Zoom Meeting Link
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89211858954
Dial in
253-215-8782 US (Tacoma)
Meeting ID: 892 1185 8954

CITY OF SILVERTON – PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
Meeting to be held virtually per HB 4212
May 11, 2021 - 7:00 PM

AGENDA

I.

ROLL CALL

II.

MINUTES
Approval of Minutes of the Meetings held February 22, 2021, March 30, 2021, and April
13, 2021.

III.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR
Items not on the Agenda.

IV.

PUBLIC HEARING
4.1

File Number ZC-21-01 & PD-21-01. Zone Change Application to change the zoning
of 1459 Pine Street from R-1, Single Family Residential to R-5, Low Density
Residential with a concurrent Planned Development application to create 6 Single‐
Family Detached Lots, a Design Review and Land Division for 12 Single‐Family
Attached Lots, and Development of Parking Facilities and Recreational Amenities
within a tract. The site is 1.89 acres in area. Located on the south side of Pine
Street west of Schemmel Lane, Marion County Assessor’s Map 061W34BB, Tax
Lot 03200. The application will be reviewed following the criteria found in Silverton
Development Code section 4.7.300.B. & 4.5.150 & 180.

4.2

File Number DC-21-01. Development Code Amendment to allow a duplex on any
lot a single family home is permitted and update the Accessory Dwelling Unit
standards to comply with HB 2001. The application will be reviewed following the
criteria found in Silverton Development Code section 4.7.200.

V.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

VI.

ADJOURNMENT

Americans with Disabilities Act – The City of Silverton intends to comply with the A.D.A. The meeting
location is accessible to individuals needing special accommodations such as a sign language interpreter,
headphones, or other special accommodations for the hearing impaired. To participate, please contact
the City at 503-874-2204 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting.
Please submit written comments to Jgottgetreu@silverton.or.us prior to the meeting time. Comments
received will be shared with Planning Commission at the meeting and included in the record. Comments
may be mailed to City Hall at 306 S Water Street or put in the drop off box located at the driveway exit of
City Hall. Please contact Jason Gottgetreu at 503-874-2212 to obtain a method to listen to the meeting.
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6:00 P.M.

CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION MINUTES
Drafted for approval; subject to change and/or correction
FEBRUARY 23, 2021

The Planning Commission members from the City of Silverton met for a work session through the virtual
meeting platform Zoom on February 23, 2021 at 6:00 p.m., with Chairman Flowers presiding.
ROLL CALL:
Present

Absent

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Rich Piaskowski
Morry Jones
Micole Olivas-Leyva
Tasha Huebner
Peter Matzka
Ammon Benedict

AFFORDABLE HOUSING TASK FORCE MEMBERS: Gene Oster, Ben Wilt, Laurie Chadwick.
STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu and Planning and Permit Assistant, Kate Schlee.
CONSULTANTS PRESENT: Anais Mathez from 3J Consulting, Tim Wood from FCS Group
AGENDA ITEMS:
1. Recap of Round 1 Public Involvement
Project Overview
Jason Gottgetreu (City of Silverton) welcomed the Planning Commission members. Anais Mathez (3J
Consulting) reviewed the agenda and recapped the project objectives, which include:
• Building on the momentum of the HNA and identifying the most promising actions the local
government can take to address identified housing needs
• Expanding opportunities for middle housing options through Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code updates
• Complying with House Bill 2001 middle housing zoning requirements
Project deliverables include a Housing Strategy Implementation Plan and zoning code revisions to allow
middle housing through clear and objective standards and processes, specifically permitting duplexes in
R-1, R-5 and RM-10, RM-20 zones, where single-family detached dwellings (SFDDs) are permitted. The
project will also explore options to permit other middle housing types, such as triplexes, quadplexes,
townhouses and cottage clusters, based on committee interest.
Anais noted that the project kicked off in September 2020 and will wrap up by June 2021.
February 23, 2021 City of Silverton Planning Commission Meeting
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Outreach Activities
Anais provided a summary of the public outreach activities held through the first phase of work. This
included (2) planning commission/advisory committee meetings, (8) stakeholder interviews to understand
the impacts of the zoning code and review requirements on development in Silverton, a public open house
that attracted approximately 20 attendees, and an online survey that garnered 169 responses.
The outreach methods resulted in the following key issues across three general questions: How have
zoning and other regulations affected the kind of development/work you do?
• What should be the top policy goals for introducing middle housing zoning standards?
o Managing the impacts of parking within neighborhoods
o Supporting more affordable housing
o Creating more opportunities for homeownership
• What are the most important duplex code standards? Other housing types?
o Allowing attached and detached configurations
o Adding a requirement for a garage or carport
o Limiting overall size of buildings
• What are some other priorities for introducing middle housing?
o Right-sizing infrastructure
o Adequate parking
o Maintaining affordability
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Clarification was given about the purpose and intent of the stakeholder interviews. Planning Commission
members suggested sending targeted invitations to community groups and boards, such as the school
district, for the next public meeting in order to extend the breadth of outreach.
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Anais reviewed the final concepts for the duplex code package, including ADUs. The Planning
Commission confirmed there were no reductions to setbacks or parking requirements beyond what was
required by the Model Code. The Committee requested that staff reintroduce the requirement that new
housing units (single family detached, attached, duplex, triplex, quadplex) be required to include a garage.
Anais noted that compliance with minimum compliance standards and Model Code is not required for
housing types other than duplexes because the City does not meet the definition of a “Large City;” rather,

2. Final Code Audit and Concepts
Anais described how the code audit and code concepts are grounded in the existing Silverton
Development Code, the middle housing state Model Code and OARs, and informed by:
• Stakeholder input from a series of interviews with local developers and housing professionals.
(See Summary of Stakeholder Issues.)
• Input from the Advisory Committee at meetings on November 24 and December 22, 2020. (See
Meeting Summary Notes.)
• Public input received at the January 14, 2021 Open House and companion online survey, which
garnered over 150 responses. (See Open House Summary Notes and Survey Response Summary.)
• City staff insight on code interpretation and current planning trends.
• Best practices and recommendations from the consultant team.

February 23, 2021 City of Silverton Planning Commission Meeting
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the requirement to permit other middle housing types comes from the City’s own HNA to address a
deficit of multifamily development capacity. However, the HB 2001 standards provide a starting place for
evaluating current code and developing future code.
3. Draft Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP)
Tim Wood, FCS Group, presented the draft Housing Strategy Implementation Plan. He reviewed
Silverton’s current housing mix and new housing forecast, recapped key findings from the Housing Needs
Analysis, as well as existing policies, strategies, and actions. Tim described how the draft HSIP identifies
a series of strategies and evaluates them based on a set of criteria, including:
• Community support
• Number of target housing units added
• Opportunity cost
• Compatibility with other city policies
• Development feasibility
He reviewed the top-scoring strategies, describing them and their score for each criteria. Planning
Commission members provided the following feedback and clarifications:
• Ensure the strategies include criteria that reflects the timeframe identified in the HNA.
• The “opportunity cost” category could be better expressed and pegged to objective criteria.
• There should be a clear distinction between strategies that are evaluation-focused versus those
that are action-focused. It was suggested that the list of strategies be broken out into two lists (e.g.
one list addressing evaluation-focused strategies and one list addressing action-focused strategies)
or making sure that the title clearly reflects what it is.
• More time is desired to review the document, tweak the evaluation scores, and explore how to
better share and display the information.
• It was clarified that all the elements of the duplex code package reflect what is required by law.
There is interest in developing clear and objectives standards to help integrate duplexes into the
community.
4. Next Steps
The next meeting will be scheduled the week of March 30th, where the Planning Commission will review
the draft duplex code. The second Public Open House is scheduled for the same week. The objectives of
the public meeting will be education around HB2001, presenting the draft duplex code concepts, and the
strategies from the Draft HSIP. Jason will share exact meeting dates and times as they are confirmed.
• It was suggested that the Planning Commission extend these meetings beyond the allocated time
with the consultant staff in case there are further matters to be discussed.
REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
Director Gottgetreu announced that interview panels for the new city manager will begin shortly.
The Pioneer Village Phase VI might be on the March City Council Meeting, if the applicant provides
materials.
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The March 23rd Planning Commission work session at 6:00 p.m., is the next session with the consultants.
The March regular meeting currently does not have anything on it.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Flowers adjourned the meeting at 8:34 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Kate Schlee,
Planning and Permit Assistant
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Page 4 of 4

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
I.
9
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CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION MINUTES

March 30, 2021

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met for a work session through the virtual meeting
platform Zoom on March 30, 2021 at 6:02 p.m., with Chairman Flowers presiding.

ROLL CALL:
Present
X
X
X
X
X
X

Absent

X

Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Ammon Benedict
Morry Jones
Rich Piaskowski
Tasha Huebner
Peter Matzka
Micole Olivas-

10
11
12 STAFF PRESENT:
13 Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu and Planning and Permit Assistant, Kate Schlee.
14
15 CONSULTANTS PRESENT: Anais Mathez from 3J Consulting, Elizabeth Decker from Jet Planning
16
17 DLCD REPRESENTATIVE: Sean Edging
18
19
20
III. AGENDA ITEM
21
22 3.1 Review Draft Duplex Code Revisions
23
24 Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu welcomed everyone and explained the purpose of
25 tonight’s meeting.
26
27 Anais Mathez (3J Consulting) reviewed the agenda and recapped the project objectives, which include:
28
• Revise the development code to allow duplexes in R-1, R-5, RM-10, RM-20 where single-family
29
detached dwellings (SFDDs) are permitted, under the same standards;
30
– Explore code concepts to permit triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses and cottage clusters;
31
• Prepare a Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP) to identify and prioritize the most prom32
ising actions the City can take to address identified housing needs
33
34 Anais noted that this is the fourth of six Planning Commission meetings, and the next meeting will be a
35 Planning Commission hearing for the draft duplex code. The deadline for code adoption is June 31, 2021.
36
37 Duplex and ADU Code Updates
38 Elizabeth prefaced the duplex code package with a reminder of HB 2001, as well as the on the strategies
39 identified by City Council and in the Housing Needs Analysis. She reviewed the geography of these code

March 30, 2021 City of Silverton Planning Commission Work Session
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updates across Silverton, noting that the they will have diffuse but wide-ranging impacts.
The code package regulates duplexes as single-family detached dwellings. The following code concepts
include:
• Configuration: Allow detached as well as attached, may include manufactured homes
• Permitted use: Allow in all zones, add to R-1
• Minimum lot sizes: Allow on same size lots (3,000-8,000 SF), eliminate distinction between corner and interior lots
• Density: Count as single unit for parity with single-family density standards.
• Dimensional Standards: No changes
• Design standards: Apply same single-family standards, and re-introduce garage requirement
• Require 1 parking space per unit, total of 2 spaces per duplex: Reduce requirement from 3 total
spaces
• Create opportunities for two driveways on a lot:
• Increase minimum spacing between driveways to 22 ft from 6 ft to retain on-street parking
• Explicitly permit conversion of SFDD: Amend nonconforming, lot of record standards
Planning Commission members provided the following questions and comments (consultant/staff
responses in italics:
• Is it confirmed that a duplex will be counted as the same density as a SFDD? Yes, for the purpose
of calculating compliance for the density standard and keeping the math simple. It ensures the
density standards don’t get in the way of the duplexes we’re trying to permit. ADUs don’t count
towards density for the same reason.
• What would happen if a house is grandfathered in on a tiny lot, and we allow a duplex? There are
a few different scenarios. First, if you have an existing home on a tiny lot, the code would allow
an internal division, but this is likely a rare occurrence. There could be a case of having a small
lot and an existing home that is worth more as a tear-down and the construction of a new duplex.
The code makes the lot eligible for this type of development, but the setbacks and other standards
might not make it feasible for the developer.
• Are there cases where a development can have smaller lot sizes? Yes. Most new development that
is happening is through the Planned Unit Development (PUD) process, which allows a variety,
including smaller, lot sizes.
o DLCD reminded the group that the City retains the ability to control this through a traffic
impact analysis and the building permit stage, where proposals must demonstrate how
they meet planned infrastructure.
• This might change the City’s perception of development going forward, not that there are additional possibilities under one standard. Silverton’s Public Works standards does require one water meter per unit of a duplex, as opposed to only one meter for a SFDD, which is an additional
cost and potential further barrier for development. However, it would require a developer to explicitly plan for this type of housing and be up front about what they are developing.
Elizabeth presented the following Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) code concepts:
• Increase allowed size to 60% of dwelling, max 800 SF
• Remove owner-occupancy requirement

March 30, 2021 City of Silverton Planning Commission Work Session
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•
•
•

Remove “consistent architectural character” requirement
Equalize required setbacks for ADUs and accessory buildings, and permit conversion of existing
structures
Remove off-street parking requirement

Planning Commission members provided the following questions and comments (consultant/staff
responses in italics:
• Do we have to add something about short-term rentals, like Air BnBs? Currently, short term
rentals are regulated by being limited to one bedroom provided they don’t provide cooking facilities. Regulating short-term rentals even further is something the City could do as a separate process since the code wasn’t developed when this was a thing to consider, and we are opening up
more possibilities through this process.
o A nuance does exist in the bill. Siting and design standards don’t apply to ADUs that are
short-term rentals such as Air BnBs; they aren’t under the protections of HB 2001.
• Can you clarify where the parking requirement came from? This comes directly from the bill. For
the purposes of supporting more ADUs, it would no longer be permissible to require off-street
parking and owner occupancy because they were found to be outsize obstacles.
Elizabeth clarified the differences between duplexes and ADUs, noting that incentives might be stacked
for duplexes in that a lot can have two units of the same size, whereas ADUs are capped in size.
Discussion Questions
Elizabeth presented three code refinement questions for discussion with the Planning Commission.
1. How should the code address the possibility of manufactured homes being used as ADUs or detached duplexes? Options include:
o State legal precedent unclear, overlap
o Explicitly permit manufactured homes, apply standards
o Implicitly permit manufactured homes
The Planning Commission agreed that the City needs to be very restrictive about manufactured homes.
Sean Edging, DLCD Representative, shared an example of an Oregon community that went through the
process of creating a very specific definition of a manufactured home that complies with state and federal
regulations. The Planning Commission expressed support for this option and requested that this example
be shared and incorporated into the draft code package.
2. Should covered parking be required for SFDDs and duplexes, and how much? Options include:
o No garage requirement, retain current code
o Require garage with one-car capacity
o Require all required parking to be covered
o Consider whether front driveway space should be counted as required parking
The Planning Commission agreed that the garage requirement is essential to making this type of project
successful and requested that it be re-introduced into the draft code package. The Committee also agreed
that it was reasonable to count front driveway spaces as required parking, noting that variance and
performance standards should go along with the garage requirements.

March 30, 2021 City of Silverton Planning Commission Work Session
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3. Should driveway spacing be expanded from 6 ft to 22 ft to create opportunity for two driveways
per lot (single-family and duplex)?
The Planning Commission agreed that expanding the driveway spacing provides more options and
flexibility and lends to a duplex development that looks more like two individual homes.
Elizabeth thanked the group for their discussion and asked if the Planning Commission would be in
support of the draft code package, with the revisions identified during the meeting. The Planning
Commission agreed that they would be in support of the code package with the revisions as discussed.
Next Steps
The next Advisory Committee Meeting will be scheduled as a Planning Commission Hearing. The date
was discussed and moved from April 27th to May 11th, with a City Council Hearing on the code package
scheduled for June 7th.
Anais reminded the Planning Commission that a second public meeting will be hosted on Thursday, April
1st. The objectives of the public meeting will be to provide education around HB2001, present the draft
duplex code package, and gather input on the priority strategies from the draft HSIP. She noted an online
survey will accompany the public meeting and be live by the end of the week. Planning Commission
members emphasized the importance of placing the code discussion in the context of the greater story of
housing, as it pertains to Silverton, for the broader community.
REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Flowers stated that he will not be at the April 13th Planning Commission meeting. ViceChairman Benedict will preside.
ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Flowers adjourned the meeting at 7:53 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Kate Schlee,
Planning and Permit Assistant
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7:00 P.M.

CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Drafted for approval; subject to change and/or correction

APRIL 13, 2021

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met through the virtual meeting platform
Zoom on April 13, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. with Vice-Chairman Saboe presiding.
ROLL CALL:
Present
X
X
X
X
X
X

Absent
Excused

Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Ammon Saboe
Morry Jones
Micole Olivas-Leyva
Tasha Huebner
Peter Matzka
Rich Piaskowski

STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu and, Planning and Permit Assistant, Kate
Schlee.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES:
Commissioner Matzka moved to approve the minutes of the February 9, 2021 regular meeting.
Commissioner Olivas-Leyva seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR:
There were no comments.
AGENDA ITEMS:
1. Case: Conditional Use Application for 1133 Oak Street, Silverton, OR 97381
Filed by: Tim Punzel, PO Box 206, Silverton, OR 97381
Planning Department File No.: CU-21-01
Vice-Chairman Saboe opened the hearing at 7:04 p.m., by outlining the public hearing guidelines
and asked for declarations of conflicts of interest. No Commissioners abstained or declared ex
parte contact or conflicts of interest.

April 13, 2021 City of Silverton Planning Commission Meeting
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Director Gottgetreu presented the application for Conditional Use Application CU-21-01 to
construct a 1,296 square foot accessory structure at 1133 Oak Street. Accessory structures larger
than 800 square feet require conditional use approval.
The lot is over 43,000 square feet, which is a little over an acre.
Commissioner Matzka asked for clarification on the shape of the lot. Director Gottgetreu
explained that the property is made of two tax lots, which is why the site plan looks smaller than
the overhead view.
Commissioner Piaskowski asked for clarification of the setbacks. Director Gottgetreu directed
him to ask the applicants when they give their testimony.
Vice-Chairman Saboe asked about the process if the applicants wanted to convert the structure
into an accessory dwelling unit. Director Gottgetreu responded that it would have to go through
the conditional use process.
Applicant Testimony:
Tim Punzel, 695 Schemmel Lane, Silverton, OR 97381, Representative
Alex and Nikki Scott, 1133 Oak Street, Silverton, OR 97381, Property Owners
Mr. Punzel stated that the garage will be used to house vehicles, boat, future RV and to work on
vehicles. He clarified that the vegetation that was removed in preparation for the shop were holly
bushes and all of the bush stalks were less than six inches. A nice privacy fence is going to be
put up along the property line between this lot and the neighboring church. He further added that
the building will be built to match the house with lap siding. It is going to be stick framed, with a
full concrete floor, electricity and a water spigot on the outside.
Commissioner Matzka asked if there were windows that face the church property. Mr. Punzel
responded that there are no windows facing that direction.
Commissioner Piaskowski asked what the setbacks will be 85 feet from back property line and
10 feet from the side property line. The Scotts stated that they did not know the distance to the
main property line, but it is their understanding that because there is no access to the back tax lot
that the lots cannot be separated.
Vice-Chairman Saboe asked if the Scotts spoke to their neighbors to the south. Ms. Scott
responded that they spoke to that neighbor and there were no objections to the proposed shop.
She also stated that the applicants worked with the same neighbor a few years ago to plant trees
along that property line.
Public Testimony:
Proponent Testimony: None.
Opponent Testimony: None.
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Neutral Testimony: None.
Written Testimony: None.
Rebuttal: None.
Director Gottgetreu explained that the back tax lot came into existence sometime after 1960 and
is not a conforming lot. A partition application would be required to make it a separate lot, which
would also include connecting to city services.
Commissioner Jones made a motion to close the public hearing. Commissioner Huebner
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. The public hearing was closed at 7:30 p.m.
Commissioner Matzka stated that he does not have any objections to the application.
Commissioner Olivas-Leyva thanked the applicant for bringing forth the application prior to
building the structure and stated that she has no objections to the application.
Commissioner Jones stated that she has no objections to the application.
Vice-Chairman stated that she has no objections to the application.
Commissioner Huebner made a motion to approve the application. Commissioner Olivas-Leyva
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously at 7:34 p.m.
REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
There is no April work session.
A new city manager has been hired. Ron Chandler comes from Lincoln City and will start on
May 3rd.
Commissioner Huebner brought up that the Planning Commission is also the tree committee for
the city now that Silverton is a tree city. She proposes that the Planning Commission looks into
how to re-work and clarify the tree ordinance. She also asked for an accounting of what funds
have been used for trees and how they were spent.
Commissioner Piaskowski and Vice-Chairman provided support for Commissioner Huebner’s
statements.
The group agreed to have a May work session on this topic.
Commissioner Huebner brought up that the parks plan has not been updated since 2008, which is
a concern for her.
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Director Gottgetreu explained that City Council is responsible for creating the committee to
research and update the parks and recreation plan. The City Council was looking into creating a
parks and recreation district, which was put on hold due to COVID-19.
Commissioner Piaskowski asked for Director Gottgetreu to get a status update for the parks and
recreation committee. He also added that he spent a short time on that committee and he realized
that the City has a shortage of funds to purchase and maintain parks.
The members came up with a plan for Director Gottgetreu to get an update from the City Council
and then the group can decide if they want to schedule a work session to discuss the topic and
provide a recommendation to the City Council.
Commissioner Huebner further brought up the comprehensive plans for parks, water, sewer,
housing needs analysis, etc. She does not think that the plans are treated equally.
ADJOURNMENT
Vice-Chairman Saboe adjourned the meeting at 8:39 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Kate Schlee,
Planning and Permit Assistant
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City of Silverton
Community Development
306 South Water Street
Silverton, OR 97381

PC STAFF REPORT
PROCEDURE TYPE IV
FILE NO. ZC-21-01 & PD-21-01
LAND USE DISTRICT:
R-1, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
ASSESSOR MAP#: 061W34BB
LOT#: 03200
SITE SIZE: 1.98 ACRES
ADDRESS: 1459 PINE STREET

APPLICANT:
NORTH WILLAMETTE VALLEY HABITAT FOR
HUMANITY
PO BOX 852
MOUNT ANGEL, OR 97362

APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE
STEVE KAY, AICP
P.O. BOX 1920
SILVERTON, OR 97381

CONTACT PERSON:
STEVE KAY, 503‐804‐1089

PROPERTY OWNER:
NORTH WILLAMETTE VALLEY HABITAT FOR
HUMANITY
PO BOX 852
MOUNT ANGEL, OR 97362

LOCATION: LOCATED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF
PINE STREET WEST OF SCHEMMEL LANE.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: ZONE CHANGE APPLICATION TO CHANGE THE ZONING OF 1459
PINE STREET FROM R-1, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL TO R-5, LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL WITH A
CONCURRENT PLANNED DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION TO CREATE 6 SINGLE‐FAMILY DETACHED LOTS, A
DESIGN REVIEW AND LAND DIVISION FOR 12 SINGLE‐FAMILY ATTACHED LOTS, AND DEVELOPMENT OF
PARKING FACILITIES AND RECREATIONAL AMENITIES WITHIN A TRACT. THE SITE IS 1.89 ACRES IN SIZE.

DATE: MAY 4, 2021

Attachments

A. Vicinity Map and Review Criteria
B. Applicant’s Narrative
C. Conditions of Approval
D. Staff Report
E. Testimony

ATTACHMENT A: VICINITY MAP & SITE PLAN
Case File: ZC-21-01 & PD-21-01
Vicinity Map and Surrounding Land Use Districts
North – P, Public Overlay
East – R-1, Single Family Residential
South – P, Public Overlay
West – UT-5, Urban Transition 5 Acre

Lot 1 & 2

Lot 3 & 4

Lot 5&6, 7&8, 9& 10

Lot 11

Lot 16 & 17

ATTACHMENT B: APPLICANT’S FINDINGS

PO Box 1920, Silverton, OR 97381
www.cascadiapd.com / 503‐804‐1089

CITY OF SILVERTON
APPLICATION FOR
LAND USE REVIEW

SCHEMMEL LANE
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

Location:

1459 Pine Street NE
Tax Lot 3200 of
Tax Map 61W34BB,
Marion County

Prepared by:

Steve Kay, AICP

Prepared for: North Willamette Valley
Habitat for Humanity
PO Box 852
Mount Angel, OR 97362

March 26, 2021

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT
PROJECT NAME:

Schemmel Lane Planned Development

REQUEST:

Approval of a Zoning Map Amendment to
Designate the Subject Property R‐5 with
Concurrent Planned Development to Create
6 Single‐Family Detached Lots, Design
Review and Land Division for 12 Single‐
Family Attached Lots, and Development of
Parking Facilities and Recreational
Amenities within Tract ‘A’.

PROPERTY LOCATION:

Tax Lot 3200
Tax Map 61W34BB
Marion County

APPLICANT’S
REPRESENTATIVE:

Steve Kay, AICP
Cascadia Planning + Development Services
P.O. Box 1920
Silverton, OR 97381
503‐804‐1089
steve@cascadiapd.com

APPLICANT/PROPERTY OWNER:

North Willamette Valley
Habitat for Humanity
PO Box 852
Mount Angel, OR 97362

PROPERTY SIZE:

1.89 acres +/‐

LOCATION:

1459 Pine Street NE

I.

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

A.

Silverton Development Code
Article 2: Land Use (Zoning) Districts
Chapter 2.2: Residential Districts
Chapter 2.5: Floodplain Overlay District
Chapter 2.6: Hillside Protection Overlay District
Chapter 2.7: Wetlands and Riparian Overlay District
Chapter 2.8: Public Overlay District
Article 3: Community Design Standards
Chapter 3.0: Design Standards Administration
Chapter 3.1: Access and Circulation
Chapter 3.2: Landscaping, Street Trees, Fences and Walls
Chapter 3.3: Parking and Loading
Chapter 3.4: Public Facilities
Article 4: Administration of Land Use and Development
Chapter 4.1: Type of Review Procedures
Chapter 4.2: Land Use Review and Design Review
Chapter 4.3: Land Divisions and Property Line Adjustments
Chapter 4.5: Planned Development
Chapter 4.7: Zoning Map and Development Code Text Amendments

B.

Silverton Comprehensive Plan
Urbanization Element
Agricultural Lands Element
Open Space, Natural and Cultural Resources Element
Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality Element
Natural Hazards Element
Housing Element
Economy Element
Transportation Element
Energy Element
Public Facilities and Services Element
Citizen Involvement Element
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C.

Statewide Planning Goals
Goal 1:
Goal 2:
Goal 3:
Goal 4:
Goal 5:
Goal 6:
Goal 7:
Goal 8:
Goal 9:
Goal 10:
Goal 11:
Goal 12:
Goal 13:
Goal 14:
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Citizen Involvement
Land Use Planning
Agricultural Lands
Forest Lands
Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural Resources
Air, Water and Land Resource Quality
Areas Subject to Natural Disasters or Hazards
Recreational Needs
Economic Development
Housing
Public Facilities
Transportation
Energy Conservation
Urbanization
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II.

BACKGROUND:

The applicant and property owner, North Willamette Valley Habitat for Humanity, is requesting land use
approval of a Zoning Map Amendment application to change the subject property’s existing R‐1 (Single‐
Family Residential) designation to R‐5 (Low‐Density Residential). In addition, the applicant is requesting
approval of a Planned Development application that includes a land division for 6 single‐family detached
lots, land division and design review for 12 single‐family attached lots, Tract ‘A’ parking and common
open space improvements, and development of public street improvements. Through the planned
development process, the applicant is requesting several modifications to Chapter 2.2 Residential
District standards, including minimum lot size, minimum lot width, minimum lot depth, and minimum lot
frontage standards.
The subject site consists of Tax Lot 3200 of Tax Map 61W34BB and is addressed as 1459 Pine Street NE.
Per the attached Existing Conditions Plan, the property contains a total of 1.89 acres. Directly west and
to the northwest across Pine Street NE are UT‐5 zoned properties that are located outside the city limits
and within the Silverton Urban Growth Bounty. To the north across Pine Street NE is the entrance to the
Silverton High School campus. To the east of the site along Schemmel Lane NE are a number of R‐1
zoned properties that are developed with single‐family dwellings. To the south of the subject property is
the City of Silverton Wastewater Treatment Plant.
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that the site generally slopes down from the south
to north boundary of the property (see Exhibit 3). A number of existing trees and other improvements
have been noted on the plan. A concrete slab for a single‐family dwelling that is currently under
construction is located at the south end on the property.
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan and Building Plans and Elevations illustrate that a variety of
affordable housing types are proposed for the site, consistent with identified housing needs for the
community. The Silverton 2020 Housing Needs Analysis and Housing Strategies Plan, which were
adopted as a supporting document to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, indicates that additional single‐
family homes on smaller lots are required to address affordable housing needs of the community. The
proposed zone change and planned development will help address these needs with the development
of 18 single‐family homes which are targeted as affordable units. Habitat for Humanity has been
working with partner families for nearly 40 years in the Willamette Valley, constructing dozens of homes
during this time period. The proposed project design will allow Habitat for Humanity’s partner families
to attain home ownership in a development that builds a sense of community through the provision of
common open space within the development (see Exhibits 3 and 4).
As indicated by the attached Existing Conditions Plan and Preliminary Utility Plan, public facilities are in
the vicinity of the subject site and can be extended to accommodate the proposed development. The
attached plans indicate that public sanitary sewer service will be provided by connecting to an existing
main line within Schemmel Lane NE (see Exhibit 3). Public water service is proposed by extending a
main line from Pine Street NE and looping it to the Schemmel Lane main line. Stormwater will be
managed by collecting stormwater from impervious surfaces, treating and detaining it on‐site, and
releasing it at the pre‐development rate into the Schemmel Lane public storm system (see Exhibits 3 and
5).
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The submitted Existing Conditions Plan indicates that the site has frontage on Pine Street NE, an Arterial
Street, and Schemmel Lane NE, a Local Street. The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that
frontage improvements are proposed along both roadways. In addition, the applicant is proposing to
extend Street A from Schemmel Lane to the west boundary of the property. The applicant is proposing
to close existing vehicle access from Pine Street and only provide secondary fire access from that
roadway to the site. Access to Lots 1‐11 is proposed through Tract ‘A’, which in turn connects to
Schemmel Lane. Proposed Lots 12‐14 have individual driveway connections to Street A. The applicant’s
Preliminary Site Plan indicates that access to Lots 15‐18 will be provided directly from Schemmel Lane.
This Applicant’s Statement addresses applicable provisions of the Silverton Development Code, City
Comprehensive Plan, and Statewide Planning Goals. Copies of the signed Application Form, Property
Deed, Concept and Detailed Preliminary Development Plans, and Preliminary Stormwater Report have
been attached to this narrative. The exhibits and narrative demonstrate that the submitted land use
applications meet the criteria for approval.
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III.

A.

FINDINGS

SILVERTON DEVELOPMENT CODE
ARTICLE 2:

LAND USE (ZONING) DISTRICTS

Chapter 2.2:

Residential Districts

Section 2.2.110:

Residential districts – Allowed land uses.
Table 2.2.110.A identifies the land uses that are allowed in the
residential districts. The specific land use categories are described,
and examples of uses are provided in Chapter 1.6 SDC. Land uses
may not be modified through a planned development, except as
provided in Chapter 4.5 SDC. Table 2.2.110.B specifies the land
uses allowed in the acreage residential district.

COMMENT:
To address the community’s affordable housing goals, the Silverton City Council adopted a new Housing
Needs Analysis and Housing Strategies Plan at their November 2, 2020 meeting. Currently,
approximately 80% of Silverton’s existing housing stock is single‐family detached housing, mostly
located on large lots. This trend has been influenced by the predominance of R‐1 zoning within the city
limits and existing Development Code standards which encourage this type of development. Single‐
family homes on large lots have steadily increased in price in Silverton. With the current average selling
price of $395,000, these homes are unattainable for community’s lower income populations.
Approximately 30% of Silverton households are paying more than 30% of their gross income on housing
costs, which leaves them cost‐burdened when addressing other cost of living expenses. The recently
adopted City documents indicate a need to diversify housing types to address the needs of all incomes.
Identified City strategies include increasing dwelling unit density through up‐zoning properties, reducing
single‐family lot sizes, reducing lot dimension standards, and removing other barriers to the
development of a wider range of housing.
The attached Existing Conditions Plan indicates that the subject site is currently vacant and zoned R‐1.
Habitat for Humanity’s 2020 State of the Nation’s Housing Report finds that low‐density zoning
restrictions, excessive parking requirements, and high development fees contribute to the continued
undersupply of affordable homes. The proposed R‐5 designation will increase unit density, lower
infrastructure per cost per unit, and allow more affordable housing options to be constructed on the
site. Public benefits are also gained since the upzoned property will increase the City’s tax base.
The applicant, North Willamette Valley Habitat for Humanity, has a long track record of partnering with
families in need and helping them reach the goal of home ownership. The attached Preliminary Site
Plan indicates that the proposed zoning and requested Code modifications will permit the development
of 6 single‐family detached lots and 12 single‐family attached lots on the site. The submitted layout and
Building Plans and Elevations demonstrate that the variety of home types will be constructed to offer
multiple paths to affordable home ownership. The proposed planned development also includes the
construction of Tract ‘A’ improvements, which includes permitted accessory uses in the R‐5 district
including sheds, a parking area, and common open space improvements.
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Section 2.2.120:

Residential Districts – Development Standards.
The development standards in Table 2.2.120.A apply to all uses,
structures, buildings, and development, and major remodels, in
the residential districts. Table 2.2.120.B specifies development
standards for the acreage residential district. The standards may
be modified with approval of a planned development.

COMMENT:
Through the planned development process, the applicant is proposing to modify several standards listed
under Table 2.2.120.A. As demonstrated by the attached Preliminary Plat, the applicant is proposing to
create 18 single‐family dwelling units on the site by reducing the R‐5 minimum lot size from 5,000 sq. ft.
to as much as 1,170 sq. ft., reducing the minimum lot width standard from 50‐ft to as much as 30‐ft.,
and reducing the minimum lot depth from 60‐ft. to as much as 39‐ft. (see Exhibit 3). The submitted
plans demonstrate that larger lots within the development front adjacent public rights‐of‐way, while the
smallest lots are located interior to the development. As required, this narrative addresses
modifications to the residential development standards under Chapter 4.5, Planned Developments.
Section 2.2.130:

Residential districts – Setback yards – Exceptions, reverse frontage
lots and flag lots.
A.

Residential Yard Setbacks – Purpose. Residential setback
yards provide space for private yards and building
separation
for
fire
protection/security,
building
maintenance, sunlight and air circulation. The setback yard
standards contained in Table 2.2.120 are also intended to
promote human‐scale design and traffic calming by
diminishing the visual presence of garages along the street
and encouraging the use of pedestrian amenities, such as
extra‐wide sidewalks and street furnishings in multiple‐
family developments and in residential‐commercial projects.
The standards also encourage the orientation of buildings to
provide street visibility for public safety and neighborhood
security.

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan indicate that the applicant is proposing to reduce the minimum
interior yard setback from 7‐ft. to as much as 4‐ft. for 2‐story detached single‐family structures. In
addition, Lots 1‐14 are proposed with 0‐ft. front yard setbacks since they are oriented towards common
open space areas within Tract ‘A’ (see Exhibit 3). The submitted plans demonstrate that all street
setbacks and perimeter setbacks are consistent with R‐5 standards. As permitted under Section 2.2.120,
these modifications to setback standards are being requested through the planned development
process.
Section 2.2.150:
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A.

Residential Density Standard. To ensure efficient use of
buildable lands and to provide for a range of needed housing
in conformance with the comprehensive plan, all new
developments in the residential districts shall conform to the
minimum and maximum densities prescribed in Table
2.2.120, except as provided in subsections (A)(1) through (3)
of this section:

COMMENT:
Under the proposed R‐5 zoning, a maximum of 19 units may be developed on the 1.89 acres site (1.89
acres x 10 units/acre = 18.90, or 19 units). The minimum density for the site is 9 units (1.89 acres x 5
units/acre = 9.45, or 9 units). Through the Planned Development process, the applicant is proposing to
develop a total of 18 units on the site. As such, the proposed development meets the minimum and
maximum density standards of Table 2.2.120.
B.

Residential Density Calculation.
1.

Minimum and maximum housing densities are
calculated by multiplying the total parcel or lot area by
the applicable density range. Properties must be
developed within the minimum and maximum range.
Some properties may not be capable of
accommodating development at maximum densities.
Properties that cannot meet maximum density
standards may consider transferring density and
modifying allowable lot sizes and/or housing types
through a planned development process. Typical
constraints include street right‐of‐way requirements,
parcel configuration, or the presence of natural
features or physical constraints.

2.

Areas reserved for flag lot access (flag poles) are not
counted for the purpose of calculating minimum lot
area.

3.

Housing density calculations resulting in fractions of
dwelling units shall be rounded to the nearest whole
number.

COMMENT:
With the proposed planned development, the submitted application meets the minimum and maximum
density range for the R‐5 District. The attached Concept Plan indicates that there are no flag poles are
associated with the proposed single‐family lots. As demonstrated above, the applicant has calculated
the allowed residential density using the required methodology.
Section 2.2.160:
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A.

Lot Coverage. The maximum allowable lot coverage shall be
as provided in Table 2.2.120. Lot coverage by buildings is
calculated as the percentage of a lot or parcel covered by
buildings and structures exceeding 30 inches above grade,
including enclosed and unenclosed structures (as defined by
the foundation plane).

B.

Impervious Surfaces. Impervious surface shall not exceed 50
percent of the required setback yards. Impervious surfaces
are calculated as the percentage of a lot or parcel covered by
building foundations, patios, decking, asphalt, concrete,
gravel, and similar surfaces, except where such surfaces
allow stormwater infiltration and are approved by the city
for such purpose. Impervious area does not include planted
areas, porous nonplant ground covers (e.g., mulch) and
landscaped areas under eaves.

COMMENT:
The applicant is requesting a land division for 6 proposed single‐family detached homes on Lots 11‐15
and 18. In addition, a land division and design review are requested for the zero‐lot line homes on Lots
1‐10 and Lots 16‐17. Through the planned development process, the applicant is requesting a
modification to increase the maximum lot coverage standard from 50% to as much as 66% for the
proposed development. Since proposed front yard setbacks are being modified through the planned
development process, the applicant is also requesting a modification to increase the maximum 50%
impervious surfaces standard up to 66%. The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that 15,054
sq. ft., or 18.29% of the total site area, has been dedicated as of usable common open space area for the
planned development. Therefore, the proposed lot coverage and impervious surface modifications will
be mitigated by the provision of a large vegetated open space area within the development.
Section 2.2.170:

Residential Districts – Building Height, Measurement and
Exceptions.

COMMENT:
The submitted Building Elevations demonstrate that the applicant is not proposing an exception to the
building height standards (see Exhibit 4). The City will verify that the above standards are met when
detailed plans are submitted during building permit review.
Section 2.2.180:

Residential Districts – Building Orientation.
C.

Building Orientation Standards. All primary structures shall
conform to the following:
1.
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Except as provided below, all primary structures shall
have at least one primary entrance (i.e., dwelling
entrance, lobby entrance, or breezeway/courtyard
entrance serving a cluster of dwellings) facing an
adjacent street, or if on a side elevation, not more
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than 30 feet from a street sidewalk. See Figure
2.2.180.C(1)
COMMENT:
The attached preliminary plans demonstrate that the long and narrow site is challenged with limited
opportunities to orient buildings toward adjacent public streets (see Exhibit 3). The Preliminary Site Plan
demonstrates that Lot 1 and Lots 15‐18 have primary entrances fronting adjacent rights‐of‐way or will
have primary entrances located within 30‐ft. of street sidewalk. Since Lots 2‐14 are interior to the site,
or are oriented towards common open space areas, primary entrances for these homes are accessible
from walkways within the development. As a result, the applicant is requesting a modification to the
primary entrance standards for Lots 2‐14 through the planned development process.
2.

Except as allowed for single‐family detached dwellings,
or as provided below, off‐street parking, driveways,
and other vehicle areas shall not be placed between
buildings and the street(s) to which they are oriented,
as per subsection (C)(1) of this section and Figure
2.2.180.C(1). Off‐street parking and driveways may be
placed between buildings and streets where the
approval body finds that one of the following
exemptions in subsections (C)(2)(a) through (e) of this
section applies and allowing the exemption will not
adversely affect pedestrian access, safety or
convenience:
b.

Attached single‐family housing developments
(townhomes) with street‐facing garages may
have not more than one driveway access located
between the street and the primary building
entrance for every two dwelling units, provided
the access meets the following criteria, as
generally shown in Figure 2.2.180.C(2):

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan, and Preliminary Building Floor Plans and Elevations, demonstrate
that proposed off‐street parking areas and driveways for all of the single‐family attached single‐family
lots have been sited in conformance with the above standards (see Exhibits 3 and 4).
Section 2.2.190:

Residential Districts – Architectural Design Standards.
C.
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Standards. All projects that are subject to this section shall
meet all of the standards in subsections (C)(1) through (5) of
this section, except as modified through SDC 4.2.510, Design
performance option. The graphics provided with each
standard are intended to show examples of how the
standards can be met and should not be interpreted as
requiring a specific architectural feature or style. Other
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building styles and designs can be used to meet the
standards when the approval body finds they are consistent
with the text. An architectural feature, as shown below, may
be used to comply with more than one standard.
1.

Building Length. The continuous horizontal distance, as
measured from end‐wall to end‐wall, of individual
buildings shall not exceed 88 feet in the R‐1, R‐5, and
RM‐10 districts and 120 feet in the RM‐20 district.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan, and Building Plans and Elevations, demonstrate that the proposed
residential structures meet the building length standard. The City will verify that this design element is
met when detailed plans for the structures are submitted for building permit review.
2.
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Articulation. All buildings shall incorporate design
features such as varying roof lines, offsets, balconies,
projections (e.g., overhangs, porches, or similar
features), recessed or covered entrances, window
reveals, change in materials or textures (e.g., stone or
faux stone, brick, wood or concrete‐wood (shakes
versus lap or board and batten siding, etc.)), or similar
elements to break up large expanses of uninterrupted
building surfaces or blank walls. Along the horizontal
and vertical face of a structure, and on all building
stories, such elements shall occur at least once every
20 feet, and each floor shall contain at least two
elements, as generally shown in the figures in this
section.
a.

Recess (e.g., deck, patio, courtyard, entrance or
similar feature) with a minimum depth of four
feet;

b.

Extension (e.g., floor area, deck, patio, entrance,
overhang, or similar feature) projecting a
minimum of two feet and running horizontally
for a minimum length of four feet;

c.

Offsets or breaks in roof elevation of two feet or
greater in height; and/or

d.

Change in materials, where one material is the
predominant material on all elevations (e.g.,
where wood lap siding is the predominant
material, brick, stone or faux stone could be
selected for wainscoting or column accents; and
wood or wood‐appearance shingles could be
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used as accents on gable ends, etc.).
COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Building Floor Plans and Elevations demonstrate that the proposed structures
are well articulated and incorporate all of the above design elements (see Exhibit 4). The City will verify
that these design elements are met when detailed plans for the structures are submitted for building
permit review.
3.

Eyes on the Street. All building elevations visible from
a street right‐of‐way shall provide prominent defined
entrances, and a combination of windows, doors,
porches, balconies, and terraces. A minimum of 40
percent of front (i.e., street‐facing) elevations, and a
minimum of 30 percent of side and rear building
elevations, as a percentage of surface area and
horizontal plane (lineal feet), shall meet this standard.
Windows used to meet this standard shall be
proportionately sized and evenly distributed, as
generally shown in the figures above. The standard
applies to each full and partial building story.

4.

Repealed by Ord. 14‐01.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Building Floor Plans and Elevations demonstrate that street‐facing elevations
of the proposed structures provide windows, porches, and balconies to meet the above standards (see
Exhibit 4). In addition, windows and porches for the proposed dwellings also provide surveillance over
common open space areas within the development. The City will verify that the eyes on the street
standard is met when detailed plans are submitted for building permit review.
5.
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Detailing and Design Variety. All buildings shall provide
detailed design on all street‐facing walls (i.e., those
oriented 45 degrees or less from street lot line).
Detailed design shall be provided by using at least five
of the architectural features in subsections (C)(5)(a)
through (u) of this section as is appropriate for the
proposed building type and style. The applicant may
select the desired elements. It is not within the
approval body’s authority to prescribe specific
elements except when the project is being reviewed as
part of a planned development or conditional use
request, or it is subject to the design performance
option under subsection (C)(5)(v) of this section, only
in these cases may the approval body require specific
design elements or features, consistent with the
purpose in subsection (A) of this section.
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a.

Dormers;

b.

Gables (roof pitch minimum of 4:12);

c.

Recessed entries;

d.

Covered porch entries or portico;

e.

Cupolas or towers;

f.

Pillars or posts;

g.

Eaves (minimum six‐inch projection);

h.

Off‐sets in building face or roof (minimum 16
inches);

i.

Window trim (minimum two inches wide);

j.

Bay windows;

k.

Balconies;

l.

Decorative patterns on exterior finish (e.g.,
scales/shingles, wainscoting, ornamentation,
and similar features);

m.

Decorative cornice or pediment (e.g., for flat
roofs);

n.

Decorative shingles and molding on gable end;

o.

Gable end truss;

p.

Recessed garage;

q.

Decorative accent (brick, stone, rock, etc.) on
front facade;

r.

Projected entries;

s.

Window detail (mullions or other);

t.

Pitched roof, minimum 4:12;

u.

Shutters;

v.

An alternative feature providing visual relief,
similar to subsections (C)(5)(a) through (u) of this
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section, as approved through the design
performance option under SDC 4.2.510.
COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Building Floor Plans and Elevations demonstrate that at least 5 of the above
design elements are provided on street‐facing elevations for each of the proposed structures (see
Exhibit 4). When detailed plans are submitted during building permit review, the City will verify that the
proposed structures meet the detail and design variety standards.
Section 2.2.200:

Residential Districts – Special Use Standards.
This section provides standards for specific land uses and building
types, as identified in Table 2.2.110.A, that control the scale and
compatibility of those uses within the residential districts. The
standards in this section supplement (are in addition to and do not
replace) the standards in SDC 2.2.100 through 2.2.190, and
applicable building codes. This section applies to the following
uses and building types, as specified in subsections (A) through (K)
of this section:
B.

Attached Single‐Family (Townhouses) and Two or More
Duplexes Attached. Attached housing with three or more
dwellings, and attached duplex housing (two or more
consecutively attached duplexes), shall conform to the
standards in subsections (B)(1) through (2) of this section,
which are intended to control development scale; avoid or
minimize impacts associated with traffic, parking, and design
compatibility; and ensure management and maintenance of
common areas.
1.
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Alley Access Required for Subdivisions Containing
Townhomes or Duplexes. Subdivisions, or blocks
within subdivisions, containing more than six
consecutively attached single‐family dwellings, or four
or more attached duplexes (eight‐plus dwelling units),
shall provide vehicle access to all such lots and units
from an alley or parking court, as described in SDC
3.1.200. Alley(s) and parking court(s) shall be created
at the time of subdivision approval, and may be
contained in private tracts or, if approved by the city,
in public right‐of‐way, in accordance with SDC 3.4.100,
Transportation standards, and Chapter 4.3 SDC, Land
Divisions and Property Line Adjustments.
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COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan does not indicate that the applicant is proposing 6 or more
consecutively attached single‐family dwellings with this planned development. Therefore, the above
standards do not apply.
2.

Common Areas. Any common areas (e.g., landscaping,
private tracts, common driveways, private alleys,
building exteriors, and/or similar common areas) shall
be owned and maintained by a homeowners’
association or other legal entity. A copy of any
applicable covenants, restrictions and conditions shall
be recorded and provided to the city prior to building
permit approval.

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan indicates that Tract ‘A’ contains a shared parking area, landscaped
areas, and recreational amenities. As required, the proposed common open space areas will be owned
and maintained by a homeowner’s association. A copy of the covenants, restrictions and conditions will
be recorded and provided to the City prior to building permit approval.
J.

Multiple‐Family Housing. Where multifamily housing is
allowed, it shall conform to all of the following standards,
which are intended to promote livability for residents and
compatibility with adjacent uses. Figure 2.2.200.H provides a
conceptual illustration of the requirements listed below.

COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to develop multi‐family housing. Therefore, these standards do not
apply.

Chapter 2.5:

Floodplain Overlay District

COMMENT
The subject site is not located within the Floodplain Overlay District, therefore these standards do not
apply.

Chapter 2.6:

Hillside Protection Overlay District

COMMENT
The subject site is not located within the Hillside Protection Overlay District, therefore these standards
do not apply.
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Chapter 2.7:

Wetlands and Riparian Overlay District

COMMENT:
There are no wetlands or riparian areas associated with the subject site. Therefore, the standards of
this chapter do not apply.

Chapter 2.8:

Public Overlay District

COMMENT
The subject site is not located within the Public Overlay District, therefore these standards do not apply.

ARTICLE 3:

COMMUNITY DESIGN STANDARDS

Chapter 3.0:

Design Standards Administration

Section 3.0.200:

Design Standards – Applicability.
This article is applied differently based on whether a project is
classified as a major project or a minor project. In addition to the
following criteria, each chapter of this article contains
“applicability” directions.
A.
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Major Project. Major projects are those that require design
review (Chapter 4.2 SDC), land division (Chapter 4.3 SDC),
conditional use review (Chapter 4.4 SDC), or planned
development (Chapter 4.5 SDC) approval. Such projects must
conform to the applicable sections of all of the following
chapters:
1.

Land use district standards (Article 2).

2.

Access and Circulation (Chapter 3.1 SDC).

3.

Landscaping, Street Trees, Fences and Walls (Chapter
3.2 SDC).

4.

Parking and Loading (Chapter 3.3 SDC).

5.

Public Facilities (Chapter 3.4 SDC).

6.

Historic Landmarks (Chapter 3.5 SDC).
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COMMENT:
Since the applicant is requesting approval of a planned development, this application is considered a
major project. As required, this narrative has addressed all applicable sections and chapters of the
Development Code listed above.

Chapter 3.1:

Access and Circulation

Section 3.1.200:

Vehicle Access and Circulation
C.

Access Permit Required. Access to a public street (e.g., a new
curb cut or driveway approach) requires an access permit.
An access permit may be in the form of a letter from the
roadway authority to the applicant, or it may be attached to
a land use decision notice as a condition of approval. In
either case, approval of an access permit shall follow the
procedures and requirements of the applicable roadway
authority, as determined through the review procedures in
Article 4.

COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan indicates that the subject site has frontage on Pine Street NE,
which is classified as an Arterial Street and is under Marion County jurisdiction (see Exhibit 3). As
required, an access permit will be obtained from the County for the proposed gated secondary fire
accessway. The subject site also fronts Schemmel Lane NE, which is classified as a Local Street and is
under City of Silverton jurisdiction. In addition, the applicant is proposing to install improvements
meeting Local Street standards and dedicate Street A to the City. As required, approval for the
proposed access to Schemmel Lane and Street A will be requested from the City of Silverton.
D.

Traffic Impact Study Requirements. The public works
director may require a traffic study prepared by a registered
traffic engineer to determine access, circulation, and other
transportation requirements in conformance with SDC
4.1.900, Traffic impact studies.

COMMENT:
At a December 3, 2020 pre‐application conference with the City of Silverton, staff indicated that a traffic
impact study would not be required for the proposed 18 dwelling unit project.
E.
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Conditions of Approval. The public works director or other
road authority may require the closing or consolidation of
existing curb cuts or other vehicle access points, recording of
reciprocal access easements (i.e., for shared driveways),
development of a frontage street, installation of traffic
control devices, and/or other mitigation as a condition of
granting an access permit, to ensure the safe and efficient
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operation of the street and highway system.
COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan indicates that an existing gravel driveway connects from the site
to Pine Street NE. At the pre‐application conference, Marion County staff indicated that the proposed
gated secondary fire access to Pine Street will be permitted, however residential access from this
Arterial Street would be prohibited. The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that proposed
access to all of the lots will be provided from Schemmel Lane NE or from Street A (see Exhibit 3).
F.

Corner and Intersection Separation – Backing onto Public
Streets. New and modified accesses shall conform to the
following standards:
1.

Except as provided under subsection (F)(4) of this
section, the distance between street intersections or
other street accesses shall meet the minimum spacing
requirements as provided in the transportation system
plan.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans illustrate that the proposed street access spacing along
Schemmel Lane, between the Street A/Schemmel Lane intersection and the Schemmel Lane/Pine Street
intersection is approximately 475‐feet. The distance along Pine Street, between the Schemmel
Lane/Pine Street intersection and the west boundary of the site, is approximately 280‐feet. Therefore,
the minimum 500‐ft. spacing of roadways along an Arterial Street, and the 250‐500‐ft. Local Street
spacing standards is met.
2.

New property access shall be subject to the design
requirements of the transportation system plan and
public works design standards. The public works
director may limit or require the closure and/or
combination of driveway approaches, and/or impose
turning restrictions (i.e., right in/out, right in only, or
right out only), consistent with public works design
standards or those of other roadway authorities, as
applicable.

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that proposed Street A, as well as the
frontage improvements along Pine Street NE and Schemmel Lane NE, have been designed to meet
Transportation System Plan and Public Works standards.
3.
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Vehicular access to and from off‐street parking areas
shall not permit backing onto a public street, except as
allowed through design review or a planned
development approval. (Single‐family dwellings and

Schemmel Lane Development

Page 19

duplex dwellings are exempt.)
COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plans demonstrates that the proposed single‐family dwellings on Lots 12‐
18 will require vehicle backing onto public streets. Vehicles from the remainder of the single‐family
dwellings will back up within Tract ‘A’ before entering Schemmel Lane NE in a forward manner (see
Exhibit 3). Since the planned development consists of only single‐family dwellings, proposed vehicular
access is consistent with the above standards.
4.

The roadway authority may reduce the required
separation distance of access points where the
standard would otherwise result in a taking of private
property, or conformance to the standard is not
feasible due to existing lot dimensions, development,
other physical features, or conflicting code
requirements (e.g., driveway grade requirements, or
building or fire code requirements). Where the
roadway authority finds that reducing the separation
distance is warranted, the total number of access
points to the site shall be limited to the minimum
necessary to provide reasonable access and
shared/joint access may be required.

COMMENT:
The applicant is not requesting a reduction in the required access spacing standards, therefore the
above standards do not apply.
G.

Site Circulation. New developments shall be required to
provide a circulation system that accommodates expected
traffic
generated
from
development.
Pedestrian
connections, including connections through large sites,
connections between sites (as applicable), and to adjacent
sidewalks, must be provided and shall conform to SDC
3.1.300.

COMMENT:
As required, the proposed development includes pedestrian connections through the site and to
adjacent sidewalks along Pine Street NE and Schemmel Lane NE (see Exhibit 3).
H.
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Joint and Cross‐Access – Requirements. The number of
driveway and private street intersections with public streets
shall be minimized by the use of shared driveway
approaches for adjoining commercial, industrial and
multifamily developments, and for other uses where they
abut a collector or arterial street. When necessary for traffic
safety and access management purposes, or to access flag

Schemmel Lane Development

Page 20

lots, the city may require joint access and/or shared
driveways in the following situations:
1.

For shared parking areas.

2.

For adjacent developments, where access onto an
arterial or collector street is limited and access spacing
standards cannot otherwise be met.

COMMENT:
As demonstrated by the attached Preliminary Site Plan, the applicant is proposing to minimize the
number of driveways connections to Street A and Schemmel Lane by providing shared access through
Tract ‘A’ for Lots 1‐11. The proposed shared driveway provides a turnaround meeting fire apparatus and
waste collection vehicle standards (see Exhibit 3). Vehicle access to Pine Street NE, an Arterial Street, is
not proposed.
I.

Joint and Cross‐Access – Reduction in Required Parking
Allowed. When a shared driveway is provided or required as
a condition of approval, the land uses adjacent to the shared
driveway may have their minimum parking standards
reduced in accordance with the shared parking provisions of
SDC 3.3.300(D).

COMMENT:
The applicant is not requesting a reduction to the City’s parking requirements. Therefore, these
standards do not apply.
J.
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Joint and Cross‐Access – Easement and Use and
Maintenance Agreement. Pursuant to this section, and
concurrent with final plat recordation, property owners
sharing an access drive must provide a joint agreement,
consistent with subsections (J)(1) through (3) of this section.
For projects not involving a land division, the city may not
issue certificate(s) of occupancy until the property owners
have completed subsections (J)(1) through (3) of this section.
1.

Record an easement with the deed allowing cross‐
access to and from other properties served by the
joint‐use driveways and cross‐access or service drive;

2.

Record an agreement with the deed that remaining
access rights along the roadway for the subject
property shall be dedicated to the city and pre‐existing
driveways will be closed and eliminated after
construction of the joint‐use driveway;

3.

Record a joint maintenance agreement with the deed
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defining maintenance responsibilities of property
owners.
COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Plat, Preliminary Site Plan, and Utility Plans indicate that shared access and
utility services will be provided through Tract ‘A’ to Lots 1‐11 (see Exhibit 3). Tract ‘A’ will be jointly
owned and maintained by the owners of all the lots within the planned development. As required,
homeowner association documents will be recorded with the property deeds in accordance with the
above standards.
K.

Access Connections and Driveway Design. All openings onto
a public right‐of‐way (access connections) and driveways
shall conform to all of the following design standards:
1.

Driveway Approaches. Driveway approaches, including
private alleys, shall be designed and located to provide
exiting vehicles with an unobstructed view of other
vehicles and pedestrians, and to prevent vehicles from
backing into the flow of traffic on the public street or
causing conflicts with on‐site circulation. Construction
of driveway accesses along acceleration or
deceleration lanes or tapers should be avoided due to
the potential for vehicular conflicts. Driveways should
be located to allow for safe maneuvering in and
around loading areas. See also SDC 3.3.500, Loading
areas.

2.

Access Connections. Access connections shall be the
minimum width practicable based on projected traffic
volumes and functional requirements. For specific
design and construction standards, refer to the public
works design standards.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan provides locations and widths of the proposed access connections
(see Exhibit 3). The plan demonstrates that the proposed access connections are the minimum width
practicable and will allow unobstructed views of other vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.
3.

Driveways. Driveways shall meet the following
standards, subject to review and approval by the
public works director:
a.

Single‐Family Dwelling Driveways.
i.
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Maximum width of 12 feet per off‐street
parking space, up to a maximum of 32 feet
for three or more off‐street parking spaces.
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ii.

Recreational vehicle pads must be located
within the side yard or rear yard to qualify
for additional driveway width as an off‐
street parking space.

iii.

No more than two driveways allowed per
lot, with each driveway conforming to the
requirements in subsection (K)(1) of this
section.

iv.

Combined
driveways
with
abutting
properties shall not exceed 40 feet in width.

v.

Separate driveways must be spaced at least
six feet apart.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan illustrates that the shared driveway serving Lots 1‐11 is 20‐ft. wide.
The plan also demonstrates that individual driveways serving the dwelling units are 12‐ft. wide x 20‐ft.
deep. The proposed parking area adjacent to the shared driveway contains 9‐ft. wide by 20‐ft. deep
parking spaces (see Exhibit 3).
b.

Multiple‐Family
Driveways.
i.

and

Attached

Dwelling

Each family unit having separate vehicle
access and fronting a different street shall
be treated as a single‐family dwelling,
except that no more than one driveway
per unit is allowed.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans illustrate that only one driveway is serving each of the
proposed single‐family attached dwellings (see Exhibit 3).
d.
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Driveway grades should be less than 12 percent.
Those grades exceeding 12 percent shall be
subject to review and approval by the building
official. Grades of 12 percent may not exceed
300 feet in length. The applicant shall provide an
engineered plan for any driveway exceeding a
grade of 12 percent for review and approval by
the building official. Before approval, the
building official must determine the driveway
does not pose a safety concern.
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COMMENT:
The attached Grading Plan demonstrates that the proposed driveways will not exceed the maximum
12% grade standard (see Exhibit 3).
e.

Driveway cross‐slopes shall not exceed two
percent, and shall be designed to properly
accommodate stormwater runoff.

COMMENT:
As required, cross‐slope for the proposed driveways will not exceed 2 percent. This standard will be
verified by the City when building permits are issued for the development.
f.

Driveways 150 feet in length or more shall be
provided with a vehicle turnaround meeting the
approval of the Silverton fire district.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the shared driveway serving Lots 1‐11 exceeds the
150‐ft. length, therefore a turnaround meeting Fire Code standards is proposed (see Exhibit 3). In
addition, the applicant is proposing to install a secondary gated fire access to Pine Street NE at the north
terminus of the shared driveway.
g.

All driveways must be located the maximum
distance which is practical from a street
intersection. In no instance shall the distance
from an intersection be closer than the following
as measured from the near driveway edge, and
the through curb line, as shown by the following
illustration:

COMMENT:
As demonstrated by the attached Preliminary Site Plan individual driveways are located at least 10‐ft.
from the Schemmel Lane/Street A intersection. As permitted, the shared driveway serving Lots 1‐11 is
aligned with the 3‐way Schemmel Lane/Street A intersection.
4.
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Driveway Construction. Driveway aprons connecting a
driveway to a public street shall be constructed of
concrete and installed consistent with the city’s public
works design standards. The public works director may
require appropriate grade transitions between
driveways and abutting sidewalks or walkways to
address accessibility requirements. See Figure
3.1.200.K.
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COMMENT:
As required, all driveway aprons within the proposed development will be constructed of concrete and
will meet Public Works design standards.
L.

Fire Apparatus Access Ways. When required under the
Uniform Fire Code, city‐approved fire apparatus access ways
shall be provided in accordance with city standards.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is proposing to develop a secondary
emergency vehicle accessway from Pine Street to the shared driveway serving Lots 1‐11. To meet Fire
Code and City standards, the proposed accessway will be gated and will maintain 20‐ft. of clearance.
M.

Vertical Clearances. Driveways, private streets, aisles,
turnaround areas and ramps shall have a minimum vertical
clearance of 13 feet, six inches for their entire length and
width.

COMMENT:
As required, all utilities within the development will be placed underground and required vertical
clearance will be maintained for all driveway, aisles, ramps, and turnaround areas.
N.

Vision Clearance. No visual obstruction (e.g., sign, structure,
solid fence, or shrub vegetation) between two feet and eight
feet in height shall be placed in “vision clearance areas” on
streets, driveways, alleys, or mid‐block lanes where no
traffic control stop sign or signal is provided, as shown in
Figure 3.1.200.N. The sides of the minimum vision clearance
triangle are the curb line or, where no curb exists, the edge
of pavement. Vision clearance requirements may be
modified by the public works director upon finding that
more or less sight distance is required (i.e., due to traffic
speeds, roadway alignment, etc.). This standard does not
apply to light standards, utility poles, tree trunks and similar
objects.

COMMENT:
The 15‐ft. minimum vision clearance area for driveways, and 30‐ft. minimum vision clearance at street
intersections, will be verified by the City when detailed construction plans are submitted for building
permit review. The applicant is not proposing a modification to the above standards.
O.
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Construction. The following construction standards apply to
all driveways:
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1.

Surface Options. Driveways, parking areas, aisles, and
turnarounds must be paved with asphalt or concrete.
Other paving materials may be used, subject to
approval by the public works director. For example,
porous paving materials such as porous concrete,
pavers set in sand, or concrete blocks that allow grass
to grow through may be permitted to reduce surface
water runoff and protect water quality.

2.

Surface Water Management. All driveways, parking
areas, aisles, and turnarounds shall allow on‐site
collection of surface waters to eliminate sheet flow of
such waters onto public rights‐of‐way and abutting
property. Surface water facilities shall be constructed
in conformance with the standards contained in the
public works design standards. (Single‐family dwellings
and duplex dwellings exempt.)

3.

Driveway Aprons. When driveway approaches or
“aprons” are required to connect driveways to the
public right‐of‐way, they shall be paved with concrete
surfacing and conform to the city’s engineering design
criteria and standard specifications.

COMMENT:
At this time, the applicant is requesting land use approval of a Planned Development application. When
building permits are requested for the development, detailed plans will be submitted to demonstrate
compliance with the driveway surface, water management, and driveway apron standards.
Section 3.1.300:

Pedestrian Access and Circulation.
A.

Site Layout and Design. To ensure safe, direct, and
convenient pedestrian circulation, all developments, except
single‐family detached housing and duplex dwellings, shall
provide a continuous pedestrian system. The pedestrian
system shall be designed based on the criteria in subsections
(A)(1) through (3) of this section:
1.
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Continuous Walkway System. The pedestrian walkway
system shall extend throughout the development site
and connect to all future phases of development, and
to existing or planned off‐site adjacent trails, public
parks, and open space areas to the greatest extent
practicable. The developer may also be required to
connect or stub walkway(s) to adjacent streets and to
private property with a previously reserved public
access easement for this purpose in accordance with
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the provisions of SDC 3.1.200, Vehicular access and
circulation, and SDC 3.4.100, Transportation standards.
COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan identifies the location of a continuous 5‐ft. wide walkway system
within and between adjacent streets, common open space areas, and single‐family lots (see Exhibit 3).
2.

Safe, Direct, and Convenient. Walkways within
developments shall provide safe, reasonably direct,
and convenient connections between primary building
entrances and all adjacent streets, based on the
following criteria:
a.

Reasonably Direct. A route that does not deviate
unnecessarily from a straight line or a route that
does not involve a significant amount of out‐of‐
direction travel for likely users.

b.

Safe and Convenient. Routes that are reasonably
free from hazards and provide a reasonably
direct route of travel between destinations.

c.

“Primary entrance” for commercial, industrial,
mixed use, public, and institutional buildings is
the main public entrance to the building. In the
case where no public entrance exists, street
connections shall be provided to the main
employee entrance.

d.

“Primary entrance” for residential buildings is
the front door (i.e., facing a street, plaza or
courtyard). For multifamily buildings where
individual dwelling units do not have their own
exterior entrance, the walkway may connect to a
lobby, courtyard, or breezeway that serves as a
common entrance to multiple dwellings.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans illustrate that the proposed walkway system provides
direct routes to likely destinations both within and adjacent to the development (see Exhibit 3). The
plans demonstrate that the routes are ADA compliant, free from hazards, and lead to the primary
entrance of all proposed buildings.
3.
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Connections within Developments. Connections within
developments shall be provided as required in
subsections (A)(3)(a) through (c) of this section:
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a.

Walkways must connect all building entrances to
one another to the extent practicable, as
generally shown in Figure 3.1.300.A;

b.

Walkways must connect all on‐site parking
areas, storage areas, recreational facilities and
common areas, and connect off‐site adjacent
uses to the site to the extent practicable.
Topographic or existing development constraints
may be cause for not making certain walkway
connections; and

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that the proposed walkways connect each
residential building entrance with other building entrances, parking areas, and common open space
areas (see Exhibit 3).
c.

Large parking areas shall be broken up so that no
contiguous parking area exceeds one acre or 150
parking spaces, whichever is less. Parking areas
may be broken up with plazas, landscape areas
with pedestrian access ways (20 feet minimum
total width), public streets or shopping streets
(driveways with street‐like features). For the
purpose of this section, a “shopping street”
means a raised sidewalk of at least four feet in
width, six‐inch curb, accessible curb ramps,
street trees in planter strips or tree wells, and
pedestrian‐oriented lighting.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that a 16‐space parking area is proposed to be developed
for Lots 5‐11 within Tract ‘A’. Since this parking lot is less than 150 spaces, the above standards do not
apply.
B.

Walkway Design and Construction. Walkways, including
those provided with pedestrian access ways, shall conform
to all of the standards in subsections (B)(1) through (4) of
this section, as generally illustrated in Figure 3.1.300.B:
1.
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Vehicle/Walkway Separation. Except for crosswalks
(subsection (B)(2) of this section), where a walkway
abuts a driveway or street it shall be raised six inches
and curbed along the edge of the driveway/street.
Alternatively, the decision‐making body may approve
a walkway abutting a driveway at the same grade as
the driveway if the walkway has visually contrasting
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materials (e.g., pavers or stamped/scored concrete)
and is protected from all vehicle maneuvering areas.
An example of such protection is a row of decorative
metal or concrete bollards designed to withstand a
vehicle’s impact, with adequate minimum spacing
between them to protect pedestrians.
COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that all walkways which abut driveways, parking
areas, or streets will be separated by a 6” raised curb (see Exhibit 3).
2.

Crosswalks. Where a walkway crosses a parking area,
driveway, or street (“crosswalk”), it shall be clearly
marked with painted or thermo‐plastic striping or
similar types of nonpermanent applications.
Contrasting paving materials (e.g., stamped or scored
concrete or pavers inlaid between asphalt) are
permitted. The public works director may require the
crosswalk be designed as a raised, speed table‐type
crossing area.

3.

Walkway Width and Surface. Walkway and access way
surfaces shall be concrete, asphalt, brick/masonry
pavers, or other durable surface, as approved by the
public works director, at least five feet wide. Multi‐use
paths (i.e., for bicycles and pedestrians) shall be
concrete or asphalt and subject to the city of Silverton
public works design standards.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that the proposed 5‐ft. wide walkways will be
constructed with a concrete surface (see Exhibit 3).
4.

Accessible Routes. Walkways shall conform to
applicable Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
guidelines. The ends of all raised walkways, where the
walkway intersects a driveway or street, shall provide
ramps that are ADA accessible, and walkways shall
provide unobstructed, direct routes to primary
building entrances.

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan and Grading Plans indicate that ADA ramps and proper grades will
be provided to comply with the above standards (see Exhibit 3). As required, the ADA routes will be
unobstructed and will provide direct paths to primary building entrances.

March 26, 2021
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Chapter 3.2:

Landscaping, Street Trees, Fences and Walls

Section 3.2.200:

Landscape Conservation.
B.

Significant Vegetation. “Significant vegetation” means street
trees and plants within designated sensitive land areas such
as floodplains, hillside protection areas, and wetlands, and
trees not within such area that have a caliper of six inches or
larger at four feet above grade; except that protection shall
not be required for nonnative, invasive plants (blackberries,
poison oak, poison ivy, etc.) and any plants designated by
the city as prohibited.

COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan indicates that there are 6‐in. or larger trees on the subject site
(see Exhibit 3). As such, these features are considered to be “significant vegetation”.
C.

Mapping and Protection Required. Significant vegetation
shall be mapped as required by Chapter 4.2 SDC, Land Use
Review and Design Review. Significant trees shall be mapped
individually and identified by species and diameter or caliper
at four feet above grade. A “protection” area shall be
defined around the edge of all branches (drip‐line) of each
tree. Drip‐lines may overlap between trees. The city also
may require an inventory, survey, or assessment prepared
by an arborist or other qualified professional to determine
tree health, construction boundaries, building setbacks,
and/or
recommended
protection
or
mitigation
requirements.

COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that all 6‐in. or larger caliper trees have been
mapped on the site.
D.
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Protection Standards. Trees on public lands shall not be
removed, cut, felled, trimmed or otherwise damaged or
destroyed, except as approved by the city. The city may
approve removal or trimming when a tree poses an
immediate hazard to public safety as determined by the
public works director. Other significant vegetation (including
vegetation on private property) identified as meeting the
criteria in subsection (B) of this section shall be retained to
the extent practicable to protect environmental values and
to minimize the risk of erosion, landslide, and stormwater
runoff. Where protection is impracticable because it would
prevent reasonable development of public streets, utilities,
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or land uses permitted by the applicable land use district,
the city may allow removal of significant vegetation from the
building envelope as defined by required yard setbacks.
Where yard areas must be disturbed to install streets or
utilities, the applicant may be required to restore such areas
after construction with landscaping or other means to
prevent erosion and to protect the public health, safety, and
welfare. With the owner’s consent, the city may accept a
land dedication or become a party to a conservation
easement on private property for conservation purposes.
COMMENT:
The applicant will use an arborist to evaluate whether any existing trees can be retained within the
proposed Tract ‘A’ common open space area.
E.

Mitigation Required. Where removal of or impact to
significant vegetation is proposed, or it is reasonable to
expect it will be unavoidable during development, the city
shall require mitigation through development review.
Mitigation shall be proportionate to the loss of significant
vegetation. Where complete mitigation on site is not
practical due to limitations of the site, the city may accept an
in‐lieu fee for mitigation which will occur off site.

COMMENT:
As required, when detailed plans are submitted for building permit review, the applicant will provide
mitigation for tree removal in accordance with City standards.
F.

Construction. All significant vegetation on a site that is not
otherwise designated and approved by the city for removal
shall be protected prior to, during, and after construction in
accordance with a limit‐of‐clearing and grading plan
approved by the planning official. The city may require
chain‐link or other protective fencing around significant
vegetation and limit grading activities and operation of
vehicles and heavy equipment in and around significant
vegetation areas to prevent damage to the resource and to
prevent erosion, pollution, or landslide hazards.

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will provide City approved protection measures for all retained trees during
construction activities.
G.
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Tree Felling. Review approval is required for the felling of
five or more significant trees on a lot or property inside the
city limits within a calendar year. Felling trees at the
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direction of the city or by the city necessary to remove or
alleviate an immediate danger to life or property; removal of
any tree that is defined as a nuisance under the Silverton
Municipal Code; to restore utility service or to reopen or
maintain a public street or easement is exempt from review.
COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to remove any trees on the site prior to building permit approval.
H.

Exemptions. The protection standards in subsections (D) and
(E) of this section do not apply to:
1.

Dead or Diseased Vegetation. Dead or diseased
vegetation meeting the criteria for “significant
vegetation” may be removed after approval of a Type I
land use review.

2.

Hazardous Vegetation and Other Emergencies.
Significant vegetation may be removed without land
use approval when the vegetation poses an immediate
threat to life or safety or protection of property (e.g.,
windstorm damage, fallen‐over house, road or power
line, blocked drainage way, or similar circumstance)

COMMENT:
The applicant’s arborist will determine if there are any dead, diseased, or hazardous trees on the subject
site before construction activities occur.
Section 3.2.300:

Landscaping.
A.

Applicability. This section shall apply to all new
developments requiring land use review and design review.

B.

Landscaping Plan Required. A landscape plan is required. All
landscape plans shall conform to the requirements in SDC
4.2.500(B)(5).

COMMENT:
Proposed landscape design elements for the planned development have been identified on the
submitted Preliminary Site Plan (see Exhibit 3). The applicant is requesting to defer the submittal of a
detailed landscape plan until building permits are requested for the development.
E.
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Landscape Design Standards. All yards, parking lots, and
required street tree planter strips shall be landscaped to
provide, as applicable, erosion control, visual interest,
buffering, privacy, open space and pathway identification,
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shading, and wind buffering, based on the following criteria
and standards:
1.

Yard Setback Landscaping Design. Landscaping in yards
shall:
a.

Provide visual screening and privacy within side
and rear yards; while leaving front yards and
building entrances mostly visible for security
purposes.

b.

Use shrubs and trees as wind breaks and to
screen parking areas.

c.

Retain natural vegetation.

d.

Define pedestrian pathways and open space
areas with landscape materials.

e.

Provide focal points within a development, for
example, by preserving large or unique trees or
groves, hedges, and flowering plants.

f.

Use trees to provide summer shading within
common open space areas and within front
yards when street trees cannot be provided.

g.

Use a combination of plants for year‐long color
and interest.

h.

Use landscaping to screen outdoor storage and
mechanical equipment areas, and to enhance
graded areas such as berms, swales, and
detention/retention ponds.

COMMENT:
The applicant is requesting to defer submittal of a detailed landscape plan until building permits are
requested for the improvements. As such, the City will ensure that the detailed landscape plan meets
the above standards prior to the issuance of building permits.
2.

Yard
Setback
Landscaping
Requirements.
Landscaping requirements listed by type of use:
a.
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Residential, Single‐Family. All front yards
(exclusive of access ways and other permitted
intrusions) are required to be landscaped with
one tree at least six feet in height (two‐inch
minimum caliper) and two five‐gallon shrubs
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or accent plants per 1,000 square feet of
required yard area with the remaining area to
be treated with an attractive ground cover
(e.g., lawn, bark, rock, ivy, evergreen shrubs)
within six months of issuance of an occupancy
permit.
COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that either adjacent common open space areas, or the
front yards of the proposed lots contain an adequate area to meet the landscape requirements of this
section. The City will verify that these standards are met when a detailed landscape plan is submitted
during building permit review.
3.

Parking Areas. A minimum 10 percent of the total
surface area of all parking areas, as measured
around the perimeter of all parking spaces and
maneuvering areas, shall be landscaped. Such
landscaping shall consist of “evenly distributed”
shade trees with shrubs and/or ground cover plants
that conform to the criteria in subsections (E)(1)(a)
through (h) of this section. “Evenly distributed”
means that the trees and other plants are
distributed around the parking lot perimeter and
between parking bays to provide a partial canopy. At
a minimum, one tree per 10 parking spaces on
average shall be planted to create a partial tree
canopy over and around the parking area. Parking
areas shall include landscape islands with trees to
break up the parking area into rows of not more
than 10 contiguous (side‐by‐side) parking spaces. All
parking area landscapes shall have dimensions of not
less than 24 square feet of area, or not less than four
feet in width by six feet in length, to ensure
adequate soil, water, and space for healthy plant
growth. Such areas shall have irrigation or
temporary irrigation to ensure plant survival and
success.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan identifies the location of a parking area for Lots 5‐11 (see Exhibit 3).
The parking area includes 16 standard and 1 ADA stall for the 7 dwelling units. The plan demonstrates
that landscaped areas will be provided along the west boundary of the parking area and a 4‐ft. wide
landscaped island is located within the middle of the parking area. Therefore, the proposed perimeter
landscaping area conforms to the above standards.
4.
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Screening and Buffering Required. Screening and
buffering are required under the following
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conditions:
a.

Parking/Maneuvering Area Adjacent to Streets
and Drives. Where a parking or maneuvering
area is adjacent and parallel to a street or
driveway, an evergreen hedge, decorative wall
(masonry or similar quality material) with
openings, arcade, trellis, or similar partially
opaque structure six feet in height shall be
established between street and driveway. The
required screening shall have breaks to allow
visibility (natural surveillance) into the site and
to allow pedestrian access to any adjoining
walkways. Hedges used to comply with this
standard shall be a minimum of 36 inches in
height at maturity, and shall be of such
species, number, and spacing as to provide
year‐round screening within one year after
planting. Vegetative ground cover is required
on all surfaces between the wall/hedge and
the street/driveway line.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the proposed parking area is located interior to
the site, and due to the location of the proposed sheds, the parking area will be screened from public
streets and off‐site driveways (see Exhibit 3).
b.

Parking/Maneuvering Area Adjacent to
Building. Where a parking or maneuvering
area or driveway is adjacent to a building, the
area shall be separated from the building by a
curb and a raised walkway, plaza, or
landscaped buffer not less than five feet in
width and six feet in height. Raised curbs,
bollards, wheel stops, or other design features
shall be used to protect pedestrians,
landscaping, and buildings from being
damaged by vehicles. Where parking areas are
located adjacent to residential ground‐floor
living space, a four‐foot‐wide landscape buffer
with a curbed edge may fulfill this
requirement.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the proposed parking area is separated from
adjacent dwellings by the proposed wheel stops and a 5‐ft. wide landscaped area (see Exhibit 3).

March 26, 2021
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c.

Screening of Mechanical Equipment, Outdoor
Storage, Service and Delivery Areas, and Other
Screening When Required. All mechanical
equipment,
outdoor
storage
and
manufacturing, and service and delivery areas
shall be screened from view from all public
streets and adjacent residential districts. When
these or other areas are required to be
screened, such screening shall be provided by:
i.

A decorative wall (i.e., masonry or
similar quality material);

ii.

An evergreen hedge;

iii.

An opaque or sight‐obscuring fence
complying with SDC 3.2.500; or

iv.

A similar feature accepted by the
approval
authority
providing
an
adequate screen.

Walls, fences, and hedges shall comply with
the vision clearance requirements and provide
for pedestrian circulation, in accordance with
Chapter 3.1 SDC, Access and Circulation. (See
SDC 3.2.500 for standards specific to fences
and walls.)
COMMENT:
As required, all outdoor mechanical equipment for the proposed buildings will be screened in
accordance with the above standards.
d.

March 26, 2021

Existing Significant Vegetation. Where
significant vegetation exists it shall be
preserved as a “buffer” around the
development/subdivision within the setback
areas at a minimum. The reviewing body may
require preservation of other tree groves and
clusters of significant vegetation through
design review or the planned development
process when an applicant has requested an
adjustment to code standards, as provided
under Chapters 4.2 and 4.5 SDC.
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COMMENT:
Following the evaluation of the existing trees by an arborist, existing trees will be retained where
feasible within the Tract ‘A’ common open space area (see Exhibit 3).
e.
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Between Different Land Uses. Perimeter
screening and buffering requirements of Table
3.2.300(E)(2), Table 3.2.300(E)(3) and Figure
3.2.300(E)(4) are in addition to standard
setbacks of the applicable zoning district and
the yard setback landscaping requirements of
subsection (E)(2) of this section. Perimeter
screening and buffering shall be located as
near to the property line as possible. In a case
of two overlapping screening and buffering
types, the higher type shall prevail. To
determine the type of perimeter screening and
buffering required, the following procedures
shall be used:
i.

Identify the subject property’s zoning
district.
Identify
the
adjacent
property(ies) zoning district(s) and
determine if the property(ies) is
developed or vacant.

ii.

Determine the perimeter screening and
buffering type by referring to Table
3.2.300(E)(2).

iii.

Determine the perimeter screening and
buffering type standards by referring to
Table 3.2.300(E)(3). For the landscaping
requirements, all plant units shall be
rounded up and existing vegetation may
be used to satisfy planting requirements.

iv.

Determine the perimeter screening and
buffering structures by referring to
Figure 3.2.300(E)(4).

v.

Screening and buffering requirements
for developments adjacent to the city
limits or urban growth boundary shall be
determined
by
the
community
development director or designee.

vi.

When the subject property develops
prior to an adjacent vacant property, the
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vacant
perimeter
screening
and
buffering type shall be used. When the
adjacent vacant property develops, all
remaining screening and buffering
requirements of Table 3.2.300(E)(2) shall
be installed between the two developed
uses.
vii.

The perimeter screening and buffering
standards of this section are not required
when properties are separated by a
public street.

viii. When different land uses are developed
with a planned development, screening
and buffering standards between those
uses shall be similar to Table
3.2.300(E)(2), as determined by the
community development director or
designee.
COMMENT:
The applicant is proposing to rezone the site to an R‐5 designation. Properties to the east and west of
the subject parcel are zoned R‐1 or AR, and parcels to the south are zoned P. Under the planned
development process, the applicant is proposing to modify the perimeter screening and buffering
standards of Section 3.2.300(E)(4)(e). To adequately screen the proposed development from adjacent
properties, the applicant is proposing to install a 6‐ft. wood sight‐obscuring fence along the east, south
and west boundaries of the site. The plan demonstrates that a 12‐ft. setback is provided to buffer the
home on Lot 18 from the City Wastewater Treatment Plant to the south of the site. The plan also
illustrates that a minimum of 34‐ft. buffer will be provided between the proposed homes and parcels to
the east of the site. The applicant’s Preliminary Site Plan indicates that a minimum 23‐ft. buffer will be
provided between Lots 1‐11 and the west boundary of the site, while standard R‐5 perimeter setbacks
will be maintained for Lots 14‐18 (see Exhibit 3). As required, landscaping will be installed within the
proposed yard areas.
Section 3.2.400:

Street Trees.
Street trees shall be planted in all new subdivisions and any
project classified as a major project, except where specifically
exempt under this code or where the reviewing body approves an
adjustment to the street design standards under SDC 3.4.100,
Transportation standards. Planting of street trees shall generally
follow construction of curbs and sidewalks; however, the city may
defer tree planting until final inspection of completed dwellings to
avoid damage to trees during construction. The planting and
maintenance of street trees shall conform to the following
standards and guidelines and any applicable road authority
requirements:

March 26, 2021
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A.

Growth Characteristics. Trees shall be selected based on
climate zone, growth characteristics and site conditions,
including available space, overhead clearance, soil
conditions, exposure, and desired color and appearance.
Drought‐resistant trees should be chosen where they suit
the specific soil type.

B.

Caliper Size. The minimum diameter or caliper size at
planting, as measured four feet above grade, is two inches.

C.

Spacing and Location. The intent of this section is to provide
a procession of trees for shade, buffering, pedestrian
comfort and aesthetics on all city streets. Street trees shall
be spaced so that there is at least one tree planted for every
35 feet of street frontage, except where existing utilities,
vision clearance requirements or similar factors preclude
such spacing. Actual spacing of trees may vary based on the
growth habits of selected trees. See the city of Silverton
street trees list.

D.

Soil Preparation, Planting and Care. The developer shall be
responsible for planting street trees, including soil
preparation, ground cover material, staking, and temporary
irrigation for one year after planting. The developer shall
also be responsible for tree care (pruning, watering,
fertilization, and replacement as necessary) during the first
two years after planting, after which the adjacent property
owners shall maintain the trees.

E.

Assurances. The city shall require the developer to provide a
performance and maintenance bond or cash deposit in an
amount determined by an estimate provided by the
developer or by the community development director, to
ensure the planting of the tree(s) and care during the first
year after planting.

F.

Street Tree List. A list of approved street trees is available at
Silverton City Hall.

COMMENT:
Since the applicant is requesting approval of a Planned Development application, the proposal is
considered a major project. The size and location of the proposed street trees have been noted on the
attached plans. As required, the tree species will be selected from City’s street tree list. To ensure that
required street trees avoid damage during the construction of the proposed development, the applicant
is requesting that tree planting be deferred until final inspection is completed for the single‐family
dwelling units.

March 26, 2021
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Section 3.2.500:

Fences and Walls.
Construction of fences and walls shall conform to all of the
following requirements:
A.

General Requirements. All fences, walls, or hedges shall
comply with the height limitations of the respective zoning
district (Article 2, Tables 2.2.120.A and 2.3.120) and the
standards of this section. The city may require installation of
walls and/or fences as a condition of development approval,
in accordance with land division approval (e.g., flag lots),
approval of a conditional use, or design review approval. A
building permit is required for fences greater than six feet in
height (see also SDC 3.2.300 for landscape screening wall
requirements). All fences shall be located outside any vision
clearance area.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Detailed Plans note the location of proposed fences within the
development (see Exhibit 3). All of the proposed fences conform to the high limitations of the R‐1
District. Since no proposed fences are greater than 6‐ft. in height, a building permit will not be required.

Chapter 3.3:

Parking and Loading

Section 3.3.300:

Automobile Parking Standards.
A.

March 26, 2021

Vehicle Parking – Minimum Standards by Use. The number
of required off‐street vehicle parking spaces is determined in
accordance with the standards in Table 3.3.300.A or,
alternatively, through a separate parking demand analysis as
described in subsection (A)(2) of this section.
1.

Where a use is not specifically listed in this table,
parking requirements are determined by finding that a
use is similar to one of those listed in terms of parking
needs, or by estimating parking needs individually
using the demand analysis option described below.

2.

An applicant may propose parking in amounts less
than listed in Table 3.3.300.A by submitting a parking
demand analysis to the community development
director for review and approval. The parking demand
analyses must be based on the proposed use and
provide an estimate of parking demand based on the
number of employees and customers/visitors who are
likely to travel to the subject site by automobile,
transit, bicycle and foot. The analysis is reviewed
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through a Type II land use review, or a Type III review
if the request is part of an application that is already
subject to Type III review. The reviewing body may
approve, approve with conditions or deny the
proposal.
3.

Parking that counts toward the minimum requirement
is parking in garages, carports, parking lots, bays along
driveways, shared parking, and designated on‐street
parking when approved through land use review or
design review, as applicable, and subject to subsection
(C) of this section. In recognition that downtown is the
most compact and walkable area of Silverton, off‐
street parking requirements are waived in the
downtown commercial (DC) district.

COMMENT:
Table 3.3.300.A indicates that 2 off‐street parking spaces are required for each single‐family attached or
detached dwelling when on‐street parking is available. If no on‐street parking is available, then 1
additional space is required. The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that adjacent street
parking will not be available for Lots 1‐11. Lots 1‐4 and 11 will contain 3‐bedroom dwellings, therefore 3
parking spaces per unit is warranted. Lots 5‐10 are 1‐bedroom dwellings, and since they are the same
size as a 1‐bedroom multi‐family unit, 1 parking space per unit plus a visitor space for each 4 units is
appropriate. Based on these conditions, Lots 1‐11 require a total of 23 off‐street parking spaces ((5
three‐bed unit x 3 spaces/unit = 15 spaces) + (6 one‐bed unit x 1 space/unit = 6 spaces) + (1 visitor
space/4 one‐bed units = 1.5 spaces)). The submitted Preliminary Site Plan and Building Plans illustrates
that a 24 standard parking spaces and 1 ADA space is provided in the proposed garages, driveways, and
parking area for Lots 1‐11 (see Exhibits 3 and 4).
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that adjacent street parking will be available for Lots
12‐18. Since each of these lots will contain 3‐bedroom units, a total of 14 off‐street parking spaces are
required (7 three‐bed units x 2 spaces/unit = 14 spaces). The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Building
Plans demonstrate that a total of 14 off‐street parking spaces are provided within the proposed garages
and driveways for Lots 12‐18 (see Exhibits 2 and 4).
B.

March 26, 2021

Vehicle Parking – Minimum Accessible Parking.
1.

Accessible parking shall be provided for all uses in
accordance with the standards in Table 3.3.300.B;
parking spaces used to meet the standards in Table
3.3.300.B shall be counted toward meeting off‐street
parking requirements in Table 3.3.300.A;

2.

Such parking shall be located in close proximity to
building entrances and shall be designed to permit
occupants of vehicles to reach the entrance on an
unobstructed path or walkway;
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3.

Accessible spaces shall be grouped in pairs where
possible;

4.

Where covered parking is provided, covered accessible
spaces shall be provided in the same ratio as covered
nonaccessible spaces;

5.

Required accessible parking spaces shall be identified
with signs and pavement markings identifying them as
reserved for persons with disabilities; signs shall be
posted directly in front of the parking space at a height
of no less than 42 inches and no more than 72 inches
above pavement level. Van spaces shall be specifically
identified as such.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that 1 ADA van stall and an access aisle are provided in the
16‐stall parking area adjacent to Lots 5‐11. As required, the proposed ADA space is located as close to
the building entrances as possible. In conformance with this section, the ADA space will be identified in
accordance with the above standards.
C.

On‐Street Parking. On‐street parking shall conform to the
following standards:
1.

March 26, 2021

Dimensions. The following constitutes one on‐street
parking space:
a.

Parallel parking, each 22 feet of uninterrupted
curb;

b.

Diagonal (45‐ to 60‐degree) parking, each with
12 feet of curb;

c.

Ninety‐degree (perpendicular) parking, each
with nine feet of curb.

2.

Location. When approved through land use review or
design review, as applicable, on‐street parking may be
counted toward the minimum standards in Table
3.3.300.A when it is on the block face abutting the
subject site. An on‐street parking space must not
obstruct a required clear vision area and it must not
violate any law or street standard.

3.

Public Use Required for Credit. On‐street parking
spaces counted toward meeting the parking
requirements of a specific use may not be used
exclusively by that use, but shall be available for
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general public use at all times. Signs or other actions
that limit general public use of on‐street spaces are
prohibited.
COMMENT:
When providing 22‐ft. for each parallel parking space and accounting for driveway aprons, Street A will
provide 4 parking spaces along the south side of the roadway, and Schemmel Lane will provide 3 space
along the west side of the street.
D.

Shared Parking. Required parking facilities for two or more
uses, structures, or parcels of land may be satisfied by the
same parking facilities used jointly, to the extent that the
owners or operators show that the need for parking facilities
does not materially overlap (e.g., uses primarily of a daytime
versus nighttime nature; weekday uses versus weekend
uses); and provided, that the right of joint use is evidenced
by a recorded deed, lease, contract, or similar written
instrument establishing the joint use. The city may approve
owner requests for shared parking through land use review
or design review, as applicable.

COMMENT:
As discussed above, the applicant is proposing to develop a shared parking area for Lots 1‐11. Use and
maintenance of the shared parking area will be managed by homeowner’s association documents that
will be recorded for the planned development.
E.

Off‐Site Parking. Except for single‐family dwellings, the
vehicle parking spaces required by this chapter may be
located on another parcel of land, provided the parcel is
within 500 feet of the use it serves and the city has approved
the off‐site parking through land use review or design
review, as applicable. The distance from the parking area to
the use shall be measured from the nearest parking space to
a building entrance, following a sidewalk or other pedestrian
route. The right to use the off‐site parking must be
evidenced by a recorded deed, lease, easement, or similar
written instrument.

COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to establish off‐site parking. Therefore, the above standards do not
apply.
F.

General Parking Standards.
1.

March 26, 2021

Location. Parking is allowed only on streets, within
garages, carports, and other structures, or on

Schemmel Lane Development

Page 43

driveways or parking lots that have been designed and
developed in conformance with this code. Article 2,
Land Use (Zoning) Districts, prescribes parking location
for some land uses (e.g., the requirement that parking
for
some
multiple‐family
and
commercial
developments be located to the side or rear of
buildings), and Chapter 3.1 SDC, Access and
Circulation, provides design standards for driveways.
Street parking spaces shall not include space in a
vehicle travel lane (including emergency or fire access
lanes), public right‐of‐way, pedestrian access way,
landscape, or other undesignated area.

March 26, 2021

2.

Mixed Uses. If more than one type of land use
occupies a single structure or parcel of land, the total
requirements for off‐street automobile parking shall
be the sum of the requirements for all uses, unless it
can be shown that the peak parking demands are less
(i.e., the uses operate on different days or at different
times of the day). The city may reduce the total
parking required accordingly through land use review
or design review, as applicable.

3.

Availability of Facilities. Owners of off‐street parking
facilities may post a sign indicating that such off‐street
parking, or portions thereof, is available only for
residents, customers, and/or employees.

4.

Lighting. Parking areas shall have lighting to provide
not less than two footcandles of illumination over
walkways leading to and from parking area. Similar
lighting should be provided over parking areas but
complete illumination of parking spaces at two
footcandles is not required. Light standards shall be
directed downward only and shielded to prevent
lighting spillover into any adjacent residential district
or use and to prevent light pollution in the night sky.

5.

Screening of Parking Areas. Parking spaces shall be
located or screened so that headlights do not shine
onto adjacent residential uses, per subsection (E) of
this section.
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COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan indicates that wall‐mounted lights will be installed on the proposed
sheds to illuminate the shared driveway and parking area. The plan also indicates that a 6‐ft. high wood
sight‐obscuring fence will be installed along the east boundary of the site, preventing headlights from
shining onto adjacent residential uses (see Exhibit 3). Detailed plans will be provided when building
permits are requested to demonstrate compliance with the above standards.
G.

March 26, 2021

Parking Stall Design and Minimum Dimensions. All off‐street
parking spaces shall be improved to conform to city
standards for surfacing, stormwater management, and
striping. Standard parking spaces shall conform to the
following standards and the dimensions in Figures
3.3.300.F(1) and (2), and Table 3.3.300.F:
1.

Motor vehicle parking spaces shall measure nine feet
wide by 18 feet long or by 16 feet long, with not more
than a two‐foot overhang when allowed;

2.

All parallel motor vehicle parking spaces shall measure
eight feet wide by 22 feet;

3.

Parking area layout shall conform to the dimensions in
Figures 3.3.300.F(1) and (2), and Table 3.3.300.F in this
section;

4.

Not more than 20 percent of the total parking spaces
in a parking lot may be designated for compact cars
and shall measure eight feet wide by 16 feet long. Such
spaces must be signed and/or the space painted with
“Compact Car Only”;

5.

Parking areas shall conform to Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards for parking spaces
(dimensions, van‐accessible parking spaces, etc.).
Parking structure vertical clearance and van‐accessible
parking spaces should refer to federal ADA guidelines;
and

6.

Bicycle parking shall be on a two‐foot by six‐foot
minimum concrete pad per bike, or within a garage or
patio of residential use.
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COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Building Plans demonstrate that all proposed garage, driveway,
parking area, and on‐street vehicle parking stalls meet the dimensional standards of this section. The
submitted plans also demonstrate that facilities serving Lots 1‐11 have been configured to meet parking
area layout standards. As required, the parking area includes an ADA compliant stalls and accessible
routes to building entrances.
Section 3.3.400:

Bicycle Parking Requirements.
Except for single‐family dwellings and duplex dwellings, all uses
that are subject to land use review or site design review, as
applicable, shall provide bicycle parking, in conformance with the
standards in Table 3.3.400, and subsections (A) through (I) of this
section.

COMMENT:
Since the applicant is proposing to develop single‐family dwelling units, bicycle parking is not required.
Section 3.3.500:

Loading Areas.
C.

Number of Loading Spaces.

COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to develop a multi‐family or non‐residential use on the site, therefore
loading spaces are not required.

Chapter 3.4:

Public Facilities

Section 3.4.100:

Transportation standards.
A.

Development Standards. The following standards shall be
met for all new uses and developments:
1.

March 26, 2021

All new lots created, consolidated, or modified
through a land division, partition, lot line adjustment,
lot consolidation, or street vacation must have
frontage or approved access to a public street, except
as specifically allowed through a planned development
approval under Chapter 4.5 SDC or as provided for flag
lots under Chapter 4.3 SDC, Land Divisions and
Property Line Adjustments.
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COMMENT:
The applicant has submitted a Planned Development application, therefore per the above standards,
Lots 1‐11 may be approved without frontage on a public street. The attached Preliminary Plat and
Preliminary Site Plan demonstrate that Lots 1‐11 will have access through a shared driveway within
Tract ‘A’, which in turn connects to Schemmel Lane NE (see Exhibit 3). The proposed shared driveway
provides access to parking areas for the proposed dwellings and includes a turnaround which meets Fire
Code standards. The submitted plans indicate that Lots 12‐18 have direct frontage on either Schemmel
Lane or proposed Street A.
2.

Streets within or abutting a development shall be fully
improved in accordance with the transportation
system plan and the design standards. Three‐quarter‐
street improvements may be accepted only when
requiring a full‐width street improvement cannot be
justified based on the proportionate impact of the
development on the transportation system, as
approved by the public works director. Where a less
than full street is allowed, the minimum total paved
width shall not be less than 28 feet to provide for two
travel lanes and bicycle lanes, unless otherwise
approved by the public works director.

COMMENT:
Based on the impact of the proposed development, the attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that
proportional three‐quarter street improvements will be installed along the site’s Schemmel Lane NE and
Pine Street NE frontages. Full width street improvements are proposed with the development of Street
A, consistent with the above standards.
3.

Development of new streets, and additional street
width or improvements planned as a portion of an
existing street, shall be improved in accordance with
this section, and public streets shall be dedicated to
the applicable road authority.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that street improvements will be installed for
existing and proposed streets in accordance with City standards (see Exhibit 3). As required, additional
right‐of‐way for Schemmel Lane and right‐of‐way for Street A will be dedicated to the City of Silverton
with the proposed development.
4.

March 26, 2021

When development occurs with frontage on a
substandard right‐of‐way and right‐of‐way dedication
is not required as part of the development, the setback
for the new development shall be calculated based on
the anticipated future right‐of‐way.
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COMMENT:
The applicant is proposing to dedicate additional right‐of‐way where needed to meet City standards.
Therefore, this section does not apply to the proposed development.
5.

All new streets and drives shall be paved in accordance
with design standards.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that the proposed street improvements and
driveways will be paved in accordance with City standards.
B.

Guarantee. The city may accept a future improvement
guarantee in lieu of street improvements if the following
conditions exist:

COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to defer required street improvements. Therefore, the above standards
do not apply.
C.

Creation of Rights‐of‐Way for Streets and Related Purposes.
Streets shall be created through the approval and recording
of a final subdivision or partition plat; except the city may
approve the creation of a street by acceptance of a deed;
provided, that the street is deemed in the public interest by
the city council for the purpose of implementing the
transportation system plan, and the deeded right‐of‐way
conforms to the standards of this code.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Plat indicates that needed right‐of‐way for existing and proposed street will be
dedicated with the planned development.
D.
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Creation of Access Easements. The city may approve an
access easement when the easement is necessary to provide
for access and circulation in conformance with Chapter 3.1
SDC, Access and Circulation. Access easements shall be
created and maintained in accordance with applicable
provisions of the Uniform Fire Code.
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COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Plat and Preliminary Site demonstrate that access easements are not required
for the proposed planned development (see Exhibit 3). Lots 1‐11 will have access through Tract ‘A’,
which will be jointly owned and maintained by the homeowner’s association. Access for Lots 12‐18 will
be provided directly from the adjacent rights‐of‐way.
E.

Street Location, Width, and Grade. The location, width and
grade of all streets shall conform to Figures 3.4.100(E)(1)
through (3), the transportation system plan, and approved
street plans or subdivision plats. Street location and design
shall be determined in relation to existing and planned
streets, topographic conditions, public convenience and
safety, and in appropriate relation to the proposed use of
the land to be served by such streets as follows:
1.

Street grades shall be approved by the public works
director in accordance with the design standards; and

2.

Where the location of a street is not shown in an
existing street plan, the location of streets in a
development shall either:
a.

Provide for the continuation and connection of
existing streets in the surrounding areas,
conforming to the street standards of this
section; or

b.

Conform to a street plan adopted by the city if
it is impractical to connect with existing street
patterns because of particular topographical or
other existing conditions of the land. Such a
plan shall be based on the type of land use to
be served, the volume of traffic, the capacity
of adjoining streets, and the need for public
convenience and safety.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans indicate that proposed street locations, width, and grades
meet City standards (see Exhibit 3). The submitted Future Streets Plan demonstrates how Street A can
be extended to serve future development to the west of the site. To the east of the site are fully
developed single‐family lots.
F.

March 26, 2021

Minimum Rights‐of‐Way and Street Sections. Street rights‐
of‐way and improvements must conform to the standards
and specifications of the transportation system plan and
design standards. Where a range of right‐of‐way or roadway
width is indicated, the width shall be the narrower in the
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range unless unique and specific conditions exist as
determined by the reviewing body based upon the following
factors:
1.

Street classification in the transportation system plan;

2.

Anticipated traffic generation;

3.

On‐street parking needs;

4.

Sidewalk and bikeway requirements based on
anticipated level of use;

5.

Requirements for placement of utilities;

6.

Street lighting;

7.

Minimize drainage, slope, and sensitive lands impacts;

8.

Street tree location, as provided for in Chapter 3.2
SDC;

9.

Protection of significant vegetation, as provided for in
Chapter 3.2 SDC;

10.

Safety and comfort for motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians;

11.

Street furnishings (e.g., benches, lighting, bus shelters,
etc.), when provided;

12.

Access needs for emergency vehicles; and

13.

Transition between different street widths (i.e.,
existing streets and new streets).

COMMENT:
The subject site fronts Pine Street NE, which is classified as an Arterial Street. Since the existing right‐of‐
way width is 60‐ft., and parcels to the east and west of the site all maintain the same right‐of‐way width
and are mainly fully developed, the applicant is proposing to install 2‐lane Downtown District street
improvements within the existing right‐of‐way width. In addition, based on existing conditions along
Schemmel Lane, the applicant is proposing to dedicate 6‐ft. of additional right‐of‐way along the west
frontage, and 5‐ft. of right‐of‐way along the north street frontage. The Preliminary Site Plan
demonstrates that these dedications will allow the provision of on‐street parking and the installation of
sidewalks. To meet Local Street standards, the applicant is also proposing to dedicate 50‐ft. of right‐of‐
way for the development of Street A.
G.
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Subdivision Street Connectivity. All subdivisions shall
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conform to all the following access and circulation design
standards, as applicable:
1.

Connectivity to Abutting Lands. The street system of
proposed subdivisions shall be designed to connect
with existing, proposed, and planned streets outside of
the subdivision as provided in this section. Wherever a
proposed development abuts unplatted land or a
future development phase of the same development,
street stubs shall be provided to allow access to future
abutting subdivisions and to logically extend the street
system into the surrounding area. All street stubs shall
be provided with a temporary turnaround unless
specifically exempted by the fire marshal, and the
restoration and extension of the street shall be the
responsibility of any future developer of the abutting
land.

COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that there are no stubbed streets which abut the
subject site, and access is proposed from Schemmel Lane NE. The attached Future Streets Plan
demonstrates that the applicant is providing a proposed street connection to undeveloped properties to
the west of the site (see Exhibit 3).
2.

When Abutting an Arterial Street. Property access to
abutting arterials shall be minimized.
Where such access is necessary, shared driveways may
be required in conformance with SDC 3.1.200. If
vehicle access off a secondary street is possible, then
the road authority may prohibit access to the arterial.

COMMENT:
The subject site abuts Pine Street NE, an Arterial Street. As required, all access to the site will occur
from Schemmel Lane NE and Street A, which are classified as Local Streets.
3.
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Continuation of Streets. Planned streets shall connect
with surrounding streets to permit the convenient
movement
of
traffic
between
residential
neighborhoods and to facilitate emergency access and
evacuation. Connections shall be designed to meet or
exceed the standards in subsection (G)(4) of this
section and to avoid or minimize through traffic on
local streets. Appropriate design and traffic control
and traffic calming measures, as provided in
subsection (H) of this section, are the preferred means
of discouraging through traffic.
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COMMENT:
As discussed above, and as illustrated by the attached Future Streets Plan, the proposed transportation
system improvements will facilitate connections with all surrounding streets (see Exhibit 3).
4.

Street Connectivity and Formation of Blocks. In order
to promote efficient vehicular and pedestrian
circulation throughout the city, subdivisions and site
developments of more than two acres shall be served
by a connecting network of public streets and/or
pedestrian access ways, in accordance with the
following standards (minimum and maximum
distances between two streets or a street and its
nearest access way):
a.

Residential districts: minimum of 100‐foot block
length and maximum 600‐foot length with a
desired block length of 500 feet;

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans illustrate that the existing block length along Schemmel
Lane, between the Street A/Schemmel Lane intersection and the Schemmel Lane/Pine Street
intersection is approximately 475‐feet. The distance along Pine Street, between the Schemmel
Lane/Pine Street intersection and the west boundary of the site, is approximately 280‐feet. Therefore,
the above maximum block length standards have been met.
5.

Pedestrian Access Way Standards. Where it is
impractical to make a street connection in
conformance with the standards in subsection (G)(4) of
this section, a pedestrian access way must be provided
at or near the middle of a block in lieu of the street
connection, as generally shown in Figure 3.4.100.G.
The city may also require developers to provide an
access way where a cul‐de‐sac or other street is
planned and the access way would connect the streets
or provide a connection to other developments. Such
accessories shall conform to all of the following
standards:

COMMENT:
The distance along Pine Street, between the Schemmel Lane/Pine Street intersection and the west
boundary of the site, is approximately 280‐feet. Therefore, a north‐south pedestrian accessway through
the site is not required. However, the submitted Preliminary Site Plan indicates that a private walkway
will connect Street A to Pine Street through Tract ‘A’.
H.
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Traffic Signals and Traffic Calming Features.
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COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing, or is required to install, traffic signals or traffic calming features with the
planned development. Therefore, these standards do not apply.
I.

Future Street Plan and Extension of Streets.
1.

A future street plan shall be filed by the applicant in
conjunction with an application for a subdivision in
order to facilitate orderly development. The plan must
show the pattern of existing and proposed future
streets from the boundaries of the proposed land
division and include other divisible parcels within 600
feet surrounding and adjacent to the subject site. The
street plan is not binding; rather, it is intended to
show potential future street extensions with future
development.

COMMENT:
A Future Streets Plan meeting the standards of this section has been submitted with this application (see
Exhibit 3).
2.
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Streets shall be extended to the boundary lines of the
parcel or tract to be developed when the city
determines that the extension is necessary to give
street access to, or permit a satisfactory future division
of, adjoining land. The point where the streets
temporarily end shall conform to subsections (I)(2)(a)
through (d) of this section:
a.

These extended streets or street stubs to
adjoining properties are not considered to be
cul‐de‐sacs since they are intended to continue
as through streets when the adjoining property
is developed.

b.

A temporary barricade approved by the public
works director shall be constructed at the end of
the street by the subdivider and shall not be
removed until authorized by the city or other
applicable agency with jurisdiction over the
street. The cost of the barricade shall be
included in the street construction cost.

c.

Temporary
street
ends
must
provide
turnarounds constructed to Uniform Fire Code
standards for streets over 150 feet in length. See
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also SDC 3.1.200.
d.

A one‐foot‐wide reserve strip shall be required
to be dedicated to the city at the terminus of the
stub street.

COMMENT:
The attached Future Streets Plan illustrates that the proposed Street A extension will facilitate needed
street connections to adjacent properties (see Exhibit 3). As required, a temporary barricade will be
installed at the end of the proposed stubbed street. Since Street A does not exceed 150‐ft. in length, a
temporary turnaround is not required.
J.

Street Alignment and Design. The alignment, design and
construction of all streets, including vehicle and bicycling
travel lanes, bus pullouts and waiting areas, sidewalks,
planter strips, tree wells, street furnishings, driveway
approaches (dimensions, spacing, access limitations),
intersections, grades, horizontal and vertical curves, cul‐de‐
sacs, and other improvements, shall conform to the city of
Silverton design standards.

COMMENT:
The attached Road Plan and Profiles demonstrate that the proposed street improvements meet Public
Works design standards (see Exhibit 3).
K.

Streets Adjacent to Railroad Right‐of‐Way. When a
transportation improvement is proposed within 300 feet of a
public railroad crossing, or a modification is proposed to an
existing public crossing, the Oregon Department of
Transportation and the rail service provider shall be notified
and given an opportunity to comment. Private crossing
improvements are subject to review and licensing by the rail
service provider.

COMMENT:
The subject site is not located in the vicinity of a railroad right‐of‐way, therefore these standards do not
apply.
L.
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Development Adjoining Arterial Streets. Where a
development adjoins or is crossed by an existing or proposed
arterial street, residential access shall be separated from
through traffic and designed to minimize traffic conflicts.
(See also the access requirements under SDC 3.1.200.) The
reviewing body may require one or more of the following
improvements to ensure the continued operational safety of
the transportation system and land use compatibility:
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1.

A parallel access street (frontage road) along the
arterial street with a landscape median separating the
two streets.

2.

Deep lots (120 feet or greater) abutting the arterial
street to provide at least 10 feet of landscape
buffering along the arterial, provided vehicle access is
from a secondary street. Where a secondary street is
not available and direct access to the arterial is
necessary, such lots shall combine and share
driveways.

3.

Screen planting within a nonaccess reservation (e.g.,
public easement or tract) of not less than 10 feet in
width at the rear or side property line along the
arterial.

4.

Other treatment approved by the city that is
consistent with the intent of this section.

COMMENT:
The proposed development abuts Pine Street NE, a designated Arterial Street. As required, access is
provided from secondary streets, Schemmel Lane and Street A. The submitted Preliminary Site Plan
indicates that 15‐ft. of landscaped area can be provided between Lot 1 and the Pine Street right‐of‐way
to meet the above standards (see Exhibit 3).
T.

Alley Standards. Use of alleys may be considered as part of
residential neighborhood design. A narrower minor local
street (28‐foot paved surface) will be allowed with alley
access because the alley will reduce some of the parking and
access functions usually found on the frontage street. To the
maximum extent possible, all private utilities must be
located in the alley and curb cuts will not be permitted along
the frontage street. The standard six‐foot planter strip and
five‐foot setback sidewalks are required along the frontage
street. Alleys shall be consistent with the city’s public works
design standards, paved with a dustless surface (i.e.,
concrete or asphaltic concrete), and shall follow the general
development standards governing streets. As an incentive,
lots with alley access may be up to 1,000 square feet smaller
than the standard minimum lot size of the zone.

COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to develop an alley on the subject site, therefore these standards do not
apply.

March 26, 2021
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Section 3.4.200:

Public Use (Park) Areas.
A.

March 26, 2021

Dedication of Public Use (Park) Areas.
1.

The availability of parkland and open space is a critical
element in maintaining and improving the quality of
life in Silverton. All new development that results in
the creation of new residential dwelling units
(subdivisions, partitions, planned unit developments,
multifamily developments, manufactured home parks,
etc.) is required to provide through payment and/or
dedication public use areas (such as parks,
playgrounds, community centers, trails, etc.) based on
the city’s most current parks and recreation master
plan.

2.

Where a proposed park, playground, or other public
use area shown in a plan adopted by the city is located
in whole or in part in a subdivision, planned unit
development and/or other development proposal, the
city may require the dedication and/or reservation
and/or improvement thereof for public use (parks,
playgrounds, trails, etc.) purposes; provided, that the
impact of the development on the city park system is
roughly
proportionate
to
the
dedication/reservation/improvement being required.
However, the city is under no obligation to accept such
areas or improvements offered for dedication or sale.

3.

The amount of land and park improvements, when
required, shall be proportionate to the impact the
development will have in generating park need based
on the number of proposed dwelling units. All required
improvements shall conform to the level of service
standards identified in the city of Silverton’s most
current parks master plan and as refined and adopted
by the parks and recreation system development
charges (SDC) methodology. The 2008 park and
recreation master plan estimated a 2030 population of
14,400 and need for 115.25 acres of new parklands
(based on eight acres of neighborhood park and
community parkland per 1,000 population), 20 acres of
new natural areas, 13,467 lineal feet of trails, and
other improvements (community center, swimming
pool, etc.), to serve the new need. (Note: This amount
of needed land does not address the existing
deficiencies since improvement fee SDCs may only be
used for growth needs.) The required parkland
dedication is in addition to any street tree planter
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strips, stormwater facilities, or other open space
improvements that may be donated or otherwise
required.
4.

Any
required
parkland
dedication
and/or
improvements in excess of the proportionate share
impact of the development shall be eligible for
reimbursement. The city may accept a cash payment
(also known as a system development charge) in lieu
of parkland dedication and/or improvement where it
finds that due to location, size, or other considerations
the proposed land and/or improvements would not
provide suitable park facilities.

5.

The Silverton city council may permit a noncity (public
or private) entity to own and manage the park area
required in subsection (A)(3) of this section; provided,
that the city and park provider shall first enter into a
legal agreement assuring that city residents will have
public access to the park. The agreement, at a
minimum, shall also describe the types of park uses
and facilities that are to be provided, park operating
hours, and ongoing maintenance responsibilities. All
property taxes are the responsibility of the property
owner.

6.

Land that has been required to meet park needs shall
be dedicated to the city or if it is to be owned by a
public or private entity then the city council shall
approve of the alternative ownership and legal
documents acceptable to the city attorney shall be
provided that assure public access, park operating
hours, and ongoing maintenance responsibilities.

COMMENT:
The attached Concept Plan indicates that the applicant is proposing to develop 18 dwelling units on the
subject site. When multiplying the number of proposed units by 2.6 persons per household, the
estimated population of the planned development is 47 residents. If 8 acres of park land are required to
be dedicated per 1,000 population, then 0.14 acres are required to be dedicated for 47 residents. The
applicant is proposing to pay a fee in lieu of the required parkland dedication.
7.

March 26, 2021

Dedication Procedures. Prior to approval of the final
plat, the developer shall dedicate land as previously
determined by the city in conjunction with approval of
the tentative plan. Dedication of land in conjunction
with multifamily development (when there is no final
plat) shall be required prior to the issuance of permits
and commencement of construction.
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COMMENT:
As permitted, the applicant will pay a fee in lieu of the required parkland dedication, therefore these
standards do not apply.
8.

Cash in Lieu of Dedication. At the city’s discretion, the
city may accept cash payment in lieu of land
dedication. The amount of the cash payment shall be
set by the city council by resolution and shall be based
on the parks and recreation system development
charges (SDC) methodology update report. The fee
shall be paid prior to the signing of the final plat, or
with multifamily development (when there is no final
plat) payment shall be required prior to the issuance of
permits and prior to the commencement of
construction.

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will pay Park SDCs in lieu of the required parkland dedication.
B.

System Development Charge Credit. Dedication of land or
facilities to the city for parks, voluntary or otherwise, may be
eligible for credit toward any required system development
charge for parks.

COMMENT:
The applicant is not dedicating parkland, therefore these standards do not apply.
3.4.300:

Sanitary sewers, water, street lights and fire protection.
A.
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Sanitary Sewer, Storm Drainage and Water System Improvements.
Sanitary sewer system and water system improvements shall be
installed with new development in accordance with the city’s
sanitary sewer master plan, water system master plan, and public
works design standards. When streets are required to be stubbed to
the edge of the subdivision, sewer and water system improvements
shall also be stubbed with the streets, except where the public
works director finds that future extension is not practical due to
topography or other constraints. Where public sanitary sewer or
water service is not available within 300 feet of a property, private
wells and septic systems may provide service for the development of
a single‐family dwelling or use serving the public on parcels
containing at least two acres; provided, that a petition for
improvement/waiver of remonstrance is signed for their share of
the costs for and future connection to public water and sewer
services. These provisions are supplementary to the provisions in
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Chapters 13.12 and 13.36 SMC. Any private well or septic system
allowed by this section must be approved by Marion County and the
State Water Resources Department.
COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that existing public sanitary sewer and water
system utilities within Schemmel Lane and Pine Street have the capacity to accommodate the proposed
development. The applicant’s Preliminary Utility Plans indicate that public sanitary sewer service will be
provided by connecting to an existing main line within Schemmel Lane NE (see Exhibit 3). Public water
service is proposed by extending a main line from Pine Street NE and looping it to connect with the
Schemmel Lane main line. Stormwater will be managed by collecting stormwater from impervious
surfaces, treating and detaining it on‐site, and releasing it at the pre‐development rate into the public
storm system within Schemmel Lane (see Exhibits 3 and 5). The submitted plans and Preliminary
Stormwater Report demonstrate that the proposed utilities have been designed in accordance with City
master plans and Public Works design standards. As required, the applicant is also proposing to stub
these public facilities to the terminus of Street A so that they can extended when adjacent properties to
the west are developed.
B.

Plan Approval. Development permits for sewer and water system
improvements shall not be issued until the public works director has
approved all sanitary sewer and water plans in conformance with
city standards.

COMMENT:
As required, no construction of proposed utility improvements will occur until development permits are
issued.
C.

Over‐Sizing Facilities. The city may require as a condition of
development approval that sewer and water systems serving new
development be sized to accommodate future development within
the area as projected by the applicable water and sewer master
plans and public works design standards. Oversizing of facilities may
be eligible for credit toward system development charges.

COMMENT:
If oversizing of public facilities is required as a Condition of Approval, the applicant will request SDC
credits for eligible facilities.
D.
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Street Lights. Street lights shall be provided in all developments
within the city and shall be provided in accordance with the city’s
design standards. The reviewing body may add street lights at other
locations and authorize specific exceptions to the above priorities
when necessary in order to enhance the public safety and welfare.
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COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will install street lights within the proposed development in accordance with
City standards.
E.

Fire Protection. Developers shall provide third party verification of
existing and proposed water service mains and hydrant flow
supporting the development site. Hydrant flow analyses and plans
for hydrants and water service mains shall be subject to review and
approval by the fire marshal as part of the development review
process.

COMMENT:
If requested, the applicant will provide third party verification of water mains and hydrant flows during
the development review process.
F.

Inadequate Facilities. Development may only occur where existing
or proposed public facilities are adequate to serve the site as
required per subsection (A) of this section. If services do not meet
these standards, service upgrades may be required or the
development permits may be restricted by the city. Deficiencies in
the existing water or sewer system that cannot be rectified by the
development and that if not rectified will result in a threat to public
health or safety, surcharging of existing mains, or violations of state
or federal standards pertaining to operation of domestic water or
sewerage treatment systems will not be approved.

COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that the existing public storm, sanitary sewer, and
water facilities within Pine Street and Schemmel Lane have the capacity to serve the proposed
development (see Exhibit 3).
Section 3.4.400:

Storm Drainage and Erosion Control.
A.

General Provisions. The city shall issue a development
permit only where adequate provisions for stormwater
runoff and erosion control have been made in conformance
with the city of Silverton storm drainage master plan and
public works design standards.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Utility Plans and Preliminary Stormwater Report demonstrate that the
proposed storm drainage conforms to Public Works design standards (see Exhibits 3 and 5). As required,
erosion control measures will be installed prior to the initiation of construction activities.
B.
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Accommodation of Upstream Drainage. Culverts and other
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drainage facilities shall be large enough to accommodate
existing stormwater. Such facilities shall be subject to review
and approval by the public works director.
C.

Effect on Downstream Drainage. Where it is anticipated by
the public works director that the additional runoff resulting
from the development will overload an existing drainage
facility, the city shall withhold approval of the development
until provisions have been made for improvement of the
potential condition or until provisions have been made for
storage of additional runoff caused by the development.
Stormwater detention and/or retention facilities, including
water quality treatment, may be required in conformance
with city standards.

D.

Over‐Sizing. The city may require as a condition of
development approval that storm drainage systems serving
new development be sized to accommodate future
development within the area as projected by the applicable
storm drainage master plan. Over‐sizing of facilities may be
eligible for credit towards SDCs.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Stormwater Report includes calculations from the project engineer. The
calculations evaluate existing stormwater facilities and determine the effect of the proposed
development on upstream and downstream drainage in accordance with the above standards. Based
on this analysis, the proposed storm system is adequately sized to accommodate proposed and future
development in the area (see Exhibit 5).
E.

Existing Watercourse. Where a proposed development is
traversed by a watercourse, drainage way, channel, or
stream, there shall be provided a stormwater easement or
drainage right‐of‐way conforming substantially to the lines
of such watercourse and such further width as will be
adequate for conveyance and maintenance to protect the
public health and safety.

COMMENT:
There are no watercourses associated with the subject site, therefore the above standards do not apply.
F.
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Erosion Control. Specific erosion control measures shall be
designed, installed and monitored in conformance with the
city’s design standards. City‐approved erosion control
measures must be in place prior to, during and after
construction activities for projects that disturb one or more
acres of land over a period of time. A National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit must be
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obtained from the Department of Environmental Quality
prior to the issuance of a development permit or land use
permit.
COMMENT:
As required, erosion control measures will be installed, and appropriate permits will be obtained prior to
the commencement of construction activities.
G.

Detention. All required stormwater detention must provide
for the 25‐year storm event. Detention shall be located in
underground facilities, or, if aboveground detention is
utilized, it shall be with the review and approval of the
public works director.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Utility Plans and Preliminary Stormwater Report indicate that collected
stormwater will be detained on‐site for the 25‐year storm event. Following detention, the drainage will
be released into the public storm system in Schemmel Lane NE at the pre‐development rate (see
Exhibits 3 and 5).
Section 3.4.500:

Sidewalks.
A.

Requirement. Sidewalks shall be constructed on all public
streets in the city by the owners of property next adjacent
thereto. As such, sidewalks shall be constructed in
accordance with the specifications hereinafter provided. All
development for which land use applications are required
must include sidewalks adjacent to public streets. This
requirement also applies to new single‐family houses and
duplexes if they are located on arterial or collector streets or
on curbed local streets if there is an existing sidewalk within
500 feet on the same side of the street.
In the case of arterial or collector streets, sidewalks shall be
built during their construction and considered during their
reconstruction. This provision shall also apply to local streets
that serve commercial and multifamily development.
Sidewalks are required on both sides of all streets except in
hillside developments and mini‐subdivisions. If an interim
street standard is being constructed which does not include
bike lanes or sidewalks, interim bikeways or walkways for
pedestrians shall be provided through construction of paved
roadway shoulders at least eight feet in width on arterials
and six feet on other streets.

B.
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Specifications for Construction. Specifications for the
construction of the various kinds of walks provided for have
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been made by the city engineer and filed in the office of the
city recorder, which specifications are hereby especially
referred to and by reference are made a part hereof;
provided, however, that changes may be made in such
specifications by the city council at any time, and when so
made and approved and filed in the office of the city
recorder, such changed or amended specifications shall
become a part hereof the same as though such specifications
were now on file in the office of the city recorder.
COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicate that sidewalks will be installed along all streets adjacent and
within the development. As required, the sidewalks will be designed and constructed in accordance
with City standards.
C.

Mid‐Block Requirements. In the case of blocks greater than
500 feet in length, the review body shall require mid‐block
pedestrian walks and/or bikeways on a right‐of‐way at least
20 feet in width with a minimum eight‐foot‐wide paved
surface. All walkways or bikeways between streets shall be
subject to the requirements of the public works director.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans illustrate that the existing block length along Schemmel
Lane, between the Street A/Schemmel Lane intersection and the Schemmel Lane/Pine Street
intersection is approximately 475‐feet. The distance along Pine Street, between the Schemmel
Lane/Pine Street intersection and the west boundary of the site, is approximately 280‐feet. Therefore,
the maximum above block length standards have been met.
D.

Design, Width, and Location. All sidewalks must be
constructed, replaced or repaired in accordance with the
Silverton transportation system plan and the Standard
Construction Specifications. The required width and location
of sidewalks is as follows:
1.
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The required width for a sidewalk on an arterial or
collector street is six feet. This width may be reduced
to five feet if the sidewalk is separated from the curb
by a landscaped planter strip at least five feet wide. In
those instances where there is inadequate right‐of‐
way for additional width and no additional right‐of‐
way can be obtained as a condition of development
approval, the sidewalk width may be reduced to five
feet. In all cases, any right‐of‐way remaining outside
the sidewalk is to be landscaped and maintained by
the adjoining property owner.
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COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is proposing to install a curbtight 6‐ft.
sidewalk along Pine Street NE, an Arterial Street (see Exhibit 3). Therefore, the proposed sidewalk
meets the above standards.
2.

Sidewalks along residential and other local streets
must be a minimum of five feet in width. Street trees
shall be selected from the list of approved street trees
established by the city. Other tree species may be
approved if they have similar qualities as those on the
list. The planter strip shall be of permeable materials.

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan and Detailed Plans indicate that the proposed Local Street
improvements include the construction of 5‐ft. wide sidewalks. In addition, the plans indicate that the
proposed street trees will be selected from the City’s approved tree list (see Exhibit 3).
4.

Regardless of other provisions contained in this
section, any sidewalk project that is less than 200 feet
in length and connects on either end to an existing
sidewalk may be designed to match the existing
pattern with the approval of the city public works
director.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that the proposed sidewalks are not located
within the vicinity of other off‐street sidewalks (see Exhibit 3). Therefore, the applicant is not proposing
a sidewalk design that matches an existing sidewalk pattern.
5.

Where obstructions exist or are proposed (including
but not limited to mail boxes, utility poles, trees,
planters, fire hydrants, signs, benches, bus stops, etc.),
provisions must be made to maintain a minimum of
four feet of unobstructed sidewalk width on local
streets, five feet on collector and arterial streets, and
five feet in the downtown commercial district.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Detailed Plans demonstrate that the proposed sidewalks will not
be obstructed (see Exhibit 3).
6.
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Maintenance of sidewalks and planter strips shall be
the continuing obligation of the adjacent property
owner. Planter strips shall be landscaped and
maintained in like manner to the front yard setback
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requirements
Standards.

of

Article

3,

Community

Design

COMMENT:
As required, the proposed landscaped planter strips will be maintained by future owners of the
proposed lots.
7.

Sidewalks shall be designed to parallel streets in line
and grade and shall avoid unnecessary meandering
from the curb line and elevation changes except as
necessary to avoid significant trees or traverse
topographic barriers. All sidewalks shall be
constructed to the official city specifications grade and
at such lateral grade or slope as has been or may be
specified in the general specification therefor by the
city engineer. Grades shall be furnished without
charge to property owners, when applied for, for the
purpose of constructing sidewalks.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Grading Plan demonstrate that the proposed sidewalks are
parallel to each street and will be graded to City specifications (see Exhibit 3).
8.

Pedestrian/bike access ways not adjacent to a public
street shall be a minimum of 20 feet wide and
dedicated to the public. The access way improvement
shall be a minimum eight‐foot‐wide paved surface and
shall be provided with pedestrian‐scaled lighting along
the access way. Lighting shall not shine into adjacent
residences. Trees shall be provided within the
dedicated access way in accordance with the
requirements of Chapter 3.2 SDC.

COMMENT:
This application does not include a pedestrian/bike accessway, therefore this section does not apply.
E.
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Conformance to Street Grades. All sidewalks constructed
adjacent to a street must be placed upon the street grade as
established at the time of sidewalk construction. If a space is
left between the property line and the sidewalk and/or
between the sidewalk and the curb, the space shall be filled
and surfaced with earth or other approved material level
with the sidewalk. Grade shall be furnished without charge
to property owners, when applied for, for the purpose of
constructing sidewalks.
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COMMENT:
As required, all installed sidewalks and planter strips will conform to corresponding street grades.
F.

Timing of Sidewalk Construction. Sidewalk construction may
be deferred until the proposed improvement on the
property is completed. No occupancy permit shall be issued
by the building official for a development until the
provisions of this title are satisfied. The public works director
shall require a future improvement assurance (as described
in SDC 3.4.700) when, in his opinion, the construction of the
sidewalk is impractical for one or more of the following
reasons:

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will install the sidewalks prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for the
proposed development.
4.

Whenever the construction of a sidewalk has been
deferred, the property owner shall, unless otherwise
allowed by the public works director or his/her
designee:
a.

Grade and slope the area to the future sidewalk
grade;

b.

Avoid planting trees in the sidewalk area, or
building fences, retaining walls, steps, or other
impediments to the future sidewalk; and

c.

Note on the plans for the development that a
deferment has been granted but that sidewalk
construction may be ordered by the city council
at any time.

COMMENT:
The applicant is requesting deferment of the sidewalk installation until construction activities are
completed on the adjacent lots. As required, the sidewalks will be installed prior to the issuance of an
occupancy permit for the proposed development.
Section 3.4.600:

Utilities.
A.

Underground Utilities.
2.
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New Development. The following additional standards
apply to all new development, in order to facilitate
underground placement of utilities:
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a.

The developer shall make all necessary
arrangements with the serving utility to provide
the underground services. Care shall be taken to
ensure that all aboveground equipment does not
obstruct required vision clearance areas;

b.

The city reserves the right to approve the
location of all surface‐mounted facilities;

c.

All underground utilities, including sanitary
sewers and storm drains installed in streets by
the developer, shall be constructed prior to the
surfacing of the streets; and

d.

Stubs for service connections shall be sufficient
in length to avoid disturbing the street
improvements when service connections are
made.

COMMENT:
Prior to installation of utility services, the developer will coordinate the City and other utility service
providers. As required, all utilities will be placed underground in accordance with City standards.
Section 3.4.700:

Construction plan approval and assurances.
A.

Plan Approval and Permit. No public improvements,
including sanitary sewers, storm sewers, streets, sidewalks,
curbs, lighting, parks, or other requirements, shall be
undertaken except after the plans have been approved by
the city, permit fee paid, and permit issued. The permit fee
is required to defray the cost and expenses incurred by the
city for construction and other services in connection with
the improvement. The permit fee shall be set by the city
council.

B.

Performance Guarantee. The city may require the developer
or subdivider to provide assurance, bonding or other
performance guarantees to ensure completion of required
public improvements. See Chapter 4.2 SDC, Land Use Review
and Design Review, and Chapter 4.3 SDC, Land Divisions and
Property Line Adjustments.

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will pay appropriate fees and obtain necessary permits before public
improvements are installed. If required, the developer will provide a performance guarantee for the
public improvements.

March 26, 2021
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C.

Petition for Improvement/Waiver of Remonstrance. Existing
single‐family residential lots of record and lots created by a
land partition may be developed, provided the lots are
subject to a petition for improvement/waiver of
remonstrance for a future assessment district for the lacking
public facilities as determined and approved by the public
works director in consultation with the Silverton fire district.

COMMENT:
The applicant is not requesting a deferment for the construction of required public facilities, therefore a
waiver of remonstrance is not required for the project.
Section 3.4.900:

Easements.
A.

Provision. The developer is responsible for making
arrangements with the city, the applicable district, and each
utility franchise for the provision and dedication of utility
easements necessary to provide full services to the
development. Public main line utility easements shall
conform to city specification. See the design standards.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Plat indicates that the applicant is proposing to dedicate a 10‐ft. public utility
easement along all of the site’s street frontages (see Exhibit 3). The attached Preliminary Utility Plans
indicate that public water, sanitary sewer, and storm main lines will be placed within a 20‐ft. wide public
utility easement in Tract ‘A’.

ARTICLE 4:

ADMINISTRATION OF LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT

Chapter 4.1:

Type of Review Procedures

Section 4.1.100:

Purpose and applicability of review procedures.
B.

March 26, 2021

Applicability of Review Procedures. All land use and
development permit applications and approvals, except
building permits, shall be decided by using the procedures
contained in this chapter. The procedure “type” assigned to
each application governs the decision‐making process for
that permit or approval. There are four types of
permit/approval procedures: Types I, II, III, and IV. These
procedures are described in subsections (B)(1) through (4) of
this section. Table 4.1.100 lists all of the city’s land use and
development approvals and their required review
procedure(s).
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3.

Type III Procedure (Quasi‐Judicial). Type III decisions
are made by the planning commission after a public
hearing, with appeals made to the city council. Type III
decisions generally use discretionary review criteria;

COMMENT:
Table 4.1.100 indicates that the submitted Zoning Map Change and a Planned Development application
follow the City’s Type III decision process. As required, this request for land use review is being
processed under a Type III procedure.
Section 4.1.800:

Neighborhood Contact.
Applicants are encouraged to meet with adjacent property owners
and neighborhood representatives prior to submitting their
application to the city in order to solicit input and exchange
information about the proposed development. An applicant is
encouraged to hold a neighborhood meeting with a city‐
recognized neighborhood or community organization and adjacent
property owners before submitting the application to the city.

COMMENT:
Prior to the submittal of this application, the applicant discussed the development proposal with some
of the neighbors that are adjacent to the site.
Section 4.1.900:

Traffic Impact Studies.
The purpose of this section is to assist in determining which road
authorities participate in land use decisions, and to implement
Section 660‐012‐0045(2)(e) of the State Transportation Planning
Rule that requires the city to adopt a process to apply conditions
to development proposals in order to minimize impacts and
protect transportation facilities. This chapter establishes the
standards for when a proposal must be reviewed for potential
traffic impacts; when a traffic impact study must be submitted
with a development application in order to determine whether
conditions are needed to minimize impacts to and protect
transportation facilities; what must be in a traffic impact study;
and who is qualified to prepare the study.
A.

When a Traffic Impact Study Is Required. The city or other
road authority with jurisdiction may require a traffic impact
study (TIS) as part of an application for development, a
change in use, or a change in access. A TIS shall be required
when a land use application involves one or more of the
following actions:
2.
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Any proposed development or land use action
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resulting in an increase of 20 single‐family dwellings or
200 average daily trips, whichever is less, per the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual;
COMMENT:
Since the proposed planned development is limited to 18 single‐family dwelling units, a traffic impact
analysis is not required to be submitted with this application (see Exhibit 6).

Chapter 4.2:

Land Use Review and Design Review

Section 4.2.200:

Applicability.
B.

Design Review. Design review ensures compliance with the
land use and development standards in Article 2 and the
design standards and public improvement requirements in
Article 3. All of the following actions are subject to design
review:
1.

Development for a new multifamily, attached single‐
family, commercial, industrial or institutional use,
including land divisions, site preparation and
construction of buildings, parking, landscaping,
signage, and other site improvements for the same;

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is proposing to develop single‐family
attached dwellings on Lots 1‐10 and 16‐17 (see Exhibit 3). As required, the applicant is including a
Design Review request for the proposed attached dwellings and common open space improvements
within Tract ‘A’.
Section 4.2.500:

Design Review – Application Submission Requirements.
All of the following information is required for design review
application submittal:
A.

General Submission Requirements. An application for design
review shall contain all of the information required for a
Type III review under SDC 4.1.400, and provide:
1.

March 26, 2021

Traffic Estimate. The application shall describe the
proposed access to and from the site and estimate
potential vehicle traffic increases resulting from the
project. The community development director may
require a traffic impact study, in accordance with SDC
4.1.900; and
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COMMENT:
With this Planned Development application, the applicant is requesting design review approval for the
proposed attached single‐family units. It is estimated that the 12 units will generate 13 PM peak hour
trips and 146 daily trips. At the pre‐application conference, the Community Development Director
confirmed that a traffic impact study is not required for this application.
2.

In situations where this code requires the dedication
of property to the city, the city shall either, (1) include
in the written decision evidence that shows that the
required property dedication is directly related to and
roughly proportional to the projected impacts of the
development on public facilities and services, or (2)
not require the dedication as a condition of approval;
this does not preclude the city from accepting
voluntary dedications.

COMMENT:
As required, the City’s Staff Report for this application will provide findings which show that the required
property dedication is roughly proportional to the projected impact of the development on public
facilities and services.
B.

Design Review Information. In addition to the general
submission requirements and number of required copies for
a Type III review (SDC 4.1.400), an applicant for design
review shall provide the following information, as deemed
applicable by the community development director. The
community development director may deem applicable any
information that he or she needs to review the request and
prepare a complete staff report and recommendation to the
review body.
1.

March 26, 2021

Site Analysis Map. At a minimum the site analysis map
shall contain the following:
a.

The applicant’s entire property and the
surrounding property to a distance sufficient to
determine the location of the development in
the city, and the relationship between the
proposed development site and adjacent
property and development. The property
boundaries, dimensions and gross area shall be
identified;

b.

Topographic contour lines at two‐foot intervals
or less for slopes of less than 10 percent, and
five‐foot intervals for steeper slopes;
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c.

Identification of slopes greater than 12 percent,
consistent with the method of measurement and
contour intervals required by the city engineer;

d.

The location and width of all public and private
streets, drives, sidewalks, pathways, rights‐of‐
way, and easements on the site and adjoining
the site;

e.

Potential natural hazard areas, including any
flood areas subject to Chapter 2.5 SDC, areas
subject to high water table, and areas mapped
by the city, county, or state as having a potential
for geologic hazards.

f.

Resource areas, including marsh and wetland
areas, streams, and wildlife habitat identified by
the city or any natural resource regulatory
agencies as requiring protection.

g.

Site features, including existing structures,
pavement, large rock outcroppings, areas having
unique views, and drainage ways, canals and
ditches.

h.

Locally or federally designated historic and
cultural resources on the site and adjacent
parcels or lots;

i.

The location, size and species of trees and other
vegetation having a caliper (diameter) of six
inches or greater at four feet above grade;

j.

North arrow, scale, names and addresses of all
persons listed as owners of the subject property
on the most recently recorded deed;

k.

Name and address of project designer, engineer,
surveyor, and/or planner, if applicable.

COMMENT:
As deemed applicable by the Community Development Director, the applicant has submitted an Existing
Conditions Plan and Future Streets Plan in accordance with the above standards (see Exhibit 3).
2.
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Proposed Site Plan. The site plan shall contain the
following information:
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a.

The proposed development site, including
boundaries, dimensions, and gross area;

b.

Features identified on the existing site analysis
maps that are proposed to remain on the site;

c.

Features identified on the existing site map, if
any, which are proposed to be removed or
modified by the development;

d.

The location and dimensions of all proposed
public and private streets, drives, rights‐of‐way,
and easements;

e.

The location and dimensions of all existing and
proposed structures, utilities, pavement and
other improvements on the site. Setback
dimensions for all existing and proposed
buildings shall be provided on the site plan;

f.

The location and dimensions of entrances and
exits to the site for vehicular, pedestrian, and
bicycle access;

g.

The location and dimensions of all parking and
vehicle circulation areas (show striping for
parking stalls and wheel stops);

h.

Pedestrian and bicycle circulation areas,
including sidewalks, internal pathways, pathway
connections to adjacent properties, and any
bicycle lanes or trails;

i.

Loading and service areas for waste disposal,
loading and delivery;

j.

Outdoor recreation spaces, common areas,
plazas, outdoor seating, street furniture, and
similar improvements;

k.

Location, type, and height of outdoor lighting;

l.

Location of existing and proposed mailboxes;

m.

Name and address of project designer, if
applicable;

n.

Locations of bus stops and other public or
private transportation facilities;
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o.

Sign concept plan (e.g., locations, general size,
style and materials of signs). (Signs are subject to
review and approval under Chapter 15.16 SMC.)

COMMENT:
As deemed applicable by the Community Development Director, the applicant has provided the above
information on the attached Preliminary Plat, Preliminary Site Plan, and Preliminary Grading Plan (see
Exhibit 3).
3.

Architectural Drawings. Architectural drawings
showing one or all of the following shall be required
for new buildings and major remodels:
a.

Building elevations with building height and
widths dimensioned, and materials labeled;

b.

Building Materials, Colors and Type. A materials
sample board may be required;

c.

The name of the architect or designer.

COMMENT:
As deemed applicable by the Community Development Director, the applicant has submitted the
attached Building Plans and Elevations to demonstrate compliance with this section (see Exhibit 4).
4.

Preliminary Grading Plan. A preliminary grading plan
prepared by a registered engineer shall be required for
development sites one‐half acre or larger. The
preliminary grading plan shall show the location and
extent to which grading will take place, indicating
general changes to contour lines, slope ratios, slope
stabilization proposals, and location and height of
retaining walls, if proposed. Surface water detention
and treatment plans may also be required, in
accordance with SDC 3.4.400.

COMMENT:
A Preliminary Grading Plan and Preliminary Utility Plan have been submitted to demonstrate compliance
with this section (see Exhibit 3).
5.

Landscape Plan. A landscape plan may be required and
at the direction of the community development
director shall show the following:
a.
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The location and height of existing and proposed
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fences, buffering or screening materials;
b.

The location of existing and proposed terraces,
retaining walls, decks, patios, shelters, and play
areas;

c.

The location, size, and species of the existing and
proposed plant materials (at time of planting);

d.

Existing and proposed building and pavement
outlines;

e.

Specifications for soil at time of planting,
irrigation if plantings are not drought‐tolerant
(may be automatic‐underground or other
approved method of irrigation) and anticipated
planting schedule;

f.

Other information as deemed appropriate by the
community development director. An arborist’s
report may be required for sites with mature
trees that are protected under Chapter 3.2 SDC,
Landscaping, Street Trees, Fences and Walls;

COMMENT:
A detailed Landscape Plan was not required by the Community Development Director for this
application. However, the attached Preliminary Site Plan does show the type and location of proposed
paved areas, fences, landscaped areas, and recreational amenities (see Exhibit 3).
6.

Deed Restrictions. Copies of all existing and proposed
restrictions or covenants, including those for access
control;

COMMENT:
Proposed deeds restrictions were not required by the Community Development Director, however
existing recorded easements on the site have been submitted with the attached Property Deed and
Easements (see Exhibit 2). The applicant has also identified the location of proposed utility easements
on the attached Preliminary Plat (see Exhibit 3).
7.
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Narrative. Letter or narrative report documenting
compliance with the applicable review criteria
contained in SDC 4.2.600, Review criteria – Design
review;
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COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement provides a narrative which documents how this application complies with all
applicable review criteria (see Exhibit 3).
8.

Traffic impact study, when required, shall be prepared
in accordance with the road authority’s requirements.
See SDC 4.1.900 for relevant standards.

COMMENT:
As mentioned above, a traffic impact study is not required for this application (see Exhibit 6).
9.

Other information determined by the community
development director. The city may require studies or
exhibits prepared by qualified professionals to address
specific site features or project impacts (e.g., traffic,
noise, environmental features, natural hazards, etc.),
in conformance with this code.

COMMENT:
All of the information required by the Community Development Director has been noted above.
Section 4.2.600:

Review criteria – Design Review.
The city shall consider the following review criteria and may
approve, approve with conditions, or deny a design review based
on the following; the applicant shall bear the burden of proof.
A.

Complete. The application is complete, as determined in
accordance with Chapter 4.1 SDC, Types of Review
Procedures, and SDC 4.2.500;

COMMENT:
As required, this application has been submitted to the City of Silverton for completeness review.
B.
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Zoning District. The application complies with all of the
applicable provisions of the underlying zoning district
(Article 2), including: building and yard setbacks, lot area and
dimensions, density and floor area, lot coverage, building
height, building orientation, architecture, and other special
standards as may be required for certain land uses;
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COMMENT:
This application has been submitted under the Planned Development process, allowing for the
modification of R‐5 development standards. The applicant has identified proposed modifications to
these standards within this narrative and in the attached Preliminary Development Plans (see Exhibit 3).
C.

Conformance. The applicant shall be required to upgrade
any existing development that does not comply with the
applicable zoning district standards, in conformance with
Chapter 5.2 SDC, Nonconforming Uses and Development;

COMMENT:
The subject site is currently vacant, therefore these standards do not apply.
D.

Design Standards. The application complies with all of the
design standards in Article 3:
1.

Article 2, design standards and special use standards of
the applicable district;

2.

Chapter 3.1 SDC, Access and Circulation;

3.

Chapter 3.2 SDC, Landscaping, Street Trees, Fences and
Walls;

4.

Chapter 3.3 SDC, Parking and Loading;

5.

Chapter 3.4 SDC, Public Facilities;

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement has addressed all applicable sections of the chapters identified above.
E.

Conditions of Approval. Existing conditions of approval
required as part of a prior land division (Chapter 4.3 SDC),
conditional use (Chapter 4.4 SDC), planned development
(Chapter 4.5 SDC) or other approval shall be met.

COMMENT:
There are no existing land division, conditional use, or planned development land use decisions for the
subject site.
Section 4.2.700:

Bonding and Assurances.
A.
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Performance Bonds for Public Improvements. On all projects
where public improvements are required, the city shall
require the developer to provide bonding or other
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performance guarantees acceptable to the public works
director to ensure completion of required public
improvements. The bond or other assurance (e.g., letter of
irrevocable credit) shall be equal to 110 percent of the total
construction cost estimate for all public infrastructure to be
provided, as approved by the public works director, or
designee. In addition, the construction cost estimate must
either be an engineer’s estimate, in writing, or a copy of the
contractor’s price agreement having sufficient detail for the
public works director, or designee, to verify reasonable unit
pricing.
B.

Release of Performance Bonds. The bond or other assurance
shall be released when the public works director, or
designee, finds the public improvements are complete and
conform to the site development approval, including all
conditions of approval. Upon acceptance of the completed
public improvements, a one‐year warranty bond, deposit or
other assurances approved by the public works director, or
designee, shall be required and shall cover a minimum of 20
percent of the public improvements construction cost for the
project.

C.

Completion of Landscape Installation. Landscaping shall be
installed prior to issuance of occupancy permits, unless
security equal to the cost of the landscaping as determined
by the community development director or a qualified
landscape architect is filed with the community
development director assuring such installation within six
months after occupancy. If the installation of the
landscaping is not completed within the six‐month period,
the security may be used by the city to complete the
installation.

D.

Termination of Performance Guarantee. The developer shall
not cause termination of nor allow expiration of the
guarantee without having first secured written authorization
from the city.

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will fulfill all requirements for bonding and assurances for public
improvements and landscaping installation in accordance with the above standards.

Chapter 4.3:

Land Divisions and Property Line Adjustments

Section 4.3.110:

March 26, 2021

General requirements.
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A.

Subdivision and Partition Approval Through Two‐Step
Process. Applications for subdivision or partition approval
shall be processed by means of a preliminary plat evaluation
and a final plat evaluation, according to the following two
steps:
1.

The preliminary plat must be approved before the final
plat can be submitted for approval consideration; and

2.

The final plat must include all conditions of approval of
the preliminary plat and construction plans must be
approved before the final plat may be considered for
approval.

COMMENT:
With this Planned Development application, the applicant is requesting land division approval for the
project. As required, the attached Preliminary Plat will be approved prior to consideration of the Final
Plat (see Exhibit 3). In addition, the applicant will fulfill all conditions of approval and submit
construction plans to the City prior to submittal of the Final Plat.
B.

Compliance with ORS Chapter 92. All subdivision and
partition proposals shall conform to state regulations in ORS
Chapter 92, Subdivisions and Partitions.

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement demonstrates how the proposed land division conforms to the Silverton
Development Code. As required, the City Code implements State regulations in ORS Chapter 92,
Subdivision and Partitions.
C.
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Future Redivision Plan. When subdividing or partitioning
tracts into large lots (i.e., greater than two times or 200
percent the minimum lot size allowed by the land use
district), the city shall require that the lots be of such size,
shape, and orientation as to facilitate future re‐division in
accordance with the requirements of the land use district
and this code. A re‐division plan shall be submitted for large
lots identifying:
1.

Potential future lot division(s), consistent with the
densities and lot sizes in Article 2;

2.

Potential street right‐of‐way alignments to serve
future development of the property and connect to
adjacent properties, including existing or planned
rights‐of‐way;

3.

A disclaimer that the plan is a conceptual plan
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intended to show potential future development. It
shall not be binding on the city or property owners,
except as may be required through conditions of land
division approval. For example, dedication and
improvement of rights‐of‐way within the future plan
area may be required to provide needed secondary
access and circulation.
COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Plat and Preliminary Site Plan demonstrate that the subject property will be
fully developed with approval of the Planned Development application. Therefore, a future redivision
plan is not required. The applicant has also attached a Future Streets Plan, which conceptually shows
how potential street and land division could occur on adjacent properties (see Exhibit 3).
D.

Lot Size Averaging. Lot size may be averaged to allow lots
less than the minimum lot size, as provided in SDC 4.3.115,
or when approved through a planned development under
Chapter 4.5 SDC.

COMMENT:
As stated previously, the applicant is requesting modifications to minimum lot sizes through the planned
development process. Proposed lot sizes have been identified on the attached Preliminary Plat (see
Exhibit 3).
E.

Temporary Sales Office. A temporary sales office in
conjunction with a subdivision may be approved as set forth
in SDC 4.9.100, Temporary uses.

COMMENT:
If a temporary sales office is required for the development, it will be requested through a separate
permitting process.
F.

Minimize Flood Damage. All subdivisions and partitions shall
be designed based on the need to minimize the risk of flood
damage. See also Chapter 2.5 SDC, Floodplain Overlay
District.

G.

Determination of Base Flood Elevation. See Chapter 2.5 SDC,
Floodplain Overlay District.

COMMENT:
The subject site is not located within the Floodplain Overlay District, therefore these standards do not
apply.
H.
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Need for Adequate Utilities. All lots created through land
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division shall have adequate public utilities and facilities
such as sewer, gas, electrical, and water systems. These
systems shall be located and constructed to prevent or
minimize flood damage, and to avoid impairment of the
system and contamination from them during flooding.
COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Utility Plan demonstrates that the proposed lots have adequate access to
public utilities and facilities (see Exhibit 3).
I.

Need for Adequate Drainage. All subdivision and partition
proposals shall have adequate surface water drainage
facilities that reduce exposure to flood damage and improve
water quality. Water quality or quantity control
improvements may be required.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Utility Plan and Preliminary Stormwater Report demonstrate that surface
water drainage within the development will be managed to provide required water quality and control
(see Exhibit 3).
J.

Floodplain, Park, and Open Space Dedication.

COMMENT:
The subject site does not contain a regulatory floodplain, therefore the above standards do not apply.
Section 4.3.112:

Pre‐Planning for Large Sites.
B.

Applicability. This section applies to parcels, and
development sites with more than one parcel in residential
district(s) that are 20 acres or larger.

COMMENT:
The subject site contains 1.89 acres, therefore the requirements of this section do not apply.
Section 4.3.115:

Flexible Lot Size – Lots Without Street Frontage – Flag Lots –
MiniSubdivisions.
A.
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Flexible Lot Size. To allow creativity and flexibility in
subdivision design and to address physical constraints, such
as areas subject to the hillside protection overlay,
jurisdictional wetlands, floodplain, unusual parcel
configuration, or similar constraint, the review body may
grant a 10 percent adjustment to the lot area and/or lot
dimension (width/depth) standards in SDC 2.2.130 without
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the need for a variance under Chapter 5.1 SDC; provided,
that the overall density of the subdivision does not exceed
the allowable density of the district based on the
developable area exclusive of right‐of‐way areas and the
review body finds that granting the modification allows for a
greater variety of housing types or it improves development
compatibility with natural features or adjacent land uses.
The review body may require that standard size lots be
placed at the perimeter of the development where the
abutting lots are standard size or larger; except that this
provision shall not apply where the abutting lots are larger
than 15,000 square feet.
COMMENT:
The applicant is proposing to modify the minimum lot size standard through the planned development
process, therefore flexible lot size standards do not apply to this application.
B.

Individual Lots without Street Frontage. Individual lots may
be developed without frontage onto a public street when lot
access is provided by an access easement approved by the
city. Such access easements may be approved through the
partitioning process when the review body finds that no
other practicable alternative exists for accessing the lot and
no new public street is required to meet the block length
and street connectivity standards in Chapter 3.1 SDC. Access
easements may be allowed as an alternative to requiring
through streets where block lengths do not necessitate a
through street. Such driveways and easements shall meet
the driveway standards in Chapter 3.1 SDC. See also
subsection (C) of this section, Flag Lots.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Plat and Preliminary Site Plan indicate that proposed Lots 1‐11 do not have
frontage on a public street. As permitted, the applicant is proposing access to these lots through Tract
‘A’, which will be jointly owned and maintained by a homeowner’s association. Since the site is long and
narrow, the block distance between the Schemmel Lane/Pine Street intersection and the west boundary
of the site is only 280‐feet. In addition, since Pine Street NE is an Arterial Street, a north‐south street
though the site is neither practicable nor necessary. As required, this narrative has addressed how the
proposed shared driveway for Lots 1‐11 meets the standards of Chapter 3.1.
C.
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Flag Lots. Flag lots are discouraged and allowed only when
absolutely necessary to provide adequate access to
buildable sites in infill situations where the dedication and
improvement of a public street cannot be provided or the
lots take access from an access‐restricted roadway. Flag lots
are generally not allowed in new subdivisions. A single flag
lot may be allowed in a subdivision, provided the variance
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process is undertaken and all review criteria are met. The
review body may approve a flag lot in conjunction with a
partition approval only where all lots in the partition meet
all of the following criteria. Where the following criteria
conflict with requirements of the applicable land use district,
the following criteria shall apply:
COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing a flag lot, therefore the above standards do not apply.
Section 4.3.130:

Preliminary Plat Submission Requirements.
A.

General Submission Requirements. For all partitions (three
or fewer parcels) the application shall contain all of the
information required for a Type II procedure under SDC
4.1.300. For subdivisions, the Type III procedures under SDC
4.1.400 shall be followed. Preliminary plats shall also
provide the information in subsections (A)(1) and (2) of this
section:
1.

Traffic Estimate. The application shall describe the
proposed access to and from the site and estimate
potential vehicle traffic increases resulting from the
project. The community development director may
require a traffic impact study, in accordance with SDC
4.1.900; and

2.

In situations where this code requires the dedication
of property to the city, the city shall either (a) include
in the written decision evidence that shows that the
required property dedication is directly related to and
roughly proportional to the projected impacts of the
development on public facilities and services, or (b)
delete the dedication as a condition of approval.

COMMENT:
As mentioned above, a traffic impact study is not required for the proposed development. The
proposed single‐family development will consist of 18‐lots which are estimated to generate 20 PM peak
hour trips and 219 daily trips. As required, a City Staff Report will be prepared to provide findings which
show that the required right‐of‐way dedications are roughly proportional to the projected impacts of
the development.
B.

March 26, 2021

Preliminary Plat Information. In addition to the general
information and number of required copies described in
subsection (A) of this section, the preliminary plat
application shall consist of drawings and supplementary
written material (i.e., on forms and/or in a written narrative)
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adequate to provide the following information:
1.

General Information.
a.

Name of subdivision (not required for
partitions). This name must not duplicate the
name of another subdivision in the county
(please check with county surveyor);

b.

Date, north arrow, and scale of drawing;

c.

Location of the development sufficient to define
its location in the city, boundaries, and a legal
description of the site;

d.

A title block including the names, addresses and
telephone numbers of the owners of the subject
property and, as applicable, the designer,
engineer and surveyor if any, and the date of the
survey if submitted; and

e.

Identification of the drawing as a “preliminary
plat.”

COMMENT:
As demonstrated by the attached plans, the submitted Preliminary Plat meets all applicable standards of
this section (see Exhibit 3).
2.

March 26, 2021

Site Analysis.
a.

Streets: location, name, present width of all
streets, alleys and rights‐of‐way on and abutting
the site;

b.

Easements: width, location and purpose of all
existing easements of record on and abutting the
site;

c.

Utilities: location and identity of all utilities on
and abutting the site. If water mains and sewers
are not on or abutting the site, indicate the
direction and distance to the nearest one and
show how utilities will be brought to standards;

d.

Ground elevations shown by contour lines at
five‐foot vertical intervals for ground slopes
exceeding 10 percent and at two‐foot intervals,
or less, for ground slopes of less than 10 percent
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or as required by the city engineer. Such ground
elevations shall be related to some established
benchmark or other datum approved by the
county surveyor. Where the site is within a
hillside protection overlay, contours shall be
shown at intervals and using grade
measurement methods as specified by the city
engineer;

March 26, 2021

e.

The location and elevation of the closest
benchmark(s) within or adjacent to the site (i.e.,
for surveying purposes);

f.

Potential natural hazard areas, including any
floodplains, areas subject to high water table,
landslide areas, and areas having a high erosion
potential;

g.

Wetland areas, streams, wildlife habitat, and
other areas identified by the city or natural
resource regulatory agencies as requiring
protection. (See also relevant portions of the
comprehensive plan);

h.

Site features, including existing structures,
pavement, large rock outcroppings, areas having
unique views, and drainage ways, canals and
ditches;

i.

Designated historic and cultural resources on the
site and adjacent parcels or lots;

j.

The location, size and species of trees having a
caliper (diameter) of six inches or greater at four
feet above grade in conformance with Chapter
3.2 SDC;

k.

North arrow and scale;

l.

Name and address of project designer, if
applicable; and

m.

Other information, as deemed appropriate by
the community development director. The city
may require studies or exhibits prepared by
qualified professionals to address specific site
features and code requirements.
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COMMENT:
The applicant has submitted an Existing Conditions Plan which provides all of the required information in
this section (see Exhibit 3).
3.

March 26, 2021

Proposed Improvements.
a.

Public streets, tracts, driveways, open space and
parkland;
location,
names,
right‐of‐way
dimensions, and approximate radius of street
curves; and approximate finished street center
line grades. All areas and tracts that are being
held for private use and all reservations and
restrictions relating to such private tracts shall
be identified;

b.

Easements: location, width and purpose of all
proposed easements;

c.

Lots and private tracts (e.g., private open space,
common area, or street): approximate
dimensions, area calculation (i.e., in square feet),
and identification numbers for all proposed lots
and tracts;

d.

Proposed uses of the property, including all
areas proposed to be dedicated to the public or
reserved as open space for the purpose of
surface water management, recreation, or other
use; potential location of future buildings;

e.

Proposed improvements, as required by Article
3, Community Design Standards, and timing of
improvements (e.g., in the case of streets,
sidewalks, street trees, utilities, etc.);

f.

The proposed source of domestic water;

g.

The proposed method of sewage disposal;

h.

Proposed method of surface water drainage and
treatment if required;

i.

The approximate location and identity of other
utilities, including the locations of street lighting
fixtures;

j.

Changes to navigable streams, or other
watercourses. Status of public access to these
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areas shall be shown on the preliminary plat, as
applicable;
k.

Identification of the base flood elevation in
accordance with Chapter 2.5 SDC;

l.

Evidence of contact with the road authority for
any development requiring access to its
facility(ies); and

m.

Evidence of written notice to the applicable
natural resource regulatory agency(ies) for any
development within or adjacent to jurisdictional
wetlands, and other areas requiring protection
or conservation.

COMMENT:
The applicant’s submitted Preliminary Plat, Preliminary Site Plan, Preliminary Grading Plan, Preliminary
Utility Plan, and Preliminary Stormwater Report provide all of the applicable information required by
this section (see Exhibits 3 and 5).
Section 4.3.140:

Review Criteria – Preliminary Plat.
A.

General Review Criteria. The city shall consider the following
review criteria and may approve, approve with conditions,
or deny a preliminary plat based on the following; the
applicant shall bear the burden of proof.
1.

The proposed preliminary plat complies with the
applicable development code sections and all other
applicable ordinances and regulations. At a minimum,
the provisions of this article, and the applicable
chapters and sections of Article 2, Land Use (Zoning)
Districts, and Article 3, Community Design Standards
shall apply. Where a variance is necessary to receive
preliminary plat approval, the application shall also
comply with the relevant sections of Article 5;

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement addresses how the submitted Preliminary Plat complies with all applicable
regulations.
2.

March 26, 2021

The proposed streets, roads, sidewalks, bicycle lanes,
pathways, utilities, and surface water management
facilities are laid out so as to conform or transition to
the plats of subdivisions already approved for
adjoining property or to provide for logical extension
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to future properties as to width, general direction and
in all other respects. All proposed public
improvements and dedications are identified on the
preliminary plat;
COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that the proposed street improvements,
utilities, and surface water management facilities conform to City standards. As required, the proposed
public facilities provide for logical extension to adjacent properties. The attached Preliminary Plat,
Preliminary Site Plan, Preliminary Utility Plan identify the proposed public improvements and where
public dedications will be provided with the planned development (see Exhibit 3).
3.

If any part of the site is located within an overlay zone,
or previously approved planned development, it shall
conform to the applicable regulations and/or
conditions;

COMMENT:
The subject site is not located within an overlay zone, therefore the above standards do not apply.
4.

Evidence that any required state and federal permits
have been obtained, or shall be obtained before
approval of the final plat;

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will obtain any required state and federal permits before approval of the final
plat.
5.

Evidence that improvements or conditions required by
the city, road authority, county, special districts,
utilities, and/or other service providers, as applicable
to the project, have been or can be met; and

COMMENT:
At this time, no conditions of approval from a previous land use decision applies to the subject site.
However, the submitted Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that the proposed project is
feasible, and any required conditions can be met (see Exhibit 3).
6.

March 26, 2021

If applicable, all proposed private common areas and
improvements (e.g., homeowner association property)
are identified on the preliminary plat, and appropriate
covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) are
provided.
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COMMENT:
The applicant is proposing to establish a private common open space area within Tract ‘A’. As required,
proposed CC&Rs for the project will be provided to the City for review prior to final plat approval.
B.

Layout and Design of Streets, Blocks and Lots. All proposed
blocks (i.e., one or more lots bound by public streets), lots
and parcels conform to the specific requirements below:
1.

All lots shall comply with the lot area, setback, and
dimensional requirements of the applicable land use
district (Article 2), and the standards of SDC 3.4.100(G),
Subdivision Street Connectivity.

2.

Setbacks shall be as required by the applicable land
use district (Article 2).

COMMENT:
As discussed under Section 2.2, the applicant is proposing several modifications to R‐5 development
standards through the planned development process. The applicant has addressed how the
modifications meet the Planned Development approval criteria under Section 4.5.130.
3.

Each lot shall conform to the standards of Chapter 3.1
SDC, Access and Circulation.

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement has addressed how the proposed lots meet the required access and
circulation standards under Chapter 3.1.
4.

Landscaping or other screening may be required to
maintain privacy for abutting uses. See Article 2, Land
Use (Zoning) Districts, and Chapter 3.2 SDC,
Landscaping, Street Trees, Fences and Walls.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan identifies proposed landscaping and screening between abutting land
uses (see Exhibit 3). In addition, the applicant has provided a written description of the proposed
landscaping and screening measures under Section 3.2.300(E)(4)(e).
5.

March 26, 2021

In conformance with the International Fire Code, a 12‐
foot‐wide paved fire apparatus access drive within a
20‐foot fire apparatus lane shall be provided to serve
all portions of a building that are located more than
150 feet from a public right‐of‐way or other approved
access drive. See also Chapter 3.1 SDC, Access and
Circulation.
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COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Detailed Plans demonstrate that fire apparatus access and
turnarounds meeting Fire Code standards will be provided to all buildings within the proposed
development (see Exhibit 3).
6.

Where a common drive is to be provided to serve
more than one lot, a reciprocal easement that will
ensure access and maintenance rights shall be
recorded with the approved subdivision or partition
plat.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan identifies the location of a common drive to provide access to Lots 1‐
11. The proposed shared driveway is located within Tract ‘A, which will be owned and maintained by
the planned development’s homeowners’ association (see Exhibit 3).
7.

All applicable engineering design standards for streets,
utilities, surface water management, and easements
shall be met.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that all applicable engineering standards
have been met (see Exhibit 3).
C.

Open Space and Park Dedication. Requirements for open
space and/or park dedication, as provided in SDC 3.4.200,
Public use areas, and SDC 4.3.110(J), Floodplain, Park, and
Open Space Dedication, are met.

COMMENT:
As discussed under Section 3.4.200(A), 0.14 acres of park land is required to be dedicated for the
proposed development. The applicant is proposing to pay a fee in lieu of the required parkland
dedication. In conformance with Section 4.5.150(D), the applicant is also proposing to provide 15,054
sq. ft. (18.27% of site) of usable common open space area with Tract ‘A’.
D.

March 26, 2021

Conditions of Approval. The city may attach such conditions
as are necessary to carry out provisions of this code, and
other applicable ordinances and regulations, and may
require reserve strips be granted to the city for the purpose
of controlling access to adjoining undeveloped properties.
See Chapter 3.4 SDC, Public Facilities.
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COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will fulfill all conditions of approval associated with the submitted application.

Chapter 4.5:

Planned Developments

Section 4.5.120:

Planned development – Review and Approvals Process.
A.

Review Steps. There are three required steps to planned
development approval, which may be reviewed individually
or combined into one package for concurrent review:
1.

The approval of a planned development concept plan;

2.

The approval of a detailed development plan; and

3.

The approval of a preliminary subdivision plat(s)
and/or design review application(s).

COMMENT:
The applicant is requesting concurrent approval of a Concept Plan and a Detailed Development
Plan/Preliminary Site Plan for the project (see Exhibit 3). Concurrent with these reviews, the applicant is
also requesting approval of a land division to create Lots 1‐18, and design review to permit the
development of attached single‐family units.
B.

March 26, 2021

Approval Process.
1.

The planned development (PD) concept plan shall be
reviewed together using the Type III procedure in SDC
4.1.400, the submission requirements in SDC 4.5.170,
and the review criteria in SDC 4.5.150.

2.

The detailed development plan shall be reviewed using
the Type III procedure in SDC 4.1.400, to ensure
substantial compliance with the approved concept
plan.

3.

Preliminary subdivision plats and design review
applications for approved planned developments shall
be reviewed using a Type II procedure, as governed by
SDC 4.1.300.

4.

Subsections (B)(1) through (3) of this section may be
combined in any manner, so long as the decision‐
making sequence follows that in subsection (A) of this
section. Notification and hearings may be combined.
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COMMENT:
As required, the proposed planned development Concept Plan and Detailed Development/Preliminary
Site Plan will be reviewed under the Type III procedure. The applicant is also requesting concurrent land
division and design review for the development.
Section 4.5.130:

Planned development – Modification of District Standards (Article
2) and Design Standards (Article 3).
The planning commission may approve modifications or
adjustments to the standards in Article 2 and/or Article 3 through
the planned development approval without the need for variances
upon finding that all of the following criteria are met:
A.

Comprehensive Plan. The modification or adjustment
equally or better meets the intent of the comprehensive
plan and development code section(s) to be modified, as
compared to a project that strictly conforms to code
standards.

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement identifies proposed modifications to Article 2 and 3 standards as permitted
through the planned development process. These proposed modifications will allow the applicant to
address identified issues in the recently adopted Housing Needs Analysis and Housing Strategies Plan,
which serve supporting document to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The Housing Strategies Plan makes
specific recommendations including increasing dwelling unit density through up‐zoning properties,
reducing single‐family lot sizes, reducing lot dimension standards, and removing other barriers to the
development of a wider range of housing. The proposed R‐5 designation will increase unit density,
lower infrastructure per cost per unit, and allow more affordable housing options to be constructed on
the site. The proposed planned development will permit the construction of a variety of housing types
and allow homes to be clustered to reduce development costs. The submitted plans demonstrate that
the proposed modifications better meet the intent of the 2020 Housing Needs Analysis and Housing
Strategies Plan, as compared to a project which strictly conforms to City Development Code standards.
Through the planned development process, the applicant is proposing to modify several Development
Code standards listed under Section 2.2.120. As demonstrated by the attached plans, the applicant is
proposing to create 18 single‐family detached and attached lots, and also provide common open space
areas within the development, by reducing the minimum lot size from 5,000 sq. ft. to as much as 1,170
sq. ft., reducing the minimum lot width from 50‐ft. to as much as 30‐ft., reducing the minimum lot depth
from 60‐ft. to as much as 39‐feet. The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Building Plans and Elevations
demonstrates that the proposed project elements are consistent with the adopted Housing Needs
Analysis and Housing Strategies Plan, which recommend the diversification of housing types and City
support of projects that provide affordable housing options.

March 26, 2021
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The proposed planned development includes modifications to the setback standards of Section 2.2.130.
In addition to standard zero‐lot lines between attached single‐family dwelling units, the applicant is
proposing to reduce the 15‐ft. minimum front yard setback to 0‐ft. for Lots 1‐11. In addition, the
applicant is proposing to reduce the minimum interior yard setback for detached units from 7‐ft. for 2‐
story structures to as much as 4‐feet. The proposed modifications to yard setbacks are consistent with
the Housing Strategies Plan, which recommends reducing setback standards since they are a barrier to
housing affordability.
With this Planned Development application, the applicant is requesting a modification from the
standards of Sections 2.2.160(A) and (B). The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the
applicant is requesting an increase in the maximum lot coverage area from 50% to 66% for Lots 1‐11. In
addition, the proposed development includes a request to increase the maximum impervious surface
area in setback yards from 50% to 66% for Lots 1‐11. Through the Planned Development process, the
applicant is proposing to develop landscaped common open space areas adjacent to the proposed zero‐
lot line homes on Lots 1‐11. This approach efficiently clusters the homes to promote affordability and
provides access to larger open space areas within the development. As such, the reduced yard areas are
consistent with the City’s Housing Strategies Plan recommendations.
Since the site is challenged with a long and narrow configuration, the proposed development has limited
opportunities to orient buildings toward adjacent public streets (see Exhibit 3). To help mitigate for this
issue, the applicant is proposing to orient Lots 2‐14 towards common open space areas in the interior of
the site. The applicant is requesting a modification to the primary entrance standards of Section
2.2.180(C)(1) to permit the proposed building orientation and increase the distance between primary
building entrances and adjacent streets. The proposed building orientation equally meets the intent of
the Code since the dwellings will be oriented to provide surveillance of communal open space areas.
The submitted Building Plans and Elevations demonstrates that all of the dwellings which front Pine
Street, Schemmel Lane, and Street A have windows oriented toward the streets so that surveillance can
also be maintained over adjacent public areas.
With this Planned Development application, the applicant is also proposing to modify the perimeter
screening and buffering standards of Section 3.2.300(E)(4)(e). Properties to the east and west of the
subject parcel are zoned R‐1 or AR, and parcels to the south are zoned P. To adequately screen the
proposed development from adjacent properties, the applicant is proposing to install a 6‐ft. wood sight‐
obscuring fence along the east, south and west boundaries of the site. The plan demonstrates that a 12‐
ft. setback is provided to buffer the home on Lot 18 from the City Wastewater Treatment Plant to the
south of the site. The plan also illustrates that a minimum of 34‐ft. buffer will be provided between the
proposed homes and parcels to the east of the site. The applicant’s Preliminary Site Plan indicates that a
minimum 23‐ft. buffer will be provided between Lots 1‐11 and the west boundary of the site, while
standard R‐5 perimeter setbacks will be maintained for Lots 14‐18 (see Exhibit 3). As required,
landscaping will be installed within the proposed yard areas. With the proposed fencing, landscaped
areas, and setbacks, the alternate screening and buffering measures equally meet the intent of Section
3.2.300(E(4)(e) standards.
B.

March 26, 2021

Public Benefit. The modification or adjustment results in an
overall net benefit to the public; e.g., clustering of smaller
lots results in a greater variety of housing, greater
affordability in housing, more open space or more usable
open space, greater protection of natural features,
avoidance of natural hazards (e.g., geological hazards or
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drainage ways), superior architecture, and/or improved
transportation planning in new development.
COMMENT:
For the reasons stated in this section, the proposed modification results in an overall net benefit to the
public. As discussed previously, the City recently updated its Housing Needs Analysis and adopted a
Housing Strategies Plan as a supporting document to the Comprehensive Plan. To provide more
affordable housing for the community, the Housing Strategies Plan recommends reducing single‐family
lot sizes, reducing lot dimension standards, and removing other barriers to the development of more
diverse housing types. As demonstrates by the attached Building Plans and Elevations, the proposed
modifications permit the development several lower cost housing types on smaller lots. The proposed
modifications also allow the consolidation of open space and the development of paths and recreational
amenities that will foster community connections within the development.
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan and Detailed Plans demonstrate how the proposed modifications
allow the development of diverse housing types that are consistent with the City’s adopted affordable
housing strategies. The proposed planned development will be constructed by the North Willamette
Valley Habitat for Humanity, which has been partnering with families to meet their home ownership
goals for nearly 40 years. Through donations and volunteer assistance, this organization focuses on the
development of safe and affordable housing. The proposed modifications will increase opportunities for
affordable home ownership in Silverton, meeting the needs of the Baby Boomer generation which are
on a fixed income, desire smaller homes, and would like reduced maintenance responsibilities. Some of
the proposed dwellings are also well suited to younger Millennial generation families who would like to
buy their first home and would enjoy safe common open space areas for their children to play.
The applicant’s Building Plans and Elevations demonstrate that the proposed dwellings are attractive
and maintain a coordinated design aesthetic (see Exhibit 4). The attached Preliminary Site Plan
illustrates that the more compact housing options permit the development of shared amenities within
the development (see Exhibit 3). The plans demonstrate that 18% of the gross land area within the
planned development is reserved for social and recreational needs of the residents.
C.

Public improvement standards and engineering design
criteria shall not be modified without variance to such
standards approved by the city engineer. The city may grant
such variances concurrently with the planned development;

COMMENT:
The subject site fronts Pine Street NE, which is classified as an Arterial Street. Since the existing right‐of‐
way width is 60‐ft., and parcels to the east and west of the site are mostly developed and the same
right‐of‐way width is maintained along Pine Street, the applicant is proposing to install 2‐lane
Downtown District improvements within the existing right‐of‐way width. Based on existing conditions
along Schemmel Lane, the applicant is proposing to dedicate 6‐ft. of additional right‐of‐way along the
west frontage and 5‐ft. of right‐of‐way along the north frontage. The Preliminary Site Plan
demonstrates that these dedications will allow the provision of on‐street parking and the installation of
sidewalks. To meet Local Street standards, the applicant is proposing to dedicate 50‐ft. of right‐of‐way
for the development of Street A. As required, all of these proposed street improvements will be
reviewed by the City Engineer for consistency with City standards.

March 26, 2021
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D.

Residential densities shall not exceed those allowed under
the comprehensive plan and where steep slopes exist shall
follow the procedures found in Chapter 2.6 SDC;

COMMENT:
The applicant is proposing to rezone the site from R‐1 to R‐5, which is a permitted zone under the
existing Single‐Family Residential Comprehensive Plan Map designation. With the proposed R‐5 zoning,
a maximum of 19 units may be developed on the 1.89 acres site (1.89 acres x 10 units/acre = 18.90, or
19 units). The minimum density for the site is 9 units (1.89 acres x 5 units/acre = 9.45, or 9 units).
Therefore, the proposed development of 18 single‐family lots does not exceed what is allowed under
the current Residential Comprehensive Plan Map designation. The submitted Existing Conditions Plan
indicates that there are no steep slope areas on the subject property (see Exhibit 3).
E.

Commercial and mixed‐use developments may be approved
in a residential district planned development, provided the
commercial component of the project, including building
area, parking and landscape/commercial common area, does
not exceed 20 percent of the subject planned development
land area; and

COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to establish a commercial or a mixed‐use development with this Planned
Development application, therefore these standards do not apply.
F.

Industrial uses shall not be allowed in a residential district
planned development.

COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to establish an industrial use with this Planned Development application,
therefore these standards do not apply.
Section 4.5.140:

Planned Development – Concept Plan Submission.
The applicant shall submit five copies of all of the following
information, subsections (A) and (B) of this section, for the initial
review by city staff. An additional seven copies of the complete
application shall be submitted for the planning commission
hearing, by a date the community development director specifies.
A.

March 26, 2021

General Submission Requirements. The applicant shall
submit an application containing all of the general
information required for a Type III procedure, as governed
by SDC 4.1.400. In addition, the applicant shall submit all of
the following:
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1.

A statement of planning objectives to be achieved by
the planned development through the particular
approach proposed by the applicant. This statement
should include a description of the character of the
proposed development and the rationale behind the
assumptions and choices made by the applicant;

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant has provided the requested number of hard copies and an electronic copy of
application packet to the City. This Applicant’s Statement provides a detailed description of the project
objectives and the rational for this Planned Development proposal.
2.

A development schedule indicating the approximate
dates when construction of the planned development
and its various phases are expected to be initiated and
completed;

COMMENT:
If this application is approved by the Planning Commission during the spring of 2021, the applicant
intends to undertake site development during the summer of 2021 and complete construction of the
dwellings from early 2022 to late 2023.
3.

A statement of the applicant’s intentions with regard
to the future selling or leasing of all or portions of the
planned development;

COMMENT:
North Willamette Valley Habitat for Humanity intends to sell each single‐family dwelling to partner
families following its construction. The applicant will also set up a homeowners’ association for on‐
going maintenance of the Tract ‘A’ improvements.
4.

Narrative report or letter documenting compliance
with the applicable review criteria contained in SDC
4.5.150; and

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement has addressed how the proposed planned development complies with the
applicable Section 4.5.150 review criteria.
5.

March 26, 2021

Special studies prepared by qualified professionals
(e.g., engineers or scientists) may be required by the
community
development
director,
planning
commission or city council to determine potential
traffic, geologic, stormwater, environmental, natural
resource and other impacts, and required mitigation.
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COMMENT:
In compliance with this section, the applicant has submitted a Preliminary Stormwater Report with this
application. As mentioned previously, City staff confirmed that a traffic impact analysis is not required
for this application since 18 dwelling units are proposed with this planned development.
B.

Additional Information. In addition to the general
information described in subsection (A) of this section, the
concept plan, data, and narrative shall include the following
exhibits and information:
1.

Existing conditions map, as defined in SDC 4.2.500,
Design review – Application submission requirements;

2.

Conceptual site plan (e.g., general land use, building
envelopes, circulation, open space, utility connections,
and other information necessary to convey the
concept plan);

3.

Grading concept (for hillside or sloping properties, or
where extensive grading is anticipated), consistent
with the hillside protection overlay, as applicable;

4.

Landscape concept (e.g., shows retention of existing
vegetation and general planting areas);

5.

Architectural concept (e.g., information sufficient to
describe architectural styles, building heights, and
general materials);

6.

Sign concept plan (e.g., locations, general size, style
and materials of signs); and

7.

Copy of all existing covenants and restrictions, and
general description of proposed restrictions or
covenants (e.g., for common areas, access, parking,
etc.).

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant has attached an Existing Conditions Plan, Building Elevations, Conceptual Site
Plan, and Detailed Site Plan/Preliminary Site Plan to illustrate the proposed development, identify
general planting areas, and specify retained vegetation (see Exhibits 3 and 4). The submitted plans also
include Preliminary Grading Plans for the proposed improvements. No signage is proposed with this
application, therefore a sign concept plan has not been provided. Attached with this applicant is a copy
of existing easements which are associated with the property. As discussed within this narrative, the
applicant is proposing to establish a homeowner’s association for the maintenance and use of the Tract
‘A’ common open space area.

March 26, 2021
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Section 4.5.150:

Planned Development – Concept Plan Review Criteria.
The city shall consider the following review criteria and may
approve, approve with conditions, or deny a planned development
concept plan based on the following; the applicant shall bear the
burden of proof.
A.

Comprehensive Plan. All relevant provisions of the
comprehensive plan are met;

COMMENT:
Since the Silverton Comprehensive Plan is implemented by the Development Code, this Applicant’s
Statement has addressed all relevant provisions of the Plan.
B.

Land Division Chapter. All of the requirements for land
divisions, including requirements for pre‐planning large sites
under SDC 4.3.112;

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement has demonstrated compliance with the requirements of Chapter 4.3,
including Section 4.3.112.
C.

Article 2 and Article 3 Standards. All of the land use,
development, and design standards contained in Articles 2
and 3 are met, except as may be modified in SDC 4.5.130.

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement has addressed all Article 2 and Article 3 land use, development, and design
standards. As required, proposed modifications to these standards have been discussed under Section
4.5.130.
D.

March 26, 2021

Open Space. Master plans shall contain a minimum of 15
percent usable common open space. Common open space
shall be integral to the master plan. Plans shall emphasize
public gathering places such as plazas, neighborhood parks,
trails, and other publicly accessible spaces that integrate
land use and transportation and contribute toward a sense
of place. Where public or common private open space is
designated, the following standards apply:
1.

The open space area shall be shown on and recorded
with the final plat; and

2.

The open space shall be conveyed in accordance with
one of the following methods:
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a.

By dedication to the city as publicly owned and
maintained open space. Open space proposed
for dedication must be acceptable to the
community development director with regard to
the size, shape, location, improvement,
environmental condition (i.e., the applicant may
be required to provide a level one environmental
assessment), and budgetary and maintenance
abilities;

b.

By leasing or conveying title (including beneficial
ownership) to a corporation, home association
or other legal entity, with the city retaining the
development rights to the property. The terms
of such lease or other conveyance must include
provisions (e.g., maintenance, property tax
payment, etc.) suitable to the city.

COMMENT:
The attached Concept Plan indicates that the applicant is proposing to develop 15,054 sq. ft. of usable
private common open space area, which is 18.29% of the site area. A homeowner’s association will be
established for maintenance and use of the Tract ‘A’ common open space area.
Section 4.5.170:

Planned Development – Detailed Development Plan Submission
Requirements.
The contents of the detailed development plan shall follow the
requirements specified for a conceptual plan incorporating any
conditions of approval for the conceptual plan as well as contain
the following:
A.

Location and floor area of existing and proposed structures
and other improvements, including maximum heights,
building types, and gross density per acre (for residential
developments) and location of fire hydrants, overhead lines
in the abutting right‐of‐way, easements and walkways;

COMMENT:
In additional to approval of the Concept Plan, the applicant is requesting Detailed Development Plan
approval for the planned development. The submitted Preliminary Site Plan, Building Plans and
Elevations, and Preliminary Utility Plans provide required information regarding the proposed
structures, density, fire hydrant locations, and proposed easements and walkways (see Exhibits 3 and 4).
B.
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Typical elevations of buildings and structures (which may be
submitted on additional sheets) sufficient to indicate the
architectural intent and character of the proposed
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development;
COMMENT:
The applicant has submitted the attached Building Plans and Elevations to describe the architectural
intent and character of the proposed development (see Exhibit 4).
C.

Landscape plan drawn to scale showing location of existing
trees and vegetation proposed to be removed from or to be
retained on the site, location and design of landscape areas,
varieties and sizes of trees and plant materials to be planted,
other landscape features including walls and fences, and
irrigation systems required to maintain plant materials;

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan shows the location of retained vegetation, screening, buffering,
fences, and landscaped areas within the planned development (see Exhibit 3). The applicant is
requesting deferral of a detailed landscape and irrigation plan until building permit review is requested
for the development. As required, the City will verify that the detailed landscape plan meets the above
standards prior to the issuance of building permits.
D.

Detailed utilities plan indicating how sanitary sewer, storm
sewer, drainage, and water systems will function;

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Utility Plans and Preliminary Stormwater Report indicate how the proposed
sanitary sewer, storm and drainage, and water systems will function (see Exhibits 3 and 5).
E.

Circulation plan showing street, driveway, parking area,
service area, loading area, pedestrian way, and bikeway
improvements and their dimensions;

COMMENT:
The attached Concept Plan, Future Streets Plan, and Preliminary Site Plan provide detailed information
regarding the proposed street, driveway, parking areas, and walkway improvements.
F.

Location and dimensions of all areas to be conveyed,
dedicated, or reserved as common open spaces, public
parks, recreational areas, school sites, and similar public and
semipublic areas;

COMMENT:
As required, the attached plans illustrate the location and dimensions of all areas to be dedicated or
reserved as common open spaces (see Exhibit 3).

March 26, 2021
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G.

Exterior lighting plan indicating the location, size, height,
typical design, material, color, and method and direction of
illumination.
The detailed development plan may combine land division,
development review, design review, and/or other
applications for concurrent review and approval. The
detailed development plan shall be reviewed using a Type III
procedure.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicate that lighting for the shared driveway and parking area will be
provided by wall mounted lights on the proposed sheds. The plan also indicates that walkways within
the open space areas will be illuminated by pedestal lighting (see Exhibit 3).
Section 4.5.180:

Planned Development – Detailed Development Plan Review
Criteria.
The city shall approve the detailed development plan upon
finding that the final plan conforms to the concept plan and
required conditions of approval. If the detailed plan request
combines other land use and development applications, as
provided in this section, those applications shall additionally
be subject to the applicable review criteria in Article 4. Minor
changes to the approved concept plan may be approved with
the detailed plan, when the review body finds that the
modification(s) is/are consistent with the criteria in
subsections (A) through (H) of this section. Changes exceeding
those in subsections (A) through (H) of this section must be
reviewed as major modifications under Chapter 4.6 SDC.
A.

Increased residential densities (overall or reallocated
between development phases) by no more than 10
percent from the concept plan, provided such increase
conforms to the comprehensive plan and underlying
district;

COMMENT:
The submitted plans demonstrate that the Detailed Development Plan/Preliminary Site Plan maintain
the same residential density as the submitted Concept Plan (see Exhibit 3).
B.
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Increase in lot coverage or impervious surface (overall or
reallocated between development phases) by no more
than 10 percent over that which is approved;

Schemmel Lane Development

Page 101

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrate that there is no proposed increase in lot coverage or
impervious surfaces from what is proposed in the Concept Plan (see Exhibit 3).
C.

Reduction in open space or landscaping by no more than
10 percent;

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan and Detailed Plans demonstrate that there is no proposed reduction
in open space or landscaping from the Concept Plan to the Preliminary Site Plan (see Exhibit 3).
D.

Increase in overall automobile parking spaces by no
more than 10 percent;

COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing an increase in automobile parking spaces with the submitted Preliminary
Site Plan (see Exhibit 3).
E.

Land Use. No change in land use shall be permitted
without a major modification to the concept plan;

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the applicant is not proposing any changes in
land use from the Concept Plan.
F.

Proposals to add or increase lot coverage within areas
subject to a potential hazard or requiring protection
under the comprehensive plan shall require a major
modification to the concept plan;

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan does not increase lot coverage within areas subject to a potential
hazard or areas requiring protection under the Comprehensive Plan (see Exhibit 3).
G.
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Major changes in the location of buildings, proposed
streets, parking lot configuration, utility easements,
landscaping or other site improvements shall require a
major modification pursuant to Chapter 4.6 SDC.
“Major” in this subsection means by more than 100 feet,
or 10 percent, relative to setbacks; and
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COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing to change the location of buildings or other site improvements with the
submitted Preliminary Site Plan.
H.

Other substantial modifications not listed in subsections
(A) through (G) of this section shall require approval of a
major modification, in conformance with Chapter 4.6
SDC.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the applicant is not requesting any additional
modifications (see Exhibit 3).
Section 4.5.190:

Planned Development – Land Use Review, Design Review, Final
Plat, and Building Permit Approvals.
A.

Land Use and Design Reviews. For projects requiring land
use or design review, all such approvals must be final and
appeal periods expired before the city issues building
permits. Chapter 4.2 SDC applies to design review.

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will receive final approval of the design review prior to receiving building
permits from the City.
B.

Land Divisions. For projects requiring a land division, the
preliminary land division plats must be final and appeal
periods expired before a final plat is approved and building
permits issued. Chapter 4.3 SDC applies to land divisions.

COMMENT:
As required, the applicant will receive final approval of the proposed land division prior to receiving
building permits from the City.
B.
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Streamlined Review Option. Applications for preliminary
land division plats, land use reviews, and design review
applications that are part of an approved planned
development may be reviewed using a Type II procedure,
rather than the conventional Type III procedure. This shall be
the applicant’s option. The variation from the standard
procedures of Chapter 4.2 SDC, Land Use Review and Design
Review, and Chapter 4.3 SDC, Land Divisions and Property
Line Adjustments, is intended to streamline review of
projects that have received planned development approvals,
since those projects have previously been subject to public
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review and hearings.
COMMENT:
The applicant is requesting approval of all required land use applications during review the planned
development’s Concept Plan and Detailed Development Plan.

Chapter 4.7:

Zoning Map and Development Code Text Amendments

Section 4.7.300:

Quasi‐Judicial Amendments.
A.

Applicability of Quasi‐Judicial Amendments. “Quasi‐judicial
amendments” are those that involve the application of
adopted policy to a specific development application or code
revision, and not the adoption of new policy (i.e., through
legislative decisions). Quasi‐judicial zone map amendments
shall follow the Type III procedure, as governed by SDC
4.1.400, using standards of approval in subsection (B) of this
section. The approval authority for such actions shall be as
follows:
1.

The planning commission shall review and recommend
zoning map changes that do not involve
comprehensive plan map amendments;

2.

The
planning
commission
shall
make
a
recommendation to the city council on an application
for a comprehensive plan map amendment. The city
council shall decide such applications; and

3.

The
planning
commission
shall
make
a
recommendation to the city council on a zoning
change application that also involves a comprehensive
plan map amendment application. The city council
shall decide both applications.

COMMENT:
The applicant is requesting approval of a Zoning Map Amendment application to change the site’s
designation from R‐1 to R‐5. Since this request does not involve a Comprehensive Plan amendment, the
Planning Commission will review and render a decision for the Type III quasi‐judicial amendment
application.
B.

March 26, 2021

Criteria for Quasi‐Judicial Amendments. The city shall
consider the following review criteria and may approve,
approve with conditions or deny a quasi‐judicial amendment
based on the following; if the application for an amendment
originates from a party other than the city; the applicant
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shall bear the burden of proof.
1.

Approval of the request is consistent with the
statewide planning goals;

COMMENT:
The applicant has addressed how the proposed Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with statewide
planning goals in the narrative provided below.
2.

Approval of the request is consistent with the relevant
comprehensive plan policies and on balance has been
found to be more supportive of the comprehensive
plan as a whole than the old designation;

COMMENT:
The applicant has addressed how the proposed map amendment is consistent with relevant
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies in the narrative provided below.
3.

The requested designation is consistent with any
relevant area plans adopted by the city council;

COMMENT:
There are no area plans associated with the subject site.
4.

The requested designation is consistent with the
comprehensive plan map pattern and any negative
impacts upon the area resulting from the change, if
any, have been considered and deemed acceptable by
the city;

COMMENT:
The subject site and adjacent properties are currently designed Single‐Family Residential on the
Comprehensive Plan Map. The Comprehensive Plan permits both R‐1 and R‐5 zoning under the existing
Single‐Family Residential designation. The submitted Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is
proposing to increase perimeter setbacks and screen the proposed development with sight‐obscuring
fences where smaller lots are clustered on the site. Therefore, potential negative impacts from the
development have been adequately mitigated.
5.

March 26, 2021

A public need will be met by the proposed change that
is not already met by other available properties, or the
amendment corrects a mistake or inconsistency in the
comprehensive plan or zoning map regarding the
property which is the subject of the application;
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COMMENT:
The proposed zone change helps address a public need for additional affordable housing in Silverton.
The recently adopted Housing Strategies Plan indicates a need to diversify housing types to address the
needs of all incomes. Identified City strategies include increasing dwelling unit density through up‐
zoning properties, reducing single‐family lot sizes, reducing lot dimension standards, and removing
other barriers to the development of a wider range of housing. By increasing density on the site, the
proposed zone change will allow a greater range of housing types to be efficiently developed on a large
parcel, which is not currently afforded by other available properties in the City.
6.

The property and affected area are presently provided
with adequate public facilities, services and
transportation networks to support the use, or such
facilities, services and transportation networks are
planned to be provided in the planning period; and

COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that existing public sanitary sewer and water
system utilities within Schemmel Lane and Pine Street have the capacity to accommodate the proposed
development. The applicant’s Preliminary Utility Plans indicate that public sanitary sewer service will be
provided by connecting to an existing main line within Schemmel Lane NE (see Exhibit 3). Public water
service is proposed by extending a main line from Pine Street NE and loop it to the Schemmel Lane main
line. Stormwater will be managed by collecting stormwater from impervious surfaces, treating and
detaining it on‐site, and releasing it at the pre‐development rate into the public storm system within
Schemmel Lane (see Exhibits 3 and 5).
The subject site has frontage on Pine Street NE, which is classified as an Arterial Street and is under
Marion County jurisdiction (see Exhibit 3). The subject site also fronts Schemmel Lane NE, which is
classified as a Local Street and is under City of Silverton jurisdiction. The applicant is proposing to install
frontage improvements along both rights‐of‐way and is also installing improvements for Street A in
accordance with City requirements. As such, adequate facilities, services and transportation networks
will be provided for the subject property.
7.

The amendment conforms to other applicable
provisions of this code, such as the transportation
planning rule requirements incorporated into SDC
4.7.600.

COMMENT:
This Applicant’s Statement has addressed how this proposal complies with all applicable provisions of
the Code, including the Section 4.7.600 Transportation Planning Rule requirement.
8.
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Any amendment involving a change to the city’s urban
growth boundary shall conform to applicable state
planning rules for such amendments. (Ord. 08‐06 § 3,
2008)
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COMMENT:
The applicant is not proposing an amendment to the City’s urban growth boundary, therefore the above
standards do not apply.
Section 4.7.600:

Transportation planning rule compliance.
A.

Review of Applications for Effect on Transportation
Facilities. When a development application includes a
proposed comprehensive plan amendment, development
code amendment, or zoning change, the proposal shall
demonstrate it is consistent with the adopted transportation
system plan and the planned function, capacity, and
performance standards of the impacted facility or facilities.
Proposals shall be reviewed to determine whether they
significantly affect a transportation facility pursuant to OAR
660‐012‐0060 (Transportation Planning Rule – TPR) and in
accordance with traffic impact study provisions in SDC
4.1.900. Where it is found that a proposed amendment
would have a significant effect on a transportation facility in
consultation with the applicable roadway authority, the city
shall work with the roadway authority and applicant to
modify the request or mitigate the impacts in accordance
with the TPR and applicable law.

COMMENT:
The existing R‐1 zoning permits the development of up to 11 dwelling units on the 1.89 acre site (1.89
acres x 6 maximum units/acre = 11.34, or 11 units). The proposed R‐5 zoning will permit up to 19
dwelling units for the site (1.89 acres x 10 maximum units/acre = 18.90, or 19 units). As demonstrated
by the attached Preliminary Site Plan, the applicant is proposing to develop 18 units dwelling units on
the site, which is only 7 more units than what is allowed under the existing zoning. Since this project
contains less than 20 dwelling units, it is exempt from the traffic impact statement requirements of
Section 4.1.900. As demonstrated by submitted Preliminary Development Plans, the applicant is
mitigating impacts to the transportation system by installing frontage improvements along NE Pine
Street and NE Schemmel Lane. Due to the relatively low number of trips that will be generated by the
development, the potential impact to roadway performance with the proposed zone change is
insignificant. As such, the proposed map amendment will not significantly impact existing
transportation facilities nor affect the functional classification of either NE Pine Street or NE Schemmel
Lane. Therefore, this Zoning Map Amendment application complies with the State Transportation
Planning Rule.

B.

SILVERTON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

URBANIZATION ELEMENT
Residential Development

March 26, 2021
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Policy 3:

Planned Unit Development.
Planned unit developments will be encouraged, especially on large tracts
of undeveloped land, as alternative to traditional subdivisions. A
planned unit development offers the potential to develop land
efficiently by allowing the opportunity for flexibility with regards to
traditional zoning requirements.

COMMENT:
The overall goal of the Urbanization Element of the Comprehensive Plan is to provide an adequate
supply of buildable residential, commercial and industrial land within the City’s UGB in accordance with
state law. In addition to the proposed zone change, the applicant is requesting approval of a Planned
Development application for the property. Consistent with this policy, the applicant is requesting
several modifications to Chapter 2.2 standards to provide flexibility to traditional zoning requirements.
The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Building Plans demonstrate that these modifications will result in
the efficient development of land and a greater diversity of affordable housing types in Silverton.

AGRICULTURAL LANDS ELEMENT
Policy 2:

Work with Marion County to ensure orderly growth and redevelopment
in the rural residential areas between the city limits and the urban
growth boundary. Do not permit subdivisions and partitions that would
make redevelopment at urban density economically unfeasible at a later
date. Consider proposals for land division only if plans for efficient
Redivision of the land at a later date area also presented. Review the
redevelopment plans for location of structures before issuing building
permits. Encourage Marion County to zone these areas for 5‐acre
minimum lots. This minimum lot size should be reconsidered after
Silverton has developed master sewer and water plans for the area
within the urban growth boundary.

COMMENT:
The overall goal of the Agricultural Lands Element is to preserve and maintain agricultural lands. This
policy requires that the City work with Marion County to zone areas of land between the city limits and
the Urban Growth Boundary for 5‐acre minimum lots. The subject property is located within the
existing city limits of Silverton, therefore the proposed Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with the
Agricultural Lands Element.

OPEN SPACE, NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES ELEMENT
Policy 2:

March 26, 2021

Preserve needed open space through: public acquisition as funds permit,
development and maintenance of parkland and school grounds,
setbacks, and limits on development in natural hazard areas.
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COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that there are no floodplains, steeply sloped areas,
or natural resources on the subject site. Therefore, the proposed Zoning Map Amendment will meet the
objectives of this policy.

AIR, WATER, AND LAND RESOURCES ELEMENT
Policy 1:

The City will do what is necessary to improve the water and sewerage
treatment systems to meet state and federal standards as finances
permit.

COMMENT:
The overall goal of this element is to maintain and improve the quality of air, water and land resources.
Development of the property will require connection to the City’s sanitary sewer and water systems.
Using a methodology that is governed by the master plans, each new dwelling unit will pay water system
and sewer system SDCs. Therefore, the proposed Zoning Map Amendment will help further the goal of
this element and the objectives of this policy.

NATURAL HAZARDS ELEMENT
Policy 1:

The City will prevent development in the areas of natural hazard unless
special design features adequately insure the safety and protection of
life and property.

COMMENT:
The overall goal of the Natural Hazards Element is to protect life and property from natural disasters and
hazards. The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that there are no floodplains or steeply
sloped areas on the subject site. Therefore, the proposed map amendment meets the goal of this
element and the objectives of this policy.

HOUSING ELEMENT
Alternatives
Policy 4:
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Encourage planned unit development, mixed use housing, and mixed
housing with commercial uses as a means for broadening housing
choices and creating sustainable neighborhoods.
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COMMENT:
To address housing goals and policies, the Silverton City Council adopted a new Housing Needs Analysis
and Housing Strategies Plan in November of 2020. The City’s goal to promote housing diversity is
currently challenged by the fact that approximately 80% of Silverton’s existing housing stock is single‐
family detached housing, mostly located on large lots. This trend has been influenced by the
overwhelming predominance of R‐1 zoning within the city limits and Development Code standards
which help support this type of development. Single‐family homes on large lots have steadily increased
in price in Silverton, and with the current average selling price of $395,000, most of these homes are
unattainable for the community’s lower income population. Approximately 30% of Silverton households
are paying more than 30% of their gross income on housing costs, which leaves them cost‐burdened
when paying for other cost of living expenses. The recently adopted documents indicate a need to
diversify housing types to address the needs of all incomes. Identified City strategies include increasing
dwelling unit density through up‐zoning properties, reducing single‐family lot sizes, reducing lot
dimension standards, and removing other barriers to the development of a wider range of housing.
The attached Existing Conditions Plan indicates that the subject site is currently vacant and is zoned R‐1.
Habitat for Humanity’s 2020 State of the Nation’s Housing Report finds that low‐density zoning
restrictions, excessive parking requirements, and high development fees contribute to the undersupply
of affordable homes. The proposed R‐5 designation will increase unit density, lower infrastructure cost
per unit, and allow more affordable housing options to be constructed on the site. The applicant, North
Willamette Valley Habitat for Humanity, has a long track record of partnering with families in need and
helping them reach the goal of home ownership. The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the
proposed zoning and requested Code modifications through the planned development process will
permit the development of 6 single‐family detached lots and 12 zero‐lot line single‐family lots on the
site. The submitted layout and Building Plans and Elevations demonstrate that the variety of home
types will provide multiple paths to affordable home ownership.
Policy 5:

Encourage opportunities which will provide affordable housing to meet
the needs of low income. Elderly, handicapped, families, and individuals
within the Silverton area.

COMMENT:
The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Building Plans indicate that the applicant is proposing to develop
smaller 1‐bedroom units and larger 3‐bedroom single family dwellings on the site. The proposed
planned development will be constructed by North Willamette Valley Habitat for Humanity, which has
been partnering with families to meet their home ownership goals for nearly 40 years. The proposed
modifications will increase opportunities for affordable home ownership in Silverton, meeting the needs
of the Baby Boomer generation which are on a fixed income, desire smaller homes, and would like
reduced maintenance responsibilities. Some of the proposed dwellings are also well suited to younger
Millennial generation families who would like to buy their first home and would enjoy common open
space areas for their children to play.
Policy 6:
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Provide opportunities for the development of attached and detached
single‐family and multi‐family dwellings such as duplexes, row houses,
and townhouse apartments.
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COMMENT:
Under the proposed R‐5 zoning, the applicant intends to construct 12 attached single‐family dwelling
units with the proposed planned development. Therefore, the proposed map amendment will help
meet the objectives of this policy.
Policy 8:

Allow for, and encourage the use of flexible lot sizes and building
placement, and density transfers to reduce development costs, make
efficient use of land, and promote housing variety and affordability.

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is requesting concurrent planned
development approval with the proposed Zoning Map Amendment. The planned development process
allows the applicant to use flexible lot sizes and cluster the proposed lots. This allows land to be
efficiently used on the site, increasing housing variety and housing affordability.

ECONOMY ELEMENT
Goal:

Diversify and improve the economy of Silverton.

COMMENT:
The overall goal of the Economy Element is focused on the diversification and improvement of the local
economy. As mentioned previously, the proposed zone change to R‐5 will allow North Willamette Valley
Habitat for Humanity to develop affordable housing on the site. Since residents of these homes will
spend less of their income on housing, they will be able to spend additional money on other cost of
living items, which in turns helps support the local economy. As such, the proposed map amendment
will meet the goal of this element.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
D.

Street System
Policy 1:

New street improvements shall be consistent with the general
location, functional classification, and typical cross‐sections (street
standards) as set forth in the TSP.

COMMENT:
The overall goal of the Transportation Element is to provide a safe, convenient, aesthetic and
economical transportation system. The submitted Existing Conditions Plan indicates that the site has
frontage on Pine Street NE, an Arterial Street, and Schemmel Lane NE, a Local Street. The submitted
Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that frontage improvements meeting City standards are proposed
along both road frontages. In addition, the applicant is proposing to extend a new street from
Schemmel Lane to the west boundary of the property. As such, the proposed Annexation and
Comprehensive Plan Amendment meets the goal of this element and the objectives of this policy.

March 26, 2021
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Policy 2:

New development shall provide for street connectivity.

COMMENT:
As demonstrated by the attached Future Streets Plan, development of the subject property will facilitate
the development of a needed a new Local Street to serve properties to the west of the site (see Exhibit
3).
Policy 3:

New developments shall provide for necessary street
improvements which shall be consistent with the street standards
in the TSP and other City ordinances.

COMMENT:
The subject site fronts Pine Street NE, which is classified as an Arterial Street. Since the existing right‐of‐
way width is 60‐ft., and parcels to the east and west of the site all maintain the same right‐of‐way width
and are mostly developed, the applicant is proposing to install 2‐lane Downtown District improvements
within the existing right‐of‐way width. Also, based on existing conditions along Schemmel Lane, the
applicant is proposing to dedicate 6‐ft. of additional right‐of‐way along the west frontage and 5‐ft. of
right‐of‐way along the north frontage. The Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that these dedications
will allow the provision of on‐street parking and the installation of sidewalks. To meet Local Street
standards, the applicant is proposing to dedicate 50‐ft. of right‐of‐way for the development of Street A.
As required, all installed improvements will be consistent with City standards.
F.

Pedestrian System
Policy 2:

All new developments shall provide a sidewalk with curbs and
gutters and storm drainage facility along the frontage of any
arterial, collector, or residential street. Any requirement for off‐
street improvements shall be based on a rough proportionality of
the impact of the new development.

COMMENT:
As required, the proposed street improvements provide sidewalks and curbs in accordance with City
standards.
G.

Bicycle System
Policy 2:

All new developments shall be required to provide new bike lanes
along the frontage of any arterial or collector roads. Any
requirements for off‐site improvements shall be based on a rough
proportionality of the impact of the new development.

COMMENT:
As required, the planned development will include the installation of bike lanes along Pine Street NE, a
designated Arterial Street.

March 26, 2021
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ENERGY ELEMENT
Policy 4:

“Strip” commercial and residential “sprawl” will be discouraged to
reduce the number and length of automobile trips. “Mixed use” areas
that combine residential uses with neighborhood commercial activities
will be encouraged as an alternative.

COMMENT:
The overall goal of the Energy Element is to conserve and reuse energy resources. The attached
Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the planned development is compact and includes recreational
amenities in the project’s common open space area. Therefore, the goal of this element will be met and
the project will not encourage residential sprawl.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT
Policy 12:

It shall be the responsibility of subdividers to provide new local streets.

COMMENT:
The overall goal of the Public Facilities and Services Elements of the Comprehensive Plan is to provide
orderly and efficient public facilities and services to meet the needs of Silverton residents. The subject
site has frontage on Pine Street NE, which is classified as an Arterial Street and is under Marion County
jurisdiction (see Exhibit 3). The subject site also fronts Schemmel Lane NE, which is classified as a Local
Street and is under City of Silverton jurisdiction. The applicant is proposing to install frontage
improvements along both rights‐of‐way and will also install improvements for Street A in accordance
with City requirements. Therefore, the proposed map amendment will meet the goal of this element
and the objectives of this policy.

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ELEMENT
Policy 5:

Silverton residents and property owners within the planning area
affected by Plan amendments and Urban Growth Boundary changes will
be given an opportunity to review and comment on any such changes.

COMMENT:
The proposed Zoning Map Amendment will follow the City’s Type III review procedure and State land
use laws. A public hearing will be held before the Planning Commission to satisfy the goal of the Citizen
Involvement Element. The public hearings allow an un‐bias decision‐making body to consider citizen
input, the City’s staff report, and findings from the submitted application when determining whether the
proposal meets the City’s clear and objective review criteria.
Policy 6:
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Public hearings on Plan and Urban Growth Boundary changes will be
held and adequate notice will be given in accordance with these
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procedures:
a.

A public hearing on the proposed change will be held and at least
30 days notice of a hearing will be given to all property owners
within 250 feet from the boundary of the property where the
changes are proposed.

COMMENT:
As required, the City will notify area property owners and residents in advance of the public hearing, and
in accordance with the standards of this policy.
c.

Minor revisions (those having little significance beyond the
immediate area of the change) will be based on special studies or
other information which justifies the public need for the change.

COMMENT:
In November of 2020, City Council adopted a new Housing Needs Analysis and Housing Strategies Plan
as supporting documents to the Comprehensive Plan. The recently adopted documents indicate a need
to diversify housing types to address the needs of all incomes. Identified City strategies include
increasing dwelling unit density through up‐zoning properties, reducing single‐family lot sizes, reducing
lot dimension standards, and removing other barriers to the development of a wider range of housing.
The proposed R‐5 designation will increase unit density, lower infrastructure cost per unit, and allow
more affordable housing options to be constructed on the site.
d.

The following criteria will be used in addition to those criteria
found in the policy section of the Urbanization element to
establish whether a proposed plan amendment or zone change is
justified:
1.

The change is in conformance with the goals and policies of
the Comprehensive Plan.

COMMENT:
As required, this Applicant’s Statement has evaluated the Comprehensive Plan and addressed how the
proposed map designation conforms to applicable goals and policies.
2.
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There is a public need for the change and that public need is
served by changing the classification of the property under
consideration.
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COMMENT:
To address affordable housing goals, the Silverton City Council adopted a new Housing Needs Analysis
and Housing Strategies Plan at their November 2020 meeting. Currently, approximately 80% of
Silverton’s existing housing stock is single‐family detached housing, mostly located on large lots. This
trend has been influenced by the overwhelming predominance of R‐1 zoning within the city limits and
Development Code standards which help support this type of development. Single‐family homes on
large lots have steadily increased in price in Silverton, and with the current average selling price of
$395,000, these homes are unattainable for lower income populations in the community.
Approximately 30% of Silverton households are paying more than 30% of their gross income on housing
costs, which leaves them cost‐burdened when paying for other cost of living expenses. The recently
adopted documents indicate a need to diversify housing types to address the needs of all incomes.
Identified City strategies include increasing dwelling unit density through up‐zoning properties, reducing
single‐family lot sizes, reducing lot dimension standards, and removing other barriers to the
development of a wider range of housing.
The proposed R‐5 designation will increase unit density, lower infrastructure cost per unit, and allow
more affordable housing options to be constructed on the site. The applicant, North Willamette Valley
Habitat for Humanity, has a long track record of partnering with families in need and helping them reach
the goal of home ownership. The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the proposed zoning and
requested Code modifications through the planned development process will permit the development
of 6 single‐family detached lots and single‐family attached lots on the site. The submitted layout and
Building Plans and Elevations demonstrate that a variety of home types are proposed to provide
multiple paths to affordable home ownership.
3.

A public need will be met by a Plan or zone change which is
not already met by other available property in the area.

COMMENT:
The proposed zone change helps address a public need for affordable housing in Silverton. The recently
adopted Housing Strategies Plan indicates a need to diversify housing types to address the needs of all
incomes. Identified City strategies include increasing dwelling unit density through up‐zoning
properties, reducing single‐family lot sizes, reducing lot dimension standards, and removing other
barriers to the development of a wider range of housing. By increasing density on the site, the proposed
zone change will allow a greater range of housing types to be efficiently developed on a large parcel,
which is not afforded by other available properties in the City.
4.

The potential impact upon the area resulting from the
change has been considered.

COMMENT:
The subject site and adjacent properties are currently designed Single‐Family Residential on the
Comprehensive Plan Map. The Comprehensive Plan permits both R‐1 and R‐5 zoning under the existing
Single‐Family Residential designation. The submitted Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is
proposing to increase perimeter setbacks and screen the proposed development with sight‐obscuring
fences where smaller lots are clustered on the site. Therefore, potential negative impacts from the
development have been adequately mitigated.
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e.

If the request for a Plan change affecting the area within the UGB
originates from an individual, he or she will bear the burden of
proof. The request will be heard first by the Planning Commission
which will make a recommendation to the City Council. The City
Council and Marion County must both approve the change before
it can go into effect.

COMMENT:
This request for a Zoning Map Amendment has been initiated by the applicant. As required, this
application will be reviewed by the Planning Commission before the proposed land use changes will go
into effect.

C.

STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS

GOAL 1:

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

Summary:

Goal 1 calls for "the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the
planning process."

COMMENT:
The proposed Zoning Map Amendment will follow the City’s Type III review procedure and State land
use laws. A public hearing will be held before the Planning Commission to satisfy the Citizen
Involvement goal. The public hearings allow an un‐bias decision‐making body to consider citizen input,
the City’s staff report, and findings from the submitted application when determining whether the
proposal meets the City’s clear and objective review criteria.

GOAL 2:

LAND USE PLANNING

Summary:

Goal 2 outlines the basic procedures of Oregon's statewide planning program.
It says that land use decisions are to be made in accordance with a
comprehensive plan, and that suitable "implementation ordinances" to put
the plan's policies into effect must be adopted. It requires that plans be based
on "factual information"; that local plans and ordinances be coordinated with
those of other jurisdictions and agencies; and that plans be reviewed
periodically and amended as needed.

COMMENT:
The submitted Zoning Map Amendment is required to follow the City’s Type III review procedure. A
public hearing will be held before the Planning Commission to allow an un‐bias decision‐making body to
evaluate factual information and determine whether the application meets the City’s clear and objective
land use review criteria.

March 26, 2021

Schemmel Lane Development

Page 116

As stated previously, the proposed map amendment is supported by the recently adopted Housing
Needs Analysis and Housing Strategies Plan, both of which are supporting document to the
Comprehensive Plan. Goal 2 states that the Comprehensive Plan should be reviewed periodically and
amended as needed. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with the recommendations of
the adopted documents.

GOAL 3:

AGRICULTURAL LANDS

Summary:

Goal 3 defines "agricultural lands." It then requires counties to inventory such
lands and to "preserve and maintain" them through farm zoning.

COMMENT:
As mentioned previously, the subject site is located within the existing city limits of Silverton and is not
classified as agricultural lands. As a result, the proposed map amendment is consistent with the
Agricultural Lands Planning Goal.

GOAL 4:

FOREST LANDS

Summary:

This goal defines forest lands and requires counties to inventory them and
adopt policies and ordinances that will "conserve forest lands for forest uses."

COMMENT:
The subject site is currently zoned R‐1 and is located within the city limits of Silverton. Since the
property does not include designated forest lands, the proposed use will not impact this Statewide
Planning Goal.

GOAL 5:

OPEN SPACES, SCENIC AND HISTORIC AREAS AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Summary:

Goal 5 covers more than a dozen natural and cultural resources such as
wildlife habitats and wetlands. It establishes a process for each resource to be
inventoried and evaluated. If a resource or site is found to be significant, a
local government has three policy choices: preserve the resource, allow
proposed uses that conflict with it, or strike some sort of a balance between
the resource and the uses that would conflict with it.

COMMENT:
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that there are no floodplains, steeply sloped areas,
or natural resources on the subject site. Under the proposed R‐5 designation, the applicant will provide
common open space areas with the submitted Planned Development application. Therefore, the
proposed map amendment will further the objectives of this Statewide Planning Goal.

GOAL 6:
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Summary:

This goal requires local comprehensive plans and implementing measures to
be consistent with state and federal regulations on matters such as
groundwater pollution.

COMMENT:
Development of the property will require connection to the City’s sanitary sewer, water, and
stormwater systems. Since the subject property is included in Silverton’s Water, Sanitary Sewer, and
Stormwater Master Plan service areas, the applicant has submitted utility plans which are consistent
with these facility plans (see Exhibit 3). As such, the proposed Zoning Map Amendment complies with
this Statewide Planning Goal.

GOAL 7:

AREAS SUBJECT TO NATURAL DISASTERS AND HAZARDS

Summary:

Goal 7 deals with development in places subject to natural hazards such as
floods or landslides. It requires that jurisdictions apply "appropriate
safeguards" (floodplain zoning, for example) when planning for development
there.

COMMENT:
The City of Silverton maintains maps of steeply sloped areas and floodplains within the City’s Urban
Growth Boundary area. The attached Existing Conditions Plan indicates that there are no floodplains or
steeply sloped areas on the subject site. Therefore, future development of the site complies with City’s
safeguards to prevent new development in areas subject to natural disasters and hazards.

GOAL 8:

RECREATION NEEDS

Summary:

This goal calls for each community to evaluate its areas and facilities for
recreation and develop plans to deal with the projected demand for them. It
also sets forth detailed standards for expedited siting of destination resorts.

COMMENT:
With the proposed map amendment and planned development, the applicant is proposing to cluster
housing and more efficiently provide open space areas on the subject site. The proposed common open
space area will include amenities which will help serve the recreational needs of the development.
Therefore, the proposed zone change will further the objectives of the Recreation Needs Planning Goal.

GOAL 9:

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Summary:
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COMMENT:
This planning goal is focused on the diversification and improvement of the local economy. As
mentioned previously, the proposed zone change to R‐5 will allow North Willamette Valley Habitat for
Humanity to develop affordable housing on the site. Since residents of these homes will spend less of
their income on housing, they will be able to spend additional money on other cost of living items, which
in turns helps support the local economy. As such, the proposed map amendment will help meet the
goal of this element.

GOAL 10:

HOUSING

Summary:

This goal specifies that each city must plan for and accommodate needed
housing types, such as multifamily and manufactured housing. It requires each
city to inventory its buildable residential lands, project future needs for such
lands, and plan and zone enough buildable land to meet those needs. It also
prohibits local plans from discriminating against needed housing types.

COMMENT:
The Silverton City Council adopted a new Housing Needs Analysis and Housing Strategies Plan in
November of 2020. These studies confirmed that housing diversity in Silverton is challenged by the
overwhelming predominance of R‐1 zoning within the city limits, and as a result, approximately 80% of
the existing housing stock is single‐family dwellings located on larger lots. Since the current average
selling price of these homes is now $395,000, home ownership is unattainable for many residents in the
community. Approximately 30% of Silverton households are paying more than 30% of their gross
income on housing costs, which leaves them cost‐burdened when paying for other cost of living
expenses. The recently adopted documents indicate a need to diversify housing types to address the
needs of all incomes. Identified City strategies include increasing dwelling unit density through up‐
zoning properties, reducing single‐family lot sizes, reducing lot dimension standards, and removing
other barriers to the development of a wider range of housing.
The applicant, North Willamette Valley Habitat for Humanity, has a long track record of partnering with
families in need and helping them reach the goal of home ownership. The organization’s 2020 State of
the Nation’s Housing Report finds that low‐density zoning restrictions, excessive parking requirements,
and high development fees contribute to the undersupply of affordable homes. The attached Existing
Conditions Plan indicates that the subject site is currently vacant and is zoned R‐1, which favors the
development of large single‐family lots. The proposed R‐5 designation will increase unit density, lower
infrastructure cost per unit, and allow more affordable housing options to be constructed on the site.
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the proposed zoning and requested Code modifications
through the planned development process will permit the development of 6 single‐family detached lots
and 12 single‐family attached lots on the site. The submitted layout and Building Plans and Elevations
demonstrate that the diversity of home types, which include detached and attached units with 1‐3
bedrooms, provide multiple paths to affordable home ownership.

GOAL 11:

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

Summary:
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enforcement, and fire protection. The goal's central concept is that public
services should to be planned in accordance with a community's needs and
capacities rather than be forced to respond to development as it occurs.
COMMENT:
The subject site is currently located within the Silverton’s Urban Growth Boundary, therefore the
property is included in the City’s public facilities, services, and transportation networks planning area.
The City’s Transportation System Plan, Water Master Plan, Sewer Master Plan, and Storm Water Master
Plan have evaluated existing public facilities and services and have determined future development
needs within this planning area.
As indicated by the attached Existing Conditions Plan and Preliminary Utility Plan, public facilities are in
the vicinity of the subject site and can be extended to accommodate the development of the site. The
attached plans indicate that public sanitary sewer service will be provided by connecting to an existing
main line within Schemmel Lane NE (see Exhibit 3). Public water service is proposed by extending a
main line from Pine Street NE. Stormwater will be managed by collecting stormwater from impervious
surfaces, treating and detaining it on‐site, and releasing it at the pre‐development rate into the public
storm system within Schemmel Lane (see Exhibits 3 and 5).

GOAL 12:

TRANSPORTATION

Summary:

The goal aims to provide "a safe, convenient and economic transportation
system." It asks for communities to address the needs of the "transportation
disadvantaged."

COMMENT:
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan and Preliminary Utility Plan demonstrate that safe, convenient, and
economic transportation facilities will serve the site under the proposed R‐5 designation. The subject
site has frontage on Pine Street NE, which is classified as an Arterial Street and is under Marion County
jurisdiction (see Exhibit 3). The subject site also fronts Schemmel Lane NE, which is classified as a Local
Street and is under City of Silverton jurisdiction. The applicant is proposing to install frontage
improvements along both rights‐of‐way, and is also installing improvements for Street A in accordance
with City requirements.

GOAL 13:

ENERGY

Summary:
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COMMENT:
This planning goal promotes the conservation and reuse of energy resources. The attached Preliminary
Site Plan demonstrates that the planned development is compact and includes recreational amenities in
the project’s common open space area. Therefore, the goal of this element will be met and the project
does not encourage residential sprawl.

GOAL 14:

URBANIZATION

Summary:

This goal requires cities to estimate future growth and needs for land and then
plan and zone enough land to meet those needs. It calls for each city to
establish an "urban growth boundary" (UGB) to "identify and separate
urbanizable land from rural land."

COMMENT:
This planning goal provides for an adequate supply of buildable residential, commercial and industrial
land within the City’s UGB. The subject site is already located within the City’s UGB and city limits. The
proposed zone change from R‐1 to R‐5 will promote efficient use of land within the existing UGB and
addresses Silverton’s documented need for additional affordable housing.

IV.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on the above findings, the applicant has demonstrated compliance with applicable sections of the
Silverton Development Code, Silverton Comprehensive Plan, and Statewide Planning Goals. Therefore,
the applicant requests that the submitted application be approved.
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I.

Project Overview

I.1

Purpose of this Report

This report describes the proposed improvements compliance with the City of Silverton Municipal Code,
Chapter 3.4., Public Facilities, Item G, Detention. All required stormwater detention must provide the
25-year storm event. Detention shall be located in underground facilities, or, if above ground detention
is utilized, it shall be with the review and approval of the public works director.
I.2

Project Description

The 1.89 acre development consist of the development of 18 single family homes on the site, and is
located on Pine Street and Schemmel Lane, at 1459 Pine Street NE, Tax Lost 3200 of Tax Map
061W034BB.
The proposed development will consists of residential dwellings, shared access roadway, driveways,
sidewalks, parking spaces, and open space area within ‘Tract A’.
Additionally, Street A will be constructed as part of the proposed development, that connects to
Schemmel Lane.
1.3

Existing Condition

The topography of the site generally drains from the north to the south, from Pine Street, to the
ultimate outfall location to Silver Creek.
Based on existing available information, it is assumed no run-on occurs.
There is an existing 24” public storm drain line that runs from north to south, in Schemmel Lane, then
bends across private property, ultimately discharging into Silver Creek. This public storm drain is owned
by the City of Silverton. And based upon previous discussions at the Pre-App meeting on 12/2020, the
proposed improvement can connect to this existing storm drain.
A geotechnical report was prepared by Carlson Geotechnical on December 29, 2020, Project Number
G2005410. Infiltration tests were performed at two locations at 5’ below the existing ground surface.
The existing subsurface soil consists of organic soil and lean clay. Minor groundwater seepage was
encountered at a depth of 5 feet and moderate groundwater seepage at 10 feet. The soils report
reviewed local records, determining the groundwater levels in the area generally ranged from 60 to 100
feet below ground.
The concluding unfactored infiltration rates are 1.5 in/hr and 0 in/hr.
1.4

Proposed Conditions

The proposed development is a multi-family residential development, including the development of
Public Street A and a private drive access, additionally including a permeable grasscrete turnaround for
Fire Trucks, site landscape, walkways, and a parking lot.
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Two vegetated swales are proposed adjacent to the west property line, that will collect runoff as well as
piped runoff from the proposed residential buildings. The vegetated swale is designed to slow the
runoff, increasing the time of concentration, and therefore overall reducing the flow rate for the 25-year
storm event.
Catch basins and area drains will be installed throughout the project to collect and convey the runoff to
the proposed vegetated swales or the proposed storm drain.
The entire site and Public Street A will connect to the proposed 18” public storm drain main in
Schemmel Lane, which connects to the existing manhole and existing 18” storm drain in Schemmel Lane.
The City of Silverton has directed the development to allow for the connection to the existing 18” storm
drain main. The capacity of the existing 18” storm drain main in Schemmel Lane was not evaluated.
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II.

Hydrologic Analysis

The City of Silverton Silverton Municipal Code, Chapter 3.4, PUBLIC FACILITES, detention facilities are
required to detain the 25-year storm event, and to not exceed the pre-development 25-year storm
event. Additionally, the 2-year, 5-year, 10-year, 25-year, 50-year and 100-year storm event was modeled
to show compliance of the storm drain system can adequately convey the runoff.
The HydroCAD stormwater modeling system, Version 10, was used to perform the hydrology
calculations. The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Unit Hydrograph model was used to analyze the runoff
discharges. The Technical Release (TR)-20 computer program was also applied to the SCS Unit
Hydrograph method by utilizing HydroCAD computer program. The storm TYPE II 24-hour event was
selected to use in the analysis, as used by the State of Oregon. The storm depths were obtained from
NOAA Atlas 2, Precipitation-Frequency Atlas of the Western United States, Volume X-Oregon, and are
summarized below.
Table-Storm Depths (24-hr Duration)
Storm Event
Precipitation (in.)
2-year
2.4
5-year
2.9
10-year
3.3
25-year
3.8
50-year
4.3
100-year
4.4
The HydroCAD calculations are provided in the Appendix. However, to summarize, the storm event is
not be increased in the pre to post development for the 2-year, 5-year, 10-year, 25-year, 50-year, and
100-year storm event.

Summary:
The below summarized the findings and calculations performed and provided in the Appendix.

2-Year
5-Year
10-Year
25-Year
50-Year
100Year

Flow Rate (CFS)
Pre-Development
2.99
4.06
4.93
6.03
7.15
7.37

Post-Development
3.20
4.51
5.30
5.90
6.21
6.27
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III.

Operation and Maintenance

An operation and maintenance plan will be provided as part of the final report and construction
documents.

ATTACHMENT C: CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. All improvements on the site shall be in substantial conformance to the submitted plans

taking all conditions of approval and applicable Public Works Design into account.
2. All applicable building permits shall be obtained prior to any work that requires a building
permit.
3. Marion County Engineering will conduct plan review, permitting & inspection for Pine
Street improvements (urban frontage improvements; pavement widening to provide 5' bike
lane, curb/gutter, sidewalk, pavement widening tapers, & ADA transitions) including wet
utility connections. Marion County Engineering utility permitting will coordinate for Pine
Street dry (electric communication & gas) utility underground work.
4. A detailed landscaping plan shall be submitted prior to the release of any building permits
for the site.
5. Street trees shall be spaced so that there is at least one tree planted for every 35 feet of
street frontage along new public streets and James and Jefferson Street, except where
existing utilities, vision clearance requirements or similar factors preclude such spacing.
6. The developer shall be responsible for planting street trees, including soil preparation,
ground cover material, staking, and temporary irrigation for one year after planting. The
developer shall also be responsible for tree care (pruning, watering, fertilization, and
replacement as necessary) during the first two years after planting, after which the adjacent
property owners shall maintain the trees.
7. The City shall require the developer to provide a performance and maintenance bond or
cash deposit in an amount determined by an estimate provided by the developer or by the
community development director, to ensure the planting of the tree(s) and care during the
first year after planting.
8. An in depth analysis of the water system shall be submitted as part of the Construction Plan
submittal to ensure adequate fire flow is available to the site. The analysis shall include a
review of the current water master plan model, and shall be conducted and stamped by a
licensed civil engineer, licensed in the State of Oregon. Upon completion of the water
improvements to this site, a flow test will need to be performed at the hydrants to confirm
actual flow volumes and pressures.
9. On site storm detention will be required in accordance with City standards. The
development shall detain a 25-year post developed storm and release no greater than the 5year predeveloped rate. The city will require a downstream conveyance analysis be
performed to ensure the drainage way will pass the 25-year un-detained post developed
storm event.
10. All utilities to the project shall be underground services. No overhead crossings of public
right of way shall be approved by the city.

11. Construction plans meeting City of Silverton Public Works Standards shall be submitted
and approved prior to the issuance of any development permits. All sewer, water, street
and drainage infrastructure be designed and constructed in accordance with the current
2016 Silverton Design Standards, including but not limited to designing the storm drain
system such that each lot will have a single lateral service to it.
12. Any improvements that are to be installed shall conform to the requirements of this
Chapter, the approved construction plans, and to improvement standards and the
specifications adopted by the City.
13. The applicant shall dedicate a 10’ wide public utility easement along all street right-ofways.
14. Any federal or State permits that may be required as part of this development shall be
obtained prior to final plat approval.
15. Appropriate CC&R’s shall be provided to address the common areas in the development.
16. A reciprocal easement that will ensure access and maintenance rights shall be recorded
with the approved subdivision or partition plat.
17. A performance guarantee in accordance with section 4.3.180 will be required prior to
issuance of any Public Works permits.

ATTACHMENT D: STAFF REPORT, ZC-21-01 & PD-21-01
I. REVIEW CRITERIA Zone Change
4.7.300 Quasi-judicial amendments. Criteria for Quasi-Judicial Zoning Amendments. The city
shall consider the following review criteria and may approve, approve with conditions or deny a
quasi-judicial amendment based on the following; if the application for an amendment originates
from a party other than the city, the applicant shall bear the burden of proof.
1. Approval of the request is consistent with the statewide planning goals;
2. Approval of the request is consistent with the relevant comprehensive plan policies and on
balance has been found to be more supportive of the comprehensive plan as a whole than
the old designation;
3. The requested designation is consistent with any relevant area plans adopted by the city
council;
4. The requested designation is consistent with the comprehensive plan map pattern and any
negative impacts upon the area resulting from the change, if any, have been considered and
deemed acceptable by the city;
5. A public need will be met by the proposed change that is not already met by other available
properties, or the amendment corrects a mistake or inconsistency in the comprehensive plan
or zoning map regarding the property which is the subject of the application;
6. The property and affected area are presently provided with adequate public facilities,
services and transportation networks to support the use, or such facilities, services and
transportation networks are planned to be provided in the planning period; and
7. The amendment conforms to other applicable provisions of this code, such as the
transportation planning rule requirements incorporated into SDC 4.7.600.
8. Any amendment involving a change to the city’s urban growth boundary shall conform to
applicable state planning rules for such amendments.

Planned Development
4.5.150 Concept Plan Review Criteria: The city shall consider the following review criteria and
may approve, approve with conditions, or deny a planned development concept plan based on the
following:
A. Comprehensive Plan. All relevant provisions of the comprehensive plan are met;
B. Land Division Chapter. All of the requirements for land divisions, including requirements
for pre-planning large sites under SDC 4.3.112;

C. Article 2 and Article 3 Standards. All of the land use, development, and design standards
contained in Articles 2 and 3 are met, except as may be modified in SDC 4.5.130.
D. Open Space. Master plans shall contain a minimum of 15 percent usable common open
space. Common open space shall be integral to the master plan. Plans shall emphasize
public gathering places such as plazas, neighborhood parks, trails, and other publicly
accessible spaces that integrate land use and transportation and contribute toward a sense of
place. Where public or common private open space is designated, the following standards
apply:
1. The open space area shall be shown on and recorded with the final plat; and
2. The open space shall be conveyed in accordance with one of the following methods:
a. By dedication to the city as publicly owned and maintained open space. Open space
proposed for dedication must be acceptable to the community development director
with regard to the size, shape, location, improvement, environmental condition (i.e.,
the applicant may be required to provide a level one environmental assessment),
and budgetary and maintenance abilities;
b. By leasing or conveying title (including beneficial ownership) to a corporation,
home association or other legal entity, with the city retaining the development rights
to the property. The terms of such lease or other conveyance must include
provisions (e.g., maintenance, property tax payment, etc.) suitable to the city.
4.5.180 Planned development – Detailed development plan review criteria.
A. Increased residential densities (overall or reallocated between development phases) by no
more than 10 percent from the concept plan, provided such increase conforms to the
comprehensive plan and underlying district;
B. Increase in lot coverage or impervious surface (overall or reallocated between development
phases) by no more than 10 percent over that which is approved;
C. Reduction in open space or landscaping by no more than 10 percent;
D. Increase in overall automobile parking spaces by no more than 10 percent;
E. Land Use. No change in land use shall be permitted without a major modification to the
concept plan;
F. Proposals to add or increase lot coverage within areas subject to a potential hazard or
requiring protection under the comprehensive plan shall require a major modification to the
concept plan;
G. Major changes in the location of buildings, proposed streets, parking lot configuration,
utility easements, landscaping or other site improvements shall require a major

modification pursuant to Chapter 4.6 SDC. “Major” in this subsection means by more than
100 feet, or 10 percent, relative to setbacks; and
H. Other substantial modifications not listed in subsections (A) through (G) of this section shall
require approval of a major modification, in conformance with Chapter 4.6 SDC.

II. APPLICABLE STANDARDS
A. Silverton Development Code (SDC):
Article 4 – Administration of Land Use Development
Section 4.1.400 Type III Procedure (Limited Land Use Decision)
Section 4.5.150 Concept Plan Review Criteria
Section 4.3.180 Detailed Development Plan Review Criteria
Section – 4.7.300 Quasi-Judicial Amendments
Article 2 – Land Use Districts
Section 2.2.110 Residential Districts – Allowed Land Uses
Section 2.2.120 Residential Districts – Development Standards
Section 2.2.130 Residential Districts – Setback Yards and Build-To Line
Section 2.2.160 Residential Districts – Lot Coverage
Article 3 – Community Design Standards
Section 3.1.200 Vehicle Access and Circulation
Section 3.2.200 Landscape Conservation
Section 3.2.300 Landscaping
Section 3.2.400 Street Trees
Section 3.3.300 Automobile Parking Standards
Section 3.4.100 Transportation Standards
Section 3.4.300 Sanitary Sewers, Street Lights
Section 3.4.400 Storm Drainage and Erosion Control
Section 3.4.500 Sidewalks
Section 3.4.600 Utilities
Section 3.4.700 Construction Plan Approval and Assurances
Section 3.4.800 Installation
Section 3.4.900 Easements

III. FINDINGS
A. Background Information:
1. The applicant submitted a Zone Change Application to change the zoning of 1459 Pine
Street from R-1, Single Family Residential to R-5, Low Density Residential with a
concurrent Planned Development application to create 6 Single‐Family Detached Lots,
a Design Review and Land Division for 12 Single‐Family Attached Lots, and
Development of Parking Facilities and Recreational Amenities within a tract.
2. The subject property has frontage along Pine Street and Schemmel Lane. The site is
zoned R-1, Single Family Residential.
3. No Citizen testimony was received.
4. Notice was mailed to all property owners and residents within 700’ of the site on April
21, 2021. The public hearing notice was published in the Silverton Appeal on April 28,
2021. The site was posted on April 30, 2021.
B. Silverton Development Code:
1. Article 4 – Administration of Land Use and Development
Section 4.1.500

Type IV Procedure

A minimum of two hearings, one before the Planning Commission and one before the City
Council, are required for all Type IV applications

Findings: This application is being reviewed through a Type IV procedure. The applicant
submitted an application on March 30, 2021. A public notice for this request was mailed to
all property owners within 700 feet of the site on April 21, 2021. The notice was published
in the Silverton Appeal on April 28, 2021. The site posted on April 30, 2021. The
application will be before the Planning Commission on May 11, 2021 and will likely be
before the City Council on June 7, 2021.
4.7.300 Quasi-judicial amendments. Criteria for Quasi-Judicial Zoning
Amendments. The city shall consider the following review criteria and may
approve, approve with conditions or deny a quasi-judicial amendment based on
the following; if the application for an amendment originates from a party other
than the city, the applicant shall bear the burden of proof.
1. Approval of the request is consistent with the statewide planning goals;
Findings: The City of Silverton adopted the Comprehensive plan to be consistent with the
statewide planning goals and has been acknowledged by the State.
2. Approval of the request is consistent with the relevant comprehensive plan policies
and on balance has been found to be more supportive of the comprehensive plan as
a whole than the old designation;

Findings: The applicant submitted an application requesting a Zone Change to change the
zoning of 1459 Pine Street from R-1, Single Family Residential to R-5, Low Density
Residential.
The site has frontage on Pine Street and Schemmel Lane. Pine Street Street is an Arterial
Roadway under Marion County jurisdiction. Schemmel Lane is a Local Street under
Silverton jurisdiction. The site is designated Single Family Residential on the
Comprehensive Plan and is zoned R-1, Single Family Residential. As shown on the Zoning
Compatibility Matrix, the R-5 zone is a compatible zoning district with the Single Family
Comprehensive Plan Designation.

The R-5 Zone requires property to develop at densities ranging from five dwellings per acre
to not more than 10 dwellings per acre. The R-1 Zone requires property to develop at
densities ranging from 2 to 6 units per acre. The site is 1.89 acres in size, which under the
current zoning would allow between 4 and 11 units to be developed on the site. The zone
change would allow the site to develop between 9 and 19 units. The zone change would be
in compliance with the comprehensive plan designation as shown in the above table.
The goal of the Urbanization element of the Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) is to “Provide
adequate land to meet anticipated future demands for urban development in a logical and
orderly manner.” A Policy of the Urbanization element indicates that multiple family
development will be encouraged, especially in but not limited to, areas close to the central
business district, or within walking distance of neighborhood commercial area, or in areas
designated for mixed use. It is also desired that multiple family development should be
scattered around the community and not concentrated within any one particular area. Small
developments which fit in the existing neighborhood are preferred. The site is located
approximately 4,000’ from the central business district.

An Objective of the Housing element of the Comp Plan is to encourage an adequate supply
of housing types necessary to meet the needs of different family sizes and incomes. The
majority of dwellings in Silverton are single family residences on lots at least 7,000 square
feet in area. The zone change will allow the development of a Planned Development with a
mixture of small lots and attached homes, a type of housing style that is not currently found
in Silverton.
The City recently adopted a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) as a support document to the
Comprehensive Plan which found that Silverton has an existing deficit of housing affordable
for low-income households, which indicates a need for a wider range of housing types for
renters and homeowners. About 30% of Silverton’s households are cost burdened (paying
more than 30% of their income on housing), including a cost-burden rate of 46% for renter
households.
Silverton is planning for continued growth in single-family detached housing but more
growth in single-family attached and multifamily dwelling units is needed to meet the City’s
housing needs. The factors driving the shift in types of housing needed in Silverton include
changes in demographics and decreases in housing affordability. The aging of Baby
Boomers and the household formation of Millennials will drive demand for renter and
owner-occupied housing, such as single-family detached housing, townhouses, duplexes,
triplexes, quadplexes, and apartments. Both groups may prefer housing in walkable
neighborhoods, with access to services.
Diversification of housing types can help reduce the lack of affordable housing, especially
for middle-income households. About 442 new households will have incomes between
$34,700 and $83,280. These households will all need access to affordable housing, such as
the housing types described above.
The Housing Element of the Comprehensive lists policies to ‘Encourage opportunities which
will provide affordable housing to meet the needs of low income, elderly, handicapped,
families, and individuals within the Silverton area’, ‘Provide opportunities for the
development of attached and detached single-family and multi-family dwellings such as
duplexes, row houses, and town house apartments’, and ‘Allow accessory dwelling units,
subject to city development and building regulations, in all residential zones’.
The City Council has adopted goals to ‘develop the Housing Strategy Implementation Plan’
and ‘further develop and implement strategies for affordable housing’.
The requested designation for the site has been evaluated against relevant comprehensive
plan policies and on balance has been found to be more supportive of the comprehensive plan
as a whole than the old designation.
3. The requested designation is consistent with any relevant area plans adopted by the
city council;
Findings: There are no relevant area plans in the vicinity.

4. The requested designation is consistent with the comprehensive plan map pattern
and any negative impacts upon the area resulting from the change, if any, have
been considered and deemed acceptable by the city;
Findings: The zoning is consistent with the comprehensive plan map designation. The area
has a mixture of Public uses, including the High School to the north and the Waste Water
Treatment Plant to the south. There is an existing manufactured home park and religious use
to the east of the site. The potential negative impact on the area resulting from the change
would be an increase in traffic based on increase in density between 5 and 8 units for the site
over the existing zoning.
5. A public need will be met by the proposed change that is not already met by other
available properties, or the amendment corrects a mistake or inconsistency in the
comprehensive plan or zoning map regarding the property which is the subject of
the application;
Findings: The following is an analysis of the remaining properties zoned for multi-family
development.

2. South Water Street Creekside Area
1306-1318 S Water
Three properties zoned R-5 with a
combined area of 32,701 sq ft (15,338;
8,300 and 9,063 sq ft) with a gross density
range of 3.75-7.5 units.
Southern property hass constructing a
single family dwelling on the parcel. 1
dwelling unit
30% of the northern 2 properties are in the
Flood Plain. The Riparian Corridor
Boundary appears to follow the Flood
Plain Boundary.
Approximate 8,000 sq ft building
envelope. Approximately 2-3 dwelling
units

4. 407 S First St
4,471 sq ft. Small flat property,
development of a single family
dwelling possible
5. 122 Fiske Street
3,670 square foot property behind
church parking lot will need frontage
onto a public street or access easement.
One dwelling likely.
6. 524 Jersey Street
32,470 square feet heavily impacted by
steep slopes. 2 dwellings possible.
7. Hill Street
13,779 square feet. The site is
significantly impacted by hillside. Less
than 800 square feet of area under 12%
slope with the majority of the site in the 15-25% range, 1 dwelling likely.

8. 623 McClaine Street
21,976 square feet heavily impacted
by steep slopes. Approximate 7,000
sq ft building envelope.
2-4 dwelling units
9. Webb Street
Three developable properties range
in size from 1,665 to 3,336 square
feet. 3-4 dwelling possible,
10. Brown Street
The area contains four properties
totaling 65,806 square feet. Area
lacks adequate storm drainage
system. Storm drainage
improvements would have to be

installed south to Webb Street prior to development. No other constraints exist on the site.
Northern property currently being used as a school parking lot. 8-15 dwelling units
The range of possible dwelling units for the vacant multi-family properties in the City Limits
is 19-30 dwelling units. It should be noted that there are currently zero vacant properties
zoned RM-20, Multi-Family High Density.
Silverton’s 654 acres of buildable land in the UGB has the capacity to accommodate 2,320
new dwelling units. While Silverton’s forecast for demand is for 1,158 new dwelling units,
Silverton has a deficit of capacity for 304 dwelling units in the Multifamily plan designation
(over the 2020 to 2040 period). The following summarizes Silverton’s land sufficiency
results by plan designation:


Single-Family: Silverton has a surplus of capacity for about 1,409 dwelling units, or 381
gross acres of land to accommodate growth.



Multifamily: Silverton has a deficit of capacity for about 304 dwelling units, or 17 gross
acres of land to accommodate growth.

Silverton has a deficit of land for 304 dwelling units in the Multifamily plan designation
(about 17 gross acres). Currently, Silverton’s available land in its Multifamily plan
designation is zoned at densities consistent with the Single-Family plan designation which
cannot accommodate most multifamily housing types. Addressing this deficit is key to
meeting Silverton’s housing needs over the 20-year period.
6. The property and affected area are presently provided with adequate public
facilities, services and transportation networks to support the use, or such facilities,
services and transportation networks are planned to be provided in the planning
period; and
Findings: The site is adjacent to the City’s Water and Sanitary Sewer system. Storm Sewer
facilities exist within the area. Any further development of the area would have to connect to
storm sewer facilities. The transportation network is currently in place.
7. The amendment conforms to other applicable provisions of this code, such as the
transportation planning rule requirements incorporated into SDC 4.7.600.
Findings: The transportation planning rule is not applicable.
8. Any amendment involving a change to the city’s urban growth boundary shall
conform to applicable state planning rules for such amendments.
Findings: The request does not involve a change to the Urban Growth Boundary.

Planned Development:
1. Article 4 – Administration of Land Use Development
Section 4.1.400

Type III Decision Requirements

Findings: When an applicant applies for more than one type of land use or development
permit (e.g., Type III and IV) for the same one or more parcels of land, the proceedings
shall be consolidated for review and decision. If more than one approval authority would
be required to decide on the applications if submitted separately, then the decision shall be
made by the approval authority having original jurisdiction over one of the applications, in
the following order of preference: the council, the commission, or the community
development director or designee. The Council is the original jurisdiction over the Zone
Change application and therefore will be the decision making body for the consolidated
review and decision.
There are three required steps to planned development approval, which may be reviewed
individually or combined into one package for concurrent review. The planned
development (PD) concept plan shall be reviewed together using the Type III procedure in
SDC 4.1.400, the submission requirements in SDC 4.5.170, and the review criteria in SDC
4.5.150. The detailed development plan shall be reviewed using the Type III procedure in
SDC 4.1.400, to ensure substantial compliance with the approved concept plan.
Preliminary subdivision plats and design review applications for approved planned
developments shall be reviewed using a Type II procedure, as governed by SDC 4.1.300.
The proposal is to create 6 Single‐Family Detached Lots, a Design Review and Land
Division for 12 Single‐Family Attached Lots, and Development of Parking Facilities and
Recreational Amenities within a tract.
The applicant submitted findings addressing the relevant review criteria. This staff report
will only address outstanding items not addressed in the applicant’s findings.
Section 4.5.150

Planned development – Concept Plan Review Criteria

The city shall consider the following review criteria and may approve, approve with
conditions, or deny a planned development concept plan based on the following; the
applicant shall bear the burden of proof;

A. Comprehensive Plan. All Relevant Provisions of the Comprehensive Plan Are
Met
Findings: This review is being undertaken to ensure the proposed preliminary plat
complies with the applicable Silverton Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) sections and all
other applicable ordinances and regulations. The applicable SDC sections are listed above
and are all addressed in the staff report. The applicant has made findings regarding
compliance with applicable provisions of the Comp Plan. As noted by the applicant, the
application is consistent with the West Side Land Use and Transportation Plan.

B. Land Division Chapter. All of the requirements for land divisions, including
requirements for pre-planning large sites under SDC 4.3.112;
Findings: The proposal is to develop the entire 1.89 acre parcel making SDC 4.3.112 not
applicable. The requirements for land divisions are addressed below.
C. Article 2 and Article 3 Standards. All of the land use, development, and design
standards contained in Articles 2 and 3 are met, except as may be modified in
SDC 4.5.130
Article 2 – Land Use Districts
Section 2.2.110

Residential Districts – Allowed Land Uses

Findings: The proposal is to create 6 Single‐Family Detached Lots, a Design Review and
Land Division for 12 Single‐Family Attached Lots, and Development of Parking Facilities
and Recreational Amenities within a tract. The site is requesting to be zoned R-5, Low
Density Residential. Single Family Detached Dwellings and Single Family Attached
Dwellings are permitted uses in the R-5 zone.
All improvements on the site shall be in substantial conformance to the submitted plans
taking all conditions of approval and applicable Public Works Design Standards into
account (Condition 1). All applicable building permits shall be obtained prior to any work
that requires a building permit (Condition 2). The standard is met.
Section 2.2.120

Residential Districts – Development Standards

Findings: The site will be subdivided into 18 lots and 15,054 square feet of open space.
The lots range in size from 1,170 square feet to 4,768 square feet. The minimum lot area in
the R-5 zone is 5,000 square feet. The application is for a Planned Development which
allows the Planning Commission to approve modifications to the standards in Article 2
and/or Article 3 through the planned development approval provided: The modification or
adjustment equally or better meets the intent of the comprehensive plan and development
code section(s) to be modified, as compared to a project that strictly conforms to code
standards. The modification or adjustment results in an overall net benefit to the public;
e.g., clustering of smaller lots results in a greater variety of housing, greater affordability in
housing, more open space or more usable open space, greater protection of natural features,
avoidance of natural hazards (e.g., geological hazards or drainage ways), superior
architecture, and/or improved transportation planning in new development. Residential
densities shall not exceed those allowed under the comprehensive plan.
The applicant made findings regarding the deviation from minimum lot size standards,
street frontage, lot coverage standards, and width and depth in the application.
The maximum density for the R-5 zone is 10 dwelling units per acre. The site is 1.89 acres
in size which allows a maximum density of 19 dwelling units for the site. The proposal is
for 18 dwelling units on the site, within the allowable density range. The proposal does not
exceed residential densities allowed in the Comp Plan. The modification will allow greater
affordability in housing and more open space in the new development.

Section 2.2.130

Residential Districts –Setbacks Yards

Residential setback yards provide space for private yards and building separation for fire
protection/security, building maintenance, sunlight and air circulation.

Findings: The applicant submitted findings regarding deviation from setback standards.
Section 2.2.160

Residential Districts – Lot Coverage

The maximum allowable lot coverage shall be as provided in Table 2.2.120. Lot coverage
by buildings is calculated as the percentage of a lot or parcel covered by buildings and
structures exceeding thirty (30) inches above grade, including enclosed and unenclosed
structures (as defined by the foundation plane)

Findings: Any new development will be required to meet lot coverage standards. The
applicant submitted findings regarding deviation from lot coverage standards.
Article 3 – Community Design Standards
Section 3.1.200

Vehicular Access and Circulation

This Section implements the access management policies of the City of Silverton
Transportation System Plan. The intent of this Section is to manage vehicular access and
on-site circulation to ensure the continued operational safety, capacity and function of the
transportation system.

Findings: The site has frontage on Pine Street and Schemmel Lane. Pine Street is an
Arterial street under Marion County jurisdiction. The applicant is proposing to construct
frontage improvements along Pine Street including 22.5’ of pavement from the centerline,
a 6” curb, a 6’ wide sidewalk, and a 1’ buffer strip at the ROW edge.
The applicant is proposing to close the existing Pine Street access but will utilized a locked,
gated access for emergency fire access-only. No full-time direct access from property
frontage will be permitted.
Marion County Engineering will conduct plan review, permitting & inspection for Pine
Street improvements (urban frontage improvements; pavement widening to provide 5' bike
lane, curb/gutter, sidewalk, pavement widening tapers, & ADA transitions) including wet
utility connections. Marion County Engineering utility permitting will coordinate for Pine
Street dry (electric communication & gas) utility underground work (Condition 3).
The applicant is proposing a new street in the southern portion of the site extending to the
west to provide for future connectivity.
The standard is met.
Section 3.1.300

Pedestrian Access and Circulation

Findings: Sidewalks are proposed to be provided along the new street within the
development and along the Pine Street frontage. Pedestrian access within the site will
traverse the site north and south from Pine Street to Schemmel Lane.

Section 3.2.300

Landscaping

Residential, Single-Family. All front yards (exclusive of access ways and other permitted
intrusions) are required to be landscaped with one tree at least six feet in height (two-inch
minimum caliper) and two five-gallon shrubs or accent plants per 1,000 square feet of
required yard area with the remaining area to be treated with an attractive ground cove

Findings: The preliminary landscape plan indicates it is feasible to meet the standard. A
detailed landscaping plan shall be submitted prior to the release of any building permits for
the site (Condition 4).
Section 3.2.400

Street Trees

Street trees shall be planted in all new subdivisions and any project classified as a major
project.

Findings: Street trees shall be spaced so that there is at least one tree planted for every 35
feet of street frontage along new public streets and Pine Street, except where existing
utilities, vision clearance requirements or similar factors preclude such spacing (Condition
5). The developer shall be responsible for planting street trees, including soil preparation,
ground cover material, staking, and temporary irrigation for one year after planting. The
developer shall also be responsible for tree care (pruning, watering, fertilization, and
replacement as necessary) during the first two years after planting, after which the adjacent
property owners shall maintain the trees (Condition 6). The City shall require the
developer to provide a performance and maintenance bond or cash deposit in an amount
determined by an estimate provided by the developer or by the community development
director, to ensure the planting of the tree(s) and care during the first year after planting
(Condition 7).
Section 3.3.300

Automobile Parking Standards

Findings: The applicant made adequate findings for parking with 39 off-street spaces
provided and 7 on street spaces provided for an overall total of 46 spaces available for the
18 dwelling unit development. The standard is met.
Section 3.4.100

Transportation Standards

Findings: All new lots created, consolidated, or modified through a land division,
partition, lot line adjustment, lot consolidation, or street vacation must have frontage or
approved access to a public street, except as allowed through a Planned Development
approval under Chapter 4.5 SDC. Lots 2 through 11 do not have frontage to a public street
but are proposed to take access via a common driveway. The applicant submitted findings
supporting the allowable deviation through the Planned Development review process. The
project was below the threshold for a Transportation Impact Analysis.
Section 3.4.200

Public use (park) areas.

Findings: Planned Developments are required to provide 15% common open space
which is being proposed to be a 15,054 square foot private open space area
accounting for 18% of the site.

Section 3.4.300

Sanitary Sewers, Water, Street Lights and Fire Protection.

Sanitary sewer system and water system improvements shall be installed with new
development in accordance with the City’s Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, Water System
Master Plan, and Public Works Design Standards. When streets are required to be stubbed
to the edge of the subdivision, sewer and water system improvements shall also be stubbed
with the streets, except where the Public Works Director finds that future extension is not
practical due to topography or other constraints.
Development permits for sewer and water system improvements shall not be issued until the
Public Works Director has approved all sanitary sewer and water plans in conformance
with City standards.

Findings: A 12-inch PVC sanitary main exists in Schemmel Lane. This existing
sanitary sewer should be sufficiently deep to serve this development.
Water Mains exist within Pine Street and Schemmel Lane which are proposed to be
looped through the site. An in depth analysis of the water system shall be submitted
as part of the Construction Plan submittal to ensure adequate fire flow is available to
the site. The analysis shall include a review of the current water master plan model,
and shall be conducted and stamped by a licensed civil engineer, licensed in the State
of Oregon. Upon completion of the water improvements to this site, a flow test will
need to be performed at the hydrants to confirm actual flow volumes and pressures
(Condition 8).
Section 3.4.400

Storm Drainage and Erosion Control

Findings: A storm drainage and erosion control plan meeting Public Works Design
Standards will be required prior to issuance of a development permit.
Storm Drainage facilities exist in Schemmel Lane to the east of the site. On site storm
detention will be required in accordance with City standards. The development shall detain
a 25-year post developed storm and release no greater than the 5-year predeveloped rate.
The city will require a downstream conveyance analysis be performed to ensure the
drainage way will pass the 25-year un-detained post developed storm event (Condition 9).
The standard is met.
Section 3.4.500

Sidewalks

Sidewalks shall be constructed on all public streets in the City by the owners of property
next adjacent thereto.

Findings: Sidewalks are proposed to be provided along the new streets within the
development and on Pine Street.

Section 3.4.600

Utilities

All new utility lines including, but not limited to, those required for electric,
communication, lighting, and cable television services and similar facilities shall be placed
underground, except for surface-mounted transformers, surface-mounted connection boxes
and meter cabinets which may be placed above ground, temporary utility service facilities

during construction, and high-capacity electric lines operating at 50,000 volts or above,
subject to review and approval by the public works director.

Findings: All utilities to the project shall be underground services. No overhead crossings
of public right of way shall be approved by the city (Condition 10).
Section 3.4.700

Construction Plan Approval and Assurances

No public improvements, including sanitary sewers, storm sewers, streets, sidewalks, curbs,
lighting, parks, or other requirements shall be undertaken except after the plans have been
approved by the City, permit fee paid, and permit issued.

Findings: Construction plans meeting City of Silverton Public Works Standards shall be
submitted and approved prior to the issuance of any development permits. All sewer, water,
street and drainage infrastructure be designed and constructed in accordance with the
current Silverton Design Standards, including but not limited to designing the storm drain
system such that each lot will have a single lateral service to it (Condition 11).
Section 3.4.800

Installation

Improvements installed by the developer either as a requirement of these regulations or at
his/her own option, shall conform to the requirements of this Chapter, approved
construction plans, and to improvement standards and specifications adopted by the City.

Findings: Any improvements that are to be installed shall conform to the requirements of
this Chapter, the approved construction plans, and to improvement standards and the
specifications adopted by the City (Condition 12).
Section 3.4.900

Easements

The developer is responsible for making arrangements with the City, the applicable district,
and each utility franchise for the provision and dedication of utility easements necessary to
provide full services to the development.

Findings: The applicant shall dedicate a 10’ wide public utility easement along all street
right-of-ways (Condition 13).
Section 4.3.140

Review Criteria – Preliminary Plat

1. The proposed preliminary plat complies with the applicable development code
sections and all other applicable ordinances and regulations. At a minimum, the
provisions of this article, and the applicable chapters and sections of Article 2,
Land Use (Zoning) Districts, and Article 3, Community Design Standards shall
apply. Where a variance is necessary to receive preliminary plat approval, the
application shall also comply with the relevant sections of Article 5;

Findings: The applicant made findings regarding sections 2 and 3 including any devisiotns
per the Planned Development review path. The standard is met.
2. The proposed streets, roads, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, pathways, utilities, and
surface water management facilities are laid out so as to conform or transition to
the plats of subdivisions already approved for adjoining property or to provide for
logical extension to future properties as to width, general direction and in all other

respects. All proposed public improvements and dedications are identified on the
preliminary plat;

Findings: The proposed street system was addressed earlier in the report. All proposed
improvements are identified on the preliminary plat. The standard is met.
3. If any part of the site is located within an, Overlay Zone, or previously approved
Planned Development, it shall conform to the applicable regulations and/or
conditions.

Findings: The site is not located within an overlay zone.
4. Evidence that any required State and federal permits have been obtained, or shall
be obtained before approval of the final plat;

Findings: Any federal or State permits that may be required as part of this development
shall be obtained prior to final plat approval (Condition 14).
5. Evidence that improvements or conditions required by the City, road authority,
County, special districts, utilities, and/or other service providers, as applicable to
the project, have been or can be met; and

Findings: All improvements and conditions required by the City have been determined to
be feasible. Any improvements have been condition to be constructed to City Standards.
6. If applicable, all proposed private common areas and improvements (e.g.,
homeowner association property) are identified on the preliminary plat and
appropriate Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) are provided; and

Findings: Appropriate CC&R’s shall be provided to address the common areas in the
development (Condition 15).
B. Layout and Design of Streets, Blocks and Lots. All proposed blocks (i.e., one or more
lots bound by public streets), lots and parcels conform to the specific requirements
below:
1. All lots shall comply with the lot area, setback, and dimensional requirements of
the applicable land use district (Article 2), and the standards of Section 3.4.100.G Street Connectivity and Formation of Blocks.

Findings: Considering the size of lots it has been determined feasible that the proposed
improvements can be constructed on the site. Criterion 1 is met because the proposed lots
meet lot area and dimensional requirements for the R-5 zone or are proposed to be
modified through the PD process.
2. Setbacks shall be as required by the applicable land use district (Article 2).

Findings: As noted above setbacks are proposed to be modified.
3. Each lot shall conform to the standards of Chapter 3.1 - Access and Circulation.

Findings: The intent of Chapter 3.1 is to manage vehicular access and on-site circulation
to ensure the continued operational safety, capacity and function of the transportation
system. This standard was addressed earlier in the report.

Based on the above listed findings the proposal conforms to the applicable standards of
Chapter 3.1 therefore meeting Criterion 3.
4. Landscape or other screening may be required to maintain privacy for abutting
uses. See Article 2 - Land Use Districts, and Chapter 3.2 - Landscaping.

Findings: The development has been conditioned to meet landscaping standards.
5. In conformance with the International Fire Code, a 12-foot wide paved fire
apparatus access drive within a 20-foot fire apparatus lane shall be provided to
serve all portions of a building that are located more than 150 feet from a public
right-of-way or other approved access drive. See also, Chapter 3.1- Access and
Circulation.

Findings: Fire Apparatus Access Lane should be recorded on the final plat.
6. Where a common drive is to be provided to serve more than one lot, a reciprocal
easement that will ensure access and maintenance rights shall be recorded with the
approved subdivision or partition plat.

Findings: A common drives is proposed, a reciprocal easement that will ensure access and
maintenance rights shall be recorded with the approved subdivision or partition plat
(Condition 16).
7. All applicable engineering design standards for streets, utilities, surface water
management, and easements shall be met.

Findings: Any new development has been conditioned to install public utilities meeting
City standards; this includes, but is not limited to, new water and sanitary sewer services.
D. Open Space. Master plans shall contain a minimum of 15 percent usable
common open space. Common open space shall be integral to the master plan.
Plans shall emphasize public gathering places such as plazas, neighborhood
parks, trails, and other publicly accessible spaces that integrate land use and
transportation and contribute toward a sense of place. Where public or
common private open space is designated, the following standards apply:
Findings: The open space area shall be shown on and recorded with the final plat; and
shall be conveyed in accordance with one of the following methods:
a. By dedication to the city as publicly owned and maintained open space.
Open space proposed for dedication must be acceptable to the community
development director with regard to the size, shape, location, improvement,
environmental condition (i.e., the applicant may be required to provide a
level one environmental assessment), and budgetary and maintenance
abilities;
b. By leasing or conveying title (including beneficial ownership) to a
corporation, home association or other legal entity, with the city retaining
the development rights to the property. The terms of such lease or other

conveyance must include provisions (e.g., maintenance, property tax
payment, etc.) suitable to the city.
Section 4.3.180

Performance Guarantee

On all projects where public improvements are required, the City shall require the
developer or subdivider to provide bonding or other performance guarantees acceptable to
the Public Works Director to ensure completion of required public improvements. The bond
or other assurance (e.g. letter of irrevocable credit) shall be equal to 110% of the of the
total construction cost estimate for all public infrastructure to be provided, as approved by
the Public Works Director, or designee. In addition, the construction cost estimate must
either be an engineer’s estimate, in writing, or a copy of the contractor’s price agreement
having sufficient detail for the Public Works Director, or designee, to verify reasonable
unit pricing.

Findings: A performance guarantee in accordance with section 4.3.180 will be required
prior to issuance of any Public Works permits (Condition 17).
IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Findings have been made for all of the applicable Code sections. The proposed comprehensive
zone change and design review meets all applicable Silverton Development Code Review
Criteria and Standards.
The Planning Commission is required to hold a public hearing to evaluate the proposed zone
change and planned development.
The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council regarding the zone
change and planned development request and determine how the proposal has or has not
complied with the review criteria. The Planning Commission will then forward their
recommendation and findings in support of its recommendation to the City Council.
Once the City Council receives Planning Commission’s recommendation on the zone change
and planned development, the Council will review the findings and the recommendation in a
public hearing.
Staff finds the application, as presented, meets or can meet the applicable City codes and
requirements.
Planning Commission Options:
1. Recommend to the City Council the APPROVAL of the proposed zone change and
planned development as it meets the review criteria.
2. Recommend to the City Council the DENIAL of the proposed zone change and planned
development as it does not meet the review criteria.
3. Recommend to the City Council a MODIFICATION of the proposed zone change and
planned development so that it meets the review criteria.

Staff recommends that the Silverton Planning Commission forward to the City Council a
recommendation to find the requested zone change and planned development meets the
applicable review criteria.

ATTACHMENT E: TESTIMONY
None Received.

ATTACHMENT F: APPEAL INFORMATION
The applicant or owner of the subject property or any person who participated in the proceeding by
submitting oral or written comments have legal standing to appeal a Type III decision.
The decision, including conditions of approval, may be appealed and a public hearing held by
filing a signed, complete Notice of Appeal within 10 days of the date the Notice of Decision being
mailed.
The Notice of Appeal shall contain:
(1) An identification of the decision being appealed, including the date of the decision;
(2) A statement demonstrating the person filing the Notice of Appeal has standing to appeal;
(3) A statement explaining the specific issues being raised on appeal;
(4) If the appellant is not the applicant, a statement demonstrating that the appeal issues were raised
during the comment period;
(5) Filing fee of $500.00.
The decision will be final if an appeal is not filed by within 10 days of the date the Notice of Decision
being mailed.
The complete file is available in the Community Development Department at City Hall located at 306
South Water Street for review.
For further appeal information, contact Jason Gottgetreu at (503) 874-2212.
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ATTACHMENT A: REVIEW CRITERIA
REVIEW CRITERIA: Legislative amendments are policy decisions made by city council. They are
reviewed using the Type IV procedure in SDC 4.1.500. Amendments to the comprehensive plan, and
amendments to the zoning and development code or zoning map necessitating a comprehensive plan
amendment, may be approved if the city council finds that the change is consistent with the following
criteria:
A. The amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan, the statewide
planning goals, and any relevant area plans adopted by the city council;
B. The amendment conforms to the transportation planning rule provisions as implemented through SDC
4.7.600; and
C. The amendment is in the public interest; for example, it is needed to meet changing conditions or new
laws.
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ATTACHMENT B: AMENDED CODE LANGUAGE

Note:

Existing text is shown in regular font.
Added text is shown in double underline
Deleted text is shown in strikethrough.

The Silverton Development Code (SDC) shall be amended as follows:
Section 1.5.300 – Definitions
“Manufactured home/dwelling” includes residential trailers, mobile homes, and manufactured homes. See
also Residential Structure Types.
Manufactured dwelling. See Residential Structure Types.
Manufactured home. See Residential Structure Types.
Residential Structure Types.
• “Accessory dwelling unit” means a second dwelling unit created on lot with a single-family house,
attached house, or manufactured home outside of a manufactured home/dwelling park. The second unit
is created auxiliary to, and is always smaller than, the single-family house, attached house, or
manufactured home.
• “Duplex” means a building that contains two primary dwelling units on one lot. The units must share a
common wall or common floor/ceiling two primary dwelling units on a lot in any attached or detached
configuration. This definition does not include a single-family house, attached house or manufactured
home developed with an accessory dwelling unit.
• “Manufactured dwelling” means a residential trailer, mobile home or manufactured home.
Manufactured dwelling does not include any building or structure constructed to conform to the State of
Oregon Structural Specialty Code, the Low-Rise Residential Dwelling Code or the Small Home
Specialty Code.
- “Manufactured home” means a structure constructed for movement on the public highways that has
sleeping, cooking and plumbing facilities, that is intended for human occupancy, that is being used
for residential purposes and that was constructed in accordance with federal manufactured housing
construction and safety standards and regulations in effect at the time of construction, that was
constructed after June 15, 1976.
- “Mobile home” means a structure constructed for movement on the public highways that has
sleeping, cooking and plumbing facilities, that is intended for human occupancy, that is being used
for residential purposes and that was constructed between January 1, 1962, and June 15, 1976, and
met the construction requirements of Oregon mobile home law in effect at the time of construction.
- “Residential trailer” means a structure constructed for movement on the public highways that has
sleeping, cooking and plumbing facilities, that is intended for human occupancy, that is being used
for residential purposes and that was constructed before January 1, 1962.
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• “Mobile home” means a dwelling unit constructed off of the site and that is not constructed to the
standards of the Uniform Building Code. Mobile homes include residential trailers and manufactured
homes.
- “Manufactured home” means a mobile home constructed in accordance with federal manufactured
housing construction and safety standards (HUD code) in effect after June 15, 1976.
- “Residential trailer” means a mobile home that was not constructed in accordance with federal
manufactured housing construction and safety standards (HUD code) in effect after June 15, 1976.
This definition includes the state definitions of “residential trailers” and “mobile houses,” as stated in
ORS Chapter 446.
• “Multidwelling development” means a grouping of individual structures where each structure contains
one or more dwelling units and that includes three or more total dwelling units. The land underneath the
structures is not divided into separate lots. A multidwelling development project may include an existing
single-dwelling detached building with one or more new detached structures located to the rear or the
side of the existing house. It might also include a duplex in front with either one or more single-dwelling
houses behind or one or more duplex units or multidwelling structures behind. There is no requirement
for the structures on the sites to be attached.
Section 2.2.100 – Residential districts – Purpose and applicability
B. Applicability. The land use districts shall be applied consistently with the policies and land use
designations of the city of Silverton comprehensive plan text and map. Where the comprehensive plan
allows for the possible application of more than one land use district (i.e., at the time of annexation or any
proposed rezoning), the districts shall be applied appropriately based on the following criteria and
consistent with the amendment procedures in Chapter 4.7 SDC. Densities may be transferred or adjusted
through the planned development approval process under Chapter 4.5 SDC, provided the overall density on
the site conforms with the density range allowed per the comprehensive plan designation. The purpose of
this is to provide for exceptional development designs that conserve open spaces and meet other community
planning objectives.
1. The single-family residential (R-1) zone is one of the land use districts that implements the singlefamily residential comprehensive plan land use designation. It is intended primarily for household and
group living at densities generally ranging from two dwellings per acre to not more than six dwellings
per acre. Hillside properties zoned R-1 shall also be subject to the hillside protection overlay zone
provisions under Chapter 2.6 SDC.
2. The low density residential (R-5) zone is one of the land use districts that implements the singlefamily residential comprehensive plan land use designation. It is intended to accommodate a variety of
household and group living uses, including attached and detached dwellings, on small and medium-size
lots, at densities generally ranging from five dwellings per acre to not more than 10 dwellings per acre.
The R-5 district is an appropriate transition between R-1 zoning and higher density residential or
commercial districts.
3. The multiple-family residential (RM-10) zone is one of the districts that implements the multifamily
comprehensive plan land use designation. It is intended to accommodate a variety of household and
group living uses, including multiple-family, attached single-family and small-lot detached dwellings, at
densities generally ranging from 10 dwellings per acre to not more than 20 dwellings per acre. The RM10 district is an appropriate transition between R zoning and higher density residential or commercial
districts.
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4. The multiple-family residential (RM-20) zone is one of the zones that is intended to accommodate
household and group living uses, including multifamily and attached single-family dwellings, at
densities generally ranging from 20 dwellings per acre to not more than 32 dwellings per acre. The RM20 district provides for a variety of higher density residential living options.
5. The acreage residential (AR) zone is intended to provide appropriate regulations governing the
division and development of lands designated acreage residential in the comprehensive plan. These are
properties which prior to being annexed to the city may have been developed consistent with Marion
County’s rural regulations. The district allows the continued use of existing rural residential
developments provided they do not exceed the environmental and public service capabilities of the area.
It also recognizes that properties designated AR are in transition from rural to urban uses. Certain uses,
such as farming, that may not be permitted on other lands within the city limits may otherwise be
allowed on AR lands. It is not intended to be an alternative zoning designation for lands that are already
designated to accommodate future urban development at higher densities.
Section 2.2.110, Table 2.2.110.A – Land Uses Allowed in Residential Districts (R-1, R-5, RM-10, RM-20)
Uses

Status of Use in District

Use Categories
Single-Family
(Examples of uses are in Chapter 1.6 SDC; definitions Residential (Rare in Chapter 1.5 SDC.)
1)

MultipleFamily
Residential
(RM-10)

Low Density
Residential (R5)

MultipleFamily
Residential
(RM-20)

Residential Categories
Household Living
Single-family detached (not attached; does not include
cottage cluster developments)

P

P

P

P

Accessory dwelling, per SDC 2.2.200

S

S

S

S

Duplex (2 dwellings sharing a common wall on 1 lot),
per SDC 2.2.200
-1 duplex: corner lot
-1 duplex: interior noncorner lot
More than 1 duplex (4+ units) consecutively attached,
per SDC 2.2.200

P

P

P

P

S or CU
S or CU
N

P
P
DR

P
P
DR

P
P
DR

Section 2.2.110, Table 2.2.110.B – Land Uses Allowed in Acreage Residential District (AR)
Uses

Status of Use

Use Categories
(Examples of uses are in Chapter 1.6 SDC; definitions are in Chapter 1.5 SDC.)
Residential Categories
Household Living
Single-family detached (not attached; does not include cottage cluster developments)

P

Accessory dwelling, per SDC 2.2.200

P

Duplex (2 dwellings sharing a common wall on 1 lot), per SDC 2.2.200

N

Section 2.2.120, Table 2.2.120.A – Development Standards for Residential Districts
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Standard
Density* (DU/acre) – Min. and Max.

R-1
2 – 6 DU/acre, subject
to dev. Standards

R-5

RM-10

RM-20

5 – 10 DU/acre,
subject to dev.
Standards

10 – 20 DU/acre,
subject to dev.
Standards

20 – 32 DU/acre,
subject to dev.
Standards

*See also SDC 2.2.150, Residential districts – Housing density.
Minimum Lot Area* (square feet)
Single-family detached or duplex, not attached, where
vehicle access provided from street

7,000 sq. ft. interior
8,000 sq. ft. corner

5,000 sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.

Single-family detached or duplex, not attached, where
vehicle access provided from alley

6,000 sq. ft. interior
7,000 sq. ft. corner

4,000 sq. ft.

3,000 sq. ft.

3,000 sq. ft.

Single-family, attached, where vehicle access provided Not permitted
from street

5,000 sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.

Single-family, attached, where vehicle access provided Not permitted
from alley

4,000 sq. ft.

2,200 sq. ft.

1,600 sq. ft.

Duplex

7,000 sq. ft. interior
8,000 sq. ft. corner

7,000 sq. ft.

6,000 sq. ft.

5,000 sq. ft.

Multiple-family or cottage cluster

Not permitted

2,000 sq. ft. per
dwelling unit

2,000 sq. ft. per
dwelling unit

1,200 sq. ft. per
dwelling unit

Nonresidential uses, except tracts for open space and
utilities

7,000 sq. ft.

5,000 sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.

*Lot area is subject to min. and max. density. Sizes may be reduced by 10 percent through lot size averaging, per SDC 4.3.115, Land divisions, or
SDC 4.5.130, Planned development. Does not apply to open space and parks.
Minimum Lot Width*
Where vehicle access to be provided from street or
flag lot

50 ft.

50 ft.

40 ft.

40 ft.

Where vehicle access to be provided from alley

50 ft.

40 ft.

20 ft.

16 ft.

*Width is measured at the front setback line. For flag lots, width is measured at the front setback line on the “flag” portion of the lot. The
minimum width on the “pole” portion of such lots is 20 feet. See also SDC 4.3.115, Flexible lot size – Lots without street frontage – Flag lots –
Minisubdivisions. All applicable setbacks, lot area, coverage and other standards must be met.
Minimum Lot Depth

60 ft.

60 ft.

60 ft.

60 ft.

Maximum Building Stories

2.5

2.5

3.0

3.0

Building/Structure Height
See also: SDC 2.2.130, Residential districts – Setback yards – Exceptions, reverse frontage lots and flag lots; SDC 2.2.200(A), Accessory
Dwellings (Attached, Separate Cottage, or Above Detached Garage); SDC 3.1.200(N), Vision Clearance; SDC 3.2.500, Fences and walls.
Standard maximum height

35 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

Accessory structure and accessory dwelling height

22 ft.

22 ft.

22 ft.

22 ft.

Max. height – Front yard

42 inches

42 inches

42 inches

42 inches

Max. height – Interior side

6 ft.

6 ft.

6 ft.

6 ft.

Max. height – Rear yard

6 ft.

6 ft.

6 ft.

6 ft.

Max. height – Reverse frontage lot (rear)

42 inches, or 6 ft. with
5 ft. landscape buffer
between fence/wall and
sidewalk

42 inches, or 6 ft.
with 5 ft. landscape
buffer between
fence/wall and
sidewalk

42 inches, or 6 ft.
with 5 ft. landscape
buffer between
fence/wall and
sidewalk

42 inches, or 6 ft.
with 5 ft. landscape
buffer between
fence/wall and
sidewalk

Interior lot: fences, hedges, retaining/garden walls*

Corner lot: fences, retaining/garden walls
Max. height – Front yard within 50 ft. of through-curb 42 inches
intersection
*see Figure 3.2.500
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R-1

R-5

RM-10

RM-20

Max. height – Front yard outside 50 ft. of through-curb 6 ft
intersection, at least 5 ft. from property line

6 ft

6 ft

6 ft

Max. height – Side yard

6 ft

6 ft

6 ft

6 ft

Max. height – Rear yard

6 ft

6 ft

6 ft

6 ft

Alley

6 ft.

6 ft.

6 ft.

6 ft.

50%
1. Basic lot coverage standards
Lot coverage by buildings and structures exceeding 30
inches above grade (foundation plane divided by lot
area)

50%

65%

75%

*Retaining walls taller than 4 feet and fences taller
than 6 feet require a building permit.

2. Lot coverage bonus

Allowable lot coverage may increase when driveways, rooftops, and/or parking surfaces
are designed with approved green building methods such as vegetated swales,
stormwater planter boxes, rooftop gardens, or porous paving materials approved through
design review. Lot coverage may increase by a ratio of one-half (0.5) square foot for
every one square foot of city-approved green building area.

Minimum landscape area (percent site area), as
required under Chapter 3.2 SDC
Additional usable open space area may be required for
multifamily projects, per SDC 2.2.200.

All areas not covered
by structures and
pavement; not less than
10 percent of site

All areas not
covered by
structures and
pavement; not less
than 12 percent of
site

All areas not
covered by
structures and
pavement; not less
than 10 percent of
site

All areas not
covered by
structures and
pavement; not less
than 8 percent of
site

Minimum Setbacks (feet):
See also: SDC 2.2.130, Residential districts – Setback
yards – Exceptions, reverse frontage lots and flag lots;
SDC 3.1.200(N), Vision Clearance; and SDC 3.2.500,
Fences and Walls.
Front/Street Setback
Primary structure

15 ft.

Garages and carport entries

20 ft.

Accessory structure and accessory dwelling

20 ft.

Front porch, balcony, portico, patio/garden wall and
similar architectural elements that are less than 50
percent enclosed

12 ft. from right-of-way line, provided the structure does not conflict with vision
clearance at intersections, utilities or easements

Note: Other standards may preclude building at a minimum setback. Be sure to avoid utilities, easements, and clear vision areas. See also special
setback for planned street improvements under Chapter 3.4 SDC.
Side Setbacks
One-story structures

5 ft.

Two-story structures

7 ft.

Three-story structures

9 ft.

Accessory structure and accessory dwelling

5 ft.

Exceptions:
Alley minimum setback

5 ft.

Common walls when allowed

0 ft.

Rear Setbacks
One-story structure

20 ft.

Two-story structures

20 ft.
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Standard

R-1

R-5

Three-story structures

20 ft.

Accessory structures and accessory dwellings

5 ft.

Porches, decks and similar structures

May encroach into rear yard setback 10 ft.

RM-10

RM-20

Exceptions:
Alley minimum setback

5 ft.

Common walls when allowed

0 ft.

Special setback for planned street improvements in
residential districts

The city may require a minimum setback of up to 50 feet measured from the street center
line to any structure, when a structure abuts a street containing less than the standard
right-of-way for the subject street classification. Street classification and required rightof-way width are as indicated by the city of Silverton transportation system plan.

Special setbacks for accessory structures less than 200
square feet on corner lots

10 feet from street property lines and five feet from rear property lines, at least 50 feet
from through curb intersection, outside of any vision clearance area.

Note: Other standards may preclude building at a minimum setback. Be sure to avoid utilities, easements, and clear vision areas. See also special
setback for planned street improvements under Chapter 3.4 SDC.

Section 2.2.150 – Residential districts – Housing density
A. Residential Density Standard. To ensure efficient use of buildable lands and to provide for a range of
needed housing in conformance with the comprehensive plan, all new developments in the residential
districts shall conform to the minimum and maximum densities prescribed in Table 2.2.120, except as
provided in subsections (A)(1) through (3) of this section:
1. Residential care homes/facilities/institutions, senior housing, including assisted living, accessory
dwellings, and developments in areas with significant natural resources or physical constraints (e.g.,
wetlands, unstable soils, steep slopes, etc.) are exempt from the minimum density standard.
2. The density standards may be averaged over more than one development phase when approved
through a planned development. Duplex lots used to comply with the density standard shall be so
designated on the final subdivision plat and through deed restrictions on the subject lots.
3. Accessory dwellings are exempt from the density standards. Duplexes shall be counted as one
dwelling unit for the purpose of determining compliance with maximum density standards. Duplexes
may be counted as one or two dwelling units for the purpose of determining compliance with minimum
density standards.
4. 3. Partitions and construction of single-family homes on lots exceeding 20,000 square feet, except
within the hillside protection overlay district, shall be planned so that infill development can occur in the
future and such development can occur in accordance with other adopted plans (e.g., the city of Silverton
transportation system plan) and the minimum lot size and other dimensional standards of the district. See
also SDC 4.3.110(C), Future Redivision Plan. Densities may be transferred or adjusted through the
planned development approval process under Chapter 4.5 SDC, to provide for exceptional development
designs that conserve open spaces and meet other community planning objectives.
B. Residential Density Calculation.
1. Minimum and maximum housing densities are calculated by multiplying the total parcel or lot area by
the applicable density range. Properties must be developed within the minimum and maximum range.
Some properties may not be capable of accommodating development at maximum densities. Properties
that cannot meet maximum density standards may consider transferring density and modifying allowable
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lot sizes and/or housing types through a planned development process. Typical constraints include street
right-of-way requirements, parcel configuration, or the presence of natural features or physical
constraints.
2. Areas reserved for flag lot access (flag poles) are not counted for the purpose of calculating minimum
lot area.
3. Duplexes shall be counted as one dwelling unit for the purpose of determining compliance with
maximum density standards. Duplexes may be counted as one or two dwelling units for the purpose of
determining compliance with minimum density standards.
4. 3. Housing density calculations resulting in fractions of dwelling units shall be rounded to the nearest
whole number.
Section 2.2.180 – Residential districts – Building orientation, subsection C.2
2. Except as allowed for single-family detached dwellings and duplexes, or as provided below, off-street
parking, driveways, and other vehicle areas shall not be placed between buildings and the street(s) to which
they are oriented, as per subsection (C)(1) of this section and Figure 2.2.180.C(1). Off-street parking and
driveways may be placed between buildings and streets where the approval body finds that one of the
following exemptions in subsections (C)(2)(a) through (e) of this section applies and allowing the
exemption will not adversely affect pedestrian access, safety or convenience:
Section 2.2.190 – Residential districts – Architectural design standards
B. Applicability. This section applies to all new primary residential structures and accessory dwellings. It
does not apply to remodels of, or additions to, existing single-family dwellings including conversion of an
existing single-family dwelling into a duplex, existing accessory dwellings, existing duplexes, or designated
historic structures. The standards and criteria in this section are applied through the land use review or
design review procedure (Chapter 4.2 SDC), as applicable, prior to building permit review. The provisions
under subsection (C) of this section may be adjusted through the design performance option in SDC
4.2.510.
Section 2.2.190 – Residential districts – Architectural design standards, subsection C.4
4. Repealed by Ord. 14-01. Garage. An attached or detached garage or carport with capacity for the
minimum required parking required by SDC Table 3.3.300.A shall be required for all new single-family
homes and duplexes.
Section 2.2.200 – Residential districts – Special use standards
This section provides standards for specific land uses and building types, as identified in Table 2.2.110.A,
that control the scale and compatibility of those uses within the residential districts. The standards in this
section supplement (are in addition to and do not replace) the standards in SDC 2.2.100 through 2.2.190,
and applicable building codes. This section applies to the following uses and building types, as specified in
subsections (A) through (K) of this section:
• Accessory dwellings (subsection (A) of this section);
• Attached single-family (townhouses) and attached duplexes (subsection (B) of this section);
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• Duplex in R-1 district (subsection (C) of this section);
• Bed and breakfast inns (subsection (D) of this section);
• Cottage cluster (subsection (E) of this section);
• Group living (residential care homes and facilities) (subsection (F) of this section);
• Home occupations (subsection (G) of this section);
• Manufactured homes on individual lots (subsection (H) of this section);
• Manufactured/mobile home parks (subsection (I) of this section);
• Multiple-family housing (subsection (J) of this section);
• Renewable energy facilities (subsection (K) of this section).
A. Accessory Dwelling (Attached, Interior, Separate Cottage, or Above Detached Garage). Accessory
dwellings shall conform to all of the following standards:
1. Floor Area. Accessory dwellings shall not exceed 800 square feet of floor area if detached from the
primary dwelling, or 6040 percent of the primary unit, whichever is less. The unit can be a detached
cottage, a unit attached to a garage, or in a portion of an existing house;
2. Exempt from Density. Accessory dwellings are exempt from the housing density standards of the
residential districts., due to their small size and low occupancy levels;
3. Oregon Structural Specialty Code. Structure Types. The structure complies with the Oregon
Structural Specialty Code applicable state building code, or is a manufactured home meeting the
standards of subsections (H)(2), (3), (5), (6), (7) and (8) of this section;
4. Owner-Occupied. The primary residence or accessory dwelling shall be owner-occupied.
Alternatively, the owner may appoint a member of his or her immediate family as a resident caretaker
of one of the units and manager of the other unit;
4. 5. One Unit. A maximum of one accessory dwelling unit is allowed per lot; detached single-family
house, attached house or manufactured home outside of a manufactured home park. A lot may be
developed as either a primary dwelling and an accessory dwelling unit, or as a duplex, so long as the
total number of dwelling units does not exceed two.
5. 6. Development Standards. The dwelling shall conform to the lot standards in Table 2.2.120.,
except as modified below:
a. The height of a detached accessory dwelling (i.e., separate cottage) shall not exceed 22 feet,
unless permitted under the conditional use approval process
b. The dwelling shall be set back not less than 20 feet from the front property line, seven feet from
side property lines, and 20 feet from the rear property line. When the dwelling is accessed from an
alley, the rear yard setback may be reduced to five feet.
c. The approval body may require a landscape hedge or fence be installed on the property line
separating a detached accessory dwelling from an abutting single-family dwelling, unless the
applicant and the owner of the abutting single-family dwelling agree in writing not to install the
hedge or fence.
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d. In order to maintain a consistent architectural character, similar building materials, architectural
design and colors shall be used so that the accessory dwelling blends with the general appearance of
the primary dwelling.
e. A parcel containing a primary dwelling unit and an accessory dwelling shall provide a minimum
of two off-street parking spaces.
6. Design Standards. The dwelling shall conform to the architectural design standards of SDC
2.2.190.
C. Duplex in R-1 District. Duplexes are allowed in the R-1 district, subject to the following standards
which are intended to respect the single-family character of the R-1 district:
1. Floor Area. Total floor area for both dwellings shall not exceed 40 percent of lot area. For example,
the maximum floor area (excluding garage space) allowed on an 8,000-square-foot lot is 3,200 square
feet.
2. Driveway Access. On corner lots, each dwelling shall strive to have its primary entrance and
garage opening, if any, oriented to a different street, meeting public works intersection distance
standards. Where vehicular access cannot be taken from two different streets, the approval body may
require a shared driveway providing access to both dwellings. On interior lots, shared driveways are
preferred and may be required by the review body.
3. Maximum Number of Units. Up to 20 percent of new lots created in new subdivisions are
permitted for duplex use and shall be identified as duplex lots on the final plat, with any percent
larger than 20 percent requiring conditional use approval. Duplexes are permitted on one new lot in
new partitions and shall be identified as a duplex lot on the final plat.
Duplexes may be permitted on an existing lot of record with approval of a conditional use application.
H. Manufactured Homes on Individual Lots. Manufactured homes are permitted on individual lots as
single-family houses or duplexes, subject to all of the following design standards. Exception: The
following standards do not apply to units that were lawfully placed within the city prior to the effective
date of the ordinance codified in this code.
1. Floor Plan. The manufactured home shall be multi-sectional and have an enclosed floor area of not
less than 1,000 square feet;
2. Roof. The manufactured home shall have a pitched roof with a slope not less than three feet in
height for each 12 feet in width (14 degrees);
3. Residential Building Materials. The manufactured home shall have exterior siding and roofing
which in color, material and appearance are similar or superior to the exterior siding and roof material
used on nearby residences (e.g., horizontal wood or wood-appearance siding is considered “superior”
to metal siding and roofing);
4. Garages and Carports. A garage or carport shall be provided and be constructed of materials like
those used on the house;
5. Thermal Envelope. The manufactured home shall be certified by the manufacturer to meet the
thermal envelope requirements equivalent to those for a single-family dwelling constructed under the
State Building Code. Evidence demonstrating that the manufactured home meets current energy
efficiency standards is deemed to satisfy the exterior thermal envelope certification requirement.
Additional manufacturer certification shall not be required;
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6. Placement. The manufactured home shall be placed on an excavated and back-filled foundation and
enclosed at the perimeter such that the manufactured home is located not more than 16 inches above
grade, unless greater height is required as a result of the floodplain overlay provisions (Chapter 2.5
SDC) and complies with the minimum set-up standards of the adopted state Administrative Rules for
Manufactured Dwellings, OAR chapter 918. Where the building site has a sloped grade, no more than
16 inches of the enclosing material shall be exposed on the uphill side of the home;
7. Foundation Skirt. The foundation area of the manufactured home shall be fully skirted with a
decay-resistant material;
8. Prohibited. The manufactured home shall not be located in a designated historic district.
9. Design Standards. The manufactured home shall conform to the architectural design standards of
SDC 2.2.190.
Section 2.6.140 – Development density options, Table 2.6.140
Average
Slope

Minimum Lot
Size per
Dwelling Unit

Minimum Lot
Frontage

Minimum
Lot Depth

12 – 14.9%

10,000 sq. ft.

80 feet

100 feet

15 – 24.9%

12,000 sq. ft.

85 feet

100 feet

25 – 29.9%

15,000 sq. ft.

90 feet

100 feet

30 – 34%

20,000 sq. ft.

100 feet

100 feet

Section 2.6.150 – Building location and design standards, subsection A.2
2. Building envelopes and lot design shall address the retention of the following percentage of the lot in
landscaping or in a natural state:

Average Slope

Minimum Lot Size per
Dwelling Unit

Maximum Lot
Coverage
(Impervious
Surface)

12 – 14.9%

10,000 sq. ft.

35%

15 – 24.9%

12,000 sq. ft.

35%

25 – 29.9%

15,000 sq. ft.

30%

30 – 34%

20,000 sq. ft.

25%

Section 2.6.180 – Grading and erosion control
B. Time Period. For development other than single-family homes or duplexes on individual lots, all grading,
drainage improvements, or other land disturbances shall only occur from May 1st to October 31st.
Excavation shall not occur during the remaining wet months of the year. Erosion control measures shall be
installed and functional by October 31st. Up to a 30-day modification to the October 31st date and a 45-day
modification to the May 1st date may be made by the community development director, based upon weather
conditions and in consultation with the project geotechnical expert. The modification of dates shall be the
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minimum necessary, based upon evidence provided by the applicant, to accomplish the necessary project
goals.
Section 2.6.230 - Modification of standards, subsection B.1
1. Detached Dwelling Units and Duplexes. Two additional off-street parking spaces.
Section 3.1.200 – Vehicular access and circulation, subsection K.3
3. Driveways. Driveways shall meet the following standards, subject to review and approval by the public
works director:
a. Single-Family Dwelling and Duplex Driveways.
i. Maximum width of 12 feet per off-street parking space, up to a maximum of 32 feet for three or
more off-street parking spaces.
ii. Recreational vehicle pads must be located within the side yard or rear yard to qualify for additional
driveway width as an off-street parking space.
iii. No more than two driveways allowed per lot, with each driveway conforming to the requirements
in subsection (K)(1) of this section. Duplexes on a corner lot fronting two local streets are encouraged
to provide one driveway per frontage.
iv. Combined driveways with abutting properties shall not exceed 40 feet in width.
v. Separate driveways on the same lot must be spaced at least six 22 feet apart.
b. Multiple-Family and Attached Dwelling Driveways.
i. Each multiple-family unit having separate vehicle access and fronting a different street shall be
treated as a single-family dwelling, except that no more than one driveway per unit is allowed.
ii. Triplexes and fourplexes with off-street parking spaces fronting onto a street shall meet the
standards of SDC 2.2.180.
iii. Driveways serving multiple-family units with combined access onto a street shall not exceed a
width of 32 feet for a single driveway, except where the public works director determines that the
width shall be limited to 24 feet, such as in the case of a multifamily development with 10 or fewer
dwellings.
Section 3.3.300.A, Table 3.3.300.A – Minimum Required Parking by Use
Use Categories
(Examples of uses are in Chapter 1.6 SDC; definitions
are in Chapter 1.5 SDC.)

Minimum Parking per Land Use
(fractions rounded down to the closest whole number)

Residential Categories
Household Living
Accessory dwelling

DC-21-01

None, when the primary single-family dwelling provides 2 spaces and
there is on-street parking. If no on-street parking is available then 1
additional space must be provided.

13 of 21

Use Categories
(Examples of uses are in Chapter 1.6 SDC; definitions
are in Chapter 1.5 SDC.)

Minimum Parking per Land Use
(fractions rounded down to the closest whole number)

Single-family dwelling, including attached and detached
dwellings and manufactured homes

2 spaces per dwelling unit provided on-street parking is available. If onstreet parking is not available, then each unit must provide 3 spaces.

Duplex

3 spaces per duplex 1 space per dwelling unit (2 per duplex)

Section 3.3.300 – Automobile parking standards
E. Off-Site Parking. Except for single-family dwellings and duplexes, the vehicle parking spaces required
by this chapter may be located on another parcel of land, provided the parcel is within 500 feet of the use it
serves and the city has approved the off-site parking through land use review or design review, as
applicable. The distance from the parking area to the use shall be measured from the nearest parking space
to a building entrance, following a sidewalk or other pedestrian route. The right to use the off-site parking
must be evidenced by a recorded deed, lease, easement, or similar written instrument.
Section 3.4.300 – Sanitary sewers, water, street lights and fire protection
A. Sanitary Sewer, Storm Drainage and Water System Improvements. Sanitary sewer system and water
system improvements shall be installed with new development in accordance with the city’s sanitary sewer
master plan, water system master plan, and public works design standards. When streets are required to be
stubbed to the edge of the subdivision, sewer and water system improvements shall also be stubbed with the
streets, except where the public works director finds that future extension is not practical due to topography
or other constraints. Where public sanitary sewer or water service is not available within 300 feet of a
property, private wells and septic systems may provide service for the development of a single-family
dwelling, duplex dwelling, or use serving the public on parcels containing at least two acres; provided, that
a petition for improvement/waiver of remonstrance is signed for their share of the costs for and future
connection to public water and sewer services. These provisions are supplementary to the provisions in
Chapters 13.12 and 13.36 SMC. Any private well or septic system allowed by this section must be approved
by Marion County and the State Water Resources Department.
Section 3.4.700 - Construction plan approval and assurances
C. Petition for Improvement/Waiver of Remonstrance. Existing single-family or duplex residential lots of
record and lots created by a land partition may be developed, provided the lots are subject to a petition for
improvement/waiver of remonstrance for a future assessment district for the lacking public facilities as
determined and approved by the public works director in consultation with the Silverton fire district.
Section 4.2.200 – Applicability, subsection A.5
5. Accessory dwelling, accessory structures (not exceeding 800 square feet of floor area) and parking
facilities when accessory to a primary permitted use;
Section 5.2.300 – Nonconforming lot or development
A. Alterations. No such nonconforming development may be enlarged or altered in a way that increases its
nonconformity by more than 20 percent cumulatively (e.g., floor area and/or lot coverage and/or height
and/or amount of measurable impact as in noise, glare, vibration) as of November 5, 2008, but any
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development or portion thereof may be enlarged or altered in a way that satisfies the current requirements of
this code or will decrease its nonconformity. An existing nonconforming single-family dwelling
development may be converted to a duplex subject to the standards of this subsection.
Section 5.3.200 – Lots of record – Criteria
A lot of record is a plot of land that was not created through an approved subdivision or partition, was
created and recorded before January 6, 1960, and for which the deed, or other instrument dividing the land,
is recorded with the county. A lot of record shall be entitled to development of no less than one singlefamily dwelling or duplex and, provided all applicable code standards are met, additional land use or
development may be approved.
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ATTACHMENT C: STAFF REPORT, DC-21-01
FINDINGS OF FACT
A. Background Information:
1. In 2019, the Oregon Legislature passed House Bill 2001, a bill that requires updates to
local zoning codes to allow the development of a duplex on each lot or parcel zoned for
residential use that allows for the development of detached single-family dwellings.
2. The Department of Land Conservation and Development provided technical assistance
via a consultant to update the land use regulations to be compliant with HB 2001.
3. The Consultants met with the Planning Commission on November 24, 2020, December
22, 2020, February 23, 2021, and March 30, 2021 to work through the updates. Two
virtual Open Houses were held on January 14, 2021 and April 1, 2021 that included
online surveys.
4. City Council goals include, Developing the Housing Strategy Implementation Plan and
to further develop and implement strategies for affordable housing.
Overview of Duplex Code Changes
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Amend the “duplex” definition to allow attached or detached configurations.
Allow duplexes with the same requirements as Single Family Detached Dwellings (SFDD)
in the R-1, R-5, R-10 and R-20 zones, and eliminate distinction between corner lot and
interior lot duplexes.
Allow duplexes on lots meeting the minimum lot size in the underlying zone for SFDDs,
rather than larger minimum lot sizes for duplexes in the R-5, R-10 and R-20 zones.
Allow duplexes to count as one unit for maximum density calculations, so that maximum
density standards do not preclude development of duplexes on lots meeting the minimum
lot sizes.
Revise parking requirement to a minimum of one off-street space per dwelling unit.
Reintroduce design requirement for SFDDs—and by extension, duplexes—to include
garages or carports for off-street parking.
Expand clear and objective residential design standards for SFDDs to apply to duplexes.
Remove duplex-specific limitations on floor area, driveway access and number of duplexes
permitted in a subdivision in the R-1 district.
Create opportunities for either two separate or one shared driveway on duplex lots, with
minimum spacing of 22 feet between driveways on the same lot to preserve on street
parking in place of current 6-foot spacing standard.
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Overview of ADU Code Changes
•
•
•
•
•

Increase the allowed size to 60% from the current 40% of primary dwelling, up to the
maximum 800 sq. ft. (whichever is smaller)
Remove owner-occupancy requirement.
Remove “consistent architectural character” requirement to ensure that standards are clear
and objective.
Equalize required setbacks and height for ADUs and accessory buildings, and permit
conversion of existing accessory structures to ADUs.
Remove all off-street parking requirements, while retaining parking requirements for
primary dwelling.

B. Silverton Development Code (SDC):
Section 4.7.200

Legislative Amendments

A. The amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan, the
statewide planning goals, and any relevant area plans adopted by the city council;

Findings: The amendment is to adopt land use regulations to be compliant with recent
legislation passed by the State of Oregon that requires Cities with populations between 10,000
and 25,000 to allow the development of a duplex on each lot or parcel zoned for residential use
that allows for the development of detached single-family dwellings. The Accessory Dwelling
Unit section is being revised to align with applicable State law.
The City recently adopted a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) as a support document to the
Comprehensive Plan which found that Silverton has an existing deficit of housing affordable
for low-income households, which indicates a need for a wider range of housing types for
renters and homeowners. About 30% of Silverton’s households are cost burdened (paying
more than 30% of their income on housing), including a cost-burden rate of 46% for renter
households.
Silverton is planning for continued growth in single-family detached housing but more growth
in single-family attached and multifamily dwelling units is needed to meet the City’s housing
needs. The factors driving the shift in types of housing needed in Silverton include changes in
demographics and decreases in housing affordability. The aging of Baby Boomers and the
household formation of Millennials will drive demand for renter and owner-occupied housing,
such as single-family detached housing, townhouses, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and
apartments. Both groups may prefer housing in walkable neighborhoods, with access to
services.
Diversification of housing types can help reduce the lack of affordable housing, especially for
middle-income households. About 442 new households will have incomes between $34,700
and $83,280. These households will all need access to affordable housing, such as the housing
types described above.
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The Housing Element of the Comprehensive lists policies to ‘Encourage opportunities which
will provide affordable housing to meet the needs of low income, elderly, handicapped,
families, and individuals within the Silverton area’, ‘Provide opportunities for the development
of attached and detached single-family and multi-family dwellings such as duplexes, row
houses, and town house apartments’, and ‘Allow accessory dwelling units, subject to city
development and building regulations, in all residential zones’.
The City Council has adopted goals to ‘develop the Housing Strategy Implementation Plan’
and ‘further develop and implement strategies for affordable housing’.
The City currently allows up to 20% of lots proposed in a subdivision to be designated as
duplex lots. This change will allow a duplex on any lot where a single family home is allowed.
In the past, not every subdivision that could have designated up to 20% of lots as duplex did
so. For the subdivisions that did designate 20% of the lots as duplex, not every one of those
had a duplex built. The lots were sold and the purchaser built a single family dwelling. HB
2001 is fairly prescriptive in what standards the City can and cannot apply to duplexes. In
short, the City can regulate duplexes only in the same manner as it regulates single family
homes.
The Accessory Dwelling Unit section is being revised to remove standards that are either
subjective, which cannot be applied to housing, specifically deemed to not be a reasonable
standard by the State, such as the owner occupancy requirement and parking, or to regulate the
siting standards to the same as Accessory Structures to facilitate existing structures to be
converted to ADUs’.
In adopting regulations or amending a comprehensive plan per HB 2001, a local government
shall consider ways to increase the affordability of middle housing by considering ordinances
and policies that include but are not limited to:
a) Waiving or deferring system development charges;
b) Adopting or amending criteria for property tax exemptions under ORS 307.515
(Definitions for ORS 307.515 to 307.523) to 307.523 (Time for filing application),
307.540 (Definitions for ORS 307.540 to 307.548) to 307.548 (Termination of
exemption) or 307.651 (Definitions for ORS 307.651 to 307.687) to 307.687 (Review
of denial of application) or property tax freezes under ORS 308.450 (Definitions for
ORS 308.450 to 308.481) to 308.481 (Extending deadline for completion of
rehabilitation project); and
c) Assessing a construction tax under ORS 320.192 (City or county ordinance or resolution
to impose tax) and 320.195 (Deposit of revenues).
The Affordable Housing Task Force is currently researching System Development Charges by
analyzing the amount of utility usage on a building square foot basis to see if there is a
correlation between the size of a structure and its impact on the utility system.
The City Council in October 2019 a policy allowing property tax exemption for low-income
rental housing developments as authorized by Oregon Revised Statute 307.515 to 307.537.
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The Affordable Housing Task Force reviewed the possibility of a construction excise tax
through the Housing Needs Analysis process where it was prioritized as a medium priority.
Based on the above findings, the criterion is met.
B. The amendment conforms to the transportation planning rule provisions as
implemented through SDC 4.7.600; and
Findings: Per the legislation, when a local government makes a legislative decision to amend
its comprehensive plan or land use regulations to allow middle housing in areas zoned for
residential use that allow for detached single-family dwellings, the local government is not
required to consider whether the amendments significantly affect an existing or planned
transportation facility. The criterion is met.
C. The amendment is in the public interest; for example, it is needed to meet
changing conditions or new laws.
Findings: This amendment is intended to comply with the provisions of a new law, HB 2001.
Based on the above findings, the criterion is met.

III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Findings have been made for all of the applicable Code sections. The proposed development
code amendment meets all applicable Silverton Development Code Review Criteria and
Standards.
The Planning Commission shall prepare a recommendation to the City Council to approve,
approve with modifications, approve with conditions, deny the proposed change, or adopt an
alternative
Planning Commission Options:
1. Recommend to the City Council the APPROVAL of the proposed development code
amendment as it meets the review criteria.
2. Recommend to the City Council the DENIAL of the proposed development code
amendment as it does not meet the review criteria.
3. Recommend to the City Council a MODIFICATION of the proposed development code
amendment so that it meets the review criteria.
Any member of the Planning Commission who votes in opposition to the Planning Commission’s
majority recommendation may file a written statement of opposition with the community
development director or designee before the council public hearing on the proposal. The
community development director or designee shall send a copy to each council member and place
a copy in the record;
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6:00 P.M.

CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 24, 2020

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met for a work session through the virtual meeting
platform Zoom on November 24, 2020 at 6:00 p.m., with Chairman Flowers presiding.
I. ROLL CALL:
Present
X
X
X
X
X

Absent
Excused
Excused

Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Rich Piaskowski
Morry Jones
Chris Mayou
Tasha Huebner
Peter Matzka
Ammon Benedict

STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu and Planning and Permit Assistant, Kate Schlee.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING TASK FORCE MEMBERS: Gene Oster and Benjamin Wilt.
CONSULTANTS PRESENT: Anais Mathez from 3J Consulting, Elizabeth Decker from Jet Planning and
Tim Wood from FCS Group.

II.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR
Items not on the Agenda.

III. AGENDA ITEM
3.1 Silverton Middle Housing Code and Housing Strategy Implementation Plan
Jason Gottgetreu (City of Silverton) welcomed Advisory Committee members and led introductions.
Anais Mathez (3J Consulting) provided an overview of the project and its objectives, which include:
• Building on the momentum of the HNA and identifying the most promising actions the local
government can take to address identified housing needs
• Expanding opportunities for middle housing options through Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code updates
• Complying with House Bill 2001 middle housing zoning requirements
Project deliverables include a Housing Strategy Implementation Plan and zoning code revisions to allow
middle housing through clear and objective standards and processes, specifically permitting duplexes in
R-1, R-5 and RM-10, RM-20 zones, where single-family detached dwellings (SFDDs) are permitted. The
project will also explore options to permit other middle housing types, such as triplexes, quadplexes,
November 24, 2020 City of Silverton Planning Commission Work Session
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townhouses and cottage clusters, based on committee interest.
Anais noted that the project kicked off in September 2020 and will wrap up by June 2021.
Housing Production in Silverton: Background
Tim Wood, FCS Group, provided a high-level summary of the Housing Strategy Background Report. Tim
described Silverton’s current housing mix, new housing forecast, and key HNA findings related to median
home prices, rents, and multifamily construction. Tim also noted recent actions and strategies taken by the
City, including formation of the Affordable Housing Task Force and Homeless Taskforce, issuance of the
Westfield Development RFP, development code amendments for Transitional Shelters, and the City’s
recent adoption of its Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).
Middle Housing Background
Elizabeth Decker began with a presentation to review the housing types Silverton is planning for and
providing images of the range of architectural styles, scales, and number of units. The presentation also
covered parking requirements and potential impacts on design and street presence.
Commissioner Benedict stated that he does not think a lot of the options presented are feasible in
Silverton. He stated that he doesn’t think that it is the Planning Commission’s job to design homes. He
further stated that he is adamant that regardless of the home type, there needs to be off-street parking.
Chairman Flowers stated that he likes some of these designs and thinks some of them will work in
Silverton.
Commissioner Matzka reiterated the concerns brought up by other members about parking. He said that
the designs are nice, but he doesn’t think that some of the options address affordability. His other
concerns include the long-term maintenance and lasting ability of the materials used for the structures and
what those will look at in the future.
Commissioner Jones stated that he likes the look of the designs. He asked for the average square footage
of the projects shown. Elizabeth Decker responded that the units are most likely 1200-2000 square feet.
Commissioner Jones stated that in Silverton that is still around $300,000-$350,000 and he doesn’t see
how this will add affordable housing at this point.
Commissioner Huebner stated that she thinks an infill of buildings like this is not a good idea and won’t
last and doesn’t fit the look of Silverton. If they were in neighborhoods of their own, it might be okay.
Ben Wilt added that there is a type of housing that was not addressed, which is an SRO, single room
occupancy, style housing. Elizabeth Decker responded that SROs are not explicitly being addressed in
this study and those standards would not be changed with this project. Director Gottgetreu responded that
SROs are allowed in the R-1 zone and there is a maximum of six or seven individuals sharing one
kitchen.
The next portion of the presentation looked at various studies to estimate what impacts Silverton might
see based on changes in zoning. Takeaways include:
• Single-family detached dwellings will remain the predominate type of existing and new
construction.
• Middle housing types may be feasible in limited scenarios.
• Slow growth is expected. It would be unusual for Silverton to have middle housing types account
for more than 1-3% of total housing units.
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Chairman Flowers asked for clarification regarding the 54-unit subdivision that has been approved by the
Planning Commission. His question was if the developers do not break ground prior to July 1, 2021 when
HB 2001 goes into effect, if the developer can then use the provisions of HB 2001 and make all of the
single-family houses into duplexes. Elizabeth Decker responded that this would be a situation that would
have to be looked into specifically. Director Gottgetreu will provide specifics about this project and
Elizabeth will follow up on this implementation aspect.
Parking
State requirements cap minimum off-street parking requirements at one space per unit for all these
housing types. Cities can set lower minimum parking requirements. Best practices and feasibility suggest
that no minimum requirement better supports housing availability and affordability. Lower parking
minimums support more housing development, reduced energy demands and greater affordability. Note
that developers still decide how much parking to provide that balances site constraints and marketability.
Following the presentation, advisory committee members were asked for their comments on the
following:
• Where to set parking minimums?
• Should the City allow on-street parking credits?
• What are the impacts of parking configurations: number of driveways, width and spacing, garage
doors, alleys, or shared driveways, clustered parking or individual garages?
Commissioner Matzka reiterated the importance of the parking issue by stating that he doesn’t foresee
Silverton getting a large scale, mass transit system in the near-enough future that would cause people to
give up the convenience of personal vehicles.
Commissioner Benedict added that setting the requirements lower than the state standards is not what
Silverton is looking to do, especially in regards to parking and that he is adamantly opposed to reducing
lot sizes.
The Planning Commission members voted for an additional 15 minutes for the meeting with the
Consultant group.
Commissioner Huebner agreed with Commissioner Benedict on his comments in opposition to lot size
reduction. She stated that she likes the cottage communities.
Ben Wilt suggested to the group to read the AARP Making Room pamphlet because it has a lot of
demographic information about American households. It states that the majority of American households
are 1-2 person households. The pamphlet is not Silverton specific, but does she light on general
demographics.
Chairman Flowers said that he is in favor of attached duplexes, but on R-1 lots and is opposed to reducing
the lot sizes. He added that the setbacks could be reduced to accommodate duplexes.
Commissioner Matzka said that he sees benefits to both detached and attached duplexes and thinks that
the market should be able to decide, but he has no interest in reducing the lot size.
Gene Oster added that he agrees with Commissioners Benedict and Commissioner Huebner about ADUs
being positive because they are smaller units and will allow for older people to down size while staying in
town. He pointed out that a lot of older folks who want to downsize and stay in Silverton aren’t selling
their houses because there are not currently smaller housing options in town. He further stated that from
his experience, owning duplexes in town, there is not a lot of a demand for duplexes.
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Commissioner Jones added that 21 million homes in the U.S. are going up for sale because Baby
Boomers are moving to other housing types.
Commissioner Benedict reiterated Gene Oster’s points about ADUs and encouraged that the city make it
possible for people to build ADUs and detached duplexes or cottage homes.
Consultant Mathez wrapped up with next steps. The tentative next meeting will be on December 22nd to
continue the discussion. Before that meeting, a questionnaire will be sent to the commission members. An
update on stakeholder interviews will be presented at the December 22nd meeting. A public open house
will happen in early January 2021 focusing on code concepts.
II.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
None.

III.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Flowers adjourned the meeting at 8:00 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Kate Schlee,
Planning and Permit Assistant
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CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 22, 2020

6:00 P.M.

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met for a work session through the virtual meeting
platform Zoom on December 22, 2020 at 6:01 p.m., with Chairman Flowers presiding.
ROLL CALL:
Present
X
X
X

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22III.
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

X
X
X

Absent

Excused

Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Rich Piaskowski
Morry Jones
Chris Mayou
Tasha Huebner
Peter Matzka
Ammon Benedict

STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu and Planning and Permit Assistant, Kate Schlee.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING TASK FORCE MEMBERS: Gene Oster, Ben Wilt and Laurie Chadwick
DLCD: Sean Edging
CONSULTANTS PRESENT: Anais Mathez from 3J Consulting and Elizabeth Decker from Jet Planning.
AGENDA ITEM
3.1 Silverton Middle Housing Code and Housing Strategy Implementation Plan
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu welcomed everyone and led introductions.
Anais Mathez (3J Consulting) provided an overview of the project focus and objectives, which include:
• Building on the momentum of the HNA and identifying the most promising actions the local
government can take to address identified housing needs
• Expanding opportunities for middle housing options through Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code updates
• Complying with House Bill 2001 middle housing zoning requirements
Project deliverables include a Housing Strategy Implementation Plan and zoning code revisions to allow
middle housing through clear and objective standards and processes, specifically permitting duplexes in
R-1, R-5 and RM-10, RM-20 zones, where single-family detached dwellings (SFDDs) are permitted. The
project will also explore options to permit other middle housing types, such as triplexes, quadplexes,
townhouses and cottage clusters, based on committee interest.
Anais Mathez noted that the project kicked off in September 2020 and will wrap up by June 2021 and that
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74
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76
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79
80
81
82
83
84

a public meeting will follow this meeting.

85
86

Planning Commission members provided the following questions and comments (consultant/staff
responses in italics):

Stakeholder Interviews
Anais provided a summary of the issues raised through stakeholder interviews conducted at the outset of
this process. The project team identified a list of stakeholders that include housing developers, affordable
housing providers, property owners, brokers, lenders, and housing advocacy organizations. As of
December 2020, seven (7) stakeholders were interviewed to understand the impacts of the zoning code
and review requirements on development in Silverton. Key questions included:
• How have zoning and other regulations affected the kind of development/work you do?
• What is the most significant regulatory barrier?
• Are there any opportunities in the zoning code?
• Are there best practices from other jurisdictions that the City should consider adopting?
• Are there other types of barriers to development?
• What opportunities exist for middle housing development in Silverton in the future? What does
the community want and need?
Planning Commission members provided the following questions and comments (consultant/staff
responses in italics):
• These interviews seem one-sided. When will the public weigh in on this? The purpose of
stakeholder interviews is to understand how Silverton’s zoning standards and development
review regulations affect housing development in the community, from a user’s perspective. This
helps us identify all the sticking points in the code and focus our efforts. The priorities identified
shape the code concepts that the public will have the opportunity to review at the public meeting
in January.
Code Concepts Discussion
Elizabeth Decker, JET Planning, began with a presentation to review the housing types Silverton is
planning for and the concepts that the committee discussed at the last meeting. A question from the last
meeting was brought up for clarification and follow-up:
• Planning Commission recently approved a new 54-unit subdivision. If the project does not break
ground before July 1st, can HB2001 override what was approved? If the land use approval is for
a discretionary development (PUD, master plan) and specifies the exact housing units or types,
etc., as a term of approval, then the development would need to comply with these terms. She
emphasized that the project is tied to the approval criteria first but recommends the City’s
attorney review the case.
Duplexes/ADUs
Planning Commission members were presented with concepts and questions regarding duplexes and
ADUs. Members were asked for their comments on the following:
• Further refinement to duplex concepts?
• Additional considerations for ADUs, particularly creating parity with accessory structures and
ADUs?
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123
124
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129

•
•
•

•
•

•

Consider setback changes, and maybe reduce them further to increase feasibility of attached,
detached duplexes and ADUs.
All the duplex concepts presented are clarified as requirements of HB 2001
Potential parking configurations were reiterated, and the number of parking spaces was clarified
as state mandated. Director Gottgetreu noted that the City currently does not require garages for
SFDDs and the Planning Commission would need to overturn this if garages are deemed a
requirement for duplexes.
Committee members see ADUs as an enormous tool for the City to deal with more affordable
housing.
Committee members are in favor of pairing accessory structure standards with accessory dwelling
unit standards. Director Gottgetreu mentions that the City received 2 applications for an ADU
conversion of a nonconforming accessory structure due to setbacks. Should this be allowed?
Committee members think that in the case of a nonconforming use, this should remain as a
variance.
Can we require, or make it cost effective, for a developer to build ADU units in a new
development? Elizabeth Decker states that simply clarifying ADU standards it is a good first
step. The City could add incentives through the PUD process or remove SDCs for ADU units.
Generally, though, market appetite is still low.

Elizabeth Decker notes Silverton not required to comply with HB 2001 provisions but is in need of
multifamily and middle housing development per HNA. Key strategic questions include. To meet
Silverton’s identified need for additional multifamily development capacity, strategic options include map
updates to uzpone selected parcels, or code updates to allow more, and more varied, housing in existing
zones. If the latter, a key question is whether code updates should expand housing types broadly across all
zones or focus on specific ones. Elizabeth Decker presents a table of potential additional residential types
across the R-1, R-5, RM-10 and RM-20 zones and presents the following discussion questions:
• Which housing types to add to R-1?
• Which housing types to add to R-5, RM-10, RM-20? Should types be different or instead rely on
scale of each zone?
• What would be needed to make housing types permitted outright in the zones where allowed,
rather than triggering Design Review?
Advisory Committee members provided the following questions and comments (consultant/staff
responses in italics):
• Hesitation is shared about allowing all housing types now throughout all zones when it is not yet
fully understood what the repercussions will be by allowing duplexes on SFDD lots.
• It was clarified that as more housing types are allowed in R-5 and above, density is also
increasing given lot sizes.
• There is concern that by making R-1 a “one size fits all,” it could result in redevelopment
becoming more economic. In some R-1 areas, increased housing density will be fine, but there are
other areas where this would be detrimental due to parking and circulation issues.
• One suggestion is to allow a decrease in setbacks based on percentages in order to allow
flexibility in the code.
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148
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•
•
•

•

Code should reflect current standards as much as possible and our due diligence with the state.
Blank checks should not be written for these zones.
Sean Edging clarifies that DLCD is making accommodations for land supply calculations in BLIs
now that lands have additional capacity due to HB 2001.
Other housing types being discussed could simply be stated as a conditional use in the R-1 zone.
This provides the ability to review these things on a case by case basis. A conditional use for
other things like building height could also be instated.
What’s the cost difference between a rezone or a conditional use permit? Director Gottgetreu
notes the costs for each based on the zone. Elizabeth Decker notes that conditional use costs
actually include much more behind the scene costs; sometimes that steers developers even further
away. Uncertainty is often the dealbreaker.
o From a developer standpoint, projects generally follow the path of least resistance. The
other key item is time. In the big scheme of things, costs are important, but if there is
certainty about a project or outcome, like a 90% chance of approval for on a zone change,
those costs can be factored in as part of the entire project.
o The development “certainty” piece is echoed. A suggestion was made for an expedited
application w/ the basis that could be given to Planning Commission for an initial review
to see if that project might be feasible.

Elizabeth Decker presents code concepts for other housing types such as townhome and cottage clusters.
Advisory Committee members provided the following questions and comments (consultant/staff
responses in italics):
• All these housing types should be addressed through a zone change.
• There is support for townhomes and cottage clusters. Are there more suggestions on where and
how to accommodate those in town? Cottage Clusters would be appropriate near the senior
center and in the Westfield development.
• There is significant concern about parking, as it is already a bit issue. There is no desire to lower
it further than the state requirement.
• The average number of cars per household was part of DLCD’s analysis for HB2001. Sean
Edging will share the results for Silverton.
• All concepts have merit and should be considered throughout Silverton.
• The neighborhood around Mark Twain Elementary is an area of serious concern regarding
parking and additional units. Not all housing types belong in R-1. There is a desire to hone in on
R-1 concepts and focus on duplexes, and then see about potential upzone for other housing types.
REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
The Public Open House is scheduled for January 14th, 2021 at 6pm. The objectives of the public meeting
will be part education around HB2001, and part input around key code concepts for duplexes.
• How will this be advertised? Meeting notice will go through all the various methods the City
employs. The committee can help advertise this once the notification materials are ready.
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174
III.
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Flowers adjourned the meeting at 8:06 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Kate Schlee,
Planning and Permit Assistant
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Public Meeting #1
SILVERTON MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AND
HOUSING STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Thursday, January 14, 6-7:30pm

MEETING SUMMARY
Participants



City Staff – Jason Gottgetreu
Consultants – Anais Mathez (3J Consulting), Elizabeth Decker (JET Planning), Tim Wood (FCS
Group)

Project Overview
Jason Gottgetreu (City of Silverton) welcomed community members. Anais Mathez (3J Consulting)
reviewed the agenda and recapped the project objectives, which include:
•
•
•

Identifying the most promising actions the City of Silverton can take to address identified housing
needs;
Revising zoning and development code to provide opportunities for greater housing choice to
help address Silverton’s housing needs; and
Complying with the passage of recent statewide legislation (House Bill 2001)

Project deliverables include a Housing Strategy Implementation Plan and zoning code revisions to allow
middle housing through clear and objective standards and processes, specifically permitting duplexes in
R-1, R-5 and RM-10, RM-20 zones, where single-family detached dwellings (SFDDs) are permitted. The
project will also explore options to permit other middle housing types, such as triplexes, quadplexes,
townhouses and cottage clusters, based on committee interest.
Anais noted that the project kicked off in September 2020 and will wrap up by June 2021, with a second
public meeting scheduled in March.
Why Housing? A Background of Silverton
Anais introduced the community to the topic at hand by sharing high-level key messages about housing
issues in Silverton and regionally. Housing in Silverton was described as:
• In a shortage – communities across the state, big and small, urban and rural, are experiencing
housing shortages.
• About people – young, elderly, families and everyone in between.
• Planned for by local governments – cities are required to plan for housing to meet the
community’s long-term needs.
• Built by the private sector – builders and developers choose what, when and where to build
consistent with city rules.
• Important for maintaining Silverton’s livability – providing more diverse and affordable housing
choices ensures Silverton can maintain a quality of life for the entire community

1

Tim Wood, FCS Group, provided a high-level summary of housing in Silverton, describing a Housing
Needs Analysis and its importance for ensuring land supply, measuring the housing market, and revisiting
housing policies. Tim described Silverton’s current housing mix, new housing forecast, and key HNA
findings related to median home prices, rents, and multifamily construction. Tim also noted recent actions
and strategies taken by the City, including formation of the Affordable Housing Task Force and Homeless
Taskforce, issuance of the Westfield Development RFP, development code amendments for Transitional
Shelters, and the City’s recent adoption of its Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).
Middle Housing Overview
Elizabeth Decker, JET Planning, began with a presentation describing the concept of middle housing and
its relevance for Silverton. She described what Silverton needs to plan for, which areas may be affected,
the likely scale and pace of development, and the role of zoning code.
Zoning for Middle Housing in Silverton
Community members were presented with code concepts regarding duplexes, cottage clusters,
townhomes, triplex and quadplexes. A range of photos were provided, showing different styles and
scales. The public was asked for their comments and questions about these different housing types:

Questions (consultant/staff responses in italics):














Is the 1 space/unit part of the state mandate? Yes.
Would you have to change zoning for smaller setbacks. No, and there is no real difference in
setbacks across all residential zones.
How many acres of buildable land do we have for the next 20 years? There are approximately
654 unconstrained buildable acres, breaking down to 531 residential acres. After subtracting
demand for new development, there are approximately 380 acres remaining according to the
HNA.
My understanding is that all R1 lots will be able to have duplexes on them is this not necessarily
true? This is true.
Will we have to expand the UGB? No.
Can the city set a design requirement for a garage like we see for single family detached? And
then also have the one-off street parking? Yes; the goal is to set the rules the same for SFDDs
and duplexes.
On-street parking is affected by City designation of no parking on the street. Which would take
priority? At this point, the City is not proposing to mandate on-street parking or treat it as part
of reserved parking. There will be a requirement for one off-street parking space per unit. If there
are additional cars associated with a dwelling unit, they may indeed park on street.
Will the code differentiate between new construction of residential housing and redevelopment of existing residential housing when determining off-street parking requirements?
One parking space per unit applies to all new construction of duplexes. For home conversions,
the City cannot mandate any additional parking on that site.
Could Cottage Clusters be on one parcel and thus rentals only? Right now, state standards push
for allowing cottage clusters on a single parcel. There is an option to use condo rules to sell these
for individual home ownership, as well as rental models.
o Would tiny homes fit into this designation? It is a possibility. The cottage cluster
standards could be a great way to build a tiny home community, but it might be hard for
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the code to dictate “how tiny is tiny” and whether these homes are on wheels or on a
foundation.
Would the city offer incentives for cottage clusters? I know that Silverton’s current cottage
cluster ended up being quite expensive per home. What can be done in coding to support/allow
for lower cost cottages? The role of zoning code is to generally get out of the way – the more
parking, open space requirements, and architectural design requirements, the more expensive a
project will be. The City can try to take out the most expensive regulations to help lower costs,
though at the same time, there is room for innovative builders and developers to come up with
new financial models. Otherwise, financial incentives are typically a tool used to help mitigate
the cost of development, such as reduced SDC fees.
Would mobile/manufactured homes be permitted within a cottage cluster development? Yes.
One major issue is at what point does a cottage cluster made up of manufactured homes
become a manufactured home park, which has a very different set of state regulations?
o Do deed restrictions supersede this issue? While new CCRs cannot prohibit middle
housing, previous CCRs would not be invalidated.
o So would the multifamily code apply to those complexes with 5+ units then? Yes.
Does HB 2001 require the city to allow triplexes and quadplexes in R-1? The combination of HB
2001 and the implementation measures adopted with Silverton’s HNA, (to address a deficit of
some of these unit types) requires the City to allow triplexes and quadplexes in R-1.
We have huge demand from seniors requesting single level dwellings. These designs standards
don’t address these needs. Should some lot sizes in new subdivision be increased? Examples
that show side-by-side units are primarily done for privacy, but the code would allow for side-byside units or stacked units, where seniors may choose the first level home. Cottages could also be
single level, if they remain around 900 sq ft.
All of the examples looked like they were same size units. Is there any standard that would limit
the smallest size of a unit in a quad so could one end up with a mix of sizes in one building? The
team is not aware of any code models that require a mix of unit sizes, and there is nothing in the
standards that would preclude this. The city can’t require that mixing.
There was discussion in the last meeting at allowing these triples and fourplexes on R1 lots-is
this still on table? After the discussion at the last meeting, the team dug deeper into the HNA,
and as mentioned there are specific features of the HNA and measures that the City agreed to
take that compels the city to move forward with triplexes and quadplexes in R-1 lots.
What lot size restrictions would be imposed on fourplex development? It’s either whatever the
minimum lot size is for SFDD in that zone, or if the min lot size is smaller than that in a given
zone, the minimum lot size can be 7,000 sq ft (whichever is greater).
What steps are being taken to protect our lower income residents from the neighborhood
gentrification that we've seen in Portland and surrounding areas? The City has not taken formal
steps to address gentrification yet. Policies and best practices around this issue can accompany
zoning code but it cannot directly be addressed through the code updates itself.
For a cottage cluster more than 4 units, would one need an up-zone to R-5? No. Part of this work
would be to remove the requirement to upzone to R-5, allowing cottage clusters of up to 12 units
to be allowed in R-1 as per these changes.
There has been no discussion on rooms for rent. Is this something that the city is considering
changing code on? This is outside of the scope of this project.
3





What hurdles will this new code need to get through in order to be adopted? Is it strictly a
matter of the City Council approving the code or does the planning commission also need to
approve it? In the formal adoption process, there will first be a public hearing at the Planning
Commission where recommendation will be made and then presented to City Council for
approval, amendment or disapproval at a second public hearing.
When will this be adopted? Code updates for duplexes needs to be adopted by the legislative
deadline of June 30, 2021.

Other comments (consultant/staff responses in italics, where applicable):









I think it is very important to diversify housing. I grew up in the 1950’s in Bismarck in a mixed
neighborhood - single families, small apartment units and duplexes. It worked great!
I am a resident here in Silverton. I am excited to hear that work is being done to create more
affordable/low cost housing and also more housing units.
In Sacramento where I lived for a few years there are many duplex homes scattered in all the
residential neighborhoods. Unlike what we see in Oregon, these are often owned individually
rather than being owned by one rental landlord. Will we be looking at individual ownership of
each side of a duplex structure rather than rentals? The zoning code does not dictate tenancy in
any way.
I like the idea of detached duplexes, is this an option that the city is considering? And who will
make final code decisions regarding this type of issue? Yes; Input from the Advisory Committee
and public meetings like this help inform these decisions, which is then presented to Planning
Commission. Planning Commission makes recommendations to City Council for adoption.
I live near the Reserve units. Great idea! People don’t want to take care of large lawns etc. We
should also consider condos. There are no condos in Silverton.
I am one of the developers of the Evans Oaks Cottages you showed in your presentation. It
would be great if our Cottage Cluster code could have been used for our development. We
could not use it because of the small individual lots that were required. So, doing this on a large
single lot would be great!

Next Steps
An online survey is live and will be available through January 29th. Additional comments can be sent to
Jason. The community was encouraged to stay engaged. Advisory Committee meetings are open to the
public, and a second public meeting in March will provide the opportunity to review a draft code package
and Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP).
Adjourn
Jason adjourned the meeting at 7:30pm.
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Q1 1. What should be the top policy goals for introducing middle housing
zoning standards?
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18.18%
30

17.58%
29

14.55%
24

49.70%
82

165

2.96

Simplifying standards and aligning
regulations with development realities

18.18%
30

24.24%
40

33.33%
55

24.24%
40

165

2.64

Encouraging middle housing that is
compatible with existing development

15.06%
25

20.48%
34

31.93%
53

32.53%
54

166

2.82

8.43%
14

15.06%
25

25.90%
43

50.60%
84
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3.19

Encouraging more walkable
neighborhoods through a greater diversity
of housing

19.88%
33

19.28%
32

21.08%
35

39.76%
66
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2.81

Creating opportunities for a broader
variety of housing types
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51
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Creating more opportunities for
homeownership
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Creating more rental opportunities
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Managing the impacts of parking within
neighborhoods

Increasing the number of housing units
that can be built
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#

COMMENTS:

DATE

1

Duplexes in single family neighborhoods are terrible. We have one next door and it's terrible.

1/28/2021 12:41 PM

2

As a single person who has lived in Silverton for 30+ years, it is IMPOSSIBLE to buy an
affordable house in town. I am essentially being pushed out of town!! Many times houses are
snapped up even before they hit the market. Where are the opportunities for those that live
here already?? There are none. I either have to keep renting...also at OUTRAGEOUS prices or
move away from my family. Thanks a lot Silverton. You really know how to take care of those
who actually want to live here and contribute to the community.

1/28/2021 11:31 AM

3

Rent costs are astronomical in Silverton and need serious attention

1/28/2021 9:09 AM

4

Walk ability is central to new development

1/26/2021 10:22 PM

5

Creating more rental opportunities.. that allow pets - Very important

1/26/2021 9:46 PM

6

Wording of this survey is one that could be miss understood, both in question and answer.
Typical. We don’t need more housing the city is bursting at the seems as it is with recent
growth. Things like Starbucks we don’t need. Traffic and roads are atrocious and you want to
add more? I say NO more till infrastructure catches up.

1/25/2021 11:38 PM

7

Nothing should be built without having a minimum of two off street parking spaces! Our streets
are already crowded enough.

1/25/2021 8:31 PM

8

If you need to build these types of dwellings, pick one area on the north end of town and build
them all in one location. We do not want duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes built in our single
family communities. Moved to single family communities in order to live with people who have
the same standards. Silverton should be kept as an upscale community.

1/25/2021 4:52 PM

9

Areas of increased density should be located near services and schools. Our city has a
problem with traffic, especially when school is in session. This could be lessened with a
thoughtful approach to planning, as well as result in a healthier community

1/25/2021 2:45 PM

10

I am resistant because I see how other neighborhoods like Beaverton and Sherwood have lost
their soul to development, however, I know that it is not feasible for Silverton to continue to
shut out young families who cannot afford to live here.

1/19/2021 6:02 PM

11

I disagree with placing these in the middle of single housing subdivision which are homes that
people saved their whole lives to buy & make payments on. In the name of diversity you want
to drop multiple multi unit complex that will increase both traffic and people then possibly drop
value. We don’t know that! Why do the people get to be the one to always make the sacrifices
in the name of the all good? Wham does that all good get to do something for us? If there are
problems after they are put in will the City be there to help with the extra crime? Just trying to
think ahead. It sounds like the city wants this no matter what it’s citizens think or want! Thank
you

1/19/2021 12:37 PM

12

While there is a clear need for additional rental opportunities; I want to see these code changes
allow for more home ownership opportunities as well.

1/19/2021 12:36 PM

13

We urgently need more affordable housing.

1/18/2021 7:23 AM

14

Please leave Silverton as it is. That’s why we live here!!

1/16/2021 10:00 AM

15

Build in, not out. We need to keep filling in to ensure we don’t have long term infrastructure
issues and unmanageable costs down the road.

1/16/2021 9:47 AM

16

The road system need to be improved before adding more houses! The traffic is awful and
more homes is only going to get worse!

1/16/2021 9:24 AM

17

For as friendly as Silverton is it’s difficult to get in. In some ways it’s nice it stays small and
community oriented but it out prices average workers. It’s difficult to live and survive. Families
all want to provide better living for their families but the cost of housing here makes it
extremely difficult. I sold my home and downsized 4 years ago. I’m at the point I’d like to build
or buy again, even with my equity it’s not disable. 1600 sq ft homes are going for half a million
dollars. That’s not sustainable in our town with little jobs.

1/16/2021 8:49 AM

18

We have enough affordable housing.

1/16/2021 8:21 AM

19

Silverton lacks the infrastructure to support significant growth. Street grid design is not

1/16/2021 8:08 AM

4 / 28

Silverton Middle Housing Code Project
conducive to further population increase without improvements/changes in traffic flow
20

As we increase housing, we will also them need to address school over crowding and non
effective school buildings.

1/16/2021 8:01 AM

21

Silverton will loose it’s charm with more apartments and duplexes. The only place this should
be happening is the outskirts of City limits. Keep Silverton unique and with character. The
infrastructure with schools and roadways doesn’t allow for more people in town. Figure that out
first before bringing more people to town.

1/16/2021 7:56 AM

22

Silverton needs to be more walkable/biker friendly and affordable for everyone. Allowing home
owners to build ADU’s is an important step. Having strict regulations on developers is also
important so we don’t have apartment complexs that do not provide safe pedestrian access or
parks. The complex behind Wilco is a prime example of a developer who did not include safe
pedestrian access and built apartments that are extremely expensive to rent. We need to
make sure we have housing for low income individuals. Hopefully the city will regulate
development better and insiste on parks, green spaces, walking and biking paths.

1/15/2021 2:45 PM

23

Where is the going to come from ?? Where are the law enforcement going to come from ? We
cant even police what we have. My water flow is have what it used to be.

1/15/2021 12:14 PM

24

The city should also take biodiversity and habitat into consideration when building or adding
developed land.

1/15/2021 11:10 AM

25

Simplifying standards is particially OK but must respect the look and feel of Silverton. Don't
want to end up with blocky modern buildings. Cute Cottages are awesome!

1/15/2021 10:54 AM

26

Clearly you have set this questionnaire up in a way that simply justifies what you have already
decided you want to do. I haven't seen any question asking who and which neighborhood
WANTS this to be a part of THEIR neighborhood. Anyone can see through what you are doing.
How about being smarter than this and asking better questions using better strategies? Ask
particular neighborhoods if they want to expand instead of expanding ALL of silverton under
blanket new rules? Ask where this should be located? Dont ask these questions first, it's
obvious you're not forthcoming with all the information for a well-educated decision. t

1/15/2021 10:47 AM

27

Density is critical here...why jam so much housing on small lots?

1/15/2021 10:39 AM

28

No more building in Silverton. Too crowded already.

1/15/2021 10:26 AM

29

We need better infrastructure if we are going to add more homes. Downtown is a mess with no
way of avoiding it.

1/15/2021 7:47 AM

30

Put apartments together and leave the sub divisions alone. If people want to live a sub division
then they can work to make the required money to live their. A want isn’t a need.

1/14/2021 5:49 PM

31

Duplex or cottages nothing else.

1/14/2021 2:08 PM

32

on street parking is already a safety issue around down, especially in older neighborhoods, and
in the downtown area. Off street parking must be made a requirement of any code changes to
avoid further degrading the livability of our town.

1/14/2021 12:23 PM
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Q2 2. Knowing that standards must be applied equally to duplexes and
single family detached dwellings, how important are the following duplex
code standards?
Answered: 153

Limiting
overall size...

Creating
physical/...

Reducing
minimum lot...

Allowing
attached and...
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Modifying
setbacks and...

Adding a
requirement ...

0%

10%

20%

Not important

30%

50%

Somewhat important

NOT
IMPORTANT
Limiting overall size of buildings

40%

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

60%

70%

Important

80%

90% 100%

Very important

IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

19.87%
30

23.18%
35

27.15%
41

29.80%
45

151

2.67

Creating physical/ visual connections
between dwellings and the street

17.11%
26

28.29%
43

30.26%
46

24.34%
37

152

2.62

Reducing minimum lot sizes to allow for
more duplexes

43.05%
65

21.19%
32

18.54%
28

17.22%
26

151

2.10

Allowing attached and detached
configurations

14.77%
22

19.46%
29

38.26%
57

27.52%
41

149

2.79

Modifying setbacks and lot coverage
standards to allow for more units

36.00%
54

26.67%
40

18.67%
28

18.67%
28

150

2.20

Adding a requirement for a garage or
carport

21.71%
33

13.82%
21

28.29%
43

36.18%
55

152

2.79
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#

COMMENTS:

DATE

1

Duplexes in small communities hurt rather than help.

1/29/2021 3:18 PM

2

Rentals and duplexes need to have space for all of their cars. It's not realistic to think people
will have only one or two cars. One of our duplex neighbors has 8 cars associated to a single 2
bedroom duplex and creates a living hell for parking on the street.

1/28/2021 12:45 PM

3

Again very vague and open questions.

1/25/2021 11:39 PM

4

Off street parking is a must

1/25/2021 8:34 PM

5

Requiring a garage will give residents a place to store their belongings and keep the area
looking neat.

1/25/2021 8:02 PM

6

We dont want to do anything to encourage these types of homes.

1/25/2021 4:54 PM

7

It is important to keep the beauty of the town. Having too many houses crowded into an urban
environment is not beautiful.

1/19/2021 6:05 PM

8

Don’t ruin our town

1/16/2021 10:02 AM

9

Fill in the city and neighborhoods by allowing more duplexes. People should park on the street.
We will get more ROI with taxes by prioritizing homes vs garages, driveways, carports.

1/16/2021 9:55 AM

10

Keep some sense of cohesiveness to promote upkeep and care.

1/16/2021 8:50 AM

11

Lot size will determine size of building.

1/16/2021 8:23 AM

12

Green spaces must be involved in development

1/15/2021 2:47 PM

13

Lets take care of are city first. Not add to the problem.

1/15/2021 12:15 PM

14

All for smaller housing options, but design standards to maintaine the look and feel of Silverton
need to be maintained. With the addition of Duplexes being allowed on all lots Silverton needs
to keep its 7000 min lot size. Like the older looking Duplexs that match the historic feel of
Silverton.

1/15/2021 10:54 AM

15

Again, you didn't ask questions that are open to other concepts. We can all see that here.

1/15/2021 10:49 AM

16

Again, we don't need overcrowding...we want livable, comfortable neighborhoods.

1/15/2021 10:41 AM

17

Traffic in Silverton is ridiculous. Build somewhere else.

1/15/2021 10:28 AM

18

No duplexes in single family residential neighborhoods.

1/14/2021 5:50 PM

19

Duplex and cottage clusters only

1/14/2021 2:10 PM

20

lowering lot sizes is dangerous to the quality of housing created due to HB 2001 and should be
avoided

1/14/2021 12:24 PM
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Q3 5. How important are the following cottage cluster code standards?
Answered: 147

Orienting
cottages aro...

Limiting
overall size...

Creating
physical/vis...

Modifying
setbacks and...

Providing
options for...

9 / 28

Skipped: 22

Silverton Middle Housing Code Project

0%

10%

20%

Not important

30%

40%

50%

Somewhat important

NOT
IMPORTANT

60%

70%

Important

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

80%

90% 100%

Very important

IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

Orienting cottages around a shared
courtyard area

19.86%
29

23.97%
35

31.51%
46

24.66%
36

146

2.61

Limiting overall size of the cottages

23.45%
34

30.34%
44

20.69%
30

25.52%
37

145

2.48

Creating physical/visual connections
between dwellings and the street

17.69%
26

22.45%
33

31.97%
47

27.89%
41

147

2.70

Modifying setbacks and lot coverage
standards to allow for more units

34.25%
50

22.60%
33

21.92%
32

21.23%
31

146

2.30

7.53%
11

21.23%
31

32.19%
47

39.04%
57

146

3.03

Providing options for shared parking or
parking close to each cottage

#

COMMENTS:

DATE

1

Cottages would be great!

1/29/2021 3:19 PM

2

To see what a problem "cottage" parking is just go up Reserve ;/

1/29/2021 9:26 AM

3

Don’t place parking near recreation areas

1/26/2021 10:29 PM

4

These are terrible. We dont want anymore of them

1/25/2021 4:55 PM

5

Cottages should have their own parking, not street parking. Parking at the top of Reserve St is
a joke and shouldn’t have been allowed in the planning process.

1/16/2021 8:25 AM

6

Rental housing means more traffic more speeders more problems.

1/15/2021 12:17 PM

7

I love the cottages option over all the others. Like to see design standard that make them look
like older construction style cottages.

1/15/2021 11:41 AM

8

Seems like the size of cottages depends on lot and setback requirements

1/15/2021 11:38 AM

9

Cottage clusters provide a great way to work in habitat/biodiversity goals into a landscape and
make them wildlife and human friendly.

1/15/2021 11:12 AM

10

Done right, this setup can feel communal and welcoming.

1/15/2021 10:43 AM

11

Infrastructure cannot handle more homes.

1/15/2021 10:30 AM

12

Again stop forcing this into single family neighborhoods.

1/14/2021 5:52 PM

13

Cottage clusters around a courtyard look nice.

1/14/2021 2:12 PM

14

These houses are essential to Silverton's ability to house our aging population who want to
down size but cant find viable single story homes to purchase. However, parking again, has to
be off street

1/14/2021 12:25 PM

15

I know they’re supposed to be clustered together but it feels like the people living in them won’t
having a lot of privacy.

1/14/2021 12:08 PM

10 / 28

Silverton Middle Housing Code Project

Q4 4. How important are the following townhouse code standards?
Answered: 145

Creating
physical/vis...

Limiting
overall size...

Regulating the
minimum and...

Adding
architectura...

Modifying
setbacks and...
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Addressing the
location of...

0%

10%

20%

Not important

30%

40%

50%

Somewhat important

NOT
IMPORTANT

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

60%

70%

Important

80%

90% 100%

Very important

IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

Creating physical/visual connections
between dwellings and the street

16.08%
23

25.17%
36

33.57%
48

25.17%
36

143

2.68

Limiting overall size of buildings

15.60%
22

21.28%
30

29.08%
41

34.04%
48

141

2.82

Regulating the minimum and maximum
number of units in a single building

15.60%
22

16.31%
23

30.50%
43

37.59%
53

141

2.90

Adding architectural detailing standards
to differentiate units

19.72%
28

15.49%
22

32.39%
46

32.39%
46

142

2.77

Modifying setbacks and lot coverage
standards to allow for more units

34.75%
49

23.40%
33

24.82%
35

17.02%
24

141

2.24

4.93%
7

17.61%
25

30.28%
43

47.18%
67

142

3.20

Addressing the location of parking areas
relative to the street and dwellings
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#

COMMENTS:

DATE

1

Silverton is too small for more rental-type properties. Save these for cities.

1/29/2021 3:19 PM

2

Don’t place parking near recreation areas

1/26/2021 10:29 PM

3

Put apartments(town houses ) on the north edge of town.

1/25/2021 4:55 PM

4

What about 1 level duplex?

1/20/2021 4:41 PM

5

These units are usually very ugly and rape the land. I hope they are not allowed in Silverton.

1/19/2021 6:07 PM

6

Townhouses ruin the feel of Silverton.

1/16/2021 2:42 PM

7

I just don't like them. See no advantage over apartments.

1/15/2021 4:01 PM

8

THINK. Lets not distroy the town that we came here for.

1/15/2021 12:18 PM

9

All for Townhouse, but need to be differentiated.

1/15/2021 11:43 AM

10

Do not allow more than 2 stories

1/15/2021 11:39 AM

11

There is limited parking now. No more building in Silverton!

1/15/2021 10:32 AM

12

Parking is the largest issue, needs to have standards for garages.

1/15/2021 7:49 AM

13

These types of home should be built on a vacant 10 acre lot and not within 1 mile of a single
family neighborhood.

1/14/2021 5:54 PM

14

Cottage cluster are better than over ugly townhouses.

1/14/2021 2:14 PM

15

Town homes create a more affordable opportunity for home ownership and need to be
prioritized of duplexes. Off street parking, must be a requirement for each unit

1/14/2021 12:26 PM
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Q5 3. How important are the following triplex and quadplex code
standards?
Answered: 137

Creating
physical/vis...

Limiting
overall size...

Allowing
attached and...

Modifying
setbacks and...

Addressing the
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location of...

0%

10%

20%

Not important

30%

40%

50%

Somewhat important

NOT
IMPORTANT

60%

70%

Important

SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT

80%

90% 100%

Very important

IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

Creating physical/visual connections
between dwellings and the street

13.14%
18

21.17%
29

37.96%
52

27.74%
38

137

2.80

Limiting overall size of buildings

16.79%
23

15.33%
21

33.58%
46

34.31%
47

137

2.85

Allowing attached and detached
configurations

20.00%
27

18.52%
25

37.78%
51

23.70%
32

135

2.65

Modifying setbacks and lot coverage
standards to allow for more units

36.03%
49

22.06%
30

25.00%
34

16.91%
23

136

2.23

6.62%
9

13.97%
19

30.15%
41

49.26%
67

136

3.22

Addressing the location of parking areas
relative to the street and dwellings

#

COMMENTS:

DATE

1

Again, Silverton is not a duplex, triplex, quadplex community. Less rentals, more, and nicer
homes.

1/29/2021 3:20 PM

2

Don’t place parking near recreation areas

1/26/2021 10:29 PM

3

We dont want triplexes

1/25/2021 4:56 PM

4

These types of homes can become cookie cutter and unattractive

1/19/2021 6:19 PM

5

Separate duplexes are find but anything more is ruining Silverton.

1/16/2021 2:43 PM

6

Rear parking is so great because it creates more neighborliness and a more beautiful street.

1/16/2021 10:04 AM

7

Green spaces, pedestrian and bike lanes built at developers expense.

1/15/2021 3:03 PM

8

Think of why are town is special, Think of what it is becoming.

1/15/2021 12:20 PM

9

These are fine, but look of Silverton must be maintained.

1/15/2021 11:44 AM

10

setbacks and lot coverage should remain same as for single family

1/15/2021 11:41 AM

11

For all housing types I support writing code that allows for building more affordable housing
opportunities.

1/15/2021 11:19 AM

12

Don’t t make special exceptions

1/15/2021 11:13 AM

13

No more building in Silverton!

1/15/2021 10:33 AM

14

Triplexes are not a good fit for Silverton.

1/14/2021 2:15 PM
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Q6 6. Can you think of any other priorities for introducing middle housing in
Silverton?
Answered: 70

Skipped: 99
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#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

Location, traffic, water and sewer, schools... Growing Silverton has been a slippery slope since
the Days of Ken Hector and Stu Rasmussen and will continue to be. Silverton doesn't even
have proper internet and you want to bring more rental/cheap living here? Priorities are all out
of whack.

1/29/2021 3:23 PM

2

Make them affordable!

1/29/2021 6:35 AM

3

I am concerned about adding more dwellings in Silverton, when we already have issues with
the town’s infrastructure, including roads, sewer and schools.

1/28/2021 11:40 PM

4

Bad idea. Parking is already a problem in many areas. Give some priority to the people that
already live here.

1/28/2021 12:57 PM

5

The homeless, seniors and low income have more options in town than middle income people.
Then you have the rich people who drive up housing costs and property taxes. Are you trying
to get rid of the middle people?? Sure seems that way.

1/28/2021 11:36 AM

6

Affordability

1/28/2021 9:12 AM

7

None come to mind. Thank you for doing this good work.

1/27/2021 5:28 AM

8

Opportunities/incentives to renovate existing large older homes into multiple units. May need
to grandfather existing setbacks and non-conforming off-street parking ratio to do so?

1/26/2021 11:19 PM

9

Multi use development (including options for cafes and fitness), safe walking and cycling
options, reduced vehicular traffic, access to public transit.

1/26/2021 10:31 PM

10

Yes keep it out of Silverton. But that won’t get heard l, so they better be pleasant to look at so
as not to detract from the town like Starbucks or rite aid. As well as inviting the Salem
mentality to our great town

1/25/2021 11:44 PM

11

Parking and garages must be provided. Clogged streets reduce livability.

1/25/2021 10:38 PM

12

I cant stress enough for the importance of having adequate off street parking for each unit

1/25/2021 8:45 PM

13

Clear regulations so everyone living in a multiplex unit can enjoy their space.

1/25/2021 8:07 PM

14

Thank you for thinking outside the box to create more affordable, and diverse, housing
opportunities in town. Not everyone wants, or can afford, a McMansion. I am a 3rd generation
Silvertonian, work full time and support a child on my own. I cannot afford to buy at our
existing prices due to how quickly costs (and property taxes) have risen. I believe creating
more affordable housing options will allow others like me, who contribute to our community by
shopping local, volunteering etc to stay in our great town!

1/25/2021 5:21 PM

15

Ban it at all costs. No more cheap housing.

1/25/2021 4:57 PM

16

Protecting the value of single family homes that are already built.

1/25/2021 3:00 PM

17

Utility overload. Parking issues. Packing people in like sardines is NOT why people want to
live in Silverton. You don't have to make a house for every single person's income level to be
able to buy. People need to buy and work where they can afford to, or what is the point of
working hard and saving money to move to a nice, quiet, safe town?

1/25/2021 2:46 PM

18

If possible, creating requirements that have new housing match the overall feel of Silverton
such as (as example) no more than two stories, have a yard, focus on traditional architecture.

1/25/2021 2:44 PM

19

We don’t need middle housing. If you can’t afford, move along.

1/25/2021 2:35 PM

20

Make the application process easier.

1/25/2021 10:05 AM

21

Requiring sprinkler systems for 3+ units

1/22/2021 9:48 PM

22

I have concerns for increased traffic demand. Prefer limiting additional middle housing to new
construction, especially in older and historic neighborhoods

1/22/2021 6:17 AM

23

Single level buildings

1/20/2021 4:43 PM

24

50 plus units for seniors

1/20/2021 2:02 PM

25

Limiting the number of developments, preserving old houses, making sure these developers

1/19/2021 6:23 PM
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build playgrounds within their developments and making sure we have enough space in our
schools.
26

Allow for shared SS connection. Treat SDCs more like multi-family and reduce for smaller
units. Incentivize infill over sprawl.

1/19/2021 2:15 PM

27

I don't see anything here about encouraging ADUs. It seems that targeting the code to make
the construction of detached ADUs more feasible would be a good move here. The
requirements around utility connections, SDC fees and some building code issues like
requiring fire sprinklers make it difficult to go this route.

1/19/2021 12:49 PM

28

Where is the infrastructure to be able to support higher density housing? Where is the water
coming from?

1/19/2021 10:13 AM

29

Getting the price of housing down to where an average family can afford to live here

1/18/2021 2:46 PM

30

Affordable housing!

1/18/2021 7:31 AM

31

Sidewalks are a must.

1/17/2021 10:38 PM

32

Making housing more accessible to people of color, latinos, and people with disabilities. I am a
strong supporter of housing communities with the front of the home facing into a common
courtyard. This brings a stronger sense of community and belonging to our neighborhoods.

1/17/2021 3:38 PM

33

Ensuring infrastructure including roadways, traffic and utilities can support the additional
housing and people.

1/16/2021 9:06 PM

34

Allow for tiny home community outside of city limits , not in.

1/16/2021 2:45 PM

35

Must have off street parking, and a garage. Please maintain setback requirements.

1/16/2021 11:07 AM

36

Don’t do it

1/16/2021 10:55 AM

37

Think of the homes that the new housing will be built near. Find a way to maintain/increase
their property value. Keep same ‘feel’ of neighborhood. Don’t build modern style within a
vintage neighborhood, instead try to design a similar theme.

1/16/2021 10:33 AM

38

Our schools can barely handle the number of students now, how are we going to pay for more
kids with incredibly old buildings?

1/16/2021 10:08 AM

39

Follow Strong Towns!

1/16/2021 10:04 AM

40

Creating Green spaces

1/16/2021 9:32 AM

41

There needs to be management of what kinds of materials developers use. Granite
countertops and luxury flooring are not requirements. These things add costs onto the
homeowners that are unnecessary.

1/16/2021 9:16 AM

42

It should focus on families and middle class that wants and deserves nice housing but can’t
afford the astronomical costs of rent or the lack of availability in town.

1/16/2021 8:55 AM

43

Middle housing should create an opportunity for BIPOC, low income, and/of those in affordable
housing communities to lease or own in a larger, newer space for a price that is actually
attainable.

1/16/2021 8:50 AM

44

Traffic between 3-4pm. With increased housing comes increased population and can our town
afford that, logistically?

1/16/2021 8:04 AM

45

This is not important. Figure out how to fill your downtown & keep Silverton the size your
infrastructure can hand handle.

1/16/2021 8:01 AM

46

Don’t allow it

1/16/2021 7:47 AM

47

Don’t bow to nimby pressure. Do the right thing.

1/16/2021 7:22 AM

48

Timing should be a priority.

1/16/2021 7:07 AM

49

Affordable homeownership and rental opportunities for middle income families who need 3
bedrooms.

1/15/2021 7:14 PM

50

We still have so many streets and sidewalks that need repaired before adding more people to
Silverton! Reseivor and drainage/gully updates.

1/15/2021 6:20 PM
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51

No

1/15/2021 4:08 PM

52

Affordability must be kept in the forefront. Maybe allow for some type of transitional housing
among these clusters?

1/15/2021 4:04 PM

53

Focus on affordable housing especially for migrant, Latinx and BIPOC families as the priority.
Make sure the housing is accessible in all aspects for individuals with disabilities. Focusing on
quality affordable housing that has parks and pedestrian easements and services for residents.

1/15/2021 3:21 PM

54

make sure the integrity of the town is upheld, we sustain a pride in our towns up keep

1/15/2021 1:37 PM

55

Designed with paths and walkways to encourage walking and cycling. Crosswalks and speed
humps bike lanes - help people feel safe from getting hit by autos.

1/15/2021 1:00 PM

56

We think it is great that we are looking at allowing more smaller and higher density housing
options in Silverton. We really feel it is important that we preserver an old style of constrution
"look". Really important to us the city avoid bland or Modern looking structures. Smaller is
great, but keep that late 18th early 19th century architecture. Given we are allowing Duplexes
and soon Triplexes and Quad plexes on a given 7000 SqFt lot we should not be lowering lot
size at all.

1/15/2021 12:05 PM

57

Should not be allowed to shade other single family housing e.g. a line of two-story duplex, triplex, townhomes, etc should not be built so as to shade abutting single family homes.

1/15/2021 11:45 AM

58

Just making them affordable

1/15/2021 11:39 AM

59

I am excited that the city is taking this step. Finding ways to increase housing and affordable
housing in Silverton is crucial to maintaining this town as a livable and equitable community.

1/15/2021 11:19 AM

60

All new buildings should include space for biodiversity.

1/15/2021 11:14 AM

61

Affordability, walkability, access to city resources/parks, green space (including
playground/etc) within complex

1/15/2021 11:06 AM

62

Developers need to commit to a certain percentage of green space in their plans.

1/15/2021 10:50 AM

63

Don't do it.

1/15/2021 10:34 AM

64

Affordability.

1/15/2021 10:29 AM

65

Parking, or funds for new roads or infrastructure.

1/15/2021 7:51 AM

66

Simplify and expedite small development design and review process. Right now it can easlily
take more than a year to complete permitting on infill partitions. That's a huge cost and can't
be justified because it benefits no one.

1/14/2021 6:48 PM

67

HUD built brick duplexes in the past on large lots.

1/14/2021 2:29 PM

68

Please over run over our town with these housing options. Doing so will decrease our home
values.

1/14/2021 1:05 PM

69

You have not addressed ADU's in this survey. That is incredibly short sided and disappointing.
ADu's are an essential part of providing affordable housing while keeping growth a a minimum
in Silverton. Both which have been repeatedly stated as high priorities by the citizens that live
here. Please ensure ADU's codes are considered for adjusting as well.

1/14/2021 12:29 PM

70

This has already been covered, I think there should be more affordable housing and renting
options.

1/14/2021 12:10 PM
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Q7 7. Are there any other opportunities or concerns about middle housing?
Answered: 59

Skipped: 110
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Silverton Middle Housing Code Project
#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

Where are you going to put them? Hopefully towards Salem.

1/29/2021 3:23 PM

2

Make them affordable!

1/29/2021 6:35 AM

3

I’m concerned that this will negatively affect property values in town, for those of us who
already own homes. And Silverton’s infrastructure- roads, sewer, schools - doesn’t seem like it
can currently support a larger population.

1/28/2021 11:40 PM

4

Why try to cram in so many people? What's the benefit? 'Middle Housing' is almost always
rental housing, and a bad renter in a neigborhood can drastically reduce quality of life for
everyone else in the neighborhood. It already happened to us. It's unfair to people who built or
bought single-family housing hoping to have a peaceful quiet life (it has already happened to
us, with everyone including the landlord and city washing their hands 'sorry, really nothing we
can do about them'). Please don't push this agenda. It might 'feel' like the right thing to do, but
it's inherently unfair to people paying high taxes and trying to live respecatble lives. If you have
to build it, keep it in the same area of like-style housing.

1/28/2021 12:57 PM

5

Yes...THERE IS NO MIDDLE HOUSING IN SILVERTON.

1/28/2021 11:36 AM

6

Parking and traffic flow

1/28/2021 9:12 AM

7

Dan Parolek, the planner who coined the term "missing middle," has identified a number of
barriers. These include maximum densities that are too low, minimum lot sizes that are too
large, and setbacks that are too large. He also talks about parking. In both cases -- standards
and parking -- I'd like to see developers given some flexibility.

1/27/2021 5:28 AM

8

High demand. Thank you for addressing this.

1/26/2021 11:19 PM

9

No eyesores.

1/26/2021 10:31 PM

10

How badly are the current residents going to raped over the coals on utility bills to facilitate and
give breaks and discounts as well as urban renewal funds for these projects? Current water
rates are ridiculous and roads are still crap.

1/25/2021 11:44 PM

11

Make new housing look and be compatible with existing neighborhoods and housing styles. No
ugly boxes!

1/25/2021 10:38 PM

12

My biggest concern is that Silverton already has a traffic problem. Something should be done
to ease the traffic/pedestrian congestion before adding more housing to the area

1/25/2021 8:45 PM

13

I do not like the idea of HOAs. They are often mismanaged, and self-serving. My concern is a
development with homebuyers who don't understand how HOA work, and somehow being
targeted for not complying.

1/25/2021 5:21 PM

14

It will bring more crime. If you cant afford to live in what we have, move somewhere else.

1/25/2021 4:57 PM

15

More housing should not be built on the outskirts of town without traffic mitigation.

1/25/2021 3:00 PM

16

Density, parking, utilities, crime. You should see the ugly, not kept up Habitat for Humanity
Housing units. It brings the whole neighborhood down.

1/25/2021 2:46 PM

17

How many units is projected to be added to Silverton? How would this impact roads, schools,
etc?

1/25/2021 2:44 PM

18

Crime

1/25/2021 2:35 PM

19

Project height should be compatible with surrounding neighborhood.

1/25/2021 10:05 AM

20

I have concerns about infrastructure, increased demand on schools, utilities, and traffic. In
addition, with increased density there should be increased requirement for open space, green
space and public areas

1/22/2021 6:17 AM

21

School placement and development, uncontrolled population growth

1/19/2021 6:23 PM

22

Incentivize permeable paving, shared outdoor space/amenities, and green/low water use
building practices.

1/19/2021 2:15 PM

23

Some creative coordination of lower SDC fees in exchange for binding committments by
builders/developers around a significant time period during which rents would be held at some

1/19/2021 12:49 PM
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affordability threshold would be interesting.
24

Water for the increased population.

1/19/2021 10:13 AM

25

Multiple (4+) consecutive connected units is undesirable when considering the charming
aesthetic of Silverton. Multiple smaller diverse units will provide a quaint aesthetic while
providing more affordable housing for many.

1/19/2021 9:43 AM

26

The lack of adequate school buildings

1/18/2021 2:46 PM

27

The cottage cluster at the top of Steelhammer is a lovely addition to that neighborhood. It
would be great to have more like that.

1/18/2021 7:31 AM

28

Areas need to be well lit and safe for walking, all ages etc.

1/17/2021 10:38 PM

29

I am concerned that developers will come in and build housing that is still expensive. Housing
has to be affordable and should be based off the median income for our residents.

1/17/2021 3:38 PM

30

Ruin the feel and look of Silverton

1/16/2021 2:45 PM

31

Too many too close together with look bad and lower neighborhood values and standards

1/16/2021 11:07 AM

32

Crime rates will go up

1/16/2021 10:55 AM

33

Parking and increase of traffic in neighborhoods is an issue. Driving down roads with cars lined
up on the curbs, with children playing is extremely unnerving. We need to take into
consideration safety and play places for children.

1/16/2021 10:33 AM

34

Parking, sidewalks, keeping current home values, placement of middle housing communities

1/16/2021 10:08 AM

35

Traffic routing, street improvement to withstand additional traffic.

1/16/2021 9:32 AM

36

If you make more affordable housing, you have to remember this brings pro who may not take
care of their spaces outside which will make the curb appeal go down and then we have a
slummy looking town!

1/16/2021 9:28 AM

37

That this is an immediate need and the people of Silverton will suffer until these projects are
inhabitable (which could take far too long).

1/16/2021 8:50 AM

38

Need to address a school bond before we get excited about expanding our boundaries and
allowing more homes to be built. Not only that, but our water and sewer infrastructure, including
piping needs to be addressed. We just don’t have the capacity to grow too much without fixing
some issues, or we will have bigger issues and make Silverton a mess to live in.

1/16/2021 8:31 AM

39

If we don’t come up with our own codes, the State (or the feds) will create them for us.

1/16/2021 7:22 AM

40

Affordability

1/16/2021 7:07 AM

41

Affordability is primary area of concern I hear over and over. People are scared and many
middle and low income families are moving away.

1/15/2021 7:14 PM

42

So much traffic already downtown and on 214 at Hobart intersection: Needs a traffic light! So
dangerous!

1/15/2021 6:20 PM

43

No

1/15/2021 4:08 PM

44

Yes, corporate developers will not have the best interests of the city of Silverton and residents.
Please speak to residents via surveys before agreeing to work with large corporate developers.
Please put strict restrictions for developers to include green spaces, parks, pedestrian and
bike easements. Not just huge parking lots with giant apartment complexes.

1/15/2021 3:21 PM

45

standard of living must be a priority and home ownership is the ultimate goal.

1/15/2021 1:37 PM

46

Shared community space can help offset small yards and closeness of neighbors. If design
appropriate shared parking and a common area for garbage and recycling.

1/15/2021 1:00 PM

47

I know some people are concerned about Parking, but we do not think that shuld be a concern.
More and more people are relying less on thier cars. Also more cars on the street cause
people to slowdown on city streets which is good.

1/15/2021 12:05 PM

48

All lot size and setbacks should be the same as single family lots. drainage is an issue with
multi-housing is it not. Use new technology to address drainage with environmental details.

1/15/2021 11:45 AM
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49

Parking issues so it does not impact neighbors

1/15/2021 11:39 AM

50

As we create these spaces, considering how folks get places without cars is priority. Let's
make Silverton more walkable and bike-friendly as we introduce middle housing.

1/15/2021 11:21 AM

51

Bring down property values

1/15/2021 11:14 AM

52

As with all development, the city needs to recognize the need to balance biodiversity needs
and create intentional space for plants, trees, and gardens.

1/15/2021 11:14 AM

53

Allowing homeowners to "stuff" additional housing on their lots will change the 'feel' of an
established neighborhood and devalue neighbor's properties.

1/15/2021 10:50 AM

54

Silverton is overcrowded now.

1/15/2021 10:34 AM

55

Seniors don't need stairs.

1/15/2021 10:29 AM

56

Worried traffic will cause issues.

1/15/2021 7:51 AM

57

This is largely a waste of time because at the end of the day the market will produce the
housing product that gives the owner/developer the highest return on their scarce land. To
make middle housing projects a reality you have to make regulatory changes that significanly
increase density. Just look at the narrow homes, which I opposed to the council, built on the
townhome lots in Web Lake.

1/14/2021 6:48 PM

58

Not Habitat for Humanity as I have experienced very negative effects from Little Bit Court:
Littering, loitering, smoking, cigarette butts, loud car noises, traffic, booming Latino music,
hanging out in cars, revving cars or just increase in traffic due to the Evangelicals holding
church service at their house, beer cans and bottle thrown over my fence and left on the
retaining wall while they wait for the school bus, unfriendly disrespectful people who seem to
have a chip on their shoulders, and strange yelling like someone is in pain from one of the
homes. Strange scary sounds and people.

1/14/2021 2:29 PM

59

If you do allow them please only have them in one area

1/14/2021 1:05 PM
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6:00 P.M.

CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION MINUTES
Drafted for approval; subject to change and/or correction
FEBRUARY 23, 2021

The Planning Commission members from the City of Silverton met for a work session through the virtual
meeting platform Zoom on February 23, 2021 at 6:00 p.m., with Chairman Flowers presiding.
ROLL CALL:
Present

Absent

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
II.
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Rich Piaskowski
Morry Jones
Micole Olivas-Leyva
Tasha Huebner
Peter Matzka
Ammon Benedict

AFFORDABLE HOUSING TASK FORCE MEMBERS: Gene Oster, Ben Wilt, Laurie Chadwick.
STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu and Planning and Permit Assistant, Kate Schlee.
CONSULTANTS PRESENT: Anais Mathez from 3J Consulting, Tim Wood from FCS Group

AGENDA ITEMS:
1. Recap of Round 1 Public Involvement
Project Overview
Jason Gottgetreu (City of Silverton) welcomed the Planning Commission members. Anais Mathez (3J
Consulting) reviewed the agenda and recapped the project objectives, which include:
 Building on the momentum of the HNA and identifying the most promising actions the local
government can take to address identified housing needs
 Expanding opportunities for middle housing options through Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code updates
 Complying with House Bill 2001 middle housing zoning requirements
Project deliverables include a Housing Strategy Implementation Plan and zoning code revisions to allow
middle housing through clear and objective standards and processes, specifically permitting duplexes in
R-1, R-5 and RM-10, RM-20 zones, where single-family detached dwellings (SFDDs) are permitted. The
project will also explore options to permit other middle housing types, such as triplexes, quadplexes,
townhouses and cottage clusters, based on committee interest.
Anais noted that the project kicked off in September 2020 and will wrap up by June 2021.
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Outreach Activities
Anais provided a summary of the public outreach activities held through the first phase of work. This
included (2) planning commission/advisory committee meetings, (8) stakeholder interviews to understand
the impacts of the zoning code and review requirements on development in Silverton, a public open house
that attracted approximately 20 attendees, and an online survey that garnered 169 responses.
The outreach methods resulted in the following key issues across three general questions: How have
zoning and other regulations affected the kind of development/work you do?
 What should be the top policy goals for introducing middle housing zoning standards?
o Managing the impacts of parking within neighborhoods
o Supporting more affordable housing
o Creating more opportunities for homeownership
 What are the most important duplex code standards? Other housing types?
o Allowing attached and detached configurations
o Adding a requirement for a garage or carport
o Limiting overall size of buildings
 What are some other priorities for introducing middle housing?
o Right-sizing infrastructure
o Adequate parking
o Maintaining affordability

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

Clarification was given about the purpose and intent of the stakeholder interviews. Planning Commission
members suggested sending targeted invitations to community groups and boards, such as the school
district, for the next public meeting in order to extend the breadth of outreach.

38
39
40
41
42
43

Anais reviewed the final concepts for the duplex code package, including ADUs. The Planning
Commission confirmed there were no reductions to setbacks or parking requirements beyond what was
required by the Model Code. The Committee requested that staff reintroduce the requirement that new
housing units (single family detached, attached, duplex, triplex, quadplex) be required to include a garage.
Anais noted that compliance with minimum compliance standards and Model Code is not required for
housing types other than duplexes because the City does not meet the definition of a “Large City;” rather,

2. Final Code Audit and Concepts
Anais described how the code audit and code concepts are grounded in the existing Silverton
Development Code, the middle housing state Model Code and OARs, and informed by:
 Stakeholder input from a series of interviews with local developers and housing professionals.
(See Summary of Stakeholder Issues.)
 Input from the Advisory Committee at meetings on November 24 and December 22, 2020. (See
Meeting Summary Notes.)
 Public input received at the January 14, 2021 Open House and companion online survey, which
garnered over 150 responses. (See Open House Summary Notes and Survey Response Summary.)
 City staff insight on code interpretation and current planning trends.
 Best practices and recommendations from the consultant team.
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the requirement to permit other middle housing types comes from the City’s own HNA to address a
deficit of multifamily development capacity. However, the HB 2001 standards provide a starting place for
evaluating current code and developing future code.
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He reviewed the top-scoring strategies, describing them and their score for each criteria. Planning
Commission members provided the following feedback and clarifications:
 Ensure the strategies include criteria that reflects the timeframe identified in the HNA.
 The “opportunity cost” category could be better expressed and pegged to objective criteria.
 There should be a clear distinction between strategies that are evaluation-focused versus those
that are action-focused. It was suggested that the list of strategies be broken out into two lists (e.g.
one list addressing evaluation-focused strategies and one list addressing action-focused strategies)
or making sure that the title clearly reflects what it is.
 More time is desired to review the document, tweak the evaluation scores, and explore how to
better share and display the information.
 It was clarified that all the elements of the duplex code package reflect what is required by law.
There is interest in developing clear and objectives standards to help integrate duplexes into the
community.

3. Draft Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP)
Tim Wood, FCS Group, presented the draft Housing Strategy Implementation Plan. He reviewed
Silverton’s current housing mix and new housing forecast, recapped key findings from the Housing Needs
Analysis, as well as existing policies, strategies, and actions. Tim described how the draft HSIP identifies
a series of strategies and evaluates them based on a set of criteria, including:
 Community support
 Number of target housing units added
 Opportunity cost
 Compatibility with other city policies
 Development feasibility

4. Next Steps
The next meeting will be scheduled the week of March 30th, where the Planning Commission will review
the draft duplex code. The second Public Open House is scheduled for the same week. The objectives of
the public meeting will be education around HB2001, presenting the draft duplex code concepts, and the
strategies from the Draft HSIP. Jason will share exact meeting dates and times as they are confirmed.
 It was suggested that the Planning Commission extend these meetings beyond the allocated time
with the consultant staff in case there are further matters to be discussed.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
Director Gottgetreu announced that interview panels for the new city manager will begin shortly.
The Pioneer Village Phase VI might be on the March City Council Meeting, if the applicant provides
materials.
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The March 23rd Planning Commission work session at 6:00 p.m., is the next session with the consultants.
The March regular meeting currently does not have anything on it.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Flowers adjourned the meeting at 8:34 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Kate Schlee,
Planning and Permit Assistant
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CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION MINUTES
6:00 P.M.

March 30, 2021

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met for a work session through the virtual meeting
platform Zoom on March 30, 2021 at 6:02 p.m., with Chairman Flowers presiding.

ROLL CALL:
Present

Absent

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Ammon Benedict
Morry Jones
Rich Piaskowski
Tasha Huebner
Peter Matzka
Micole Olivas-

10
11
12 STAFF PRESENT:
13 Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu and Planning and Permit Assistant, Kate Schlee.
14
15 CONSULTANTS PRESENT: Anais Mathez from 3J Consulting, Elizabeth Decker from Jet Planning
16
17 DLCD REPRESENTATIVE: Sean Edging
18
19
20
III. AGENDA ITEM
21
22 3.1 Review Draft Duplex Code Revisions
23
24 Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu welcomed everyone and explained the purpose of
25 tonight’s meeting.
26
27 Anais Mathez (3J Consulting) reviewed the agenda and recapped the project objectives, which include:
28
• Revise the development code to allow duplexes in R-1, R-5, RM-10, RM-20 where single-family
29
detached dwellings (SFDDs) are permitted, under the same standards;
30
– Explore code concepts to permit triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses and cottage clusters;
31
• Prepare a Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP) to identify and prioritize the most prom32
ising actions the City can take to address identified housing needs
33
34 Anais noted that this is the fourth of six Planning Commission meetings, and the next meeting will be a
35 Planning Commission hearing for the draft duplex code. The deadline for code adoption is June 31, 2021.
36
37 Duplex and ADU Code Updates
38 Elizabeth prefaced the duplex code package with a reminder of HB 2001, as well as the on the strategies
39 identified by City Council and in the Housing Needs Analysis. She reviewed the geography of these code
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updates across Silverton, noting that the they will have diffuse but wide-ranging impacts.
The code package regulates duplexes as single-family detached dwellings. The following code concepts
include:
 Configuration: Allow detached as well as attached, may include manufactured homes
 Permitted use: Allow in all zones, add to R-1
 Minimum lot sizes: Allow on same size lots (3,000-8,000 SF), eliminate distinction between corner and interior lots
 Density: Count as single unit for parity with single-family density standards.
 Dimensional Standards: No changes
 Design standards: Apply same single-family standards, and re-introduce garage requirement
 Require 1 parking space per unit, total of 2 spaces per duplex: Reduce requirement from 3 total
spaces
 Create opportunities for two driveways on a lot:
 Increase minimum spacing between driveways to 22 ft from 6 ft to retain on-street parking
 Explicitly permit conversion of SFDD: Amend nonconforming, lot of record standards
Planning Commission members provided the following questions and comments (consultant/staff
responses in italics:
 Is it confirmed that a duplex will be counted as the same density as a SFDD? Yes, for the purpose
of calculating compliance for the density standard and keeping the math simple. It ensures the
density standards don’t get in the way of the duplexes we’re trying to permit. ADUs don’t count
towards density for the same reason.
 What would happen if a house is grandfathered in on a tiny lot, and we allow a duplex? There are
a few different scenarios. First, if you have an existing home on a tiny lot, the code would allow
an internal division, but this is likely a rare occurrence. There could be a case of having a small
lot and an existing home that is worth more as a tear-down and the construction of a new duplex.
The code makes the lot eligible for this type of development, but the setbacks and other standards
might not make it feasible for the developer.
 Are there cases where a development can have smaller lot sizes? Yes. Most new development that
is happening is through the Planned Unit Development (PUD) process, which allows a variety,
including smaller, lot sizes.
o DLCD reminded the group that the City retains the ability to control this through a traffic
impact analysis and the building permit stage, where proposals must demonstrate how
they meet planned infrastructure.
 This might change the City’s perception of development going forward, not that there are additional possibilities under one standard. Silverton’s Public Works standards does require one water meter per unit of a duplex, as opposed to only one meter for a SFDD, which is an additional
cost and potential further barrier for development. However, it would require a developer to explicitly plan for this type of housing and be up front about what they are developing.
Elizabeth presented the following Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) code concepts:
 Increase allowed size to 60% of dwelling, max 800 SF
 Remove owner-occupancy requirement
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Remove “consistent architectural character” requirement
Equalize required setbacks for ADUs and accessory buildings, and permit conversion of existing
structures
Remove off-street parking requirement

Planning Commission members provided the following questions and comments (consultant/staff
responses in italics:
 Do we have to add something about short-term rentals, like Air BnBs? Currently, short term
rentals are regulated by being limited to one bedroom provided they don’t provide cooking facilities. Regulating short-term rentals even further is something the City could do as a separate process since the code wasn’t developed when this was a thing to consider, and we are opening up
more possibilities through this process.
o A nuance does exist in the bill. Siting and design standards don’t apply to ADUs that are
short-term rentals such as Air BnBs; they aren’t under the protections of HB 2001.
 Can you clarify where the parking requirement came from? This comes directly from the bill. For
the purposes of supporting more ADUs, it would no longer be permissible to require off-street
parking and owner occupancy because they were found to be outsize obstacles.
Elizabeth clarified the differences between duplexes and ADUs, noting that incentives might be stacked
for duplexes in that a lot can have two units of the same size, whereas ADUs are capped in size.
Discussion Questions
Elizabeth presented three code refinement questions for discussion with the Planning Commission.
1. How should the code address the possibility of manufactured homes being used as ADUs or detached duplexes? Options include:
o State legal precedent unclear, overlap
o Explicitly permit manufactured homes, apply standards
o Implicitly permit manufactured homes
The Planning Commission agreed that the City needs to be very restrictive about manufactured homes.
Sean Edging, DLCD Representative, shared an example of an Oregon community that went through the
process of creating a very specific definition of a manufactured home that complies with state and federal
regulations. The Planning Commission expressed support for this option and requested that this example
be shared and incorporated into the draft code package.
2. Should covered parking be required for SFDDs and duplexes, and how much? Options include:
o No garage requirement, retain current code
o Require garage with one-car capacity
o Require all required parking to be covered
o Consider whether front driveway space should be counted as required parking
The Planning Commission agreed that the garage requirement is essential to making this type of project
successful and requested that it be re-introduced into the draft code package. The Committee also agreed
that it was reasonable to count front driveway spaces as required parking, noting that variance and
performance standards should go along with the garage requirements.
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3. Should driveway spacing be expanded from 6 ft to 22 ft to create opportunity for two driveways
per lot (single-family and duplex)?
The Planning Commission agreed that expanding the driveway spacing provides more options and
flexibility and lends to a duplex development that looks more like two individual homes.
Elizabeth thanked the group for their discussion and asked if the Planning Commission would be in
support of the draft code package, with the revisions identified during the meeting. The Planning
Commission agreed that they would be in support of the code package with the revisions as discussed.
Next Steps
The next Advisory Committee Meeting will be scheduled as a Planning Commission Hearing. The date
was discussed and moved from April 27th to May 11th, with a City Council Hearing on the code package
scheduled for June 7th.
Anais reminded the Planning Commission that a second public meeting will be hosted on Thursday, April
1st. The objectives of the public meeting will be to provide education around HB2001, present the draft
duplex code package, and gather input on the priority strategies from the draft HSIP. She noted an online
survey will accompany the public meeting and be live by the end of the week. Planning Commission
members emphasized the importance of placing the code discussion in the context of the greater story of
housing, as it pertains to Silverton, for the broader community.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
Chairman Flowers stated that he will not be at the April 13th Planning Commission meeting. ViceChairman Benedict will preside.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Flowers adjourned the meeting at 7:53 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Kate Schlee,
Planning and Permit Assistant
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Public Meeting #2
SILVERTON MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AND
HOUSING STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Thursday, April 1, 6-7:30pm

MEETING SUMMARY

Participants




City Staff – Jason Gottgetreu
Consultants – Anais Mathez (3J Consulting), Elizabeth Decker (JET Planning)
DLCD Representative – Sean Edging

Project Overview
Jason Gottgetreu (City of Silverton) welcomed community members. Anais Mathez (3J Consulting)
reviewed the agenda and recapped the project objectives, which include:
 Identifying the most promising actions the City of Silverton can take to address identified housing
needs;
 Revising zoning and development code to provide opportunities for greater housing choice to
help address Silverton’s housing needs; and
 Complying with the passage of recent statewide legislation (House Bill 2001)
Anais noted that the project kicked off in September 2020 and will wrap up by June 2021. This is the
second of two public meetings for this process. The legislative deadline for duplex code updates to
comply with HB2001 is June 31, 2021.
Why Housing? A Background of Housing in Silverton
Anais introduced the community to the topic at hand by sharing high-level key messages about housing
issues in Silverton and regionally. Housing in Silverton was described as:
 In a shortage – communities across the state, big and small, urban and rural, are experiencing
housing shortages.
 About people – young, elderly, families and everyone in between.
 Planned for by local governments – cities are required to plan for housing to meet the
community’s long-term needs.
 Built by the private sector – builders and developers choose what, when and where to build
consistent with city rules.
 Important for maintaining Silverton’s livability – providing more diverse and affordable housing
choices ensures Silverton can maintain a quality of life for the entire community

Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP)
Tim Wood, FCS Group, provided a high-level summary of housing in Silverton, describing a Housing
Needs Analysis (HNA) and its importance for ensuring land supply, measuring the housing market, and
revisiting housing policies. He reviewed Silverton’s current housing mix and new housing forecast,
recapped key findings from the HNA, as well as existing policies, strategies, and actions developed
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through the HNA process. Tim presented the draft Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP) and
described how the draft HSIP identifies a series of strategies proposed the HNA process and evaluates
them based on a set of criteria, including:
 Community support
 Number of target housing units added
 Opportunity cost
 Compatibility with other city policies
 Development feasibility
He described how the top-scoring strategies are organized into four categories:
 Reducing barriers
 Increasing supply
 Providing Incentives
 Expanding Options
Tim then reviewed the strategies for each category, describing them and their score for each criterion. He
also noted those strategies that are presently underway or otherwise funded, such as development code
updates from this process.
The following questions or comments were received from the community. City or project team responses
are italicized.
 In the mobile home section, it says “other.” What is other? The term “other” comes from the

census. This generally refers to manufactured homes but can also refer to atypical dwelling units
such as houseboats.


I see a number of modifications to R1 housing. The city has an R5 zoning already exist that
allows many of these things. Why not just have more single-family zoning converted to R5? This

is certainly one of the strategies identified in the HNA. Specifically, developing criteria for
upzoning vacant land identified in the Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI). Identifying vacant
properties that would be good candidates to zone to R-5 might be those that are between X and
Y acres, or near roads that can support additional traffic load, or near sewer and water
infrastructure.
Zoning and Code Concepts for Duplexes and Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
Elizabeth Decker, JET Planning, began with a presentation describing the concept of middle housing and
its relevance for Silverton. She described what Silverton needs to plan for, which areas may be affected,
the likely scale and pace of development, and the role of zoning code. Elizabeth prefaced the duplex and
ADU code package with a reminder of HB 2001, as well as the on the strategies identified by City Council
and in the Housing Needs Analysis. The code package regulates duplexes as single-family detached
dwellings. The following code concepts include:
 Configuration: Allow detached as well as attached, may include manufactured homes
 Permitted use: Allow in all zones, add to R-1
 Minimum lot sizes: Allow on same size lots (3,000-8,000 SF), eliminate distinction between corner
and interior lots
 Density: Count as single unit for parity with single-family density standards.
 Dimensional Standards: No changes
 Design standards: Apply same single-family standards, and re-introduce garage requirement
 Require 1 parking space per unit, total of 2 spaces per duplex: Reduce requirement from 3 total
spaces
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Create opportunities for two driveways on a lot:
Increase minimum spacing between driveways to 22 ft from 6 ft to retain on-street parking
Explicitly permit conversion of SFDD: Amend nonconforming, lot of record standards

Elizabeth presented two code refinement questions for discussion with the Advisory Committee.
1. Should covered parking be required for SFDDs and duplexes, and how much? Options include:
o No garage requirement, retain current code
o Require garage with one-car capacity
o Require all required parking to be covered
o Consider whether front driveway space should be counted as required parking
2. Should driveway spacing be expanded from 6 ft to 22 ft to create opportunity for two driveways
per lot (single-family and duplex)?
The following questions or comments were received from the community. City or project team responses
are italicized.
 Are shared driveways allowed? Shared driveways are allowed.
 Can it be single wide driveway cut but widening beyond the sidewalk? Yes, that would be

permitted. The driveway measurement is measured at the neck at the sidewalk, and what
happens beyond that is on the private property side.


Seems to me a 1 car garage given parking problems makes sense.

Elizabeth presented the following Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) code concepts:
 Increase allowed size to 60% of dwelling, max 800 SF
 Remove owner-occupancy requirement
 Remove “consistent architectural character” requirement
 Equalize required setbacks for ADUs and accessory buildings, and permit conversion of existing
structures
 Remove off-street parking requirement
Elizabeth clarified the differences between duplexes and ADUs, noting that incentives might be stacked
for duplexes in that a lot can have two units of the same size, whereas ADUs are capped in size.
The following questions or comments were received from the community. City or project team responses
are italicized.
 For ADUs, do the required single-family design elements apply? The residential district

architectural design standards apply to new primary residential structures and accessory
dwellings. We will make sure that is clear in the language.
Next Steps
An online survey will be live the following day and available through April 16th. The link will be shared on
the City’s website, via social media channels and all City listservs. Any additional comments can be sent
to Jason. Community feedback will be incorporated into a final draft of the code package and presented
to the Advisory Committee and Planning Commission on May 11, 2021. All meetings are open to the
public and the community is encouraged to stay engaged. Anais shared some links to additional
resources and materials, including an HB 2001 Fact Sheet and information about middle housing.
The following questions or comments were received from the community.
 The mayor will likely share survey information via NextDoor.
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I would like to add a distinction between ADUs and duplexes: ADUs are for your mother-in-law,
and duplexes are for your neighbor. Overall, I think this was an excellent presentation. It is
important to remember that this is only step one. We need more affordable units, and our land
supply isn’t getting larger or cheaper. We need to look for opportunities like the Westfield site to
provide greater density in housing. Thank you for your work, it has been very informative.

Adjourn
Jason adjourned the meeting at 7:30pm.
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Q1 Reducing Barriers: To what extent do you support the following
strategies?
Answered: 206

Skipped: 2
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SUPPORT

DO NOT
SUPPORT

Develop and implement a system to monitor the supply of residential
land every two years. This includes monitoring residential
development (through permits) as well as land consumption (e.g.,
development on vacant or redevelopable lands).

64.71%
132

22.06%
45

Ensure that the City’s Capital Improvement Plan includes funding for
improvements and maintenance necessary to support residential
development

70.87%
146

Identify opportunities to streamline the process and standards for
planned developments to make their development easier and less
costly.

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

13.24%
27

204

1.49

22.33%
46

6.80%
14

206

1.36

55.88%
114

35.29%
72

8.82%
18

204

1.53

Evaluate lot characteristic standards, such as setback requirements,
to identify and remove barriers to the development of a wider range of
housing.

54.46%
110

41.09%
83

4.46%
9

202

1.50

Evaluate reducing the minimum lot size in the Single-Family
Residential (R-1) zone from 7,000 square feet to 5,000 square feet.

40.39%
82

53.20%
108

6.40%
13

203

1.66
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Q2 Increasing Supply: To what extent do you support the following
strategies?
Answered: 199

Skipped: 9
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SUPPORT

DO NOT
SUPPORT

Evaluate allowing triplexes and quadplexes in single-family zones,
possibly using a form-based code approach to regulate the
development of these units.

34.52%
68

56.35%
111

Develop criteria and a process for identifying land to up-zone (rezone)
to meet the deficit of land for multifamily development. The criteria
may include consideration of location, transportation access, access
to and capacity of infrastructure, site size and development
constraints, and other relevant criteria.

54.55%
108

Rezone land to address the deficits of land identified in the Housing
Needs Analysis in the Multifamily Plan Designations, specifically in
the RM-10 and RM-20 zones.

41.41%
82
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TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

9.14%
18

197

1.75

36.36%
72

9.09%
18

198

1.55

40.40%
80

18.18%
36

198

1.77
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Q3 Expanding Options: To what extent do you support the following
strategy?
Answered: 196

Skipped: 12
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Evaluate allowing cottages in clusters with shared central amenities
(such as open spaces) to allow for the development of small singlefamily detached housing clustered on a lot in the R-1, R-5, RM-10, and
RM-20 zones.
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61.22%
120

32.14%
63

6.63%
13
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WEIGHTED
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1.45
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Q4 Providing Incentives: To what extent do you support the following
strategy?
Answered: 192

Skipped: 16
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Evaluate incentives to encourage developers to build planned
developments (PUDs) with a variety of housing types, including
incentives to support the development of income-restricted affordable
housing.
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192

1.58
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Q5 Are there other strategies or tools to help address housing issues in
Silverton?
Answered: 70

Skipped: 138

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

There are no housing issues in Silverton. You have to understand what keeps this community
desirable will be diminished by flooding the housing market with cheep higher density housing
units. Just because Silverton is desirable doesn’t mean everyone gets to live here.

4/16/2021 10:37 PM

2

Consider allowing more than 1 ADU on larger sites. Note: of course infrastructure will need to
improve as we grow, especially to facilitate better traffic flow around town.

4/15/2021 4:09 PM

3

SDC costs

4/15/2021 4:09 PM

4

I’m against Duplexes on a single family lot and it destroyed are neighborhoods and we are not
like Portland or other bigger city and the rent is to high price here and any else that way we
have homeless everywhere

4/15/2021 3:35 PM

5

Open up businesses and allow people to operate on their own terms and consumers to make
decisions based on their personal needs and lifestyle choices. Give people the opportunity to
provide for themselves and they WILL do it!

4/15/2021 10:56 AM

6

Any changes that affect the fundamental character of the city should be voted on by the
citizens, not legislated from a distant office.

4/15/2021 10:16 AM

7

Dont forget livability, access to green spaces. Please dont rezone, but lets work with what we
have.

4/15/2021 6:35 AM

8

I lived in Shanghai China, the largest city in the world. There very often there is much more
green space than in Silverton because multistory apartment buildings have lots of space
around them. Putting single family homes on smaller and smaller lots simply fills the land while
making the space we live in less appealing. I encourage nice apartments/condo buildings as a
better use of land and encourage density. They should have units of varied size.

4/15/2021 6:27 AM

9

Please post zoning map with this survey

4/15/2021 6:14 AM

10

Silverton does NOT have the infrastructure to support more growth. I live in pioneer. We do not
have a sidewalk into town. Our water pressure is low. During the fire we had one way out of our
subdivision and it involved going through town. It was scary to imagine all neighborhood
residents trying to get out of this town in a few hours if they had called mandatory evacuation.
Our roads cannot support the amount of people living here. Visit other small towns! They have
built infrastructure to help traffic, water, and pedestrians move about town. Focus on those
elements first before adding more population.

4/15/2021 6:05 AM

11

Leave Silverton alone We live here because we like it as it is Respect the residents , dont
make it another Salem

4/15/2021 5:08 AM

12

Slow down development until Silverton’s infrastructure can catch up to what we have now.
Streets - too crowded, storm drains - over taxed, water & sewer system - a mess, parking - a
joke.

4/14/2021 11:01 PM

13

Leave it alone. We love the town as it is. ADU’s are ok but no multi family mix in
neighborhoods....

4/14/2021 9:04 PM

14

Streamline permitting processes and reduce fees for permitting

4/14/2021 7:58 PM

15

We need to NOT do whatever it was that happened to allow the apartments behind Wilco to
sprout with no attention given to the infrastructure. There was no change made to the streets
that were impacted; the traffic mess we have on C Street is due, in part, to those apartments.
I'm not saying we shouldn't have multi-family housing, but that particular development is very
fishy.

4/14/2021 7:30 PM

6 / 25

Silverton Middle Housing Code Project - SURVEY #2
16

Utilities have to be improved first! Sewer; water; Roads; Schools; Emergency Response.
There is already too much building. Completely changing what Silverton was. Little California.

4/14/2021 5:43 PM

17

There has been discussion regarding graduated SDCs for varying size projects. I think this is a
great way t encourage lower cost housing. Also I think requiring garages for single family
dwellings goes opposite to the proposed mission of trying to make housing more affordable. No
garage requirements is my vote.

4/14/2021 4:19 PM

18

The (economically reasonable) restoration of existing houses that are not being used or have
come into disrepair. Essentially killing two birds with one stone by improving an existing
structure as well as ideally improving the value of the street?

4/14/2021 3:37 PM

19

The strategy should be to upgrade the current infrastructure. It is already at capacity that our
city is not able to keep up with. I know this as my street which I live on and paid taxes for has
not been kept up on in the 16 years I have been in my home. It literally is flooded for 8 months
of the year due to the storm water system. It is also a road that is not regularly maintained, as
part of it is concrete and the other is gravel. Pot holes and cracks cover this street today and
have never been addressed.

4/14/2021 3:27 PM

20

We do not have a housing issue we have a population issue. To bad if we don't have the
housing people want wait for what you want or move on to some where else like the rest of us
have had to do. If you really want to be here its worth the wait. We do not have the structure to
support any more people.

4/14/2021 3:14 PM

21

Stop building. We can’t handle what we have already.

4/14/2021 2:52 PM

22

I would love to see more options for the homeless folks here in silverton. Even stable
temporary housing would help everyone. This challenge is not going away.

4/14/2021 12:39 PM

23

Align with County, State, and Federal Code requirements. Develop and maintain a 2-year Code
cycle analysis constant with County and State Code initiatives. Provide ongoing and adequate
training for city Code Officials.

4/14/2021 12:34 PM

24

I cannot support any of this housing development until the city address infrastructure support
for increasing the city’s population. Parking, traffic, SCHOOLS, bussing, retailers ALL must be
in place before we add people. We don’t have a “housing issue” to address, in my opinion, until
we grow our infrastructure to support additional people even moving here. I am for some growth
but that should come second, not first and not simultaneously. We can’t even support the
growth caused by the multi units that are here already.

4/14/2021 12:18 PM

25

Please don't ruin our town by building small, unappealing, low quality housing on small lots and
doing away with our beautiful town. This is not the proper solution to the bigger issue.

4/14/2021 11:23 AM

26

quit letting only like two developers work in town

4/14/2021 11:03 AM

27

Stop building and return to town back to rural farming community. The way this town is going,
it’s headed toward looking like Salem and Portland. This is no longer a small town and it’s
destroying it.

4/14/2021 10:53 AM

28

I live in Salem and have been trying to move to Silverton for years. Ideas that incorporate
housing with affordable commerce space nearby would be amazing, including the
cottage/community style developments that might have shared office space for practitioners,
yard/equipment space for laborers, garden spaces, etc... opportunities for wealth creation as
part of a housing plan would make Silverton even more attractive, and hopefully more possible
for my family. We are upper middle class income-wise but with some debt, so we're struggling
to make it happen.

4/14/2021 10:51 AM

29

Work with Marion County to expand towards Mt. Angel.

4/14/2021 10:39 AM

30

I worry about fast and ill considered development. Will the community and character of the
town be erased?

4/14/2021 10:17 AM

31

Move slowly! We do not need to respond instantaneously to the World overpopulation crisis by
providing low-cost housing to anyone who wishes to move to our beautiful city. Doing so will
destroy out beautiful city. That was a period back there.

4/14/2021 10:15 AM

32

It would be helpful for those looking for more affordable housing options to have developments
that somehow incorporate housing costs based on income levels, not just for really low income

4/14/2021 10:09 AM
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levels, but for regular 'seniors' income levels; current housing costs are beyond affordability for
many seniors
33

I think housing needs to provide adequate off- street parking that is ENFORCED. Evans Oaks
is an example. 8-10 cars parked on the street daily. It appears the street was narrowed to allow
for that cluster of small homes/garages/parking sites yet street parking proliferates.

4/14/2021 10:05 AM

34

I don't know the correct term, but I am interested in being able to develop cottages on existing
properties with single family homes. This can be for rental use or extended family.

4/14/2021 10:02 AM

35

Before we build more houses, fix the water treatment plant and our schools. We can’t handle
more people in our city until we have the proper facilities that are up to date to clean our water,
provide a safe and excellent education for the kids. Our roads are busy enough as it is. We
need to think about how much lore traffic downtown that will bring. With all of the one way
streets and so on, people have a hard enough time getting around town. Don’t EXPAND before
you have the capability to safely handle that many lore people in town.

4/14/2021 10:02 AM

36

I think housing needs to provide adequate off-street parking that in ENFORCED. Evan Oaks is
an example. 8-10 cars are parked on the street daily. It appears the street was narrowed to
allow for this housing cluster of houses/garages/parking sites yet street parking proliferates.

4/14/2021 9:56 AM

37

Do not allow parking on the street in all new development.

4/14/2021 9:56 AM

38

Yes Silverton has to grow. Dense housing it's not my idea of a livable community.

4/14/2021 9:38 AM

39

Pedestrian-friendly design. Minimize automotive impacts.

4/14/2021 8:57 AM

40

We could also consider a temporary moratorium on SDCs for increased density or a time
period without property taxes for homeowners/landlords. Builder incentives and preapproved
architectural plans could also help. Marion County’s rules on minimum square footage for
manufactured housing are a hindrance, as are the time limit occupation rules for RVs and Tiny
Houses.

4/14/2021 8:41 AM

41

We must address the shortage of available housing in the Silverton area. And keep the price
per month to a realistic price for those who have few options. From both rentals to home
ownership. Silverton is a beautiful place to live and is drawing more and more new people.
Those who work here in tourism don't make enough to afford housing in the current market. We
need a variety of options for every population. I think using all the safeguards mentioned here
would go a long way to meeting the needs of all who wish to live here.

4/14/2021 8:18 AM

42

Make it easier to build ADU’s

4/14/2021 8:02 AM

43

I’m hopeful to hear Silverton is addressing our housing crisis. Multi family units and especially
cottage clusters are necessary if we’re going to “weather” the population growth.

4/14/2021 7:46 AM

44

Weave SAFE walking/biking paths into development plans, especially along the river.

4/14/2021 7:30 AM

45

I'm a local builder, starting out if the city can expand their urban growth boundaries every few
years giving a chances for smaller builder like myself a chance to grow and develop their
business and assist the housing crisis.

4/14/2021 7:30 AM

46

Flexibility in tree planting code. Bypass around eastern side, water to 213.

4/14/2021 7:17 AM

47

Need to address housing for seniors as well as those with disabilities. Single level, open plan
units perhaps in clusters with community space.

4/14/2021 6:20 AM

48

Allow for apartments on future incorporated land. It is better to have apartments and traditional
neighborhoods. The housing cluster built was no cost savings to the residents. Those units
sold for as much as houses do. Lower income earners need reasonable apartment rentals, not
$400,000 mini-homes.

4/14/2021 4:23 AM

49

1. Reduce SDC fees! No one can build an affordable house with SDC's so high. 2. Allow
smaller lots and multifamily even though a few neighbors will object

4/14/2021 1:02 AM

50

Do not support any of this!

4/13/2021 6:35 PM

51

Is anyone addressing the lack of infrastructure and water to support this major change in our
community? Where will children go to school?

4/13/2021 4:52 PM

52

Allow free market to work Remove city cost and fees for expanding/improving a house
Silverton could step up and reduce cost of living by reducing the high cost of water and other

4/13/2021 4:50 PM
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city controlled utilities. Reduce or remove moving fees that take from low income people such
as the fee to have city utilities moved from one address to another. Listen to all people instead
of saying in a public meeting that NIMBA's should be bothered being talked to. Demeaning to
say that some people in Silverton should not be involved. Watch your Affordable House
meeting to see the attitude of one member about not dealing with NIMBA's. Increase police
support so we are not harassed by hard drug users while trying to walk our kids in town,
housing prices in some areas are impacted by the crime and drug use. Don't hobble the police
so that they are able to do their jobs to prevent the crime.
53

Lower SDC's by lowering overhead at the city. Less staff, no new city center, sell Eugene field
site.

4/10/2021 6:18 AM

54

I largely support infill and largely do not support expanding the footprint of Silverton as
incorporated (i.e. sprawl). I like the density and concentration of the downtown core and believe
in further increasing density to meet housing needs. Further development of the City and its
urban area could preserve existing open space and maintain walkability which reduces traffic
and sprawl in a small town with limited infrastructure and road ways. The trick will be
increasing housing density by permitting more than single family homes (as required) without
damaging the character and feel of historic homes and neighborhoods.

4/4/2021 9:15 PM

55

Allow Tiny homes on larger lots. Remember making it easier for more people to live here will
impact the schools and traffic.

4/4/2021 6:42 PM

56

Free streamlined up zone changes of land at least one acre in size from R1 to R5. Since we
are restricted on how many off street parking space we can require for Middle and High density
house change city street development code to optimize on strreet parking oppurtunities for new
affordable housing developments.

4/3/2021 9:09 PM

57

I believe that we need to understand that large houses with a couple living in them is not
environmentally smart. I love the idea of clusters of small houses with shared amenities. I
sometimes feel guilty living in 1,400 sq. ft. with just my husband. Grateful that I can own my
house. Would love to make that option available to more people.

4/3/2021 6:07 PM

58

Regarding the question on allowing cottages in clusters with shared amenities like central open
space; I support it but not in R1

4/3/2021 4:22 PM

59

Housing issues are not simply a Silverton problem. They exist in Salem and Portland as well.
We don't have to solve it all.

4/3/2021 3:22 PM

60

Use the property's of 1181 oak st. Silverton coming off monitor Rd. It wouldn't have the in city
complaints

4/3/2021 8:15 AM

61

It seems to me Silverton has peaked in its ability to handle any more traffic. Maybe some
infrastructure improvements before any more housing.

4/3/2021 7:38 AM

62

Stop building. Focus on the people who live here now, and are paying the price for all the add'l
people who are straining infrastructure. Stop letting things rot until they need to be replaced
with shiny new buildings. No one has a right to live wherever they want if they can't afford it.

4/2/2021 6:22 PM

63

I believe strongly in increasing density while restricting the growth of new developments. I’m
terrified that the valley will become just one giant suburb. Protecting farmland and forests is
really important. Condos and high density housing makes lots of sense as long as there are
green spaces and public transit, sidewalks, bike lanes, etc. I’ve visited many cities in the
world, London, Paris, etc, and love the feel of how walkable and well planned everything is.
Suburban neighborhoods are dumb and a waist of space. All of California is dumb. Such a
waste and traffic is stupid. I’d rather have 40 condos all grouped together and 10 acres of wild
space to enjoy vs. 40 houses with their own 1/4 acre that they may or may not use/take
advantage of. I also really like mixed use housing. Shops downstairs and apartments up.

4/2/2021 4:52 PM

64

Keep out the govt

4/2/2021 4:25 PM

65

Requiring garages on new units and keeping minimum lot sizes at 7000 sqft is in direct conflict
with the goal of providing more affordable/attainable housing. It encourages needless
encroachment into agricultural lands and more miles of infrastructure to maintain.

4/2/2021 2:18 PM

66

Mixed SES housing types. A percentage of each development deemed as low income. This
will stop areas being solely upper income and solely low income. If 20% of a development's
occupancy is low income and 20% middle income them there would be no stigma of poverty
relegated to certain "projects". See the example of New York City.

4/2/2021 12:40 PM
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67

Examine and evaluate land zoned commercial for multi family housing units. Do not include
multi family housing units in areas where predominate housing is single family.

4/2/2021 11:50 AM

68

I didn't understand all of your previous questions, but I would encourage increased density as
close to the urban center as possible. Avoid increased density on the periphery of the UGB,
and avoid expansion of the UGB as much as possible.

4/2/2021 11:29 AM

69

Do NOT "Beavertonize" Silverton!

4/2/2021 11:24 AM

70

A city has a purpose to maintain quality. It is not intended to bend to everyone else's desires
or wills. It should maintain the standards we currently have. If the City cannot stand up and
maintain what we already have in place, then either the governing body needs to step down,
the decisions shall be voted on via public voting cycle, or those people that want to change
things need to find a new city. We aren't for everyone, and everyone isn't for us. It takes a
mature, well adjusted individual to be able to stand up for what's right. This is what's right. We
are Silverton and intened for those already purchased and living here, not for people that would
like to live here and need is to change for them. They need to move somewhere that fits them,
not expect Silverton to change for them. Very selfish to change for such a cause, instead of
holding fast and letting the already decided, well working policies work.

4/2/2021 11:09 AM
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Q6 Do you have any comments on the proposed code changes for
Duplexes?
Answered: 56

Skipped: 152

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

Yes I do and single family lot should be just single family lot and it will destroy are
neighborhood if we have duplexes

4/15/2021 3:39 PM

2

How do CCR's come into play. Are they able to be restrictive to dwelling types?

4/15/2021 2:35 PM

3

If your intention is to make Silverton look like Hillsboro in the next ten years, go for it. I enjoy
this nice, quiet town and would hate to see the extra tax on the roads and unneeded additional
financial burden on our schools and teachers with an increase in population. Our community is
still reeling from the fires last year and the ice just a couple months ago. Why not focus on
fixing what's here instead of inviting MORE to the stress?

4/15/2021 10:58 AM

4

This proposition should be debated and voted on by the people.

4/15/2021 10:17 AM

5

Builders sneak them Into plans neighborhoods don’t want them. Here in pioneer they notified a
1 block radius of these plans. Nobody Objected because they didn’t know it was happening!

4/15/2021 6:07 AM

6

Do not change our codes Keep Silverton charming

4/15/2021 5:09 AM

7

I think these are wonderful changes to expand access to housing in our community and I
appreciate the work you all are doing on this

4/14/2021 11:55 PM

8

This is ridiculous. Let’s not try crowding in as much as possible. We want to our town to stay
small with large lots.

4/14/2021 9:06 PM

9

I'm not sure I understand this fully, but off street parking needs to be a requirement. Most
households have more than one car, and these duplexes need to accommodate at least one of
the the two cars that will most likely need a place. Of course, all bets are off when a household
has more than two drivers.

4/14/2021 7:35 PM

10

The town cannot support this many people. Just next you can, doesn't mean you should!

4/14/2021 5:44 PM

11

I like the idea of allowing detached units and not requiring garages.

4/14/2021 4:19 PM

12

O

4/14/2021 4:15 PM

13

No more.

4/14/2021 3:14 PM

14

No

4/14/2021 12:34 PM

15

Oppose.

4/14/2021 12:20 PM

16

NA

4/14/2021 12:19 PM

17

no

4/14/2021 11:04 AM

18

No more houses.

4/14/2021 10:53 AM

19

What ever the minimum , change ,to satisfy the State. Why are we in such a hurry to grow our
little town?

4/14/2021 10:29 AM

20

Every single one of these is a nightmare. Destroying the meaning and value of single family
homes and neighborhoods. "Minimum of one off-street parking space"? Nightmare, because
every single dwelling will have 2 or 3. Do not allow this to happen in Silverton!

4/14/2021 10:18 AM

21

This just looks like it will bring about much more density and traffic - exactly what the town
doesn't need.

4/14/2021 10:18 AM

22

Shared Driveways can be problematic if access to parking is restricted by co-resident.

4/14/2021 10:14 AM

23

Manufactured homes need to be clustered if they are within city limits and not be interspersed

4/14/2021 10:14 AM
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in SFDD neighborhoods. Street parking should not be the norm or anticipated outcome for new
residences.
24

In complexes with multiple housing units with shared parking, perhaps allow additional parking
spaces (1.5 x the number of housing units), used by applying in writing by a resident

4/14/2021 10:13 AM

25

Again, allowing this much growth, you have to fix the necessities first like streets, schools and
water. Can our city really support that much growth? Doesn’t seem like it. Also, I don’t want to
see out taxes go up anymore! We already lay astronomical prices for water and property taxes

4/14/2021 10:05 AM

26

Manufactured homes need to be clustered if they are within the city limits and not be
interspersed in SFDD neighborhoods.

4/14/2021 10:05 AM

27

Sounds like they would give me space to use my larger lot for more residence space.

4/14/2021 10:03 AM

28

I strongly support all of these changes, with one caveat. I think additional housing units,
whether attached or detached should have to go through a design review if they will be located
in the downtown core.

4/14/2021 8:45 AM

29

I'm not in favor of shared driveways. Duplexes should not be counted as one unit. They are
two or more and need to be viewed as such. Anywhere it is possible there needs to be a
garage or carport with each unit. It would be a deterrent to criminal activity.

4/14/2021 8:25 AM

30

I’m excited about the change in parking requirements and minimums. We need land for homes,
not cars.

4/14/2021 8:00 AM

31

We need a parking structure downtown that can offer rented spaces. This would make
downtown living in apartments/condos, far more attractive and fill up commercial buildings with
another income source.

4/14/2021 7:35 AM

32

Don't add any more homes to Silverton

4/14/2021 7:28 AM

33

I think these are fine. We have to comply with the state and I think most of this will allow us to
still have some control.

4/14/2021 7:18 AM

34

I am in full support of any code changes that will allow more diverse housing for low to medium
income levels. As it stands currently, with the housing market in Silverton, only those people
with substantial income can afford to buy. As for rental options, those rates are climbing also.
These two issues are essentially putting low to middle income families between a rock and a
hard place. Cannot afford or do not qualify to buy a home but most rental properties have
monthly rents that are usually more than a house payment! Silverton desperately needs more
options for everyone. To give everyone a chance for decent, reasonable priced housing.

4/14/2021 5:33 AM

35

don't charge 2 SDC fees for a duplex; I am in favor of more duplexes if can be affordable to
build. But if a lot is over $100,000 plus SDC of over $60,000 and to build is $120 a sqft a 2400
sqft duplex will cost close to $500,000 before any profit added for a builder

4/14/2021 1:07 AM

36

There should be a minimum of 2 off street parking spaces. Our streets are already too crowded
as it is. The city's infrastructure really needs to be updated before we allow more housing to go
in!

4/13/2021 7:12 PM

37

Increasing the potential of increased population before updating our roads and updating our
infrastructure is a horrible idea. We are a small city, growth should be gradual and
infrastructure should be updated first. Catching up later is a bad idea.

4/13/2021 6:28 PM

38

Do NOT support "Allow duplexes on lots meeting the minimum lot size in the underlying zone
for SFDDs, rather than larger minimum lot sizes for duplexes in the R-5, R-10 and R-20
zones." - The city is unable to keep up with smaller roads maintenance. This could be because
most of the money goes to pay for a massive overhaul of one road so it looks like to drive into
Silverton but not live here I guess. Support ONLY if the fees and restrictions of expanding
driveways was done First for current homes. "Revise parking requirement to a minimum of one
off-street space per dwelling unit."

4/13/2021 4:56 PM

39

no

4/10/2021 5:41 PM

40

No. I cannot speak to these specifics. But I believe that Silverton should also consider permits
for triplexes and other shared housing on a site-specific basis using these or similar criteria to
allow for greater density where acceptable.

4/4/2021 9:21 PM

41

So this would allow manufactured homes/mobile homes to be put anywhere on any lot in our

4/4/2021 6:47 PM
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town? That is a mistake and would change the look of the town, esp. downtown.
42

Like all the proposed changes for duplexes to meet state legal requirements.

4/3/2021 9:12 PM

43

Concerns about allowing only one off-street parking per dwelling unit. Imagine there would be
circumstances where it makes sense on some lots to have more. Making a variety of different
homes types available including manufactured homes seems like a humane way to approach
our housing.

4/3/2021 6:18 PM

44

I do not support trailers. They degrade quickly and look shabby.

4/3/2021 4:25 PM

45

It's stupid and not necessary.

4/3/2021 3:23 PM

46

All the duplexes. Condos. High density PLUS green space for new developments.

4/2/2021 4:53 PM

47

Renters don't maintain dwellings and that diminishes the value of my property. Make sure your
codes include some standards for outside appearance that is enforced so we don't all live next
to slums!

4/2/2021 3:19 PM

48

I do not support

4/2/2021 2:08 PM

49

I'm concerned about traffic and parking.

4/2/2021 1:07 PM

50

Would like to see 2 car off street parking.

4/2/2021 12:35 PM

51

I believe there are places for duplexes but not all places

4/2/2021 12:22 PM

52

Again, do you not include duplexes in areas where the predominant house type is single family.
Specifically Pioneer Village.

4/2/2021 11:53 AM

53

I do not support these changes

4/2/2021 11:27 AM

54

Do not allow any additional multi-residential buildings. They attract drug crime, violence, and
poor use of the neighborhoods.

4/2/2021 11:26 AM

55

Disagree

4/2/2021 11:14 AM

56

The policies are working currently. So dont fix what ain't broke. Dont change what people have
already bought homes in Silverton because we agreed and liked the current policies. Leave
what we'vealready decided alone.

4/2/2021 11:10 AM
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Q7 Should covered parking be required for SFDDs and duplexes?
Answered: 175

Skipped: 33

Do not require
garages,...

Require a
garage with...

Require
garage(s) or...

Comments:
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ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Do not require garages, leaving the code as-is currently

32.57%

57

Require a garage with capacity for at least one car per lot

25.14%

44

Require garage(s) or covered parking with capacity for at least two cars per lot (equal to the two required off-street
parking spaces for those uses)

31.43%

55

Comments:

10.86%

19

TOTAL

175

#

COMMENTS:

DATE

1

So you had it, then removed it, now want it back?

4/15/2021 10:23 AM

2

Require garage or carport for one car off street, one on street space per unit. More of either is
okay.

4/15/2021 6:33 AM

3

Carports look terrible. Garages keep the vehicles out of sight not lining the streets. Keep up on
nuisance parked vehicles and things would look much better.

4/14/2021 9:09 PM

4

Garage requirements will increase costs for housing and seems to me to be a way for the city
to discourage duplex builds.

4/14/2021 4:20 PM

5

On street parking is already crowding our streets.

4/14/2021 3:29 PM

6

Stop no more

4/14/2021 3:15 PM

7

Parking on property should be required if we get to this point.

4/14/2021 12:20 PM

8

Off-street parking is a reasonable requirement, but the covered piece seems an unnecessary
limit

4/14/2021 10:54 AM

9

No street parking in all new development.

4/14/2021 10:29 AM
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10

I think housing needs to provide adequate off- street parking that is ENFORCED. Evans Oaks
is an example. 8-10 cars parked on the street daily. It appears the street was narrowed to allow
for that cluster of small

4/14/2021 9:52 AM

11

Off street parking is critical to the success of business. Folks can currently go downtown and
park fairly easily. Protect the downtown by offering parking options.

4/14/2021 7:37 AM

12

let the market decide what buyers prefer

4/14/2021 1:09 AM

13

Require 2 off street parking spaces not including a garage. Most people do not park in the
garage

4/13/2021 7:14 PM

14

Off street parking yes. Garage no.

4/10/2021 6:19 AM

15

some streets are so narrow that cars shouldn't be parked there

4/4/2021 6:53 PM

16

Not sure that I feel qualified to answer this. I do know that if you have a garage for a duplex it
is usually filled with storage rather than a vehicle. The drive-way which is used for parking may
be the solution that is desired.

4/3/2021 6:22 PM

17

You would have more housing with out carport or garage

4/3/2021 8:17 AM

18

Many streets in Silverton are difficult to navigate because of the abundance of vehicles parked
cars. Can’t imagine how emergency vehicles would cope with more vehicles.

4/3/2021 7:41 AM

19

Two car parking on site is a must. Look at the cottages on reserve and steelehammer. They
park on the street and have made a mess of that corner and street

4/2/2021 12:24 PM
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Q8 Do you support increasing the spacing between driveways on the same
lot to 22 feet from current 6-foot standard?
Answered: 160

Skipped: 48
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ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Expand driveway spacing to allow for separate driveways on a single lot

56.88%

91

Retain the current code; do not expand driveway spacing on a single lot

43.13%

69

TOTAL

160

#

COMMENTS:

DATE

1

None of those

4/15/2021 3:41 PM

2

let the builders decide, open up language on coding

4/15/2021 10:59 AM

3

Don’t have a strong preference.

4/15/2021 10:39 AM

4

Not sure

4/15/2021 6:57 AM

5

I support no requirement for off street parking

4/14/2021 9:24 PM

6

If you quit building for multiple families, it's not an issue.

4/14/2021 5:45 PM

7

I would not the responsibility of having to keep track of door dings or scratches from having to
park to close to my neighbor.

4/14/2021 3:31 PM

8

Both are inconvenient

4/14/2021 3:15 PM

9

Allows for better access for emergency services.

4/14/2021 12:35 PM

10

I support having both options.

4/14/2021 10:16 AM

11

Don't see how this makes much difference?

4/14/2021 10:11 AM

12

Why can't it be flexible to the lot? Place reasoning of 6 feet, single driveway, or 22 feet on the
builder. How does it impact THAT particular street, neighborhood.

4/14/2021 10:07 AM

13

Update the code to allow for both options. Depending on street layout & neighboring homes,
both will are important options.

4/14/2021 8:05 AM

14

I had to read this three times to be sure I understood the proposal.

4/14/2021 7:41 AM

15

Allow 22 but also allow side by side. Allow flexibility subject to approval

4/14/2021 7:26 AM

16

Keep driveways closer so that non-sleeping areas of homes are on opposite side to allow for

4/14/2021 6:23 AM
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better privacy and quiet enjoyment of individual spaces
17

let builders decide what to build

4/14/2021 1:11 AM

18

Anther rule change just for the sake of changing.

4/10/2021 6:20 AM

19

I select this option if expanding driveway spacing in the code provides for greater options for
duplex development and floor plans.

4/4/2021 9:29 PM

20

The 22 feet seperation looks better and looks SAFER!!

4/4/2021 6:57 PM

21

Not sure how I feel about this issue. I live next door to a duplex and parking is an issue. I live
on High Street and because we are just off of first we often have problems parking in front of
our house. This is more because of employees who work downtown will park in front of our
house. Going to the grocery store is always a crap shoot when returning with groceries.

4/3/2021 6:29 PM

22

I don’t have strong feelings either way. I think allowing more creativity of design is better than
strong regulations.

4/2/2021 4:56 PM
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Q9 Do you have any comments on the proposed code changes for
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)?
Answered: 40

Skipped: 168

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

allow for up to 2 ADUs per lot, perhaps not to surpass the overall size restrictions combined.

4/15/2021 4:13 PM

2

Don’t know

4/15/2021 3:42 PM

3

Don't agree with the proposed changes

4/15/2021 11:00 AM

4

SDCs should absolutely be lowered for ADUs

4/15/2021 10:40 AM

5

This information should be presented to the voter for approval.

4/15/2021 10:33 AM

6

No

4/15/2021 6:37 AM

7

Why not also focus on fixing ditches on Mill town side.

4/15/2021 5:43 AM

8

These sound like good changes.

4/15/2021 2:41 AM

9

No

4/14/2021 9:15 PM

10

No more we have enough stuffed into every cranny of town.

4/14/2021 3:16 PM

11

No

4/14/2021 12:35 PM

12

Oppose 5’ side/rear setback. Oppose exempting ADUs from requirement of adding 2d water
meter & sewer connection.

4/14/2021 12:26 PM

13

I don’t support the increase of ADU size and I do not support on street parking for such units
as they exist today.

4/14/2021 12:26 PM

14

I appreciate that our city is working to make Silverton "livable" at the same time it
accommodates growth. Win-win.

4/14/2021 11:17 AM

15

no, didn't read

4/14/2021 11:14 AM

16

No street parking. Let’s clean up the brand new mess that the cluster housing has created on
Reserve st. , before we make another mess.

4/14/2021 10:33 AM

17

If ADU's are allowed there needs to be codes and asthetics enforced. Housing should not be
allowed in a garden shed.

4/14/2021 10:31 AM

18

Again, every single one of these proposed changes is an absolute nightmare. You can NOT
allow the destruction of existing property values - let alone our quality of life - by allowing any
of these changes to code. We purchased homes in our neighborhood BECAUSE of the density
limits. You can not take those away from us.

4/14/2021 10:22 AM

19

Will this completely change the character of the town? The reason people love Silverton?

4/14/2021 10:19 AM

20

I support the proposed changes.

4/14/2021 9:16 AM

21

I support all of these changes except for the “consistent architectural character” requirement. I
think this needs to be kept in the downtown core.

4/14/2021 8:49 AM

22

I like the separate driveways.

4/14/2021 8:31 AM

23

Happy about the increase to 60% size of primary dwelling and removal of owner occupancy!

4/14/2021 8:09 AM

24

Removal of consistent architectural character might result in hideous additions in otherwise
charming neighborhoods?

4/14/2021 7:54 AM

25

Looks good to me.

4/14/2021 7:22 AM

26

no

4/10/2021 5:43 PM
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27

No

4/4/2021 9:31 PM

28

Agree with all the proposed changes for ADUs.

4/3/2021 9:15 PM

29

Love the idea of ADUs. Makes sense. I live on a lot in a single family home with a narrow
drive-way that has retaining walls on both sides. If I pull into my drive-way I cannot open my
car doors. My house is older and I understand that zoning codes would have been
advantageous. I believe I would not be allowed to build a ADU. While that is not something I
intend to do I do realize that another owner might want to do so. I already struggle with finding
parking in front of my house due to my proximity to downtown. It is probably advantageous to
others in my neighborhood that I do not build an ADU.

4/3/2021 6:50 PM

30

ADU should require 1 off-street space ADU Water meter and utility connections should not be
exempt as do not wish added expense to the city.

4/3/2021 4:32 PM

31

Bad Idea

4/3/2021 7:46 AM

32

Excellent way to increase housing in Silverton with less impact than duplexes scattered
throughout town.

4/3/2021 5:11 AM

33

My comments are in regard to proposals to change current existing, developed R1 zones as
affected by ADU zoning proposals. Any strategies for the city to come under compliance with
HB2001 should place an equal emphasis on the impact those strategies have on the many
homeowners who, for decades, in good faith, purchased a single family home complying with
all codes, restrictions and city policy for R1 homes. These homes were purchased because
those items were in place and people wanted to live in R1 type neighborhoods - and continue
to purchase R1 homes. Currently, to comply with HB2001, after listening to the podcast of 4/2,
it appears many proposals regarding existing homes in current R1 neighbors will directly affect
established neighborhoods and not provide significant housing opportunity as appears to be the
intent of HB2021. And, these proposals simply "shuffle the deck" of privately owned and rental
properties. I believe the most damaging policy would be to remove the owner occupancy
requirement. I suggest utilizing current and future vacant properties to develop the multihousing, cottage home, duplex and triplex type construction which allows a much denser
population with affordable housing, and less strain on city infrastructure, and budgeting. I
believe the Westfield property was an example given. Thank-you for your consideration.

4/2/2021 3:36 PM

34

I think the 22-foot height is way too high 16 to 18 feet would be better.

4/2/2021 12:57 PM

35

This looks good.

4/2/2021 12:36 PM

36

No

4/2/2021 12:04 PM

37

I recommend keeping the 'consistent architectural character' requirement for ADUs. I
recommend requiring off-street parking as much as possible.

4/2/2021 11:37 AM

38

I do not support this

4/2/2021 11:28 AM

39

Do not change our building codes!

4/2/2021 11:27 AM

40

I firmly stand AGAINST code changes for this! I hope I didn't waste my time in filling out this
survey that wasn't sent out to all citizens, like a real vote would. I fear my opinion will be
ignored because it isn't what you want to hear. And the small, few will make decisions that
cause our beautiful town to lose its luster, cleanliness, and quality. Either people can live here
as it already is, or they need to move somewhere else. Every place isn't for every one. Stop
trying to make it for everyone else and instead focus on us that already live here and pay
outrageous taxes.

4/2/2021 11:17 AM
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Q10 7. Are there any other opportunities or concerns about middle
housing development code and/or housing strategies?
Answered: 38

Skipped: 170

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

The aesthetician appearance of silverton should be maintained. Set standards for exterior
housing design to keep silverton look.

4/17/2021 4:33 PM

2

Don’t know

4/15/2021 3:43 PM

3

I would also like to see some nice condos. There are none currently.

4/15/2021 3:31 PM

4

You got to do what your told by HB2001. Always changing.

4/15/2021 2:41 PM

5

Make employment more accessible before thinking about housing strategies

4/15/2021 11:00 AM

6

Is Silverton adopting regulations and codes to conform to the state and its social objectives or
is Silverton shielding its citizens from distant communal engineers?

4/15/2021 10:49 AM

7

Having more middle housing options will make Silverton a more sustainable and accessible
place to live.

4/15/2021 10:40 AM

8

Leave Silverton as it is

4/15/2021 5:13 AM

9

Please, do not reduce lot sizes.

4/14/2021 9:18 PM

10

Not sure why the emphasis would be allowing non-sfdd structures on sfdd lots instead of
rezoning?

4/14/2021 8:58 PM

11

It may also be worth considering effects on traffic and look into ways to improve traffic flow

4/14/2021 8:04 PM

12

You discussed the potential option for 4 plexes. I am planning on adding several duplexes but
would like to wait if there is a chance to move to a 4 plex. It would be helpful to have a more
robust conversation that will give us a better indication if certain criteria are met if 4 plexes will
be allowed or if it will be a subjective decision made by the planning commision and the
council?

4/14/2021 4:23 PM

13

I'm concerned that with increased housing there will be an increase in the strain on the schools
in town? Will additional funding be allotted to schools for staffing/building mainxencenc/etc.?

4/14/2021 3:42 PM

14

My concern is that Silverton has already outgrown the ability to keep up with infrastructure
needs. This will only exacerbate the issue.

4/14/2021 3:34 PM

15

Stop over building town. You are creating the housing crisis.

4/14/2021 3:17 PM

16

Silverton infrastructure cannot handle a significant population increase, which will occur if most
of these proposed code changes are adopted.

4/14/2021 12:28 PM

17

City infrastructure first! Ladies and gentlemen. Don’t ignore the so-called housing issues but
address support for them first!

4/14/2021 12:28 PM

18

We seem to continue to build housing and no sidewalks. Walking from many new
developments to town is on street walking.

4/14/2021 10:39 AM

19

I am not in a hurry to grow our quaint little berg. Pedestrians need to be able to walk safely so
sidewalks should be planned for.

4/14/2021 10:36 AM

20

Don't do it! Don't give in to this. Some new development is necessary, of course. In planned
new developments, with no modification to existing neighborhoods.

4/14/2021 10:23 AM

21

Thanks for asking!

4/14/2021 8:50 AM

22

Consider what needs to happen to reduce the need for cars: walking paths, biking paths, public
transportation options.

4/14/2021 7:56 AM
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23

I am glad the city will be required to allow duplexes and ADU on residential lots

4/14/2021 1:20 AM

24

Slow the growth, strengthen our current utilities and roads.

4/13/2021 6:32 PM

25

Reduce the fees for living and working in the city of Silverton. I know many families include
relatives that skip showers to save on water cost and even use hand wipes if they can so they
can avoid washing their hands too often. Despite that we are supposed to even more during
COVID. How much more do you need to wring out of us.

4/13/2021 5:02 PM

26

No

4/10/2021 5:43 PM

27

Thanks for considering the ways in which Silverton will grow while meetings existing and future
housing demand.

4/4/2021 9:32 PM

28

I would really like to see the city incentavise converting R1 to R5 as opposed to make large
changes to R1 zoning. I agree we need more R5 and R10 zoning, but I also feel we need to
preserve the look and feel of established neighborhoods with R1 zoning. I understand we need
to accomidate Duplexes and ADUs by state law so make those changes, but we should not go
beyond that. We should not be lowering lot size since now any lot can be a duplex lot. I
support smaller homes on smaller lots, but make it possible through conversion to R5 zoning.

4/3/2021 9:21 PM

29

I believe that part of the charm of Silverton is it elitist appearance. We do not have
manufactured houses throughout our town I do believe we need to figure out an answer to our
lack of affordable housing. I have no problem with manufactured homes but understand their
are people who do. There are those who do not want Silverton to grow and wish for the days
when it was smaller. They fail to understand that if all their children had chosen to stay in
Silverton then it would still be bigger then their fond memories. Duplexes and cluster homes
make sense to me. We tend to want big homes with tons of space and often just a few people
living in them. That seems to be the American Dream. Not sure I can buy into that.

4/3/2021 6:57 PM

30

Concern that we do not have trailers in the middle of housing projects even if they the housing
project is cottages and duplexes. Trailers only belong in a trailer park.

4/3/2021 4:33 PM

31

Poor sidewalks. Builder should be required to redo sidewalks to the surrounding areas.
Silverton has poor drainage and poor sidewalk access and accessibility. This will help the
Aging community and Encourage Silverton to be more walkable so neighbors can walk around
and get to know each other. This might also allow tourists to navigate our cute little city. If it’s
not accessible, tourist will just drive on through. Let’s keep Silverton from becoming a dying
town.

4/3/2021 3:53 PM

32

I am concerned that Silverton cannot accommodate a population growth that would come with
small affordable homes, small lots, and duplexes. We are already struggling with poorly
designed and maintained streets. We have more population than our police and fire can serve.
In short, we are growing too rapidly...and city council only looks at the amount of taxes that
they can harvest from stupid water bills.

4/3/2021 3:32 PM

33

Do not add triplexes or quads. There are other priorities in silverton, rather than just adding
housing, like quality of life for those who live here. That's not something that seems to be a
focus of the city council.

4/2/2021 6:25 PM

34

I like the new cottage community they just built in Silverton. Interesting idea and look like they
are all sold now.

4/2/2021 12:38 PM

35

I answered the garage question before seeing the driveway question. I guess I would say that I
don't know that garages should be a requirement as long as there are driveway spots. Trying to
limit on-street parking and congestion as much as possible. See also my previous comment
that we should strive for focusing our density increases within the urban center.

4/2/2021 11:39 AM

36

It is not the job of the city to provide housing. I can’t afford to live in Lake Oswego so I live
here. It is not the job of Lake Oswego to give me a house I can afford. I strongly oppose this
entire premise and thought process. It is the job of the city to protect its citizens and let them
thrive.

4/2/2021 11:31 AM

37

Do not allow multi-housing.

4/2/2021 11:28 AM

38

They shouldn't be the focus for our town. And if you think so, it should be voted on instead of
unilaterally making decisions by a small, few that have been chosen instead of voted on.

4/2/2021 11:18 AM
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