 27, 2015 the City of Sutherlin Community                                                    

Development Department sent public notice to property owners as shown on the most recent 

property tax assessment roll within 100 feet of the subject property. The City Public Works 
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Operations, Public Utilities, Police Department and Fire Departments were notified of the 

request. No correspondence was received and no concerns were raised.  

                                             

       6. Application:  The application was submitted to the City on April 3, 2015. The City deemed the 

application complete on April 8, 2015. 

 

       7. Procedure: The application is processed as a Type III procedure including public notice, 

consideration and a decision by the Planning Commission.  The public hearing before the 

Planning Commission is on May 19, 2015. 

 
CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS 
 

Conformance with the City of Sutherlin Development Code 

SECTION 2.2.100   Residential Zone District – Single-family Residential R-H Zone 

 

FINDING:  The subject property is zoned R-H.  The R-H zone is a meant to be a low density area with a 

single-family preference. The zone provides the visual and physical identity of the hills, as well as the 

native geologic conditions so far as practicable through larger lot sizes and special construction standards.   

In accordance with Table 2.2.110 the R-H zone permits the proposed structure as an outright use, subject 

to a geotechnical study and report.  A geotechnical report prepared by Geo Environmental Engineering 

dated February 14, 2014 has been provided to the City.  The report includes several recommendations for 

constructing a safe building. 

 

TABLE 2.2.120 Residential Development Standards - Summary  

 

In the R-H zone the minimum lot size for a single family home is 12,000 square feet.  Minimum lot width 

must be 50’; lot depth 100’; lot coverage 35 %.  The minimum building setbacks are a 15’ – 20’ (garage) 

front yard; a 5’ – 10’ side yard and 10’ rear yard.  Maximum building height is 35’, and for an accessory 

building the maximum height is 20’.  

 

FINDING:  According to the Assessors tax lot map the subject parcel is 1.13 acres.  The lot is irregularly 

shaped and located on a steep hillside.  The total lot coverage allowed for impervious surface is 17,228 

square feet.  The total amount of impervious surface with the house and accessory structure is estimated 

to be 3,972 square feet.   Pavement coverage is unknown but is not an added amount that would exceed 

the 35% impervious surface allowed on this site.  The building location plan illustrates that the proposed 

shop meets the required building setbacks because the proposed structure is setback 26’ to 29’ from the 

nearest property lines, and even further from Lakeview Drive. 

 

The accessory building is built into a slope whereby the highest height measurement is 28’, exceeding the 

20’ height maximum.  The applicant would like a 12’ ceiling in the lower floor to provide for storage and 

workshop space.  With the current 20’ maximum this is not possible.  Further, the building needs to be 

dug into the steep hillside.  The front of the structure will be less than 20’ high but due to the grade 

change the back will be 28’.    
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SECTION 4.2.140 TYPE III PROCEDURE 

 

For a Variance approval to exceed 10% of the subject standard an applicant must file for a Class 

C exception.  For a Class C Variance request the Sutherlin Development Code requires Type III 

application review procedures including public notice, a public hearing and deliberation by the 

Planning Commission.   Hearing notice requirements have been met as described in this report. 

 

SECTION 5.2.130 VARIANCES – CLASS C 

 

Sutherlin Development Code Section 5.2 establishes three types of variances with different review 

procedures. The Class A Variance allows a 10% increase in lot coverage in accordance with the Type II 

review procedure.  Building height that exceeds the 10% threshold is a Class C Variance and is reviewed 

in accordance with the Type III procedure.   

 

FINDINGS:  Since the maximum height limit for an accessory structure in the RH zone is 20’, a 10% 

increase to the subject structure height equals two (2) feet.  The highest point of the structure from the 

lowest grade is 28 feet, 8 feet above the limit.  Therefore a Class C height variance is requested.   

 

CLASS C APPROVAL CRITERIA 

 

Purpose: The purpose of the Class C Variance procedure is to provide standards for variances which 

exceed the Class A and Class B variance criteria.  Class C variances may be granted if the applicant 

shows that, owing to special and unusual circumstances related to a specific property, the literal 

application of the standards of the applicable land use district would create a hardship to development 

which is peculiar to the lot size or shape, topography, wetland and floodplain, or other similar 

circumstances related to the property over which the applicant has no control, and which are not 

applicable to other properties in the vicinity (the RH District).  

 

Approval Criteria: 

 

The city shall approve, approve with conditions or deny an application for a variance based on finding 

that all of the following criteria are satisfied: 

 

a. The proposed variance will not be materially detrimental to the purposes of this code, to any other 

applicable policies and standards, and to other properties in the same land use district or vicinity; 

 

FINDINGS:  The purpose for a height limit is to assure the low density single family residential 

character of the RH zone is maintained, and that accessory structures are not able to dominate or 

impose upon adjoining homes or the low density nature of the neighborhood. 

 

In this case the request will not be materially detrimental to the neighborhood or the purpose of the 

zone because the parcel is the last and lowest parcel in the subdivision and in the rear it abuts a steep 

drop off into a large forested area below. The garage is significantly lower than adjoining homes and 

there are no homes to the side or below the structure materially affected by the height.  No adjoining 

properties have objected to the height variance. 

 

b. A hardship to development exists which is peculiar to the lot size or shape, topography, wetland 

and floodplain, or other similar circumstances related to the property over which the applicant has 

no control, and which are not applicable to other properties in the RH zone and vicinity; 
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FINDINGS:  Although this is a large parcel (1.13 acres) much of it is buildable.  According to the 

geotechnical report the natural hill slope ranges between 60% and 65%.  There are dozens of 

construction recommendations in the engineering report.  Construction requires digging into the side 

of the slope, which makes the lower half of the structure significantly higher than the upper half 

facing the driveway.  Further, there are no adjoining parcels to the rear and instead a very steep drop 

off.  There is a hardship associated with the subject parcel because of its irregular shape, unbuildable 

area and steep slope that results in digging into the hill and creating a higher roof line. 

 

c. The use proposed will be the same as permitted under this title and city standards will be 

maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible while permitting reasonable 

economic use of the land; 

 

FINDINGS:  The proposed residential accessory structure is a permitted use in the zone, subject to a 

geo-hazard analysis.  In order to use his land as desired the applicant will need to address dozens of 

construction requirements and recommendations in the geo-hazard analysis of this potentially 

vulnerable site.   

 

d. Existing physical and natural systems, such as but not limited to traffic, drainage, natural 

resources and parks will not be adversely affected any more than would occur if the development 

occurred as specified by the subject code standard; 

 

FINDINGS:  The traffic, natural resources and parks in the vicinity will not be affected in any way 

by the height variance.   

 

e. The hardship is not self-imposed; and 

 

FINDINGS:  The subject parcel was created as a buildable lot on a very steep slope.  The property 

owner is allowed to locate a residential accessory structure on the site, subject to a geotechnical 

analysis and construction precautions.  The site limitations were not created by the applicant.  The 

applicant may construct the building in a location which may be prone to sliding at his own risk.    

 

f. The variance requested is the minimum variance, which would alleviate the hardship. 

 

FINDINGS:  The request is necessary for the owner to create a 12’ high ceiling on the lower level for 

his needs.  The lower level of the building has no impact on adjoining parcels.  

 

CONCLUSION  

The City finds the request exceeds the 20’ accessory structure height maximum because at its highest 

point the structure is 28 feet.   The request can be found to meet all of the Class C variance approval 

criteria. 

MOTION OPTIONS 

1. Based on the application and findings in the staff report I move to APPROVE the Variance 

request; subject to compliance with the Geo Hazard Report recommendations for the 

structure. 

2. Based on the need for additional information I move to CONTINUE the public hearing until 

(indicate date certain); 

3. Based on revised findings I move to DENY the Variance request. 



FOR YOUR INFORMATION 
 

LAND USE APPLICATIONS 

 

 

2015-02-PAR – SMALLEY 

 



















































FOR YOUR INFORMATION 
 

LAND USE ACTIVITY 

WORKSHEETS 

 

 

2015-25 – 145 MYRTLE ST, SUITE 104 

2015-26 – 367 SUNSET AVE 

2015-27 - 636 E CENTRAL 

2015-28 – 130 S COMSTOCK, SUITE 101 

2015-29 – 115 QUAIL RUN 

2015-31 – 779 W CENTRAL 

2015-32 – 779 W CENTRAL 

2015-33 – 145 MYRTLE ST, SUITE 100 
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