CITY OF

PORTLAND, OREGON
HEARINGS OFFICE

1900 S.W. 4th Avenue, Room 3100
Portland, Oregon 97201
Telephone: (503) 823-7307
FAX: (503) 823-4347
TDD (503) 823-6868

DECISION OF THE HEARINGS OFFICER ON REMAND

I.

GENERAL INFORMATION

File No.:
Applicant and
Appellant:

Representatives:

Property Owners
and Appellants:

LU 06-171821 GW (HO 4070025)

Shawn Karambelas, SK Northwest
1447 NE Sandy Boulevard
Portland, OR 97232
Richard Allan and Megan Walseth, Ball Janik LLC
101 SW Main Street #1100
Portland, OR 97204-3219

Wayne B Kingsley and Craigievar Invest LLC
110 SE Caruthers Street
Portland, OR 97214

Representative:

Steve Morasch
Schwabe Williamson & Wyatt, CP
700 Washington Street, Suite 701
Vancouver, WA 98660

Hearings Officer:

Gregory J. Frank

Bureau of Development Services (BDS) Staff Representative: Mike Hayakawa
Site Address:

240 WI/ SE CARUTHERS STREET (at the foot of SE Division
Place)

Legal Description:

TL 300 BLOCK A&G SPLIT MAP 79400-1640, KERNS
ADD

Tax Account No.:

R448700030

State ID No.:

1S1E10AA 00300

Quarter Section:

3230,3330
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Neighborhood:

Hosford-Abernethy

Business District:

Central Eastside Industrial Council

District Coalition:

Southeast Uplift

Zoning:

Heavy Industrial (IH)
Greenway River General (g)

Plan District:

Central City/Central Eastside

Other Designations:

Floodplain, Public Recreation Trail

Land Use Review:

Type II, Greenway Review on Remand

BDS Administrative Decision:

Denial

Hearings Officer Decision:

Denial

LUBA Order:

Remand

Court of Appeals Order:

Affirmed without opinion

BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand: Approval with conditions, of a
Greenway Review for a two-story building, together with parking and loading areas, and a dock,
in substantial conformance with the following exhibits:
Revised site plan, dated September 2, 2008.
Revised landscape plan, dated September 2, 2008.
Revised elevations, dated September 2, 2008.
Public Hearing: The hearing was opened at 8:57 a.m. on September 17, 2008, in the 3rd floor
hearing room, 1900 SW 4th Avenue, Portland, OR, and was closed at 9:15 a.m. The record was
closed at that time.
Testified at the Hearing:
Mike Hayakawa, BDS Staff Representative
Richard Allan, Ball Janik LLP, 101 SW Main Suite 1100, Portland, OR 97204
Dan Yates, Craigivar LLC, 110 SE Caruthers St., Portland, OR 97214
Kurt Krueger, City of Portland Office of Transportation
Proposal: The applicant proposes to develop a 1.8-acre riverfront lot with a two-story building,
parking and loading areas, and a dock. The dock will be constructed of encapsulated foam and
galvanized steel and aluminum, and is to be attached to 18-inch diameter steel pilings. The bank
will be planted with native vegetation. The proposed uses are retail, vehicle repair, warehouse and
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office. No new development is proposed on the adjoining lot to the north, which is in the same
ownership.
Relevant Approval Criteria:
To be approved, it must be found that the proposal meets the approval criteria found in Zoning
Code:
 Section 33.440.350, Greenway Review
Nature of remand hearing. The hearing in this case (September 17, 2008) was held pursuant to
a remand by the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (“LUBA”) in Kingsley v. City of Portland,
(LUBA Nos. 2007-142 and -143, November 8, 2007), aff’d without op.,
Or LUBA
218 Or App 229 (2008). Applicant/Appellant, in a letter dated July 21, 2008 to the City,
requested a remand hearing (Exhibit I.2).
The Hearings Officer notes that LUBA remanded the Hearings Officer Decision of July 13, 2007
indicating that the Hearings Officer failed to support his “top of bank” decision with substantial
evidence. Further, the Hearings Officer notes that applicant/appellant requested a remand
hearing on its Greenway Application (Exhibit H.32)
The Hearings Officer, in reviewing the BDS staff report (Exhibit H.33) finds that BDS staff did
not object, for the purpose of this decision, to the applicant/appellant’s “top of bank” location.
(Exhibit H.33, page 2 – Introduction) As such, the Hearings Officer finds that the primary
purpose of the LUBA remand is no longer at issue.
However, the Hearings Officer Decision of July 13, 2007 also denied the Greenway Application
(in addition to those approval criteria related to “top of bank”) upon applicant’s failure to satisfy
the following relevant approval criteria:
Issue A (Relationship of Structures to the Greenway Setback Area)
Issue B (Public Access)
Issue F (Alignment of Greenway Trail)
The Hearings Officer finds that the applicant submitted revised site and landscape plans which
incorporated a public Greenway Trail (plans attached to Exhibit I.6).
Combining the City’s concurrence with the applicant’s proposed “top of bank” and applicant’s
modified proposal incorporating a Greenway Trail, the Hearings Officer finds it appropriate to
reconsider the application. As such, the Hearings Officer permitted testimony and evidentiary
submissions at the public hearing (September 17, 2008) related to Issues A, B, and F and
conditions in the context of approval of the application.
Background. The following summarizes the most recent actions taken in this case.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

On October 26, 2006, an application was received in BDS for a Greenway Review and the
applicant requested that it be considered complete on February 26, 2007. The application was
processed through the Type 2 procedure.
On April 18, 2007, the BDS decision of denial was mailed.
On July 13, 2007, the Hearings Officer upheld the administrative denial.
On, July 24, 2007, the Hearings Officer’s decision was appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board
of Appeals (LUBA).
On November 8, 2007, LUBA issued its decision, remanding the case.
On November 28, 2007, the LUBA decision was appealed to the Oregon Court of Appeals.
On March 25, 2008, the Court of Appeals affirmed the LUBA judgment without opinion. This
judgment was not appealed.
On July 21, 2008, a letter was sent by Richard Allan to Kate Green, LUS Division, requesting
that a remand hearing be scheduled. The LUS Division received the letter on July 22, 2008.

Agency and Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in your Neighborhood was mailed on
August 27, 2008.
1. Agency Review: No agencies responded with concerns. BES and Portland Transportation
responded with comments. (Exhibits H.34 and H.37). BDS stated, at the hearing, that its
recommendation was based, in large part, upon is based upon the information provided by BDS and
Portland Transportation.
2. Neighborhood Review: No written responses were received from either the Neighborhood
Association or notified property owners, during the remand portion of this case, in response to
applicant’s revised proposal.
Summary of Facts. The applicant proposes to construct a jet ski and repair business. The project
would consist of a two-structure, parking and loading area and a dock. The property is located at
the west terminus of SE Division Place and is 1.8 acres in size. The property is relatively flat, but it
slopes at the western edge towards the river. The site plan originally considered by staff and the
Hearings Officer did not include the Greenway trail. The site plan considered at the remand hearing
did include a Greenway trail (plan attached to Exhibit I.6).
The property is zoned IH, Heavy Industrial and g, Greenway River General. New development and
in-water structures in the overlay zone are subject to Greenway Review.

II.

ANALYSIS

Applicant’s revised proposal incorporated a Greenway trail. The balance of this decision relates
to the top of bank issue and the Issues A, B, and F from the Hearings Officer Decision of July
13, 2007.
Applicant submitted the following:
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•
•
•
•
•
•

A letter requesting that the remand process be commenced, July 21, 2008
A revised site plan, September 2, 2008
A revised landscape plan, September 2, 2008
Revised elevations, September 2, 2008
A letter addressing approval criteria, September 3, 2008
Color renderings of elevations, 8-1/2” X 11” only

Both 8-1/2” X 11” plans and oversized plans, to scale, were submitted into the record (Exhibits I.3,
I.4 and I.5)
BDS Staff reviewed the new materials and found that the revised site plan includes the Greenway
trail, the revised landscape plan complies with Code requirements and the elevations successfully
address the criteria. The Hearings Officer concurs with the BDS Staff conclusion. The Hearings
Officer, in the July 13, 2007 decision, found that the initial submittal complied with Issues C
(Natural Riverbank and Riparian Habitat), D (Riverbank Stabilization Treatments), and E
(Landscape Treatments), but due to building location and absence of the Greenway Trail, did not
comply with Issues A (Relationship of Structures to the Greenway Setback Area), B (Public
Access) and F (Alignment of Greenway Trail). Issues G (Viewpoints) and H (View Corridors)
were found to be not applicable. BDS Staff submitted proposed findings addressing the following
Issues A, B and F. The Hearings Officer generally agreed with the BDS staff proposed findings
with only minor modifications. The findings for Issues A, B and F follow.

Issue A. Relationship of Structures to the Greenway Area
Findings: This issue “applies to all but river-dependent and river-related industrial use applications
for Greenway Approval, when the Greenway Trail is shown on the property in the Willamette
Greenway Plan.” These guidelines call for complementary design and orientation of structures so
that the greenway setback area is enhanced.
Guideline 1: Structure Design. This guideline calls for a design, detailing, coloring and
building siting, including entrances, supporting the pedestrian circulation system, including the trail
and access connections. The building design and alignment is consistent with Guideline 1. The
revised plans show a roof line that is sloped, the inclusion of additional glass and a variety of
materials on the west elevation (that is, the elevation that faces the Greenway Trail), a larger
balcony, and the inclusion of a door. These revisions meet the criteria because they provide greater
detail, provide more attention to materials, colors and detail and generally enhance the pedestrian
circulation system.
Guideline 2: Structure Alignment. This guideline calls for placement of structures that
follow established block patterns, respect view corridors from existing rights-of-way or
acknowledged viewpoints. The building design and alignment, in this case, are consistent with
Guideline 2, because the location of the property at the edge of the river does not adversely affect
the existing block pattern, and because it allows for east-west connections between the existing
block patterns and rights-of-way to the Greenway Trail.
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The Portland Office of Transportation (PDOT) reviewed the plans and communicated orally, to
BDS Staff, that the trail complies with PDOT requirements and further, the trail can connect to
trails to be located on adjacent properties. A letter from Jami Jeffrey (PDOT traffic engineer),
dated September 4, 2008 (Exhibit H.34), contains language outlining alternatives on how trail
construction and timing should occur. Finally, PDOT indicated that a 12-foot wide trail in a 15-foot
easement (at the south end where space is limited, the easement width may be reduced to 13 feet)
will be required.
For the record, though not material to the approval criteria or remand, the following additional
changes were made to the building design:
•
•

The enclosed customer drop-off corridor on the east side of the building was relocated
approximately 10 feet to the south to accommodate glass on the north end of the east façade,
and added a door next to the garage door.
The eastern warehouse entrance door is now a double door, rather than a single door.

(See Exhibit I.6)

Issue B. Public Access
Findings: This issue “applies to all but river-dependent and river-related industrial use applications
for Greenway Approval, when the Greenway Trail is shown on the property in the Willamette
Greenway Plan.” These guidelines call for integration of the Greenway Trail into new
development, as well as the provision of features such as view points, plazas, and view corridors:
Guideline 1: Public access. This guideline calls for the integration of public access
opportunities into the design of the project. This guideline is satisfied because the applicant will be
providing a path and will permit public access to the path. The location of the path has been
coordinated with the path on the neighboring property to the south, and public access from SE Ivon
Street is also provided on the Hanna site to the south.
Guideline 2: Separation and screening. This guideline calls for the separation of public
view and access facilities from parking, loading, circulation routes, external storage areas, trash
collection areas, mechanical equipment, etc. This guideline is satisfied, following the submission
of revisions by the applicant, because the landscape plan provides ample landscape between the
areas to the north and south of the proposed building and the trail. The difference in elevation
between the path and the area to the south of the building further provides separation. All venting
and mechanical equipment will be placed on the roof of the proposed building.
Guideline 3: Signage. This guideline calls for the clear marking of access connections.
This guideline is satisfied, with applicant’s proposed revisions, because public access from the east
to the trail will be signed.
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Guideline 4: Access to Water’s Edge. This guideline calls for safe pedestrian access to
the edge of the water where site topography, conservation and enhancement of natural riverbank
and riparian habitat allow. This guideline does not apply, because the topography and the planting
between the trail and the river do not allow for safe pedestrian access.

Issue F. Alignment of Greenway Trail
Findings: This issue “applies to applications for Greenway Approval, when the Greenway Trail is
shown on the property in the Willamette Greenway Plan.” These guidelines give direction as to the
property alignment of the Greenway Trail and call for consideration of habitat protection, the
physical features of the site and the necessity of maintaining year-round use of the trail.”
Guideline 1: Year-round Use. This guideline calls for ensuring the trail is open to public
use year-round. This guideline is met, with applicant’s revised proposal, because the proposed
trail will be open to the public year-round.
Guideline 2: Habitat Protection. This guideline calls for ensuring that the trail be routed
around smaller natural habitat areas to reduce habitat impact. This guideline is met, when
considering applicant’s proposed revisions, because the location of the trail allows for the
provision of mitigation planting and allows for habitat protection under certain conditions. The
revised landscape plan provides sufficient planting to address this requirement. In order to
ensure habitat protection, meanwhile, the Hearings Officer finds that conditions of approval are
necessary to as follows:
•
•

•
•

To ensure habitat protection, prior to issuance of any permits for in-water structures for this
project, a waterway lease and permits must be obtained from the Oregon Division of State
Lands and US Army Corps of Engineers.
To ensure habitat protection, the erosion control plan for this project must be prepared by a
Registered Civil Engineer or a Certified Professional in Erosion, Sediment and Pollution
Control, and must be installed as required by BDS, Site Development. The plan must,
among other things, include provisions for turbidity monitoring. Special inspection,
additionally, for the implementation and maintenance of erosion control elements, will be
required.
To ensure habitat protection, a pre-construction inspection prior to any ground disturbing
activity or in-water work is required.
To ensure habitat protection, mitigation planting must be maintained and monitored for a
period of 3 years. A landscape certificate will be required.

Guideline 3: Alignment. This guideline calls for a trail alignment that is sensitive to and
takes advantage of topographical and environmental features of the site, views, existing and
proposed vegetation and sunlight. This guideline is met, with the applicant’s revisions, because
the proposed trail alignment meets Portland Office of Transportation requirements, and allows
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for an efficient connection with the portions of the trail to be located on neighboring properties to
the north and south.

III.

CONCLUSION

The Hearings Officer found, with conditions, that applicant’s revised proposal should be
approved. The Hearings Officer acknowledges comments, made by the applicant’s
representative and BDS staff at the remand public hearing, that site development issues remain to
be resolved at the permit stage. For example, the final development plans for an adjacent parcel
may require modifications to Greenway Trail alignment and/or design. Also, the proposed
stormwater (swales) design may need minor modifications. The Hearings Officer approves the
applicant’s revised site plans, but agrees with BDS Staff and applicant that some flexibility must
be permitted to accommodate this project.

IV.

DECISION

Appellant prevailed in this appeal.
Approval for a two-story building, together with parking and loading areas, and a dock, in
substantial conformance with the following conditions and exhibits:
•
•
•

Revised site plan, dated September 2, 2008 (Exhibit I.3a full size plan; Exhibit I.3b
reduced copy attached to decision)
Revised landscape plan, dated September 2, 2008(Exhibit I.4a full size plan; Exhibit
I.4a.1 reduced copy attached to decision – together with plant legend in Exhibit I.4b.1
Revised elevations, dated September 2, 2008 (Exhibit I.5a and I.5c full size plans,
Exhibit I.5b and I.5d; reduced copies attached to decision)

This approval is subject to the following conditions of approval:
A. All permits: Copies of the stamped exhibits from LU 06-171821GW and all Conditions of
Approval listed below shall be included within all plan sets submitted for permits (building,
grading, erosion control, etc.). These exhibits shall be included on a sheet that is the same size
as the plans submitted for the permit and shall include the following statement, "Any field
changes shall be in substantial conformance with approved exhibits” All requirements must be
graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other required plan and must be labeled
"REQUIRED."
B. Prior to issuance of permits for the in-water structures, a copy of the waterway lease and
permits from the Oregon Department of State Lands, and the US Army Corps of Engineers must
be provided to show the allowed lease area and approved in-water development.
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C. Prior to any work activities, a permit must be obtained to approve this work and the
Construction Management Activities. The following must be completed as part of the plan
review and inspections:





An Erosion, Sediment, and Pollution Control (ESP) Plan, in compliance with Portland City
Code (PCC) 10, must be submitted to and approved by BDS/Site Development. The ESP
Plan must include provisions for turbidity monitoring, as required by Site Development.
Construction must be performed in accordance with the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife (ODFW) established summer in-water work window for the Lower Willamette
River. The ESP Plan must be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer or a Certified
Professional in Erosion, Sediment and Pollution Control, and must be installed as required by
BDS/Site Development.
Prior to any ground disturbing or in-water work activities, a Pre-construction Inspection must
occur and be approved for the Construction Management Activities.
Throughout the construction activities, special inspections for the implementation and
maintenance of the ESP Plan must be obtained, in accordance with BDS/Site Development.

D. An Inspection of the Permanent Erosion Control Measures (IVR 210) is required to document
the installation of the following required plantings identified in Exhibit I.4:



All riverbank plantings, including any required seeding for erosion control, must be native
species, as shown in the Portland Plant List.
All plantings must comply with the standards for Mitigation and Restoration Plantings
(33.248.090).

E. After installing the required plantings, a Landscape Certification Form, Planting Plan, and Seed
Certification Tag must be submitted by a registered landscape architect/landscape contractor,
which confirms the required amounts and species of plantings have been installed. Species
changes must be submitted to BDS case review staff for approval. New plantings must be
watered as needed to ensure survival of the plants.
F. The landscape professional of record must monitor the required plantings for a minimum of 3
years after the initial plant installation, as described below:

Provide three letters (to serve as monitoring and maintenance reports) to the Hosford
Abernathy Neighborhood Association, and to the Bureau of Development Services
(Attention: Greenway Review LU 06-171821 GW) containing the monitoring information
described below:

The name, number, and address of the responsible party for the monitoring and maintenance
of the Planting Area.

The number of living trees and percent coverage of shrub and ground cover plantings. If less
than 90 percent of the Planting Area is covered with native species at the time of the annual
count, additional plantings must be installed to reach 90 percent cover (replacement must
occur within one planting season).

A list of replacement plants that were installed or seeded.
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The monitoring reports must be provided annually until 90 percent of the Planting Area has
been covered with the required shrub and groundcover plantings for at least 3 years.
Submit the first monitoring report within 12 months following approval of the Permanent
Erosion Control Inspection of the required plantings. Submit subsequent reports annually
thereafter.

G. At least fourteen (14) days before submitting plans for work on the site (i.e., site work or
building permits), SK will provide written notice to PDOT and Parks of the date on which it
intends to submit its plans. At least seven (7) days before the date specified, PDOT and Parks
will provide a definitive, written response directing SK to comply with one of the two
alternatives below. Completion of SK's obligations under the alternative selected by the City
shall fully discharge SK's obligations for Greenway Trail construction. If the City fails to
respond at least seven (7) days before the specified date, SK may elect either alternative and
notify the City of its election in writing; completion of SK's obligations under the selected
alternative shall fully discharge SK's obligations for Greenway Trail construction.
Option A. SK shall construct, at its sole cost, a 12-foot asphalt trail that substantially
conforms to the approved land use drawings. The trail construction shall be completed before
a final certificate of occupancy is issued for the building, and all landscaping surrounding the
trail shall be completed according to the timing set forth in the conditions of approval related
to landscaping.
Option B. The City shall be responsible for constructing the trail. Before issuance of
building permits for its development, SK shall obtain bonding in the amount of $30,000 to be
payable to the City. Maintenance of the $30,000 bond and, ultimately, payment of the
$30,000 is SK's entire and only responsibility for trail construction; SK shall have no future
obligation to construct the trail and no financial responsibility in excess of the $30,000. Until
the City commences construction of the trail, SK shall maintain an erosion-controlling
landscape treatment (i.e., grass) in the area reserved for the trail. At its option, SK may delay
until the City's construction of the trail is complete any plantings that, according to the
approved landscape plan, will be located within three feet of the area reserved for the trail.

____________________________________
Gregory J. Frank, Hearings Officer
____________________________________
Date

Application Deemed Complete:
Report on Remand to Hearings Officer:
Decision on Remand Mailed:
Last Date to Appeal:

February 26, 2007
September 5, 2008
October 1, 2008
October 22, 2008
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Appealing this decision. The Hearings Officer’s decision is final and takes effect on the day the
notice of decision is mailed. The decision may not be appealed to City Council, but may be
appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA), as specified in the Oregon Revised
Statute (ORS) 197.830. Among other things, ORS 197.830 requires that:
•
•

an appellant before LUBA must have presented testimony (orally or in writing) as part of the
local hearing before the Hearings Officer; and
a notice of intent to appeal be filed with LUBA within 21 days after the Hearings Officer’s
decision becomes final.
Please contact LUBA at 1-503-373-1265 for current information on your rights to file and
any rules related to filing an appeal before LUBA.
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EXHIBITS
(Not Attached Unless Indicated)

Note: Exhibits A-1 through H-31 are referenced in the “Decision of the Hearings Officer on Appeal
of Administrative Decision”, dated July 13, 2007. Exhibits H-32 through H-38 were Received in the
Hearings Office on Remand. Exhibits I-2 through I-10 below are cross-referenced with the exhibit
numbers shown in the BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand.

H. Received in the Hearings Office
32. Letter from Allan to Green requesting remand hearing – Richard Allan
33. Recommendation to the Hearings Officer on Remand – Mike Hayakawa
34. Memo from Jeffrey to Hayakawa – Mike Hayakawa
35. Not Used
36. Remand Hearing Notice – Mike Hayakawa
37. Memo from BES – Mike Hayakawa
38. Memo from Hayakawa w/attached revised elevations diagram (Revised elevation diagram
labeled as Exhibit I-5b)

I. Received in the Hearings Office on the Decision of the Hearings Officer on Remand
1. Zoning Map (Shown as Exh. B in July, 13, 2007 Hearings Officer Decision referenced above)
ATTACHED
2. Letter from Richard Allan, Ball Janik LLP, dated July 21, 2008 (Shown as Exh. 9 in BDS Staff
Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)

3. Revised site plan, dated September 2, 2008 (Shown as Exh. 10 in BDS Staff Recommendation to
Hearings Officer on Remand)

a. Oversized plans - Sheet A1.0 revised (Shown as Exh. 10a in BDS Staff Recommendation to
Hearings Officer on Remand)

b. 8-1/2” x 11” plans - Sheet A1.0 revised (Shown as Exh. 10b in BDS Staff Recommendation to
Hearings Officer on Remand) ATTACHED
4. Revised landscape plan, dated September 2, 2008 (Shown as Exh. 11 in BDS Staff Recommendation
to Hearings Officer on Remand)

a. Oversized plans - Sheet L1.0 revised (Shown as Exh. 11a in BDS Staff Recommendation to
Hearings Officer on Remand)

1. 8-1/2” x 11” plans - Sheet L1.0 revised. ATTACHED
b. Oversized plant legend - Sheet L1.2 revised (Shown as Exh. 11c in BDS Staff Recommendation to
Hearings Officer on Remand – Plan set actually labeled Exh. 11b)
1. 8-1/2” x 11” plant legend - Sheet L1.2 revised (Shown as Exh. 11d in BDS Staff
Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand) ATTACHED
5. Elevations, dated September 2, 2008 (Shown as Exh. 12 in BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings
Officer on Remand)
a. Oversized north and west elevations - Sheet A3.0 revised (Shown as Exh. 12a in BDS Staff
Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)
b. 8-1/2” x 11” north and west elevations - Sheet A3.0 revised (Shown as Exh. 12b in BDS Staff
Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand) ATTACHED
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c. Oversized south and east elevations - Sheet A3.1 revised (Shown as Exh. 12c in BDS Staff
Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)

d. 8-1/2” x 11” south and east elevations - Sheet A3.1 revised (Shown as Exh. 12d in BDS Staff
Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand) ATTACHED
6. Letter from Megan Walseth, Ball Janik LLP, dated September 3, 2008 (Shown as Exh. 13 in
BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)

7. Color renderings (8 ½” x 11”) of the elevations, dated September 2, 2008 (Shown as Exh. 14 in
BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)
East elevation (Shown as Exh. 14a in BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)
North elevation (Shown as Exh. 14b in BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)
Rendering from the northwest (Shown as Exh. 14c in BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings
Officer on Remand)
d.
Rendering from the southwest (Shown as Exh. 14d in BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings
Officer on Remand)
8. LUBA final opinion and order (Shown as Exh. 15 in BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on
Remand)
9. Hearing notice (Shown as Exh. 16 in BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)
10. Notification list (Shown as Exh. 17 in BDS Staff Recommendation to Hearings Officer on Remand)

a.
b.
c.
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