
From: Leila Aman 

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2023 4:08 PM 

To: Mark Beach 

Cc: Karen Reddick Yurka; Lee Hiltenbrand; City Planning 

Subject: RE: for planning commission meeting May 15 2023 

 

Hi Mark, 

 

Thanks for sharing your comments. I have copied planning@ci.manzanita.or.us with your comments 

because I assume you want them in the record as part of the remand hearing. For future reference 

please note that comments on active land use applications must be sent to planning@ci.manzanita.or.us 

– otherwise they will not be included in the record. I went ahead and took care of it for you just kindly 

note that for future reference.   

 

Thanks for your understanding and hope you are well!  

 

Leila  

 

From: cityhall <cityhall@ci.manzanita.or.us>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2023 4:03 PM 

To: Leila Aman <laman@ci.manzanita.or.us> 

Subject: FW: for planning commission meeting May 15 2023 

 

 

 

Nancy Jones 

Assistant City Recorder 

City of Manzanita 

PO Box 129 

Manzanita, OR 97130 

(503) 368-5343  Ext. 4 

 

 
 

From: Mark Beach <  

Sent: Monday, May 8, 2023 4:35 PM 

To: cityhall <cityhall@ci.manzanita.or.us> 

Cc: Karen Yurka <msshoebox@mac.com>; Lee Hiltenbrand <leehiltenbrand@gmail.com> 

Subject: for planning commission meeting May 15 2023 

 

Message from Mark Beach opposing Lofts development. 

May 8 2023 

 



Manzanita zoning ordinance 4.136 (3) c requires harmony between a 

development and the area around it. The area around the Lofts property includes 

a golf course whose east boundary is contiguous with several hundred feet of the 

Lofts west boundary and dozens of adjacent and nearby private homes on the 

north and east. The owners of the golf course have not supported the 

development. Dozens of homeowners have expressed opposition. No one has 

expressed support. Nor has the developer tried to build good relations with any of 

the surrounding property owners. 

Where’s the harmony required by the ordinance?  

Mark Beach 

207 Jackson Way  



From: janet carter <carterjanet921@gmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, May 9, 2023 10:01 AM 

To: City Planning 

Cc: karen@yurka.net; Denise Lofman 

Subject: Message for Planning Commission re meeting May 15, 2023 

 

Message from Janet Carter opposing the Lofts development. 

  

Manzanita zoning ordinance 4.136 (3)c requires that “the area around the 

development can be planned to be in substantial harmony with the proposed 

plan.”  But the area around the proposed development is already almost 100% 

built out or made off limits by easement.  Meeting the requirements of this part 

of the ordinance is not possible.  Houses surrounding the golf course were sited 

for safety as part of the golf course development.  A hotel or houses sited in the 

Lofts proposal area would not have such protections. Allowing building exposes 

the city to financial liability when people, structures, car windows are struck by 

golf balls.  The area in the Lofts proposal is not appropriate for any buildings or 

gatherings of people.  It is appropriate as a buffer for the golf course as open 

space.  

  

Janet Carter 

PO Box 570 

Manzanita 



From: Yvana Iovino <yvana.iovino@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, May 15, 2023 4:00 PM 

To: City Planning 

Subject: public comment re: Remand Hearing of Proposed PUD of 34 unit 

hotel on Dorcas and Classic on May 30, 2023 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,                                                                                May 15, 2023 

 

On May 30, 2023 you will be facing the decision of whether to approve the building of Manzanita 
Lofts, the 34 unit hotel complete with a party venue area, fire pits and no manager on site. 
 

Let me give you a brief update as to why you are now faced with this very important decision. (This 

is mostly for the new folks but a good recap for everyone). 

 

When Manzanita Lofts was first proposed and was to be assessed by the Planning Commision, 
the neighbors where it will be located, Dorcas and Classic (an area that is 100% residential with 
little to no STR), got wind of it and did some research.  
 

We found out that the proposal was only 2 pages long and contained very little information as to the 

details of what is to be built. We knew, though, that it would include a common room for parties, fire 

pits and no manager onsite. 

We found out that this 34 unit hotel will be the biggest hotel ever in the city of Manzanita and 

instead of being placed downtown on Laneda, it was to be placed in a gully directly abutting the 

signature 5th hole of the golf course and surrounded by homes of which at least two of the HOAs had 

voted to not allow STR…so houses occupied by full time, voting residents of Manzanita. And since there 

are only 34 dwelling units currently existing between the Dorcas/Classic Street intersection and the post 

office (where Dorcas Street dead ends), we are looking at a 100% increase in dwelling units. 

We found that the developer was from out of town (Portland) and probably had no idea about 
the pedestrians walking on Classic and Dorcas going to the beach or the post office or the funky 
4 way intersection where cars routinely run the stop sign. 
 

So we got together as “Concerned Citizens of Manzanita” to bring awareness of this proposed 
development and its potential impact on the liveability of our town to the rest of the citizens of 
Manzanita. 
 

We wrote a detailed letter listing our worries and concerns about the building of this hotel. Over 

130 residents of Manzanita signed this letter. Many others sent letters of their own. At the Planning 

Commision meeting when citizens were allowed to speak NOT ONE person was for this hotel. 

 

The Planning Commision, after HOURS of deliberation and an in depth review, denied the 
application. 
 

Then the City Council also denied the application. 
 

The developer, as is his right, appealed to LUBA. LUBA can either approve the local decision, 
reverse (overturn) the decision or remand (send back) the decision to the local government for 
further consideration. LUBA mostly remands decisions that are defective in only one or two 
respects, which are correctable, but comply with the law otherwise.  
 



That is what happened in our case. The developer cited 8 “assignments of error” in the city’s 
decision. Of these 8, only 3 were remanded back to the city. LUBA upheld 5 of the city’s arguments to 

deny the hotel. 

What did LUBA remand back to us? What do they want us to correct? 

 

 

1. The City had used our Comprehensive Plan to back some of our arguments. However, the 

City had failed to incorporate its Comp Plan provisions into its land use regulations. Oregon law 

states that if a city fails to do that, it can't use the Comp Plan provisions as basis for decisions.  

So, that’s on us… the guys that were running the city before the current folks didn’t keep 
up to date on Oregon law. Shame on us! 
But we do have a Design Ordinance 4.150 that states, “Design review provides aesthetic 

judgment over development projects in order to maintain the unique character of the 

community by keeping buildings to human scale and reflecting the natural beauty of the city’s 

setting, to encourage the traditional style of the PNW…” 

We also have Ordinance 4.136 3 (a) and (c) and 4.153 3 (a) - (j) which the developer did not 

follow in his flimsy application. 

The developer must comply with our City’s Ordinances! He hasn’t met the burden of proof in 

his application for many of the requirements of 4.153.3. 

 

 

2. Traffic: Oy! The “city staff” guy, Walt, who wrote the city’s findings (he’s gone now; 
please use ORCA’s lawyer to write the city’s findings this time) wrote that there would be 
“more than” 309 trips a day of cars going “downtown”. Both the developer’s and our 
traffic engineer said “up to” 309 trips a day. So LUBA said “more than” was not 
supported by “substantial evidence in the record” and there was no evidence that cars 
would be going “downtown”. Ah, lawyers!  

 

We just need to rewrite this part of the denial because the issue isn’t “up to” or “more”, the 

issue is 309 car trips navigating a 5 way stop sign intersection (who goes first? Was that on the 

driving test?) with families and children biking and running and walking. When that accident 

inevitably happens, the lawyers will have a field day because it is on record that the citizens 

knew this was going to happen and the City didn’t heed our warning. Look at his plan: there is 

only one entrance/exit to the gully and it comes out at this weird intersection. 

 

 

3. OK, now we are up to the third remand. This one is on dwelling and density. Since the 

developer’s proposal was so flimsy, no one knew if his hotel had “dwellings”. He said “no” but 

he also said that his hotel was going to be like his Arch Cape Lofts. Go to their website. The 

rooms have “kitchenettes”. There are pictures (microwave, sink, fridge). This makes them 

“dwellings” according to the city’s definition in the Ordinance 10-03. All very confusing. LUBA 

was confused too and called for a “do over”. They said we needed to get more information from 

the developer to decide the dwelling/density issue. 



 

            And now we come to MY greatest concern. I’m a physician (wish I was a lawyer because 

reading the LUBA document was not easy reading). I care about health and safety. 

 

Bear with me here:  In the LUBA report it states “the hotel is proposed to be developed on the 
northern part of the property, while approximately 14,800 sq feet of open space is proposed for 
the southern part of the site adjacent to the golf course”.  
 

MZO 3.030(4) (a) also states “overall density for the SRR zone is 6.5 dwelling units per gross 
acre. Dwellings may be clustered on one portion of a site…where at least 40% of the total lot or 
parcel area is reserved or dedicated as permanent open spaces as a public or private park area. The 

open space shall be so indicated on the Plan and Zoning map, and deed restrictions to that effect shall 

be filed with the city”. 

 

Here is where we need to go on a field trip.  
The 3.6 acres where the proposed hotel is to be built has dense blackberry bushes that hold up 
the north slope (above it is Classic Street with the constant roar and rumble of construction 
vehicles headed towards the Highlands where hundreds more homes are going to be built and 
huge RVs headed for the State park).  
Then, there is a bit of flat area (where I assume the dwelling units will be) and then, there are 
the TREES. Vast, giant, beautiful fir and pine trees that act as a buffer between the golf course 
and the surrounding area. A dense screen to prevent the errant golf ball from hitting people and 
cars. 
Remember the flimsy proposal? Well, nowhere does it say where this 40% of “open space” is to 
be. He might say it is the patchwork of pieces between the units or include the parking lot, both 
of which do not follow the intent of the Ordinance which is “public or private park area”. My 

guess… he is going to cut down the trees. I don’t think he knows about Manzanita’s Tree Ordinance 

4.142:  “The City encourages retention of existing trees wherever feasible and prohibits clear cutting of 

lots prior to review and approval of a site plan or tree replacement plan” or that the City is vigorous in 

following our Ordinances.  

Now, why do I care about the trees? 

(In this day and age, we know that large old trees are essential for carbon capture in our fight 
against impending climate change, they are habitats for a declining population of songbirds and 
animals and they add joy to those of us who rest our eyes on their beauty. But none of this has 
been deemed an argument against the development….so, keep reading). 
 

And this is when I get nervous. 
A 2020 article in the “Legal Examiner” was titled “Golf Injuries are Big Business for Lawyers”. 

In 2015, Oregon Live reported that a Californian woman, Joan Eckerstrom, sought $900,000 in damages 

in a lawsuit brought against the golfer and Gearhart Golf Links. The lawsuit filed in Portland, said that 

she suffered from vertigo, ringing in the ears and other head injuries when a golf ball hit her head while 

she was walking on a street east of the golf course. Her lawyer said, “There were some downed trees 

from many years ago that the golf course chose not to replace.” 

 

The journalist went on to write “Attorneys familiar with the industry say people struck by golf 
balls when they 're outside a golf course …have stronger legal claims.” 
 

I’m not a lawyer ( as I said),  but after my deep dive into golf ball injuries and lawsuits, I am sure 
that if someone walking on Classic or a customer at the hotel gets hit with a golf ball they can 



sue the hotel and the City for knowingly allowing the trees, that acted as a buffer from errant golf 

balls, to be removed. Up in the Classic Street Cottages we have a collection of errant golf balls already. 

 

I am also not a golfer, but my golfing friends tell me that many golfers “slice to the right” on that 

signature fifth hole…and  “right” is where the hotel would stand and beyond that Classic street. And as a 

full time resident and tax payer, I don’t want to help pay the City’s legal fees when they are slapped with 

a million dollar lawsuit. Because head injuries are no joke. 

 

So, please, hear the citizens of Manzanita. No one is in favor of this hotel. This is OUR town. 
Please be OUR voice. Please do not approve a plan that is flimsy and poorly drawn up. He can 
do better. And ask about the trees, the golf course and liability. The gully should have been part 
of the golf course. It is a dangerous place to put a huge hotel. It is a dangerous place, frankly, to 
build anything. 
 

I request that the record be left open for an additional 7 days after your decision. 
 

I thank ORCA (Oregon Coast Alliance) for all their help navigating Oregon’s land use laws and 
request that the Planning Commision utilize their lawyer’s expertise which ORCA offers pro 
bono. If the Planning Commission denies the application (as I think you must), please have ORCA 

write the findings. In this way it will be airtight and defensible.  

 

Respectfully, 
Yvana Iovino, MD  
(full time resident at 352 Jackson Way, Manzanita, OR) 
 

Definitions: 
 

LUBA (Land Use Board of Appeals) :  
LUBA’s mission is to provide a specialized appellate review body that will  

1. Provide an accessible forum for resolving land use disputes quickly and efficiently 

2. Make its decisions available as a decision-making resource to state, city, county, 
property owners and residents of Oregon. 

 

ORCA (Oregon Coast Alliance): 
ORCA is a nonprofit organization founded in 2009 to protect the Oregon coast by working with 
coastal residents for sustainable communities; protection and restoration of coastal and marine 
natural resources; providing education and advocacy on land use development; and adaptation 
to climate change. 
 



 
 

Roosevelt Elk grazing in the gully, between Classic and Dorcas, next to but away from the golf 
course and golfers. 
 
 



From: Russell Hanf <russell@rhlawoffice.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2023 3:38 PM 

To: City Planning 

Subject: Manzanita Lofts Project on Dorcas/Classic 

 

Hello, I am writing in support of the decision to deny the development of this Project being considered for 
a parcel located at Dorcas and Classic, adjacent to the golf course. 
 
I have a home in the Classic Cottages near this proposed development and know the area 
well.  Specifically, I will address the 3 issues at hand: 
 
Traffic 
 
Manzanita Zoning Ordinance 4.136 states that “The streets are adequate to support the anticipated traffic 
and the development will not overload the streets outside the planned area.” 
The current intersection at Dorcas and Classic is already very busy with cars, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists, there are no sidewalks, Greenlight Engineering’s report states that the Manzanita Lofts project 
will bring up to 309 additional vehicles at that intersection..  This project would add a fifth stop sign at an 
already busy intersection and double the number of dwellings on Dorcas. 
Adding more cars to this equation is a serious safety issue and will most certainly lead to accidents 
between cars, pedestrians and cyclists.   
 
Density  
 
The remand notice states, “The applicant has agreed in the written remand request that the development 
will comply with the density standards outlined in MZO 3.030(4)(a).”  Where is the amended application 
showing how he will comply?  Where is the amended application showing “40% of the total lot or parcel 
area is reserved or dedicated as permanent open space as a public or private park area or golf 
course”?  This means the open space, park area, or golf course should be on flat land, not on the hillside 
next to Classic or Dorcas.   
Neighbors and citizens, as well as the Planning Commission should know exactly where this open space 
is located on the site, as the zoning ordinances states it “shall be so indicated on the Plan and zoning 
map, and deed restrictions to that effect shall be filed with the City.”  The applicant has not met the 
burden of proof by simply saying in a letter he will “comply with the density standards in MZO 
3.030(4)(a).”  He must provide the specifics of HOW he will comply with these standards.  If he does not 
do so, the Planning Commission must find that he is not yet meeting the density requirements. 
  
Without more detailed information, that meets the burden of proof, the Planning Commission must apply 
the 6.5 dwellings per acre density standards as the application materials show that multiple units will meet 
the definition of a dwelling, while being vague about other units, does not show the 40 percent open 
space that will be deed restricted, and once again fails to meet the burden of proof.  By not providing 
detailed and clear information, but just giving general statements, the applicant limits the amount of 
information the Planning Commission and public need for a thorough review of the project.  
  
In substantial harmony with the surrounding area 
 
Manzanita Zoning Ordinance 4.136 3.c.(3) states “The area around the development can be planned to 
be in substantial harmony with the proposed plan.”  The project has not met this standard. 
The proposed hotel will have a golf course to the west.  The golf course owners have indicated the vast 
majority of the golf balls that are hit from the tee above the proposed project will slice to the right, creating 
a significant hazard to people below.  If the City approves this project while knowing the location is 
inherently dangerous, the City takes on the liability if anyone is hurt. 
Given the hazards of putting a hotel next to the 5th hole and the City’s liability of knowingly doing so, this 
does not meet the standard of “substantial harmony”. 



 Dorcas has 33 homes on it from Classic to the Post Office, this hotel will double the number of dwellings 
on the street. 
The project is not in substantial harmony with the area around it.  It does not meet this standard and must 
be denied. 
 
For all of the reasons I have put forward, this application must again be denied.  Thank you for your time 
and consideration.   
 
Russell Hanf 
366 Jackson Way 

 



May 16, 2023 

 

Denise Lofman 

PO Box 206 

Manzanita, OR 97130 

dlofman@yahoo.com  

 

City of Manzanita Planning Commission  

VIA EMAIL: planning@ci.manzanita.or.us  

 

RE: Manzanita Lofts Planned Unit Development 

 

Dear Manzanita Planning Commission: 

 

The Manzanita Lofts Project has been remanded back to the City from LUBA to address three 

specific issues.  With a remand, the Planning Commission absolutely has the ability to once 

again make the courageous decision to deny this project.  I hope you will do so given the 

project continues to not meet the burden of proof required by Manzanita Zoning Ordinances.    

 

As you know, it is the Planning Commission’s duty to make sure the hotel meets the standards 

in the code. This critical decision must not be put off to technical review after the PUD has 

already been approved. There must be actual reports and designs detailing the plans, including 

water, sewer, roads/traffic, electricity, stormwater, and electricity as well as reports for 

geological hazards and dune stability at the site for the Planning Commission to review and to 

base their decisions on. Instead, we have a three page application that shifts the decision 

making to design review or technical review by City staff later in the process.  

 

Development standards must be reviewed by the Planning Commission during its hearing 

process rather than kicking the can down the road when this development is already on its way 

to construction.  This remains an issue as the City reviews the issues remanded by LUBA. The 

planning commission must once again take the lead in requiring the applicant to bear the 

burden of proof on this proposal, as required by law. 

 

DUNE STABILIZATION AND GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

We will begin with MZO 4.136(3)(c)(2)  which requires that, as related to the remand issues: 

“Resulting development will not be inconsistent with the . . . zoning objectives of the area, 

particularly with regard to dune stabilization, geologic hazards and storm drainage.” 

 

mailto:dlofman@yahoo.com
mailto:planning@ci.manzanita.or.us


The property has areas that are within the Dune Overlay Zone, shown on the City’s zoning map, 

and has steep slopes on the east side of the project.  There were no professional geological 

hazards or dune stabilization reports provided with the application.  There is no way the 

application meets the burden of proof for this requirement, given the City was provided with 

NO information on these important topics.  The project does not meet this standard as it is 

impossible to tell if the “resulting development will not be inconsistent with the zoning 

objectives of the area”.  There are no reports detailing the technical issues that must be 

considered  by the Planning Commission when discussing geological hazards and dune 

stabilization.  The Planning Commission must find that the project is inconsistent with the 

zoning objectives of the area with regard to dune stabilization and geologic hazards. 

 

DWELLINGS AND DENSITY 

LUBA has also remanded back to the City the question of density and whether MZO 3.030(4)(a) 

is applicable to the proposed use and whether the proposed use can comply with MZO 

3.030(4)(a) with or without conditions.  

 

MZO 3.030(4)(a) requires that, as related to the remand issues: “Overall density for the SR-R 

zone is 6.5 dwelling units per gross acre. Dwellings may be clustered on one portion of a site 

within the SR-R zone and achieve a maximum density of 13 dwellings per acre where at least 

40% of the total lot or parcel area is reserved or dedicated as permanent open space as a public 

or private park area or golf course. The open space shall be so indicated on the Plan and zoning 

map, and deed restrictions to that effect shall be filed with the City.”  

 

There was information provided in the applicant’s letter initiating the remand hearing that the 

development will comply with the density standards outlined in MZO 3.030(4)(a) by dedicating 

40 percent of the site as permanent open space.  I have to say that every time the applicant has 

the opportunity to meet specific standards in the zoning ordinance, he simply says that he will, 

at some point in the future, leaving the Planning Commission and citizens guessing as to his 

intent. 

 

Where is the amended application showing how he will comply?  Where is the amended 

application showing “40% of the total lot or parcel area is reserved or dedicated as permanent 

open space as a public or private park area or golf course”?  This means the park area or golf 

course should be on flat, vegetated land, not on the steep hillside next to Classic or Dorcas.   

 

Neighbors and citizens, as well as the Planning Commission should know exactly where this 

open space is located on the site, as the zoning ordinances state it “shall be so indicated on the 

Plan and zoning map, and deed restrictions to that effect shall be filed with the City.”  The 



applicant has not met the burden of proof by simply saying in a letter he will “comply with the 

density standards in MZO 3.030(4)(a).”  He must provide the specifics of HOW he will comply 

with these standards.  Until he does so, the density standard of 6.5 dwellings per acre must 

apply. 

 

Here is the zoning ordinance for how to determine if a structure is a Dwelling Unit: 

Means one or more rooms occupied, designed or intended for occupancy as separate 

living quarters, and containing four (4) or more of the following:  refrigeration  

cooking facility (including cooking stove, hot plate, range hood, microwave, or similar 

facility) or wiring or venting to support same  dishwashing machine  sink intended for 

meal preparation (not including a wet bar)  garbage disposal  toilet  shower or 

bathtub [Amended by Ord 03-08, passed October 15, 2003] 

 

The application is once again so vague on this topic for some of the units that we are left 

guessing whether the 19 stacked units and six micro-cabins meet the definition of a dwelling, 

but it appears they do.  The applicant’s stacked units in Arch Cape are structured the same way 

as the proposed 19 units and the ones in Arch Cape have kitchenettes.  Given how he proposes 

to advertise and run this hotel, the units will most likely have kitchens in them.   

 

Without more detailed information of the kitchen facilities in each unit, and an updated site 

plan showing how the 40 percent of the total lot is dedicated as permanent park area or golf 

course, the applicant has once again not met the burden of proof.  The Planning Commission 

must apply the 6.5 dwellings per acre density standards, as the application materials show that 

multiple units will meet the definition of a dwelling, while being vague about other units; nor 

does it provide a site plan showing the 40 percent park space that will be deed restricted.  Force 

the applicant to be clear about the actual details of the project to fully allow the Planning 

Commission to execute its discretionary judgement.   

 

SUBSTANTIAL HARMONY 

LUBA has also asked the City to review and clarify its findings regarding Manzanita Zoning 

Ordinance 4.136 3.c.(3) which states “The area around the development can be planned to be 

in substantial harmony with the proposed plan.”  The project has also not met this standard. 

 

The enclosed map shows the proposed hotel and surrounding area.  It will have a golf course to 

the west.  The golf course owner has indicated the vast majority of the golf balls that are hit 

from the tee above the proposed project will slice to the right, creating a significant hazard to 

people below.  If the City approves this project while knowing the location is inherently 

dangerous, the City takes on liability if anyone is hurt.  Usually developments along golf courses 



are created by the owners of the courses, so they are planned for and developed in a way that 

will reduce safety concerns and liability. This project is not doing that.  The Planning 

Commission must carefully consider the safety and liability burden the approval of this project 

will bring to the tax payers of the City.  Given the hazards of putting a hotel next to the 5th hole 

and the City’s liability of knowingly doing so, this does not meet the standard of “substantial 

harmony”. 

 

If we look to the north and east of the proposed project, there are roads immediately adjacent 

to the site, and then residential neighborhoods.  How is a 34-unit hotel with limited staff and a 

community building in substantial harmony with residential neighborhoods?  Dorcas has 33 

homes on it from Classic to the Post Office, this hotel will double the number of dwellings on 

the street. 

 

COMMUNITY BUILDING 

Additionally, a community building is proposed right in the middle of the project.  What will this 

building be used for and how many people will it accommodate?  How is its use in substantial 

harmony with residential neighborhoods?  

 

And, more importantly, the community building needs a conditional use permit per the 

ordinance listed below.  Though this was not a LUBA issue, it remains an outstanding item the 

applicant has not addressed, and which must be addressed before any application can be 

approved, as it is a requirement of the city’s ordinances. 

 

In the June 10, 2022 Staff Report, it states 

2. The second component is an approximate 2,963 square foot community building for 

meetings or gatherings. Of this total, approximately 1,300 square feet will be under 

cover and include a kitchen and identified “bar” area. The outdoor patio includes a fire 

pit. This building is located directly south of the 19 hotel units. For the record, this 

building will not contain a restaurant. The building design is attached as “Community 

Building”.  

 

Section 3.030 Special Residential/Recreational Zone, SR-R (3) Conditional Uses Permitted states, 

“In an SR-R zone the following conditional uses and their accessory uses are permitted subject 

to the provisions of Article 5 [Conditional Uses]. (d) Community meeting building.”  

 

In Section 4.136 Planned Unit Development (PD), 2. Standards and Requirements.  

The following standards and requirements shall govern the application of a planned 

development in an area in which it is permitted. (a) A planned development may include 



any uses and conditional uses permitted in any underlying zone. Standards governing 

area, density, yards, off-street parking, or other requirements shall be guided by the 

standards that most nearly portray the character of the zone in which the greatest 

percentage of the planned development is proposed.  

 

Planned Development Procedure. The following procedures shall be observed in 

applying for and acting on a planned development: The preliminary plan shall include 

the following information: (1) A map of existing conditions showing contour lines, major 

vegetation, natural drainage, streams, water bodies and wetlands. (2) Proposed land 

uses, lot overages, building locations and housing unit densities.  

 

Under Article 5 Conditional Uses, Section 5.040 Church, Meeting Hall, Community Center, 

Health Facility or Retirement Home.  

A church, meeting hall, community center, health facility, or retirement home may be 

authorized as a conditional use after consideration of the following factors: Sufficient 

area provided for the building, required yards, off-street parking; site location of the site 

relative to the service growth needs; site location relative to land uses in the vicinity; 

and adequacy of access from principal streets, together with the probable affect on 

traffic volumes of abutting and nearby streets. The primary structure or related 

buildings shall be at least 30 feet from a side or rear lot line. 

 
This Conditional Use has been completely ignored in both the application and Staff Report.  
Additionally, the Community Building on the current site plan is not at least 30 feet from a side 
or rear lot line, but rather somewhere around 15 feet. 
 

There remain so many questions about this project that the Planning Commission and citizens 

do not have detailed information to review, it does not meet the burden of proof.  The Planning 

Commission must decide the project is not in substantial harmony with the area around it. 

 

TRAFFIC 

Manzanita Zoning Ordinance 4.136 states that “The streets are adequate to support the 

anticipated traffic and the development will not overload the streets outside the planned area.” 

The intersection at Dorcas and Classic is very busy with cars, pedestrians, and bicyclists, there 

are no sidewalks, Greenlight Engineering’s report states that the Manzanita Lofts project will 

bring up to 309 additional vehicles at that intersection on a busy Saturday.  This project would 

add a fifth stop sign at an already busy intersection with odd sight lines.  

 

Based on the 2003 downtown transportation plan, Classic Street is considered a connector, 

providing a corridor from the south all the way to North Avenue.  While the City has made 



significant improvements from when it was a gravel, potholed, tiny road, there’s still quite a bit 

of work to do.  This area of Manzanita has seen the greatest growth in the last eight years.  I was 

there to see it all:  I used to walk my dog in the field that was there before the development of 

Classic Street Cottages, and few people wanted to wreck their suspension on Classic back then, 

traffic was quiet.  These days, we’ve added the development of Classic Street Cottages, about 30 

units or so, the new development at Mulligan Drive, and the new large development at 

Highlands.  And now, we are going to add 34 hotel units and a community building.  All this 

development impacts the whole City, but it heavily impacts this area of town.  We need to be 

strategic, thoughtful, careful, and mindful of the livability of these neighborhoods and citizen’s 

concerns regarding traffic.   

 

The 2003 Downtown Transportation Plan recommends having a walking path/biking path along 

Classic that is separated from the street with a vegetated strip.  It recommends left turn lanes 

for the North and South at Laneda and Classic, it does not allow for street parking along Classic.  

The four way stop at Dorcas and Classic is already busy, and it will get worse, especially with a 

driveway for 40 more units right there at the stop sign.  The driveway into this new hotel is not 

allowed on Classic, so I understand there are constraints, but the design of this project is going 

to make traffic even more of an issue.   

 

And while we are talking about traffic, I want to add that the developers and owners of the site 

must be prepared to have all cars connected to this facility park on site.  That doesn’t just mean 

guests, but hotel workers, and anyone using the community building who drive to the site.  The 

one thing the neighbors argue about in this neighborhood is parking.  It’s already limited as 

there isn’t much street parking.  Dorcas has no parking at all on one side of the street on the 

block where the development is proposed, and as I mentioned, parking on the street is not how 

Classic Street has been configured.   

 

Over and over again, the applicant has not provided clear and detailed information.  Instead, he 

gives general statements and says things will be a certain way.  This continues to offer the 

Planning Commission and public all limited information needed for a thorough review.   

 

Deny this project. Force the applicant to bear the burden of proof and to produce a complete, 

detailed application that fully meets the City’s zoning ordinance criteria and allows for the 

Planning Commission to exercise its discretionary authority as required by law.  

 

Once the project is denied, I also request that the Oregon Coast Alliance’s attorney, who 

defended the case before LUBA, be requested to write legally defensible findings to support the 

City’s decision. He may of course coordinate with the City’s attorneys as needed, but he, not 



they, specialize in land use law.  I hope the City will use this resource to draft strong legally 

defensible findings. 

 

Please place this letter into the record. 

 

Sincerely, 

Denise Lofman 

 

Enclosure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 



From: Marc Bellerive <jmrbellerive@gmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2023 4:41 PM 

To: City Planning 

Subject: Manzanita Lofts 

 

Dear planning commission, 

 

I am writing to express my concern with the manzanita lofts proposal.  As a manzanita resident living on 

Dorcas lane we are worried about the extra traffic on Dorcas.  It is bad enough as it is that most people 

barely slow down going across that intersection I cannot imagine how it will be with this new project. 

 

I am also concerned about the urban density, the fact that there will not be any on-site supervision and 

this will turn into “party central”.  We are all painfully aware that a lot of vacationers tends not to have 

much respect for local resident around the premises and are more focussed on having a good time and 

are often very loud.  We know this is an issues already in many areas of manzanita where vacation 

rentals are numerous and just the sheer density of dwellings at the Manzanita lofts and the presence of 

a “common party house”  is very concerning. 

 

I am also concerned about the parking situation.  My understanding is that this common house that 

common house can be rented for venues like weddings and therefore increase the number of 

guests.  We already have issues with day trippers and strangers already  using our parking lot when they 

are in town, I can only imagine how this will get worse with this number of unit a block away. 

 

I understand that progress cannot be stop, however, I feel very strongly that the Manzanita lofts are a 

bad idea and will negatively impact our community and the immediate neighbors. 

 

Thank you for your considerations. 

 

Marc Bellerive and Kevin Jamka. 
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