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STAFF REPORT 

 Site Plan & Architectural Review 

Notice is hereby given that a public hearing will be held by the City of Coos Bay as follows: 
 

HEARING BODY: Planning Commission 
 
DATE & TIME: April 12, 2016 at 6:00 p.m. 
 
LOCATION: City Council Chambers, City Hall, 500 Central Avenue, Coos Bay 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER: City of Coos Bay – Public Works Department 

500 Central Avenue, Coos Bay, Oregon 
 
LOCATION: 690 North Front Street, Coos Bay, Oregon 

T. 25S, R. 13W, S. 26CA, Tax Lot 100 

 

SUBJECT: #187-ZON16-007 - Architectural Design Review (ADR) and Site Plan and 
Architectural Review (SPAR) to demolish an existing sanitary sewer pump 
station and replace it with a new control system building, new pumps, a 
generator, a crane and perimeter fencing.   

 

 
 
I. APPLICANT’S REQUEST 

The City of Coos Bay Public Works Department (applicant) has submitted a land use application 
requesting approval for Architectural Design Review as required by the Waterfront Heritage 
District (WH) and a Site Plan and Architectural Review for the replacement of sanitary sewer pump 
station #1. The existing pump station will be demolished and a new control system building will be 
constructed of unpainted split-faced block with a metal roof. The project includes new pumps, a 
generator, perimeter fence, and a crane. The new pumps will be submerged below grade to reduce 
their above- ground presence. 
 
It should be noted that this review is being done under the previous Development Code since the 
submittal occurred when that Code was still in effect and the City’s desire to move forward with the 
project.    

 
II. BACKGROUND 

The subject property is already developed and used as sanitary pump station #1 (PS#1). However, 
that pump station is nearing its productive life-cycle and is now proposed to be completely re-built 
with a modern, state-of-the-art facility similar in design and function to PS#4 located at 1081 

http://www.coosbay.org/


Anderson Avenue. The new PS#1 is intended to achieve the following public benefits: 

 Provide additional capacity for future growth, 

 Replace the critical turbine pumps with submersible pumps, 

 Increase pumping system reliability, 

 Replace outdated and limited availability parts and equipment, and  

 Provide a reliable backup power generator. 
 

The zoning pattern immediately surrounding the subject site is exclusively WH. Land use patterns 
include a gas station/convenience store abutting the City property on its south and west sides, and a 
vacant industrial/commercial building with outside storage across Birch Avenue to the north. 
Waterfront related industrial uses such as a marine towboat building and a machine shop are 
located to the east, across North Front Street. 
 

III. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 
 Coos Bay Municipal Code Chapter 17.125 Waterfront Heritage District (WH) 
 Coos Bay Municipal Code Chapter 17.170 Utilities and Public Facilities 
 Coos Bay Municipal Code Chapter 17.195 Flood Damage Prevention 
 Coos Bay Municipal Code Chapter 17.200 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
 Coos Bay Municipal Code Chapter 17.345 Site Plan & Architectural Review 
 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff prepared the following report based on the applicant’s submittal, City of Coos Bay Land 
Development Code, City of Coos Bay Transportation System Plan, and City of Coos Bay 
Comprehensive Plan. These findings shall be used by the Commission to justify their final decision. 
 
Staff finds there is sufficient evidence in the record upon which an approval can be based; 
therefore, staff is recommending approval of #187-ZON16-007, with conditions, as found on 
page 12 of this staff report. 

 
V. Section17.345 SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
The following is a list of the decision criteria applicable to the request as stated in Coos Bay 
Municipal Code, Chapter 17.345. Each of the criteria is followed by findings or justification 
statements which may be adopted by the Planning Commission to support their conclusions. 
Although each of the findings or justification statements specifically applies to one of the decision 
criteria, any of the statements may be used to support the Commission’s final decision. 
 
Based on their conclusions the Commission must approve, conditionally approve or deny the 
application. Conditions may be imposed by the Commission in order to address concerns about the 
compatibility of the proposed use. 

 
DECISION CRITERION #1: The location, size, shape, height, spatial and visual impacts and 
arrangements of the uses and structures are compatible with the site and surroundings. 
 

STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 
1a. As noted above, this site is already developed and used as a pump station for the 

City-wide transfer of wastewater so the location of the proposed replacement is 
already established. The existing pump station has the appearance of a large 
mechanical operation due to its visual prominence from the street. The proposed 
new pump station and control building will have virtually all of its mechanical 
equipment enclosed and out of view so that the visual and spatial impacts will be 



minimized and the reduction in height and shape in the facility will be done in a 
much less innocuous manner than the existing PS#1. The design will also provide 
greater protection from water damage in the event of a major flood event so that 
the control station can continue to operate.  

 
 The inclusion of landscape elements and painting of the perimeter chain-link fence 

a powder-coated black will also assist in providing an enhanced site appearance 
despite the fact that pump stations are generally designed to function as a critical 
infrastructure component and not as historically-related visual design.  

 
CONCLUSION: Staff finds that the location, size, and height of the proposed control 
building is in accord with the waterfront neighborhood. The proposed replacement 
structure and use should have no greater impact on surrounding properties than what the 
existing pump station has, and, in fact, will be a design upgrade. This decision criterion can 
be adequately met with the proposed site plan and building profile, as submitted. 
 

DECISION CRITERION #2: The public and private sewerage and water facilities provided by the 
development are adequate in location, size, design, and timing of construction to serve the 
residents or establishments. These facilities meet city standards and relevant policies of the 
comprehensive plan and provide adequate fire protection. 
 
 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 

2a. Water: Staff received no comments from the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board 
regarding this project.    

  
2b. Sanitary Sewer: This facility currently supports the public sanitary sewer system 

and the proposed replacement and upgrade of the facility, as a result of this 
project, will increase the capability and function of PS#1 for many years to come. 

 
2c. Fire Protection: Staff received comments regarding the storage of any volatile 

chemicals inside the control station. 275 gallons of calcium nitrate will be stored to 
use in the pump station operation to neutralize hydrogen sulfide build-up were 
that to occur. Hydrogen sulfide is a gas formed in sewer line and is poisonous, 
corrosive, and explosive. It has been indicated by staff that in the 10 years of 
operation of RS#4, the use of calcium nitrate as an emergency measure has not 
been necessary. 

 
CONCLUSION:  The various public facilities and services for this proposed project can be 
sufficiently satisfied through existing facilities and any upgrades, if required. Therefore, 
this decision criterion has been adequately met. 
 

DECISION CRITERION #3: The grading and contouring of the site and how site surface drainage 
and/or on-site surface water storage facilities are constructed to insure that there is no adverse 
effect on neighboring properties, public right-of-way, or the public storm drainage system; and 
that the site development work will take place in accordance with City policies and practices. 
 
 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 

 
3a.  The development submittal indicates that there will be no changes or alterations 

to the site’s surface drainage associated with the project and staff concurs based 
on the submitted plans, with this statement. No information was provided by 



neighbors or reviewing agencies that would be contrary to this statement. 
 

CONCLUSIONS:  The decision criteria have been adequately met. 
 

DECISION CRITERION #4: Based on anticipated vehicular and pedestrian traffic generation, 
adequate rights-of-way and improvements to streets, pedestrian ways, bikeways, and other 
ways are provided to promote safety, reduce congestion, and provide emergency equipment 
access. 
 

STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 

4a. After construction of the new facility is complete, very little traffic generation will 
occur. The new control room station and pumping facility will not need any 
full-time employees to be on-site and only occasional visits by City crew members 
for monitoring, maintenance, and emergencies. Therefore, no off-street parking is 
needed or provided; available parking is provided via two access locations for 
temporary parking of support vehicles. This parking situation for the new 
development is no different from the existing circumstances of the current pump 
station.   

   
CONCLUSION: Due to the nature and function of the proposed control building and pump 
station, this criterion is satisfied.    

DECISION CRITERION #5: There are adequate off-street parking and loading facilities provided in 
a safe, well designed, and efficient manner. 
  
STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 

 
5a. Parking: No off-street parking is required for this land use, as discussed immediately 

above under Decision Criterion #4. 
 
5b. Landscaping and Screening: The site presently has no other landscaping around 

the perimeter except for grass areas that extend both inside and outside of the 
fenced facility. The upgraded site will be provided with a landscape scheme that 
will use new plantings on the east side along Front Street which includes trees, 
shrubs and groundcover and on the north side, along Birch Avenue, which will 
have shrubs and groundcover. Both access points to the new control station are to 
be located on the north with the landscaping elements placed between the two 
accesses. It appears that these improvements will help to promote a safe and 
well-designed addition to the WH district. 

    
CONCLUSION: The proposed landscaping will be a significant upgrade to the site in an 
effort to soften the visual impact of the control station and to add an enhanced appeal to 
the WH district. This is a valued provision since the district does not have a lot of 
well-landscaped areas but that is not surprising due to its historic location and function to 
be a water-related industrial and service area. However, since the pump station is not a 
land use that necessarily has to be located in a waterfront district but rather serves the 
area due to the location of the sewer treatment facility at a slightly higher elevation to the 
north, the enhanced visual improvement will still be a net benefit to the district. As 
presented, the provision for temporary parking and augmented landscaping provisions 
adequately satisfy this criterion.  
 
 



DECISION CRITERION #6:  Adequate dedication or reservation of real property for public use, as 
well as easements and right-of-entry for construction, maintenance, and future expansion of 
public facilities are addressed. 
 
 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 

6a. No additional dedication or reservation needs have been identified for this 
proposal.  

 
CONCLUSION: This decision criterion has been met. 

 
DECISION CRITERION #7:  The structural design, location, size, and materials used for buildings, 
walls, fences, berms, traffic island, median areas, and signs serve their intended purposes. 
 
 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 

7a. The physical aspects of the existing and proposed pump station building and 
associated improvements were discussed under Decision Criteria #1 and #5, 
above. Landscaping requirements in the Development Code are covered under 
Chapter 17.200, Parking and Loading so they were therefore considered under 
Criterion #5. 

 
7d. Minimal sign information is intended to be provided with this proposal.   
 
CONCLUSION: This decision criterion can be sufficiently satisfied.  
 

DECISION CRITERION #8:  Other property development requirements of the zoning district are 
satisfied. 
 
 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS:  
 

8a. The subject property is located in the Waterfront Heritage (WH) zone district and 
is reviewed accordingly below.  

 
8b. The development standards for non-residential development in the WH zone 

district, as outlined by Chapter 17.50.050 of the CBDC, are as follows: 
 

1. Minimum lot area: 2,000 square feet 
2. Building Coverage: No minimum requirement.  
3. Building Height: Shall be no more than 35 feet. 
4. Yards: Not more than two feet from the Front Street right-of-way, 

otherwise no setback requirements other than those imposed under 
state or local building codes. 

  
8c. Compliance with State of Oregon Building Codes and the Department of 

Environmental Quality (DEQ) will be necessary with this project. 
 

CONCLUSION: The new facility is intended to satisfy requirements of DEQ as well as 
address relevant portions of the WH district. This decision criterion has been sufficiently 
met. 
   

VI. Section17.125 WATERFRONT HERITAGE DISTRICT: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 



 

17.125.080 - Architectural Design 
 

(1) Intent. The intent of the architectural design review goals and standards is to ensure that proposals for 

construction of new structures and for major remodeling of existing structures evoke the appearance of the prevailing 

architectural styles of the buildings in the WH district as they might have existed if constructed between the 1870s to 

the 1920s. For the purposes of this section, these styles are referred to as the “designated historic styles.” “Historical 

Buildings of Empire and Front Street,” a notebook of photographs from the historical time period, is available for 

review at the department of community services, planning division. 

 

 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 

The pump station is considered a utilitarian building that should not be a leading feature of 
design within the WH district, especially when considering that it was not even an engineering 
component of the district in the 1870 to 1920s. However, the design elements put forth through 
the recommendations of the DAT appear to incorporate adequate intention and treatment and 
to recognize the design paradigm that ‘form follows function’. Although a pump station should 
not be treated with a throwback design that has no relationship to its contemporary purposes, 
the City has agreed, after review from the Design Assistance Team (DAT), to employ the following 
aspects of the existing PS#4 with the purposed upgrade of PS31 to include: 
 

 The roof will be metal and painted dark grey. 

 Metal sheeting will be used to cover the topmost sections of the external 

sidewalls of the building and will be painted “pumphouse putty” brown. 

 Trim, door, vent pipe colors will be “sweet rosy” brown and “pumphouse 

putty” brown and will match the color combinations on PS#4. 

 No paint would be used on the split-face concrete blocks. 

 The fence would be a black 3 Rail Classic style fence. 

 The crane that will be used to remove the pumps for maintenance will be 

painted dark color to match the other structures. 

 The sidewalks will remain to the city standard. 

 

CONCLUSION: Based on this assessment, the architectural design portion of the review is satisfied. 
 

(2) Architectural Design Review Goals and Standards. In order to be approved, a design proposal must comply with 

both the architectural design review goals and standards.  

a. Architectural design review “Historical Buildings of Empire and Front Street,” a notebook of photographs 

from the historical time period, is available for review at the department of community services, planning 

division. 

b. Architectural design review goals are the conceptual framework establishing the underlying objectives to 

be achieved by new development and modifications to existing development in the district. Architectural 

design review standards are the approval criteria developed to implement these architectural design 

review goals and used to review new development and modifications to existing development. 

Adherence to the architectural design review standards ensures the conservation and enhancement of 

the special characteristics of each district. 

c. The factors which will be used in the evaluation process include architectural style of the proposal; 

compatibility with scenic values and architectural resources in the district; design quality; structural 

placement; dimensions; height; bulk; lot coverage by structures; exterior appearance of the building; 
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open areas; and landscaping. 

 

 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 

The existing pump station has no historical or architectural relation to the WH district. Rather, 
its appearance and function is that of a utilitarian use to assist in the provision of sanitary sewer 
service. 

 

CONCLUSION: The architectural design portion of the review is considered in detail below. 
 

(3) Architectural Design Review Goals.  

a. Building Design – Massing. “Massing” is defined as a composition of two-dimensional shapes or 

three-dimensional volumes which gives the impression of weight, density and bulk. If the following 

architectural design review goals are met in the architectural design of development, acceptable massing 

may be accomplished: 

i. Design should result in buildings with a perceived size that maintains a human scale that is 

comfortable and attractive for pedestrians. 

ii. Design should result in a quality street environment that is attractive to pedestrians and 

development. 

iii. Buildings of special historic significance and merit should be preserved. Maintain or 

restore as many of the proportions, dimensions and architectural details of historical 

significance which were original or added to the building during the designated historic 

period. 

iv. New or remodeled structures abutting or directly across from buildings that have been 

identified as historic should be designed so as to preserve, and not detract from, the 

historic context and merit of the building. 

v. Buildings should have consistent visual identity from all sides visible to the general public. 

 

b. Building Design – Articulation. “Articulation” is defined as the emphasis given to architectural elements 

(such as, windows, balconies, entries, etc.) that create a complementary pattern or rhythm, dividing large 

buildings into smaller identifiable pieces. If the following architectural design review goals are met in the 

architectural design of development, acceptable articulation may be accomplished:  

i. The pattern and proportion of doors and windows should be similar to existing historic 

buildings in the WH district, and/or evoke the designated historic styles. 

ii. Finish materials, details and colors should evoke the designated historic styles. 

c. Signage. Design for signs should emulate signage that existed during the designated historic period.  

 

 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 

This portion of the land use review will consider these goals, standards, and factors. 
 

CONCLUSION: The architectural design portion of the review is considered in detail below.  
 

(4) Architectural Design Review Standards. The purpose of these architectural design review standards, along with 
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the notebook, “Historical Buildings of Empire and Front Street,” is to serve as a resource for designing development 

that will satisfy the architectural design review goals for the WH district. Design proposals may be approved if the 

following architectural design review standards are met in the architectural design of development: 

 

a. Building Design – Massing 

i. Use articulation on either new or existing building facades to reduce the bulk of buildings. 

Methods include, but are not limited to, the following: 

A. Modulation; 

B. Broken roof lines; or 

C. Building elements such as balconies, chimneys, porches or other entry details, and 

landscaping. 

ii. Use articulation features such as cornices or other details that lower the apparent height 

of the building. 

iii. Place display windows at the street level around the exterior of larger commercial 

buildings. 

 

The pattern and proportion of windows, doors and other glazed areas is important in determining the 

building’s architectural character. 

 

Rooflines can reinforce the architectural character of a street. 

 

Architectural features like cornices can relate to adjacent buildings, lowering the apparent, conflicting height 

of the building. 

 

iv. The front elevation of large structures should be divided into smaller areas or planes. 

When the front elevation of a structure is more than 750 square feet in area, the front 

elevation should be divided into distinct areas by: 

A.  Creating a bay window or other building extension of at least one foot or more 

from the main structure; 

B. Creating a roof pediment that is the full width of the structure; or 

C. Setting part of the facade back one or more feet from the rest of the facade. 

 

v. For existing buildings of historic significance (in the WH district, these buildings are the 

Marshfield Sun at 1049 North Front Street, the Coos Bay Iron Works at 896 North Front 

Street and the Cahill Building, formerly Ferguson Transfer, 318 North Front Street): areas 

by: 

A.  Restore or retain as many historic features as possible; 

B. Maintain or restore original proportions, dimensions and architectural elements; 

C. Select paint and material colors which are historically accurate, coordinate the 

entire facade, and do not conflict with adjacent buildings; and 

D. Consult available historical resources such as the Coos Historical Society, private 

historians or photographic archives. 
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vi. At locations abutting or adjacent to buildings of historical significance: 

A.  Use a roofline that emulates the historic building; 

B. Use doors, windows, materials and details similar to the historic building; and 

C. Break up the building facade using articulation which reflects the scale and 

proportions of the historic building. 

 

vii. Continue exterior materials, architectural detailing, and color scheme around all sides of 

the building. Buildings must present an equivalent level of quality of materials, detailing 

and fenestration on all sides visible to the general public. 

viii. Reserve bright colors for trim or accents unless it is common to the architectural style. 

ix. Use of reflective exterior materials where glare would shine into nearby buildings is 

prohibited. 

 

b. Building Design – Articulation – Finish materials.   

i. Buildings should use wood or simulated wood products as their exterior finish material on 

elevations exposed to view from locations accessible by the public. Horizontal wood or 

simulated wood siding and wood shingles should be applied with exposure of each course 

not exceeding eight inches in width. Vertical siding should be rough-sawn “board on 

board” typical to the designated historical styles. 

ii. Plain plywood or grooved plywood panels should not be used as exterior finish materials 

on elevations exposed to view from locations accessible by the public. 

iii. Concrete or concrete block should not be exposed to view as exterior finish materials 

except for foundation walls not extending more than one foot above the finished grade 

level adjacent to the wall. 

iv. Wavy corrugated metal siding (rather than bold rib, box rib or v-beam) may be used as the 

finish material on exterior walls only if combined with other materials and details in such 

a way as to create a design that reflects the designated historic styles. 

v. The design, detailing and trimming of the rooflines, porches, windows, doors and other 

architectural features should be in a manner that is in keeping with the designated 

historic styles. 

vi. Glass should be clear or ornamental stained glass. Translucent glazing should be used only 

for restrooms. 

vii. Roofing materials exposed to view should be wood shingles, composition roofing, or 

corrugated metal roofing in a subdued color that is in keeping with the historic styles 

noted. Decorative features such as cupolas, cresting, chimneys, barge (rake), and 

soffit/fascia trim are encouraged if keeping with the architectural style. 

viii. Light fixtures should be integrated with architectural elements. Decorative light fixtures 

that are in keeping with the historic styles are encouraged. 

c. Exterior light fixtures must not compete with city-furnished sidewalk period lights. Building lights should 

be metal halide or incandescent and are to be directed away from pedestrians and street traffic so as to 

avoid glare.  
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 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 

The design for PS#1 was discussed with the DAT at the pre-application meeting. The architectural 
design of the new building will be the same as existing PS#4 with no outside paint covering the 
building split-face concrete blocks. The fencing will be a 3 Rail Classic style fence. All utility lines 
will be underground.   

 

CONCLUSION: Emulating the design of PS#4 has several advantages, many of which fit into the design 
elements of the WH guidelines and standards. First of all, the design of PS#4 was intended to be 
replicated as other pump stations are replaced as a cost savings venture (not having to create a different 
design for each facility) and to provide a ‘signature’ appearance for each structure. Secondly, PS#1, like 
PD#4, will have ‘a perceived size that maintains a human scale that is comfortable and attractive’ which 
is called out in the WH guidelines. Third, as noted previously, PS#1 serves a utilitarian function first and 
foremost. Its optimal performance is its chief purpose; integrating into a design element is secondary 
and, in this case, its enhanced design will be a visual improvement within the WH district over the 
existing appearance of PS#1. Finally, and also noted above, a pump station in and of itself, has no 
historical context in the WH district. Therefore, the replication of the design of PS#4 appears to 
adequately meet some of the intentions of the WH design standards while other standards cannot be 
feasibly or realistically applied to a structure that serves a fundamental function of the City’s vital 
infrastructure system. Based on the totality of these considerations, this portion of the submittal is 
acceptable.  

 

(5) Signage. Signs will be reviewed by the historical design review committee based on the standards set forth below. 

A sign permit is also required which will be reviewed by staff pursuant to the provisions in Chapter 17.230 CBMC. If 

the provisions conflict, the stricter shall apply. 

 

a. Design for signs should emulate signage that existed during the designated historic period, and be 

consistent with the character of the storefront, the building on which they are situated and the area as a 

whole. Review for consistency includes, but is not limited to, evaluation of size, shape, position, materials 

and illumination in relationship to the facade and abutting and adjacent structures. 

b.  Signs on a business front are limited to a building sign on each building face (identifying the building 

name), a sign for each business entry (vehicular or pedestrian), and interior painting of street-front 

windows. 

c. Signs shall have a minimum clearance of eight feet above a pedestrian walkway and 15 feet above a 

public street or alley, driveway, or parking lot. Signs shall not be closer than two feet to any curbline. A 

projecting sign shall not project more than eight feet beyond the property line. 

d. All signs shall: 

i. Be of an appropriate size and design;  

ii. Be sited sympathetically on the building; 

iii. Not obscure or remove detailing on the building; 

iv. Be designed as part of the building and not treated as an unrelated addition; and 

v. Be related to the style and character of the building and general area. 

 

http://www.codepublishing.com/OR/CoosBay/html/CoosBay17/CoosBay17230.html#17.230
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e. Allowed Sign Types. Design for signs should emulate signage that existed during the designated historic 

period. Building Design – Massing 

i. Wall/Fascia Sign. Which is defined as a sign placed on the vertical surface of a wall or 

fascia where the wall or fascia is suitable for sign attachment. A wall/fascia sign must not 

extend across two storefronts or across separate buildings.Use articulation features such 

as cornices or other details that lower the apparent height of the building. 

ii. Projecting or Hanging Sign. Which is defined as a sign where the message area is displayed 

perpendicular to the building fascia. 

iii. Awning Sign. An “awning” is defined as a structure made of fabric or similar material with 

a painted metal frame which is attached to a building and projects over a public walkway. 

An awning shall have no soffits, plastic components or internal lighting. Plastic awning 

fabrics are prohibited. Advertising material attached to an awning is an awning sign. 

iv. Marquee Sign. Which is defined either as a fascia sign, projecting sign or awning sign 

which contains movable letters or devices. A marquee sign shall not contain any plastic 

parts and shall not be internally illuminated. 

v. Interior Painted Window Signs. These signs are regulated. However, interior painted 

window signs with holiday themes are allowed up to 45 days without approval of a sign 

permit. 

vi. Miscellaneous. Sign types not otherwise listed which comply with the requirements of this 

subsection may be allowed upon approval by the historical design review committee. 

vii. Neon Sign. Any sign where neon or other gas contained in tubing is illuminated by the 

application of electric current is prohibited. 

viii. Sandwich Board. Portable signs that are not permanently affixed to the ground or a 

structure are prohibited. [Ord. 307, 2001; Ord. 93 § 2.19.8, 1987]. 

 

 STATEMENTS OF FACT AND FINDINGS: 
 

The applicant has indicated that a standardized City identification sign will be placed on the 
control station to provide basic identification and contact information in case of emergency or 
other needs. Utilizing a sign that has a historical appearance would not really fit with the 
structure’s appearance and would be a deviation from the City’s sign program to maintain 
uniform public recognition, information, and format for ease of familiarity and recognition.    

 

CONCLUSION: The expected signs on the building are expected to be appropriate in size and design 
and also to be directly related to the style and character of the pump station in satisfaction of this 
standard.   

 
VII. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the adopted Findings, Conclusions and Conditions, as supported by the applicant’s submittal, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as Attachments A, approve case file #187-ZON16-007 
for an Architectural Design Review and a Site Plan & Architectural Review, allowing at 690 North Front Street, 
subject to the following Conditions: 
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1. The applicant shall secure all building and other applicable permits, as required, from the City of Coos Bay 
or the State of Oregon. 
 

2. The project design shall adhere to the recommendations of the Design Assistance Team (DAT) which 
include the following: 

 
a) The roof will be metal and painted dark grey. 

b) Metal sheeting will be used to cover the topmost sections of the external sidewalls of 

the building and will be painted “pumphouse putty” brown. 

c) Trim, door, vent pipe colors will be “sweet rosy” brown , and “pumphouse putty” 

brown and will match the color combinations on PS#4. 

d) No paint would be used on the split-face concrete blocks 

e) The fence would be a black 3 Rail Classic style fence. 

f) The crane that will be used to remove the pumps for maintenance will be painted dark 

color to match the other structures. 

g) The sidewalks will remain to the city standard.   

 
3. The applicant shall obtain sign permits from the City of Coos Bay prior to installation of any primary 

signage. 
 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF PERMIT APPROVAL: 
Approval shall be withdrawn if the authorized construction or use is not commenced within one year or is not pursued 
diligently to completion; or, if authorized occupancy or use has been discontinued for over 120 consecutive days. 
 
The effective date of the permit may be delayed if substantive conditions are attached to the approval.  The 
Commission may grant an extension of time for a period not to exceed one year if circumstances beyond the control of 
the applicant cause delays. 
 
 

 

    DATE MAILED:  March 29, 2016 
Tom Dixon, Planning Administrator 
 
cc: Jennifer Wirsing, Applicant’s Representative  
 Dave Perry, DLCD 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: A. Applicant’s complete submittal 
    

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
STAFF REPORT  SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW #187-ZON16-007 13 

Attachment A 
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