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CITY OF ASTORIA  CITY COUNCIL JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS 
City Council Chambers 
August 6, 2020 

A special meeting of the Astoria Common Council was held at the above place at the hour of 6:00 pm. 

Councilors Present: Brownson, Rocka, Herman, West, and Mayor Jones via Zoom. 

Councilors Excused: None 

Staff Present: City Manager Estes, Community Development Director Leatherman, Contract Planner Johnson, 
and City Attorney Henningsgaard attended via Zoom. The meeting was live streamed and recorded, and will be 
transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.  

REPORTS OF COUNCILORS 

Item 3(a): Councilor Herman had no reports. 

Item 3(b): Councilor Brownson reported that he attended the unveiling of the new Regatta 125th 
Anniversary monument at the finger pier by the museum. He also attended the graduation of Carlos Gomez to 
Engineer for the Fire Department. 

Item 3(c): Councilor West reminded that there was still time to respond to the census, which only 
takes 10 minutes. 

Item 3(d): Councilor Rocka had no reports. 

Item 3(e): Mayor Jones had no reports. 

CHANGES TO AGENDA 
No changes. 

REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 

Item 5(a): Appeal (AP20-02) by Hollander Hospitality of Administrative Denial of the Extension 
Requests for Design Review Request (DR18-01R as appealed (AP18-03) and Historic 
New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as appealed (AP18-04) to Construct a Four-Story 
Hotel at 1 2nd Street  

Hollander Hospitality submitted a request to construct a four-story hotel at 1 2nd Street in 2018. The location is 
within the Bridge Vista Overlay zone, and adjacent to structures designated as historic, which triggered review 
by the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) and the Design Review Commission (DRC). Public hearings 
were held on June 25, 2018 before the DRC (DR18-01) and the HLC (NC18-01). The DRC rendered a 
decision on July 10, 2018 to deny the application for Design Review (DR18-01). The HLC also rendered a 
decision at their July 10, 2018 meeting, denying New Construction (NC18-01). 

On July 25, 2018, the applicant appealed both denials to the Astoria City Council. A public hearing was held 
before the City Council on August 23, 2018 and a decision was rendered at the August 23, 2018 City Council 
meeting. The City Council reversed the Historic Landmarks denial and tentatively approved NC18-01 as 
Appealed (AP18-04). City Council delayed the final New Construction permit decision until the final Design 
Review permit decision. The City Council remanded the Design Review Commission’s decision for denial of 
DR18-01 as Appealed (AP18-03) based upon a revised design submitted by the applicant. 

A public hearing was held before the Design Review Commission on October 9, 2018 to consider the 
applicant’s revised design. The Design Review Commission rendered its decision at the November 1, 2018 
meeting and denied the revised design in the application for Design Review (DR18-01R). 
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This decision was appealed (AP18-05) to the City Council on November 13, 2018 by Mark Hollander, 
Hollander Hospitality. A public hearing on the appeal was held before the City Council on 
December 12, 2018 and City Council closed the public hearing and rendered a decision at the December 20, 
2018 meeting. The City Council reversed the Design Review Commission’s decision, adopted Findings of Fact 
and conclusions of law, and ordered that Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-05) be 
approved. The City Council reversed the Historic Landmark’s decision, adopted Findings of Fact and 
conclusions of law and ordered that New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) be approved. 

With the final approvals of the permits on December 20, 2018, the applicant had two years (December 20, 
2020) to complete “substantial construction” or obtain an extension to the approved permits. On April 22, 2020, 
the applicant submitted a request for a one-year extension to December 20, 2021 of approved Design Review 
Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed 
(AP18-04). The extension was processed as an Administrative Permit pursuant to Section 9.100.B.1.a and 
was denied on June 18, 2020. The primary basis of the denial was that the Development Code has been 
amended and the permits as approved are not in compliance with the new Code sections in accordance with 
Permit Extension criteria 9.100.B.1.b. Throughout Section 9.100.B.2 the Astoria Development Code provides 
that the granting authority “may” allow a permit extension. The use of this word provides the City discretion 
in granting any extension request. The City Council has made significant code changes relative to design, size, 
and location of any new construction in the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone where this project is located. 

A Notice of Appeal was submitted by Hollander Hospitality on July 2, 2020. The appeal asks that the 
Administrative decision be overturned based on the following issues: Specific criteria appealed are 
Development Code Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of Discretion”. The 
appellant notes the following as the basis of the appeal: “decision is arbitrary and capricious in that it provides 
no basis for the denial on discretionary grounds”; progress has been made on the project; and “Exercise of 
Discretion” is not a criterion for permit extension review. The appeal hearing is limited to the Permit Extension 
criteria listed in Section 9.100 and should not include discussion concerning the design or issues raised during 
the original hearings on the proposal. 

A record of the Permit Extension Request and Appeal is attached. Revised findings of facts, as well as 
additional public comments are included in the packet. A public hearing on the Appeal of the Administrative 
decision has been advertised and is scheduled for the August 6, 2020, City Council meeting at 6:00 pm. 

It is recommended that the City Council hold a public hearing on the appeal, review new testimony, and 
consider the Administrative denial of the one-year Permit Extension Request for approved Design Review 
Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed 
(AP18-04). The City Council will need to adopt applicable Findings of Fact which include the basis of their 
decision. Should the City Council deny the appeal which would deny the permit extension, the findings of fact 
to support the decision are attached. Should Council approve the appeal which would grant a one-year 
extension to the two permits, staff recommends continuing final deliberation to the August 17, 2020 City 
Council meeting at 7:00 pm so new findings of fact can be prepared. 

Mayor Jones asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the City Council to hear this matter at this time. There 
were no objections. He asked if any Councilors had any conflicts of interest or ex parte contacts to declare. 
There were none. He asked Staff to present the Staff report and recommendation. 

Planner Johnson presented the Staff report via PowerPoint and noted that all correspondence had been 
presented to the Councilors either via email or as part of the Staff report. 

Councilor Herman understood that one of the requirements for determining whether an applicant can receive an 
extension is that substantial progress had occurred. Progress was described in the Code as construction of up to 
one quarter of the building’s value. Planner Johnson responded that the Code defines substantial construction 
as walls being constructed up. If there is substantial construction, the permit is valid and vested, so an extension 
would not be necessary. Because walls have not been constructed, the Applicant needs an extension. The 
permit criteria states that progress should be made. Progress is the behind the scene work like geologic and 
engineering work. In lieu of progress, the Applicant can submit documentation show poor economic conditions 
have prevented the progress. 
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Mayor Jones opened the public hearing at 6:18 pm. He 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. He called for the Appellant’s testimony and confirmed he would allow 15 minutes for their presentation. 

Steve Holtberg, [20:22] Attorney, representing Hollander Hospitality, said the only question before the City 
Council is whether the Applicant had demonstrated that poor economic conditions exist in the market that are 
biased against proceeding with the project. The Staff report and Staff’s earlier decisions make it clear that all of 
the other approval standards for an extension have been met. He asked the City Council to follow the 
requirements of the Code, review the evidence, and conclude that economic conditions are not right for a hotel 
project at this time. He also asked that the Council reverse Staff’s decision and issue a one-year extension. 
There are two paths for a permit extension. One is to demonstrate substantial progress. The application did not 
assert that substantial progress had been made. He focused on the general economic conditions. The 
application was submitted during the pandemic when it was not right for a hotel project. Satisfaction of either 
substantial progress or poor economic conditions entitles the Applicant to a one-year extension. The economic 
condition is the only issue before the Council. The Staff report and Staff’s decisions concluded that even if there 
were economic conditions in place, “because the Applicant has literally done nothing to advance this project, 
even if the Applicant had convinced Staff that poor economic conditions would advise against the proceeding, 
the Community Development Director would exercise discretion and deny this request.” He did not believe that 
was how the Code reads or that the Code gives the City that type of discretion. The sole obligation is to examine 
the evidence to determine whether there are poor economic conditions in the market. It is inappropriate for Staff 
to focus on the progress or lack thereof because that is not what the Applicant applied for or what he is arguing. 
His written testimony demonstrates what progress the Applicant has made. Additionally, he provided substantial 
evidence demonstrating that the economic conditions are not right at this time. The Code is very clear that he 
simply has to demonstrate that economic conditions do not advise going forward with this project. He provided 
three separate letters from three separate lenders and a summary chart showing the performance of hotel 
projects throughout the nation and in the region. The letters make it clear that economic conditions are not right 
for a hotel project at this time. The evidence is really clear. New construction loans for hotels are nearly 
impossible to obtain at this point. Hollander’s long-standing lending partners consider Hollander a valued client 
but are unwilling to make new construction loans for hotels at this point. This is understandable given the nature 
of the pandemic. Staff relied on the fact that there are already two hotel projects underway in the city. One is 
Buoy Beer’s renovation of an existing building and the other is the Home2 project near Youngs Bay. The Buoy 
Beer project is not new construction. The renovation of an existing building is very different from trying to get 
construction financing for a new building. The Home2 project has not yet received building permits and there is 
no construction activity on the site. Therefore, he believed it was inappropriate for Staff to conclude that 
economic conditions are fine because there are two hotels under construction because that is not the case. 
Evidence and testimony shows that is impossible to get construction financing for a new project. The Staff report 
indicated that the use of the word “may” in the Code makes it appropriate for the Council to just say no. He did 
not believe that was what the Code says. Where an Applicant demonstrates compliance with all of the criteria, 
as he has, the Council is required to issue an extension of the permit. The Staff report focused on changes to 
the Code. He realized the City had made changes to the Bridge Vista Overlay (BVO) and that those changes 
may preclude development of the same project. However, that is irrelevant to the City Council’s decision 
because the Code clearly states that appeals on permit extensions shall be limited to the issues relevant to the 
permit extension criteria only, and not to issues relevant to the original permit approval. There is no dispute that 
the changes to the Code do not apply to this appeal. It is contrary to the Code and irrelevant to the Council’s 
decision. It is not appropriate to say we meet the standards, but Staff will deny the request anyway because the 
Code has been amended. He asked the Council to follow the Code and focus on whether the Applicant has 
demonstrated that economic conditions in the market advise against proceeding with the project. He asked that 
the Council reverse Staff’s decision and issue a one-year extension. He also requested that the record be left 
open, as the Applicants were not waiving their right to submit final argument under ORS 197.763. 

Mark Hollander said he had been thinking about building a hotel in Astoria for quite some time. He entered the 
market in 2015, and has been developing and operating hotels for a long time as a family business. He’d been 
through a lot of ups and downs and has seen a lot of tough times in the industry, but this is absolutely the worst. 
A lot of hoteliers are hanging on by the skin of their teeth right now. He believed many hoteliers would go under. 
At one point, 50 percent of the hotels in Washington and Oregon were closed completely. Recovering from this 
will be a process. The company was pretty conservative and they have been told by their lenders that they were 
one of the best. However, they are still not willing to offer a loan for new construction. Once things open up, the 
process of building would be quick, but the company will have to be in a position to submit all of their plans. They 
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had been working on this project behind the scenes for quite some time. The City does not see the details of 
everything they had been working on, but they would be able to move fast once they are ready to pull the trigger 
on a project and get it going. This is not a big project and it should go well. They would have a general contractor 
work on the project for them and they are pretty confident in the experience that their general contractor has. 
They’ve built over 75 hotels and have experience in this market and in Seaside. He wished they were in a 
different position. He was flabbergasted that someone would say this is still a good time to build a hotel. 
Everybody has this type of project on hold right now. He believed an extension is in order. He would continue to 
keep working on things behind the scenes and be ready to pull the trigger as quickly as he can get a loan lined 
up. He submitted a fair number of detailed plans as part of the application. The building interior is already 
designed and the rooms would not be altered at all. It does not take any extra work for the architects and 
engineers to complete that work. He hoped the Council would take into consideration the situation he was in. He 
hoped he could do something soon. 

Mayor Jones called for any testimony in favor of the appeal. 

Barbara Pinder [38:06] P.O. Box 221, Astoria, said she was in favor of developing the waterfront and not leaving 
it derelict as it is now. It is important to improve the situation on the waterfront. 

Christian Lindt, P.O. Box 221, Astoria, said he had been in town for several years trying to help get some activity 
on the waterfront. He brought a ferry boat to Astoria a few years ago and that turned sideways on him. However, 
he would continue to try to help develop and bring the city to a functioning waterfront city, not just a place that 
people drive through. 

Mayor Jones called for any testimony opposed to the appeal. 

George Hague, 1 3rd Street, Astoria, asked City Council to support Staff, who recommended denial of the 
extension even if it looks like the City will need to defend that decision in court. The developer did everything 
possible to push this massive project just six months before the BVO’s more protective standards. The 
developer did very little over the next 19 months except allow the deterioration of the project site. Developers do 
this so decision-makers will think that something must be approved in order to make the area look better. The 
lack of permits and work on the site more than justifies denial of the extension. Investing in real estate does not 
guarantee anything and this project should not be something that is guaranteed to this developer or anyone 
associated with them. He asked the Council to consider the strong feelings about this 50-foot hotel. The 
developer does not need to meet the BVO requirements that are now in place, but they have not even met the 
other requirements for an extension. He recommended that the Council deny the request, which would make 
many people in Astoria very pleased. 

John Ryan, 2496 Mill Pond Lane, Astoria, said the Applicant keeps saying they cannot get a loan, but the 
Council should not judge their ability to get a loan because they are an outsider in Astoria. The hotels in Astoria 
are full on weekends, even in this consideration. There is a lot of general activity going on in Astoria, so this is 
not a dead community. Any bank that is willing to send money out and if they have the right rates and the right 
deal, they will loan money to this project. His neighborhood has five house building projects going on. The 
people who are building here are able to get loans. The Council should judge some of the economies of an 
outside developer getting outside loans and what the criteria is for getting an acceptable loan. Maybe it’s more 
profit than value to Astoria. 

Matt Gillis, 11650 SW 67th Avenue, Suite 210, Tigard, said he had submitted written comments. The permit 
extension does not comply with Code Section 9.100(2)(b), and the Comprehensive Plan has changed with new 
criteria since the permit was approved. The project should comply with the 35-foot height restriction in the new 
Code criteria. No substantial construction has been completed. The Applicant is talking about loans, but it has 
been 14 months since the permit was approved. If he was a builder, he would have a loan approved three or 
months after the approval. The Applicant had significant plans drawn up prior to getting approved and they have 
had 14 months to get approved prior to Covid-19, so Covid-19 should not be a consideration at all. The criteria 
has not been met for an extension. His written comments are based on the Code criteria and not on opinion. 
There is no reason to extend the permit. The developer should be required to bring their hotel up to the current 
Code under the Bridge Vista plan, which reduces the height. This is the same project that created an uproar 
across the whole city. The Applicant should not be allowed to build over 45 feet with all of their additions. The 35-
foot height would be great if the Applicant redesigned the building to meet the current Code. The building is way 
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too high for the location and it will block the views from all of the homes behind it. The criteria for an extension 
has not been met because the Code has changed. The Applicant has not made significant construction and they 
had 14 months to get the loan prior to Covid-19. Even the loan issue should have been dealt with prior, but the 
Applicants did not move it forward. He agreed with Staff that the request should be denied even if the decision is 
appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). Everyone in the city would agree that is the right thing to 
do. 

Mayor Jones called for testimony impartial to the application. 

Chris Farrar, Astoria, understood that the issue was about an extension and not the nature of the project. He 
opposed having the big hotel built down there all through 2018. He testified numerous times, but that is not the 
issue tonight. The permits were granted and the business was given a chance to build the hotel. The city needs 
good strong businesses to provide jobs. This project could have been one that provided construction jobs and 
jobs for the operation of the hotel. There was also going to be a restaurant inside. Right now, jobs are scarce. 
The City made a commitment to this business that they would have the go ahead to build even though the vast 
majority of the residents were strongly opposed to it. In 2018, the Council said they met the criteria. However, the 
way the place looks right now says what kind of a business this is that comes into town, makes a big splash and 
causes a big argument, and proposes to build this project but does virtually nothing on it. Last year was one of 
the best economic years in the history of the United States, but things have turned around. The Applicant had a 
year of excellent economic conditions. He could not imagine a bank not loaning the money back then. It is likely 
that nothing will change next year and they likely will not get a loan next year either. He believed the word “may” 
had relevance here. The Council may extend the permit and does not have to. 

Mayor Jones called for the Appellant’s rebuttal. 

Mr. Holtberg responded that he had asked to keep the record open, but based on the testimony, he retracted 
that request and his right to submit final argument. The Applicant did not start the hotel and therefore should be 
penalized because they did not start it over the last 14 months. The pandemic was not foreseeable. The 
Applicant had no idea there was a pandemic coming and there is no obligation in the Code to start a project. The 
project was given two years and about a year and a half in, the pandemic hit the hospitality industry harder than 
any other industry. That is the sole reason for the delay and the request. The economic conditions now make it 
impossible to move forward. 

Mayor Jones called for closing remarks from Staff. There were none. He closed the public hearing at 6:54 pm 
and called for Council discussion and deliberation. 

Mayor Jones stated that Development Code Section 9.100 provides that permits expire after two years and that 
an extension may be granted. The use of the word may is an indication that granting the extension is a matter of 
discretion for the decision maker. The decision maker may not exercise that discretion unless the criteria in 
Development Code Section 9.100(2)(b) have been met. If the criteria are met, that does not entitle the Applicant 
to an extension or require that an extension be granted, but allows the City to exercise it’s discretion to grant or 
not grant the extension. The project was approved in a three to two vote by the previous Council despite 
widespread community opposition because the Council found the project met the requirements of the Code at 
that time. During the December 2018 meeting, when the Appellant’s appeal was upheld, he had stated that if the 
community no longer supported the Code that allowed the project, there was a public process to change the 
Code. That process was initiated immediately after he and Councilors Rocka and West were sworn in. The Code 
was changed after a thorough public process and this project would not longer be permitted. The Appellant was 
well aware of all of these changes as they were being discussed in 2018. He expected that the developer, 
knowing how the community’s sentiment had changed and how the Code had changed, would have dropped 
everything on December 20, 2018 to fast track the project to ensure completion of substantial construction within 
two years. It was very predictable that the City would not choose in a discretionary fashion to grant an extension 
to a project which the community and the Code now opposed. He was inclined to agree with Staff’s 
determination to deny the extension request. 

Councilor West said she concurred with Staff’s decision to deny the extension. She was concerned that so little 
progress had been made. Except with the joint permit application with the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Department of State Lands, there have been no applications for a building permit, a grading permit, or geological 
reports that would have demonstrated any type of progress in the last 16 months. On the joint permit application, 
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the Applicant indicated that the construction timeline would begin February 2019 with an estimated completion 
date of December 2019. She was not sure what the hold up was, but that was well before the pandemic. The 
current Council spent a lot of time on the changes to the BVO. The Appellant has stated that cannot be 
considered because the changes did not apply at the time the permit was granted. However, there is nothing in 
Astoria’s City Code or Oregon State Law that says the Council cannot take the changes into consideration. This 
building would not comply with the new height limitations, building shape, and building orientation requirements. 
The Council is allowed to consider the changes when considering this extension. She wanted to be sympathetic 
with the economic hardship argument, but the documentation the Appellant provided from the financial 
institutions had the opposite effect. Nowhere did the documentation say that a loan had been applied for or 
denied. She would think that for a project of this scale, financing would be one of the first things to be secured. It 
is not the City’s responsibility to ensure that the Appellant secures financing for this project. At the local level, 
development has never been stronger.  

Councilor Herman stated the Council is not required to approve this request. On December 20, 2018, the 
Council granted Mr. Hollander the right to move forward with the hotel development. Covid-19 did not close the 
coast in Clatsop County until mid to late March 2020, which was 16 months later. Mr. Hollander stated this was a 
small project, which indicated to her that he would be able to secure financing because he is an experienced 
developer and lenders hold him in high regard. The attorney’s reasoning that Mr. Hollander could not have 
foreseen the pandemic coming made absolutely no sense to her. No one can foresee anything coming down the 
road in life. That is the reason to move quickly, especially in light of the fact that the Council dramatically 
changed the zoning on the waterfront. Those changes were greatly inspired by the huge amount of dissention 
over this hotel project. She did not see any reason to grant an extension due to poor economic conditions, and 
she contended that the County’s economic conditions were not poor. The unemployment rate is very high right 
now because a lot of restaurants are still restricted, but judging by the congestion coming in to the north and 
south ends of the county, it is as bad as ever, perhaps worse because not nearly as many people are flying to go 
on vacation. People are driving to the coast and hotels in Astoria have been open 100 percent since July 26th. 
Astoria was only closed to hotel traffic for about two and a half months. That will affect the lodging tax revenues, 
but as soon as the beaches and hotels reopened, people flocked back to the coast. The Appellant had 16 
months to apply for financing, but did not, and no progress had made. Therefore, she would uphold the denial of 
the extension. 

Councilor Rocka said that last year, a lot of the meetings the Council had with state and local tourism people had 
to do with how to limit the amount of tourism that flooded the area. Those discussions went on through March 
2020. Given the public response to the application, he had no idea why the developer would do nothing for 15 
months and then at the 11th hour say he could not get financing. Last year, getting financing would have been 
easy. The site now looks exactly as it did in December 2018. Nothing has been done. Permits have not been 
pulled. The argument does not hold together. He would vote to support the Staff’s decision. 

Councilor Brownson said he believed that a year from now, significant changes would be made to way Covid-19 
is dealt with. International travel may be slowed down, but local travel would expand. People will be looking more 
and more to come to visit Astoria. The opportunity for a hotel would have been fine had the Applicant started 
building in a timely manner. He and Mayor Jones voted in favor of the hotel based on the Code that was in place. 
As the year went by, he was amazed that nothing was happening. The Applicant is missing an opportunity. 
Going forward would have done a service to this community. During this downtime, contractors are looking for 
work and the Applicant could be stimulating the economy. He supported Staff’s findings. Astoria is still a great 
market and he looked forward to the Applicant coming back with new hotel plans that meets the standards. 

Mayor Jones understood the consensus was to deny the appeal. 

Planner Johnson recommended the findings be amended to reflect the reasons for the denial, as follows: 
• Page 10, Paragraph 3, Sentence 5 – “The City finds that the economic effects of the pandemic are recent

and temporary. The fact that two one other hotel operators have operator has obtained building permits in
2020 and are in the process of construction one in the building permit stage, provides evidence that
economic conditions in the Astoria hotel market do not advise against proceeding with this project.”

• Page 10, Paragraph 4, add the following sentence to the end of the paragraph – “The Council finds that
the Appellant could have proceeded with the project within the first year and a half of the permit and
did not show progress during that time. The Covid-19 closures were only from March to June, and
therefore, the Council finds that the project could have proceeded in a timely manner.”
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City Attorney Henningsgaard confirmed that he had no problems with the Council making a final decision now 
based on the revised findings. 

City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Brownson, seconded by Councilor Rocka, that the Astoria City 
Council adopt the Findings and Conclusions contained in the Staff report, as amended by Staff (above) and deny 
Appeal AP20-02 by Hollander Hospitality. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Brownson, Herman, 
Rocka, West, and Mayor Jones; Nays: None. 

Mayor Jones read the rules of appeal into the record. 

NEW BUSINESS & MISCELLANEOUS, PUBLIC COMMENTS (NON-AGENDA) 
There was none. 

ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7: 18 pm. 

ATTEST: APP 

Finance Director 

Page 7 of 7 City Council Journal of Proceedings 
August 6, 2020 
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MEDIA RECORDING 

Media recording of the August 6, 2020 Astoria City Council meeting was provided 
to LUBA for the record on a USB thumb drive. (EXHIBIT A) 

The audio may also be accessed by using the following URL: 

     https://www.astoria.or.us/assets/audio/council/CC_080620.mp3 
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AGENDA
ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL

Thursday, August 6, 2020
6:00 PM

2nd Floor Council Chambers
1095 Duane Street, Astoria OR

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

Public meetings will be conducted in the Council Chambers with a limited seating arrangement.
To adhere to the social distancing recommendation, meetings may now also be audio and video
live-streamed. Go to www.astoria.or.us/LIVE_STREAM.aspx for connection instructions.

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. REPORTS OF COUNCILORS

4. CHANGES TO AGENDA

5. REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS
All agenda items are open for public comment following deliberation by the City Council.
Rather than asking for public comment after each agenda item, the Mayor asks that
audience members raise their hands if they want to speak to the item and they will be
recognized. In order to respect everyone’s time, comments will be limited to 3 minutes.

5.a Appeal (AP20-02) By Hollander Hospitality of Administrative Denial of the
Extension Requests for Design Review Request (DR18-01R) As Appealed
(AP18-03) and Historic New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed
(AP18-04) to Construct a Four Story Hotel at 1 2nd Street

6. NEW BUSINESS & MISCELLANEOUS, PUBLIC COMMENTS (NON-AGENDA)

THIS MEETING IS ACCESSIBLE TO THE DISABLED. AN INTERPRETER FOR THE HEARING
IMPAIRED MAY BE REQUESTED UNDER THE TERMS OF ORS 192.630 BY CONTACTING THE

CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE, 503-325-5824.
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July 28, 2020 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: APPEAL (AP20-02) BY HOLLANDER HOSPITALITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE DENIAL 
OF THE EXTESION REQUESTS FOR DESIGN REVIEW REQUEST (DR18-01R) AS 
APPEALED (AP18-03) AND HISTORIC NEW CONSTRUCTION PERMIT (NC18-01) 
AS APPEALED (AP18-04) TO CONSTRUCT A FOUR STORY HOTEL AT 1 2ND 
STREET 

Background 

Hollander Hospitality submitted a request to construct a four-story hotel at 1 2nd Street in 2018. The 
location is within the Bridge Vista Overlay zone, and adjacent to structures designated as historic, 
which triggered review by the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) and the Design Review 
Commission (DRC). Public hearings were held on June 25, 2018 before the DRC (DR18-01) and the 
HLC (NC18-01).  The DRC rendered a decision on July 10, 2018 to deny the application for Design 
Review (DR18-01). The HLC also rendered a decision at their July 10, 2018 meeting, denying New 
Construction (NC18-01). 

On July 25, 2018, the applicant appealed both denials to the Astoria City Council.  A public hearing 
was held before the City Council on August 23, 2018 and a decision was rendered at the August 23, 
2018 City Council meeting. The City Council reversed the Historic Landmarks denial and tentatively 
approved NC18-01 as Appealed (AP18-04).  City Council delayed the final New Construction permit 
decision until the final Design Review permit decision.  The City Council remanded the Design 
Review Commission’s decision for denial of DR18-01 as Appealed (AP18-03) based upon a revised 
design submitted by the applicant.  

A public hearing was held before the Design Review Commission on October 9, 2018 to consider 
the applicant’s revised design. The Design Review Commission rendered its decision at the 
November 1, 2018 meeting and denied the revised design in the application for Design Review 
(DR18-01R). 

This decision was appealed (AP18-05) to the City Council on November 13, 2018 by Mark 
Hollander, Hollander Hospitality.  A public hearing on the appeal was held before the City Council on 
December 12, 2018 and City Council closed the public hearing and rendered a decision at the 
December 20, 2018 meeting.  The City Council reversed the Design Review Commission’s decision, 
adopted Findings of Fact and conclusions of law, and ordered that Design Review Permit (DR18-
01R) as Appealed (AP18-05) be approved.  The City Council reversed the Historic Landmark’s
decision, adopted Findings of Fact and conclusions of law and ordered that New Construction 
Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) be approved. 

With the final approvals of the permits on December 20, 2018, the applicant had two years 
(December 20, 2020) to complete “substantial construction” or obtain an extension to the approved 
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permits.  On April 22, 2020, the applicant submitted a request for a one-year extension to December 
20, 2021 of approved Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New 
Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04).  The extension was processed as an 
Administrative Permit pursuant to Section 9.100.B.1.a and was denied on June 18, 2020.  The 
primary basis of the denial was that the Development Code has been amended and the permits as 
approved are not in compliance with the new Code sections in accordance with Permit Extension 
criteria 9.100.B.1.b.  Throughout Section 9.100.B.2 the Astoria Development Code provides that the 
granting authority “may” allow a permit extension. The use of this word provides the City discretion 
in granting any extension request.  The City Council has made significant code changes relative to 
design, size, and location of any new construction in the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone where this 
project is located.   

A Notice of Appeal was submitted by Hollander Hospitality on July 2, 2020.  The appeal asks that 
the Administrative decision be overturned based on the following issues:  Specific criteria appealed 
are Development Code Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of 
Discretion”.  The appellant notes the following as the basis of the appeal:  “decision is arbitrary and 
capricious in that it provides no basis for the denial on discretionary grounds”; progress has been 
made on the project; and “Exercise of Discretion” is not a criteria for permit extension review.

The appeal hearing is limited to the Permit Extension criteria listed in Section 9.100 and should not 
include discussion concerning the design or issues raised during the original hearings on the 
proposal. 

A record of the Permit Extension Request and Appeal is attached.  Revised findings of facts, as well 
as additional public comments are included in the packet. A public hearing on the Appeal of the 
Administrative decision has been advertised and is scheduled for the August 6, 2020, City Council 
meeting at 6:00 pm.  

Appeal Procedures 

Article 9.040.G.1, Review Body Decision, states that “Upon review, the reviewing body may affirm,
reverse, or modify the decision of the lower body or staff.” 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council hold a public hearing on the appeal, review new testimony, 
and consider the Administrative denial of the one-year Permit Extension Request for approved 
Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New Construction Permit 
(NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04). The City Council will need to adopt applicable Findings of Fact 
which include the basis of their decision. Should the City Council deny the appeal which would deny 
the permit extension, the findings of fact to support the decision are attached. Should Council 
approve the appeal which would grant a one-year extension to the two permits, staff recommends 
continuing final deliberation to the August 17, 2020 City Council meeting at 7:00 pm so new findings 
of fact can be prepared.  

By: 
Rosemary Johnson, Planning Consultant 

Through: 
Megan Letherman, Community Development Director 

3L-61



STAFF REPORT AND FINDINGS OF FACT 

July 29, 2020  

TO:  MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ROSEMARY JOHNSON, PLANNING CONSULTANT 

SUBJECT: APPEAL (AP20-02) BY HOLLANDER HOSPITALITY OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
DENIAL OF THE EXTESION REQUESTS FOR DESIGN REVIEW REQUEST 
(DR18-01R) AS APPEALED (AP18-03) AND HISTORIC NEW CONSTRUCTION 
PERMIT (NC18-01) AS APPEALED (AP18-04) TO CONSTRUCT A FOUR 
STORY HOTEL AT 1 2ND STREET 

I. SUMMARY

A. Appellant:  Hollander Properties LLC
Mark Hollander 
119 North Commercial Street # 165 
Bellingham WA 98225 

B. Owner: Hollander Properties LLC 
Fair Whether LLC 
119 North Commercial Street # 165 
Bellingham WA 98225 

C. Location: 1 2nd Street Tax Lots 11800 & 11900; Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, Block 1, 
McClure; and Map T8N R9W Section 7DB, Tax Lots 1300, 1400, 
1501, 1700;  Unplatted lots fronting on Block 1, Hinman’s Astoria

D. Classification: New construction within the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone requiring
DRC review, and adjacent to site designated as historic requiring 
review by HLC 

E. Proposal:  One-year extension to December 20, 2021 of approved Design
Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic 
New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) to 
construct a new four-story hotel 

F. Zone: C-3 Zone (General Commercial), Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO),
Flood Hazard Overlay (FHO), and CRESO Zone

G. 120 Days: Application deemed complete on April 24, 2020.  The 120-day period
ends on August 24, 2020. 
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II. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

A. Administrative.

Public notice was mailed to all property owners within 250 feet of the property
pursuant to Section 9.020 on May 5, 2020. A notice of public hearing was
published in the Astorian on May 9, 2020.  No comments were received within the
20-day notice period.

B. City Council.

Public notice was mailed to all parties of record pursuant to Section 9.020 on July
14, 2020. A notice of public hearing was published in the Astorian on August 1,
2020.  On-site notice pursuant to Section 9.020.D was posted July 27, 2020.

Public comments received prior to packet distribution are included in the packet,
additional comments received will be made available at the City Council meeting.

III. BACKGROUND

A. Site.

The subject property is located on
the north side of Marine Drive south
of the shoreline and trolley right-of-
way, between vacated 1st Street,
and west of 2nd Street.

B. Original Permits.

The original application was subject to review by the Design Review Committee
and the Historic Landmarks Commission.

Public hearings were held on June 25, 2018 before the Design Review
Commission (DR18-01) and the Historic Landmarks Commission (NC18-01).  The
Design Review Commission rendered a decision on July 10, 2018 to deny the
application for Design Review (DR18-01). The Historic Landmarks Commission
also rendered a decision at their July 10, 2018 meeting, denying New Construction
(NC18-01).

On July 25, 2018, the applicant appealed both denials to the Astoria City Council.
A public hearing was held before the City Council on August 23, 2018 and a
decision was rendered at the August 23, 2018 City Council meeting. The City
Council reversed the Historic Landmarks denial and tentatively approved NC18-01
as Appealed (AP18-04).  City Council delayed the final New Construction permit
decision until the final Design Review permit decision.  The City Council remanded

Site 
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the Design Review Commission’s decision for denial of DR18-01 as Appealed 
(AP18-03) based upon a revised design submitted by the applicant.  

A public hearing was held before the Design Review Commission on October 9, 
2018 to consider the applicant’s revised design. The Design Review Commission 
rendered its decision at the November 1, 2018 meeting and denied the revised 
design in the application for Design Review (DR18-01R). 

This decision was appealed (AP18-05) to the City Council on November 13, 2018 
by Mark Hollander, Hollander Hospitality.  A public hearing on the appeal was held 
before the City Council on December 12, 2018 and City Council closed the public 
hearing and rendered a decision at the December 20, 2018 meeting. 

The City Council reversed the Design Review Commission’s decision, adopted 
Findings of Fact and conclusions of law, and ordered that Design Review Permit 
(DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-05) be approved.  The City Council reversed the 
Historic Landmark’s decision, adopted Findings of Fact and conclusions of law, 
and ordered that New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) be 
approved. 

C. Permit Extension.

On April 22, 2020, the applicant submitted a request for a one-year extension of
approved Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic
New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04).  The extension was
processed as an Administrative Permit pursuant to Section 9.100.B.1.a and was
denied on June 18, 2020.  The applicant appealed the denial decision on July 2,
2020.

D. Specific Criteria Appealed.

Specific criteria appealed are Development Code Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a,
9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of Discretion”.  The appellant notes the
following as the basis of the appeal:  “decision is arbitrary and capricious in that it
provides no basis for the denial on discretionary grounds”; progress has been
made on the project; and “Exercise of Discretion” is not a criteria for permit
extension review.

IV. APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Section 9.100.A, Time Limit on Permits, Duration of Permits, states:

“1. Except as otherwise provided in this Code, a permit shall expire two years 
from the date of Final Decision unless substantial construction has taken 
place or use has begun.  However, extensions for permits may be granted 
as provided in this section.  A permit remains valid, if a timely request for 
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extension has been filed, until an extension is granted or denied with the 
following limitations: 
a. Any work completed by the applicant after the date the permit would

have expired, but for the extension request, is at the applicant’s own
risk; and

b. Any work completed after the date the permit would have expired
shall not be considered in determining if substantial construction has
been completed until a permit extension has been granted; and

c. No additional building and/or use permits associated with the permit
may be issued until an extension has been granted.”

Section 1.400, Definitions, states “SUBSTANTIAL CONSTRUCTION:  Physical
alteration of the land and/or building to an extent that there is obvious progress 
toward completion of the project as follows:  For new construction, it shall include 
walls extending up from grade level; for existing buildings, it shall include issuance 
of a building permit with inspections for work equal to or greater than 25% of the 
value of the project as indicated on the building permit; and if no building permit is 
required, proof that site work equal to or greater than 25% of the value of the 
project has been completed.  Land value and permit costs shall not be included in 
the calculation for value of construction completed.”

Finding:  Appellant does not contend that substantial construction has occurred. 
The permits were approved by the City Council on appeal on December 20, 2018 
and expire on December 20, 2020 unless “substantial construction” exists or an 
extension is granted.  No building permits have been issued, no walls have been 
constructed, and “site work equal to or greater than 25% of the project value has
not been completed.”  

B. Section 9.100.B, Permit Extensions, states “Permit extension may be granted for
all land use permits.  Extensions may also be granted for time limits applicable to
non-conforming buildings and/or non-conforming uses located over water between
16th and approximately 54th Streets as described in Sections 3.180.D and
3.190.F.  One-year extensions may be granted in accordance with the
requirements of this Section as follows:

1. Section 9.100.B.1, Permit Extensions, Permit Extension Time Limit, states:
“a. The Community Development Director may grant the first one-year 

permit extension. 

b. Following the first one-year permit extension by the Community
Development Director, the original granting authority may grant
subsequent one-year extensions.  Temporary Use Permit extensions
may be granted by the Community Development Director as a Type
II permit.

c. No more than three permit extensions may be granted.  No
variances may be granted from this provision.  Temporary Use
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Permit extensions are exempt from this requirement and may exceed 
the three extensions limitation. 

 
  d. This Ordinance shall apply to all permit extensions requested after 

the date of enactment regardless of the date of the original permit 
Final Decision.  If a permit has been granted extensions prior to 
adoption of this Ordinance, subsequent extension requests shall be 
reviewed by the granting authority.  Three additional extensions may 
be granted.” 

 
  Finding:  The applicant submitted the first permit extension request which 

was reviewed administratively by the Community Development Director. 
 
  2. Section 9.100.B.2, Permit Extensions, Permit Extension Criteria, states:  

“The granting authority may grant a permit extension upon written findings 
that the request complies with the following: 

 
   “a. The project proposal has not been modified in such a manner as to 

conflict with the original findings of fact for approval; and” 
 
    Finding:  The project proposal has not been modified from the 

approved proposal.  This criteria is met. 
 
   “b. The proposed project does not conflict with any changes to the 

Comprehensive Plan or Development Code which were adopted 
since the last permit expiration date” 

 
    Finding: As this section refers to code changes made since the last 

permit expiration date, and this permit has not yet expired, this 
criteria has been met.   

 
However, following approval of this project in December 2018 the 
City Council approved two sets of code amendments making 
significant changes to the Astoria Development Code in the Bridge 
Vista Overlay Zone where this project is located.  On July 1, 2019.  

 
On July 1, 2019, Amendment (A19-01A) was approved and made 
the following code changes: 
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Code 

Section 
Code Designation Change 

1.400 Definitions Amend: add graphic to Adjacent; “Standards” to say 
standards not guidelines ; Building Mass, Gross Floor Area, 
Design Review, Granting Authority; 

1.400 Definitions Add definitions for:  Gross Floor Area (exclude garages), 
Historic Building, Historic Site, Historic Object, Historic 
Structure 

14.002 
14.055 
14.060 
14.100 
14.113 
14.115.I 
14.133 

Conflict between Sections Remove “conflict between Sections” from individual sections 
and change to “conflict between Articles” so that Overlay 
Zones control over base zone requirements; add that more 
stringent provision in Article 14 shall control; CGO, BVO, 
NGO; add section on conflict when reviewing adjacent 
historic “structures” 

14.115.B Building Style, BVO Reformat to separate standard for all uses, standards for 
non-industrial uses, guidelines for new construction, and 
guidelines for existing buildings; clarify that mass and scale 
of entire building is reviewed; add facade variation standard 
for non-industrial uses with additional design features; clarify 
how mass and scale should be considered and which 
buildings to compare; add facade variation standard for non-
industrial uses with additional design features;  

3.075.A.2 
 

Exception to Building 
Height Limitations 

Amend to clarify additional non-essential areas not exempt 
from height limitation; add that height is limited to minimal 
height required for exempt feature 

 
    On October 21, 2019, Amendment (A19-01B) was approved and 

made the following code changes: 
 

Code 
Section 

Code Designation Change 

14.001 Definitions Add “Height, Top of Bank” and “View Corridor” 
14.113.A Standards for On-Land 

Development, BVO 
Amend to allow 28’ height with no variance; exception to 35’ 
with public access provided with standards for the access 

14.113.D Building Size, On-Land Amend to allow 30,000 sqft for each building; add exception 
for proposed Plan Districts; no FAR 

14.113.B.4 Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Add 10’ side setback on one side of property 

14.113.E Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Amend to require north-south building orientation 

14.113.F Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Add maximum 50% lot coverage 

 
    The design as originally approved conflicts with the following 

amended code sections, and possibly others: 
    a. Building has an east-west orientation and does not have the 

required north-south building orientation (14.113.E);  
    b. The height of the mid-point of the highest pitched roof would 

be 44.5’ based on Development Code Section 1.400 on 
definition of Building Height and does not meet the maximum 
28’ or optional 35’ allowable height (14.113.A); 

9L-67



c. Four-story rectangular shaped building with single plane walls
does not meet the facade variation requirement (14.115.4);

d. Conflict between code sections was clarified so the more
stringent codes would apply (14.002);

e. “Base, Middle, and Top of Building” design requirement would
need to be reviewed for compliance (14.115.2.b);”

“c. The applicant has demonstrated that progress has been made on 
the project since the date of the original decision on the permit with 
regard to items such as, but not limited to:   
1) Submittal of permit applications to City, State and Federal

agencies;
2) Contracts for geologic or other site specific reports have been

signed and are in effect;
3) Project site and/or building engineering, architectural design,

or construction has begun.”

Finding:  The applicant submitted a Joint Permit application to the 
Army Corps of Engineers and Division of State Lands to the City for 
Land Use Compatibility (LUCS) review dated May 9, 2018 and 
received by the City on May 10, 2018.  The initial public hearings 
before the HLC and DRC were held on June 25, 2018 and decisions 
rendered to deny the permits on July 10, 2018. Those decisions 
were appealed by the applicant and the City Council rendered a final 
decision to approve the permits on December 20, 2018.  The City 
signed the LUCS on 6-4-18 that additional review was required and 
that the applications had been submitted.  Staff noted that 
“Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and land use requires 
review and approval by the City’s Design Review Committee, and 
Historic Landmarks Commission; both review design and if the 
proposed development is in compliance with the Comprehensive 
Plan.  A grading and erosion control permit from Public Works is also 
required for the planter (and hotel) development.  See attached 
memo re: an impact assessment.” 

The appellant has stated that the City denied the permit application 
delaying its processing. However, as of May 10, 2018 the building 
design had not been reviewed by staff, nor approved by the 
appropriate bodies. The City did not deny the application; it was not 
possible for City staff to act upon this request in May 2018 without 
Design Review and Historic Landmarks approval.   

Appellant re-submitted a LUCS review on April 27, 2020. The City 
signed the application as “Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
and land use regulations” on July 17, 2020 noting that “Permits are
valid and subject to a potential extension. Set to expire 12-20-20. 
(NC18-01 & DR18-01R)”.  The LUCS was signed and the Joint 
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Permit application can continue to be processed.  The appellant has 
not submitted an application for a building permit, grading permit, 
geologic reports any other permit applications indicating that  
progress has been made on this project.  This criteria has not been 
met. 

“d. In lieu of compliance with Section 2.c above, the applicant may 
demonstrate that poor economic conditions exist in the market that 
would advise against proceeding with the project.”

Finding:  The appellant has cited the COVID-19 pandemic as 
evidence of poor economic conditions that would advise against 
proceeding with the project.  Certain restrictions have been placed 
on transient lodging in the City as a result of the pandemic.  
However, these restrictions were imposed March 22, 2020, 15 
months after Appellant’s design was approved (12-20-18). During 
those months, other than the LUCS noted above, Applicant did not 
submit any permit applications or plans to the City in order to 
proceed with the hotel project other than the LUCS which the City 
signed as noted above.  The City finds that the economic effects of 
the pandemic are temporary.  The fact that two other hotel operators 
have obtained building permits in 2020 and are in the process of 
construction, provides evidence that economic conditions in the 
Astoria hotel market do not advise against proceeding with this 
project. 

The appellant has stated that the City did not provide “evidentiary
support” for the conclusion that economic conditions would not 
warrant delay of construction during the pandemic.  The appellant 
has not provided any evidentiary support to the contrary.  Lacking 
evidence for either assertion, the issue of “poor economic conditions”
could be interpreted either way.  Appellant has not demonstrated that 
the provisions of Section 9.100.B.2.d excuse compliance with 
Section 9.100.B.2.c. 

Finding:  Section 9.100.B.2 allows the City discretion to grant a permit 
extension only if the Appellant can establish that the conditions described in 
Section 9.100.B.2 a. b. and c. have been met or establish that Section 
9.100.B.2 d. excepts compliance with Section 9.100.B.2 c.  As described 
above, Appellant has not demonstrated compliance with Section 9.100.B.2 
c. or that Section 9.100.B.2 d provides an exception to compliance with that
section.  Therefore, Appellants application must be denied.

However, even if compliance with these sections had been established, 
allowing a permit extension is not required by the Astoria Development 
Code.  Throughout Section 9.100.B.2 the Astoria Development Code 
provides that the granting authority “may” allow a permit extension. The use 
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of this word provides the City discretion in granting any extension request.  
As noted above the City Council has made significant code changes 
relative to design, size, and location of any new construction in the Bridge 
Vista Overlay Zone where this project is located.  These changes, as they 
apply to this project, warrant further design and historic review.  Coupled 
with Appellant’s failure to advance this project for over 16 months (12-18 to 
4-20), these changes warrant denial of this request for a permit extension. 

 
 D. Section 9.100.B.4, Appeals, states “The decision concerning a permit extension 

may be appealed.  Appeals shall be made in accordance with Administrative 
Procedures in Article 9.  Appeals on permit extensions shall be limited to the 
issues relevant to the permit extension criteria only and not to issues relevant to 
the original permit approval.” 

 
Finding:  Specific criteria appealed by the appellant are Development Code 
Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of 
Discretion”.  The appellant notes the following as the basis of the appeal:  
“decision is arbitrary and capricious in that it provides no basis for the denial on 
discretionary grounds”; progress has been made on the project; and “Exercise of 
Discretion” is not a criteria for permit extension review. 
 
As noted in the Findings above, the applicant has not met all of the criteria to 
warrant a permit extension.  Other issues relative to the project including any 
specific design review are not subject to review or discussion during the permit 
extension appeal hearing. 

 
V. CONCLUSION  
 
 Based on the Findings of Fact above, the City Council upholds the Administrative 

decision to deny the Permit Extension Request by Hollander Hospitality for approved 
Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New 
Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04). 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL AP20-02 

by 
Hollander Properties LLC 

Mark Hollander 
119 North Commercial Street # 165 

Bellingham WA 98225 

ON 
PERMIT EXTENSIONS 

FOR 

DESIGN REVIEW REQUEST (DR18-01R)  
AS APPEALED (AP18-03) 

AND  
HISTORIC NEW CONSTRUCTION PERMIT (NC18-01) 

AS APPEALED (AP18-04)  

Prepared by 
City of Astoria 

Community Development Department 
For City Council’s August 6, 2020 Meeting 

1095 Duane St.,  Astoria OR 97103 
July 30, 2020 
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July 28, 2020 
 
TO:  MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
 
FROM:  BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL (AP20-02) BY HOLLANDER HOSPITALITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE DENIAL 

OF THE EXTESION REQUESTS FOR DESIGN REVIEW REQUEST (DR18-01R) AS 
APPEALED (AP18-03) AND HISTORIC NEW CONSTRUCTION PERMIT (NC18-01) 
AS APPEALED (AP18-04) TO CONSTRUCT A FOUR STORY HOTEL AT 1 2ND 
STREET 

 
Background 
 
Hollander Hospitality submitted a request to construct a four-story hotel at 1 2nd Street in 2018. The 
location is within the Bridge Vista Overlay zone, and adjacent to structures designated as historic, 
which triggered review by the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) and the Design Review 
Commission (DRC). Public hearings were held on June 25, 2018 before the DRC (DR18-01) and the 
HLC (NC18-01).  The DRC rendered a decision on July 10, 2018 to deny the application for Design 
Review (DR18-01). The HLC also rendered a decision at their July 10, 2018 meeting, denying New 
Construction (NC18-01). 
 
On July 25, 2018, the applicant appealed both denials to the Astoria City Council.  A public hearing 
was held before the City Council on August 23, 2018 and a decision was rendered at the August 23, 
2018 City Council meeting. The City Council reversed the Historic Landmarks denial and tentatively 
approved NC18-01 as Appealed (AP18-04).  City Council delayed the final New Construction permit 
decision until the final Design Review permit decision.  The City Council remanded the Design 
Review Commission’s decision for denial of DR18-01 as Appealed (AP18-03) based upon a revised 
design submitted by the applicant.  
 
A public hearing was held before the Design Review Commission on October 9, 2018 to consider 
the applicant’s revised design. The Design Review Commission rendered its decision at the 
November 1, 2018 meeting and denied the revised design in the application for Design Review 
(DR18-01R). 
 
This decision was appealed (AP18-05) to the City Council on November 13, 2018 by Mark 
Hollander, Hollander Hospitality.  A public hearing on the appeal was held before the City Council on 
December 12, 2018 and City Council closed the public hearing and rendered a decision at the 
December 20, 2018 meeting.  The City Council reversed the Design Review Commission’s decision, 
adopted Findings of Fact and conclusions of law, and ordered that Design Review Permit (DR18-
01R) as Appealed (AP18-05) be approved.  The City Council reversed the Historic Landmark’s 
decision, adopted Findings of Fact and conclusions of law and ordered that New Construction 
Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) be approved. 
 
With the final approvals of the permits on December 20, 2018, the applicant had two years 
(December 20, 2020) to complete “substantial construction” or obtain an extension to the approved 
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permits.  On April 22, 2020, the applicant submitted a request for a one-year extension to December 
20, 2021 of approved Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New 
Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04).  The extension was processed as an 
Administrative Permit pursuant to Section 9.100.B.1.a and was denied on June 18, 2020.  The 
primary basis of the denial was that the Development Code has been amended and the permits as 
approved are not in compliance with the new Code sections in accordance with Permit Extension 
criteria 9.100.B.1.b.  Throughout Section 9.100.B.2 the Astoria Development Code provides that the 
granting authority “may” allow a permit extension. The use of this word provides the City discretion 
in granting any extension request.  The City Council has made significant code changes relative to 
design, size, and location of any new construction in the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone where this 
project is located.   
 
A Notice of Appeal was submitted by Hollander Hospitality on July 2, 2020.  The appeal asks that 
the Administrative decision be overturned based on the following issues:  Specific criteria appealed 
are Development Code Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of 
Discretion”.  The appellant notes the following as the basis of the appeal:  “decision is arbitrary and 
capricious in that it provides no basis for the denial on discretionary grounds”; progress has been 
made on the project; and “Exercise of Discretion” is not a criteria for permit extension review. 
 
The appeal hearing is limited to the Permit Extension criteria listed in Section 9.100 and should not 
include discussion concerning the design or issues raised during the original hearings on the 
proposal. 
 
A record of the Permit Extension Request and Appeal is attached.  Revised findings of facts, as well 
as additional public comments are included in the packet. A public hearing on the Appeal of the 
Administrative decision has been advertised and is scheduled for the August 6, 2020, City Council 
meeting at 6:00 pm.  
 
Appeal Procedures 
 
Article 9.040.G.1, Review Body Decision, states that “Upon review, the reviewing body may affirm, 
reverse, or modify the decision of the lower body or staff.” 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council hold a public hearing on the appeal, review new testimony, 
and consider the Administrative denial of the one-year Permit Extension Request for approved 
Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New Construction Permit 
(NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04). The City Council will need to adopt applicable Findings of Fact 
which include the basis of their decision. Should the City Council deny the appeal which would deny 
the permit extension, the findings of fact to support the decision are attached. Should Council 
approve the appeal which would grant a one-year extension to the two permits, staff recommends 
continuing final deliberation to the August 17, 2020 City Council meeting at 7:00 pm so new findings 
of fact can be prepared.  
 
    By:           
      Rosemary Johnson, Planning Consultant 
 
 
    Through:            
      Megan Letherman, Community Development Director 
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STAFF REPORT AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
July 29, 2020   
 
TO:  MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
 
FROM: ROSEMARY JOHNSON, PLANNING CONSULTANT 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL (AP20-02) BY HOLLANDER HOSPITALITY OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE 

DENIAL OF THE EXTESION REQUESTS FOR DESIGN REVIEW REQUEST 
(DR18-01R) AS APPEALED (AP18-03) AND HISTORIC NEW CONSTRUCTION 
PERMIT (NC18-01) AS APPEALED (AP18-04) TO CONSTRUCT A FOUR 
STORY HOTEL AT 1 2ND STREET 

 
I. SUMMARY 
 
 A. Appellant:  Hollander Properties LLC 
    Mark Hollander 

119 North Commercial Street # 165 
Bellingham WA 98225 
 

 B. Owner:  Hollander Properties LLC 
    Fair Whether LLC 

119 North Commercial Street # 165 
Bellingham WA 98225 
 

 C. Location: 1 2nd Street Tax Lots 11800 & 11900; Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, Block 1, 
McClure; and Map T8N R9W Section 7DB, Tax Lots 1300, 1400, 
1501, 1700;  Unplatted lots fronting on Block 1, Hinman’s Astoria 

 
 D. Classification: New construction within the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone requiring 

DRC review, and adjacent to site designated as historic requiring 
review by HLC 

 
 E. Proposal:  One-year extension to December 20, 2021 of approved Design 

Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic 
New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) to 
construct a new four-story hotel 

 
 F. Zone: C-3 Zone (General Commercial), Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO), 

Flood Hazard Overlay (FHO), and CRESO Zone 
 

 G. 120 Days: Application deemed complete on April 24, 2020.  The 120-day period 
ends on August 24, 2020. 
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II. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

A. Administrative.

Public notice was mailed to all property owners within 250 feet of the property
pursuant to Section 9.020 on May 5, 2020. A notice of public hearing was
published in the Astorian on May 9, 2020.  No comments were received within the
20-day notice period.

B. City Council.

Public notice was mailed to all parties of record pursuant to Section 9.020 on July
14, 2020. A notice of public hearing was published in the Astorian on August 1,
2020.  On-site notice pursuant to Section 9.020.D was posted July 27, 2020.

Public comments received prior to packet distribution are included in the packet,
additional comments received will be made available at the City Council meeting.

III. BACKGROUND

A. Site.

The subject property is located on
the north side of Marine Drive south
of the shoreline and trolley right-of-
way, between vacated 1st Street,
and west of 2nd Street.

B. Original Permits.

The original application was subject to review by the Design Review Committee
and the Historic Landmarks Commission.

Public hearings were held on June 25, 2018 before the Design Review
Commission (DR18-01) and the Historic Landmarks Commission (NC18-01).  The
Design Review Commission rendered a decision on July 10, 2018 to deny the
application for Design Review (DR18-01). The Historic Landmarks Commission
also rendered a decision at their July 10, 2018 meeting, denying New Construction
(NC18-01).

On July 25, 2018, the applicant appealed both denials to the Astoria City Council.
A public hearing was held before the City Council on August 23, 2018 and a
decision was rendered at the August 23, 2018 City Council meeting. The City
Council reversed the Historic Landmarks denial and tentatively approved NC18-01
as Appealed (AP18-04).  City Council delayed the final New Construction permit
decision until the final Design Review permit decision.  The City Council remanded

Site 
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the Design Review Commission’s decision for denial of DR18-01 as Appealed 
(AP18-03) based upon a revised design submitted by the applicant.  
 
A public hearing was held before the Design Review Commission on October 9, 
2018 to consider the applicant’s revised design. The Design Review Commission 
rendered its decision at the November 1, 2018 meeting and denied the revised 
design in the application for Design Review (DR18-01R). 
 
This decision was appealed (AP18-05) to the City Council on November 13, 2018 
by Mark Hollander, Hollander Hospitality.  A public hearing on the appeal was held 
before the City Council on December 12, 2018 and City Council closed the public 
hearing and rendered a decision at the December 20, 2018 meeting. 
 
The City Council reversed the Design Review Commission’s decision, adopted 
Findings of Fact and conclusions of law, and ordered that Design Review Permit 
(DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-05) be approved.  The City Council reversed the 
Historic Landmark’s decision, adopted Findings of Fact and conclusions of law, 
and ordered that New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) be 
approved. 

 
 C. Permit Extension. 
 
 On April 22, 2020, the applicant submitted a request for a one-year extension of 

approved Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic 
New Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04).  The extension was 
processed as an Administrative Permit pursuant to Section 9.100.B.1.a and was 
denied on June 18, 2020.  The applicant appealed the denial decision on July 2, 
2020. 

 
 D. Specific Criteria Appealed. 
 

Specific criteria appealed are Development Code Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 
9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of Discretion”.  The appellant notes the 
following as the basis of the appeal:  “decision is arbitrary and capricious in that it 
provides no basis for the denial on discretionary grounds”; progress has been 
made on the project; and “Exercise of Discretion” is not a criteria for permit 
extension review. 
 

IV. APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
 A. Section 9.100.A, Time Limit on Permits, Duration of Permits, states: 
 
  “1. Except as otherwise provided in this Code, a permit shall expire two years 

from the date of Final Decision unless substantial construction has taken 
place or use has begun.  However, extensions for permits may be granted 
as provided in this section.  A permit remains valid, if a timely request for 

23L-81



extension has been filed, until an extension is granted or denied with the 
following limitations: 
a. Any work completed by the applicant after the date the permit would

have expired, but for the extension request, is at the applicant’s own
risk; and

b. Any work completed after the date the permit would have expired
shall not be considered in determining if substantial construction has
been completed until a permit extension has been granted; and

c. No additional building and/or use permits associated with the permit
may be issued until an extension has been granted.”

Section 1.400, Definitions, states “SUBSTANTIAL CONSTRUCTION:  Physical
alteration of the land and/or building to an extent that there is obvious progress 
toward completion of the project as follows:  For new construction, it shall include 
walls extending up from grade level; for existing buildings, it shall include issuance 
of a building permit with inspections for work equal to or greater than 25% of the 
value of the project as indicated on the building permit; and if no building permit is 
required, proof that site work equal to or greater than 25% of the value of the 
project has been completed.  Land value and permit costs shall not be included in 
the calculation for value of construction completed.”

Finding:  Appellant does not contend that substantial construction has occurred. 
The permits were approved by the City Council on appeal on December 20, 2018 
and expire on December 20, 2020 unless “substantial construction” exists or an 
extension is granted.  No building permits have been issued, no walls have been 
constructed, and “site work equal to or greater than 25% of the project value has
not been completed.”  

B. Section 9.100.B, Permit Extensions, states “Permit extension may be granted for
all land use permits.  Extensions may also be granted for time limits applicable to
non-conforming buildings and/or non-conforming uses located over water between
16th and approximately 54th Streets as described in Sections 3.180.D and
3.190.F.  One-year extensions may be granted in accordance with the
requirements of this Section as follows:

1. Section 9.100.B.1, Permit Extensions, Permit Extension Time Limit, states:
“a. The Community Development Director may grant the first one-year 

permit extension. 

b. Following the first one-year permit extension by the Community
Development Director, the original granting authority may grant
subsequent one-year extensions.  Temporary Use Permit extensions
may be granted by the Community Development Director as a Type
II permit.

c. No more than three permit extensions may be granted.  No
variances may be granted from this provision.  Temporary Use
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Permit extensions are exempt from this requirement and may exceed 
the three extensions limitation. 

 
  d. This Ordinance shall apply to all permit extensions requested after 

the date of enactment regardless of the date of the original permit 
Final Decision.  If a permit has been granted extensions prior to 
adoption of this Ordinance, subsequent extension requests shall be 
reviewed by the granting authority.  Three additional extensions may 
be granted.” 

 
  Finding:  The applicant submitted the first permit extension request which 

was reviewed administratively by the Community Development Director. 
 
  2. Section 9.100.B.2, Permit Extensions, Permit Extension Criteria, states:  

“The granting authority may grant a permit extension upon written findings 
that the request complies with the following: 

 
   “a. The project proposal has not been modified in such a manner as to 

conflict with the original findings of fact for approval; and” 
 
    Finding:  The project proposal has not been modified from the 

approved proposal.  This criteria is met. 
 
   “b. The proposed project does not conflict with any changes to the 

Comprehensive Plan or Development Code which were adopted 
since the last permit expiration date” 

 
    Finding: As this section refers to code changes made since the last 

permit expiration date, and this permit has not yet expired, this 
criteria has been met.   

 
However, following approval of this project in December 2018 the 
City Council approved two sets of code amendments making 
significant changes to the Astoria Development Code in the Bridge 
Vista Overlay Zone where this project is located.  On July 1, 2019.  

 
On July 1, 2019, Amendment (A19-01A) was approved and made 
the following code changes: 
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Code 
Section 

Code Designation Change 

1.400 Definitions Amend: add graphic to Adjacent; “Standards” to say 
standards not guidelines ; Building Mass, Gross Floor Area, 
Design Review, Granting Authority; 

1.400 Definitions Add definitions for:  Gross Floor Area (exclude garages), 
Historic Building, Historic Site, Historic Object, Historic 
Structure 

14.002 
14.055 
14.060 
14.100 
14.113 
14.115.I 
14.133 

Conflict between Sections Remove “conflict between Sections” from individual sections 
and change to “conflict between Articles” so that Overlay 
Zones control over base zone requirements; add that more 
stringent provision in Article 14 shall control; CGO, BVO, 
NGO; add section on conflict when reviewing adjacent 
historic “structures”

14.115.B Building Style, BVO Reformat to separate standard for all uses, standards for 
non-industrial uses, guidelines for new construction, and 
guidelines for existing buildings; clarify that mass and scale 
of entire building is reviewed; add facade variation standard 
for non-industrial uses with additional design features; clarify 
how mass and scale should be considered and which 
buildings to compare; add facade variation standard for non-
industrial uses with additional design features;  

3.075.A.2 Exception to Building 
Height Limitations 

Amend to clarify additional non-essential areas not exempt 
from height limitation; add that height is limited to minimal 
height required for exempt feature 

On October 21, 2019, Amendment (A19-01B) was approved and 
made the following code changes: 

Code 
Section 

Code Designation Change 

14.001 Definitions Add “Height, Top of Bank” and “View Corridor”

14.113.A Standards for On-Land 
Development, BVO 

Amend to allow 28’ height with no variance; exception to 35’ 
with public access provided with standards for the access 

14.113.D Building Size, On-Land Amend to allow 30,000 sqft for each building; add exception 
for proposed Plan Districts; no FAR 

14.113.B.4 Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Add 10’ side setback on one side of property

14.113.E Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Amend to require north-south building orientation 

14.113.F Standards for On-Land 
Development 

Add maximum 50% lot coverage 

The design as originally approved conflicts with the following 
amended code sections, and possibly others: 
a. Building has an east-west orientation and does not have the

required north-south building orientation (14.113.E);
b. The height of the mid-point of the highest pitched roof would

be 44.5’ based on Development Code Section 1.400 on
definition of Building Height and does not meet the maximum
28’ or optional 35’ allowable height (14.113.A);
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c. Four-story rectangular shaped building with single plane walls
does not meet the facade variation requirement (14.115.4);

d. Conflict between code sections was clarified so the more
stringent codes would apply (14.002);

e. “Base, Middle, and Top of Building” design requirement would
need to be reviewed for compliance (14.115.2.b);”

“c. The applicant has demonstrated that progress has been made on 
the project since the date of the original decision on the permit with 
regard to items such as, but not limited to:   
1) Submittal of permit applications to City, State and Federal

agencies;
2) Contracts for geologic or other site specific reports have been

signed and are in effect;
3) Project site and/or building engineering, architectural design,

or construction has begun.”

Finding:  The applicant submitted a Joint Permit application to the 
Army Corps of Engineers and Division of State Lands to the City for 
Land Use Compatibility (LUCS) review dated May 9, 2018 and 
received by the City on May 10, 2018.  The initial public hearings 
before the HLC and DRC were held on June 25, 2018 and decisions 
rendered to deny the permits on July 10, 2018. Those decisions 
were appealed by the applicant and the City Council rendered a final 
decision to approve the permits on December 20, 2018.  The City 
signed the LUCS on 6-4-18 that additional review was required and 
that the applications had been submitted.  Staff noted that 
“Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and land use requires 
review and approval by the City’s Design Review Committee, and 
Historic Landmarks Commission; both review design and if the 
proposed development is in compliance with the Comprehensive 
Plan.  A grading and erosion control permit from Public Works is also 
required for the planter (and hotel) development.  See attached 
memo re: an impact assessment.” 

The appellant has stated that the City denied the permit application 
delaying its processing. However, as of May 10, 2018 the building 
design had not been reviewed by staff, nor approved by the 
appropriate bodies. The City did not deny the application; it was not 
possible for City staff to act upon this request in May 2018 without 
Design Review and Historic Landmarks approval.   

Appellant re-submitted a LUCS review on April 27, 2020. The City 
signed the application as “Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
and land use regulations” on July 17, 2020 noting that “Permits are
valid and subject to a potential extension. Set to expire 12-20-20. 
(NC18-01 & DR18-01R)”.  The LUCS was signed and the Joint 
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Permit application can continue to be processed.  The appellant has 
not submitted an application for a building permit, grading permit, 
geologic reports any other permit applications indicating that  
progress has been made on this project.  This criteria has not been 
met. 

“d. In lieu of compliance with Section 2.c above, the applicant may 
demonstrate that poor economic conditions exist in the market that 
would advise against proceeding with the project.”

Finding:  The appellant has cited the COVID-19 pandemic as 
evidence of poor economic conditions that would advise against 
proceeding with the project.  Certain restrictions have been placed 
on transient lodging in the City as a result of the pandemic.  
However, these restrictions were imposed March 22, 2020, 15 
months after Appellant’s design was approved (12-20-18). During 
those months, other than the LUCS noted above, Applicant did not 
submit any permit applications or plans to the City in order to 
proceed with the hotel project other than the LUCS which the City 
signed as noted above.  The City finds that the economic effects of 
the pandemic are temporary.  The fact that two other hotel operators 
have obtained building permits in 2020 and are in the process of 
construction, provides evidence that economic conditions in the 
Astoria hotel market do not advise against proceeding with this 
project. 

The appellant has stated that the City did not provide “evidentiary
support” for the conclusion that economic conditions would not 
warrant delay of construction during the pandemic.  The appellant 
has not provided any evidentiary support to the contrary.  Lacking 
evidence for either assertion, the issue of “poor economic conditions”
could be interpreted either way.  Appellant has not demonstrated that 
the provisions of Section 9.100.B.2.d excuse compliance with 
Section 9.100.B.2.c. 

Finding:  Section 9.100.B.2 allows the City discretion to grant a permit 
extension only if the Appellant can establish that the conditions described in 
Section 9.100.B.2 a. b. and c. have been met or establish that Section 
9.100.B.2 d. excepts compliance with Section 9.100.B.2 c.  As described 
above, Appellant has not demonstrated compliance with Section 9.100.B.2 
c. or that Section 9.100.B.2 d provides an exception to compliance with that
section.  Therefore, Appellants application must be denied.

However, even if compliance with these sections had been established, 
allowing a permit extension is not required by the Astoria Development 
Code.  Throughout Section 9.100.B.2 the Astoria Development Code 
provides that the granting authority “may” allow a permit extension. The use 
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of this word provides the City discretion in granting any extension request.  
As noted above the City Council has made significant code changes 
relative to design, size, and location of any new construction in the Bridge 
Vista Overlay Zone where this project is located.  These changes, as they 
apply to this project, warrant further design and historic review.  Coupled 
with Appellant’s failure to advance this project for over 16 months (12-18 to 
4-20), these changes warrant denial of this request for a permit extension.

D. Section 9.100.B.4, Appeals, states “The decision concerning a permit extension
may be appealed.  Appeals shall be made in accordance with Administrative
Procedures in Article 9.  Appeals on permit extensions shall be limited to the
issues relevant to the permit extension criteria only and not to issues relevant to
the original permit approval.”

Finding:  Specific criteria appealed by the appellant are Development Code
Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of
Discretion”.  The appellant notes the following as the basis of the appeal:
“decision is arbitrary and capricious in that it provides no basis for the denial on
discretionary grounds”; progress has been made on the project; and “Exercise of
Discretion” is not a criteria for permit extension review.

As noted in the Findings above, the applicant has not met all of the criteria to
warrant a permit extension.  Other issues relative to the project including any
specific design review are not subject to review or discussion during the permit
extension appeal hearing.

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the Findings of Fact above, the City Council upholds the Administrative
decision to deny the Permit Extension Request by Hollander Hospitality for approved
Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New
Construction Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04).
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A19-01A 
CODE AMENDMENT SYNOPSIS 

7-1-19

Code Section Code Designation Change 

1.400 Definitions Amend: add graphic to Adjacent; “Standards” to 
say standards not guidelines ; Building Mass, 
Gross Floor Area, Design Review, Granting 
Authority; 

1.400 Definitions Add definitions for:  Gross Floor Area (exclude 
garages), Historic Building, Historic Site, Historic 
Object, Historic Structure 

14.001 Definitions Add definition for:  River Trail 
1.045 Number and Gender Add section for number & gender neutral words 
14.095 Uses Prohibited for 

Overwater 
Development 

Amend title to clarify also for shoreland zones 

1.101 
1.103 
1.105 
1.120 
9.015.3 

Commissions; 
Admistration 

Change name of Design Review Committee to 
Commission 

1.101 
1.103 

Commissions Change responsibilities of Design Review 
Committee to include all design review except 
Article 6, Historic 

14.100.C Uses Prohibited for 
On-Land 
Development 

Add to see 14.095.B for shoreland zone prohibited 
uses. 

14.002 
14.055 
14.060 
14.100 
14.113 
14.115.I 
14.133 

Conflict between 
Sections 

Remove “conflict between Sections” from 
individual sections and change to “conflict 
between Articles” so that Overlay Zones control 
over base zone requirements; add that more 
stringent provision in Article 14 shall control; CGO, 
BVO, NGO; add section on conflict when 
reviewing adjacent historic “structures”

14.015.C 
14.040.C 
14.090.A 
14.131.D 
6.070.C 

Applicability and 
Review Procedures 

Put design review of overlay zones relative to 
“adjacent” historic structure under HLC and then 
DRC would only review if historic structure is not 
“adjacent”; GO, BVO, NGO, CGO

14.040.A 
14.131.B 

Applicable criteria for 
design review 

Clarify that must comply with all design standards 
to be reviewed administratively or need to go to 
DRC; CGO, NGO 

14.015.C 
14.040.C 
14.090.A 
14.131.D 

Applicability and 
Review Procedures 

Put design review of overlay zones relative to 
“adjacent” historic structure under HLC and then 
DRC would only review if historic structure is not 
“adjacent”; GO, BVO, NGO, CGO 

30L-88



Code Section Code Designation Change 

6.070.C 
14.060.B 
14.113.B.1.a 

Setbacks, On-Land Clarify that the N/S view corridor only applies to 
the half on each side of the street centerline; add 
graphic; CGO, BVO 

14.060.C.2 Stepbacks, On-Land Add that balconies and fixed awnings shall not 
encroach into stepback; CGO 

14.115.G.3 Awnings, BVO Add awnings not encroach into stepback area 
14.030.F Design Standards 

GOZ 
Add “Exterior Lighting” to match other sections; 
add window details used by DRC and written into 
other sections; add exterior wall siding detail used 
by DRC and written into other sections 

14.065.A.2.b Residential window 
design, CGO 

Clarify that garage windows count toward window 
percentage; rearrange wording 

14.115.B Building Style, BVO Reformat to separate standard for all uses, 
standards for non-industrial uses, guidelines for 
new construction, and guidelines for existing 
buildings; clarify that mass and scale of entire 
building is reviewed; add facade variation standard 
for non-industrial uses with additional design 
features; clarify how mass and scale should be 
considered and which buildings to compare; add 
facade variation standard for non-industrial uses 
with additional design features; 

3.075.A.2 Exception to Building 
Height Limitations 

Amend to clarify additional non-essential areas not 
exempt from height limitation; add that height is 
limited to minimal height required for exempt 
feature 

3.075.A.4 Exception to Building 
Height Limitations 

Add limitations to additions and prohibit signs on 
exempt height features 

8.050.12 Prohibited Signs Add that signs are prohibited on building height 
exempt features 

14.075.A.1 
14.075.A.2 
14.120.A. 
14.120.B 
14.138.A 

Landscaping Clarify requirements for riparian shoreline areas 
south of River Trail; CGO; BVO; NGO 

14.138.B.1 Landscaping, NGO Add Section B.1 which was erroneously omitted 
from the original document 

14.075.A.3.a 
14.120.C.4 

Landscaping, street 
trees 

Change maximum height of street trees on north-
south streets to 35’; CGO, BVO

2.900.11 
2.972.11 
2.981.10 
2.992.10 

Other Applicable Use 
Standards 

Amend to add reference  to CGO; MH, HR, LS, 
AH-MP 

2.992.12 
2.992.13 
14.030.F 

Other Applicable Use 
Standards 

Add to clarify what overlay sections apply to AH-
MP 
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Code Section Code Designation Change 

14.055.E 
14.060.D 
14.070.A.1 
2.095.10 
2.415.13 
2.590.10 
2.615.9 
2.860.10 

Other Applicable Use 
Standards; 
Development 
Standards and 
Procedural 
Requirements 

Add that NGO applies; R-2, C-3, IN, A-3, A-4 

2.415.11 
2.485.13 
2.515.13 
2.540.12 
2.565.10 
2.665.11 
2.715.10 

Other Applicable Use 
Standards; 
Development 
Standards and 
Procedural 
Requirements 

Add that CGO applies; C-3, GI, A-1, A-2, A-2A, S-
1, S-2A 

2.415.12 
2.515.14 
2.540.13 
2.656.11 
2.690.12 

Other Applicable Use 
Standards; 
Development 
Standards and 
Procedural 
Requirements 

Add that BVO applies; C-3, A-1, A-2, A-2A, S-2 

7.100 Minimum Parking 
Space Requirements 

Add that “gross floor area” used for parking 
calculation does not include outdoor storage areas 
but does include outdoor seating areas 

14.114 Residential Design 
Standards - BVO 

Add clear and objective standards for 
administrative review of residential design 
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A19-01B - CODE AMENDMENT SYNOPSIS 
Issues were split from A19-01A 

10-25-19

Part B - Height and Gross Square Footage 

Code Section Code Designation Change 

14.001 Definitions Add “Height, Top of Bank” and “View Corridor”

14.113.A Standards for On-
Land Development, 
BVO 

Amend to allow 28’ height with no variance; 
exception to 35’ with public access provided with 
standards for the access 

14.113.D Building Size, On-
Land 

Amend to allow 30,000 sqft for each building; add 
exception for proposed Plan Districts; no FAR 

14.124 
14.125 
14.126 

Port Plan District; 
BVO 

Change allowable uses option; add sunset clause; 
allow amendment of Pedestrian Oriented Overlay 
boundaries; require written justification with 
proposed plan; in future Port of Astoria West 
Mooring Basin Plan District 

14.127 
14.128 
14.129 

Astoria Warehousing 
Plan District; BVO 

Add sunset clause; require written justification with 
proposed plan; in future Astoria Warehousing Plan 
District 

14.113.B.1.d Standards for On-
Land Development 

Add 70’ wide Basin and Bay Street view corridors 

14.113.B.4 Standards for On-
Land Development 

Add 10’ side setback on one side of property

14.113.E Standards for On-
Land Development 

Amend to require north-south building orientation 

14.113.F Standards for On-
Land Development 

Add maximum 50% lot coverage 
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COMMENTS ON THE FAIRFIELD HOTEL 
Inbox x

Carissa Conklin <carissaconklin@gmail.com> 
 

10:59 AM (3 
hours ago) 

 
 

to me 

 
 

Good Morning, 

I hope this email finds you well. I have been informed that The Fairfield Hotel group is 
asking for an extension on their building permit for their riverwalk project. I am writing in 
opposition of their request. I was born and raised in Astoria, Oregon and am adamant 
that the integrity of Astoria is being exploited every time a corporation is let in to our 
community. 

I used to walk the riverwalk with my mother every single day after school and I can't 
begin to imagine how much more will change to our beautiful waterfront by having a 
three story building built right on the path. I also strongly believe that it would create 
major flows to traffic congestion that is already so terrible during the tourist season. We 
have so many hotels already in this community - some of which I was also not excited 
for - that it is ridiculous to say that we need another one. 

This community is being swallowed up by tourism. In the midst of a pandemic tourism 
has not wavered and their selfishness is more apparent than ever. I strongly urge the 
council to take into account that this hotel is not good for Astoria. Astorians are getting 
tired of our town changing. Being a homeowner here I feel that my tax dollars don't hold 
too much weight in being listened to - over an out of towner that barely gives a dollar to 
our community and continues to use and abuse many of my friends that are local 
business owners. 

I know that most of my opinions stem from emotion so I am unsure how useful they will 
be, but I wanted to be sure that I did what I felt was right, which was to write in favor of 
keeping the Fairfield Hotel group out of our small town! 

Thank you so much, 

Sincerely, 

Carissa Conklin 
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Comments regarding Appeal 20-02 
Inbox x

Christopher Farrrar 
 

11:13 AM (3 
hours ago) 

 
 

to bfryer@astoria.or.us, me 

 
 

Dear Barbara Fryer, City Planner 
Please provide my comments below, to the City Council for the August 6th hearing. for Appeal 20-02. 
Thank You. 

Comments to Astoria City Council regarding Appeal 20-02 

At this time, I am neither in favor of nor against granting an extension to the permits for construction of a 
hotel by Hollander Hospitality at 1 2nd Street in Astoria.  As I was in December 2018, I am today opposed 
to having a four-story hotel built at this site along the Riverwalk in the City’s Bridge Vista Planning 
area.  But this appeal isn't over allowing the hotel to be built, it is simply about allowing more time to 
complete the project. 

Whether or not to grant an extension in time to finish the hotel project turns on two points:  1) Has 
substantial work been completed before the December 20, 2020 deadline? and 2)  Are economic 
conditions sufficiently unfavorable that a one-year extension is reasonable?  On the first point the City 
Community Development Director and the project developer have a difference of opinion.  If the 
developer can provide proof of completed substantial work, then an extension should be granted.  An 
additional five months are available for the developer to meet this requirement, so is an extension 
necessary at this time?   Point two, economic conditions – there is no question that these are difficult 
times for businesses and the economy.  In fact the future of hotels and tourism are quite uncertain.  But 
allowing a derelict property to remain for years in a prominent location within our tourism oriented 
planning area blights our community and creates a negative impact for existing businesses in the 
area.   Economic considerations should consider the effects on the neighborhood around the project 
site.  I look forward to a thorough discussion of the legal issues and on the pros and cons of providing 
additional time to construct this huge river view-blocking monstrosity. 

I plan to join you August 6th. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher Farrar 

Astoria, Oregon 
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Barbara Fryer 
 

1:19 PM (1 
hour ago) 

 
 

 to me, Megan, Tiffany 

From: Terrie Bay Powers [mailto:trrbaypowers@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 10:57 AM 
To: Barbara Fryer <BFryer@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: 

*****EXTERNAL SENDER*****

Dear Council Members.   I am writing to urge you to vote to uphold the denial for an 
extension for Hollander Hospitality and the proposed Fairfield Inn in Astoria. 
Nothing has been done on the site at all.  Evidently, none of the required permits have 
been applied for. 
The economic “hardship” stated by their attorney in view of COVID 19 isn’t valid since 
nothing was done prior to the lockdowns and repercussions brought about by COVID 
restrictions.  In addition other hotels have managed to work on their  developments and 
– let’s face it – Marriott is not going to go bankrupt, nor is Mark Hollander going to go
bankrupt by building this hotel.
Since the initial plan, building codes have changed in that area and I urge any
extensions to hold the developer to the new plan.  It is reasonable and since the
developer is not planning to do anything before the extension date in December, they
should be held to current code.  They did not meet the plan or the goals and now want
the city – again – to make allowances for their lack of followthrough.
Please do not allow the threat of their big city attorneys to dissuade you from upholding
the decision to deny their extension.  These people have made too many promises and
have lied and obscured the truth too many times.
Sincerely, Terrie Powers

79L-137

mailto:trrbaypowers@gmail.com
mailto:BFryer@astoria.or.us


#1 Thoughts on Hollander Hospitality appeal & Fairfield Inn and Sites 
for the City Council 

George Hague 
 

9:30 AM (20 
minutes ago) 

 
 

to me, Barbara, jbenoit@astoria.or.us, Megan 
 

Dear Council members,  July 30, 2020 

I strongly support Megan Leatherman’s decision to deny Hollander Hospitality an extension for 
their Fairfield Inn & Suites.  I hope this process doesn’t again become attorneys taking over the
discussion which results in the council majority not supporting City staff and not listening/hearing 
the public. 

If discretion was not part of the process, then they could have accomplished this with one 
computer commuting with another.  In fact why even have an application process for an 
extension, if there is no need for human involvement in the process except to file the 
paperwork?  

 “Permit extensions may be granted” is how 9.100.A.1 & B reads - Not will be granted. 

The project was approved on a 3-2 on December12, 2018 vote with less than six months prior to 
the Bridge Vista Overlay (BVO) first vote.  His efforts to push this massive project forward prior 
to the BVO's more restrictive height/mass requirements were successful.  It was as if then he 
sat back and took a deep breath which included much of the last 19 month — COVID 19’s
impacts have only been felt during five of those months. 

The developer’s attorney, Steven Hultberg, must have been so concerned with the lack of 
progress that they could show on the project that he wrote more than 100 words in his letter of 
April 17, 2020 about how COVID was a significant reason for so little progress.  I believe Megan 
Leatherman’s response to this reasoning was excellent and their response in the appeal was 
significantly lacking. 

It very sad that in the developers explanation of “everything" he believes he has accomplished 
towards moving the project forward, that there is nothing about maintaining the project site to 
look more acceptable to those who live in Astoria.  I have known some developers who let 
properties go down hill — as is being done here — so decision makers are more agreeable to 
approving almost anything to make the site look better.  This developer continues to Disrespect 
Astoria well after this problem has been strongly and continuely pointed out to him. 

The developer’s appeals need to be denied and our City staff supported. 

I will follow this letter with a couple of old Astorian letters to the editor and two of my December 
2018 emails to council members.  I hope you will find time to read them — even though the 
developer and the attorneys will say they should have no bearing on your vote. 

I strongly believe this project doesn’t fit one of your council goals shown under my name.

Stay safe, 
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George (MIck) Hague 

1. Astoria City Council Goals

•Maintain Astoria’s unique character in Council decisions, including
those involving zoning, growth and economic development. 
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#2 Thoughts on Hollander Hospitality appeal & Fairfield Inn and 
Sites for the City Council & Hotel Letter to the Editor 12/18/2018 
& 7/23/2020 

George Hague 
 

9:31 AM (21 
minutes ago) 

 
 

to me, Barbara, jbenoit@astoria.or.us, Megan 

Please read the Letter to the Editor which represent the feelings of many soon 
after the Fairfield Inn & Suites was approved on a 3-2 vote in December 2018.  

A trust broken 
The Astoria City Council meeting on Dec. 12, to hear public comment on Hollander’s request
for a four-story hotel on our waterfront, was a disturbing event. 
Astoria residents jammed the room and expressed concern over this permanent huge 
structure that will block views, and change forever the look and feel of a popular part of the 
Riverwalk. Some council members expressed confusion over the wording of the code. They 
zig-zagged up and down, round and round, and then ended up allowing this huge 
development. 
I had assumed council members would be especially careful with such a permanent alteration. 
Their confusion had left room to listen to the residents of Astoria sitting there clearly in 
opposition. Sadly, those voices were discounted as they made their final decision approving 
this unpopular over-sized development. 
People who live here know what the river means to Astoria. No code is necessary to tell us. It 
was a shameful outcome. The council members who ignored the wishes of the audience may 
want to hide their faces when in public … a trust broken. They will be remembered. LYNNE
FARRAR Astoria (Daily Astorian 12/18/2018) 

The following July 23, 2020 Letter to the Editor was written about the hotel 
developer’s lack of respect for our City.

Do your job 
Open letter to the Astoria City Council: Developer Mark Hollander spent an absolute fortune 
fighting to tie up the former Ship Inn restaurant property for a future four-story hotel. 
When the council granted him the permit, you told your citizens that the council’s hands were
tied, and you had no choice, because his plan fell within the zoning ordinance for the property. 
Does the zoning ordinance have anything to say about leaving a property looking abandoned, 
and a blight on the face of the city, for month after month and year after year? 
Council, do your job, stand up to his powerhouse lawyers and get this property cleaned up, 
and get a great big cash deposit — not a bond — that you can access to make sure it remains 
presentable until the Tower of Fairfield is completed … if ever. 
Astoria has had plenty of big spenders letting property go to you know where. Enough is 
enough. 
LARRYALLEN Astoria 
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#3 * Thoughts on Hollander Hospitality appeal & Fairfield Inn and Sites for the City Council & 
December 4, email 

George Hague 
 

9:32 AM (21 
minutes ago) 

 
 
 

to me, Barbara, jbenoit@astoria.or.us, Megan 
 

Good afternoon Council members,                                              December 4, 2018 

  

Re: Fairfield Hotel appeal  

  

I hope you will deny the appeal for some of the reasons you will read in this letter and from others. 

The following quote is from the staff report on the Urban Core Plan for the Planning Commission. 

  

“(Older) Bridge Vista Approach 

 

In the BVO Zone, the gross floor area of on-land commercializes is limited to 30,000 square feet.  This 

number was chosen because 30,000 sq feet is the approximate size of a small grocery store.”(page 19 of 

19 Draft Urban Core Code Amendments #1B of Planning Commission staff report) 

   

The Fairfield Hotel’s 29,614 sq feet is too massive for this site.  All you have to do is look at their parking 

plan to realize every piece of asphalt must be used to meet its requirement for guests — but none is 

required or provided for their 25-35 employees (Daily Astorian numbers).  They even use the spots most 

of us use for Josephson’s Smokehouse.  Not one square inch is left for any possible parking for a 

repurposed Stephanie’s Cabin.  The parking lot to the east is already mainly leased out to the State of 

Oregon and little is left for others.  Some believe the hotel will eventually use their guest breakfast area 

with its many seats and wonderful river views as well as outside dining for a lunch/diner destination 

which will require many more parking sites.  Solution = to reduce the scale and mass of the hotel. 

   

“Where the height of a building or building addition is proposed to exceed 24 feet, at least that portion of 

the building exceeding 24 feet, shall provide a setback of a least 10 feet from the front plane of the 

proposed building or building addition that faces the street or the River Trial.” (page 13 Ord No 15-03) 

  

As a retired Geometry teacher I can tell you the Fairfield Hotel doesn’t have a front plane facing the 

Riverwalk that justifies additional height.  They do their best to make sure their diagrams/pictures do not 

allow you to realize this.  If you allow this hotel’s additional height, it will be very sad when other 

developers learn from what this one did to gain your approval.  All they will have to do is put a garage on 

the first floor — which doesn’t count towards the maximum square footage — and then put two larger 

rooms (wings) at either end of the second floor with ten smaller rooms in-between them that do not form 

a front plane.  The only way for it to be even remotely considered a front plane is to use the10 second 

floor balconies as part of the hotel's square footage.  

  

Please do not allow this hotel to set the standard for balconies facing the Riverwalk.  If you do, then 

we could end up with balconies on both sides of the Riverwalk with mainly tourist using them. We could 

have woman enjoying the Riverwalk subject to catcalls from on high and we could all feel like we 

are walking a gauntlet. 

  

In a December 12, 2017 email to Mike Morgan, Blair Henningsgaard wrote in regards to this project that 

“I would say that balconies and decks do not count in the calculation of the gross horizontal floor area” 

“Not really a legal opinion - just the way I would interpret it.”  In my opinion they should be part of the 

square footage of the hotel.  You know they will charge more for the two end rooms on the third floor 

with decks greater than 133 sq ft versus the 10 rooms in-between with only 53 sq ft balconies which 

means they also consider it part of the room.  If, however, you do permit these awful balconies, you 
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must require them to be part of the hotels square footage.   The second floor balconies would then add 800 

square feet to the hotel’s total square footage which would put the hotel over the limit of 30,000 sq 

ft and the third floor balconies would add even more. 

You need to inform the developer that in your opinion he has a dilemma.  Since he does not have a 

front plane, he cannot add the additional height.  To even consider the hotel having a front plane he must 

include balconies/decks as part of the hotel's total sq footage, but that would put him well over the 30,000 

sq footage allowed. The solution = to reduce the scale and mass of the hotel. 

"14.115. DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES A. Applicability and Review. The following design 

standards and guidelines apply to all new construction or major renovation. 

2. Guidelines for All Uses.

a. Buildings should retain significant original characteristics of scale, massing, and building material

along street facades.

b. Additions to buildings should not deform or adversely affect the composition of the facade or be out of

scale with the building.

c. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship should be treated with sensitivity. All

buildings should be respected and recognized as products of their time.”

The Design Standards and Guidelines read that they will “apply to all new construction” which is 
differentiated from “major renovation”.  The next line reads “for All Uses”  Our City staff needs to hold 
to their position in their findings to the DRC and not let one person — even if it is our attorney — who is 
again supporting the developer.  "All new Construction" and "All Uses" must be more valid than 

any wording that might follow. 

While the impression is to use 2nd Street as the only “street facade” most Astorian’s would also consider 

the Riverwalk/trolley tracks as also deserving of that meaning in regards to this and other buildings. 

I hope you do not allow this developer to gain the right for additional height because others will use 
what he did to make a mockery of our standards along the Riverwalk.  If, however, you unfortunately do, 
then you need to also look for and demand more of the following in this massive development:  

a. Variations in wall cladding materials and patterns consistent with historic patterns are encouraged.

e. Architectural wall features such as belt courses, pilasters, and medallions are encouraged. (page

23 Ord No 15-03)

I know the developer will say he cannot pencil this out if he is not allowed to build this massive structure 

which does not fit these lots.  When he could not convince the service station and Josephson’s 

Smokehouse to sell as he expected, he decided to still move forward with his project.  It is not our 

fault he was not able to acquire all the land he wanted, but it is our responsibility to not let him 

overbuild the site and set unacceptable standards for future massive buildings.   

The solution = reduce the scale and mass of the building. 

Since this is getting a little long I will stop here, but may send you some shorter emails before your 

meeting. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this and I appreciate your service, George (MIck) Hague
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#4 Thoughts on Hollander Hospitality appeal & Fairfield Inn and Sites for the City 
Council December 11, 2018 

George Hague 
 

9:33 AM (22 
minutes ago) 

 
 

to me, Barbara, jbenoit@astoria.or.us, Megan 
 

Good afternoon/evening Council member,                     December 11, 2018  
The following points are ones I have mentioned at various times, but not to the 
City Council. They will have more value if you decide to have a “de novo” public hearing. 

Standard parking spaces are suppose to be 20 feet in length, but most of these are 17.5 feet 
because they are allowed 2.5 feet to overhang into the planters — hot radiators over very sad 
and eventually dead vegetation.  They therefore will not in reality meet their required landscape 
percentage with vegetation. 

Suggested design upgrades on 2nd Street should be required.  When the Ship Inn was open 
cars lined up behind a car waiting to make a left turn onto Marine Drive when all they wanted 
was a much easier right turn.  The single lane at the intersection must be changed to include a 
turn pocket —either left or right.  

The Bridge Vista Land Use and Development Objectives shows that this area 
should “Enhance Highway 30 right-of-way” (Page 39 Bridge Vista Plan).  I do not see how 
this is even on their radar for now or in the future.  They are currently planning to use all the 
area around Stephanie’s Cabin for either parking or vehicle right away for the proposed 
hotel.  The future of our City partially relies on making Highway 30 a good route and this section 
of the road needs to have the fullest right-of-way possible.  The City needs to require 
and acquire this from the project for future use. 

Their June proposal had a narrative on page 3 that allows them to be an “eating and
drinking establishment”. I could not find that in this proposal, but they do mention allowing
"associated uses".  The large breakfast bar area could easily be turned into a lunch and/or 
dinner facility later in the day.  The the size of the food preparation/kitchen area and the many 
eating places leads one to believe they will be back for a restaurant permit.  They have great 
views and a patio/terrace area that can hold more tables than is shown.  They cannot do that at 
this time because they are parking challenged.   They did buy the Ship Inn’s recipes and I am 
sure they hope to use them.   

I also could not find a picture they used last time that showed the 76 gasoline station as seen 
from the entrance of the hotel.  If you visit the site you will see a large propane tank, large 
garbage bin and large recycling bin on the station site very close to the hotel’s property 
line.  Nothing is being done to hide them with vegetation of sufficient height/width or anything 
else.  Some effort needs to be required — other than a few parked cars. 

The Daily Astorian article found below my name reads “the height of the building includes
digging down 3 feet into the site, as far as the company could go”.  This digging into the site 
brings up a question.  Chevron is comfortable leaving the parking lot east of 2nd Street capped 
with asphalt to prevent disturbance of the toxic material underneath.  As I walk the 
Riverwalk I continue to see people testing the oil/toxic plumes because 
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they have a history of moving west and towards the River.  Who has 
done their due diligence to make sure there is no oil/toxic plume below 
any part of the proposed site or moving in that direction 
which is just across 2nd Street from the property for which Chevron is 
responsible? I think this would be quite important no matter what, but 
especially if they are going to dig “down 3 feet” to implement their 
building design.  The City must question a hotel design that needs to 
do this, because Chevron’s plan is to just leave the parking lot capped 
to protect us from the toxicity underneath.  Chevron is currently cleaning 
up “hotspots” along the trolley tracks and next year in the river under the
ballast north of the capped parking lot. 

With taller and taller buildings in Astoria the City needs written solid waste/recycle 
guidelines.   There needs to be an opening so a person can access the bins without 
opening the doors which garbage trucks must use.  This usually keeps those doors closed 
until they are needed by the trash company.  Too often they are left partially open to allow 
people access. 

Is the building required to be prewired for solar?  Is the roof structure being required to be able 
to hold the maximum number of solar arrays?  How many parking spaces will be required to be 
able to charge electric cars? 
There is also another hotel proposal being mentioned in the Daily Astorian.  One of the concerns 
mentioned more than once has been Astoria’s need to upgrade it sewer treatment plant.  It 
appears a fix may allow us to continue with the current facility for awhile, but we need to begin 
acknowledging each time when we approve a project which shortens its life span.  The size of 
this hotel project is part of that determination.  As we continue to add more hotels which 
usually have Saturday nights as their busiest we need to know what can our sewer 
treatment plant handle when all our hotel rooms are fully booked at the same time.  Are we 
limiting our ability to provide more needed homes in the future because we have too many 
booked rooms?  I have heard more than once that a new 
sewer treatment plant could cost us $30 million to $40 million.  We cannot 
just keep approving projects without knowing how much it is reducing the 
life of our sewer plant when the projects are at their maximum 
capacity.  Documents before decision makers need to address a project’s
cumulative, direct/indirect and growth inducing impacts.  The City 
Council should also know if projects like this one are being charged 
extra for the future $40,000,000 sewer plant.  Other Cities do this, but I 
am not sure Astoria charges a significant amount for new projects to meet 
future major infrastructure needs.  If not, please initiate this important fee 
as soon as possible. 
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Another way of thinking about their bogus step back.  The second floor is 8,437 sq ft and the 
"step back" third/fourth floors are 7,889 sq ft for a difference of only 548 sq feet.  The building is 
about 160 feet long.  If there was truly a 10 foot set back, then there would be 10' X 160’ = 1,600 
sq foot difference between the two floors.  The covered parking area is not being counted 
at part of the total square footage allowed and also should not be thought of in terms of 
any step back.  The end wings on the second floor do not step back six feet from the first and 
are designed to allow for their bogus step back.  What is the north facing front plane of the 
building? 

If you have time to read the public comments at the DRC meetings and public comments 
submitted to the DRC, I encourage you to do as much as you life permits. 

Sincerely, 

George (Mick) Hague 

P.S. On November 13th I shared with you the public comments submitted on the Urban Core Plan 
as part of the City’s September 13th public meeting.  They are worth remembering or revisiting at 
this time. 

Proposed hotel gets lukewarm welcome 
Issues raised about design, exterior, size
By EDWARD STRATTON
The Daily Astorian
Hollander Investments received a mostly cold shoulder, but also thanks for providing a chance for 
public input at a forum Monday on a Fairfield Inn and Suites the company has proposed next to 
The Ship Inn on the Astoria waterfront.
The company, based in Bellingham, Washington, has built and operates properties in Puyallup, 
Everett, Tacoma, Seattle and Portland. It bought the properties formerly occupied by The Ship 
Inn and Stephanie’s Cabin restaurants over the past couple of years.
It recently submitted plans for a fourstory, 66-room hotel, repurposing The Ship Inn building as a 
lobby, kitchen and part of a dining area.
Atten dees filled half of The Loft at the Red Building meeting hall. Many took issue with the style 
and boxy design of the nearly 45-foot-tall hotel and how it would block views of the Columbia 
River and Astoria Bridge. Several hoteliers and business owners in tourist-related industries 
voiced support.
The Bridge Vista portion of the city’s Riverfront Vision Plan limits shoreline development to 35 
feet, or 45 feet with See HOTEL, Page 3A

Continued from Page 1A
setbacks, to help protect views. The hotel would include balconies on the middle two floors, with 
the top floor set back without decks. The building is also slightly smaller than the 30,000-square-
foot limit allowed in the zone.
"I’m not going to tell you that at certain points along Marine Drive that this building would not block 
your views," said Michelle Black, an architect on the project. "Certainly, as you progress down, 
you will have more and less of a view … regardless of what building is blocking your view."
The height of the building includes digging down 3 feet in to the site, as far as the company
could go, said Sam Mullen, an asset and development manager for Hollander Investments.
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Some people also took issue with the exterior of the hotel — which would include synthetic wood 
siding, corrugated metal, rust coloring and other aesthetic nods to nearby buildings — calling it 
out of character with the surrounding city and the site. 
The boiler in front of the proposed hotel, from the former White Star cannery, was designated a 
historical landmark in 2015 by the city’s Historic Landmarks Commission, along with surrounding 
pilings and ballast rock. As opposed to historic districts with prescribed looks for homes, The Ship 
Inn site requires interpreting the look of several disparate elements, Mullen said. 
"In some ways, it’s kind of like, ‘take your best shot,’" he said. 
The historic criteria for the area is more broad than prescriptive, and the building design tries to 
pull colors and elements from the surrounding site, rather than mimicking an old cannery building, 
Black said. 
"We were really trying to go for a more modern take, using elements and materials — metal railing, 
rust-colored siding — things that would not detract from the site," she said. 
The proposed hotel must go through the Astoria Design Review Committee and the Historic 
Landmarks Commission. The hope is those public meetings will come in March or April, Mullen 
said, adding his company is open to another public vetting of the hotel similar to Monday’s 
meeting. 
"We want you to like the building," Mull en said. 
The hotel would employ 25 people full time and up to 35 seasonally, Mullen said. Asked about 
the challenge of housing for employees, he said the hope is that aside from five or six managerial 
positions, many of the workers would be local youths starting out in their first job. 
Hollander Investments, which had originally competed for the operation of the Astoria Riverwalk 
Inn, has also leased a strip of land from the Port of Astoria near Maritime Memorial Park. Near 
the end of the meeting, Mullen was asked about a rumor that his company wants to develop five 
Marriotts in the region. Part of the reason for the outreach to the community was to dispel such 
misinformation, he said. 
"We don’t even know how successful we’re going to be on this first one, just from a city 
standpoint," Mullen said. "We truly don’t. That’s why I told Marriott today, ‘I’ll tell you when I know 
stuff.’ We want to deliver a good product. We want to do a good job. We would love to develop a 
second hotel at some point, but we’re not even remotely close to planning anything because, we 
just don’t know." 
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Fairfield Hotel 
Inbox x

Laurie Caplan <lcaplan2010@gmail.com> 
 

Wed, Jul 29, 8:02 PM 
(14 hours ago) 

 
 

to me, BFryer, jbenoit@astoria.or.us, Megan 

 
 

To the City of Astoria and Astoria City Councilors, 
Over the last few decades, our community has seen several major proposals promoted 
by companies and their representatives. We’ve also seen the attorneys for these 
companies eagerly ignore local planning and development codes for as long as they 
can get away with it. We’ve seen how few of them intend to be good neighbors. The
latest example of this corporate sense of entitlement is demonstrated by the Fairfield 
Hotel. I applaud Ms. Leatherman for reminding the company that our code is actually 
meaningful and will be enforced. 

The Fairfield has argued that the utilities structures on top of its proposed hotel 
shouldn’t count as part of the building’s height, as if those structures would be invisible.
The Fairfield has argued that the deadlines Ms. Leatherman refers to in her findings 
shouldn’t apply to this project. Apparently the Fairfield people believe they can make 
their own rules and their own deadlines to meet their own needs, while ignoring the 
city’s rules and deadlines.
The Fairfield apparently even believes that the weeds and overgrown greenery on its 
property along Marine Drive are attractive and reflect well on the company. 

I am tired of predatory capitalists coming to the North Coast and treating us like ignorant 
hicks who can be duped or bought off with illusory promises, deception, and slick 
PowerPoints. 

Enough already!  Please affirm the denial of the extension for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Laurie Caplan 
766 Lexington Avenue 
Astoria, OR 97103 
503-338-6508 landline
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Honorable City Counselors: 

Please reject the appeal for Hollander Hospitalities permit extension. They clearly did not meet 
the deadline and the code criteria has changed since the initial approval. The hotel should be 
required to meet the current code.


Please reject the the appeal because substantial construction has not been made. In fact 
no construction has taken place. Therefore it does not meet the criteria for a permit 
extension in 9.100. A: 
9.100. A.

TIME LIMIT ON PERMITS. Duration of Permits.

1. Except as otherwise provided in this Code, a permit shall expire two years from the date of

Final Decision unless substantial construction has taken place or use has begun.

As seen below the permit extension does not comply with (9.100 2 B) the code and 
comprehensive plan have changed with new criteria and overlay zones and therefore this 
permit should not be extended. The current permit does not comply with the updated 
Bridge Vista Overlay Zones’ 28 or 35 feet height restriction. They should be required to 
resubmit plans that comply with current code. Therefore no permit extension should be 
granted. Please reject the permit extension. 
9.100 2 B 

“ The proposed project does not conflict with any changes to the Comprehensive Plan or 
Development Code which were adopted since the last permit expiration date;”


Substantial Construction is the clear criteria. Plans and Engineering, and contracts are 
not construction. 
9.100 2 C. Does not apply because the code says the provision which is more restrictive 
shall govern as seen below: 

1.030. INTERPRETATION.

A. Applicability.
If the conditions imposed by a provision of this Code are less restrictive than comparable
conditions imposed by another provision of this Code or of any other Ordinance of the City, the
provision which is more restrictive shall govern. (Section 1.030.A amended and renumbered by
Ord 19-05, 6-17-2019)

9.100 Requires that the extension request “complies with the following” which it clearly 
does not comply with 9.100 2 B. The code has changed and the plans do not meet the 
size and scale criteria in the Bridge Vista Overlay Zone. Therefore no permit extension 
should be granted. 

2. Permit Extension Criteria.
9.100
The granting authority may grant a permit extension upon written findings that the request
complies with the following:

9.100 2 B . The proposed project does not conflict with any changes to the Comprehensive 
Plan or Development Code which were adopted since the last permit expiration date; 
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Please reject the permit extension because the project does not meet the permit extension 
criteria. The code criteria would require the applicant to re-apply with a proposal that meets the 
new 28 foot or 35 foot height restrictions.


Thanks

Matt Gillis

11650 sw 67th ave #210

Tigard Or 97223
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From: Maranne Doyle-Laszlo [mailto:mdoylelaszlo@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 8:52 AM 
To: Barbara Fryer <BFryer@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Fairfield Inn Development 
  
*****EXTERNAL SENDER***** 
As an owner of residential property at 2nd and Bond Street, I do not want my beautiful 
"Bridge and Waterfront" view blocked! by a Fairfireld Inn Hotel!  
We purchased our property years ago "FOR THE VIEW!!"  
We share this view with all of our surrounding neighbors.  
Developments need to be  creatively thought out, to fit in with the existing community; to 
enhance our community, bring something to the table for all of us, who call these blocks 
home.  
This is a "walkable city", with a view. Please do not take this from us, your neighbors.  
  
Maranne Doyle Laszlo 
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From: Ellen Frye [mailto:ellenfrye40@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 8:20 AM 
To: Barbara Fryer <BFryer@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Opposed to Fairfield inn 

*****EXTERNAL SENDER***** 
I fully support a decision to deny permits for the Fairfield inn. The proposed inn has 
been ill conceived at every juncture. The company has been derelict in its duty to 
maintain the property pre-construction. How could we imagine they would change their 
colors? I want the city to use every legal means to prevent this travesty on out 
waterfront. 

Ellen Frye 
1291 Kensington Ave, Astoria, OR 97103 
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From: LaRee Johnson [mailto:laree@lareejohnson.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 7:14 PM 
To: Barbara Fryer <BFryer@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Letter requesting denial of Fairfield Inn Project 
  
*****EXTERNAL SENDER***** 

TO:        Barbara Fryer, Astoria City Planner 

FROM:  LaRee Johnson, 167 Third Street, Astoria, OR  97103  503.325.4469 

DATE:    July 28, 2020 

 
This letter is on behalf of Astoria residents and property owners (signed below). We support the 
City Council in denying the Fairfield Inn project at 2nd Street along the river front, in the Bridge 
Vista Zone. 
 
Ironic it is the "Bridge Vista" Zone, blocking the vista of the bridge to residents and visitors if 
the proposed hotel is built.  Please remember there was a petition with over 400 
signatures against this project presented to the former Council. 
It was approved anyway despite the community's disapproval, the project has not moved forward 
in the required amount of time, and has left the Ship Inn and Stephanie's Cabin a blight and an 
attractive nuisance (police called).  It's time to say no! 
 
Low profile restaurants along the river front would be a great addition that we could all enjoy, 
rather than yet another corporate hotel blocking our river views.  We are unable to attend the 
City Council mtg. Aug. 6th and wish to have this letter 
included in their packets.  Thank you. 
  
LaRee Johnson, Astoria, Astoria Property Owner 
Andrew E. Cier, Astoria Property Owner 
Maranne Doyle-Laszlo, Astoria Property owner 
Rhonda Gewin, Columbia Condos 
Edmund Wernicke, Columbia Condos 
Connie Shea, Astoria Resident 
Michael Chimento, Astoria Resident 
Tom Weber, Astoria Resident 
Pam and Jim Alegria, Property Owners 
Paula Duncan, Astoria Resident 
Celia Tippit, Astoria Property Owner 
Judy Ronis, Astoria Property Owner 
Signed and sent by:  
  
LaRee Johnson     503.325.4469 
P O Box 601, Astoria, OR 97103 
  

94L-152

mailto:laree@lareejohnson.com
mailto:BFryer@astoria.or.us


From: Mary Schnase [mailto:mschnase@pacifier.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:10 PM 
To: Barbara Fryer <BFryer@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Fairfield project

*****EXTERNAL SENDER***** 
This is an opportunity to correct the wrong that was done when the permit for the Fairfield was 
issued,so please do NOT give them an extension.
Thank you,
Mary Schnase

P.S. I vote.
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From: Sylvia Perkins [mailto:sperkins309@outlook.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 8:58 AM 
To: Barbara Fryer <BFryer@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Fairfield Hotel 

*****EXTERNAL SENDER***** 

Dear Council Members, 

As a citizen of Astoria and a nearby neighbor of the site where the proposed Fairfield Inn will be 
built, I encourage you to require the builders of this new hotel to respect the building overlay 
policies set by our community, e.g. to require the height of the hotel to conform to those 
standards. If we do not require builders to respect community requirements, we might as well 
not have any.  They should also be required to provide adequate parking space on their own 
property, not co-opt the community parking area nearby.  Do your job, please! 

All the best, 

Sylvia Perkins 

1 Third St. Unit 309 

Astoria, OR 97103 

sperkins309@outlook.com 

Tel. 386-747-5823 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Rachel [mailto:raculr@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:28 PM 
To: Barbara Fryer <BFryer@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Fairfield inn 
 
*****EXTERNAL SENDER***** 
 
With regard to the construction of an hotel in the bridge vista area, it seems only 
appropriate that the current applicant that is asking for an extension, should be required 
to meet the same criteria that a new applicant would be required to make at this point in 
time. Those design criteria are certainly the request of the residents of the community. I 
am in support of the denial of the extension to the current applicant. 
Rachel Ulrich 
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From: Jan T. Gregor [mailto:jantgregor@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2020 10:34 AM 
To: Barbara Fryer <BFryer@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Please deny the extension 

*****EXTERNAL SENDER***** 

To the City Council: 

While the hotel developer was very urgent in regards to getting permission to build, they 
have been incredibly lax in their dealings and land management since. 

You have been given the unique opportunity to correct the lack of height standards that 
they were able to exploit. I encourage you to support our community development 
director's decision and deny the extension. 

thank you - 

Jan Gregor 
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AB7839 
CITY OF ASTORIA

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING

Public hearings will be conducted in the City Council Chambers 
with a limited seating arrangement.  To adhere to the social dis-
tancing recommendation, meetings may now also be audio and 
video live-streamed.  Go to https://www.astoria.or.us/LIVE_
STREAM.aspx  for connection instructions or phone 253.215.8752 
when prompted dial 503 325 5821.  Masks are required in City 
Council Chambers.

The Astoria City Council will hold a public hearing on Thursday, 
August 6, 2020 at 6:00 p.m., in the City Hall Council Chambers, 
1095 Duane Street, Astoria. The purpose of the hearing is to con-
sider the following request:

    Appeal (AP20-02) by Hollander Hospitality of the Administrative   
    denial of Permit Extension Requests for Design Review Permit
   (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New Construc- 
    tion Permit (NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) to construct a four 
    story hotel at 1 2nd Street (Map T8N R9W Section 7DA, Tax Lots 
   11800 & 11900; Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, Block 1, McClures; and Map T8N   
    R9W Section 7DB, Tax Lots 1300, 1400, 1501, 1700;  Unplatted 
    lots fronting on Block 1, Hinman’s Astoria) in the C-3 Zone (Gen
    eral Commercial), Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO), Flood Haz
    ard Overlay (FHO), and CRESO Zone.  The appellant notes the 
    following as the basis of the appeal:  “decision is arbitrary and 
    capricious in that it provides no basis for the denial on discre-
    tionary grounds”; progress has been made on the project; and 
    “Exercise of Discretion” is not a criteria for permit extension 
     review.

A copy of the application is available for inspection at no cost and 
will be provided at reasonable cost. All documents and information 
are available for review at the office of the Community Develop-
ment Department at 1095 Duane Street, Astoria, Oregon. Contact 
the City Planner at 503-338-5183 for additional information. The 
location of the hearing is accessible to the disabled. An interpret-
er for the hearing impaired may be requested under the terms of 
ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community Development Depart-
ment at 503-338-5183, 48 hours before the meeting. All interested 
persons are invited to submit comments at the hearing or by letter 
addressed to the Astoria City Council, 1095 Duane St., Astoria, 
OR 97103. The Astoria City Council reserves the right to modify 
the proposal or to continue the hearing to another date and time. If 
the hearing is continued, no further public notice will be provided.

THE CITY OF ASTORIA
Barbara Fryer, City Planner
Published: August 1, 2020 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
 

Public hearings will be conducted in the City Council Chambers with a limited seating arrangement.  To adhere 
to the social distancing recommendation, meetings may now also be audio and video live-streamed.  Go to 
https://www.astoria.or.us/LIVE_STREAM.aspx   for connection instructions or phone 253.215.8752, when 
prompted dial 503 325 5821.  Masks are required in the City Council Chambers. 

The Astoria City Council will hold a public hearing on Thursday, August 6, 2020 at 6:00 p.m., in the City Council 
Chambers at City Hall, 1095 Duane Street, Astoria. The purpose of the hearing is to consider the following request: 

Appeal (AP20-02) by Hollander Hospitality of the Administrative denial of Permit Extension Requests 
for Design Review Permit (DR18-01R) as Appealed (AP18-03) and Historic New Construction Permit 
(NC18-01) as Appealed (AP18-04) to construct a four story hotel at 1 2nd Street (Map T8N R9W 
Section 7DA, Tax Lots 11800 & 11900; Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, Block 1, McClures; and Map T8N R9W Section 
7DB, Tax Lots 1300, 1400, 1501, 1700;  Unplatted lots fronting on Block 1, Hinman’s Astoria) in the C-3 
Zone (General Commercial), Bridge Vista Overlay Zone (BVO), Flood Hazard Overlay (FHO), and 
CRESO Zone.  Development Code Standards 2.385 to 2.415, 14.001, 14.085 to 14.125, 14.500 to 
14.510, 14.520 to 14.545, Articles 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9, and Comprehensive Plan Sections CP.005 to 
CP.028, CP.067 to CP.068, CP.130 to CP.186, CP.190 to CP.210, CP.240 to CP.255 are applicable to 
the request. Specific criteria appealed are Development Code Sections 9.100.A.1, 9.100.B.1.a, 
9.100.B.1.c, 9.100.B.2, and “Exercise of Discretion”.  The appellant notes the following as the basis of 
the appeal:  “decision is arbitrary and capricious in that it provides no basis for the denial on 
discretionary grounds”; progress has been made on the project; and “Exercise of Discretion” is not a 
criteria for permit extension review. 

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant, the staff report, and 
applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost and will be provided at reasonable cost. All such 
documents and information are available at the Community Development Department at 1095 Duane Street, 
Astoria or by request through email at bfryer@astoria.or.us  Contact Barbara Fryer, City Planner, at (503) 338-
5183 for additional information. The location of the hearing is ADA accessible. An interpreter for the hearing 
impaired may be requested under the terms of ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community Development 
Department at (503) 338-5183, 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

All interested persons are invited to express their opinion for or against Appeal Request AP20-01 by email 
(bfryer@astoria.or.us), by letter addressed to the Astoria City Council, 1095 Duane St., Astoria OR 97103, at the 
hearing, or remotely. Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the applicable criteria identified above or 
other criteria of the Comprehensive Plan or land use regulation which you believe apply to the decision. Failure to 
raise an issue with sufficient specificity to afford the Astoria City Council and the parties an opportunity to respond to 
the issue precludes an appeal based on that issue. 

The public hearing, as conducted by the City Council, will include a review of the application and presentation 
of the staff report, opportunity for presentations by the applicant and those in favor of the request, those in 
opposition to the request, and deliberation and decision by the City Council. The City Council reserves the right 
to modify the proposal or to continue the hearing to another date and time. If the hearing is continued, no 
further public notice will be provided. 

1095 Duane Street  Astoria, OR 97103  Phone 503-338-5183  www.astoria.or.us  ttaylor@astoria.or.us 

CITY OF ASTORIA
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856 
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The City Council’s ruling may be appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals by the applicant, a party to the 
hearing, or by a party who responded in writing, by filing a Notice of Intent to Appeal within 21 days after the 
City Council’s decision. Appellants should contact the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) concerning 
specific procedures for filing an appeal with LUBA. If an appeal is not filed with LUBA within the 21-day period, 
the decision of the City Council shall be final. 

THE CITY OF ASTORIA MAIL:  July 15, 2020 
Tiffany Taylor 
Administrative Assistant 

At start of our Public Meetings you will be able to join our online ZOOM meeting using your mobile or desktop 
device and watch the live video presentation and provide public testimony. 

Step #1:  Use this link: https://www.astoria.or.us/zoom/ 
Step #2:  Install the Zoom software on your mobile device, or join in a web browser 
Step #3:  If prompted, enter the Meeting ID number: 503 325 5821 

Note: Your device will automatically be muted when you enter the online meeting. At the time of public testimony, 
when prompted you may choose to select the option within the ZOOM software to "raise your hand" and notify staff 
of your desire to testify. Your device will then be un-muted by the Host and you will be called upon, based on the 
name you entered within the screen when you logged in. 

At start of our Public Meetings you will be able to dial-in using your telephone to listen and provide public 
testimony. 

Step #1:  Call this number: 253-215-8782 
Step #2:  When prompted, enter the Meeting ID number: 503 325 5821 

Note: Your phone will automatically be muted when you enter the conference call. At the time of public testimony, 
when prompted, you may dial *9 to "raise your hand" and notify staff of your desire to testify. Your phone will then be 
un-muted by the Host and you will be called upon based on your phone number used to dial-in. 

At start of our Public Meetings you will be able to access the Audio only to listen to the meeting. 

Step #1:  Use this link to access the online audio:  http://audio.coao.us 
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COMBINED LIST OF PERSONS OF 
RECORD FROM DR18-01R, NC18-01, 

AP18-02, AP18-03 
Also send to full list of those receiving 
all public notices by mail and/or email 

Mark Hollander 
Hollander Hospitality 
Fair Whether LLC 
119 North Commercial Street 
Bellingham WA 98225 

Craig Riegelnegg 
Carleton Hart 
830 SW 10th Ave, Suite 200 
Portland OR 97213 

LaRee Johnson 
1193 Harrison 
Astoria OR 97103 

Blaine Verley 
4798 Cedar 
Astoria OR 97103 

Loretta Maxwell 
P.O. Box 77 
Astoria OR 97103 

Rachel Jensen 
389 12th St. 
Astoria OR 97103 

Mike Sensenbach 
110 Kensington Ave. 
Astoria OR 97103 

Kris Haefker 
687 12th St 
Astoria OR 97103 

Elizabeth Menetry 
3849 Grand Av. 
Astoria OR 97103 

George (Mick) Hague 
One 3rd St. #201 
Astoria OR 97103 

Larry Thormahlen 
194 Lincoln 
Astoria OR 97103 

Andrea Mazzarella 
875 Franklin 
Astoria OR 97103 

Sarah Jane Bardy 
1661 Irving 
Astoria OR 97103 

Sam Mullen 
39 Tumbling Water Dr. 
Bellingham WA 98229 

Laurie Caplan 
766 Lexington Ave 
Astoria OR 97103 

Christine Lolich 
179 W. Duane St. 
Astoria OR 97103 

Carissa Conlelin 
115 Skyline Ave. 
Astoria OR 97103 

Cindy Marconeri 
380 South St. 
Astoria OR 97103 

Roger Rocka (L9-17-18) 
Jan Mitchell (L9-17-18) 
362 Duane Street 
Astoria OR 97103 

Kathy Patenande 
461 Floral Ave 
Astoria OR 97103 

Cindy VanArsdall 
118 Bond St. 
Astoria OR 97103 

Will Johnson 
509 Kensington St 
Astoria OR 97103 

Larry Nelson 
90558 Logan Rd 
Astoria OR 97103 

Olynxa Levy 
Will Johnson 
509 Kensington Ave 
Astoria OR 97103 

Pamela Mattson McDonald 
1561 Exchange Street 
Astoria OR 97103 

James Light 
155 Bond St. 
Astoria OR 97103 

Steven Hultberg 
RWPA 
P.O. Box 2007 
Bend OR 97709 

Vicki Baker 
3015 Harrison 
Astoria OR 97103 

Jan Faber (10-9-18) (drc6-25-18) 
3015 Harrison 
Astoria OR 97103 
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Dick Darby 
Choiboy1953@gmail.com 

Mary Schnase 
mschnase@pacifier.com 

Jane Kent 
jane@kentmovingsystems.com 

Sandra Niemi 
vampniece@gmail.com 

Alberta Jones 
albertaejones@icloud.com 

JoAnn Wiltrakis 
daisyfields@accessnw.net 

Chuck Stuart 
futrup@icloud.com 

Glen Boring 
glenbor@charter.net 

Becky Thormahlen 
nwtropics15@gmail.com 

Terrie Powers  
trrbaypowers@gmail.com 

Cherise Clarke 
cherise@email.com 
Cherise Clarke 
826 Winnipeg St. 
Pewticton, BC   V2A 5N3 
CANADA 

Chuck Stuart  
futrup@icloud.com 

Sylvia Perkins 
sperkins6@cfl.rr.com 

Sandy Huston
alohash@aol.com 

Dulcye Taylor 
dulcyet@gmail.com 

******************************* ******************************* ******************************* 

LIST OF PERSONS OF RECORD FROM 
Extension Request on DR18-01R, NC18-

01, AP18-02, AP18-03; and property 
owner, attorney, applicant 

Mark Hollander 
Hollander Hospitality 
Fair Whether LLC 
119 North Commercial Street 
Bellingham WA 98225 

Steven Hurltberg 
PO Box 2007 
Bend OR 97709 

Also send to full list of those receiving 
all public notices by mail and/or email 

Mark Hollander 
Hollander Hospitality 
Fair Whether LLC 
119 North Commercial Street 
Bellingham WA 98225 

Steven Hurltberg 
PO Box 2007 
Bend OR 97709 

Also send to full list of those receiving 
all public notices by mail and/or email 
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MAIL hardcopies of all Public Notices, 
Press Releases and Agenda Packets to 
the following people: 

Floral Alameda Neighborhood 
   Association 
c/o BRUCE CONNER 
P.O. Box 543 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Uniontown Neighborhood Association 
LEROY ALDOLPHSON 
165 W. Bond 
Astoria, OR 97103 

USCG AIRSTATION ASTORIA 
ATTN: Housing Officer 
     Commanding Officer 
2185 SE 12th Place 
Warrenton, OR 97146-9693 

Division of State Lands 
775 Summer St. NE #100 
Salem, OR 97301-1279 

Blair Henningsgaard 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1030 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Attn: Katie Frankowicz 
THE ASTORIAN 
949 Exchange St. 
Astoria, OR 97103 
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MAIL hardcopies of all Public Notices, 
Press Releases and Agenda Packets to 
the following people: 

 Floral Alameda Neighborhood 
   Association 
c/o BRUCE CONNER 
P.O. Box 543 
Astoria, OR 97103 

 Uniontown Neighborhood Association 
LEROY ALDOLPHSON 
165 W. Bond 
Astoria, OR 97103 

USCG AIRSTATION ASTORIA 
ATTN: Housing Officer 
     Commanding Officer 
2185 SE 12th Place 
Warrenton, OR 97146-9693 

 Division of State Lands 
775 Summer St. NE #100 
Salem, OR 97301-1279 

 Blair Henningsgaard 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1030 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Attn: Katie Frankowicz 
THE ASTORIAN 
949 Exchange St. 
Astoria, OR 97103 
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