CITY OF SILVERTON – PLANNING COMMISSION
WORK SESSION
Meeting to be held virtually per HB 4212
May 25, 2021 - 6:00 PM
Zoom Meeting Link
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84807538350
Dial in
253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)

Meeting ID: 848 0753 8350
AGENDA

I.

ROLL CALL

II.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR
Items not on the Agenda.

III.

AGENDA ITEM
3.1

Project Update & Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP)

3.2

Other Middle Housing Code Concepts and Next Steps

3.3

Planning Commission Role & Responsibilities, Parks Update

IV.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

V.

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 or by dropping a note off at City Hall in the
drop off box located at the driveway exit of City Hall to obtain a method to listen in to the
meeting.

Advisory Committee Meeting #6
SILVERTON MIDDLE HOUSING CODE AND
HOUSING STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Tuesday, May 25, 6-7:30p

AGENDA
Time Subject
6:00

Welcome

6:05

Project Updates
 Duplex Code Package
 Schedule

6:15

Final Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP)
 Review Key Updates
 Next Steps

7:00

Other Middle Housing Code Concepts
 Overview
 Key Considerations/Direction

Lead
Jason Gottgetreu,
City of Silverton
Anais Mathez,
3J Consulting
Tim Wood,
FCS Group
Advisory Committee
Elizabeth Decker,
JET Planning
Advisory Committee

7:20

Thank You
 Announcements
 Next Steps

Jason

7:30

Adjourn

Jason

MAY 7, 2021

SILVERTON HOUSING STRATEGY
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Purpose of a Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HISP)
The purpose of the Silverton Housing Strategy Implementation Plan (HSIP) is to incentivize the
development of needed housing. This effort includes baseline assumptions and recommends local
policies required by House Bill 2003 (2019) to ensure that cities have a sufficient land supply to
meet demand along with a proactive Housing Production Strategy.
The HSIP process and outcomes are intended to identify, analyze and recommend housing
development incentives; as well as legislative, regulatory, and policy options for the expansion of
housing opportunities for households of all income levels. The HSIP also builds upon and
complements housing expansion efforts previously undertaken by the City of Silverton (City).
HPPS Work Plan
The HSIP includes the following key elements:


Housing Background Report: includes findings from the Housing Needs Analysis (HNA)
and other local efforts aimed at spurring housing development; and identifies new housing
policies the city will consider along with draft policy evaluation criter ia.



Stakeholder Interviews with input from housing developers, affordable housing advocates
and community stakeholders, as summarized in this report (see Appendix A).



City code evaluation and recommendations. City staff and community members worked
with the consultant team to review local building codes and to recommend new code
strategies for consideration during the HSIP development process.



Advisory Committee (AC) engagement: this included two facilitated AC meetings to
discuss, review, advise, and assist with the refinement of HSIP findings and
recommendations.



Public Involvement: This entailed one virtual meeting with the public to discuss the HSIP
process, review/refine draft findings, and to address questions from the broader community.

Housing Stakeholder Outreach
As part of the planning process, the consultant team conducted interviews with seven individuals
(including non-profit and for-profit developers) with knowledge about Silverton’s housing market and
current regulatory practices. Stakeholder input was mainly focused on market opportunities and
perceived regulatory barriers. The input received during the developer interviews and from public and
committee meetings is used to contextualize policy recommendations that are identified and addressed
by the HSIP document.
Current Regulatory Barriers to Housing


Developers unanimously identified low-density zoning allowances and restrictive lot dimension
standards as a major barrier to the development of a wider variety of housing types. Current
low-density zoning standards tend to restrict potential for small-lot detached housing as well
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as middle housing building construction (2 to 4 dwellings per structure). Some suggested that
changing current standards would result in more naturally occurring affordable housing.


Developers also conveyed the need for an improved multifamily development review process
in the City, saying that there is a market for apartments but the process of obtaining a
variance to develop multifamily housing is unpredictable.



Other comments from developers included:
o

Relatively high system development charges (SDCs) results in higher housing costs, and
single family detached homes pay the same SDCs regardless of their lot/floor size (small
cottage homes tend to pay the same as larger estate homes).

o

Environmental restrictions associated with wetlands and hillside development can cause
delays and increase costs.

o

Buildable land in Silverton exists but there is a perception that the urban growth
boundary should be expanded to accommodate more residential development
opportunities.

Housing Policy Strategy Evaluation
To provide greater housing affordability to middle-income families, the Silverton Affordable Housing
Task Force considered new housing tools and strategies as a part of the recent HNA. Each strategy was
scored based on the interest of the Silverton Planning Commission. These strategies were further
evaluated by the consultant team and narrowed to 32 strategies or actions to be considered as part of
the HSIP process. The following criteria were applied, and a relative score was assigned ranging from 1
(low relative score) to 3 (high relative score) were given to each strategy. Aggregated scores were
compiled based on the following criteria.


Community Support: Ensuring that a policy can receive support is crucial. Local support is
a difficult task in that it is not always easy to measure since it can change or evolve over
time. In the case of the policies highlighted for Silverton, this criterion takes into account the
input provided by the Housing Task Force during the HNA process, as noted above.



Opportunity cost: Assessing the cost to the City of a given policy, such as foregone
property tax income or staff time administration requirements is compared relative to the
number of estimated additional low or middle-income housing units supported.



Number of target housing units added: tracking changes in the local housing inventory
by housing type/price point is already a state requirement, and policies that support
additional development opportunities for low or middle-income housing units are considered.



Compatibility with other City policies: The extent to which a policy dovetails with other
existing city policies is considered to ensure that a new policy does not conflict with other
City objectives.



Development Feasibility: The ability of a policy or incentive to enhance the financial
viability of a project improves the chance that a developer will be willing to invest private
equity and take on debt required to construct and sustain a local housing investment.
3

An overall score was created for each of the potential policy strategies based on the evaluation criteria
noted above. The resulting scoring (shown in the following chart) can be used to help prioritize nearterm policy actions.
The following table identifies potential Silverton housing policy strategies into two categories:


Action items or strategies which call for the implementation of a policy aimed at improving the
housing ecosystem in Silverton, and



Evaluation items which require additional analysis and input to determine if it fits in Silverton.

These differentiations were made based on input from the advisory committee and the public.
Next Steps
The HSIP and its findings will be presented to advisory committee members at their final meeting to
review and confirm the evaluation results of the action and evaluation items. Final revisions to the HSIP
will be made following the meeting and the document will be finalized into a hearings-ready draft for
staff to present to City Council.
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Exhibit 1: Silverton Housing Policy Action Item Evaluation Results

Action Number

G.1: Hold Public
Meetings

1.1.b: Develop
Criteria & Process
for Identifying
Land to Upzone
2.1.a: Revise
Development
Code to Allow
Duplexes

Public
Community Opportunity
Description
Support
Cost
Hold public meetings and develop materials to
provide information to the community about
Silverton’s housing needs, using information
from the Housing Needs Analysis.
Develop criteria and a process for identifying
land to up-zone (or rezone) to meet the deficit of
land for multifamily development. The criteria
may include considerations of location,
transportation access, access to and capacity of
infrastructure, site size and development
constraints, and other relevant criteria.
Revise Silverton’s Development Code to allow
duplexes where single-family dwellings are
allowed in the following zones: R-1, R-5, RM-10,
and RM-20.

1.4.a: Develop a
System to
Monitor
Residential Land
Supply

Ensure that the City’s Capital Improvement Plan
includes funding for improvements and
maintenance necessary to support residential
development.
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).

2.3.e: Identify
Opportunities to
Streamline PUDs

Identify opportunities to streamline the process
and standards for planned developments to
make their development easier and less costly.

1.3.b: Ensure CIP
Includes Funding

Target Compatibility
Housing
with City Development
Creation
Policies
Feasibility

Overall
Score

3

3

3

3

1

13

3

2

3

2

3

13

3

2

3

2

3

13

3

3

1

3

2

12

3

2

2

3

2

12

3

2

2

2

3

12
5

Action Number

1.1.a: Rezone
Land to Address
Deficits
1.4.b: Reevaluate
Housing Needs
Periodically

Public
Community Opportunity
Description
Support
Cost

2

2

3

3

2

12

Reevaluate Silverton’s housing needs and land
sufficiency every eight years, as required by
House Bill 2003.

3

3

1

3

1

11

2

3

1

2

2

10

2

2

2

1

2

9

1

2

1

2

3

9

1

2

2

2

2

9

2.4.c: Support
Development in
Downtown
2.4.a: Consider
Mixed-Use
Development
Requirements

Identify and consider lowering barriers to mixeduse development that includes residential
development in commercial zones.

2.4.d: Rezone
Industrial Land to
Commercial
Mixed-Use

Overall
Score

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.

Identify areas of high priority for improving
infrastructure to support new residential
development, focusing on opportunities for new
multifamily development in areas zoned RM-10
or RM-20.
Identify opportunities to rezone industrial land
to commercial mixed-use to support multifamily
housing development, if the City has more
industrial land than needed to accommodate
growth over the next 20-years.
Support redevelopment and mixed-use
development within Silverton’s downtown to
allow a mixture of higher-density housing and
employment uses such as retail, office, and
commercial services.

1.3.a: Identify
High-Priority
Infrastructure
Projects

Target Compatibility
Housing
with City Development
Creation
Policies
Feasibility
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Action Number

2.2.a: Consider
Allowing SROs

2.3.h: Conduct
Fair Housing
Audit

2.3.a: Conduct
Barrier Audit

Public
Community Opportunity
Description
Support
Cost
In addition to the R-1 zone, evaluate allowing
single-room occupancies (SROs) in Silverton’s R5, RM-10, and RM-20 zones, which would allow
for the development or conversion of structures
with multiple bedrooms and shared common
spaces (i.e., shared kitchens and bathrooms),
with the intention of allowing more than six
unrelated persons to live in the same unit.
1
2
Conduct a Fair Housing audit of the City’s
development processes and Development Code.
An audit would look at existing definitions,
restrictions, standards that trigger conditional
use permits, and disparate impacts of policies on
protected classes.
1
2
Conduct a broader audit of Silverton’s zoning
code and development processes to identify
barriers to residential development and identify
alternatives for lowering or eliminating the
barriers.
1
2

Target Compatibility
Housing
with City Development
Creation
Policies
Feasibility

Overall
Score

2

2

1

8

1

2

1

7

1

2

1

7

Exhibit 2: Silverton Housing Policy Evaluation Item Evaluation Results
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Evaluation Item
Number

Public
Political Opportunity
Description Feasibility
Cost

Target
Housing

Compatibility
with City Development
Policies
Feasibility

Overall
Score

2.2.d: Evaluate
Allowing
Cottages in
Clusters

Evaluate allowing cottages in clusters with shared
central amenities (such as open spaces) to allow for
the development of small single-family detached
housing clustered on a lot in the R-1, R-5, RM-10, and
RM-20 zones.

3

2

3

2

3

13

1.2.c: Evaluate
Other Lot
Characteristic
Standards

Evaluate other lot characteristic standards, such as
setback requirements, to identify and remove barriers
to the development of a wider range of housing.

3

2

2

2

3

12

2.3.c#2:
Evaluate ADU
Development
Standards

Evaluate changing development standards for
accessory dwelling units, including changing the size
limit from 40% to 60% of the primary structure, but
retaining the 800 square foot maximum size limit.

3

2

3

2

2

12

2.3.f: Evaluate
Incentives to
Encourage
Developers to
Build PUDs

Evaluate incentives for developers to build PUDs
Evaluate incentives to encourage developers to build
planned developments with a variety of housing
types, including incentives to support the
development of income-restricted affordable housing.

3

1

3

2

3

12

2.2.b: Evaluate
Allowing
Tri/Quad
Plexes in R-1

Evaluate allowing triplexes and quadplexes in singlefamily zones, possibly using a form-based code
approach to regulate the development of these units.

3

2

3

2

2

12

1.2.a: Evaluate
Reducing
Minimum Lot
Size

Evaluate reducing the minimum lot size in the SingleFamily Residential (R-1) zone from 7,000 square feet
to 5,000 square feet—possibly as low as 3,500 square
feet. At the same time, evaluate reducing minimum
lot width to allow developers to develop housing on
lots as small as 3,500 square feet.

2

2

3

2

3

12
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Evaluation Item
Number

Public
Political Opportunity
Description Feasibility
Cost

Target
Housing

Compatibility
with City Development
Policies
Feasibility

Overall
Score

2.3.b: Evaluate
Developing
Form Based
Code
2.2.c Evaluate
allowing
Courtyard
Apartments in
R-1

Evaluate developing a form-based code approach to
regulate the development of small apartments,
cottages, tiny houses, and desired multifamily housing
types in the R-1 and R-5 zones.

3

2

2

2

2

11

Evaluate allowing courtyard apartments in the R-1
zone, with a goal of having these units rent at price
points consistent with the rental rates published by
the Marion County Housing Authority.

2

2

3

2

2

11

2.3.g: Evaluate
Allowing
Housing
Clusters on a
Parcel with
Constraints

Evaluate allowing housing clusters on a parcel with
constraints that prohibit or limit development, such
as floodplains or wetlands. This would allow the
unconstrained portion of the parcel to be developed
at a higher density than the underlying zone, leaving
the constrained portion of the parcel undeveloped.

2

2

2

2

3

11

1.2.b:
Reevaluate
Maximum
Density
Standard

Evaluate removing the maximum density standard
and allowing the building height limitation, lot
coverage standard, and parking requirement to limit
density in the RM-20 zone.

1

2

3

2

3

11

1.2.d: Evaluate
Planting Strip
Requirements

Evaluate requirements for including planting strips
with new sidewalks and roads. There may be places
where planting strips are not necessary, such as quiet
residential neighborhoods. Removing the
requirement for planning strips can increase density
and lower development costs, where appropriate.

2

2

1

2

3

10

2.4.b: Evaluate
allowing
Multifamily
Residential
Buildings in
Downtown

Evaluate developing a policy and development
standards to allow for the development of multifamily
residential buildings in downtown. These buildings
could be exclusively residential, or they may include a
small amount of commercial space.

1

2

3

2

2

10
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Evaluation Item
Number
2.2.f: Evaluate
Required
Dimensions of
Mfgd. Homes
2.3.d: Evaluate
Off-Street
Parking
Requirements

2.2.e: Evaluate
Allowing Tiny
Houses
2.3.c#3:
Evaluate ADU
Development
Standards
2.4.e: Evaluate
Industrial
Live/Work
Housing

Public
Political Opportunity
Description Feasibility
Cost
Evaluate removing the standard that a manufactured
home must be multi-sectional and have an enclosed
floor area of at least 1,000 square feet.

Target
Housing

Compatibility
with City Development
Policies
Feasibility

Overall
Score

1

2

3

2

2

10

1

2

2

2

2

9

1

2

2

2

2

9

Evaluate changing development standards for
accessory dwelling units, including allowing tiny
homes as ADUs.

1

2

2

2

2

9

Evaluate developing a policy and development
standards to allow live/work housing (buildings that
include both housing and areas for work) in limited
circumstances in industrial areas.

1

2

1

2

1

7

Evaluate reductions to off-street parking
requirements for multifamily housing, including for
affordable housing serving seniors and other
populations that may have lower car ownership.
Evaluate allowing tiny houses (typically units smaller
than 500 square feet) in clusters with shared central
amenities (such as open spaces) to allow for the
development of small single-family detached housing
clustered on a lot, possibly using a form-based code
approach to regulate the development of these units.
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APPENDIX A: STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEW SUMMARY
The following is a summary of the issues raised through stakeholder interviews conducted for
the Silverton Housing Strategy Implementation Plan. The purpose of stakeholder interviews is
to understand how Silverton’s zoning standards, development review regulations, tools and
practices affect housing development in the community. At the start of the planning process,
the project team (city staff and consultants) identified a list of ten (10) potential stakeholders
including for-profit and non-profit real estate developers that are knowledgeable about
Silverton’s housing market. As of January 2021, seven (7) stakeholders were interviewed to
understand the impacts of the zoning code and review requirements on development in
Silverton. The table below identified the stakeholders interviewed as part of the planning
process.
Stakeholders Interviewed
Stakeholder

Affiliation

Kristine Walter

Local developer

Gene Oster

Local Developer

Terry Caster

Local Developer

Dan Steffey

Community Development Partners

Steve Kay

Cascadia Planning + Development Services

Claudia Cantu

Farmworker Housing Development Corporation

Owen Von Flue

Nobile Built Homes

The following is a summary of the issues raised through these stakeholder interviews. The
interview findings help inform the code review findings, code concepts and housing report.
Key Issues:
 Dimensional Standards: Many interviewees cited minimum lot size standards as a
major barrier to developing middle housing; suggesting that current large lot size
standards, require more land per lot, which increases finished home sales price. These
requirements also tend to make residential product less affordable, especially for first
time buyers and renters at median income levels.
 Zoning: Interviewees suggested that the lack of multifamily zoning, which allows dense
residential construction by right, is another impediment to development of middle
housing. Additionally, single-family zone lot size minimums are viewed as too high.
There is a market for smaller lot size single-family lot homes.







Infrastructure Costs: Infrastructure development costs were often cited as a barrier
to development. Specifically, SDC costs, which developers identified as very high
compared with surrounding cities. Some requested the city consider revising their SDCs
based on the size of the structure (as is the case in Newport, Oregon). Developers
suggested that this could lead to more affordable housing.
Review and Permitting Process: Overall, the interviewees felt positive about working
with the City of Silverton staff in the review and permitting processes. However, the
process of obtaining a variance to develop middle housing (duplexes, triplexes,
quadplexes and apartments) is viewed as exceptionally difficult and costly, especially at
the planning commission level. Some expressed that the variance process is so lengthy
that they would never try to obtain a variance.
Environmental Land Use Restrictions: Wetland and hillside developments are
extremely expensive and time consuming for developers.
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MAY 18, 2021

OTHER MIDDLE HOUSING TYPES:
REFINED CODE CONCEPTS

BACKGROUND
The City of Silverton is working to expand housing opportunities for its residents to comply
with the spirit and specifics of recently passed state legislation (House Bill 2001) directed at
supporting “middle housing,” that provides alternatives to traditional single-family
detached dwellings and multifamily dwellings to partially address statewide housing
shortages. The City is working with the consultant team of 3J Consulting and JET Planning
through a state grant opportunity to expand housing options. The work includes three
separate components:
•

Update the City’s zoning code to permit duplexes on all lots where single-family
detached dwellings are permitted in order to comply with the “Medium City”
requirements of HB 2001 that apply to SIlverton. These code updates were
adopted by Silverton’s City Council on June 7, 2021.

•

Develop a Housing Strategies Implementation Plan (HSIP) to build upon the
measures identified in the City’s 2020 Housing Needs Analysis (HNA), completed in
May 2021.

•

Finally, to develop code concepts and update strategies for other middle housing
types including triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, cottage clusters and/or
courtyard apartments, that the City can use in developing future zoning code
updates. This memo constitutes this third component of the project.

The impetus to allow these additional middle housing types comes from both local and
state initiatives. The City’s 2020 HNA identified specific housing deficiencies and a more
general community desire for expanded housing options, specifically naming triplexes,
quadplexes, cottage clusters and courtyard apartments. These local middle housing needs
overlap with HB 2001 standards for Large Cities (those with over 25,000 population) to
permit other middle housing types and the general spirit of HB 2001 to expand housing
options, even though the Large City requirements do not apply to Silverton.1 Other middle
housing types are also identified as needed housing options in the City’s 2020 HNA. In
order to address an identified deficit of land in the Multifamily Plan Designations, totaling
the City adopted specific measures with the HNA adoption, as required by law,2 including
permitting cottage clusters, triplexes, quadplexes, and courtyard apartments in the single1

Silverton is classified as a “Medium City” under HB 2001, between 10,000 and 24,999 population, based on a
2020 population of 10,520.
2
Cities are required to remedy any identified housing deficiencies concurrent with adoption of the Housing
Needs Analysis. ORS 197.296(10)(b)(C).

Other Middle Housing Types: Refined Code Concepts DRAFT
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family R-1 zoning district, among other planning and zoning strategies.
The overlap between locally identified need and state-level resources for middle housing
creates a prime opportunity to explore other middle housing types as part of this project.
The code concepts for other middle housing types detailed herein are more conceptual
compared to duplex code language, and are intended to serve as a guide for further
discussion and implementation of these concepts to be considered by the City
independent of the June 2021 deadline for HB 2001 implementation.

CODE CONSIDERATIONS
I. RESOURCES & MODELS
When developing future code updates for middle housing, the City can draw upon
statewide resources that contain emerging best practices while retaining flexibility to adapt
the standards to meet local needs. The middle housing regulations implementing HB 2001
(codified as OAR Division 660-046) and Model Code are important resources. While these
regulations are not legally binding for Silverton, because it is not a Large City, they were
developed through a lengthy state rulemaking process that involved a range of
stakeholders including city planning officials, builders and developers, affordable housing
practitioners, and neighborhood advocates. As such, they constitute emerging best
practice to incorporate affordability, flexibility and neighborhood compatibility in the
rapidly evolving middle housing sphere.
Another benefit of the statewide regulations is that they are “clear and objective” and were
crafted to avoid “unreasonable cost and delay” for housing development, key requirements
for all housing regulations in Oregon per ORS 197.307(4). Any regulations developed
locally would also need to meet those standards. As Silverton considers implementing
these additional middle housing types, standards that meet or substantially meet the state
requirements stand the best chance of producing meaningful middle housing development
opportunities and removing barriers to middle housing development. Permitting middle
housing with significant restrictions would not likely result in middle housing development
identified as a need and as part of the solution to Silverton’s housing deficit in the 2020
HNA.
There are opportunities to incorporate local specifics and experience in adaptations of the
state regulations provided they are clear and objective and support middle housing. The

Other Middle Housing Types: Refined Code Concepts DRAFT
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City has experience with its own code standards for select middle housing types, including
cottage cluster standards and townhouse standards. Experiences with projects developed
under the current code—as well projects that could not be developed—should be
evaluated to identify particular barriers and opportunities.
One additional consideration for Silverton is to consult to other cities with a similar
development code. Silverton’s development code is largely modeled upon the State Model
Development Code for Small Cities.3 While the Model Development Code has not been
updated to integrate the HB 2001 Model Code provisions for middle housing, DLCD staff
and city planners in other cities that have adopted the Model Development Code may be
excellent resources when considering how to integrate the two model codes.
The consultant recommendation is to integrate state and local resources available to craft
middle housing regulations for Silverton, primarily drawing upon the Model Code to
remove many known code barriers to middle housing development, while integrating
targeted local adaptations grounded in Silverton’s experience and potential development
opportunities.

II. SCOPE OF UPDATES
An important question for Silverton to address as it begins the middle housing code
updates is which middle housing types to include. HB 2001 addressed triplexes,
quadplexes, townhouses and cottage clusters, whereas Silverton’s 2020 HNA prioritized
triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters and courtyard apartments. Any or all of these
housing options could be prioritized in future middle housing code updates.

III. HOW TO USE THIS MEMO
The remainder of this memo highlights various code concepts that should be addressed in
future middle housing code updates, mapped to specific sections of the existing Silverton
Development Code. Where applicable, a range of options are highlighted for the City to
consider and identified critical questions for the City to answer to inform the updates. All
recommendations included here are the Consultant’s own, and do not represent the
official viewpoint of the City of Silverton or the State of Oregon.

3

https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/TGM/Pages/Model-Code.aspx
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CODE UPDATE TOPICS
I. DEFINITIONS – SDC 1.5.300
Updates to the definitions are recommended, following the Model Code, to replace,
amend, or append existing definitions as it pertains to future other middle housing code
updates. An exhaustive list of model code definitions can be found in the Model Code for
Large Cities memo made for the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission
attached as Appendix “A”.
Existing Use Definitions
Residential Structure Types:
Attached house (townhome or rowhouse):
a dwelling unit located on its own lot that
shares one or more common or abutting
walls with one or more dwelling units. The
common or abutting wall must be shared for
at least 50 percent of the length of the side
of the dwelling. An attached house does not
share common floor/ceilings with other
dwelling units. An attached house is also
called a rowhouse or a common-wall house.
Cottage: a small house, generally containing
not more than 1,200 square feet of floor
area.

Proposed Revised Definitions

Cottage cluster: a group of two or more
cottages on one lot.

“Cottage cluster” means a grouping of
no fewer than four detached dwelling
units per acre, each with a footprint of
less than 900 square feet, located on a
single lot or parcel that includes a
common courtyard. Cottage cluster may
also be known as “cluster housing,”
“cottage housing,” “bungalow court,”
“cottage court,” or “pocket
neighborhood.”
“Cottage cluster project” means a
development site with one or more
cottage clusters. Each cottage cluster as
part of a cottage cluster project must

None: add new definition

“Townhouse” means a dwelling unit
constructed in a row of two or more
attached units, where each dwelling unit
is located on an individual lot or parcel
and shares at least one common wall
with an adjacent unit. A townhouse is
also commonly called a “rowhouse,”
“attached house,” or “common-wall
house.”
“Cottage” means an individual dwelling
unit that is part of a cottage cluster.

Other Middle Housing Types: Refined Code Concepts DRAFT
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Multidwelling development: a grouping of
individual structures where each structure
contains one or more 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.
Multidwelling structure: a structure that
contains three or more dwelling units that
share common walls or floor/ceilings with
one or more units. The land underneath the
structure is not divided into separate lots.
“Multidwelling structure” includes structures
commonly called garden apartments,
apartments, and condominiums.
None: add new definition; replace any
references to “fourplex” with “quadplex”

None: add new definition
Zero-lot-line house: a single-family
detached dwelling with one “zero” side yard
setback.

have its own common courtyard.
“Dwelling, multifamily” means
a building designed and used for five or
more dwelling units on one lot or parcel.

“Quadplex” means four dwelling units
on a lot or parcel in any configuration.
Consider whether to allow quadplexes and
triplexes to any attached or detached
configuration, or use a more narrow
definition requiring attached units.
Flexibility for detached units is
recommended in the Model Code, and can
be helpful to encourage preservation of
existing homes as one unit in a future plex.
“Triplex” means three dwelling units on
a lot or parcel in any configuration.
Delete; does not appear to be used
anywhere in code

Similarly, amend the ‘Household living’ use category examples in SDC 1.6.110(C) to
reference all middle housing uses.
Other Middle Housing Types: Refined Code Concepts DRAFT
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II. USE TABLE – SDC 2.2.110.A
Changes to Table 2.2.110.A regarding Land Uses Allowed in Residential Districts (R-1, R-5,
RM-10, RM-20) are the foundation for introducing expanded middle housing options in
residential zones.
Recommended changes include permitting middle housing types outright in all residential
zones. Given that the City has some flexibility, the uses could be refined to focus on certain
middle housing uses in specific zones based on availability of land or other desired
development patterns, but generally, permitting them widely is believed to better support
development feasibility.
Use type should also be considered. The Model Code requires that all middle housing types
be permitted outright through the same review process applied to single-family detached
dwellings, which are an outright permitted use in Silverton. An ‘S’ use is permitted subject
to development standards, which may also be appropriate for many middle housing uses
given that there are new development standards proposed. ‘DR’ uses requiring design
review, which can be a Type II or III process per SDC 4.2.400, and conditional uses requiring
a Type II review should generally be avoided for middle housing and all residential uses, to
avoid triggering a review process that is not “clear and objective” in compliance with ORS
197.307(4).
Recommended edits to Table 2.2.110.A – Land Uses Allowed in Residential Districts (R-1, R5, RM-10, RM-20) include:
Uses

Status of Use in District
SingleFamily
Residential
(R-1)

Low
Density
Residential
(R-5)

MultipleFamily
Residential
(RM-10)

MultipleFamily
Residential
(RM-20)

Single-family detached (does not include
cottage cluster developments)

P

P

P

P

Accessory dwelling, per SDC 2.2.200

S

S

S

S

Duplex (2 dwellings on 1 lot)

P

P

P

P

More than 1 duplex (4+ units) consecutively
attached, per SDC 2.2.200

N

DR

DR

DR

Triplex (3 dwellings on 1 lot), per SDC 2.2.200

P or S

P or S

P or S

P or S

Use Categories
(Examples of uses are in Chapter 1.6 SDC;
definitions are in Chapter 1.5 SDC.)
Residential Categories
Household Living
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Uses

Status of Use in District
SingleFamily
Residential
(R-1)

Low
Density
Residential
(R-5)

MultipleFamily
Residential
(RM-10)

MultipleFamily
Residential
(RM-20)

P or S

P or S

P or S

P or S

Single-family attached (2 or more commonwall single-family dwellings), each on its own
lot Townhouses, per SDC 2.2.200

P or S N

P or S

P or S

P or S

Cottage cluster (2 – 4 single-family dwellings
on 1 lot), per SDC 2.2.200

P or S N

P or S DR

P or S DR

P or S DR

S

S

S

Use Categories
(Examples of uses are in Chapter 1.6 SDC;
definitions are in Chapter 1.5 SDC.)
Quadplex (4 dwellings on 1 lot), per SDC
2.2.200

Manufactured home on individual lot, per SDC
2.2.200, except manufactured home
S
subdivisions
Manufactured home park, per SDC 2.2.200
- Lawfully existing as of November 5, 2008

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

- New manufactured home park

N

DR

DR

N

Multifamily (3 5 or more dwellings on lot), per
SDC 2.2.200

N

DR

DR

DR

Shipping container or converted vehicles

N

N

N

N

Considerations when revising the code:
• Permit triplexes and quadplexes across residential zones, and consider whether to
categorize as a P or S review.
• Permit townhouses more broadly across residential zones, in place of current
single-family attached use that is only permitted with special standards in R-5, RM10 and RM-20, and is not permitted in R-1. One option could be to differentiate the
number of attached units allowed by zone, permitting for example up to four
attached units in the R-1 zone and up to 6 or 8 units in the higher density zones.
• Cottage clusters should be permitted more broadly, and through a clear and
objective review where permitted. Consider a P or S use rather than triggering
Design Review.
• The Multifamily use category should be amended to replace “3 or more” with “5 or
more”
CONVERSIONS
The ability to convert an existing SFDD to a triplex or quadplex should be explicitly
permitted in the use table to promote adaptation, rather than demolition of existing
residences, possibly exempt from any design or parking standards.
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MODEL CODE BEST PRACTICE
The Triplex and Quadplex Model Code Pertaining to Permitted Uses/Approval Process
recommends the following:
• Triplexes and quadplexes are subject to the same approval process as that for detached
single family dwellings in the same zone and are subject only to clear and objective
standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures. Alternatively, an applicant may
choose to submit an application for a triplex or quadplex subject to discretionary
standards and criteria adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307, if such a process is
available.
The Townhouse Code Pertaining to Permitted Uses/Approval Process recommends the
following:
• Townhouse structures are subject to the same approval process as that for detached
single family dwellings in the same zone. Creation of new lots or parcels as part of a
townhouse project is subject to the applicable land division approval process. Townhouse
projects are subject only to clear and objective standards, approval criteria, conditions,
and procedures. Alternatively, an applicant may choose to submit an application for a
townhouse project subject to discretionary standards and criteria adopted in accordance
with ORS 197.307, if such a process is available
The Cottage Cluster Code Pertaining to Permitted Uses/Approval Process recommends the
following:
• Cottage cluster projects are subject to the same approval process as that for detached
single family dwellings in the same zone and are subject only to clear and objective
standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, consistent with the
requirements of ORS 197.307(4). Alternatively, an applicant may choose to submit an
application for a cottage cluster project subject to discretionary standards and criteria
adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307, if such a process is available.
Recommendation: Based on model code best practices, triplexes, quadplexes, townhomes
and cottage clusters should generally be permitted in all the residential zones subject to
the same approval process as that for detached single-family dwellings in the same zone.
Code updates might consider what type of review allows for accurate review of compliance
with applicable development standards while providing a clear and objective process.

III. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS – SDC 2.2.120.A
Table 2.2.120.A includes provisions regarding dimensional standards and density
applicable to residential districts. Significant revisions are needed to better support other
middle housing code updates, though there are several considerations for the City to hone
the preferred approach. See also Attachment A, Summary of Financial Feasibility Analysis
for Middle Housing, for general discussion on the impact of minimum lot sizes on
Other Middle Housing Types: Refined Code Concepts DRAFT
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development feasibility in markets across Oregon.
Recommended edits to Table 2.2.120.A – Development Standards for Residential Districts,
with commentary in italics, include:
Standard

R-1

Density* (DU/acre) – Min. and Max. 2 – 6 DU/acre,
subject to dev.
Standards

R-5
5 – 10
DU/acre,
subject to
dev.
Standards

RM-10

RM-20

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.
No changes needed here; see Section IV for discussion on density standards.
Minimum Lot Area* (square feet)
Single-family detached or duplex,
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,
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, attachedTownhouse,
where vehicle access provided from
street

Not permitted
1,500-2,500 sq.
ft.

5,000 sq. ft.
1,500-2,000
sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.
1,500-2,000
sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.
1,200-1,500
sq. ft.

4,000 sq. ft.

2,200 sq. ft.

1,600 sq. ft.

Single-family, attached, where vehicle Not permitted
access provided from alley

Recommended lot areas for townhouses are informed by the recommended 1,500-square-foot minimum
lot size from the Model Code, correspondence to multiple-family lot area standards for one unit, and
development feasibility, based on economic analysis produced for the state. Consider also whether to
retain or delete distinct lot areas based on street or alley access, depending in part on whether the City
has seen any alley-loaded development incentivized by the lower minimum lot areas. If retained, consider
setting the minimum lot area for alley-loaded parking at the low end of the proposed range and the streetaccessed lot areas towards the higher end of the range.
Triplex

7,000-8,000 sq.
ft.

5,000-6,000
sq. ft.

5,000-6,000
sq. ft.

3,600 sq. ft.

Quadplex

7,000-8,000 sq.
ft.

7,000-8,000
sq. ft.

7,000-8,000
sq. ft.

4,800 sq. ft.

The proposed ranges for triplexes and quadplexes are informed by the lot areas for single-family
detached, the Model Code standard of 5,000 sq. ft. as a minimum for triplexes and 7,000 sq. ft. as a
minimum for quadplexes, and the multiple-family lot area standards calculated for three or four units.
Significantly larger minimum lot sizes, particularly in R-1, could make plexes infeasible for development
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Standard

R-1

R-5

RM-10

RM-20

because of both the increased land costs and the limited availability of larger lots. Consider whether the
distinctions between interior and corner lots, and street or alley access should be incorporated into these
and other lot areas; there could also be potential to simplify for single-family and duplexes concurrent
with future code updates.
Cottage cluster

7,000-8,000 sq.
ft.

7,000-8,000
sq. ft.

7,000-8,000
sq. ft.

4,800 sq. ft.

The proposed ranges for cottage clusters are informed by the lot areas for single-family detached, the
Model Code standard of 7,000 sq. ft. as a minimum for cottage clusters, and the multiple-family lot area
standards calculated for four units. The Model Code approach is to set a minimum lot area and then
allow flexibility to develop as many cottages as can fit on the lot, recognizing that there are some practical
limits to the minimum area that can be achieved per unit based on the footprint of the unit, required open
space, and parking area. The current City approach that bases minimum lot area per dwelling could also
work for cottages, potentially within a range of 1,000 to 2,000 sq. ft. per unit, decreasing for higher density
zones, however such an approach could disincentivize smaller, more efficient and potentially more
affordable cottage units and layouts.
Multiple-family or cottage cluster

Not permitted

Nonresidential uses, except tracts for 7,000 sq. ft.
open space and utilities

2,000 sq. ft.
per dwelling
unit

2,000 sq. ft.
per dwelling
unit

1,200 sq. ft.
per dwelling
unit

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.

Townhouses (consider whether to
differentiate for street or alley lots)

20-25 ft.

20 ft.

20 ft.

15-20 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

Consider increasing to 3 stories for townhouses, and potentially other plexes, to allow flexibility for
ground-floor parking with two stories of living space above.
Building/Structure Height
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Standard

R-1

R-5

RM-10

RM-20

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.

Cottage dwelling maximum height
This comes from the Model Code to
maintain the small scale of cottages.

25 ft.

25 ft.

25 ft.

25 ft.

50%

65%

75%

[…]
1. Basic lot coverage standards
50%
Lot coverage by buildings and
structures exceeding 30 inches above
grade (foundation plane divided by
lot area)

Consider increasing to 65% in the R-1 and R-5 zones for targeted development types, specifically
townhouses and potentially triplexes and quadplexes depending on minimum lot sizes.
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. Consider reducing to 10 ft. for cottages commensurate
with their smaller scale and to allow more efficient site designs.
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Standard

R-1

R-5

RM-10

RM-20

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.

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.
Consider reducing rear setbacks to 10 ft., or analogous to side setbacks, for some middle housing types to
provide site layout flexibility, particularly for cottage clusters where the common open space is likely to be
in the center of the site rather than a rear yard.
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 right-of-way width are as
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Standard

R-1

R-5

RM-10

RM-20

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.

IV. DENSITY STANDARDS – SDC 2.2.150
Density standards should be revised to accommodate development of middle housing on
the minimum lot sizes permitted in SDC 2.2.120. Density on a given lot can vary
significantly—up to four times the base density if a quadplex were developed on the same
size lot as a single-family detached dwelling—though average densities for a given
development or neighborhood will not be significantly influenced by a single site
development. The recommended approach, consistent with the Model Code, to ensure
that density standards do not conflict with middle housing meeting all other development
standards is to exempt middle housing types from maximum density, as has been done for
accessory dwelling units and duplexes.

V. DESIGN STANDARDS – SDC 2.2.180-200
A significant aspect of future middle housing code updates will be developing clear and
objective design standards for each type. These are less about architectural design, such
as materials or features, and more focused on site layout and interaction of key building
elements and forms. See Attachment B, Model Code for Large Cities. Similar standards
exist in Silverton’s code addressing building orientation (SDC 2.2.180), architectural design
standards (SDC 2.2.190), and special use standards for particular dwelling types (SDC
2.2.200). Generally the building orientations and architectural design standards apply to all
“primary structures” rather than differentiating between different housing types. A key
initial consideration is whether to retain this general approach, with selected exceptions
and additions for specific middle housing types, or to explicitly apply portions of SDC
2.2.180-190 to single-family detached, duplex and multifamily developments while adding
design standards specific to each type in a new special use subsection in SDC 2.2.200 for
each type of middle housing following the Model Code design standards.
TRIPLEX AND QUADPLEXES
• Triplexes and quadplexes should be generally be treated distinct from multifamily
residential. Consider which, if any, of the Model Code design standards to adopt for
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plexes that address entry orientation for front doors, 15% or less window coverage
requirement, garage and parking areas location, and driveway approaches. (See
Model Code Section 3.C, pages 12-20.) Consider whether to adopt these in addition
to, or to replace, existing residential design standards in 2.2.180 and 2.2.190.
TOWNHOUSES
• Consider requiring a minimum of two attached units, with a maximum of four units
in the R-1 zone and up six attached units in all other zones. Alternatively, a single
standard between 4-8 attached units could apply in all zones. Regardless of the
regulation, four-unit buildings are expected to be the most common because of
financing reasons.
• The Model Code includes standards that can replace or amend the existing
standards pertaining to entry orientation, unit articulation, window coverage
requirements, driveway access and parking. (See Model Code Section 4.C, pages 2327.) The architectural design standards in SDC 2.2.190 appear to cover very similar
concepts as the Model Code standards, though the existing standards generally
require a greater level of detail and design. If those standards are currently working
without creating barriers to townhouse developments, there may be value in having
a single, common set of architectural standards applied to various dwelling types.
• The alley requirements for six or more units and shared driveway standards in SDC
2.2.180.C.2.b may impact development feasibility, and should be relocated or
combined with proposed access standards for townhouses in SDC 3.1.200.K.3.
COTTAGE CLUSTERS
• The special use standards in SDC 2.2.200.E should be revised and expanded to
address the concepts from the Model Code. Consider introducing some or all
cottage cluster design standards from the Model Code that support the “clustered”
site design, including cottage orientation, common courtyard design standards,
community buildings, pedestrian access, windows, parking design, and existing
structures. (See Model Code Section 5.C, pages 29-33.) These Model Code
standards have the benefit of having been reviewed to meet the “clear and
objective” requirements, and represent the best effort to balance livability with
development feasibility, however they are largely untested. The City could also seek
input from cities that are early adopters of the code standards to gather real-world
experience to inform potential modifications.
• Consider a minimum and maximum number of cottages per cluster. The
recommendation is to require a minimum of four cottage dwellings per cottage
cluster, up to a maximum of 12 cottage dwellings per cottage cluster, compared to
the current allowed range of 2-4 units per cluster. More than one cottage cluster
may be permitted as part of a cottage cluster project. The maximum number per
cluster could be as low as 8 or as high as 16 (or unlimited) under the Model Code;
generally, a higher number would provide more flexibility. Actual number of units
would likely be self-limited by the requirement to provide a common courtyard
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•

•

serving all of the units, which keeps the number of units “clustered” around the
courtyard in check.
Introduce a maximum unit size for cottages, relocating and updating the 1,200square-foot maximum stated in the current definition. The maximum building
footprint for cottages required in the Model Code is 900 square feet, which could
effectively allow cottages as large as 1,800 square feet if built with two stories.
Alternatives would be to cap cottages at 900 square feet total (single-story), or some
number between 1,200 to 1,400 square feet. Another option could be to apply a
maximum average unit size, allowing some larger and some smaller units, though
that can be challenging to administer long-term if individual units are modified
without consideration of the impact on the project’s average unit size.
The current requirement in SDC 2.2.200.E.2 for 400 square feet of common green
space per unit is significantly higher than the 150 square feet per unit
recommended in the Model Code. While the common courtyard is a key design
feature for cottage clusters, consider reducing the current standard to 150-200
square feet per unit to limit the required land are per unit—and associated cost—
and enhance site development feasibility. Consider ways to emphasize quality of the
common courtyard space over quantity, such as the courtyard design standards in
Section 5.C.2 of the Model Code.

VI. ACCESS STANDARDS - 3.1.200.K
Driveway configurations for middle housing should be refined to balance ease of access
with potential impacts on the street frontage and traffic conflicts. Similar to recent duplex
code updates, triplexes and quadplex access standards should address whether and how
to permit multiple driveways on a single lot. Townhouse access standards should address
the relative size of driveways on narrow lots and any alternative access configurations such
as alleys. Cottage developments may be similar to multifamily sites, with a single shared
access and parking area, or with elements similar to townhouses if individual garages are
provided with each cottage.
TRIPLEX AND QUADPLEXES
• New driveway standards specific to plexes should be added to SDC 3.1.200.K.3.
• Model Code allows up to 32 feet of driveway width (total, based on multiple
driveways), or 50% of the lot frontage, whichever is less, as a way to balance the
cumulative size of driveways relative to dwellings and other site elements.
Placement of multiple driveways is subject to spacing standards, which could be the
same as the 22-foot spacing for duplexes; it is expected that few lots would have
sufficient lot width to accommodate more than two driveways.
TOWNHOUSES
• New driveway standards specific to townhouses should be added to SDC
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3.1.200.K.3. Consider combining with or cross-referencing any alley access
standards that are developed or maintained, including those in current SDC
2.2.200.B.1. Consider removing alley access requirements, currently triggered for 6
or more attached units, and providing instead a range of access options that
includes but does not require alleys. If alleys remain a preferred solution, consider
incentivizing with reduced minimum lot sizes, setbacks and other flexibility.
Townhouse driveways are one of the trickiest design issues to balance development
feasibility with impacts on the street frontage and pedestrian realm. The Model
Code includes a variety of options, including allowing a minimum 12-foot wide
driveway per 20-foot wide lot, alley-loaded parking, a shared access easement or
driveway, or pairing driveways for adjacent townhouses. Individual driveways are
expected to be the most popular option if allowed, which provide easy access but
result in a lot of pavement and relatively limited curb space. Consider which of the
Model Code options to incorporate, as well as other potential options such as
“paired” driveways whereby the two individual driveways of 10-12 feet wide are
adjacent to create one, larger driveway cut per two lots and increase the amount of
unbroken curb frontage between driveways.

VII. PARKING STANDARDS - 3.3.300.A
Generally, the minimum required parking by use (Table 3.3.300.A) should be revised to
create clear standards for each middle housing, with consideration for reduced parking
ratios to encourage development feasibility of these uses. The state regulations set a
maximum off-street parking requirement for most middle housing at one space per unit,
and the Model Code encourage further reductions either through lower ratios, eliminating
off-street parking requirements, allowing on-street parking spaces to count towards some
or all of the required parking. Minimum parking ratios could also be selectively lowered for
particular developments, such as smaller sized units, those serving lower-income
households, those serving older adults, or those in locations convenient to downtown.
At the same time, parking requirements should acknowledge general community
sentiments heard through the duplex code update process in Silverton—and in many other
communities implementing HB 2001—in favor of providing adequate parking. See also
Attachment C, Parking and Middle Housing memo developed by DLCD for more
information on parking demand, regulations, and impacts on development.
TRIPLEX AND QUADPLEXES
• Minimum parking requirements in Table 3.3.300.A specific to triplexes and
quadplexes should be introduced, separate from the multifamily standards that
currently apply. The recommended ratio is one space per unit, which is in between
the 1-2 spaces per site based on lot size recommended in the Model Code and the
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•

•

current multifamily standard of 1-2.25 spaces per unit based on bedroom count.
Clarify throughout SDC Chapter 3.3 that parking “lot” design standards do not apply
to parking arrangements for triplexes and quadplexes, and that plex parking areas
are treated similarly to parking areas for single-family and duplex dwellings.
A garage or carport requirement for each unit, similar to the standard re-introduced
for single-family detached and duplexes in SDC 2.2.190.C.4, is not a recommended
approach for triplexes and quadplexes. Garages for every unit would require
additional driveways and interruptions to the sidewalk, and could be a significant
site development constraint to accommodate the necessary number of garages and
driveways in addition to four residential units.

TOWNHOUSES
• Minimum parking requirements in Table 3.3.300.A specific to townhouses should be
introduced, in place of applying the existing standard of 2-3 spaces per single-family
detached, attached, or manufactured home. The recommended ratio is one space
per unit, which is consistent with the minimum state requirements and the Model
Code.
• Consider whether to require a garage or carport with each unit, similar to standard
re-introduced for single-family detached and duplexes. Garages will likely be built
with a majority of townhouses, resulting in a de facto provision of two parking
spaces (one in the driveway and one in the garage), and an explicit garage standard
may not be necessary.
COTTAGE CLUSTERS
• Introduce a new parking minimum standard specific to cottage clusters in Table
3.3.300.A to replace current parking standards include two parking spaces per
dwelling plus one space for each four units located in the cottage special use
standards in SDC 2.2.200.E.3. The minimum requirement could be set at one space
per unit, as established in state regulations, or differentiated by unit size to
encourage smaller cottages with lower parking ratios of zero to 0.5 spaces for units
less than 1,000 square feet.
• Consider permitting but not requiring individual garages with units, with Model
Code stipulations that garages and carports must not abut common courtyards and
garage doors for individual garages must not exceed 12 feet to minimize the impact
of parking.
• Include provisions for design of shared cluster parking in addition to individual
spaces in accordance with Model Code. Consider whether to develop specific
cottage cluster parking area standards similar to those in the Model Code, or to
apply the City’s existing parking area standards in SDC 3.3.300.F-G.

VIII. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS
•

Consider whether to make further updates to the manufactured home standards
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•

•

•

in SDC 2.2.200.H to allow those structure types to be used as detached triplexes and
quadplexes (if permitted in that configuration) and cottages. Additionally, track
emerging DLCD and legislative direction on issues related to siting manufactured
homes as middle housing.
Consider whether to consider availability of “sufficient infrastructure”—a term
from Model Code referring to infrastructure that meets adopted levels of service is
available or can be made available—as an approval criterion for middle housing
types other than duplexes, particularly for infill locations. The challenge, however, is
determining how precisely to evaluate sufficiency, both in code and in practice.
DLCD has interpreted the provisions to place responsibility upon the City, but it is
unclear how the City or even the applicant could generate sufficient information
about the status of all infrastructure systems in a particular location along with
estimating additional demand from the proposed development in an efficient
manner.
Consider whether to modify Planned Development standards in SDC Chapter 4.5
to encourage a greater mix of housing types in new development. With the
introduction of middle housing, which provides for greater flexibility of uses and
increased density beyond single-family detached dwellings, it is unclear how
popular or useful PDs will be. Consider whether modifications to the PD standards
could encourage greater variety of dwelling types, including middle housing, or “wait
and see” how development patterns shift with the introduction of middle housing
types that allow greater flexibility of dwelling types and density outright without
triggering a PD.
Update nonconforming development standards in SDC Chapter 5.2 to allow
conversion of nonconforming residential development into middle housing types.
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Large Cities Middle Housing Model Code
User’s Guide:
Oregon House Bill 2001 (2019) (HB 2001) requires that “Large Cities” (defined as cities
with a population of 25,000 or more and each county or city within a metropolitan
service district) must allow: (1) all middle housing types in areas zoned for residential
use that allow for the development of detached single-family dwellings; and (2) a duplex
on each lot or parcel zoned for residential use that allows for the development of
detached single-family dwellings. Middle housing, which HB 2001 defines as duplexes,
triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses, provides an opportunity to
increase housing supply in developed neighborhoods and can blend in well with
detached single-family dwellings.
The bill allows local governments to regulate siting and design of middle housing,
provided that the regulations do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage middle
housing development through unreasonable costs or delay. When regulating siting and
design of middle housing, Large Cities should balance concerns about neighborhood
compatibility and other factors against the need to address Oregon’s housing shortage
by removing barriers to development and should ensure that any siting and design
regulations do not, individually or cumulatively, discourage the development of middle
housing through unreasonable costs or delay.
Large Cities may develop their own standards in compliance with the requirements of
HB 2001. This model code may provide guidance toward that end. However, if Large
Cities do not wish to prepare their own standards or if Large Cities do not adopt the
required code amendments by June 30, 2022, they must directly apply this model code
prepared by the Department of Land and Conservation Development (DCLD) to
development in their jurisdictions. The model code is intended to be straightforward
and implementable by Large Cities throughout the state, and is consistent with the
requirements and intent of HB 2001. The model code will be adopted by reference into
Oregon Administrative Rules.
To the extent they are applicable, the Administrative Rules contained in Chapter 660,
Division 46 apply to and may be used to interpret this model code.
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Chapter 1. Combined Standards for All Middle Housing
Sections:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Purpose
Definitions
Applicability
Relationship to Other Regulations
Duplex, Triplex, and Quadplex Examples

A. Purpose
The purpose of this middle housing model code (“code”) is to implement HB 2001, codified in ORS
197.758 et seq, by providing siting and design standards for middle housing developed in areas zoned
for residential use that allow for the development of detached single family dwellings.

B. Definitions
The following definitions shall apply for the purposes of this code, notwithstanding other definitions in
the development code:
1. “Building footprint” means the horizontal area as seen in plan, measured from outside of all
exterior walls and supporting columns. It includes dwellings and any area of attached garage
that exceeds 200 square feet. It does not include detached garages or carports; accessory
structures; trellises; patios; areas of porch, deck, and balcony less than 30 inches from finished
grade; cantilevered covers, porches or projections; or ramps and stairways required for access.
2. “Common courtyard” means a common area for use by residents of a cottage cluster. A
common courtyard may function as a community yard. Hard and soft landscape features may be
included in a common courtyard, such as pedestrian paths, lawn, groundcover, trees, shrubs,
patios, benches, or gazebos.
3. “Common wall” means a wall or set of walls in a single structure shared by two or more dwelling
units. The common wall must be shared for at least 25 percent of the length of the side of the
building of the dwelling units. The common wall may be any wall of the building, including the
walls of attached garages.
4. “Cottage” means an individual dwelling unit that is part of a cottage cluster.
5. “Cottage cluster” means a grouping of no fewer than four detached dwelling units per acre,
each with a footprint of less than 900 square feet, located on a single lot or parcel that includes
a common courtyard. Cottage cluster may also be known as “cluster housing,” “cottage
housing,” “bungalow court,” “cottage court,” or “pocket neighborhood.”
6. “Cottage cluster project” means a development site with one or more cottage clusters. Each
cottage cluster as part of a cottage cluster project must have its own common courtyard.
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7. “Detached single family dwelling” means a detached structure on a lot or parcel that is
comprised of a single dwelling unit. Detached single family dwellings may be constructed offsite, e.g., manufactured dwellings or modular homes.
8. “Door area” is the area of the portion of a door other than a garage door that moves and does
not include the frame.
9. “Driveway approach” means the edge of a driveway where it abuts a public right-of-way.
10. “Duplex” means two dwelling units on a lot or parcel in any configuration. In instances where a
development can meet the definition of a duplex and also meets the definition of a primary
dwelling unit with an accessory dwelling unit (ADU), the applicant shall specify at the time of
application review whether the development is considered a duplex or a primary dwelling unit
with an ADU. See Figure 3 through Figure 8 in Section E for examples of possible duplex
configurations.
11. “Floor area” means the total area of all floors of a building. Floor area is measured for each floor
from the exterior faces of a building or structure. Floor area includes stairwells, ramps, shafts,
chases, and the area devoted to garages and structured parking. Floor area does not include the
following (see Figure 1):
•

Areas where the elevation of the floor is 4 feet or more below the adjacent right-of way;

•

Roof area, including roof top parking;

•

Roof top mechanical equipment; and

•

Roofed porches, exterior balconies, or other similar areas, unless they are enclosed by walls
that are more than 42 inches in height for 75 percent or more of their perimeter.
Figure 1. Areas Excluded from Floor Area Calculation
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12. “Floor area ratio (FAR)” means the amount of floor area of a building or structure in relation to
the amount of site area, expressed in square feet. For example, a floor area ratio of 0.7 to 1
means 0.7 square feet of floor area for every one square foot of site area. FAR is calculated by
dividing the total floor area of all buildings on a site by the total site area (See Figure 2).
Figure 2. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Calculation

13. “Frontage” means the portion of a lot or parcel that abuts a street.
14. “Goal Protected Lands” means lands protected or designated pursuant to any one of the
following statewide planning goals:
•

Goal 5 Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces;

•

Goal 6 Air, Water, and Land Resource Quality

•

Goal 7 Areas Subject to Natural Hazards;

•

Goal 9 Economic Development;

•

Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway;

•

Goal 16 Estuarine Resources;

•

Goal 17 Coastal Shorelands; or

•

Goal 18 Beaches and Dunes.

15. “Lot or parcel” means any legally created unit of land.
16. “Middle housing” means duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses.
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17. “Quadplex” means four dwelling units on a lot or parcel in any configuration. See Figure 11 and
Figure 12 in Section E for examples of possible quadplex configurations.
18. “Site area” means the total area of a development site calculated after subtracting any required
or planned dedication of public rights-of-way and/or designation of private rights-of-way.
19. “Story” means a portion of a building between the surface of any floor and the surface of the
floor next above it, or, if there is no floor above it, the space between such floor and the ceiling
next above it, provided that the following shall not be deemed a story:
•

A basement or cellar if the height from finished grade at the exterior perimeter of the
building to the finish floor elevation above is six (6) feet or less for at least 50 percent of the
perimeter and does not exceed twelve (12) feet above grade at any point;

•

An attic or similar space under a gable, hip, or gambrel roof, the wall plates of which on at
least two opposite exterior walls are not more than two (2) feet above the floor of such
space.

20. “Sufficient Infrastructure” means the following level of public services to serve new Triplexes,
Quadplexes, Townhouses, or Cottage Cluster development:
• Connection to a public sewer system capable of meeting established service levels.
•

Connection to a public water system capable of meeting established service levels.

•

Access via public or private streets meeting adopted emergency vehicle access standards to
a city’s public street system.

•

Storm drainage facilities capable of meeting established service levels for storm drainage.

21. “Townhouse” means a dwelling unit constructed in a row of two or more attached units, where
each dwelling unit is located on an individual lot or parcel and shares at least one common wall
with an adjacent unit. A townhouse is also commonly called a “rowhouse,” “attached house,” or
“common-wall house.”
22. “Townhouse project” means one or more townhouse structures constructed, or proposed to be
constructed, together with the development site where the land has been divided, or is
proposed to be divided, to reflect the townhouse property lines and any commonly owned
property.
23. “Triplex” means three dwelling units on a lot or parcel in any configuration. See Figure 9 and
Figure 10 in Section E for examples of possible triplex configurations.
24. “Window area” means the aggregate area of the glass within each window, including any
interior grids, mullions, or transoms.
25. “Zoned for residential use” means a zoning district in which residential dwellings are the primary
use and which implements a residential Comprehensive Plan map designation. This excludes
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lands zoned primarily for commercial, industrial, agricultural, public, or mixed uses, even if those
zones allow for the development of detached single family dwellings.

C. Applicability
1. Applicability of Code Sections.
a. Code sections applicable to all middle housing types are: Chapter 1, Sections A (Purpose), B
(Definitions), C (Applicability), and D (Relationship to Other Regulations).
b. Code standards applicable to specific housing types are listed below:
•

Duplexes: Chapter 2.

•

Triplexes: Chapter 3.

•

Quadplexes: Chapter 3.

•

Townhouses: Chapter 4.

•

Cottage clusters: Chapter 5.

2. Applicability by Development Type and Location.
a. Except as specified in subsection (b) of this section (C)(2), the standards in this code allow
for the following development on lots or parcels zoned for residential use that allow for the
development of detached single family dwellings:
•

New duplexes and those created through conversion of existing detached single family
dwellings.

•

New triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhouses, and those created
through conversion of existing detached single family dwellings or duplexes, on lots or
parcels with Sufficient Infrastructure.

b. Exceptions. The standards in this code do not allow the following, unless otherwise
permitted by the development code through clear and objective standards, criteria, and
procedures:
•

On Goal Protected Lands, the creation of triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, or
townhouses, or the creation of more than two dwelling units on a single lot or parcel,
including accessory dwelling units.

•

On lands that are not zoned for residential use, the creation of middle housing.

D. Relationship to Other Regulations
1. Conflicts. In the event of a conflict between this code and other local jurisdictional standards
applicable to a middle housing development, the standards of this code control.
2. Public Works Standards. Clear and objective exceptions to public works standards granted to
single family dwellings shall also be granted to duplexes.
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3. Protective Measures. Middle housing shall comply with protective measures (plans, policies, or
regulations) adopted pursuant to statewide land use planning goals (e.g., environmental and
natural hazard protections).

E. Duplex, Triplex, and Quadplex Examples
The following figures illustrate examples of possible configurations for duplexes, triplexes, and
quadplexes. Other configurations may also be acceptable, provided the development meets the
definition of duplex, triplex, or quadplex, pursuant to Section B.

Figure 3. Stacked Duplex

Figure 4. Side-by-Side Duplex

Figure 5. Duplex Attached by Breezeway

Figure 6. Duplex Attached by Garage Wall
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Figure 7. Detached Duplex Units Side-by-Side

Figure 8. Detached Duplex Units Front and Back

Figure 9. Attached Triplex Front and Back

Figure 10. Attached Triplex Side-by-Side

Figure 11. Stacked Quadplex

Figure 12. Detached Quadplex
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Chapter 2. Duplexes
Sections:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Permitted Uses and Approval Process
Development Standards
Design Standards
Duplex Conversions

A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
Duplexes are permitted outright on lots or parcels zoned for residential use that allow for the
development of detached single family dwellings. Duplexes are subject to the same approval process as
that for detached single family dwellings in the same zone and are subject only to clear and objective
standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, unless discretionary standards and criteria
have been adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(5). Alternatively, an applicant may choose to
submit an application for a duplex subject to discretionary standards and criteria adopted in accordance
with ORS 197.307(6), if such a process is available.

B. Development Standards
Except as specified below, duplexes shall meet all clear and objective development standards that
apply to detached single family dwellings in the same zone (including, but not limited to, minimum
and maximum lot size, minimum and maximum setbacks, and building height), unless those
standards conflict with this code.
The following development standards are invalid and do not apply to duplexes being developed on lots
or parcels zoned for residential use that allow the development of a detached single family dwelling:
1. Maximum Density. The jurisdiction’s pre-existing density maximums and minimum lot sizes for
duplexes do not apply.
2. Setbacks. A minimum front setback of greater than 20 feet or a minimum rear setback of greater
than 15 feet except for those minimum setbacks applicable to garages and carports.
3. Off-Street Parking. Any off-street parking requirement.

C. Design Standards
New duplexes shall meet all clear and objective design standards (e.g., entry orientation, window
coverage, articulation, etc.) that apply to detached single family dwellings in the same zone, unless
those standards conflict with this code. Facades of dwellings that are separated from the street property
line by another dwelling are exempt from meeting building design standards.
Any design standards that apply only to duplexes are invalid.
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D. Duplex Conversions
Conversion of an existing detached single family structure to a duplex is allowed, pursuant to
Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability), provided that the conversion does not increase
nonconformance with applicable clear and objective standards.

Chapter 3. Triplexes and Quadplexes
Sections:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Permitted Uses and Approval Process
Development Standards
Design Standards
Triplex and Quadplex Conversions

A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
1. Permitted Use. Triplexes and quadplexes are permitted outright wherever they are allowed as
provided in Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability).
2. Approval Process. Triplexes and quadplexes are subject to the same approval process as that for
detached single family dwellings in the same zone and are subject only to clear and objective
standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, unless discretionary standards and
criteria have been adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(5). Alternatively, an applicant may
choose to submit an application for a triplex or quadplex subject to discretionary standards and
criteria adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(6), if such a process is available.
3. Sufficient Infrastructure. Applicants must demonstrate that Sufficient Infrastructure is provided,
or will be provided, upon submittal of a triplex or quadplex development application.

B. Development Standards
1. Applicability.
a. Triplexes and quadplexes shall meet:
•

The standards in subsections (2) through (7) of this section (B).

•

All other clear and objective development standards that apply to detached single
family dwellings in the same zone (including, but not limited to, lot size and dimensions,
minimum and maximum setbacks, and building height), unless those standards conflict
with this code and except as specified in subsections (1)(b) and (2) through (7) of this
section (B).

b. The following standards are invalid and do not apply to triplexes or quadplexes allowed by
this code:
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•

Maximum lot coverage, minimum landscape area, or minimum open space standards.

•

The jurisdiction’s development standards other than those in subsections (2) through (7)
of this section (B) that apply only to triplexes, quadplexes, or multifamily development.

2. Number of Units. This code does not allow for the creation of more than four (4) dwelling units
on a lot, including accessory dwelling units.
3. Maximum Density. The jurisdiction’s pre-existing density maximums do not apply.
4. Setbacks. Minimum front and street side setbacks greater than 10 feet and minimum rear
setbacks greater than 10 feet are invalid, except for those minimum setbacks applicable to
garages and carports.
5. Building Height. A maximum height of less than 35 feet or three (3) stories is invalid. Building
height is measured in accordance with the development code.
6. Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The maximum floor area ratio for all buildings onsite,
cumulatively, is based on the minimum lot size for a detached single family dwelling in the same
zone, as provided below:
Minimum Lot Size for Detached Single Family
Dwellings

Maximum
FAR

3,000 sf or less

1.4 to 1

More than 3,000 sf, up to and including 5,000 sf

1.1 to 1

More than 5,000 sf, up to and including 10,000 sf

0.7 to 1

More than 10,000 sf but less than 20,000 sf

0.6 to 1

20,000 sf or more

0.4 to 1

7. Off-Street Parking.
a. Required Off-Street Parking. The minimum number of required off-street parking spaces is:
i.

In zones with a minimum lot size of less than 5,000 square feet, one (1) off-street
parking space per development.

ii. In zones with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet or more, two (2) off-street parking
spaces per development.
A credit for on-street parking shall be granted for some or all the required off-street parking
as provided in subsection (b). No additional parking spaces shall be required for conversion
of a detached single family dwelling to a triplex or quadplex, including those created
through the addition of detached units.
b. On-Street Credit. If on-street parking spaces meet all the standards in subsections (i)-(iv)
below, they shall be counted toward the minimum off-street parking requirement.
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i.

The space must be abutting the subject site;

ii. The space must be in a location where on-street parking is allowed by the jurisdiction;
iii. The space must be a minimum of 22 feet long; and
iv. The space must not obstruct a required sight distance area.

C. Design Standards
1. Applicability.
a. New triplexes and quadplexes, including those created by adding building square footage on
a site occupied by an existing dwelling, shall meet:
•

The design standards in subsections (2) through (5) of this section (C); and

•

All other clear and objective design standards that apply to detached single family
dwellings in the same zone, unless those standards conflict with this code and except as
specified in subsection (1)(b) of this section (C).

b. The following standards are invalid and do not apply to triplexes or quadplexes allowed by
this code:
•

Mandates for construction of a garage or carport.

•

The jurisdiction’s design standards other than those in subsections (2) through (5) of this
section (C) that apply only to triplexes, quadplexes, or multifamily development.

2. Entry Orientation. At least one main entrance for each triplex or quadplex structure must meet
the standards in subsections (a) and (b) below. Any detached structure for which more than 50
percent of its street-facing facade is separated from the street property line by a dwelling is
exempt from meeting these standards.
a. The entrance must be within 8 feet of the longest street-facing wall of the dwelling unit; and
b. The entrance must either:
i.

Face the street (see Figure 13);

ii. Be at an angle of up to 45 degrees from the street (see Figure 14);
iii. Face a common open space that is adjacent to the street and is abutted by dwellings on
at least two sides (see Figure 15); or
iv. Open onto a porch (see Figure 16). The porch must:
(A) Be at least 25 square feet in area; and
(B) Have at least one entrance facing the street or have a roof.
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Figure 13. Main Entrance Facing the Street

Figure 14. Main Entrance at 45° Angle from the Street
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Figure 15. Main Entrance Facing Common Open Space
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Figure 16. Main Entrance Opening onto a Porch

3. Windows. A minimum of 15 percent of the area of all street-facing facades must include
windows or entrance doors. Facades separated from the street property line by a dwelling are
exempt from meeting this standard. See Figure 17.
Figure 17. Window Coverage
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4. Garages and Off-Street Parking Areas. Garages and off-street parking areas shall not be located
between a building and a public street (other than an alley), except in compliance with the
standards in subsections (a) and (b) of this subsection (C)(4).
a. The garage or off-street parking area is separated from the street property line by a
dwelling; or
b. The combined width of all garages and outdoor on-site parking and maneuvering areas does
not exceed a total of 50 percent of the street frontage (see Figure 18).
Figure 18. Width of Garages and Parking Areas

5. Driveway Approach. Driveway approaches must comply with the following:
a. The total width of all driveway approaches must not exceed 32 feet per frontage, as
measured at the property line (see Figure 19). For lots or parcels with more than one
frontage, see subsection (5)(c) of this subsection (C).
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b. Driveway approaches may be separated when located on a local street (see Figure 19). If
approaches are separated, they must meet the jurisdiction’s driveway spacing standards
applicable to local streets.
c. In addition, lots or parcels with more than one frontage must comply with the following:
i.

Lots or parcels must access the street with the lowest transportation classification for
vehicle traffic. For lots or parcels abutting an improved alley (defined as an alley that
meets the jurisdiction’s standards for width and pavement), access must be taken from
the alley (see Figure 20).

ii. Lots or parcels with frontages only on collectors and/or arterial streets must meet the
jurisdiction’s access standards applicable to collectors and/or arterials.
iii. Triplexes and quadplexes on lots or parcels with frontages only on local streets may
have either:
•

Two driveway approaches not exceeding 32 feet in total width on one frontage; or

•

One maximum 16-foot-wide driveway approach per frontage (see Figure 21).
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Figure 19. Driveway Approach Width and Separation on Local Street
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Figure 20. Alley Access

OAR 660-046 Exhibit B – Large Cities Middle Housing Model Code

19 of 33

Figure 21. Driveway Approach Options for Multiple Local Street Frontages

D. Conversions to Triplex and Quadplex
Internal conversion of an existing detached single family structure or duplex to a triplex or quadplex is
allowed, pursuant to Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability), provided that the conversion does not increase
nonconformance with applicable clear and objective standards, unless increasing nonconformance is
otherwise permitted by the development code.
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Chapter 4. Townhouses
Sections
A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
B. Development Standards
C. Design Standards

A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
1. Permitted Use. Townhouses are permitted outright wherever they are allowed as provided in
Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability).
2. Approval Process. Townhouse structures are subject to the same approval process as that for
detached single family dwellings in the same zone. Townhouse projects are subject only to clear
and objective standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, unless discretionary
standards and criteria have been adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(5). Alternatively, an
applicant may choose to submit an application for a townhouse project subject to discretionary
standards and criteria adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(6), if such a process is available.
3. New Lots or Parcels. Creation of new lots or parcels as part of a townhouse project is subject to
the applicable land division approval process.
4. Sufficient Infrastructure. Applicants must demonstrate that Sufficient Infrastructure is provided,
or will be provided, upon submittal of a townhouse development application.

B. Development Standards
1. Applicability.
a. Townhouses shall meet the standards in subsections (3), (4), and (5) of this section (B).
b. Townhouse projects shall meet:
•

The standards in subsections (2), (5), and (6) of this section (B).

•

Any applicable clear and objective platting standards, unless those standards conflict
with this code.

c. The following standards are invalid and do not apply to townhouses or townhouse projects
allowed by this code, except as specified in this section (B):
•

Additional development standards of the applicable base zone related to the standards
addressed under subsections (2) through (6) of this section (B).

•

Development standards of the applicable base zone related to lot dimensions, lot
coverage, landscape or open space area, or the siting or design of dwellings.

•

The jurisdiction’s other development standards that apply only to townhouses and that
conflict with provisions of this code.
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2. Maximum Density. The maximum density for a townhouse project is as follows:
•

In zones in which the minimum lot size for detached single family dwellings is 2,500
square feet or less, townhouse projects are allowed two (2) times the allowed density
for detached single family dwellings.

•

In zones in which the minimum lot size for detached single family dwellings is more than
2,500 square feet but less than 5,000 square feet, townhouse projects are allowed three
(3) times the allowed density for detached single family dwellings.

•

In zones in which the minimum lot size for detached single family dwellings is 5,000
square feet or more, townhouse projects are allowed four (4) times the allowed density
for detached single family dwellings.

3. Setbacks. Townhouses shall meet the minimum and maximum setback standards that apply to
detached single family dwellings in the same zone, except as noted below:
•

Front and Street Side: Minimum front and street side yard setbacks greater than 10 feet are
invalid, except those applicable to garages or carports.

•

Rear: Minimum rear setbacks greater than 10 feet and minimum rear setbacks greater than
zero (0) feet for lots with rear alley access are invalid.

•

Non-street Side:
o

The minimum setback for a common wall lot line where units are attached is zero (0)
feet.

o

The minimum side setback for an exterior wall at the end of a townhouse structure is
five (5) feet.

4. Building Height. Townhouses shall meet the maximum building height standards that apply to
detached single family dwellings in the same zone, except a maximum height of less than 35 feet
or three (3) stories is invalid. Building height is measured in accordance with the development
code.
5. Off-Street Parking.
a. Required Off-Street Parking. The minimum number of required off-street parking spaces for
a townhouse project is one (1) space per unit. Spaces may be provided on individual lots or
in a shared parking area on a common tract. A credit for on-street parking shall be granted
for some or all of the required off-street parking as provided in subsection (b).
b. On-Street Credit. If on-street parking spaces meet all the standards in subsections (i)-(iv)
below, they shall be counted toward the minimum off-street parking requirement.
i.

The space must be abutting the subject site;

ii. The space must be in a location where on-street parking is allowed by the jurisdiction;
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iii. The space must be a minimum of 22 feet long; and
iv. The space must not obstruct a required sight distance area.
6. Areas Owned in Common. Common areas must be maintained by a homeowners association or
other legal entity. A homeowners association may also be responsible for exterior building
maintenance. A copy of any applicable covenants, restrictions and conditions must be recorded
and provided to the jurisdiction prior to issuance of a building permit.

C. Design Standards
New townhouses shall meet the design standards in subsections (1) through (4) of this section (C).
Mandates for construction of a garage or carport and any other design standards are invalid.
1. Entry Orientation. The main entrance of each townhouse must:
a. Be within 8 feet of the longest street-facing wall of the dwelling unit, if the lot has public
street frontage; and
b. Either:
i.

Face the street (see Figure 13);

ii. Be at an angle of up to 45 degrees from the street (see Figure 14);
iii. Face a common open space or private access or driveway that is abutted by dwellings
on at least two sides; or
iv. Open onto a porch (see Figure 16). The porch must:
(A) Be at least 25 square feet in area; and
(B) Have at least one entrance facing the street or have a roof.
2. Unit definition. Each townhouse must include at least one of the following on at least one
street-facing façade (see Figure 22):
a. A roof dormer a minimum of 4 feet in width, or
b. A balcony a minimum of 2 feet in depth and 4 feet in width and accessible from an interior
room, or
c. A bay window that extends from the facade a minimum of 2 feet, or
d. An offset of the facade of a minimum of 2 feet in depth, either from the neighboring
townhouse or within the façade of a single townhouse, or
e. An entryway that is recessed a minimum of 3 feet, or
f.

A covered entryway with a minimum depth of 4 feet, or

g. A porch meeting the standards of subsection (1)(b)(iv) of this section (C).
Balconies and bay windows may encroach into a required setback area.
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Figure 22. Townhouse Unit Definition

3. Windows. A minimum of 15 percent of the area of all street-facing facades on each individual
unit must include windows or entrance doors. Half of the window area in the door of an
attached garage may count toward meeting this standard. See Figure 17.
4. Driveway Access and Parking. Townhouses with frontage on a public street shall meet the
following standards:
a. Garages on the front façade of a townhouse, off-street parking areas in the front yard, and
driveways in front of a townhouse are allowed if they meet the following standards (see
Figure 23).
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i.

Each townhouse lot has a street frontage of at least 15 feet on a local street.

ii. A maximum of one (1) driveway approach is allowed for every townhouse. Driveway
approaches and/or driveways may be shared.
iii. Outdoor on-site parking and maneuvering areas do not exceed 12 feet wide on any lot.
iv. The garage width does not exceed 12 feet, as measured from the inside of the garage
door frame.
Figure 23. Townhouses with Parking in Front Yard

b. The following standards apply to driveways and parking areas for townhouse projects that
do not meet all of the standards in subsection (a).
i.

Off-street parking areas shall be accessed on the back façade or located in the rear yard.
No off-street parking shall be allowed in the front yard or side yard of a townhouse.

ii. A townhouse project that includes a corner lot shall take access from a single driveway
approach on the side of the corner lot. See Figure 24.
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Figure 24. Townhouses on Corner Lot with Shared Access

iii. Townhouse projects that do not include a corner lot shall consolidate access for all lots
into a single driveway. The driveway and approach are not allowed in the area directly
between the front façade and front lot line of any of the townhouses. See Figure 25.
Figure 25. Townhouses with Consolidated Access
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iv. A townhouse project that includes consolidated access or shared driveways shall grant
access easements to allow normal vehicular access and emergency access.
c. Townhouse projects in which all units take exclusive access from a rear alley are exempt
from compliance with subsection (b).

Chapter 5. Cottage Clusters
Sections:
A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
B. Development Standards
C. Design Standards

A. Permitted Uses and Approval Process
1. Permitted Use. Cottage cluster projects are permitted outright wherever they are allowed as
provided in Chapter 1, Section C (Applicability).
2. Approval Process. Cottage cluster projects are subject to the same approval process as that for
detached single family dwellings in the same zone and are subject only to clear and objective
standards, approval criteria, conditions, and procedures, unless discretionary standards and
criteria have been adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(5). Alternatively, an applicant may
choose to submit an application for a cottage cluster project subject to discretionary standards
and criteria adopted in accordance with ORS 197.307(6), if such a process is available.
3. Sufficient Infrastructure. Applicants must demonstrate that Sufficient Infrastructure is provided,
or will be provided, upon submittal of a cottage cluster development application.

B. Development Standards
1. Applicability.
a. Cottage clusters shall meet the standards in subsections (2) through (7) of this section (B).
b. The following standards are invalid and do not apply to cottage clusters allowed by this
code, except as specified in this section (B):
•

Additional development standards of the applicable base zone related to the standards
addressed under subsections (2) through (7) of this section (B).

•

Development standards of the applicable base zone related to lot dimensions, lot
coverage, floor area ratio, landscape or open space area, or the siting or design of
dwellings.

•

The jurisdiction’s other development standards that apply only to cottage clusters and
that conflict with provisions of this code.
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2. Minimum Lot Size and Dimensions. Cottage clusters shall meet the minimum lot size, width, and
depth standards that apply to detached single family dwellings in the same zone.
3. Maximum Density. The jurisdiction’s pre-existing density maximums do not apply.
4. Setbacks and Building Separation.
a. Setbacks. Cottage clusters shall meet the minimum and maximum setback standards that
apply to detached single family dwellings in the same zone, except that minimum setbacks
for dwellings in excess of the following are invalid:
•

Front setbacks: 10 feet

•

Side setbacks: 5 feet

•

Rear setbacks: 10 feet

b. Building Separation. Cottages shall be separated by a minimum distance of six (6) feet. The
minimum distance between all other structures, including accessory structures, shall be in
accordance with building code requirements.
5. Average Unit Size. The maximum average floor area for a cottage cluster is 1,400 square feet per
dwelling unit. Community buildings shall be included in the average floor area calculation for a
cottage cluster.
6. Building Height. The maximum building height for all structures is 25 feet or two (2) stories,
whichever is greater.
7. Off-Street Parking.
a. Required Off-Street Parking. The minimum number of required off-street parking spaces for
a cottage cluster project is zero (0) spaces per unit with a floor area less than 1,000 square
feet and one (1) space per unit with a floor area of 1,000 square feet or more. Spaces may
be provided for individual cottages or in shared parking clusters. A credit for on-street
parking shall be granted for some or all of the required off-street parking as provided in
subsection (b).
b. On-Street Credit. If on-street parking spaces meet all the standards in subsections (i)-(iv)
below, they shall be counted toward the minimum off-street parking requirement.
i.

The space must be abutting the subject site;

ii. The space must be in a location where on-street parking is allowed by the jurisdiction;
iii. The space must be a minimum of 22 feet long; and
iv. The space must not obstruct a required sight distance area.
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C. Design Standards
Cottage clusters shall meet the design standards in subsections (1) through (8) of this section (C). No
other design standards shall apply to cottage clusters unless noted in this section. Mandates for
construction of a garage or carport and any other design standards are invalid, except as specified in this
Section (C).
1. Cottage Orientation. Cottages must be clustered around a common courtyard, meaning they
abut the associated common courtyard or are directly connected to it by a pedestrian path, and
must meet the following standards (see Figure 26):
a. Each cottage within a cluster must either abut the common courtyard or must be directly
connected to it by a pedestrian path.
b. A minimum of 50 percent of cottages within a cluster must be oriented to the common
courtyard and must:
i.

Have a main entrance facing the common courtyard;

ii. Be within 10 feet from the common courtyard, measured from the façade of the cottage
to the nearest edge of the common courtyard; and
iii. Be connected to the common courtyard by a pedestrian path.
c. Cottages within 20 feet of a street property line may have their entrances facing the street.
d. Cottages not facing the common courtyard or the street must have their main entrances
facing a pedestrian path that is directly connected to the common courtyard.
2. Common Courtyard Design Standards. Each cottage cluster must share a common courtyard in
order to provide a sense of openness and community of residents. Common courtyards must
meet the following standards (see Figure 26):
a. The common courtyard must be a single, contiguous piece.
b. Cottages must abut the common courtyard on at least two sides of the courtyard.
c. The common courtyard must contain a minimum of 150 square feet per cottage within the
associated cluster (as defined in subsection (1) of this section (C)).
d. The common courtyard must be a minimum of 15 feet wide at its narrowest dimension.
e. The common courtyard shall be developed with a mix of landscaping, lawn area, pedestrian
paths, and/or paved courtyard area, and may also include recreational amenities.
Impervious elements of the common courtyard shall not exceed 75 percent of the total
common courtyard area.
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f.

Pedestrian paths must be included in a common courtyard. Paths that are contiguous to a
courtyard shall count toward the courtyard’s minimum dimension and area. Parking areas,
required setbacks, and driveways do not qualify as part of a common courtyard.
Figure 26. Cottage Cluster Orientation and Common Courtyard Standards
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3. Community Buildings. Cottage cluster projects may include community buildings for the shared
use of residents that provide space for accessory uses such as community meeting rooms, guest
housing, exercise rooms, day care, or community eating areas. Community buildings must meet
the following standards:
a. Each cottage cluster is permitted one community building, which shall count towards the
maximum average floor area, pursuant to subsection (B)(5).
b. A community building that meets the development code’s definition of a dwelling unit must
meet the maximum 900 square foot footprint limitation that applies to cottages, unless a
covenant is recorded against the property stating that the structure is not a legal dwelling
unit and will not be used as a primary dwelling.
4. Pedestrian Access.
a. An accessible pedestrian path must be provided that connects the main entrance of each
cottage to the following:
i.

The common courtyard;

ii. Shared parking areas;
iii. Community buildings; and
iv. Sidewalks in public rights-of-way abutting the site or rights-of-way if there are no
sidewalks.
b. The pedestrian path must be hard-surfaced and a minimum of four (4) feet wide.
5. Windows. Cottages within 20 feet of a street property line must meet any window coverage
requirement that applies to detached single family dwellings in the same zone.
6. Parking Design (see Figure 27).
a. Clustered parking. Off-street parking may be arranged in clusters, subject to the following
standards:
i.

Cottage cluster projects with fewer than 16 cottages are permitted parking clusters of
not more than five (5) contiguous spaces.

ii. Cottage cluster projects with 16 cottages or more are permitted parking clusters of not
more than eight (8) contiguous spaces.
iii. Parking clusters must be separated from other spaces by at least four (4) feet of
landscaping.
iv. Clustered parking areas may be covered.
b. Parking location and access.
i.

Off-street parking spaces and vehicle maneuvering areas shall not be located:
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•

Within of 20 feet from any street property line, except alley property lines;

•

Between a street property line and the front façade of cottages located closest to
the street property line. This standard does not apply to alleys.

ii. Off-street parking spaces shall not be located within 10 feet of any other property line,
except alley property lines. Driveways and drive aisles are permitted within 10 feet of
other property lines.
c. Screening. Landscaping, fencing, or walls at least three feet tall shall separate clustered
parking areas and parking structures from common courtyards and public streets.
d. Garages and carports.
i.

Garages and carports (whether shared or individual) must not abut common courtyards.

ii. Individual attached garages up to 200 square feet shall be exempted from the
calculation of maximum building footprint for cottages.
iii. Individual detached garages must not exceed 400 square feet in floor area.
iii. Garage doors for attached and detached individual garages must not exceed 20 feet in
width.
7. Accessory Structures. Accessory structures must not exceed 400 square feet in floor area.
8. Existing Structures. On a lot or parcel to be used for a cottage cluster project, an existing
detached single family dwelling on the same lot at the time of proposed development of the
cottage cluster may remain within the cottage cluster project area under the following
conditions:
a. The existing dwelling may be nonconforming with respect to the requirements of this code.
b. The existing dwelling may be expanded up to the maximum height in subsection (B)(4) or
the maximum building footprint in Chapter 1, subsection (B)(1); however, existing dwellings
that exceed the maximum height and/or footprint of this code may not be expanded.
c. The floor area of the existing dwelling shall not count towards the maximum average floor
area of a cottage cluster.
d. The existing dwelling shall be excluded from the calculation of orientation toward the
common courtyard, per subsection (1)(a) of this section (C).
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Figure 27. Cottage Cluster Parking Design Standards
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Silverton Municipal Code Chapter 2.08

Message provided by Planning Commissioner Saboe

"Good morning everyone, thank you all for putting in a long night last night. I know we don't always agree
on every issue, but I greatly appreciate everyone's shared opinion on last night's agenda items. As it
came up in our discussions at the end of the meeting, I wanted to seek clarification on the confusion
surrounding the roles and responsibilities of the PC . Such as, do we answer to the City Council? Are we
supposed to be supporting their goals? Should we be involved in parks development ? Should we be
sending recommendations to the council on items they haven't asked us to ect.
I know we are going to discuss in length but I wanted to provide you with section 2.08.010 of the City
Charter which is on the City website under City Documents. You can view the entire Charter on the site.
This section of the charter covers the PC and I think will help us all gain a better understanding of our
roles and responsibilities and point us in the right direction as far as prioritizing our efforts, and may help
each of us prepare for the upcoming work session. Thanks again for everything you all put into the PC, I
really enjoy working with and learning from each of you.
Ammon "

2.08.010 Created.
There is created a city planning commission for the city of Silverton. (Ord. 331 § 1, 1942)
2.08.020 Membership – Qualifications – Term of office.
The city planning commission shall consist of seven members. The commission members shall be
appointed by the mayor with the approval of the city council. Not less than five members shall be selected
from among qualified city residents and not more than two commission members may be chosen from
qualified persons who reside within the urban growth boundary of the city of Silverton. Planning
commission members in office upon approval of the ordinance codified in this chapter shall continue in
office for the duration of current appointments. New members will be appointed for four-year terms.
Vacancies in office shall be filled in the same manner as new appointments for the unexpired portion of
the term. (Ord. 94-103 § 1, 1994; Ord. 845 § 1, 1986; Ord. 604 § 1, 1969; Ord. 601 § 1, 1969; Ord. 331
§ 2, 1942)
2.08.030 Chairman and vice-chairman.
At its first meeting each January, the planning commission shall elect a chairman and vice-chairman, who
shall serve for the ensuing year. In the absence at a meeting of the chairman, the vice-chairman shall
serve as chairman. Upon resignation or removal of the chairman from office, the vice-chairman shall

assume the duties of the chairman and a new vice-chairman shall be selected by the commission. (Ord.
845 § 2, 1986; Ord. 601 § 2, 1969; Ord. 331 § 3, 1942)
2.08.040 Recordkeeping – Secretary – Compensation.
A. Members of the city planning commission shall receive no compensation.
B. A city staff member shall serve as secretary and keep an accurate record of all proceedings of the
commission. The record shall be bound at the end of each fiscal year and kept as a permanent record of
the city. (Ord. 89-103 § 1, 1989; Ord. 331 § 4, 1942)
2.08.050 Powers and duties generally – Quorum.
Four voting members of the commission shall constitute a quorum. The commission may make and alter
rules and regulations for its government and procedure, consistent with the laws of the state and with the
City Charter and ordinances. It shall meet at least once a month at such time and place as may be fixed
by the commission. Special meetings may be called at any time by the chairperson, or by three members,
by written notice served upon each member of the commission at least 48 hours prior to the special
meeting. (Ord. 845 § 3, 1986; Ord. 601 § 3, 1969; Ord. 331 § 5, 1942)
2.08.060 Statutory authority.
The city planning commission shall also have all the powers which are given to it under the general laws
of the state of Oregon. (Ord. 89-103 § 2, 1989)
2.08.070 Consultants, services and other expenses.
The city planning commission shall have power and authority to employ consulting advice on municipal
problems, a secretary, and such clerks as may be necessary, and to pay for their services and for such
other expenses as the commission may lawfully incur, including the necessary disbursements incurred by
its members in the performance of their duties as members of the commission, out of such funds as are
theretofore placed at the disposal of the commission by the city council. (Ord. 331 § 6, 1942)
2.08.080 Recommendations to council – Requirements.
It shall be the duty of the city planning commission, and they shall have power, except as otherwise
provided by law:
A. To recommend and make suggestions to the city council and to all other public authorities concerning
the laying out, widening, extending, parking and locating of streets, sidewalks and boulevards, the
establishment of setback lines, the relief of traffic congestion, the betterment of housing and sanitation
conditions, and the establishment of zones and districts limiting the use, height, area and bulk of buildings
and structures;

B. To recommend to the city council and all other public authorities plans for the regulation of the future
growth, development and beautification of the municipality in respect to its public and private buildings
and works, streets, parks, grounds and vacant lots, and plans consistent with the future growth and
development of the city, in order to secure to the city and its inhabitants, sanitation, proper service of any
public utilities, and transportation facilities;
C. To do and perform any and all other acts and things necessary or proper to carry out the provisions of
this chapter; and
D. In general to study and to propose such measures as may be advisable for the promotion of the public
interest, health, morals, safety, comfort, convenience and welfare of the city. (Ord. 603 § 5, 1970; Ord.
601 § 4, 1969; Ord. 331 § 7, 1942)
2.08.090 Recommendations to council – In writing.
All recommendations made to the council by the commission shall be in writing. (Ord. 331 § 14, 1942)
2.08.100 Maps, plats and replats – Submittal requirements.
All maps, plats and replats of land laid out in building lots, and the streets, alleys or other portions of the
same intended to be dedicated for public use or for the use of purchasers or owners of lots fronting
thereon or adjacent thereto and located within the city limits, and all plans or plats for public buildings,
shall first be submitted to the city planning commission by the city engineer or other proper municipal
officer, and a report thereon from the commission secured in writing before approval shall be given by the
said proper municipal official. (Ord. 331 § 8, 1942)
2.08.110 Maps, plats and replats – Approval.
All plans, plats or replats of land laid out in lots or plats within the city, including the streets, alleys and
other portions of the same intended to be dedicated to public or private use, shall first be submitted to the
planning commission and approved by it before they shall be recorded. (Ord. 603 § 6, 1970; Ord. 601 § 5,
1969; Ord. 331 § 9, 1942)
2.08.120 Review of zoning, district and building ordinances.
Copies of all proposed ordinances for the establishment of the boundaries of any zone or district provided
by SMC 2.08.080, and of all proposed ordinances regulating or limiting the use, height, area, bulk and
construction of buildings to be submitted to the council, shall, before the same are presented to the
council, be first submitted by the city recorder to the city planning commission for recommendation, and
the auditor or city clerk shall immediately so notify the council of such submission to the commission, and
the commission shall make its recommendation thereon in writing to the council; provided, that the city
planning commission shall first hold a public hearing at such time and place as may be directed by the

council, and make a careful and appropriate investigation thereon; and hereafter, before final action shall
be taken by the council, or any department of the city government, on the location or design of any public
building, bridge, statue, park, parkway, boulevard, playground or public grounds, the same shall be
submitted to the city planning commission for consideration and report; and provided further, that unless
the city council definitely names a longer period for the return of a report specified herein, the approval of
the city planning commission to any matter so referred to it in accordance with the provisions of this
chapter, shall be deemed to have been given at the end of 30 days after the receipt of the same in writing
by the secretary, unless the city planning commission shall submit a report thereon prior to that time.
(Ord. 331 § 10, 1942)
2.08.130 Recommendations on location or construction of buildings.
The city planning commission may make recommendations to any person, copartnership, corporation or
public authority with reference to the location of buildings, structures or works to be erected, constructed
or altered by or for such person, copartnership, corporation or public authority; provided, however, such
recommendation shall not have the force or effect of a law or ordinance, except when so prescribed by
the laws of the state or by city ordinance. Any person, copartnership, corporation or public authority
having charge of the construction, placing or designing of buildings, or other structures and
improvements, may call upon the city planning commission for a report thereon. (Ord. 331 § 11, 1942)
2.08.140 Gifts and bequests.
The city planning commission may receive gifts, bequests or devises of property to carry out any of the
purposes of this chapter, and shall have control and disposition over the same, unless the ordinance
codified in this chapter should be repealed, in which case such control shall be vested in the council.
(Ord. 331 § 12, 1942)
2.08.150 Expenditure restrictions.
The city planning commission shall have no authority to make any expenditures on behalf of the city, or to
obligate the city for the payment of any sums of money, except as provided in this chapter, and then only
after the city council shall have first authorized such expenditures for such purpose from time to time by
appropriate resolution, which resolution shall provide the administrative method by which the funds shall
be drawn and expended. (Ord. 331 § 15, 1942)
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DATE:
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Jason Gottgetreu, Community Development Director

TO:

Silverton Planning Commission

RE:

Parks and Recreation Summary

The City adopted a Parks and Recreation Master Plan in Fall 2008
https://www.silverton.or.us/DocumentCenter/View/336/Silverton-Park-Master-Plan?bidId=
Below is a summary list of projects undertaken since Plan adoption. Not every project in a park
is listed, such as maintenance projects like replacing the tile in the swimming pole, etc.
Property Acquired:
Pioneer Park – 2 acres acquired in 2009
Ike Mooney – 40 Acre donated in 2009
Coolidge McClaine Expansion – 5.25 acres at the south end of Coolidge McClaine Park
between Salamander Island and Edgewood/Anderson Drive, dedicated via a partition in
2017
Civic Center Park – ~1.5 acres purchased in 2017
Grants Applied for:
Coolidge McClaine to Anderson Drive Property Acquisition, 2021 – In application process
Pettit Trail around Lake, 2020 - unsuccessful
Coolidge McClaine to Anderson Drive connection, 2013 - unsuccessful
Coolidge McClaine West Bank Trail, 2010 - unsuccessful
Mill Street to James Street trail connection 2010 – unsuccessful
Salamander Bridge Crossing 2010 – unsuccessful
Pioneer Park Improvements 2009 – successful
Skate Park 2009 – successful
East Bank Trail 2010 – successful

Committees
Parks and Recreation Task Force
2014 Meeting dates (5), 2-12-14, 2-27-14, 3-12-14, 3-26-14, & 4-8-14
2017 Meeting dates (2), 5-16-17 & 5-22-17
2019 Meeting dates (8), 4-16-19, 5-29-19, 6-10-19, 7-8-19, 7-22-19, 8-16-19, 9-30-19, &
10-16-19
Dog Park Committee (4) – 7-21-11, 8-18-11, 9-22-11, & 11-3-21
Skate Park Design Committee
Studies
City of Silverton Parks & Recreation Study, August 2019 (Executive Summary attached)
http://silverton.or.us/DocumentCenter/View/6247/SILVERTON-PARKS--REC-FINALREPORT-8-5-19
Pettit Property Visioning (October- December 2019)
http://www.silverton.or.us/DocumentCenter/View/6866/Pettit-Property-Public-VisioningFinal-Report-?bidId=
City Pool Feasibility Study 2012
Community Pool Study 2016 and 2018 Slope Stability Study
Project List
Public Works Projects
Silverton Skate Park Expansion – Fall 2021
File #
988
944
920
896
850
844
842
830
821
820
818
817

Description
Swimming Pool Cover Replacement
Silver Creek Overlook - Old Mill Park (see also 842)
Coolidge McClaine Park Restrooms
Westfield Park Improvements - PH 2, sidewalk extension by skatepark
Westfield Park, Dog Park, Parking Lot
City Pool Feasibility Study
Old Mill Park - Mill Foundation Removal and Park Restoration
Westfield Park and City Infrastructure
Silverton Marine Park Improvements Marine Park Paving
Pioneer Park 1443 Meadow Pioneer 3
Silverton Skate Park
Silver Creek East Bank Trail RTP Grant Cowing Barger Path

Year
2018
2016
2015
2014
2012
2012
2012
2011
2010
2010
2010
2010

General File Projects
File #
GN19-1723
1717
1703
1700
1695
1691
1679
1666

Description
Park Entry Signs
Lincoln Park Redesign
Lions Club Silverton Reservoir Improvements - Volunteer Project
Community Pool Study 2016 and 2018 Slope Stability Study
Skatepark Judy Schmidt Memorial
Silverton Creekside Amphitheater - Volunteer Project
Coolidge McClaine Park Tree Assessment
Coolidge McClaine Park - Water Closet Replacement

Year
2019
2019
2016
2016
2016
2016
2014
2014

Current City Council Goals related to Parks
3.4

Identify funding strategies,
evaluate and implement the
development of infrastructure
(sidewalks, bike paths, street
lights, stormwater, and speed
calming devices) to facilitate
infill, improve safety, and
connectivity between
developed areas generally, with
priority to safe access to school
corridors including N. James
and Western Streets. This
includes staff working with
Marion County on a
jurisdictional transfer.

FY 20212022

 Safe Routes to School application
for James St submitted July 2020,
application was not successful.
 PW/CD - Marion County submitted
sidewalk infill grant for
Grant/Western August 2020 with
letter of recommendation from City.
 PW - Transportation Growth
Management Grant for Active
Transportation Plan submitted July
2020.
 PW - ARTS/ODOT (Safety funds
on major corridors) funding
analyzed and determined City not
highly competitive, no application.
 City Council discussed five
possible projects on February 1,
2021 and directed staff to prioritize
a pedestrian path on Western
Avenue and make safety
improvements on the west end of
the new crossing on Jefferson
Street. See attached timeline and
design options.

FY 20212022



Acquire land in order to
develop the city owned
property below Anderson Drive
which would establish a
dedicated bike and pedestrian
trail from west hill to CoolidgeMcClaine Park and downtown.

3.5

Complete Old Mill Park
improvements.

PW -To be addressed 4th Quarter
per City Manager.
 On hold pending outcome of Parks
and Recreation District.

3.8

Evaluate recommended pool
facility improvements,
including a slope stability study
of the adjacent stream bank.

FY 20212022



3.11

Evaluate and determine the
future use of Pettit Property.

FY 20212022

 Staff presented final report March
2020 and applied for Local
Government Grant from Oregon
Parks and Recreation Department
(OPRD) to provide additional funds
for Phase 1 park improvements.
 Staff was informed in September
2020 that OPRD Local Government
Grant grants are on hold until Fall
lottery forecast and potentially
Winter lottery forecast.
 Presentation to Local Government
Grant Application Advisory
Committee scheduled for Feb 2021.
 Grant unsuccessful

4.7

Update parks master plan to
include adding other
park/recreational amenities.

FY 20212022

 PW - Parks Master Plan on hold
until Parks & Recreation District
determined per City Manager.

PW - Slope stability monitoring
system complete for next five (5)
years.

Center for
Public Service

CITY OF SILVERTON
Parks & Recreation Study

Final Report
Prepared by
Center for Public Service
Mark O. Hatfield School of Government
Portland State University
Study Team Members:
Paul Manson
Kelly Sherbo
Christian Smith
Kent Robinson
August 5, 2019
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A. Issue Situation
The City of Silverton (City) faces complex challenges with its swimming pool, parks facilities and
recreation programming. This has been a growing issue for nearly the last decade. While the
City’s parks serve well for general recreation, organized events and concerts, and playground
visits, major limitations in athletic field capacity and funding stymie the City. To explore and
address these issues the City has convened a citizen Task Force led by Mayor Kyle Palmer. This
report by the Portland State University Center for Public Service summarizes the consulting
support provided to the Task Force over the study period of October 2018 to July 2019.
Development of a ballot referendum for a new, small special district government to support
aquatics, parks and recreation services emerged from the Task Force as a promising solution to
these issues.
The City works closely with the Silver Falls School District (School District) to meet the need for
athletic league sports; however, School District field capacity is limited, and seasonal conditions
of the fields further limits capacity. To serve the community and to protect its facilities, the
School District takes on the task of managing and scheduling field use for the community. While
the City provides an annual reimbursement to the School District for field access, the School
District carries an unreimbursed burden of scheduling and managing field resources.
Unreimbursed citizen use of School District facilities adds challenges to maintaining the fields.
The City owns and maintains an indoor swimming pool facility, which is partly funded by a Citywide local option property tax levy. This levy expires on a five-year cycle. The political effort
needed to renew the levy takes a high level of political energy. Categorized as a property tax
local option levy, the pool levy would be among the first taxes reduced under circumstances of
property tax compression.
In recent years, the City has made substantial capital investments in the pool facility including
energy efficiency improvements. Per the City’s budget analysis, the City expects to invest
$877,000 in capital improvements in the pool through fiscal year 2020-21. At that point, capital
requirements for the pool will be fully met, and the facility could be transferred to a new
special district without immediate needs for reconstruction or replacement.
The City contracts with the Family YMCA of Marion and Polk Counties (YMCA) to operate the
pool facility and to provide aquatics programming. Under the contract agreement with the City,
the YMCA keeps all pool user fees and program generated revenues. This arrangement limits
the City’s ability to know the exact the level of revenues the pool generates, and whether that
revenue comes from City residents or out-of-City residents. The YMCA imposes a single rate
user fee, which prevents collection of an out-of-City user surcharge.
The City currently collects property taxes and some user fee revenues to pay expenses for parks
and the pool. These are City-wide tax revenues and resources, which City residents and
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businesses pay. However, pool and parks users come from both within the City, and from the
surrounding areas of Marion County. The community needs a way to ensure a fair distribution
of property tax burden across all citizens and businesses with potential to use and benefit from
the facilities.
As early as 2012, the City established a Parks and Recreation Task Force to understand and to
make recommendations on these issues to the City Council. The Task Force has continued its
work throughout this study period under the leadership of Mayor Kyle Palmer. To more fully
understand the issues, to better understand the procedures for establishment of an aquatics
and parks special district, and to objectively gauge public support, the City engaged the
Portland State University Center for Public Service (CPS) for consulting services.

B. Center for Public Service (CPS) Involvement
After initial contact and negotiation, the City and CPS agreed to a joint intergovernmental
agreement (IGA) for CPS to provide consulting services to the City on issues of parks and
recreation services, governance, and finances. The IGA contract was signed in October 2018.
CPS established a work team of faculty and graduate students, and project work began
thereafter. Major work tasks in the IGA included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

developing a current status profile of the City’s parks and pool facilities, finances and
issues;
exploring alternative governance arrangements under Oregon law;
defining in detail, the procedures and timeline for special district formation;
developing alternative scenarios for special districts;
evaluating alternative scenarios; and
developing recommendations.

The City exercised a proposal option for CPS to develop and field a survey assessing citizen
opinion on parks and pool facility use, special district formation, and taxation acceptance. The
City also exercised an option for CPS to facilitate three focus group listening sessions of the
Parks and Recreation Task Force. The CPS team provided these services along with supporting
materials, including: memos, survey results and analysis, financial analysis, and Power Point
slides. Contrary to early expectations, the contract did not cover issues related to the Oregon
Gardens commercial attraction.
Based on the flow of the work, the needs of the Task Force members and the City, and the CPS
team schedules, both parties agreed to a no-cost extension of the contract until June 30, 2019.
CPS provides this report as the final work product for the contract. Dr. Kent Robinson will
present this report and the CPS team’s recommendations at the Aug. 5, 2019 City Council
meeting.
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C. Key Findings
After research of City documents, scholarly and internet sources, and facilitation of three Parks
and Recreation Task Force meetings, the CPS team identified these key findings:
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

•

A Task Force preference to retain parks lands and facilities in City ownership.
A Task Force understanding to take care of existing City facilities and to secure sufficient
and sustainable funding for parks facilities and programs.
A Task Force focus on a very small-sized, efficient government response, which would
aggressively leverage community assets to support parks facility development and
recreation programming.
A need to develop a service, governance and taxing package that would be acceptable
to the community voters inside and outside the City boundaries. A citizen group leading
this effort should speak to the entire community inside and outside the City when
discussing these issues.
After consideration of other legal options, a recognition that the independent special
district structure under Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 198 was the most
effective form of governance for the situation and needs.
A recognition that a package must provide for development of parks facilities for general
recreation in addition to improvements in athletic field access.
A view that the development of new athletic field capacity may need to be handled
sequentially following other investments.
A strong desire to retire the local option pool levy in favor of a permanent property tax
rate that ensured stable, continuous funding. A permanent property tax would also have
greater protection of revenues under conditions of tax compression.
A desire to capture and leverage volunteer participation, financial donations, and in-kind
contributions to support program operations and facility development.

The program assessment and public opinion survey results generated a set of key findings:
•
•
•

•
•

About 2/3rds of survey respondents indicated that the City parks and recreation
facilities are well managed and in good repair.
But, about half of respondents indicated that recreational facilities and opportunities
are not meeting the needs of all residents.
Respondents indicated when they want to visit a City park, it is easy to do so; however,
about 40% indicated that it was not always easy to find a particular recreational activity
or sport.
Coolidge-McClaine park was the most used facility, followed by the pool, the Marine
Park and Reservoir, Town Square, and Community Center/ Gym.
Relative to parks district formation, 46% indicated they would support a district, about
15% indicated they would not, and 39% were unsure or didn’t know. The size of this last
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•
•

response indicates the need for intensive public education to gain voter acceptance of a
new district.
Over 35% of respondents indicated they would pay an additional $1 to $10 per month to
support increased parks; while just over 20% indicated they would pay between $11 and
$20 more per month.
About 20% of respondents indicated they would pay nothing more per month for
additional parks and recreation services.

D. Recommendations
After reviewing published plans and literature, facilitating discussions with the City Task Force,
and conducting financial and legal analysis, CPS has formulated the following recommendations
for the Task Force, City Council, and the larger community.
•

Once the City Council adopts a resolution agreeing to establishment of a special district,
establish the City as a neutral provider of factual information on these issues. A citizen
advocacy group will need to manage the campaign for voter adoption of a new district.

•

We recommend that the community move forward with efforts to establish a small staff
(3.5 FTE), independent aquatics and recreation special district (ORS 198), with a service area
covering the City and the surrounding unincorporated area. The possible boundaries of a
special district are still under development by the Task Force.

•

A special district for aquatics, parks, and recreation would:
o operate and maintain the pool facility through contracted services;
o secure a site for and develop an athletic fields facility;
o provide grants to the City and the School District to develop and better manage
existing resources;
o generate governmental revenues from property taxes and systems development
charges (SDCs).
o convene and coordinate volunteer efforts to operate and maintain existing
parks, to help raise funds, and to build new fields and facilities.

•

An aquatics, parks, and recreation special district with broad boundaries would capture
most users, allow citizen fair representation on the district board, and source property tax
revenues across the full community of potential users. Special district boundaries
encompassing the full user community in unincorporated areas should help to alleviate the
current unfairness of the user free-rider problem (e.g. out-of-City users).

•

CPS has outlined in detail, the special district establishment process (Appendix B). A memo
summarizes the Oregon law and procedures for city consent, petition preparation and filing,
county board public hearings, and election for voter consent.
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•

The City Council would need to adopt a resolution to approve the petition to allow
formation of a special district.

•

To fund a hypothetical, small (3.5 FTE) special district, a $0.85/$1,000 permanent property
tax rate appears sufficient. Based on budget analysis for a six-year start-up period, this level
of tax revenue should be sufficient to operate district administration; maintain, operate,
and provide programming for the pool facility; identify and procure a site for an athletic
field complex; design and build an athletic field complex; provide grants to community
partners; and establish a capital investment savings fund.

•

The Task Force and the City Council should strongly consider a slightly higher property tax
permanent rate of $0.90/$1,000 or $0.95/$1,000 to provide adequate room for increasing
labor, health insurance, and general operating costs over decades of operations. As a
reminder, once established, a property tax permanent rate for a special district cannot be
changed (per Measures 5 and 50). In any given year, the district is not required to levy the
full permanent rate limit. In other words, the district may certify a levy at any amount equal
to or less than its adopted permanent rate.

•

The City would retire the Pool Local Option Levy. Future revenue for the pool would be
generated by the special district’s permanent tax rate.

•

Corresponding to the taxing authority and flow of revenues, the City would transfer
ownership of the pool facility to the special district. This follows from the parks and
recreation special district authorization to generate revenue to provide services specified at
ORS 266.410(5). With the City, the district would agree to a valuation of the pool facility and
negotiate a pool facility transfer agreement. The district would identify any additional
capital replacement or reconstruction necessary for the pool facility as part of the valuation.

•

To ensure financial sustainability of a new special district—specifically, to define the total
annual reimbursement provided to the contract provider for pool operations and
programming. The special district should record and deposit all user fee revenues in its own
district accounts, then determine monthly or quarterly payment to the contractor.

•

With establishment of a special district and property tax levy, the district should move to
accumulate resources in a savings fund to reduce future debt principle. In addition, fill all
contingency funds and reserves to meet budget statutory and best practice levels.

•

As soon as financially and administratively feasible, a new special district would identify and
move to take ownership of a site for an athletic field facility.

•

The Task Force needs to engage in a discussion over the strategic question of the athletic
field quality. For example, should a complex have fields built to a medium-level tournament
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quality (e.g. a draw for regional events), or should the fields be built to a neighborhood
high-quality practice field standard? Annual maintenance costs would condition this choice.
•

Engage architectural services on the basic design features of athletic field location and
design, field and site drainage, and facilities, parking and road access.

•

Take a loan to pay for the athletic field complex, balancing payment total cost with interest,
community capacity to pay, and the loan term.

•

A special district could provide grants to the City and School District to support the
development of existing sites for parks, recreational facilities, trails, and athletic fields. The
City and School District could use these grants to develop and repair parks facilities and to
increase field capacity. The availability and size of the grants reflects available property tax
revenues (including any compression), debt payment requirements, and any need to fill and
maintain financial reserves.

•

The special district should support its community convener role by (1) creating an
independent, non-profit community foundation with a mission to support the parks district
and recreational opportunities in the area, and (2) making grants to community groups and
nonprofits. These activities would support facility development, recreational programs, and
community events.

•

Establish a “Friends of the Special District” 501c(3) independent nonprofit foundation. The
foundation may receive tax-deductible donations of money, and in-kind labor and
resources. The foundation can act as a private actor separate from the special district
government. Such foundations may be able to secure funds not available directly to the
district.
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Provided by Planning Commission Huebner
Parks & Recreation additional information


Regarding the budget:
o Each budget year document has the following statement: “The 2008
Park and Recreation Master Plan is the planning document for this
budget.” Given that the Master Plan hasn’t been updated or recommissioned since 2008, this would seem to be highly detrimental to
the budget planning process.
o According to Silverton budgets, NOTHING has been spent on Parks &
Rec since 2015, ie all years have zero expenditures.
o As of 2021, there was $2.9M in the Parks and Rec fund
o There has only been .48 of a FTE in the Parks and Rec budget, and that
person is seasonal

Why is this relevant?






It appears that there have been no new projects for parks and recreation
space in Silverton since 2008 (ie brand new projects such as rails-to-trails,
new hiking paths, new parks that are accessible to the entire town, etc.)
Yet residents consistently state that this is a priority. In the 2019 survey,
people have said over and over again, they want parks, green space, paths,
bike lanes.
o This begs the question: at what point is it just negligence that the
budget hasn’t had expenditures for parks/rec for at least six years
years?
In one of the documents it even states that even if a parks and rec district is
adopted, THEY WILL NEED A PLAN that outlines what Silverton prioritizes –
a plan going forward
Our plans note how deficient Silverton is in terms of paths. In fact, we lag far
far behind.







Other towns that have had new projects in terms of trails and/or green
space:
o Lebanon (extensive plans for trails, and have already added trails
along the riverfront)
o Corvallis
o Eugene
o Albany (many many acres of park space in town and easily accessible)
January 2015 city council meeting – re: bicycle friendliness
o Summary: City Staff was contacted by a local bicycle advocacy group
in September 2013 inquiring about the possibility of working with
City Staff to develop a plan to increase bicycle tourism in Silverton.
The purpose of the report is to provide a framework to address the
needs of resident bicyclists, merchants, and visitors to Silverton.
Recommendation: Accept the Silverton Bicycle Report and direct Staff
to submit an application to the League of American Bicyclists to be
designated a Bicycle Friendly Community.
o However, as seen in the 2019 survey, many residents comment on the
lack of safe places for biking, the lack of bike lanes, the lack of a bike
path (for example, from Silverton to Mt. Angel). What about water
stations or signage? We should look at other towns/cities for
examples on what they actually do to make themselves bike-friendly.
The complete lack of action as far as the P&R Master Plan is unconscionable,
given that Silverton claims to want citizen involvement and input. The
following was adopted into the Code, for example, re: citizen involvement in
master plans:
o 4.1.190 Citizen Involvement Procedures for Developing and
Amending City Master Plans.
o ALSO 4.1.200 Citizen Involvement Procedures for the Implementation
of Master Plans.

“City Council should approve a Capital Improvement Plan that
prioritizes projects listed in the Master Plan.”
A new Parks District is far from assured, and a vote isn’t even on the table
until May of 2022, and that’s not guaranteed. If there IS a vote and it’s
approved, that still means it’ll be at least 14 years since there’s been any
serious action or even attempts at action on parks, recreation, green space,
paths/trails, bike options, etc., and about eight years since anything has been
spent.
A study of McClaine Park in 2007 said back then that the park was overused
and insufficient for its purposes.
Our own plans state the need for new parkland. To wit:
o In the packet for march PC meeting – “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.”
Furthermore, the SDC Plan notes the following:
o SDC plan – “As the data in Table 31 shows, currently, the City is “park
deficient” in all park categories except Nature Parks. Because the
nature parks acreage inventory is very large, on a citywide basis, it
skews the overall parks system to a modest net LOS deficit of 1.085
acres per 1,000 population. This will impact the calculation of the
parks SDC reimbursement fee in that the current LOS implies 100% of
the City’s current parks and trails capacity is being absorbed by the
City’s current population.”
 Of note here is that the “nature parks inventory” is very large
because it includes the Pettit space as well as the “wetlands
and lowlands” outside of the Oregon Garden.









From the 2019 survey: (this is a very small representation – there are pages
and pages of these types of comments)
Here’s a sampling of responses from the survey; I’ll note that in the section where
people had a chance to add comments, the majority (I’d guess 75%) were regarding
the lack of parks, paths, etc.




Would like SAFE areas to ride my bicycle or walk my dog with no traffic.
Would like a trail to walk from Silver Creek to the Oregon Garden. There is no
safe walking path to the Oregon Garden. I'd like peaceful time in nature
biking, hiking, walking with occasional restroom facilities and water.
Repurpose our old railroad into a walking/biking path? Would also like a
good place to go for music and concerts.
anywhere to bike as a family. THERE IS NO WHERE SAFE TO BIKE IN THIS
TOWN!
















Bike riding, Minto-Brown park in Salem and bike trails at Silver Falls State
Park
We hike often and outside of Silver Falls, Silverton offers no hiking in or
around town. I also like to jog and bike outside and found the city to be
dangerous for that. I’d like to see hiking and/or biking and jogging trails.
We travel all over for walking hiking trails.
Travel for hiking opportunities and site seeing. Would like to have more
hiking opportunities within 5 miles of town. The Pettit property would be
great for more hiking opportunities.
“We are fairly new here and don't know of ANY place to go for a walk other
than on the sidewalks of the city which doesn't appeal to us. We like nature
walks. You cant use the high school track during the school year and we cant
find anyplace to go around here except driving to Silver Falls State Park or to
Canby. If there was a track open to the public I would go all the time. A bike
path would be nice to ride to Mt. Angel.”
“Cycling on rails to trails, Silverton is difficult to cycle/ walk in. Hiking, no
real trails in or around town
. It’s imperative to have designated bike paths, and interconnected walking
trails for safety. I am eagerly awaiting an interconnected walking path along
Silver Creek that will lead to the Silverton reservoir. These changes would
bring tourist revenue dollars to the city of Silverton.
. We are the garden city, we should look like a garden city
I'm not aware of any open spaces for kite-flying, frisbee tossing, boomerang
throwing, archery, etc. If these areas exist, I don't know where they are
Biking trails and foot trails would be so, so nice. The more the better for
residents and visitors.
The city should make it known to everyone that most of all the green space is
owned by the school district not the city. Little or no city tax dollars goes to
maintaining the large green grass areas in the city.
'm not sure if this activity was specifically addressed, but i'd love to take the
opportunity to inquire/express interest in a safe option for bike riding
(whether on trails or another form?) and trail running in the city of Silverton.
Idealy, a trail/track that intersected or ran along the town or locations would
be incredibly convenient, but really any sort of flat, safe, longer-distance
surface specifically meant for running/walking/bike riding would be Greatly
and Frequently used & appreciated by our family!

Also to note: there was ONE question in the 2019 survey that directly related to
trails, and that was the question that people responded to in the negative, ie that the
town was NOT well-served in this area.
I could include more information but I believe this is all representative of a key
point, namely: Silverton gives lie to the idea that it is in any way a “Garden City,”
given the complete and total abdication of any responsibilities related to green
space in the town.

There has been one committee after another dedicated to “housing” and “affordable
housing” and housing for the homeless, etc, yet not one committee related to parks,
paths, trails, etc. has had any recommendations acted upon, at least not monetarily.
Silverton is so focused on getting more and more people to move here that it has
zero focus on those who already are residents. I for one feel I’m receiving little for
my taxpayer money, given that I don’t have kids in the local schools. There is in fact
nothing planned for people in this town without kids, who simply want more of a
focus on green space. I will note that not one response in the 2019 survey said that
anyone wanted Silverton to add a new Civic Center or Police Station.
At this point, it looks like sheer dereliction of duties to me, with zero action on any
of the parks and rec suggestions, recommendations, concerns, etc. For Mayor
Palmer to dismissively say in the last Budget Meeting that it was fine to continue to
put off a new Parks and Rec Plan is basically a refusal to respond to the interests of
Silverton residents and taxpayers.

