
1 
T:\General CommDev\APPEALS\2021\AP21-06_420 34th_Tadei, et al\AP21-06. CC memo 10-18-21.Final.docx 

 
October 5, 2021 
 
TO:  MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
 
FROM: BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL (AP21-06) BY SUSAN TADEI, ETAL, OF ASTORIA PLANNING 

COMMISSION APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CU20-10) BY RDA 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT LLC FOR BETHANY LUTHERAN CHURCH TO 
CONSTRUCT A SEMI-PUBLIC USE ACCESSORY BUILDING AT 420 34TH 
STREET 

 
Background 
 
In 2020 the project manager for Bethany Lutheran Church submitted an application for a 
Conditional Use (CU20-10).  The proposal is to construct a 5,032 square foot accessory building 
with 1,845 square foot covered patio, as an annex to the adjacent existing Bethany Lutheran 
Church facility located across the 34th Street right-of-way.  The use would be classified as a 
semi-public use. The site is in the R-3 Zone (High Density Residential). The Astoria Planning 
Commission (APC) approved the Conditional Use application on August 24, 2021.  An Appeal 
(AP21-06) of the decision was filed by: Vince Tadei, Peter Tadei, Susan Tadei, Paul Tadei, 
Riley Pitts, Jason Hall, and Jude Matulich-Hall. The APC Findings of Fact are included as part of 
the Record.  In addition to the Conditional Use permit, the applicant will need to obtain a New 
Construction permit (NC20-08) which was approved on February 9, 2021 by the Historic 
Landmark Commission (HLC), and on April 5, 2021 by the City Council on Appeal (AP21-02).  
That decision was appealed to LUBA (2021-048) and is pending a decision by LUBA.   

 
The applicable conditional use criteria are reviewed by the APC with design criteria reviewed by 
the HLC.  Other zoning code requirements are reviewed administratively by the Planner.  Traffic, 
driveway design, utilities, Public Works standards, and other site design issues are reviewed by 
the City Engineering Division.  Those additional reviews would be completed after the HLC and 
APC decisions are finalized and when the appropriate applications have been submitted to the 
respective departments.  Building Code issues would be addressed by the Building Official at 
the time of a building permit application.  City Council review of the APC’s decision on this 
Conditional Use Permit (CU20-10) does not involve these other permits or issues. 
 
The appellants have cited the following issues in the Notice of Appeal:  

• building is large and would not preserve the residential character of the neighborhood per 
CP.075.2;  

• building would be an incompatible intrusion into the residential neighborhood;  
• similar use buildings are available within the City;  
• building would exceed the maximum 28’ height;  
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• use will overburden existing utilities and increase storm water issues;  
• construction would be over existing City sewer easement;  
• use will increase traffic congestion;  
• site is within a Federal identified slide area. 

The complete list of issues appealed can be found in the Appeal of Decision document from the 
appellant in the attached Record.   
 
The appellant Susan Tadei submitted a letter addressing these issues.  The following is staff’s 
responses to each issue raised in the appeal letter. 
 
1. Comprehensive Plan CP.075 Uppertown Area Policies 2., has been ignored by the 

Planning Commission decision to allow for this commercial building and the proposed 
new construction does not preserve the residential character of the historic neighborhood. 
The Plan and Code need to be followed and the Planning Commission is wrong by 
ignoring the Plan and Code. 

 
Comment:  The APC addressed this issue in the Findings of Fact Section IV.O.2  

  
2. City of Astoria Development Code Article 11., states that before a conditional use is 

approved, the use will comply with the following standards: 
The use is appropriate at the proposed location. Several factors which should be 
considered in determining whether or not the use is appropriate include: availability of 
similar existing uses; availability of other appropriately zoned sites; and the desirability of 
other suitably zoned sites for the use. This is a proposed new construction for a 
commercial building that is not needed in the City of Astoria nor in a historic 
residential neighborhood. There are plenty of school gymnasiums, Churches (16 
Churches according to the Church attorney) that can be used for recreation, church youth 
meetings, and red cross shelters. Follow the Code. 

 
 Comment:  The APC addressed this issue in the Findings of Fact Section IV.P.1. 
 
3. City of Astoria Development Code Article 11, states that before a conditional use is 

approved, the use will comply with the following standards: The topography, soils, and 
other physical characteristics of the site are appropriate for the use. The property is 
clearly in the High Landslide location area and the Planning Commission stated on the 
record that this is not applicable to the application. That is a clear mis statement and the 
Code states before the conditional use is approved, the use will comply. Follow the Code. 
The property is not appropriate and the proposed construction will overburden the water 
and sewer facilities, storm drainage, fire and police protection and all utilities. There is no 
need for a half-court basketball court with showers brand new construction that is going 
to overburden all the facilities because the entire project had to be redesigned and the 
proposed location of the building moved because it does overburden the existing 
facilities. Take care of the existing historic residential properties that have water issues 
now before agreeing to allow for another burden to an existing residential neighborhood. 

 
 Comment:  The APC addressed the issue about geologic landslides in the Findings of 

Fact Section IV.P.4, noting that the site is not within 100’ of a known slide on the City 
maps and that any geologic issues would be addressed by the City Engineer at the time 
of the building permit. 
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The applicant has been working with the City Engineer concerning water, sewer, and 
storm drainage and have not indicated that these facilities would be “overburdened”.  The 
Fire Chief reviewed the application and requested a condition of approval for a Fire Knox 
Lock Box as noted in the Findings of Fact Section IV.P.3 and Condition #14. 
 

4. On page 3, B. Neighborhood: It states that the Safeway commercial building is part of the 
Neighborhood. The proposed new construction is in a Historic Residential Zoned 
neighborhood. Safeway is an oversized, heated climate changing commercial site 
that is not in the Historic Residential Zone. It is located across Lief Erikson Drive/Marine 
Drive, and it should be taken down and the property restored to eliminate the heated 
climate change it has caused. The intent of the City to make the Historic Residential 
Neighborhood an allowed new construction public/semi-public use is not compatible 
with the Historic Plan and historic designated neighborhood. What is the purpose of 
the Historic Residential Neighborhood and Historic Landmarks Commission when the 
current zone and rules are allowed to be changed for as City Staff stated on the record 
"Anything is buildable with enough money"? Yes, the City Staff and Developer stated 
on the record of the June 22, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting that "Anything is 
buildable with enough money". This project does not meet the current land use 
regulations. It is a proposed commercial new construction in a Historic Designation 
and is not compatible with the surrounding structures. On Page 3, B. Neighborhood, it 
states "Access across the Church lot to other properties is not an issue for APC 
consideration, but will be addressed for informational purposes only." For your 
information, the existing residential properties have prescriptive rights to continue to 
access the properties in the same manner that they have accessed for over 130 years. 
The proposed new construction is oversized in scope for the surrounding residential 
character of the neighborhood and is a complete hindrance to the access to the 
existing historic residential properties. 

 
 Comment:  The historic criteria were addressed by the HLC in the New Construction 

Permit (NC20-08) and are not reviewed by the APC.  Issues concerning the size and 
environmental impact of the Safeway building are not part of this application and not for 
APC consideration.  The APC addressed the issue of other available facilities and 
locations in the Findings of Fact Section IV.P.1.  The APC addressed the issue of 
compatibility with the neighborhood in the Findings of Fact Section IV.O.2 

 
 The statement “anything is buildable with enough money” was taken out of context as it 

was made in reference to the ability of a developer to invest money into construction 
items such as moving the sewer easement and addressing any engineering for geologic 
issue requirements. 

 
 Access across the subject property to the private properties is not guaranteed by any 

recorded easement or agreement.  Prescriptive rights in Oregon are not an issue for the 
APC and are a civil matter between the two private parties.  The APC does not address 
issues such as access other than on rights-of-way.  The Findings of Fact Section III.B 
notes that the access was included for information purposes only and provides 
information in Section IV.P.2. 

 
5. On page 4, IV. Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact, A. Finding: the Plan states 
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"Semi-Public Use". The current Church does not have the youth and adult membership to 
support the unnecessary proposed building. There are 16 existing Churches in Astoria 
that would allow for the desired semi-public use if the youth and adult membership 
need a facility. The proposed new construction is an unnecessary intrusion to the 
existing Historic Residential Character of the neighborhood. Not one single Bethany 
Lutheran Church member lives within the neighborhood of the proposed construction 
and there is not even a permanent Pastor for the Church living in the Pastor house. 
The members use the existing Church for less than 3 hours on a Sunday, and limited 
time during the week. Why would the City allow for another non-profit, non-tax 
assessed, oversized structure to be put in a Historic Residential Neighborhood when 
there are 16 existing Churches that could be used for the requested semi-public/public 
use? There are tax paying members of the neighborhood that have stated on the 
record they do not want another oversized non-profit building in the residential 
neighborhood. Just because you can does not mean you should. The proposed 
building is overreaching in scope, detail, and does not conform with the surrounding 
buildings with historic structure. 

 
 Comment:  The size and residency of the congregation are not issues for the APC 

consideration.  The APC criteria does not include review of tax producing versus non-
profit use of properties. 

 
6. On page 5, IV. Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact, B. There is an 

existing City sewer easement which prohibits construction over the easement area. 
What makes moving the sewer allowed to be paved over with the parking lot? That is 
what the City sewer easement states, is that it will not be built over. A parking lot is an 
improvement and structure which the easement does not allow. Follow the intent of 
the document and realize that by allowing for a parking lot and building, it will cause 
the adjacent residences to be compromised with sewer and water run-off detention 
issues to be exacerbated. The adjacent residences are dealing with current stormwater 
issues and the City has done nothing to facilitate and fix the current residence water 
issues. Is this another "Anything is buildable with enough money" stated fact that the 
residences concerns are to be ignored and the Church with a lot of money is allowed 
to move the sewer to allow for an oversized structure and not alleviate, and fix the 
existing water issue for the current residences? What exactly happens at the City for 
City Staff and the Developer to go on record making the statement "Anything is 
buildable with enough money" mean City Council and Mayor? It also states that the 
City finds that the proposed development meets the required yard setbacks. There is 
no yard. This is a commercial building with oversized landscaping that hinders the 
existing native bird nesting and vegetation. There is no yard. The current nesting birds 
do not nest in bushes. They need the open space to nest with little vegetation. 

 
 Comment:  The original site plan proposed the building on the west side of the lot and 

avoided the sewer easement.  After the HLC review and public comments that the 
building was blocking Mr. Tadei’s view, the applicant worked with the City to possibly 
relocate the sewer easement at the applicant’s cost and move the building to the east.  
The City sewer easement prohibits structures over the easement that would impede City 
equipment when working on the sewer lines.  Landscaping and hardscape such as 
parking lots are allowed as they do not impede the equipment and the landscaping and/or 
hardscape can be replaced after the work is completed.  It is the same as the utilities that 
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are within a right-of-way which is paved. 
 
 Existing storm water issues in this neighborhood are an issue for the City Engineering 

Division and not part of the APC review. 
 
 Setbacks are required between the property line and structures.  Landscaping including 

ground cover and/or taller vegetation may be located within the setback areas.  The 
setbacks and proposed landscape plan are addressed in the Findings of Fact Section 
IV.B, Section IV.L, and Section IV.P.5. 

 
 The APC reviewed the bird population in the Findings of Fact Section IV.O.6. 
 
7. On page 5, under the IV. Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact, D, Section 2.090, 

Height of Structures in the R-2 Zone states "No structure will exceed a height of 28 feet 
above grade", but on page 6, under Finding: it states, The proposed building is 34' to the 
ridge. 34 feet is not 28 feet. Again, changing the rules to accommodate the "Anything is 
buildable with enough money" statement from City Staff and the Developer. The building 
is commercial and oversized for the residential character of the neighborhood. The 
proposed building violates the entire historic district. 

 
 Comment:  The height of the building as measured according to the Astoria Development 

Code is 25.5’ and is addressed in the Findings of Fact Section IV.D. 
 
8. On page 10, IV Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact., K. It states that the site 

is not within 100' of a known landslide hazard. Federal landslide maps take precedent 
over a City landslide map, and it is clear the property and adjacent property is in the high 
landslide area. This is another example of City Staff making a mis statement on what the 
Code states. 

 
 Comment:  The City uses the City “Areas of High Water and Past Slides” map when 

determining the location of “known” landslides.  The City has not adopted the DOGAMI 
map of landslides until a geologic hazard ordinance has been adopted by the City as the 
DOGAMI maps indicate that most of Astoria is within some form of a landslide area.  The 
issue of geologic hazards was addressed in the Findings of Fact Section IV.K and would 
be reviewed by the City Engineer at the time of the building permit submittal. 

 
9. On page 11, IV. Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact., l., Section 7.110G 

Landscaping, states Landscaping shall be provided. The existing landscaping around all 
buildings and specifically, in this historic residential neighborhood are out of control and 
not being properly maintained. What is the City doing about it? Consider this a formal 
complaint that the landscaping is not being properly maintained by the Bethany Lutheran 
Church, nor the Comfort Suites Motel, nor Safeway. The trees and landscaping have not 
been trimmed and taken care of properly, while the residents of the neighborhood are 
always maintaining their yards and trees. Follow the Code. 

 
 Comment:  The issue of the maintenance of existing landscaping is not part of this 

application and not for APC review. 
 
10. On page 13, IV. Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact., N., Section 11.140, Public 
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or Semi-Public Use states Traffic will not congest nearby streets. By the Bethany 
Lutheran Church stating that there is so much need and support for the proposed 
building, this is going to cause even more congestion with the existing oversized 
commercial buildings that are in existence. The existing Marine Drive/Lief Erikson Drive 
are already over congested with too much industrial, commercial, personal vehicular 
traffic. Follow the Code. 

 
 Comment:  Traffic issues were addressed by the APC in the Findings of Fact Section 

IV.N, IV.O.4, and IV.P.2. 
 
11. On page 14, IV. Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact., N., Section 11.020(B.1) 

states that "the Planning Commission shall base their decision on whether the use 
complies with the applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan”. CP.075.2, Uppertown 
Area Policies states "The predominantly residential character of the area upland of Marine 
Drive/Lief Erikson Drive will be preserved." There is nothing in the oversized building of 
new construction in the historic designation that preserves any of the residential 
character. This is a commercial building in a residential zoned area. If the Bethany 
Lutheran Church had submitted an application for a small garage that fit in design and 
scope with the historic residential structures, the neighbors would most likely have 
supported the application. What has been submitted does not fit with the neighborhood. 

 
 Comment:  The APC addressed this issue in the Findings of Fact Section IV.O.2  
 
12. On page 15, IV. Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact., N, Section 11.020(B.1) 

3., states in the Finding: The church is an existing semi-public use (business). The zone 
is not for business. When does a Church become a "business"? If it is a business, then it 
should pay property taxes and file as a business. What makes the finding state the 
Church is a "Business"? 

 
 Comment:  The term “business” applied to the semi-public use was a reference to the 

Comprehensive Plan Economic Element language which does not differentiate between 
public/semi-public uses and for-profit uses.  Use would remain as semi-public, but the 
economy is impacted by any use even if it is a non-profit as this status only reflects taxing 
issues. 

 
13. On page 16, IV. Applicable Review Criteria and Findings of Fact., O, Section 11.020(B.1) 

5., states Comprehensive Plan Section CP.220(6) concerning Housing Policies states that 
"Neighborhoods should be protected from unnecessary intrusions of incompatible uses, 
including large scale commercial, industrial and public uses or activities." Protect the 
Historic Residential Neighborhood and follow this Code. 

 
 Comment:  The APC addressed this issue in the Findings of Fact in Section IV.O.5. 
 
A public hearing on the Appeal has been advertised and is scheduled for the October 18, 2021 
City Council meeting. A complete Record of the Request is attached. 
 
The Council has several options: 1) Uphold the APC decision to approve the request, possibly 
with revised Findings of Fact; 2) Reverse the APC decision and deny the request pending 
adoption of revised Findings of Fact; or 3) Remand the issue back to the APC for 
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reconsideration. It should be noted that a remand to the APC would be heard by the APC 
tentatively on November 23, 2021 (should the City Council decision be made at the October 18, 
2021 meeting) and if this decision was appealed, it would not be heard by the City Council until 
tentatively December 20, 2021, which is after the end of the extended 120 Days (December 8, 
2021). The applicant is not required to extend the 120 Day period. 
 
Recommendation 
 
It would be in order for the City Council to hold the public hearing on the appeal, consider 
whether to uphold or reverse the Astoria Planning Commission decision to approve the Request 
with conditions, and adopt Findings of Fact to support the Council decision. 
 
 
 
 
    By:         
     Rosemary Johnson, Planning Consultant  
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ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING    
Astoria City Hall 
June 22, 2021 
 
CALL TO ORDER: 
 

President Moore called the meeting to order at 5:38 pm. 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 

Commissioners Present: Daryl Moore, Sean Fitzpatrick, David Kroening, Patrick Corcoran, Chris 
Womack, and Brookley Henri. Commissioner Price arrived at approximately 
5:57 pm.  

 
 
Staff Present:  Community Development Director Leatherman and Contract Planner Johnson. 

The meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 

President Moore called for approval of the May 25, 2021 minutes.  
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick moved to approve the minutes of May 25, 2021 as presented; seconded by 
Commissioner Corcoran. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
 

President Moore explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and advised 
that handouts of the substantive review criteria were available from Staff. 
 
The Planning Commission addressed Item 4(b) at this time. 
 
ITEM 4(a): 
 

CU20-10 *Continued from the May 4th meeting* - Conditional Use Request (CU20-10) by RDA 
Project Management LLC for Bethany Lutheran Church to construct a 5,030 square foot 
structure at 420 34th Street, as an accessory multi-use building to the existing adjacent 
church facility at 451 34th Street in the R-2 (Medium Density Residential) Zone. 

 
This item was addressed immediately following Item 4(b). 
 

President Moore asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at 
this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of 
interest or ex parte contacts to declare.  
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick declared that he read the initial article and the follow up article published in the Daily 
Astorian. He did not believe those articles contained any information that had not been included in the Agenda 
packet. He was friends with people on both sides of this issue, but no one had contacted him to discuss the 
application. He believed he could remain impartial. 
 

President Moore asked Staff to present the Staff report. 
 

Planner Johnson reviewed the written Staff report via PowerPoint. She noted that many public comments 
referred to Article 14, which is the Riverfront Vision Plan. However, this site is not located within the Riverfront 
Vision Plan area, so Article 14 does not apply, and those comments are not relevant to this request. One public 
comment also referred to the Sensitive Bird Habitat Overlay Zone, but this site is not designated as a Sensitive 
Bird Habitat Overlay Zone. Another comment expressed concern with the order that applications were 
processed. She explained that applications were processed in the order that they became complete. Lastly, one 
comment expressed concerned that she was contracted by the Applicant. She clarified that she was contracted 
by the City and her only contact with the Applicant and the church’s representatives were on behalf of the City. 
Staff recommended approval of the request with the conditions listed in the Staff report. 
 

AP-165



Commissioner Corcoran asked what distinguishes the City’s map from the Department of Geologic and Mineral 
Industries (DOGAMI) maps. He also wanted to know if the Commission could base its decision on the DOGAMI 
map. Planner Johnson explained that the City adopted a geologic hazards map that shows the landslide areas 
which have been active in the last 70 years or more. The DOGAMI contains longer reaching landslide data from 
hundreds and thousands of years ago. The Code references the City’s map and states that properties within 100 
feet of a slide area will require a geologic hazard report. The City Engineer and/or Building Official may require a 
geologic hazard report for other properties as well. The Commission cannot use the maps to make a decision 
because the City Engineer and/or Building Official are responsible for reviewing the geologic hazard criteria. 
 

Commissioner Corcoran asked if the Commission could consider the project’s impact on the view of a residential 
property. Planner Johnson said no, the City does not have a view protection ordinance except in certain areas in 
the Riverfront Vision Overlay area. Several public comments referenced the view corridors in Article 14 on the 
Riverfront Vision Plan area, which is north of Lief Erikson Drive. The Commission cannot base its decision on the 
project’s impact on views. 
 

Planner Moore stated Commissioners could use any criteria they wanted to make a decision. However, Planning 
Commissioners should restrict their decision-making to the applicable criteria so that the decision has legal 
standing. 
 

Commissioner Kroening asked if the church already had a conditional use permit to be located there and if it was 
considered a semi-public gathering use. He also wanted to know why a change in location of the enclosed solid 
waste enclosure would require another Planning Commission review. Planner Johnson stated she would have to 
look up whether the church pre-dated the Code or if they had a Conditional Use permit. Any minor changes to 
the site layout could be reviewed by the Planner, but the location of the solid waste enclosure could be an issue 
and then would be brought back to the APC. 
 

Commissioner Price requested an update on the development of a geologic hazard ordinance. Planner Johnson 
responded that Staff was still working with the State on the ordinance, but the work had not moved along as fast 
as Staff had hoped due to staffing reductions and COVID-19 restrictions. 
 

Commissioner Price said she spoke with a developer who had believed a property was developable but was told 
that it was not because the DOGAMI map showed it was in a slide zone and the City was working on adding that 
data to an ordinance. She asked for more details about that. Planner Johnson explained that when a 
development is proposed in a slide zone or geologic hazard area, the City does not state the site is not buildable 
but does require a geotechnical report and engineered plans. Any place is buildable with enough money and 
engineering, so the City does not determine that a site is not buildable. Director Leatherman added that once the 
City Planner position is filled, she would ask City Council to prioritize the Code amendments that they have 
directed Staff to work on. City Council’s goals indicated that the geologic hazard ordinance is a top priority, so 
she believed Staff would move forward with the work within the next year. 
 

President Moore called for a recess at 6:54 pm. The meeting reconvened at 7:03 pm. 
 

President Moore opened the public hearing and called for a presentation by the Applicant. 
 

Randy Stemper, P.O. Box 1417, Astoria, RDA Project Management, said this project came to him over a year 
ago. He worked through multiple designs to place the building on the east side of the property. When the project 
got to the point of determining whether the construction would work, he discovered a sewer easement on the 
property which made the building unfeasible at that location. The building was decreased in size and rotated on 
the property. At that time, the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) reviewed and approved the design of the 
building. The project was met by opposition in the neighborhood, so the church asked him to see if there was a 
way to move the building back to the east side of the property, and that would require the existing sewer to be 
relocated. He spent a considerable amount of time and resources researching whether the sewer could be 
moved. It is possible; anything can be done with money, and so, the church has asked him to develop the 
concept of getting the building on the east side of the property, which is what is currently being proposed. The 
conditions of approval can be met. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked how long the church had owned the property. 
 

Mr. Stemper said the church has owned the property since approximately 1984. The property was the original 
site of the church. While developing a new church, the neighboring property came available for sale and the 
church purchased it. The original property was retained for this proposed use. 
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Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked how long access to the neighboring garages had been allowed. 
 

Mr. Stemper stated he was not privy to that information. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked how the garages were accessed prior to the church allowing access. 
 

Mr. Stemper said the properties had legal access through City rights-of-way. He assumed that the neighbors’ 
access went through the church property because it was the easiest access, and the church has been a good 
neighbor allowing that for all these years. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the church had spoken with the Astoria Warming Center (AWC) about 
locating in the new facility to provide a respite to the neighborhood that the AWC has overburdened. 
 

Mr. Stemper stated not to his knowledge. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick said it appeared a donation had been made. He asked if that donation was the 
impetus for this project or was the project planned prior to the donation in hopes that funding would be 
accomplished. 
 

Mr. Stemper said he understood the church had been saving and raising money for this project for years. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked what proportion of the congregation lived in the neighborhood and would share 
the burdens that the new facility places on the neighborhood. 
 

Mr. Stemper responded that he did not have any of that information. He was the general contractor that was 
trying to develop a building based on programming needs as directed by the church. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the church had looked into other appropriately zoned locations to build the 
facility or existing facilities that might benefit from upgrading to allow the same or similar uses. 
 

Mr. Stemper explained that he had been asked to develop the property that the church currently owns within the 
guidelines of what the City allows on that property. The proposal he made meets all of the City’s guidelines. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the church had looked into developing the R-2 lot for housing. 
 

Mr. Stemper stated the church had not asked him to research housing on that property. 
 

President Moore called for any testimony in favor of the application. 
 

Micky Cereghino,  91248 Walluski Ranch Rd., Astoria, confirmed for President Moore that he was attending as a 
representative of the church and could answer some questions. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if Mr. Cereghino had a presentation to make. 
 

Mr. Cereghino said no, he wrote a letter in favor of the project. He worked with a lot of youth and people in the 
community, and he just hoped they could have a space to use for indoor activities. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked how long access to the garages had been allowed. 
 

Mr. Cereghino said he did not know. He had been a part of the church for about eight years and the neighboring 
properties had been allowed access for that entire time. However, there was no official easement. There was 
just an understanding between the property owners and the church. The access has been discussed at board 
meetings, but nothing has ever been officially written. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the church had worked with or spoken to the AWC about locating in the new 
facility. 
 

Mr. Cereghino said if they have, it had not been discussed with him. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked what proportion of the congregation lived in the neighborhood and would share 
the burdens the new facility places on the neighborhood. 
 

Mr. Cereghino stated he could not speak to proportions without looking at a roster. Off the top of his head, he 
could think of four or five members that lived in the vicinity. 
 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick said it appeared the church had been fundraising for quite a while to build this facility. 
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Mr. Cereghino responded that he had only served on the board for about a year, but the project has been 
discussed since he has been attending the church. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the church had looked into other appropriately zoned locations to build the 
facility or existing facilities that might benefit from upgrading to allow the same or similar use. 
 
Mr. Cereghino said he did not believe so. He believed the church was looking at the property it already owned 
first. If they have, it has been outside of his knowledge. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the church had looked into developing housing on the lot. 
 
Mr. Cereghino said not to his knowledge. 
 
Mr. Stemper clarified that the site plan shows the building moved back from the required setbacks so that access 
would be available to the neighboring properties if the church chooses to allow that access to continue. The 
building would not restrict access to the properties, as shown on the site plan. 
 
President Moore called for testimony impartial to the application. Seeing none, he called for testimony opposed 
to the application.  
 
Nadia Fontana, 717 15th Ave. Seaside, said her ex-father-in-law, who she had known for almost 25 years, 
immigrated to Astoria from Russia. She was always fascinated by how much family he had, and it was always so 
beautiful to be together to celebrate Christmas and all of the holidays. When she found out about the church, the 
first thing she realized was that the view would be completely blocked. There would be very little light if the 
building is built high, so a lower building would be nice. She was also concerned about where all the water would 
go on his property, which was on a hill. The alley is very steep so he would not be able to access his property. 
She understood that this building would soon be designated as historic because it was over 100 years old. 
Therefore, it should not be blocked. She asked the Commission not to allow the project as proposed. She asked 
that the building be smaller. The church is going to build basketball courts, but there are already so many 
basketball courts in Astoria. 
 
Susan Tadei, 9631 NE Midway Ave., Indianola, WA, said she was Vincent Tadei’s youngest daughter and her 
father lived at 504 34th Street, Astoria. She objected to the application. Church members had written to her father 
saying that as members they were not in favor of trying to maintain and support another church building. The 
church membership has been decreasing not increasing to outgrow their existing facility, which would result in a 
need for more space. The church membership is decreasing but putting up another building and expanding the 
footprint would not secure the future of the church. Repeated visits to her father’s house by church members 
were causing constant stress. Her father is concerned that the joy of living in his home is being taken away. The 
only other church member that lives in the area is the pastor. Her father trimmed the plum and pear trees on 
church property for 85 years. Safeway is not maintaining its landscaping. Their trees are overgrown, and she did 
not trust that the church or any of the surrounding commercial properties would maintain the trees. The 
application says the structure would be larger than some of the adjacent residential structures and the US 
Customshouse, but that it is smaller than the commercial properties. She asked why the proposed building was 
continuously being compared to commercial properties. She also wanted to know what the point was of having a 
historic neighborhood when City leaders did not adhere to the established historic designation. The application 
says that the predominately residential character of the area upland of Marine Drive and Lief Erickson would be 
preserved. She asked how the scope, size, and materials would preserve the residential character. The 
application also states that residential properties were at least one block to the south with the majority on 
Franklin Avenue. Her father’s home is not one block to the south. There is a 20-foot alley and that is not 
equivalent to one block. She asked how the City found that the proposed development was not a large-scale 
public use facility. This is a mixed-use development and there is limited area for development. She asked when 
the historic district and the R-2 zone became mixed-use. This was another misstatement made by the City’s 
findings to support the project. This felt very one-sided. The application said it may be possible to construct a 
driveway along the alley from 34th Street but an engineer would need to determine if the grade would meet Code. 
Her father had a prescriptive right to access his property from the vacant lot and he has openly and continuously 
used the area to access his property. She asked why the City was now stating that he would need to construct a 
driveway on a steep slope. She also wanted to know if there was any mindful consideration for the physical ability 
of an elderly person. It felt like his right to continue to access his property was being redirected. False statements 
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and misstatements that the developer met with her family multiple times were tiresome. There was one meeting 
with [inaudible 1:32:10] when a map was proposed showing a relocation of the building. However, the HLC 
application has not been withdrawn. The application continuously states that the City finds certain criteria were 
already approved. Statements show additional studies and geological reports would be necessary. She asked 
how the Planning Commission would make a decision with insufficient information. The application felt extremely 
influenced. She wanted to understand how the lack of available facilities resulted from so many youth visitors 
that there was no indoor space available. This was another misstatement. The revised plan shows the existing 
parking is non-conforming. This project is turning into a larger scale, size, and scope in an R-2 zone and historic 
area. If this application is approved, she will request that the Governor put a moratorium on future construction 
because of the National Landslide Preparedness Act because Astoria is completely within a landslide area. 
 
Paul Tadei, 89563 Lakeside Ct., Warrenton, showed a photograph of the original house and said it was built by 
his great-grandfather in 1904. His great-grandfather was born in the house and sold it to his father for $1.00. His 
father raised 10 children in the house. He wanted to preserve the view of the house. He knew that views were 
becoming a big issue for the city. View corridors are going up in certain parts of town or proposed to go up in 
certain parts of town. The Uniontown project was shut down amid controversies over view corridors. He was 
curious about why Uniontown was different from Uppertown as far as views go. He knew that was a big issue for 
the Planning Commission as they tried to figure out how to shut down the project down the road. He had been 
celebrating family history there since the 1900s. His dad has known every pastor in the church since 1935. His 
best friend was Roger Toftee [1:37:20] who wrote a letter against this project. Mr. Toftee’s father was a pastor at 
the church. He knew Pastor Pearson and Pastor Growthees [1:37:33] grew up there as a neighbor. He got along 
great with the congregation and Pastor Johnson, who just left at the end of April. He did not know if the church 
had a new pastor yet. This caused a lot of stress on his father, who has survived a heart valve replacement, 
staph infection, kidney dialysis, and lost his wife of 66 years. He has been home a lot since COVID-19 like 
everyone else and he should not have to go through this. The newspaper came to his house and luckily his sister 
was there to help him out with that. He does not want to be the sideshow of the attention. He wants to be in his 
house looking at the river and watching the ships. He has already lost half to three quarters of the view because 
of the Comfort Suites, which he fought when the building went up, but things were different then. His family was 
fighting for this, and he was sure the Commissioners would do the same thing for their families. He did not want 
to appeal everything, but he was prepared to fight. All of the children, grandchildren, nieces, nephews, and 
cousins are not going away. They had a lot of support from the community and people say they are doing the 
right thing. He was not sure why the church was doing this. Some of the members want it and some of them do 
not care for the project. Some people have sent letters saying they do not support the project. He questioned the 
morality of some of the members because the situation is something they had never experienced in the 
neighborhood, for someone to just come in and want to build a building like this in front of somebody. There is a 
hill in front of the house that was fill from Mill Pond. Howard Johnson, who bought the property for the church, 
had Mill Pond truck all of the fill to that property in front of the house, so it is probably all contaminated. His dad 
pulled hundreds of pounds of mill wire out of there so that he could have a yard. The church never cared for it. 
There were plum, apple, and pear trees in the front and his dad always trimmed the trees for them. He and his 
brothers mowed the property. If they are proposing this building, with traffic as horrible as it already is in the east 
end, what would happen on a Saturday afternoon if there is a wedding reception or a half-court basketball game. 
He was curious about what the Planning Commission would do about traffic. The Commission needs to consider 
putting in another light. Planner Johnson said the church has let neighbors use the property, but his family lets 
the church use it. It is the church’s property, but his family cared for the property the whole time. There is one car 
that parks there during church sometimes. They were not caring for the property for any benefit but just to make 
it look nice and sharing it. City Engineer Crater said two months ago that the average homeowner might not 
realize that cutting the flower bed at the toe of the hill, even though it might only be a three-foot cutting, could be 
substantial. The property a block away was flat land where someone decided to build condominiums and what 
happened was unfortunate for the owners and the builder. He was not saying the land would slide, but Staff said 
developers needed to be careful when cutting into a hillside. The church sent over a list of things they thought 
would benefit the area. There are empty gyms all over town. The college is empty, but it did not have to be a 
school gym. There is the Armory and plenty of gyms not owned by schools. He played basketball for 50 years 
and he still had keys to gyms in the area, so he could give them a key if they would like. It was odd that they 
would want showers and locker rooms for half-court basketball. The garage to put their bus in would be great. 
He offered to share the garage with them if that was all they wanted. The project originally started out as a 
garage to put their bus in because their bus roof was leaking. Now, the project has evolved. His dad and other 
family members have helped the church out in numerous ways for numerous years without much thanks from 
the church lately. He thanked his dad for taking care of the church’s property. He showed photographs of the 

AP-169



view from his father’s house both before and after the proposed project is built and said he hoped that the church 
did the right thing by cancelling the project. Churches are not about buildings; they are about people. 
 
President Moore called for rebuttal testimony from the Applicant. There were none. He confirmed that there were 
no closing comments of Staff. He closed the public hearing and called for a recess at 7:40 pm. The meeting 
reconvened at 7:46 pm.  
 
President Moore called for Commission discussion and deliberation. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick said it appears that the church had been working toward this goal for a considerable 
period and they should be commended for that. It appears that the church received a generous donation, for 
which the donor should be commended. The church is understandably attempting to use that donation to their 
benefit. Meanwhile, the Commission received a significant amount of testimony, the majority of which is opposed 
to the application. He appreciated that Planner Johnson clarified which testimony was within the scope of the 
Planning Commission. He had mixed feelings about the application. The project seemed to conform to most of 
the Code requirements for setbacks, height, parking, lighting, and landscaping. The design has been approved 
by the HLC. Additionally, many of the concerns expressed by citizens would be reviewed by the Engineering 
Department. Astoria does not have a view ordinance, so the Commission cannot deny the application based on 
the loss of a view. If there was no public resistance, he would vote in favor. However, the neighborhood has 
been affected by other projects and he fully understood the imposition of one group of people who may or may 
not live in the neighborhood could affect the daily lives of people who invested their life savings in a 
neighborhood. It was difficult for people whose lives had not been affected by conditional use or temporary use 
approvals to understand the effect on a neighborhood. Several concerns have been voiced by several people, 
many of which cannot be considered but some of which fall into a grey area. The Planning Commission does not 
take these matters lightly and they consider all sides. Some of the Commission’s decisions are unpopular, but 
the criteria in the Code are the only criteria on which the Commission can base its decisions. Comprehensive 
Plan Section CP.075.2 states that the predominately residential character of the area upland of Marine Drive/Lief 
Erickson Drive will be preserved. The project is not residential in character and does not have a residential 
component. The key phrase is “will be preserved.” He was not sure how the project preserved the residential 
character of the neighborhood. Comprehensive Plan Section CP.220(6) says neighborhoods should be protected 
from unnecessary intrusions of incompatible uses including large scale commercial, industrial, and public uses or 
activities. This has been identified as a semi-public use and the question is whether or not the use is large scale. 
At 5,030 square feet of enclosed building and 1,845 square feet of covered porch, it is almost 7,000 square feet 
of coverage, which in addition to the required parking area is large in scale. Section 11.030(a) requires that the 
use is appropriate at the proposed location. Adjacent to the church seems appropriate. However, it appears that 
in addition to the views, it will impact the lives of the people who own or occupy adjacent residential properties. 
The application states that the church has allowed neighbors to access their garages from the location. The 
neighbors have stated they are concerned about accessing their garages. The application indicates that an 
engineer would be needed to determine whether the grade for an access driveway would meet Code. Providing 
access is not under the authority of the Planning Commission. However, he believed it was a consideration when 
determining whether the use is appropriate in the location and whether the project will preserve the 
predominately residential character of the neighborhood. Section 11.030(a) says several factors should be 
considered when determining whether or not the use is appropriate, including the availability of similar existing 
uses, availability of other appropriately zoned sites, and the desirability of other suitably zoned sites for the use. 
The Applicant states they have not considered any other uses. Astoria has a shortage of housing, so he was not 
sure this use was appropriate for a large R-2 parcel in an area where the residential neighborhood will be 
retained. He was concerned that the project would benefit the few select members of the congregation instead of 
benefiting the community at large. He was struggling to come to a conclusion. 
 
Commissioner Price stated she completely agreed with Commissioner Fitzpatrick. The Commission received 53 
letters in opposition, some of which are not from Astoria. Only four letters were in support. It was unfortunate that 
there was no one from the church who could answer some of the questions that Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked 
earlier. She believed the use seemed very inappropriate. This is not compatible with an R-2 zone and the 
Comprehensive Plan says the Uppertown neighborhood will be preserved. 
 
Commissioner Henri said she felt like she was leaning against the request. She realized that proposal was within 
the square footage and height requirements. A semi-public church and community center use is good for the 
character of the neighborhood, especially since it is right on Marine Drive {sic Lief Erikson Drive} certainly an 
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appropriate location for the church. There is an empty gym at Star of the Sea and there are probably other 
places in town that could be used. She did not feel it was the Commission’s purview to judge a hardship. This 
was a matter of a conditional use and whether the building counts as a public space that is an asset to the 
neighborhood. Even though the use can be called semi-private or semi-public, it is really a private use. It will not 
benefit people who are not members of the church. It will probably be a nice-looking, tidy building and would not 
attract any negative uses, so she did not imagine it would be a problem for the neighborhood. She had a problem 
with people losing their views. If she were shopping for a house and saw there was a vacant, looked up the 
ownership, and realized the lot would probably be developed, that is different from owning a house for over 100 
years and seeing the property use change. However, she did not have any legal standing to deny this application 
based on views. She was not in favor of the proposal but did not know if there was a lot to base a denial on. 
 
Commissioner Kroening appreciated Staff clarifying what the Commission could consider. He was leaning 
towards approval based on some of the criteria. Views and some of the other aspects are outside the realm of 
what the Commission could look at. This piece of the Uppertown area is predominately residential. He struggled 
to think about how the project would benefit the overall community. It is a somewhat private facility. The scale is 
not huge, but it is pretty substantial. 
 
Commissioner Womack said he was sympathetic to those who spoke in opposition. The property was purchased 
35 years ago, and the City does not have the ability to deny something because of a view. The majority of the 
opposition is about the view being blocked. The Commission does not have legal standing to deny the request 
on the view. No one spoke against the use of the building. Throughout the City, there are churches and 
community buildings located in neighborhoods and in many different zones. The church could decide not to 
move forward with this project, sell the property, and residential could be put up that would block the view as 
well. 
 
Commissioner Corcoran stated that if it were not for the impact on the Tadei family home, this would be a 
straight forward conditional use application for him. The benefit to the community is marginal, but the use is 
appropriate in that location. He questioned whether the quality of the neighborhood could be preserved if the 
view was blocked. Since the Commission cannot apply the view as a criterion, he supported the application. 
 
President Moore said the application had some unfortunate circumstances associated with it. Someone once 
told him that a good view was an incremental quality of life improvement. He was sympathetic to the loss of 
views. He relies on Comprehensive Plan Section 220.6 when there is new development in a neighborhood. It is 
important to note that development moratoriums are illegal in Oregon. The Commission cannot tell the property 
owner that they cannot build something. However, the Commission can do its best to make sure construction 
follows Codes to make sure that it is a good part of the community. CP.220.6 protects intrusions into a 
neighborhood. There is considerable opposition from a neighbor, but the project would not impact a large 
neighborhood. This structure is adjacent to a museum and across the street from a church, neither of which is 
residential. The residences start at Mr. Tadei’s house and go up the hill, so the existing residential area is being 
preserved. The new facility will just be an extension of the existing church. It is unfortunate that a neighbor will 
lose access to his garage through the property, but that is not something the Commission can deny the 
application on. If there is an agreement in place, it is a civil issue between the two parties. He was leaning 
towards approval because he believed the application met all of the applicable criteria. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick responded that if the property were zoned commercial, he might agree that the 
neighborhood starts at Mr. Tadei’s house. However, the property is zoned residential for a reason. He was not 
convinced this project would preserve the predominately residential character of the area upland of Marine Drive 
and Lief Erickson Drive. The Commission always has to go back to the Comprehensive Plan, which states the 
predominately residential character of the area upland of Marine Drive and Lief Erickson Drive will be preserved. 
This property is in the upland area. If residential were built on the property, it would be part of the neighborhood. 
He was confident that the Commission had to consider the phrase “will be preserved.” Neighborhoods shall be 
protected from unnecessary intrusions of incompatible uses, including large scale commercial, industrial, and 
public uses or activities. He did not believe the proposed project would preserve the residential neighborhood. 
Therefore, he was leaning towards voting against the request. 
 
President Moore asked if Commissioner Fitzpatrick was concerned about the use or the scale of the building. 
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Commissioner Fitzpatrick explained that he was concerned about both the use and the scale. CP.220(6) 
includes large scale commercial, industrial, and public uses or activities. He considered this project to be large 
scale, not compared to Safeway, but certainly compared to the other buildings in the area. The total square feet 
is just under 7,000 square feet and he considered that large scale.  
 
President Moore asked if Commissioner Fitzpatrick was suggesting that any non-residential development should 
be denied based on the Comprehensive Plan saying that the predominately residential character of the area 
upland of Marine Drive and Lief Erickson Drive will be preserved. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick said if the Applicant was putting in a shed to store equipment used to maintain the 
property; that is something he would expect to find in a neighborhood. If the building were smaller and less 
intrusive, he might, but it is not. The almost 7,000 square feet is large scale relative to the size of the homes in 
the neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner Corcoran noted that since this is not a housing development, special conditions could include 
reducing the size and height of the building. 
 
Commissioner Price stated the preservation of the character of the residential area has nothing to do with views, 
just the character. In addition to the size of the building and the porch, there will also be the 11,000 square foot 
asphalt parking area. She did not know if this problem stemmed from looking across a State highway to the 
Safeway and Comfort Suites to determine the character of the residential neighborhood, which is clearly quite 
different on the other side. If the Commission allows this large semi-public building in the R-2 neighborhood, the 
Commission would be allowing creep up the hill. There is probably no land available above this, but assuming 
there was, a property owner could say the Commission allowed this development on the block below. Safeway 
and Comfort Suites are not in the neighborhood. They are adjacent to the neighborhood. She would not approve 
this request. 
 
Commissioner Kroening said he agreed that the Commission’s decision cannot be based on the views or access 
to the garages. This is an area where two zones abut, not a side street with a zone change boundary. The 
property is on a major road through town and the commercial use on one side is the size of a house or smaller. 
The proposed building is substantially different. 
 
Commissioner Henri stated she still felt like the use was compatible with the neighborhood and that the location 
is appropriate for the use. The scale of the building is double the size of a very large house and the parking lot 
has a very commercial feel to it. The building will not have a neighborhood feel to it especially due to the historic 
character of the neighborhood. The architecture could be improved. The scale of the building could be reduced. 
Access to the driveways could be resolved. She did not feel good about the project but did not believe the 
Commission had grounds to deny the request. 
 
Commissioner Womack agreed with Commissioner Henri. The lot coverage would be 28 percent, which meets 
the standard. Compatible use has always come down to the church. This building will be an accessory for an 
existing church that has been there for a very long time. Comparing an empty grass lot to anything is something, 
and something can be built on that lot. He did not feel like he could deny the request. 
 
Commissioner Corcoran noted that the lot is zoned R-2 and could be built with high density residential 
apartments. 
 
President Moore added that someone could build a three-story apartment building that covered 35 percent of the 
lot. That would be allowed outright without coming before the Planning Commission. 
 
Commissioner Corcoran said he struggled to find a way to deny the application. If there was a way to apply 
special conditions to reduce the size and scope, he would think differently. 
  
Commissioner Fitzpatrick explained that the Comprehensive Plan states, “The predominately residential 
character of the area upland of Marine Drive/ Lief Erickson Drive will be preserved.” The project is not residential 
in character and does not have a residential component. The Comprehensive Plan does not say that the area 
shall be preserved, may be preserved, or that the Commission should consider preserving the area. The key 
phrase is “will be preserved.” He was not sure how the project preserved the residential character of the 
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neighborhood. Someone could develop a project on this lot that is worse than this project. However, the 
Commission is considering whether this project will preserve the residential nature of the area upland. The 
Comprehensive Plan also says the neighborhoods should be protected from unnecessary intrusions of 
incompatible uses, including large scale commercial, industrial, and public uses or activities. This is a public use 
and the question is whether it is large scale. At a total of almost 7,000 square feet of coverage in addition to the 
parking area, the project is large scale. Large parking lots are not residential in scale and they take away from 
the residential character. The Comprehensive Plan requires that the use is appropriate at the proposed location. 
He did not believe this use was appropriate at the proposed location. There are other places in Astoria to 
recreate and the property could become five R-2 lots that would allow at least two units each. Housing is an 
outright use and, in this market, he did not want a large scale building and parking lot that would benefit mainly 
the members of the congregation. 
 
President Moore conducted a straw poll, which revealed that four Commissioners were in favor of approval of the 
application. 
 
Commissioner Price stated she was opposed to the application for the same reasons as Commissioner 
Fitzpatrick. 
 
Commissioner Kroening noted that the current property owner has rights, and the Commission cannot consider 
what else might be developed on the lot. However, he was still leaning towards denial. 
 
President Moore believed that churches and church uses were generally considered appropriate for residential 
areas. He lives two blocks away from this property and loves Uppertown. The proposal does not seem like it 
would have an impact on the neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner Price said it was important to remember the lack of housing in Astoria. She did not dismiss the 
concerns about landslides. There was a pretty disastrous landslide just a block away.  
 
President Moore explained that the use is legal in the R-2 zone. As long as the proposal meets the reviewable 
criteria, the Commission cannot deny it. 
 
Commissioner Price stated she firmly believed there were two very secure reasons to deny this application and 
to leave the property open for the possibility of the type of development the town needs. 
 
President Moore called for a recess at 8:36 pm. The meeting reconvened at 8:39 pm. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick stated that during the break, he had considered President Moore’s question about 
scale. If the proposed project was closer to the size of any of the homes in the area, he would consider it a more 
appropriate scale. 
 
Commissioner Corcoran said the Commission has a mechanism for reducing the height and size. 
 
Commissioner Henri believed that reducing the height and size sounded difficult but would address some of the 
Commissioners’ concerns. She was still unsure how she would vote. More public testimony in favor of the 
application would have been helpful. However, she was swayed by a lot of the negative testimony. She probably 
would not vote against the request but would not feel good about voting to approve it. 
 
Commissioner Price said if the Commission denied the application, she assumed the Applicant would listen 
carefully to the discussion.  
 
President Moore explained that if the Commission denied the application, the Applicant could not do anything for 
six months. If the Commission continued the hearing, the Applicant could work with Staff to revise the 
application. 
 
Commissioner Price assumed a substantial revision would require a new application and this project needed a 
substantial revision. She asked if Commissioner Fitzpatrick knew whether there was a timeline on the funding for 
the proposed project.  
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President Moore stated the funding was none of the Commission’s business. However, the City has a timeline 
within which a decision must be made. Otherwise, the Applicant can do whatever they want. 
 
Director Leatherman noted that the City had 120 days from the date the application is deemed complete to make 
a decision and the decision deadline was September 9th. If a new application is substantially different, it could be 
submitted right away. Applications for similar projects must wait six months. 
 
Commissioner Corcoran moved that the Astoria Planning Commission continue the public hearing of Conditional 
Use CU20-10 by RDA Project Management LLC to July 27, 2021 at 5:30 pm in City Hall Council Chambers. The 
motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Commissioners Price and Fitzpatrick asked what would be the purpose of continuing the hearing. 
 
Commissioner Corcoran explained that a continuance would allow the Applicant to reduce the height and scale 
of the building. 
 
Director Leatherman added that the public hearing would have to be reopened at the next meeting. 
 
Planner Johnson stated that a continuance to July 27th would not give the City enough time to meet the 120-day 
deadline of September 9th if the Planning Commission’s decision is appealed to the City Council. 
 
Commissioner Price believed the application needed substantial changes in order to meet the criteria. She 
believed it was unlikely that the church could do that in one month. 
 
Director Leatherman noted that what Commissioner Price was describing would require a new application. 
 
Commissioner Price said incremental changes would not make a difference to the application being well out of 
bounds. 
 
President Moore suggested that Commissioner Price propose a motion for tentative denial of the application 
based on the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Commissioner Price suggested the motion be for tentative approval. 
 
Director Leatherman explained that voting to tentatively deny would allow Staff to revise the findings. 
 
President Moore added that if the Commission voted to tentatively deny this request, the Applicant would have 
an opportunity to withdraw the application and propose a new one or take some other action that would not 
create a six-month delay. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick moved that the Astoria Planning Commission tentatively deny Conditional Use CU20-
10 by RDA Project Management LLC pending adoption of the Findings and Conclusions contained in the revised 
Staff report on July 27, 2021 at 5:30 pm in City Hall Council Chambers; seconded by Commissioner Price.  
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick stated the findings for denial should be based on Comprehensive Plan Sections 
CP.075.2 and CP.220(6). 
 
The motion passed 4 to 2. Ayes: Commissioners Fitzpatrick, Price, Henri, and Kroening. Nays: President Moore 
and Commissioner Womack. 
 
The Planning Commission proceeded to Reports of Officers at this time. 
 
ITEM 4(b): 
 

V21-13 Variance Request (V21-13) by Jason Erickson, Astoria Bait and Tackle, from the maximum 
50 sq ft and maximum two signs per frontage to install three signs at 14.8 sq ft in addition 
to two existing signs at 65 sq ft for a total of five signs for 79.8 sq ft at 1619 Marine Drive in 
the MH (Maritime Heritage) and Gateway Overlay (GOZ) Zones. 
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This item was addressed immediately following Item 3: Approval of Minutes. 
 
President Moore asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this matter at 
this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any conflicts of 
interest or ex parte contacts to declare. There were none. President Moore asked Staff to present the Staff 
report. 
 
Planner Johnson reviewed the written Staff report via PowerPoint. Staff recommended approval of the request 
with the conditions listed in the Staff report. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the “Life in the Slow Lane” sign was still located at the gable end of the 
building. Planner Johnson stated that the large sign on the gable end had been removed and a small TEAM sign 
would be installed on that elevation. The sign would be visible from Marine Drive. 
 
Commissioner Corcoran asked if the sign on the west side of the building was being considered as part of this 
application. Planner Johnson said no. She explained that sign was installed without permits and so it was 
included in the square footage calculation. The condition requiring that sign to come into compliance would 
rectify that. Due to the cost of installation and the confusion of the permit that was issued, Staff was not 
recommended the sign be removed immediately, but rather when they need to be repaired. 
 
Commissioner Price arrived at approximately 5:57 pm. 
 
President Moore opened the public hearing and called for a presentation by the Applicant. 
 
Jason Erickson, 35111 Helligso Ln., Astoria, said he believed that some of the information was inaccurate and 
some of the slides did not represent what the building looks like today. Slide 12 showed a Domino’s sign on the 
east side, but there is no signage on that side currently. The west side has a symbol of Domino’s. The restaurant 
sign in the gable is gone and both gables have matching TEAM signs. He did not have the exact measurements 
of those signs, but they are large enough to take up most of the gable. His only request from the beginning, 
when he opened the business, was to have a sign. That request was denied. He was just a fisherman trying to 
run a retail store and apologized that he did not have experience with this format. Following procedures had 
been difficult for him. He applied for a sign and was denied. The numerous emails, variances, and codes were 
confusing. He was hoping to have a sign approved just like every other business in town. He would put up any 
sign that the City would allow, with one caveat. The Staff report recommended he hang a blade sign from the 
soffit. He did not believe that anyone would be able to see that sign. The building is large and it sits on an 
intersection. He wanted a sign that was the same as the other signs that have been allowed on the building, 
something like TEAM or Domino’s. He was not asking for anything extra, but just wanted something appropriate 
like the other businesses have. The blade sign would be fine in the front if he was allowed to have something on 
the east side where there is no signage currently so that traffic on Highway 30 could see that there is a bait and 
tackle store there. There are currently two TEAM signs that are hung on the fencing of an outdoor patio on the 
east side of the building. The size described in his application would be appropriate. However, he would prefer to 
move the sign up six inches instead of hanging it under the gable or have something on the east side of the 
building. 
 
President Moore asked if Mr. Erickson planned to hang the blade sign parallel or perpendicular to the highway. 
 
Mr. Erickson stated he wanted the sign to hang below the soffit and parallel to the highway. 
 
President Moore asked if Mr. Erickson found the sign ordinance to be cumbersome and potentially overly 
restrictive. 
 
Mr. Erickson said the ordinance was incredibly cumbersome for his level of expertise. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if the Applicant was satisfied with the application or was trying to amend it. 
 
Mr. Erickson stated he believed the size of the sign was appropriate. He was not educated in the nomenclature 
of certain signs. He was told that a blade sign is thin, flat, and hangs from a cable or chain. The color and 
material of the sign was not important to him. All he was requesting was a sign that says “Bait and Tackle” and is 
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affixed to the building rather than hanging under the soffit. If the sign is affixed to the building, his customers will 
be able to see it better. However, if a blade sign is all he could get approved, he just needed a sign. 
 
Planner Johnson responded that Staff had been working on this application for months. The Applicant’s most 
recent request was for the blade sign. This was the first she had heard that the Applicant wanted to move the 
blade sign up. If the sign was attached to the overhang rather than hanging below, that would be fine. If the sign 
was above the ledge like the Domino’s sign, that might be possible, but Staff would recommend a 1-by-12-foot 
sign. The preferred sign in that zone is a blade sign or a wall sign. 
 
Mr. Erickson confirmed for President Moore that he could work out the type, placement, and dimension of the 
sign with Staff after the variance is approved. He believed that an affixed 1-by-12-foot sign above like the 
Domino’s sign would make the building look nicer. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick said it appeared that the Applicant and the owner were bothered by the process, which 
appears to be confusing. He wanted to make sure that if the application was approved, the Applicant would be 
happy. 
 
Mr. Erickson stated he would be thrilled to have a sign on the front of the building. He continued to be confused 
with the PowerPoint and the number of signs. However, he would be happy with one sign. He wanted to put 
another sign on the other side of the building, but maybe that would require a different application. 
 
President Moore called for any testimony in favor of, impartial to, or opposed to the application. Hearing none, he 
called for closing comments of Staff.  
 
Planner Johnson said that if the Commission decided to allow all three options, she would need to add a 
condition saying the 1-by-12-foot sign may be a blade sign, a wall sign affixed to the ledge, or a wall sign just 
above the ledge. 
 
President Moore closed the public hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation. 
 
Commissioner Kroening said he thought the variance was for square footage and the number of signs. 
 
Planner Johnson explained that the Commission could allow 12 square feet of signage in that sign, rather than 
specifying a 1-by-12-foot sign. However, the Applicant has requested two logo signs, 1.4 square feet each. So, 
the Commission can approve a total of 14.8 square feet of total signage or as requested, the two logo signs and 
a 12 square foot sign. 
 
Commissioner Kroening stated he was in favor of the request. 
 
Commissioner Corcoran said he was inclined to support the variance. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick stated he was in favor of approval. 
 
Commissioner Henri believed it was a good idea to stipulate that the 1-by-12-foot sign did not have to be a blade 
sign. The building would look better, and the sign would be more visible above the awning. She understood there 
would be a door sign on the front and a sign on the east. 
 
Commissioner Price stated she did not hear Staff’s presentation. She asked if the maximum allowed signage for 
the building was 64 square feet and this variance would allow 94 square feet. 
 
Planner Johnson responded that the frontage was only 50 feet wide, so the Applicant would only be allowed 50 
square feet. The entire building could have a maximum of 64 square feet of signage on all elevations. In this 
case, the allowed signage would increase from 50 square feet on the frontage to 79 square feet for the two 
frontages and an additional sign on the 16th Street side of the building. 
 
Commissioner Price asked if the letter from the Domino’s representative was correct that a mathematical 
mistake was made by Staff for the Domino’s sign. 
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Planner Johnson said the letter was correct. There was a miscalculation when the permit was issued. The 
Domino’s application was for the maximum signage of 50 square feet, which would take up all of the signage 
space allowed on the building. The applicant was advised of that, but the miscalculation was that the sign would 
be more than 50 square feet and that was eventually approved. 
 
Commissioner Womack stated he agreed that the request should be approved with the recommended 
conditions of approval. 
 
Commissioner Price believed that Domino’s should reduce its signage and the City take financial responsibility 
for bringing the signage back into compliance with the Code. 
 
Commissioner Fitzpatrick moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions 
contained in the Staff report and approve Variance V21-13 by Jason Erickson, with the following added 
condition:  “5.  The 12 square foot sign may be a blade sign below the eave, wall sign affixed to the eave ledge, 
or wall sign just above the ledge.”; seconded by Commissioner Womack. Motion passed 5 to 1. Ayes: President 
Moore, Commissioners Womack, Fitzpatrick, Corcoran, and Henri. Nays: Commissioner Price. 
 
President Moore read the rules of appeal into the record. 
 
President Moore called for a recess at 6:17 pm. The meeting reconvened at 6:22 pm. 
 
The Planning Commission proceeded to Item 4(a) at this time. 
 
REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS:  
 

This item was addressed immediately following Item 4(a). 
 
There were no reports. 
 
STAFF UPDATES/STATUS REPORTS: 
  

 Item 6(a): Status of Variance application V20-19 / 1312-1316 Kensington 
 
Director Leatherman reported that the denial of the application had been appealed to the City Council. 
 
 Item 6(b): Sate the Date: Next APC meeting (+TSAC) July 27, 2021 @ 5:30 pm 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 

There were no comments. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:56 pm.  
 
APPROVED: 
 
 
 
__________________________________________________ 
Community Development Director  
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