CITY OF SILVERTON – PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
Silverton City Council Chambers
421 S. Water Street
June 12, 2018 - 7:00 PM
AGENDA
I.

ROLL CALL

II.

MINUTES – Minutes from the Regular Meeting held May 8th, 2018

III.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR
Items not on the Agenda.

IV.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
4.1

AN-18-02, 1355 South Water Street.
Annexation application to annex 1355 South Water Street into the City Limits and
zone the property R-1, Single Family Residential. The property is 21,350 square
feet in area and contains a single family dwelling. The annexation request is to
facilitate an addition to the existing home that necessitates the property to
connect to City sewer. .

4.2

SU-18-01, 608 North James Street.
Subdivision application request to divide 608 North James Street into 40 lots.
The site contains a total area of 9.51 acres and will be divided into 40 lots
ranging in size from 7,000 square feet to 10,482 square feet with 7 lots being
designated as duplex lots for an overall density of 5.0 units per acre.

4.3

DC-18-01. DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT RELATING TO
TRANSITIONAL HOUSING ACCOMMODATIONS
Development Code Amendment relating to transitional housing accommodations
by creating a definition, determining where and how such a use could locate, and
drafting regulations and standards for approval

V.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

VI.

ADJOURNMENT

Written comments may be filed with the Community Development Department, prior to the Public Hearing or
you may attend the Hearing and testify in person or in writing on these applications. Additional information
and/or review of this application may be obtained at Silverton City Hall, 306 South Water Street or by
contacting the Community Development Department at (503) 874-2207. Copies of the staff report will be
available seven (7) days prior to the public hearing. All documents will be available on our website at
www.silverton.or.us.
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (A.D.A):
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 503-874-2204at least 48 hours prior to the meeting.
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CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Drafted for approval; subject to change and/or correction
7:00 P.M.

May 8, 2018

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met at the Silverton Community Center on
May 8, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. with Chairman Flowers presiding.
ROLL CALL:
Present

Absent

X
Excused
X
X
X
X
Excused
11
12
13
14
15
16II.
17
18
19
20
21
III.
22
23
24
25
IV.
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
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34
35
36
37

Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Jeff DeSantis
Morry Jones
Chris Mayou
Gus Frederick
Rich Piaskowski
Tasha Huebner

STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu; and City Clerk, Lisa Figueroa
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE MEETING HELD , 2018:
Commissioner Piaskowski moved to approve the minutes of February 13, 2018 as presented.
Commissioner Jones seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR:
There were no comments.
AGENDA ITEMS:
1. Case: Annexation application
Filed by: Bruce and Patricia Harle
Planning Department File No.: AN-18-01
Chairman Flowers opened the public hearing at 7:03 p.m. and asked if any Commission
Members wish to declare ex parte contacts or conflicts of interest. Commissioners did not make
any declarations.
Community Development Director Jason Gottgetreu provided the staff report for this application
to annex the portion of 1042 Oak Street that is outside the City Limits. The property at 1042 Oak
Street is on the southern end of Oak Street and is 3.26 acres in size with 2.67 acres located inside
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the city limits and 0.59 acres located outside the city limits. The application is to annex the 0.59
acre area that is currently outside city limits with a zoning designation of R-1, Single Family
Residential which is consistent with the area currently inside city limits. Director Gottgetreu
reviewed the approval criteria and findings and background information regarding annexations
within the City limits and Senate Bill 1573. This annexation request is less than 2 acres,
therefore not subject to the current hold on annexations.
Chairman Flowers asked how many lots could be developed in the future if the Commission
approved the annexation. Community Development Director Gottgetreu said, using an average
lot size, there would likely be less than 15 lots developed on this entire parcel.
Applicants Testimony:
Owner Bruce Harle addressed the Commission and indicated Community Development Director
Gottgetreu’s report was thorough and he had nothing to add. Chairman Flowers opened the floor
for comment.
Proponent Testimony:
There were no comments.
Opponent Testimony:
There were no comments.
Neutral Testimony:
Gary Green, 188 Steelhammer. Mr. Green inquired whether Iowa St. would be opened up as an
access to a portion of this property. Chairman Flowers indicated that the only thing being
considered at this meeting is the annexation of the .59 acre portion of the property. Any
potential development subsequent to the annexation would be a completely separate application
and public hearing process. Mr. Green asked if this annexation was going to cost the taxpayers
money. Chairman Flowers indicated that no, actually the annexation would result in a small
increase in tax revenue to the City. Mr. Green asked about wetlands on the property, Director
Gottgetreu responded that the small stream is not currently identified in the City wetlands
inventory, however consultation with the Department of State Lands would take place with any
subsequent development application.
Commissioner Frederick moved to close the public hearing at 7:22 p.m. Commissioner
Piaskowski seconded the motion and it carried unanimously.
Chairman Flowers closed the Public Hearing at 7:22 p.m.
Commissioner Frederick moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the annexation
application as it meets the review criteria. Commissioner Jones seconded the motion and it
carried unanimously.
2. Case: Development Code Amendments
Filed by: City of Silverton
Planning Department File No.: DC-18-01 a Development Code amendment relating to
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transitional housing accommodations by creating a definition, determining where and how such a
use could locate, and drafting regulations and standards for approval
Chairman Flowers opened the hearing at 7:25 pm. He asked for declarations of ex parte
contacts, conflicts of interest, and site visits. No members wished to abstain or declare conflicts
of interest. Commissioner Mayou declared that she has discussed the general idea with others
but felt that these discussions would not influence her judgement and that none of the contact
involves any financial impact, thus she does not feel that she has any conflict of interest. All
Commissioners had viewed the site. Chairman Flowers declared for the record that he had an
exparte contact when a coworker of his approached him about his personal opinion tied to this
event. He reported that the conversation was straightforward and that he indicated to the coworker that he would not be forming any type of opinion prior to the hearing all testimony at the
public hearing.
Leigh Harrod, 718 Oak St. wished to challenge Commissioner Mayou for bias due to
Commissioner Mayous participation in the sleeping pod project. Chairman Flowers asked staff
for input on the challenge. Community Development Director indicated that he spoke with the
City Attorney regarding this possible challenge and was advised that since Commissioner Mayou
declared she can be fair and impartial, the challenge is null. The Community Development
Director indicated that the Commission may vote to remove Commissioner Mayou from the
discussion if they feel that she cannot make a fair and impartial decision. Commissioner Mayou
repeated that she is open-minded to the subject at hand and can be fair and impartial. The
remaining Commissioners did not feel it necessary to vote for her to step down at this time.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu provided the staff report. He outlined the events
leading up to the City Council directing Planning Commission to draft code language relating to
transitional shelter communities. These events included a prior work session and a neighborhood
meeting to identify the concerns and questions of the neighborhood. He recommended the
Planning Commission continue the hearing to June 12 in order to accept additional public
comment.
Director Gottgetreu presented draft standards for a conditional use process for review and
renewal with emphasis on requiring the applicant to have a process to address complaints; inform
tenants of existing rules and expectations; and a means to require removal of the use if it proves
to be problematic. The Commission asked who would review and ensure that conditions of
approval are being met. Community Development Director Gottgetreu indicated that it would be
complaint driven. The Commission also discussed whether the City can be more or less
restrictive than state statues will allow. Staff was also asked to bring back sample “code of
conduct” documents. Chairman Flowers asked staff for a copy of his powerpoint presentation to
review for the next meeting.
Chairman Flowers opened the floor for public comment.
Proponent Testimony:
Sarah DeSantis, 709 Hicks St., Executive Director, Silverton Area Community Aid. She
reported that so far this calendar year there have been 33 individuals who have self-disclosed that
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they are homeless and have come to SACA to request services with a total of 87 visits. Of the 33
individuals, 13 were women. Comparing this with the same time period in 2016; there were 47
individuals, 20 of them were women, with 106 visits. She used 2016 for comparison because it
was prior to the warming shelters being available. Since the warming shelters have been open,
the number of people seeking services has gone down. She also noted that these numbers are
based solely on those who have come to SACA and disclosed that they are homeless. There are
other instances of services requested from people who are using an address belonging to a friend
or family member and still other homeless people who have not sought services. Ms DeSantis
feels the proposed amendments are thorough, provides adequate safeguards, and allows for an
avenue to address issues that should arise and recommended the Commission approve the
amendments.
Sarah White, 11424 Hazelgreen Rd. Executive Director of Silverton Sheltering Services,
previously a case manager for SACA. Ms White reported that the warming shelter assisted 29
individuals over the last winter. She feels that this is a fraction of the population as they do not
serve many families or people who sleep in their cars. Of the 29 individuals, 23 of them
indicated that they have strong ties to the Silverton community. She asked that the Commission
consider this code change, perhaps with less restrictive language to make it more functional.
She also wanted to make note that in Marion County right now the most recent “point-in-time”
count estimates roughly 400 women in Marion County who are homeless. This count is simply
the number of individuals able to be contacted at a given point in time. Overall the estimate is
around 1000 homeless women in Marion County. Currently there are a maximum of 151 shelter
beds available for women in all of Marion County. Ms White stated that the capacity of our
sheltering community is deficient and feels that we have a responsibility, as a community, to
help people get connected to services. In addition to the shelters provided in this project, the
Silverton Sheltering Services organization has been offered the volunteer services for mental
health counseling, dentistry, transportation, and employment of the women who would be
housed in the shelter. The commission inquired if she has heard of any other similar pods in
other communities. Ms. White indicated Square One Villages located out of Eugene OR came to
Silverton to provide workshop. Commissioner Flowers asked Community Development Director
Gottgetreu to contact the City of Eugene to review their statistical data. The commission asked
about the less restrictive language that she was requesting. She responded that a requirement for
every sheltering organization to provide 24 hour laundry and shower facilities could make the
project cost prohibitive. She also had concerns about having a 24 hour on call individual; the
concern being that neighbors could shut down a facility by flooding the on call line 24 hours a
day. Ms White also felt that this type of monitoring undermines the dignity of the individuals
being served.
Reverend Shana McCauley, 1217 Elm St. SW, Albany Oregon. Reverend McCauley indicated
that she is a Vicar at St Edwards Church in Silverton. She indicated that she has submitted
comments in writing and highlighted the points in her e-mail and was here to answer any
questions the Commissioners may have. As a summary, she pointed out that she felt that one
unit per 10,000 sq feet is a higher threshold than is used for residential housing and if the goal is
to house more people and to offer housing for people who need it the most, that increasing the
threshold for space is punitive and unnecessary. When asked if they have considered housing
people inside the church, she responded that they have, but it was her impression that it would
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make the neighborhood less happy as the neighbors feel that there would be a possibility that
they will serve people from outside the community. In addition to limiting the number of people
by limiting the number of shelters, she felt that by having their own unit it increases the sense of
having their own space and so the individuals can begin to move toward independent housing
and independent living.
Michelle Finicle, 817 Liberty, Development Director for Habitat with Humanity for three years.
She reported that often times the people served by Habitat for Humanity were previously
homeless and in need of transitional housing as a start to gaining the ability to move into more
long term solutions. She said she feels they could stop homelessness in this community if they
have a platform. She is in strong support of the transitional housing platform and allowing the
churches in the community move forward as they have proposed. The commission asked how
long it takes for someone to move out of transitional housing. Ms. Penacle said it took one
woman nearly ten years to go from transitional housing, to employment and renting a single
room, to finally qualifying for her home but the amount of time actually in the transitional
housing phase is several months.
Mike Ashland, 816 Liberty St. Mr. Ashland reported that he was homeless once and feels that
women are at a higher risk of being harmed on the streets. Because of having been homeless for
a year, he understands the difference between living in a yurt with a fabric cover, or a tent with a
plastic cover and living in a solid structure with a door. He feels that the neighbors were clear in
their concerns and staff did a good job capturing those concerns. He said most of the concerns
are addressable and that while there is some risk in this type of project, the risk is absolutely
necessary to help this vulnerable population. He said he likes the idea of the 24 hour call line, but
does not feel the need for someone on site 24 hours a day. He said they should be able try it for a
short period of time and recommends approval.
Commissioner Jones asked if services of this type need to be in every community, or what makes
a place ideal for services to be offered. Mr. Ashland responded that the primary things that kept
him in one place or another were availability of meals, toilets, and some sort of shelter. Beyond
that, other services are viewed more as luxuries. He noted that most homeless people are not
going to want to be on a church property, they don’t want to be watched, they don’t want to be
controlled. As to whether every community should offer these basic services, he emphatically
responded yes, these people are from here and want to remain here.
Commissioner Piaskowski asked if the code should consider both men and women. Mr. Ashland
said he does not think it should isolate one gender. He does feel that there should be a code of
conduct in place so that there is accountability and a means to discontinue the available service if
the individual is not in compliance. He feels that helping homeless women is a good place to
start towards a greater problem.
Connie Wallace, 3254 Indian Wells Loop, Salem. Ms Wallace reported that she works with the
homeless in Salem. She said the churches there have sponsored families during the year for
overnight stays and meals. She said she has also literally gone out on the street to assist people
who are unsheltered and has never had anyone she has approached act in a menacing or
threatening manner. The majority of the individuals are very coherent and intelligent and she
feels that there is an unnecessary level of fear regarding the homeless population. She said she
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does not think that the women in the pods would do anything worse than those who currently
reside in neighborhoods. She indicated it would be better to have the individuals located in
shelters like this than in the woods.
The Commission recessed at 8:52 p.m. and reconvened at 9:00 p.m.
Opponent Testimony:
Tim Gutman, 817 Pioneer Drive, Silverton; Mr Gutman disclosed that he has volunteered at
Portland Rescue Mission for quite a while, has volunteered at My Father’s House (a women’s
shelter) in Portland and has lead a bible study group in a prison. He feels that this proposal is not
secure enough. He said he is concerned with the bathrooms being open 24 hours and the
possibility of attacks on the women. He said that since the proposed code is not gender specific,
there should not be an expectation that men would continue to be excluded from the project after
approval is granted. He said the property values will go down from his experience living near the
Springwater Trail in Portland. He said that support should be given to organizations that have a
proven track record and know what they are doing. He does not feel that a trial program is a
good idea and that it could lead to churches buying more property to create more homeless
housing. Commissioner Mayou asked if Mr. Gutman would feel better if the women could have
a porta potty within their shelter, he responded that would be an option. He stated that he is
concerned about homeless from outside of Silverton coming in to take advantage of services
offered here, he knows of an instance where a person in Salem who lives in their car brought an
entire carload of people here for lunch at one of the churches. Chairman Flowers explained that
the code is gender neutral, however the church is the organization responsible for screening and
oversite of the program, and any liability resides with the church. Commissioner Frederick
indicated that he feels that SACA is a professional organization that can work to address this
issue. Mr Gutman responded that SACA is a professional organization at feeding people, but
housing is a different issue.
Leigh Harrod, 718 Oak Street; She moved into town in December 2015 and in December 2016
had a homeless person who broke into her house and was sitting in her living room when she got
up in the morning. Before the meeting tonight, there was someone on her front porch who
appeared to be attempting to get in, he said he was there to sell something. She said there is a
problem here and safety is a big deal. She said she did an online poll in Next Door to see if
people felt Silverton should change the development code to allow these outside shelters. She
said 60% of the people who voted said no, do not modify the development code. She feels that
these people are dangerous and that the voters should decide on the change. She feels that the
recommendation to the council should be to refer the change to the voters. Commissioner
Frederick said he took offense to her comments of ‘those people’ as a generic group.
Christine Rasmussen, 2530 Drift Creek Road, Ms Rasmussen reported that she owns property
less than a block away from the potential site and has a daycare and a preschool on it. Across the
street is the Robert Frost School and up the street is another school, so there are lots of children
walking in the area. She said that she has 5 of her own grandchildren within a block of the
church. She said she would not be in opposition of the church housing the 4 women inside the
church but feels that the idea of having an 8x8 box in the parking lot will draw other people. She
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said most people who are homeless are not the type of person who follow the rules or codes of
conduct, that most homeless women prostitute for money and that she has lots of experience with
homeless people in San Francisco, where she has seen 25-30 people living under the bushes next
to a daycare and where there were many instances of people exposing themselves and defecating
and urinating in the bushes near schools and daycares. She feels that this type of project would
be a magnet for other homeless people and does not support any code changes to allow it. She
also stated that she feels there are conflicts of interest voting on the code changes because there
are members of Planning Commission and the City Council who are publicly promoting the
shelter idea and she feels it is not appropriate. Commissioner Jones said that the Council and the
Commission are listening to the public. Chairman Flowers explained the code change process
and indicated that during the Planning Commission work session, they requested that a the
neighborhood meeting occur in order to bring forward concerns to the Commission. He said that
staff has brought forward those concerns in the staff report so that they may be considered in the
decision making process.
Neutral Testimony:
Lea Orloff, 16587 Louray Ave. She asked if there is an option to submit this to the voters.
Director Gottgetreu responded that it could be an option for the City Council to refer it to a vote,
or the City Council could pass the ordinance and someone could collect signatures for a
referendum to send it to a vote. Chairman Flowers briefly explained the Initiative petition
process. Ms Orloff asked what the current zoning would allow. Director Gottgetreu responded
that they could have one transitional housing unit that allows one household to occupy it for 60
days, a “transitional housing unit” being defined as a dwelling. Ms. Orloff asked if there is a
square footage limitation on it. Director responded that it would be more like an accessory
dwelling unit, or a small version of a house. She asked if there was anything that would prohibit
a church from operating inside their facility. Director Gottgetreu responded that they could if
they could meet the requirement for sleeping, cooking, and sanitation. This would be done
through the building permit process to be sure all of the building code requirements are met.
Michael Cook, 321 W. Center; Mr. Cook felt that a lot of people have not heard about this
issue. The commissioners pointed out that the issue was discussed in the local newspaper and a
local publication which is mailed to each household.
Christy S. Wurster, 306 S Water St. City Manager As a point of clarification she wanted to note
that while City Council has asked staff and the Planning Commission to make recommendations
on any given issue, this does not preclude an individual from coming to speak to the Council and
ask for a referral or make an alternate request at any City Council Meeting. The next public
meeting will be scheduled for Monday, June 4th and the council will accept public testimony at
that meeting. Also, public comment email can be made on our website and these emails will be
forwarded to the City Council as well.
Written Testimony: Added to the Record

Chairman Flowers requested a motion to continue the public hearing to Tuesday, June 12, 2018.
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The motion was made by Commissioner Fredrick and seconded by Commissioner Jones and
carried unanimously at 9:42 pm. Chairman Flowers noted that the record will remain open for
written testimony from any member of the community.
Chairman Flowers reviewed the Commission’s duties for the next meeting and requested that
staff forward any materials received as soon as he can. He noted that Commissioners cannot
talk to each other regarding this issue during this time and that all communication needed to go
through Director Gottgetreu.
REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS
Director Gottgetreu indicated that this is Lisa Figueroa’s last Planning Commission meeting and
thanked her for her service. Director Gottgetreu also reported that next month’s meeting could
possibly contain a small annexation and an application for a day care facility. There will not be a
work session this month due to budget committee meetings.
Commissioner Mayou asked staff to look into several items: SB 1051 concerning churches
building homes; the City of Eugene who has a code that allows churches to have up to six tiny
houses; Opportunity Village in Eugene; Emerald Village cluster housing in Eugene; Bend’s
cottage code adopted in 2015; Lincoln City changing their code to allow people to live in RVs
full time; Sweet Home is working on something similar to Silverton’s proposal; and Meyer
Memorial Trust study two years ago concerning affordable housing.

ADJOURNMENT

The Meeting adjourned at 9:51 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/Lisa Figueroa,
City Clerk
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City of Silverton
Community Development
306 South Water Street
Silverton, OR 97381

STAFF REPORT
PROCEDURE TYPE IV

APPLICANT:
ROSE-ELLEN HOPE
1355 SOUTH WATER STREET
SILVERTON, OR 97381
PROPERTY OWNER:
ROSE-ELLEN HOPE
1355 SOUTH WATER STREET
SILVERTON, OR 97381

FILE NUMBER: AN-18-02
LAND USE DISTRICT:
UT-5, URBAN TRANSITION – 5 ACRE

LOCATION: LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF
SOUTH WATER STREET ADJACENT TO PIONEER
DRIVE.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
ASSESSOR MAP#: 071W01CC
LOTS #: 00500
SITE SIZE: 21,350 SQ. FT.
ADDRESS: 1355 SOUTH WATER STREET
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: ANNEXATION APPLICATION TO ANNEX 1355 SOUTH WATER
STREET INTO THE CITY LIMITS AND ZONE THE PROPERTY R-1, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL. THE
PROPERTY IS 21,350 SQUARE FEET IN AREA AND CONTAINS A SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING. THE
ANNEXATION REQUEST IS TO FACILITATE AN ADDITION TO THE EXISTING HOME THAT NECESSITATES THE
PROPERTY TO CONNECT TO CITY SEWER. THE PROPERTY IS CURRENTLY CONNECTED TO CITY WATER.

DATE: JUNE 5, 2018

Attachments

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Vicinity Map and Review Criteria
Applicant’s Findings
Conditions of Approval
Staff Report
Testimony
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ATTACHMENT A: VICINITY MAP & REVIEW CRITERIA
Case File: AN-18-02
Vicinity Map and Surrounding Land Use Districts
North – UT-5, Urban Transition – 5 Acre
East – UT-5, Urban Transition – 5 Acre
South – R-1, Single Family Residential
West – RM-20, Multi-Family Residential - 20

AN-18-02
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REVIEW CRITERIA:
4.10.140 Review Criteria. When reviewing a proposed annexation of land, the Planning Commission and
City Council will consider the following standards and criteria:
1. Adequacy of access to the site; and
2. Conformity of the proposal with the city’s comprehensive plan; and
3. Adequate public facilities, services, and transportation networks are in place or are planned
to be provided concurrently with the development of the property. If extension or
upgrading of any improvement is necessary to serve the area, such extension must be
consistent with the city’s infrastructure plans and must be an orderly and efficient
arrangement for the extension of public services; and
4. The new area will meet city standards for any public improvements which may be necessary
to serve the area (including but not limited to streets, including sidewalks, sanitary sewer,
water, storm drainage); and
5. The area to be annexed is contiguous to the city and represents a logical direction for city
expansion; and
6. The area is within the urban growth boundary, unless a health hazard due to failing septic
systems or groundwater supplies is found to exist; and
7. The proposed use of the property is consistent with the applicable comprehensive plan
designation; and
8. The proposed annexation shall be consistent with all applicable goals and policies of the
Silverton comprehensive plan; and
9. Shall be in compliance with applicable sections of ORS Chapter 222; and
10. Natural hazards identified by the city, such as wetlands, floodplains and steep slopes, have
been addressed by applicant’s conceptual development plan; and
11. Urbanization of the subject property shall not have a significant adverse effect on areas
identified or designated in the comprehensive plan as open space or as significant scenic,
historic or natural resource areas; and
12. Economic impacts which are likely to result from the annexation shall be evaluated in light
of the social and physical impacts. The overall impact which is likely to result from the
annexation and development shall not have a significant adverse effect on the economic,
social and physical environment of the community, as a whole; and
13. If the proposed area for annexation is to be residentially zoned, there must be less than a
five-year supply of vacant and redevelopable land in terms of dwelling units per acre
within the current city limits. “Redevelopable land” means land zoned for residential use
on which development has already occurred but on which, due to present or expected
market forces, there exists the likelihood that existing development will be converted to
more intensive residential uses during the planning period. The five-year supply shall be
determined from vacant and redevelopable land inventories and by the methodology for
land need projections from the housing element of the comprehensive plan. If there is more
than a five-year supply but less than an eight-year supply, the city may consider additional
factors, such as the likelihood of vacant parcels being developed in the near future, to
AN-18-02
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determine if the public good would be served by the annexation. Properties proposed for
annexation that have a current or probable public health hazard due to lack of full city
water or sanitary sewer may be exempt from this criterion; and
14. Promotes the timely, orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; and
15. The annexation is reasonable and that the public interest, present and future, will be best
served by annexing the property.
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ATTACHMENT B: APPLICANT’S FINDINGS
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ATTACHMENT C: CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. The applicant will be required to extend the public sanitary sewer mainline to the south
eastern boundary of the site in accordance with Public Works Design Standards to serve the
existing single family home.
2. A Petition for Improvement / Waiver of Remonstrance for roadway improvements along
the site’s frontage of South Water Street including a half street improvement with curbs
and sidewalks shall be signed prior to the signing of the Ordinance.
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ATTACHMENT D: STAFF REPORT, AN-18-02
FINDINGS OF FACT
A. Background Information:
1. The applicant submitted an application on April 26, 2018 to annex 1355 South Water
Street into the City Limits and zone the property R-1, Single Family Residential. The
property is 21,350 square feet in area and contains a single family dwelling. The
annexation request is to facilitate an addition to the existing home that necessitates the
property to connect to City sewer. The property is currently connected to City water.
2. The site is currently developed with a single family home. The home was constructed
in 1959. The dwelling is already connected to city water and is requesting annexation
to connect to city sanitary sewer facilities to facilitate an addition to the existing home.
3. Notice was mailed to all property owners within 700 feet of the subject area on May 23,
2018. As of this writing, June 5, 2018 no written testimony has been received. The
notice was published in the Silverton Appeal on May 30, 2018. The site was posted on
June 1, 2018.
4. The City Council passed Resolution 18-06 on February 5, 2018 that stated in part,
When annexation applicants refuse to authorize the City to submit the annexation
proposal to the City electorate, and the area proposed for annexation is greater than two
(2) acres in size, the City shall place a hold on consideration of the proposed annexation
for the sooner of one year after the date of said refusal or the final adjudication of SB
1573. The subject area is less than two acres in size and not subject to the hold.
B. Silverton Development Code (SDC):
1. Article 4 – Administration of Land Use and Development
Section 4.1.500

Type IV Procedure

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

Findings: This application is being reviewed through a Type IV procedure. The applicant
submitted an application on April 26, 2018 meeting Criterion A. A public notice for this
request was mailed to all property owners within 700 feet of the site on May 23, 2018. The
notice was published in the Silverton Appeal on May 30, 2018. The site posted on June 1,
2018. The application will be before the Planning Commission June 12, 2018 and will be
before the City Council July 2, 2018.
Unless mandated by state law, annexation, delayed annexations, and/or extension of city
services may only be approved by a majority vote among the electorate. On March 15,
2016, the State enacted SB 1573 that states that the legislative body of a city shall annex a
territory petitioning annexation without submitting the proposal to the electors of the city if
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the territory is within the Urban Growth Boundary, the territory upon annexation will be
subject to the acknowledged comprehensive plan, the territory is contiguous to the city
limits and the proposal conforms to all other requirements of the city’s ordinances. The
territory is within the UGB, is contiguous to the city limits and would be subject to the
comp plan upon annexation.
The City Council passed Resolution 18-06 on February 5, 2018 that stated in part, When
annexation applicants refuse to authorize the City to submit the annexation proposal to the
City electorate, and the area proposed for annexation is greater than two (2) acres in size,
the City shall place a hold on consideration of the proposed annexation for the sooner of
one year after the date of said refusal or the final adjudication of SB 1573. The subject
property is less than two acres in size and not subject to the hold. City Staff were directed
in all other regards to comply with the Charter, Comprehensive Plan, Development Code
and all other applicable land use laws in processing annexation proposals. This staff report
will review the proposal for conformity with all other requirements of the city’s ordinances.
Section 4.10.140

Review Criteria – Annexation

When reviewing a proposed annexation of land, the Planning Commission and City
Council will consider the following standards and criteria:
1. Adequacy of access to the site; and

Findings: The site is located south east of the intersection of South Water Street and
Pioneer Drive Street. The site is 21,350 square feet in area and has the potential to be
partitioned into two or three parcels in the future. S Water Street is under ODOT
jurisdiction. ODOT has no objections to the applicant’s proposal. The property abuts the
Silver Creek Falls Highway, No. 163, OR-214, and is subject to state laws administered by
the Oregon Department of Transportation. These laws may require the applicant to obtain
one or more state permits. ODOT has reviewed its access permit records and determined
there is not an existing permit for the highway access.
Administrative rules were adopted by the Oregon Legislature related to the issuance of
access permits for connections (driveways) to the state highway system. The rule contains a
section related to existing private connections that do not have an access permit issued by
ODOT; OAR 734-051-3015, Presumption of Written Permission for an Existing Private
Connection. This portion of rule gives ODOT the ability to acknowledge existing
connections as if they had legal status similar to an access permit. ODOT makes this
determination based on documentation that indicates a connection was in existence as of
January 1, 2014. Specific to the highway connection associated with this land use notice,
ODOT has verified that the connection meets the administrative rule criteria and thereby
can be viewed as permitted. Please note this determination may be subject to further review
under administrative rule, OAR 734-051-3020, Change of Use of a Private Connection,
upon redevelopment of the site, and/or if the connection is modified, relocated or if a new
connection is proposed to the property.
If the applicant or their contractor is required to occupy state highway right-of-way to
relocate or reconstruct franchise utilities, A Permit To Occupy Or Perform Operations
Upon A State Highway will be necessary. The permit can be obtained by contacting Tom
Sagers, District 3 Permit Specialist at 503.986.2876. The applicant or their contractor shall
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obtain the permit 30 calendar days prior to commencing any activities within state highway
right-of-way. Criterion 1 is met.
2. Conformity of the proposal with the City’s Comprehensive Plan; and;

Findings: The parcel to be annexed is located within the UGB and is designated Single
Family. The zoning of the site will be R-1, Single Family Residential. A single family
dwelling currently exists on the site in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan (Comp
Plan).
The Goal of the Urbanization Element of the Comprehensive Plan is to: “Provide adequate
land to meet anticipated future demands for urban development in a logical and orderly
manner.” And has Objectives to, maintain a supply of buildable residential, commercial
and industrial land within the City’s UGB as allowed by state law; Continue to work with
Marion County to manage land development between the city limits and UGB; and
Consistently apply and enforce the City’ development policies, codes, and standards.
The Goal of the Air, Water and Land Resources Quality seeks to “Maintain and improve
the quality of the area’s air, water, and land resources.” The area proposed for annexation
is developed with an existing single family home on a septic system. The dwelling is
already connected to city water and is requesting annexation to connect to city sanitary
sewer facilities to facilitate an addition to the existing home that necessitates the property
to connect to City sewer. As such, this annexation and subsequent connection to the City’s
waste water system will comply with the goals and policies within the Air, Water and Land
Resources Quality and will not lead to the degradation of the natural resources.
A Goal of the Transportation Element is to “Provide a safe, convenient, aesthetic and
economical transportation system.” Any development of the site will be required to meet
transportation, access and circulations, and roadway standards.
The Goal of the Housing element to “Meet the projected housing needs of citizens in the
Silverton area.” The Objectives of the Housing Element are to, Encourage a “small town”
environment; Encourage preservation, maintenance and improvement of the existing
housing stock; Encourage new housing in suitable areas to minimize public facility and
service costs and preserve agricultural land; and Encourage an adequate supply of housing
types necessary to meet the needs of different family sizes and incomes.
The requested annexation will be consistent with the goals and policies of the Economy
element of the Comprehensive Plan. This element largely speaks to encouraging the
diversification of the local economy and the proposed annexation of a single family home
will not have an impact upon this element.
With the public hearing held before the Planning Commission and City Council the
requested annexation will satisfy the goal and policies of the Citizen Involvement element
of the Comprehensive Plan. The purpose of the public hearing is to solicit and involve the
public in the decision making process. The public hearing was published, posted, and
notices were mailed in accordance with all requirements.
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The Goal of the Public Facilities and Services Elements of the Comprehensive Plan is to
“Provide orderly and efficient public facilities and services to adequately meet the needs of
Silverton residents.” The water system, storm water system, and transportation network
exist adjacent to the site. A sanitary sewer mainline exists at the property’s western corner
in South Water Street.
3. Adequate public facilities, services, and transportation networks are in place or are
planned to be provided concurrently with the development of the property. If extensions
or upgrading of any improvement is necessary to serve the area, such extension must
be consistent with the city’s infrastructure plans and must be an orderly and efficient
arrangement for the extension of public services; and

Findings: The property is requesting annexation in order to connect to city sanitary sewer
facilities. There are no identified Master Plan projects identified to serve the site. The
water system, storm water system, and transportation network exist adjacent to the site. A
sanitary sewer mainline exists at the property’s western corner in South Water Street. Each
of the utilities is the standard size for residential development. The applicant will be
required to extend the public sanitary sewer mainline to the eastern boundary of the site in
accordance with Public Works Design Standards to serve the existing single family home
(Condition 1). Public facilities are planned to be provided to serve the site; thereby
meeting Criterion 3.
4. The new area will meet city standards for any public improvements which may be
necessary to serve the area (including but not limited to streets, including sidewalks,
sanitary sewer, water, storm drainage); and

Findings: The property is requesting annexation in order to connect to city sanitary sewer
facilities. There are no identified Master Plan projects identified to serve the site. The
water system, storm water system, and transportation network exist adjacent to the site. A
sanitary sewer mainline exists at the property’s western corner in South Water Street.
South Water Street is a State highway that lacks sidewalk facilities. A Petition for
Improvement / Waiver of Remonstrance for roadway improvements along the site’s
frontage of South Water Street including a half street improvement with curbs and
sidewalks shall be signed prior to the signing of the Ordinance (Condition 2).
Development of the site will require the public facilities to be extended into the site in
accordance with Public Works Design Standards to serve the home. Therefore Criterion 4
is met.
5. The area to be annexed is contiguous to the city and represents a logical direction for
city expansion; and

Findings: The area is contiguous to the City. The site abuts the City Limits along the
southern and western property lines. The annexation represents a logical direction for city
expansion, meeting Criterion 5.
6. The area is within the urban growth boundary, unless a health hazard due to failing
septic systems or groundwater supplies is found to exist; and

Findings: The area considered for annexation is inside the Urban Growth Boundary. The
criterion is met.
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7. The proposed use of the property is consistent with the applicable comprehensive plan
designation; and

Findings: The use of the property will continue to be used as a single family dwelling, a
permitted use. It is designated Single Family of the Comprehensive Plan Map and will be
zoned R-1, Single Family Residential, thereby meeting Criterion 7.
8. The proposed annexation shall be consistent with all applicable goals and policies of
the Silverton Comprehensive Plan; and

Findings: The proposed annexation has been reviewed for conformity with the city’s
comprehensive plan earlier in the report.
9. Shall be in compliance with applicable sections of ORS Chapter 222; and

Findings: ORS 222 provides for a means of annexation by election or by action of the
governing body. However, as noted above the City is no longer allowed to submit
proposals for annexation to the electors of the city for their approval or rejection.
The proposal is following the Type IV procedure, consistent with ORS 222 for annexation
procedures.
This application has been found to be in compliance with the applicable sections of ORS
Chapter 222 and will follow all applicable state and local procedures. Therefore, this
criterion has been met.
10. Natural hazards identified by the City, such as wetlands, floodplains and steep slopes
have been addressed; and

Findings: There are no wetlands on the site and the site is not located within the
floodplain. The site is very flat. Natural hazards of the site have been addressed. The
criterion is met.
11. Urbanization of the subject property shall not have a significant adverse effect on
areas identified or designated in the Comprehensive Plan as open space or as
significant scenic, historic or natural resource areas; and

Findings: There are no areas on the site identified or designated in the Comprehensive
Plan as open space or as significant scenic, historic or natural resource areas. The criterion
is met.
12. Economic impacts which are likely to result from the annexation shall be evaluated in
light of the social and physical impacts. The overall impact which is likely to result
from the annexation and development shall not have a significant adverse effect on the
economic, social and physical environment of the community, as a whole.

Findings: The annexation will add one single family home to the City Limits. The request
is to be able to connect the existing dwelling to city sanitary sewer facilities. The applicant
will be required to construct the sanitary sewer line to serve the property and will pay the
Sanitary Sewer System Development Charge for the impact to the system. No additional
dwellings are proposed from the annexation. The standard is met.
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13. If the proposed area for annexation is to be residentially zoned, there must be
less than a five-year supply of vacant and redevelopable land in terms of
dwelling units per acre within the current city limits. “Redevelopable land”
means land zoned for residential use on which development has already
occurred but on which, due to present or expected market forces, there exists
the likelihood that existing development will be converted to more intensive
residential uses during the planning period. The five-year supply shall be
determined from vacant and redevelopable land inventories and by the
methodology for land need projections from the housing element of the
comprehensive plan. If there is more than a five-year supply but less than an
eight-year supply, the city may consider additional factors, such as the
likelihood of vacant parcels being developed in the near future, to determine if
the public good would be served by the annexation. Properties proposed for
annexation that have a current or probable public health hazard due to lack of
full city water or sanitary sewer may be exempt from this criterion; and
Findings: The most recent adopted Comprehensive Plan amendments have used a growth
rate of 2% over the 20 year planning horizon. Given a 2% growth rate over the next 5
years with an average household size of 2.65 per the 2010 census, the 5 year supply of
vacant and redevelopable land is 412 lots and the 8 year supply is 680 lots. The current
amount of shovel ready lots in Silverton is 52 and the amount of redevelopable land
amounts to 613 lots for a total supply of 665. The City is between the 5 year and 8 year
supply which allows the City to consider additional factors when reviewing the annexation.
The annexation is small in scale and is in an area that is nearly surrounded by the City
Limits. The majority of the site is already annexed into the City Limits. Adding a
development that would only create the potential of one or two additional parcels would
not harm the public good. This review criterion is subjective in nature and the Planning
Commission is able to make its own interpretation as to if it is met or not. If there is
evidence in the record that could support approval and evidence that could support denial,
and where the review criteria are subjective, the Planning Commission gets to decide which
evidence they find more persuasive. As long as a reasonable trier of fact could believe the
evidence relied on for a decision, the approval or denial will stand.
14. Promotes the timely, orderly and economic provision of public facilities and
services; and
Findings: The property is requesting annexation to connect to the sanitary sewer system to
facilitate an addition to the existing home that necessitates the property to connect to City
sewer, making the annexation timely.
15. The annexation is reasonable and that the public interest, present and future,
will be best served by annexing the property.
Findings: The annexation will allow an existing home the ability to construct an addition
to the existing home which necessitates the property to connect to City sewer. Annexing a
property connected to the City Water system is in the public interest. This review criterion
is subjective in nature and the Planning Commission is able to make its own interpretation
as to if it is met or not.
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III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Findings have been made for all of the applicable Code sections. The proposed annexation
may meet applicable Silverton Development Code Review Criteria and Standards.
The Planning Commission is required to hold a public hearing to evaluate the proposed
annexation.
The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council regarding the
annexation request and determine how the proposal has or has not complied with the review
criteria. The Planning Commission will then forward their recommendation and findings in
support of its recommendation to the City Council.
Once the City Council receives Planning Commission’s recommendation on the annexation,
the Council will review the findings and the recommendation in a public hearing.
Staff finds the application, as presented, meets, can meet, or does not meet the applicable City
codes and requirements.

Planning Commission Options:
1. Recommend to the City Council the APPROVAL of the proposed annexation as it meets
the review criteria.
2. Recommend to the City Council the DENIAL of the proposed annexation as it does not
meet the review criteria.
3. Recommend to the City Council a MODIFICATION of the proposed annexation so that it
meets the review criteria.
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ATTACHMENT E: TESTIMONY
None Received.
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City of Silverton
Community Development
306 South Water Street
Silverton, OR 97381

APPLICANT:
GENE OSTER
PO BOX 222
SILVERTON, OR 97381

PC STAFF REPORT

APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE
MULTI TECH ENGINEERING

PROCEDURE TYPE III

1155 SE 13TH STREET
SALEM, OR 97302

FILE NO. SU-18-01

CONTACT PERSON:

LAND USE DISTRICT:
R-1, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

PROPERTY OWNER:

BRANDIE DALTON, 503-363-9227

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
ASSESSOR MAP#: 061W27AD
LOTS#: 00700
SITE SIZE: 9.51 ACRES
ADDRESS: 608 N JAMES STREET

GENE OSTER
PO BOX 222
SILVERTON, OR 97381

LOCATION: LOCATED ON THE NORTHEAST SIDE
OF THE JEFFERSON STREET AND NORTH JAMES
STREET INTERSECTION.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: SUBDIVISION APPLICATION REQUEST TO DIVIDE 608 NORTH JAMES
STREET INTO 40 LOTS. THE SITE CONTAINS A TOTAL AREA OF 9.51 ACRES AND WILL BE DIVIDED INTO 40 LOTS
RANGING IN SIZE FROM 7,000 SQUARE FEET TO 10,482 SQUARE FEET WITH 7 LOTS BEING DESIGNATED AS
DUPLEX LOTS FOR AN OVERALL DENSITY OF 5.0 UNITS PER ACRE.

DATE: __JUNE 5, 2018_
Attachments

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Vicinity Map and Site Plan
Applicant’s Findings
Conditions of Approval
Staff Report
Testimony
Appeal Information
General Design Requirements and Policies
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ATTACHMENT A: VICINITY MAP & SITE PLAN
Case File: SU-18-01
Vicinity Map and Surrounding Land Use Districts
North – UT-5, Urban Transition 5 Acre
East – Railroad
South – R-1, Single Family Residential
West – EFU, Exclusive Farm Use
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ATTACHMENT B: APPLICANT’S FINDINGS
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ATTACHMENT C: CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. All improvements on the site shall be in substantial conformance to the submitted plans
taking all conditions of approval and Attachment G into account.
2. All Public Improvements shall be installed, inspected, and accepted by the City prior to
release of building permits.
3. All applicable building permits shall be obtained prior to any work that requires a building
permit.
4. An Access Permit is required from Marion County for access to N James or Jefferson.
5. Applicant will be required to dedicate 5 feet of right-of-way and construct three-quarter
street improvements along Jefferson Street. Improvements shall be to County and City
standards with 34 feet of pavement from curb to curb and five foot property line sidewalk
on Jefferson Street. Additional requirements may be required by Marion County.
6. Applicant will be required to dedicate 10 feet of right-of-way and construct three-quarter
street improvements along James Street. Improvements shall be to County and City
standards with 34 foot of pavement from curb to curb and a five foot property line
sidewalk. Additional requirements may be required by Marion County.
7. Access to public streets shall be constructed in such a manner as to eliminate turning
conflicts and maintain a clear vision area. Access spacing shall conform to the
Transportation Systems Plan. The proposed width of accesses shall meet the City of
Silverton Public Works Standards.
8. The intersection curb radius shall be 30 feet. Sidewalks and returns shall conform with
requirements of PROWAG.
9. It is the responsibility of the Applicant to preserve and protect the current Pavement
Condition Index (or PCI) rating (as applicable) and the structural integrity of adjacent
paved and graveled county roads to the satisfaction of Marion County Public Works during
transport of materials and construction activities. Failure to preserve and protect the road
may result in the applicant being responsible for replacing or reconstructing the damaged
road at his/her own expense.
10. In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this development is not exempt from Transportation
SDC charges. Therefore all lots will be required to pay a transportation SDC charge at the
time when a building permit is issued.
11. The Developer shall submit contractor’s bids to the City for review and upon approval
enter into a Public Facility Improvement Agreement for the offsite improvements to
construct 932’ of sidewalks to the south, or the amount of sidewalks equivalent to
$125,634, whichever is less, subject to approval by the Public Works Director.
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12. Front yard landscaping meeting development code standards shall be provided for the all
new dwellings within 6 months of occupancy.
13. Street trees shall be spaced so that there is at least one tree planted for every 35 feet of
street frontage along new public streets and James and Jefferson Street, except where
existing utilities, vision clearance requirements or similar factors preclude such spacing.
14. The developer shall be responsible for planting street trees, including soil preparation,
ground cover material, staking, and temporary irrigation for one year after planting. The
developer shall also be responsible for tree care (pruning, watering, fertilization, and
replacement as necessary) during the first two years after planting, after which the adjacent
property owners shall maintain the trees.
15. The City shall require the developer to provide a performance and maintenance bond or
cash deposit in an amount determined by an estimate provided by the developer or by the
community development director, to ensure the planting of the tree(s) and care during the
first year after planting.
16. 2 off-street parking spaces shall be provided for all new dwellings.
17. An analysis of the capacity of this lift station will be required to document that it is capable
of serving the subdivision at full development as part of the Detailed Development Plan
submission.
18. Upon completion of the water improvements to this site, a flow test will need to be
performed at the hydrants to confirm actual flow volumes and pressures.
19. Any new dwellings will have to pay all applicable SDC fees during the building permit
process.
20. On site storm detention will be required in accordance with City standards. The
development shall detain a 25-year post developed storm and release no greater than the 5year predeveloped rate. The proposed 10” storm drain is unlikely capable of conveying the
runoff generated from the PUD.
21. Because the topography in this area is relatively flat, storm conveyance and downstream
conveyance will pose some challenges. The city will require a downstream conveyance
analysis be performed to ensure the drainage way will pass the 25-year un-detained post
developed storm event.
22. Both N. Jefferson and James Street are unimproved streets without a storm water system.
Marion County will need to review any development that affects N James Street and/or
Jefferson Street public right-of-ways, including for stormwater discharge.
23. All utilities to the project shall be underground services. No overhead crossings of public
right of way shall be approved by the city.
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24. Construction plans meeting City of Silverton Public Works Standards shall be submitted
and approved prior to the issuance of any development permits. All sewer, water, street
and drainage infrastructure be designed and constructed in accordance with the current
2016 Silverton Design Standards, including but not limited to designing the storm drain
system such that each lot will have a single lateral service to it.
25. Any improvements that are to be installed shall conform to the requirements of this
Chapter, the approved construction plans, and to improvement standards and the
specifications adopted by the City.
26. The applicant shall dedicate a 10’ wide public utility easement along all street right-ofways.
27. Prior to the signing of the Final Plat, the developer shall submit evidence that a Wetland
Determination Report has been submitted to the Department of State Lands and that a
Wetland Fill Permit and the proposed wetland mitigation plan have been approved by the
Department of State Lands.
28. Any Federal or State permits that may be required as part of this development shall be
obtained prior to final plat approval.
29. Appropriate CC&R’s shall be provided to address the common areas in the development.
30. A performance guarantee in accordance with section 4.3.180 will be required prior to
issuance of any Public Works permits.
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ATTACHMENT D: STAFF REPORT, SU-18-01
I. REVIEW CRITERIA
A. General Review Criteria. The city shall consider the following review criteria and may
approve, approve with conditions, or deny a preliminary plat based on the following; the
applicant shall bear the burden of proof.
1. The proposed preliminary plat complies with the applicable development code sections and
all other applicable ordinances and regulations. At a minimum, the provisions of this
article, and the applicable chapters and sections of Article 2, Land Use (Zoning) Districts,
and Article 3, Community Design Standards shall apply. Where a variance is necessary to
receive preliminary plat approval, the application shall also comply with the relevant
sections of Article 5;
2. The proposed streets, roads, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, pathways, utilities, and surface water
management facilities are laid out so as to conform or transition to the plats of subdivisions
already approved for adjoining property or to provide for logical extension to future
properties as to width, general direction and in all other respects. All proposed public
improvements and dedications are identified on the preliminary plat;
3. If any part of the site is located within an overlay zone, or previously approved planned
development, it shall conform to the applicable regulations and/or conditions;
4. Evidence that any required state and federal permits have been obtained, or shall be
obtained before approval of the final plat;
5. Evidence that improvements or conditions required by the city, road authority, county,
special districts, utilities, and/or other service providers, as applicable to the project, have
been or can be met; and
6. If applicable, all proposed private common areas and improvements (e.g., homeowner
association property) are identified on the preliminary plat, and appropriate covenants,
conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) are provided.
B. Layout and Design of Streets, Blocks and Lots. All proposed blocks (i.e., one or more lots
bound by public streets), lots and parcels conform to the specific requirements below:
1. All lots shall comply with the lot area, setback, and dimensional requirements of the
applicable land use district (Article 2), and the standards of SDC 3.4.100(G), Subdivision
Street Connectivity.
2. Setbacks shall be as required by the applicable land use district (Article 2).
3. Each lot shall conform to the standards of Chapter 3.1 SDC, Access and Circulation.
4. Landscaping or other screening may be required to maintain privacy for abutting uses. See
Article 2, Land Use (Zoning) Districts, and Chapter 3.2 SDC, Landscaping, Street Trees,
Fences and Walls.
5. In conformance with the International Fire Code, a 12-foot-wide paved fire apparatus
access drive within a 20-foot fire apparatus lane shall be provided to serve all portions of a
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building that are located more than 150 feet from a public right-of-way or other approved
access drive. See also Chapter 3.1 SDC, Access and Circulation.
6. Where a common drive is to be provided to serve more than one lot, a reciprocal easement
that will ensure access and maintenance rights shall be recorded with the approved
subdivision or partition plat.
7. All applicable engineering design standards for streets, utilities, surface water management,
and easements shall be met.
C. Open Space and Park Dedication. Requirements for open space and/or park dedication, as
provided in SDC 3.4.200, Public use areas, and SDC 4.3.110(J), Floodplain, Park, and Open
Space Dedication, are met.
D. Conditions of Approval. The city may attach such conditions as are necessary to carry out
provisions of this code, and other applicable ordinances and regulations, and may require
reserve strips be granted to the city for the purpose of controlling access to adjoining
undeveloped properties. See Chapter 3.4 SDC, Public Facilities.
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II. APPLICABLE STANDARDS
A. Silverton Development Code (SDC):
Article 4 – Administration of Land Use Development
Section 4.1.300 Type II Procedure (Limited Land Use Decision)
Section 4.3.140 Review Criteria: Preliminary Plat
Section 4.3.170 Public Improvements Required
Section 4.3.180 Performance Guarantee
Article 2 – Land Use Districts
Section 2.2.110 Residential Districts – Allowed Land Uses
Section 2.2.120 Residential Districts – Development Standards
Section 2.2.130 Residential Districts – Setback Yards and Build-To Line
Section 2.2.160 Residential Districts – Lot Coverage
Article 3 – Community Design Standards
Section 3.1.200 Vehicle Access and Circulation
Section 3.2.200 Landscape Conservation
Section 3.2.300 Landscaping
Section 3.2.400 Street Trees
Section 3.3.300 Automobile Parking Standards
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III. FINDINGS
A. Background Information:
1. The applicant submitted a Subdivision application request to divide 608 North James
Street into 40 lots. The site contains a total area of 9.51 acres and will be divided into
40 lots ranging in size from 7,000 square feet to 10,482 square feet with 7 lots being
designated as duplex lots for an overall density of 5.0 units per acre.
2. The subject property has frontage along North James Street and Jefferson Street,
collector roadways under Marion County jurisdiction. The site is zoned R-1, Single
Family Residential.
3. Citizen testimony was received and will be addressed in the Staff Report.
4. Notice was mailed to all property owners within 700 feet of the subject area on May 23,
2018. As of this writing, June 5, 2018 no written testimony has been received. The
notice was published in the Silverton Appeal on May 30, 2018. The site was posted on
June 1, 2018.
B. Silverton Development Code:
1. Article 4 – Administration of Land Use Development
Section 4.1.400

Type III Decision Requirements

Findings: This application is being review as a Type III procedure. A public notice for
this request was mailed to all property owners within 700 feet of the site on May 23, 2018.
The property was posted on June 1, 2018. A notice was published in May 30th 2018 edition
of the Silverton Appeal. The Planning Commission is meeting in a duly advertised meeting
on June 12th 2018 to consider the application.
Section 4.3.140

Review Criteria: Preliminary Plat

A. General Review Criteria. The City shall consider the following review criteria and may
approve, approve with conditions or deny a preliminary plat based on the following:
1. The proposed preliminary plat complies with the applicable Development Code
sections and all other applicable ordinances and regulations. At a minimum, the
provisions of this Article, and the applicable chapters and sections of Article 2
(Land Use Districts) and Article 3 (Design Standards) shall apply. Where a
variance is necessary to receive preliminary plat approval, the application shall
also comply with the relevant sections of Article 5;

Findings: This review is being undertaken to ensure the proposed preliminary plat
complies with the applicable Silverton Development Code (SDC) sections and all other
applicable ordinances and regulations. The applicable SDC sections are listed above and
are all addressed in the staff report. The proposal has either been found to be compliant
with the applicable criteria and standards or conditions have been placed on the proposal to
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achieve compliance. The proposal meets Criterion 1 based on the affirmative findings
found in the staff report that address all applicable SDC sections.
Article 2 – Land Use Districts
Section 2.2.110

Residential Districts – Allowed Land Uses

Findings: The proposal is to subdivide 608 North James Street into 40 lots. The site
contains a total area of 9.51 acres and will be divided into 40 lots ranging in size from
7,000 square feet to 10,482 square feet with 7 lots being designated as duplex lots for an
overall density of 5.0 units per acre. Single family homes are allowed outright in the R-1
zone. Duplex lots are proposed on 7 lots of the development accounting for 17.5% of the
lots where up to 20% are allowed outright.
All improvements on the site shall be in substantial conformance to the submitted plans
taking all conditions of approval and Attachment G into account (Condition 1). All Public
Improvements shall be installed, inspected, and accepted by the City prior to release of
building permits (Condition 2). All applicable building permits shall be obtained prior to
any work that requires a building permit (Condition 3). The standard is met.
Section 2.2.120

Residential Districts – Development Standards

Findings: The site will be subdivided into 40 lots. The lots range in size from 7,000
square feet to 10,482 square feet. The minimum lot area for interior lots is 7,000 square
feet and the minimum lot area for corner lots is 8,000 square feet. The proposed lots meet
the minimum area standards. The minimum lot width is 50 feet. Width is measured at the
front setback. The proposed lots meet the minimum width standards. The minimum lot
depth is 60 feet. The proposed lots meet minimum depth standards. Each lot contains an
adequate building envelope given the setbacks in the R-1 zone and the standard rectangular
shape of the proposed lots. The standards are met.
Section 2.2.130

Residential Districts –Setbacks Yards

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

Findings: The applicant submitted a development plan that indicates each lot will contain
an adequate building envelope given the setbacks in the R-1 zone, thereby meeting the
standard.
Section 2.2.160

Residential Districts – Lot Coverage

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

Findings: Any new development will be required to meet lot coverage standards. The
development plan submitted indicates meeting lot coverage standards is feasible.
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Article 3 – Community Design Standards
Section 3.1.200

Vehicular Access and Circulation

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

Findings: The site has frontage on Jefferson Street and North James Street. Both streets
are under Marion County jurisdiction. An Access Permit is required from Marion County
for access to N James or Jefferson (Condition 4).
Jefferson Street is an infill collector street under Marion County jurisdiction. Current rightof-way width is 50 feet and approximate pavement width is 25 feet. Applicant will be
required to dedicate 5 feet of right-of-way and construct three-quarter street improvements
on Jefferson Street. Improvements shall be to County and City standards with 34 feet of
pavement from curb to curb and five foot property line sidewalk. Additional requirements
may be required by Marion County (Condition 5).
James Street is an infill collector street under Marion County jurisdiction. Current right-ofway width is 40 feet and approximate pavement width is 20 feet. Applicant will be
required to dedicate 10 feet of right-of-way and construct three-quarter street improvements
along James Street. Improvements shall be to County and City standards with 34 foot of
pavement from curb to curb and a five foot property line sidewalk. Additional
requirements may be required by Marion County (Condition 6).
Access to public streets shall be constructed in such a manner as to eliminate turning
conflicts and maintain a clear vision area. Access spacing shall conform to the
Transportation Systems Plan. The proposed width of accesses shall meet the City of
Silverton Public Works Standards dated 2/1/16 (Condition 7). The intersection curb radius
shall be 30 feet. Sidewalks and returns shall conform with requirements of PROWAG
(Condition 8).
It is the responsibility of the Applicant to preserve and protect the current Pavement
Condition Index (or PCI) rating (as applicable) and the structural integrity of adjacent
paved and graveled county roads to the satisfaction of Marion County Public Works during
transport of materials and construction activities. Failure to preserve and protect the road
may result in the applicant being responsible for replacing or reconstructing the damaged
road at his/her own expense (Condition 9).
In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this development is not exempt from Transportation
SDC charges. Therefore all lots will be required to pay a transportation SDC charge at the
time when a building permit is issued (Condition 10). The standard is met.
Section 3.1.300

Pedestrian Access and Circulation

Findings: Sidewalks are proposed to be provided along the new street and North James
Street. The applicant shall install sidewalks along Jefferson Street in coordination with
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Marion County and ODOT. The subdivision is responsible for sidewalks on all the rightof-way the development fronts. The north side of Jefferson Street is not an ideal location
for the construction of sidewalks due to the rail crossing and future crossing location of the
N 1st and Jefferson Street project. The City would prefer that in lieu of construction
sidewalks on the north side of Jefferson Street the developer construct and equivalent
amount of sidewalks offsite.

Area lacks
HS
Sidewalks

HS

MS
140 total properties within ¾ mile walk of middle school and/or high school.
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23 Properties with Development Potential accounting for 1,170,914 sq ft or 26.9 acres
At 4 units per acre about 108 potential dwellings
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117 existing dwellings
Total existing and future dwellings in area is 225. The proposed subdivision will add 47 dwellings
to the area, which accounts for 21% of the existing and future dwellings that would utilize the
sidewalk to the schools.
The subdivision is responsible for sidewalks on all the right-of-way the development fronts. The
north side of Jefferson Street is not an ideal location for the construction of sidewalks due to the
rail crossing and future crossing location of the n 1st and Jefferson Street project. The City would
prefer that in lieu of construction sidewalks on the north side of Jefferson Street the developer
construct and equivalent amount of sidewalks offsite. It is noted that the road pavement and curbs
will be constructed on the north side of Jefferson so only the 5’ wide concrete sidewalk is
considered as equivalent even though curbs and drainage work may have to be done offsite. The
sites frontage along Jefferson Street is 478’ in length, which at an estimated cost of $50’ per linear
foot of sidewalk equates to $23,900 of offsite sidewalk equivalent.
Two schools exist to the south of the site. The sidewalk system does not exist for 1,750’ along
James Street from the site to the school to the south. The development will add dwellings which
will add students to the school which are located within a ¾ mile walking distance. It is
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reasonable to expect students will walk from the development to the schools to the south. N James
Street is not improved to City standards and consists of 20’ of pavement which often ends into
roadside drainage ditches immediately after the pavement, making walking along the street
hazardous.
The applicant shall be responsible for the construction of off-site sidewalks to the south along N
James Street for 932’ to the northern Right-of-Way line of Western Avenue. The rough proportion
of the cost the developer is responsible for is 21%. The remaining 79% of the costs will be paid to
the developer through Reimbursement and Improvement SDC credits.
Each dwelling in the subdivision is required to pay Reimbursement SDC’s in the amount of $688
and Improvement SDC’s in the amount of $3,408. It is noted that the sidewalk capacity increasing
portion cost of the project is limited to 30%, consistent with the 2013 Silverton SDC Methodology.
Each dwelling is able to be credited $1,710 for the off-site sidewalk improvements. The credit
shall be provided to the developer as a pass through by collecting the System Development
Charges by the City for each lot as building permits are issued, with $1,710 of transportation
reimbursement and improvements being provided to the developer on a quarterly basis as the
SDC’s are collected. The amount of offsite sidewalk equivalent for the in lieu of collection is
$23,900 and the amount of transportation Reimbursement and Improvement SDCs is 80,370,
coupled with the developers 21% responsibility equates to a total fund amount of $125,634.
The Developer shall submit contractor’s bids to the City for review and upon approval enter into a
Public Facility Improvement Agreement for the offsite improvements to construct 932’ of
sidewalks to the south, or the amount of sidewalks equivalent to $125,634, whichever is less,
subject to approval by the Public Works Director. (Condition 11). As conditioned, the standard is
met.
Section 3.2.300

Landscaping

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

Findings: Front yard landscaping meeting development code standards shall be provided
for the all new dwellings within 6 months of occupancy (Condition 12).

Section 3.2.400

Street Trees

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

Findings: Street trees shall be spaced so that there is at least one tree planted for every 35
feet of street frontage along new public streets and James and Jefferson Street, except
where existing utilities, vision clearance requirements or similar factors preclude such
spacing (Condition 13). The developer shall be responsible for planting street trees,
including soil preparation, ground cover material, staking, and temporary irrigation for one
year after planting. The developer shall also be responsible for tree care (pruning, watering,
fertilization, and replacement as necessary) during the first two years after planting, after
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which the adjacent property owners shall maintain the trees (Condition 14). The City shall
require the developer to provide a performance and maintenance bond or cash deposit in an
amount determined by an estimate provided by the developer or by the community
development director, to ensure the planting of the tree(s) and care during the first year
after planting (Condition 15).
Section 3.3.300

Automobile Parking Standards

Single Family Dwelling, 2 spaces per dwelling unit provided on-street parking is available.
If on-street parking is not available, then each unit must provide 3 spaces.

Findings: On-street parking will be available. Therefore, 2 off-street parking spaces shall
be provided for all new dwellings (Condition 16). The standard is met.
Section 3.4.100

Transportation Standards

Findings:
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As noted both by Marion County and the City of Silverton’s On Call Traffic Engineer, the
Level of Service of D is a clear and objective standard that applies to the Marion County
Facilities. Both Jefferson Street and Hobart Road are Marion County Facilities. N 1st
Street is an ODOT Facility. . Also as noted above, the Level of Service is not met at the
intersections and the applicant proposes no improvements to make the development
consistent with the applicable standard.
ORS 197.522 requires a local government to approve a development application that is
consistent with applicable criteria or, if possible, impose reasonable conditions to make the
proposed development consistent with applicable criteria. Where ORS 197.522 applies, it
imposes the burden on the applicant to propose reasonable conditions that make the
development consistent with applicable criteria.
The Silverton Transportation System Plan is clearly incorporated into the Silverton
Development Code per SDC 3.4.010 3.4.010 Purpose and applicability. Purpose. This
chapter provides general development standards and approval criteria for public
improvements. The code incorporates by reference the city’s public facility master plans,
including plans for domestic water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, parks, and
transportation. The code also incorporates by reference Silverton’s public works design
standards. This chapter is intended to provide minimum requirements for public facilities.
It also clearly states it is provided as minimum requirements for public facilities.
Further, the Code clearly states that the standards apply and that development may occur
only upon the city of Silverton reviewing and approving all proposed public facilities,
finding them in conformance with requirements established in this chapter.
The TSP clearly states that The City shall implement performance standards for use in
evaluating new development proposals. City performance standards shall be used to
evaluate developments impacting City or County facilities. The level of service standard
shall be LOS D based on the Highway Capacity Manual methodology and a v/c ratio of
0.85 for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections. For un-signalized intersection,
the level of service standard shall be LOS D based on the Highway Capacity Manual and a
v/c ratio of 0.90. ODOT v/c ratio standards shall apply to ODOT facilities.
County Facilities are clearly subject to the level of service standard of D. County facilities
include Hobart Road and Jefferson Street, which, as shown in the applicant’s submitted
TIA operate below LOS D. The clear and objective LOS standard that applies to Hobart
Road and Jefferson Street are not met. The proposed development would send additional
peak hour traffic through the intersections, and the intersections do not and will not meet
the minimum LOS D, the proposal therefore fails to comply with applicable SDC criteria.
The applicant bears the burden to propose reasonable conditions to make the development
consistent with the applicable criteria. The applicant has provided no such proposals. The
applicant should propose a reasonable condition to make the development consistent with
the standard.
The applicant’s own TIA dated March 5, 2018 stated, “Hobart at 214 is functioning at LOS
F with existing traffic volumes. Preliminary signal warrants are met at Hobart Rd at Hwy
214 with existing AM Peak hour traffic volumes even if minor right turns are adjusted per
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ODOT''s APM (Analysis Procedures Manual). Existing performance metrics indicate
additional study of the intersection is needed.”
The requirements of ORS 197.303 do apply to this development. However, the Code is
clear that the TSP LOS D standards and standards required for subdivisions and are
required to be met for County facilities, which include Hobart Road and Jefferson Street.
The requirements of ORS 197.303 do not relieve the applicant of the burden to prove that
the clear and objective standards are met, or to propose conditions to make the
development consistent with the standard.
The applicant stated that additional study is warranted. The applicant stated that
preliminary signal warrants are met at the Hobart at 214 intersection with the existing AM
peak hour traffic. The recommended mitigation measure is adding eastbound and
westbound left turn lanes at the intersection. Adding left turn lanes to all approaches to the
Jefferson at 214 intersection will mitigate future performance failures at the intersection.
Staff inquired if the applicant was proposing to construct the improvements the applicant’s
TIA recommended, which would require the additional study that was also recommended
by the applicant’s TIA to show the standard would indeed be meet by the applicant’s
recommended improvements, since no analysis was performed to ascertain if this would be
the case. The applicant then submitted a revised TIA on May 1st 2018 indicating that
Hobart Road and Jefferson Street were ODOT facilities and therefore not subject to the
LOS D standard. Hobart Road and Jefferson Street are not ODOT facilities, they are
Marion County facilities; this is clearly an incorrect reading of a clear and objective
standard.
The standard is not met. The application should be denied.

Section 3.4.200

Public use (park) areas.

Findings: The park land dedication section of the code allows the City to require
park land dedication that is proportionate in impact to the proposed development
consistent with the Park & Recreation Master Plan. The Parks & Rec Master Plan
does not recommend any additional Pocket Parks, which are small parks typically less
than 2 acres in size. The smallest park type the Master Plan recommends is a
neighborhood park, which is typically 3-30 acres in size. It is estimated that the park
land dedication of the subdivision, should the City go that route, would be about 0.5
acres in size at the cost of the City collecting Parks System Development Charges
from the development. Since the Parks & Rec Master Plan does not recommend
acquiring additional land for pocket parks, the City is inclined to accept the Parks
System Development Charges from the development. All new dwellings will have to
pay all applicable Parks and Recreation System Development Charges.

Section 3.4.300

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

Findings: A 15-inch PVC sanitary main exists on Jefferson Street. This existing
sanitary sewer should be sufficiently deep to serve this subdivision. However, this
line is served by an existing lift station. An analysis of the capacity of this lift station
will be required to document that it is capable of serving the subdivision at full
development (Condition 17).
Sanitary SDC’s – In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this design review/conditional
use permit does increase the impacts to the public improvement facility and is
therefore not exempt from sanitary SDC charges.
An 8” C-900 water main exists within Jefferson Street. The water main shall loop
though the development. Upon completion of the water improvements to this site, a
flow test will need to be performed at the hydrants to confirm actual flow volumes
and pressures (Condition 18).
Water SDC’s – In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this design review/conditional use
permit does increase the impacts to the public improvement facility and is therefore
not exempt from water SDC charges.
Any new dwellings will have to pay all applicable SDC fees during the building
permit process (Condition 19).
Section 3.4.400

Storm Drainage and Erosion Control

Findings: A storm drainage and erosion control plan meeting Public Works Design
Standards will be required prior to issuance of a development permit.
On site storm detention will be required in accordance with City standards. The
development shall detain a 25-year post developed storm and release no greater than the 5year predeveloped rate. (Condition 20).
Because the topography in this area is relatively flat, storm conveyance and downstream
conveyance will pose some challenges. The city will require a downstream conveyance
analysis be performed to ensure the drainage way will pass the 25-year un-detained post
developed storm event (Condition 21).
Both N. Jefferson and James Street are unimproved streets without a storm water system.
Marion County will need to review any development that affects N James Street and/or
Jefferson Street public right-of-ways, including for stormwater discharge (Condition 22).
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In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this development is not exempt from storm SDC
charges. Therefore all new dwellings will be required to pay a stormwater SDC charge at
the time when a building permit is issued. The standard is met.
Section 3.4.500

Sidewalks

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

Findings: Sidewalks are proposed to be provided along all new public streets and the sites
frontage of N James Street and south along N James Street to Western Ave, as noted above.
The standard is met.
Section 3.4.600

Utilities

All new utility lines including, but not limited to, those required for electric,
communication, lighting, and cable television services and similar facilities shall be placed
underground, except for surface-mounted transformers, surface-mounted connection boxes
and meter cabinets which may be placed above ground, temporary utility service facilities
during construction, and high-capacity electric lines operating at 50,000 volts or above,
subject to review and approval by the public works director.

Findings: All utilities to the project shall be underground services. No overhead crossings
of public right of way shall be approved by the city (Condition 23).
Section 3.4.700

Construction Plan Approval and Assurances

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

Findings: Construction plans meeting City of Silverton Public Works Standards shall be
submitted and approved prior to the issuance of any development permits (Condition 24).
Section 3.4.800

Installation

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

Findings: Any improvements that are to be installed shall conform to the requirements of
this Chapter, the approved construction plans, and to improvement standards and the
specifications adopted by the City (Condition 25).
Section 3.4.900

Easements

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

Findings: The applicant shall dedicate a 10’ wide public utility easement along all street
right-of-ways (Condition 26).
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2. The proposed streets, roads, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, pathways, utilities, and
surface water management facilities are laid out so as to conform or transition to
the plats of subdivisions already approved for adjoining property or to provide for
logical extension to future properties as to width, general direction and in all other
respects. All proposed public improvements and dedications are identified on the
preliminary plat;

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

Findings: The applicant stated in the narrative that they will obtain all required grading
and fill permits from DSL and the Corp of Engineers. Prior to the signing of the Final Plat,
the developer shall submit evidence that a Wetland Determination Report has been
submitted to the Department of State Lands and that a Wetland Fill Permit and the
proposed wetland mitigation plan have been approved by the Department of State Lands
(Condition 27).
4. Evidence that any required State and federal permits have been obtained, or shall
be obtained before approval of the final plat;

Findings: Any federal or State permits that may be required as part of this development
shall be obtained prior to final plat approval (Condition 28). Prior to the signing of the
Final Plat, the developer shall submit evidence that a Wetland Determination Report has
been submitted to the Department of State Lands and that a Wetland Fill Permit and the
proposed wetland mitigation plan have been approved by the Department of State Lands
(Condition 27). The standard is met.
5. Evidence that improvements or conditions required by the City, road authority,
County, special districts, utilities, and/or other service providers, as applicable to
the project, have been or can be met; and

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

Findings: The common areas or improvements proposed for storm water management as
part of this development shall be identified on the preliminary plat and appropriate
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) be recorded (Condition 29).
B. Layout and Design of Streets, Blocks and Lots. All proposed blocks (i.e., one or more
lots bound by public streets), lots and parcels conform to the specific requirements
below:
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1. All lots shall comply with the lot area, setback, and dimensional requirements of
the applicable land use district (Article 2), and the standards of Section 3.4.100.G Street Connectivity and Formation of Blocks.

Findings: Any development of the lots will be required to meet all applicable setbacks.
Considering the size of lots it has been determined feasible that a single family home
meeting all applicable setbacks can be constructed on the sites. Criterion 1 is met because
the proposed lots meet lot area and dimensional requirements for the R-1 zone.
2. Setbacks shall be as required by the applicable land use district (Article 2).

Findings: As noted above all setbacks are met and it has been determined feasible that a
single family home meeting all applicable setbacks can be constructed on all lots.
3. Each lot shall conform to the standards of Chapter 3.1 - Access and Circulation.

Findings: The intent of Chapter 3.1 is to manage vehicular access and on-site circulation
to ensure the continued operational safety, capacity and function of the transportation
system. This standard was addressed earlier in the report.
There are no vertical or vision clearance conflicts associated with the existing development.
Based on the above listed findings the proposal conforms to the applicable standards of
Chapter 3.1 therefore meeting Criterion 3.
4. Landscape or other screening may be required to maintain privacy for abutting
uses. See Article 2 - Land Use Districts, and Chapter 3.2 - Landscaping.

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

Findings: IFC standards are met, Criterion 5 is met.
6. Where a common drive is to be provided to serve more than one lot, a reciprocal
easement that will ensure access and maintenance rights shall be recorded with the
approved subdivision or partition plat.

Findings: No commons drives are proposed. The standard is not applicable.
7. All applicable engineering design standards for streets, utilities, surface water
management, and easements shall be met.

Findings: Any new development has been conditioned to install public utilities meeting
City standards; this includes, but is not limited to, new water and sanitary sewer services.
C. Open Space and Park Dedication. Requirements for open space and/or park
dedication, as provided in Section 3.4.200 (Public Use Areas) and Section 4.3.110.J
(Flood Plain, Park, and Open Space Dedication), are met.
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Findings: Any new development will have to pay all applicable park SDC fees to meet
this requirement during the building permit process.
Section 4.3.170

Public Improvements Required

Before City approval is certified on the final plat, all required public improvements shall be
installed, inspected, and approved. Alternatively, the subdivider/partitioner shall provide a
performance guarantee, in accordance with Section 4.3.180. Temporary public facilities
will not be allowed.

Findings: The City will review the final plat as a Type I procedure and will not grant
approval unless all required conditions are met. The final plat shall be submitted within
three years of the approval of the preliminary plat.
Section 4.3.180

Performance Guarantee

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

Findings: A performance guarantee in accordance with section 4.3.180 will be required
prior to issuance of any Public Works permits (Condition 30).

III. CONCLUSION
The required findings have been made for all of the applicable Code sections. The
proposal does not meet all applicable Silverton Development Code Review Criteria and
Standards.
Therefore, Staff recommends the Planning Commission deny the proposed 40 lot
subdivision at 608 North James Street.
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ATTACHMENT E: TESTIMONY
To the Members of the Silverton Planning Commission with regard to SU-18-01
I request that the Planning Commission deny the application for a subdivision at 608 N. James Ave for the
following reasons:
1. The legislation under which the property was annexed will be argued next month before the Oregon
Court of Appeals. It would be prudent to wait until this matter is decided.
2. The property could have 47 residents (32 houses, 7 duplexes) and possibly 94 or more, each with
cars. The TIA submitted does not seem realistic with regard to the impact on an already over burdened
street.
3. There is no indication permits from Marion County will be forthcoming; the use of Jefferson Street seems
to be foreclosed.
4. The proposal assumes Marion County will agree to accept the additional storm water from the property which may be a wetland. Drainage on James and Hobart Road is already a problem; this project will
worsen it.
5. Who will monitor what goes into this drainage system which ultimately feeds into the Abiqua Creek? Or
maintain the containment vessel? This must be determined before the project is approved.
6. The project is surrounded by the county and railroad so the only real connection to Silverton is Jefferson
Street, upon which the project design turns its back. SDC 4.3.120 A.2 requires orienting streets in
developments to already existing streets, which this plan does not.
Sincerely, Mary Rose Brandt, 659 N. James St., Silverton, OR 97381
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ATTACHMENT F: APPEAL INFORMATION
The applicant or owner of the subject property or any person who participated in the proceeding by
submitting oral or written comments have legal standing to appeal a Type III decision.
The decision, including conditions of approval, may be appealed and a public hearing held by
filing a signed, complete Notice of Appeal within 10 days of the date the Notice of Decision being
mailed.
The Notice of Appeal shall contain:
(1) An identification of the decision being appealed, including the date of the decision;
(2) A statement demonstrating the person filing the Notice of Appeal has standing to appeal;
(3) A statement explaining the specific issues being raised on appeal;
(4) If the appellant is not the applicant, a statement demonstrating that the appeal issues were raised
during the comment period;
(5) Filing fee of $500.00.
The decision will be final if an appeal is not filed by within 10 days of the date the Notice of Decision
being mailed.
The complete file is available in the Community Development Department at City Hall located at 306
South Water Street for review.
For further appeal information, contact Jason Gottgetreu at (503) 874-2212.
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ATTACHMENT G: GENERAL DESIGN REQUIREMENTS & POLICIES
1. General Requirements:
A. From the materials submitted, it appears that the storm drain, domestic water and sanitary
sewer facilities will be obtained from main line connections and/or extensions. Separate
engineering drawings reflecting the installation of these public utilities will be required.
B. No construction of, or connection to, any existing or proposed public utility/improvements
will be permitted until all plans are approved by Staff, all fees have been paid, all necessary
permits, bonding, right-of-way and easements have been obtained and approved by staff,
and Staff is notified a minimum of 24 hours in advance.
C. Staff reserves the right to require revisions/modifications to the public improvement
construction plans and completed street improvements, if additional modifications or
expansion of the sight distance onto adjacent streets is required.
D. All public utility/improvement plans submitted for review shall be based upon a 22”x 34”
format and shall be prepared in accordance with the City of Silverton Public Work’s
Standards.
E. All survey monuments on the subject site or that may be subject to disturbance within the
construction area, or the construction of any off-site improvements shall be adequately
referenced and protected prior to commencement of any construction activity. If the survey
monuments are disturbed, moved, relocated or destroyed as a result of any construction, the
project shall, at its cost, retain the services of a registered professional land surveyor in the
State of Oregon to restore the monument to its original condition and file the necessary
surveys as required by Oregon State law. A copy of any recorded survey shall be
submitted to Staff.
F. Plans submitted for review shall meet the following general format:
1. Composite public/private utility improvement and grading plan.
2. Detailed public/private utility improvement and grading plan.
3. Public/private utility improvements that are not contained within any public street shall
be provided a maintenance access acceptable to the City. The public/private utility
improvements shall be centered in a public easement and shall be conveyed to the City
on its dedication forms.
4. All topographic surveys shall be based from an official benchmark acceptable to the
City, and based on the NAVD 1988 datum.
5. Design of any public/private utility improvement shall be approved at the time of the
issuance of a Public Works Permit.
6. All proposed on and off-site public/private utility improvements shall comply with
Marion County and the City of Silverton requirements and any other applicable codes.
7. Design plans shall identify locations for street lighting, mailboxes, right-of-way
crossings for franchise utilities, and any other public or private utility within the general
construction area.
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8. All new gas, telephone, cable, fiber-optic and electric improvements etc. shall be
installed underground.
9. All existing wells or abandoned wells of record shall be identified on improvement
plans.
10. Any final site landscaping and signing shall not impede any proposed or existing
driveway or interior maneuvering site distance.
11. All plans, specifications, calculations, etc. prepared in association with proposed
public/private utility improvements shall be prepared by a Registered Professional
Engineer of the State of Oregon.
12. Erosion Control Plan that conforms to City of Silverton Public Works standards.
13. Existing/proposed right-of-way, easements and adjacent driveways shall be identified.
14. At the completion of the installation of any required public improvements the Engineer
shall perform a record survey. Said survey shall be the basis for the preparation of
'record drawings' which will serve as the physical record of those changes made to the
plans and/or specifications, originally approved by Staff, that occurred during
construction. Using the record survey as a guide, the appropriate changes will be made
to the construction plans and/or specifications and a complete revised 'set' shall be
submitted. The 'set' shall consist of drawings on paper and an electronic copy in both
AutoCAD version 2013 or older and pdf.
G. The applicant shall contact the Oregon Water Resources Department and inform them of
any existing wells located on the subject site. Any existing well shall be limited to
irrigation purposes only. Proper separation, in conformance with applicable State
standards, shall be maintained between irrigation systems, public water systems, and public
sanitary systems. Should the project abandon any existing wells, they shall be properly
abandoned in conformance with State standards.
H. All utilities will be stubbed out to the far end of each street for future extension. The
project shall utilize existing water, sewer, and storm water ‘stub-outs’ wherever possible.
Water for domestic and fire protection shall be looped through the proposed site. Any
‘stub-outs’ determined to be not needed for the proposed development or any future
development of the subject property shall be abandoned in accordance with the Public
Works Standards.
I. General Street Requirements:
1. The street names shall comply with City standards.
2. All corner lots adjacent to arterials and collectors shall have driveways on the
adjacent side street and as far from the intersection as possible.
3. Developer to provide all street signing, no-parking signing and striping per City
Engineer’s requirements. All required pavement markings shall be completed in
conjunction with any conditioned street improvements and comply with the current
edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and City of Silverton
standards.
4. The project shall provide pedestrian linkages from the front doors of each home to
the public sidewalks.
5. The applicant shall provide adequate sight distance at all project driveways by
driveway placement or vegetation control. Specific designs to be submitted and
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approved by the City Engineer.
6. Improvement shall meet City’s and PGE current street and pedestrian path lighting
requirements for public rights-of-way.
J. General Storm Requirements:
1. To lessen the impact of the proposed project on the downstream storm drain system,
and adjacent properties, project run-off from the site shall be detained underground and
limited to the difference between a developed 25-year storm and an undeveloped 5-year
storm. The detention and flow control facilities shall be designed and constructed in
conformance with the standards of City’s Public Works Standards. The system shall be
reviewed and approved by the City of Silverton Public Works Department prior to
issuance of Building Permits for the development.
2. Prior to issuance of a permit to construct storm sewer and connect to the existing public
storm system, the developer’s engineer must submit a detailed plan of the drainage
basin used in the calculations which is acceptable to the City’s Public Works Director
showing storm drain pipe sizes, slopes, invert elevations, and materials. Additional
detail drawings and calculations must be submitted for connections to the existing
system. Also submit design calculations used to determine drainage quantities and pipe
sizes. In certain cases where down stream conveyance is limited, the design enginer
will be required to provide an analysis of the downstream system to ensure it can
handle the added flow, or determine if additional improvements are needed.
3. Construction of improvements on the property shall not block the historical or naturally
occurring runoff from adjacent properties. Site grading shall not impact surrounding
properties in a negative manner. The approved storm drainage plan must demonstrate
that the entire fully developed drainage area, as approved by the Public Works Director,
can be accommodated.
4. If required, the project shall install a manhole at each connection point to the public
storm system with City approved energy dissipaters and pollution control devices.

K. General Sanitary Requirements:
1. Lines must be extended to the far end of each stub street, unless approved by the
City Engineer.
2. If required, the project shall install a manhole at each connection point to the public
sanitary sewer system.
L. General Water Requirements:
1. Location of fire hydrants shall be approved by Silverton Fire District prior to
submittal of construction design plans.
M. General Easements:
1. The project shall relocate the existing overhead utility lines underground, as
feasible. The applicant shall be responsible for and make all necessary
arrangements with the serving utility to provide underground service(s).
2. The applicant shall obtain written approval from the appropriate source to construct
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any utilities or improvements within the easement areas.
3. A 10-foot wide public utility easement shall be dedicated to the City adjacent to all
public right-of-way and no structures are allowed to encroach into the easement.
N. General Erosion Control:
1. The applicant shall install, operate and maintain adequate erosion control measures
in conformance with the standards adopted by the City of Silverton during the
construction of any public/private utility and building improvements until such time
as approved permanent vegetative materials have been installed.
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City of Silverton
Community Development
306 South Water Street
Silverton, OR 97381

APPLICANT:
CITY OF SILVERTON
306 SOUTH WATER STREET
SILVERTON, OR 97381

STAFF REPORT

CONTACT PERSON:
JASON GOTTGETREU, 503-874-2212

PROCEDURE TYPE IV
LOCATION: N/A
FILE NUMBER: DC-18-01
LAND USE DISTRICT:
ALL
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
ASSESSOR MAP#: N/A
LOT #: N/A
SITE SIZE: N/A
ADDRESS: N/A
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT RELATING TO TRANSITIONAL
SHELTER COMMUNITIES BY CREATING A DEFINITION, DETERMINING WHERE AND HOW SUCH A USE COULD
LOCATE, AND DRAFTING REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL.
DATE: JUNE 5, 2018

Attachments

A. Review Criteria
B. Amended Code Language
C. Staff Report
D. Testimony
E. Case Studies
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ATTACHMENT A: REVIEW CRITERIA
REVIEW CRITERIA: Legislative amendments are policy decisions made by city council. They are
reviewed using the Type IV procedure in SDC 4.1.500. Amendments to the comprehensive plan, and
amendments to the zoning and development code or zoning map necessitating a comprehensive plan
amendment, may be approved if the city council finds that the change is consistent with the following
criteria:
A.
The amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan, the statewide
planning goals, and any relevant area plans adopted by the city council;
B.
The amendment conforms to the transportation planning rule provisions as implemented through
SDC 4.7.600; and
C.
The amendment is in the public interest; for example, it is needed to meet changing conditions or
new laws.
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ATTACHMENT B: AMENDED CODE LANGUAGE
Staff recommended additions for the June 12th meeting in bold underline.
Silverton Development Code (SDC)
Section 1.5.300 – Definitions
“Transitional Shelter Communities”. Accommodations that may consist of separate facilities, in the form of
sleeping pods or other approved structures, for use as living units by one or more individuals or by families.
The person establishing the accommodations shall provide access to water and toilet through separate or
shared facilities, and may provide access to shower, laundry, cooking, telephone or other services either
through separate or shared facilities. The accommodations shall provide parking facilities and walkways.
Transitional housing accommodations shall be limited to persons who lack permanent shelter and cannot be
placed in other low income housing.
Section 2.2.110

Religious institutions and houses of
worship
- Facilities lawfully established as of
November 5, 2008

P

P

P

P

- New facilities

CU

CU

CU

CU

- Transitional Shelter Communities
Per the standards in SDC 2.2.200

CU

CU

CU

CU

SDC.2.2.200 N - Transitional Shelter Communities. Transitional shelter communities shall comply with the
following standards
A. The transitional shelter community shall be located on land that is currently in use as a Religious
institution or place of worship per SDC 1.6.490.
B. Shelter Unit Type: Shelter units shall be stick-built structures or prefabricated structures but may not
have fabric walls or roofs (e.g., tents, yurts, and membrane structures). Shelter units may not be vehicles,
residential trailers, or manufactured dwellings. Each shelter unit shall be detached from any other shelter
unit. Design of the units shall be compatible with the surrounding area.
C. Maximum Building Floor Space: The maximum building floor space for each shelter unit is 200 square
feet.
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D. Maximum number of units: The maximum number of units per parcel is one for every 10,000 square
feet of net area of the site the units are to be located on, rounded to the nearest whole number, or 10 units,
whichever is less. Net area is the gross area of the site minus the building coverage.
E. Maximum number of sites. Only two sites in the City are allowed to be operated as a Transitional
Shelter Community at any one time.
F. Length of Stay is limited to 18 months.
E. Bathrooms and Kitchens: Bathrooms and kitchens are prohibited in the shelter units. Instead, common
permanent bathroom facilities available all hours of all days shall be provided for the residents and kitchen
facilities may be provided to residents.
F. Utilities: Water service, sanitary sewer service, natural gas service, and generators are prohibited in the
shelter units but are permitted in common facilities.
G. Storage: No outdoor storage is permitted. Residents shall be provided with enclosed, secure storage
facilities for their belongings.
H. Fencing: The transitional shelter community shall be fenced from abutting properties (does not include
adjacent properties) with sight-obscuring fencing a minimum of six feet in height.
I. Minimum Rear and Side Yard Depth: The minimum rear and side yard depth is five feet, except that if
the rear or side yard abuts a Residential District, the minimum shall be 35 feet from the abutting lot line.
J. Minimum Structure Separation: Structures shall be separated from one another by a minimum of 6 feet.
K. Conditional Use: Transitional shelter communities shall be reviewed as a Conditional Use, however no
fee shall be charged for such review.
L. Periodic Review and Renewal. Transitional shelter communities shall require periodic review and
renewal. The first periodic review and renewal shall be conducted 6 months from occupancy and shall
follow the Conditional Use review procedure. If renewal is approved, periodic review and renewal shall be
conducted annually from that point, following the Conditional Use review procedure.
M. A financial security (bonds, petitions, cash, etc.) to ensure the removal of the improvements should
approval not be renewed shall be provided to the City.
N. The person in charge (owner-occupant, tenant, lessee or person other than an owner who has possession
and/or control of the property) shall provide Local Contact Information, name and telephone number, to all
property owners and residents within 500 feet of the site on an annual basis. The local contact person must
be available to accept and immediately respond to telephone calls on a 24 hour basis at all times. Any
change in local contact person must be reported to the City at least 14 days prior to the date the change
takes effect.
O. Tenants in a transitional shelter community shall provide a signed receipt acknowledgement form
regarding the Noise Disturbance standards of SMC 8.04.055, the Chronic Nuisance Property standards of
SMC 8.06, and the Periodic Review and Renewal timetable.
X. An operations and security plan for the transitional shelter community shall be submitted to the
city at the time of application.
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X. Code of Conduct. The managing agency shall provide to all residents of the transitional shelter
community a code of conduct for living at the transitional shelter community. A copy of the code of
conduct shall be submitted to the city at the time of application and shall be in substantially the
following form or address the following issues:
1. Possession or use of illegal drugs is not permitted.
2. No alcohol is permitted.
3. A prohibition on the possession of guns, knives with blades in excess of three inches, and
weapons of all kinds.
5. No violence is permitted.
6. No open flames are permitted.
7. No trespassing into private property in the surrounding neighborhood is permitted.
8. No loitering in the surrounding neighborhood is permitted.
9. No littering on the transitional shelter community site or in the surrounding neighborhood is
permitted.
10. Hours during which quiet is to be observed.
11. Nothing in this section shall prohibit the managing agency, sponsoring agency or transitional
shelter community manager from imposing and enforcing additional code of conduct
conditions not otherwise inconsistent with this section.
12. All transitional shelter community residents must sign an agreement to abide by the code of
conduct and failure to do so shall result in the noncompliant resident’s immediate expulsion
from the property.
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ATTACHMENT C: STAFF REPORT, DC-18-01
FINDINGS OF FACT
A. Background Information:
1. The City Council directed Staff to draft Code Language at the March 5th, 2018 City
Council meeting relating to transitional shelter communities. The Planning
Commission held a work session on March 27th, 2018 to discuss possible language and
they wanted there to be a neighborhood meeting held near the area of a proposed
transitional housing project to see what issues would arise in order to draft standards to
address and mitigate the issues. A neighborhood meeting was held on April 19th, 2018.
2. Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing at the May 8th, 2018
meeting to accept testimony regarding the code language, close the public hearing to
deliberate, and schedule a public hearing to reopen the record to allow for additional
testimony from any person at the June 12th, 2018 Planning Commission meeting. This
approach allows the public to comment on the draft language prepared by staff as well
as any Planning Commission modifications to the language prior to a recommendation
being forwarded to the City Council.
3. It should be noted that the Development Code Amendment process is not approving
any particular project, but creating the framework and standards for a potential project
to follow to request approval.
B. Silverton Development Code (SDC):
Section 4.7.200

Legislative Amendments

A. The amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan, the
statewide planning goals, and any relevant area plans adopted by the city council;

Findings: The Goal of the Urbanization Element of the Comprehensive Plan is to: “Provide
adequate land to meet anticipated future demands for urban development in a logical and
orderly manner.” And has an objectives to: Maintain a supply of buildable residential,
commercial and industrial land within the City’s UGB as allowed by state law; Continue to
work with Marion County to manage land development between the city limits and UGB; and
Consistently apply and enforce the City’ development policies, codes, standards and other
regulations to maintain community livability and ensure efficient use of land.
The Goal of the Housing element is to “Meet the projected housing needs of citizens in the
Silverton area.” The Objectives of the Housing Element are to, Encourage a “small town”
environment; Encourage preservation, maintenance and improvement of the existing housing
stock; Encourage new housing in suitable areas to minimize public facility and service costs
and preserve agricultural land; and Encourage an adequate supply of housing types necessary
to meet the needs of different family sizes and incomes. Encouraging a “small town”
environment is an ambiguous statement that can be interpreted by the Planning Commission
and City Council.
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Encouraging an adequate supply of housing types necessary to meet the needs of different
family sizes and incomes acknowledges that income has an impact on the types of housing one
can afford.
The draft code language for transitional shelter communities was created at the direction of
City Council in reaction to a proposed project to shelter four homeless women in sleeping pods
in the parking lot of a local church. A work session was held by the Planning Commission to
review draft standards. During discussion, the Planning Commission indicated a neighborhood
meeting would be a beneficial step to ascertain possible neighborhood concerns in order to
have an idea of how to draft standards to address the concerns raised. The neighborhood
meeting was held on April 19, 2018 and was attended by over 100 people. There were
numerous concerns that were raised during the meeting that included: offensive behavior,
capacity of mental health infrastructure, safety of neighborhood, safety of potential shelter
residents, the process for selection, adequacy of habitation of sleeping pods, liability,
preference to shelter women in the actual church, lack of heat and cooling, impact on the
church’s existing uses and programs, background checks may not be sufficient for screening
purposes, nicotine and drug use, other options may be preferable to the current idea, worry that
it will entice homeless people to locate to Silverton.
The concerns are legitimate and relate to operations and accountability. Typical buffering and
screening standards such as fences and landscaping would be inadequate to deal with the
concerns raised. In drafting the code language, emphasis was placed on having a process for
review and renewal, a process to address complaints, informing potential tenants of the existing
rules and expectations, and requiring a means to remove the use if it proves too problematic to
continue.
The proposed code amendment would allow transitional shelter communities on parcels that
are currently in use as a religious institution or place of worship. There are over a dozen such
uses in Silverton. The Oregon Revised Statute (ORS 446.265) allowing transitional housing
limits a municipality to allow establishment on no more than two parcels. The shelter units are
allowed to be in the form of yurts per the ORS, however the State of Oregon Building Codes
Division adopted the Oregon Transitional Housing Standard which is available for adoption
by municipalities for the purpose of providing accommodations in the form of living units
located on transitional housing parcels to be used by one or more individuals or by families as
authorized by ORS 446.265.
Municipalities may adopt modifications which contain more or less restrictive construction
requirements than those established in the standard. The specific standards would be adopted
by the City Council through a separate ordinance.
The Silverton Development Code (SDC) standards would require the units to be stick-built or a
prefabricated structure limited to 200 square feet, the design of which to be compatible with
the surrounding area. The design compatibility standard is a subjective review criterion that
would be interpreted by the Planning Commission based on the specific building design
submittal and the surrounding neighborhood. Bathroom facilities are required on the site that
would be available all hours of all days. Kitchen facilities would be optional. Storage would
not be allowed outdoors and the site would have to provide residents with enclosed, secure
storage for their belongings.

DC-18-01

7 of 128

Page 114

The maximum number of units on a parcel is proposed to be limited to one for every 10,000
square feet of area of the parcel the shelters are to be located. This standard is less dense than
the R-1, Single Family zoning district that allows one dwelling on a 7,000 square foot parcel.
The shelter units are required to be fenced from properties that share a common lot line. The
standards do not propose that the units be fenced from view from properties that are located
across the street, though the Planning Commission could add such a standard. The units would
have to be located 35’ away from common property lines with residential uses.
To establish a transitional shelter community, a religious institution would have to submit a
Conditional Use application for review by the Planning Commission in a Public Hearing,
which would be advertised in the newspaper, with the site being posted with a sign, and a
notice being mailed to all property owners and residents within 700 feet of the site.
The application would include a site plan, building elevations, and a narrative of the daily
operations of the proposed use. The applicant would have to show, among other things, that;
the proposed use will be compatible with existing and reasonable anticipated uses in the district
in terms of size and intensity of use; the proposed use will not have adverse noise, vibration,
exhaust/emissions, light, glare, erosion, odor, dust, visibility, safety, aesthetic or other similar
impacts that would be out of character for permitted uses in the district; the negative impacts of
the proposed use on adjacent properties and on the public can be mitigated through application
of other code standards, or other conditions of approval; the proposal will not have significant
adverse impacts on the livability of nearby residentially zoned lands due to noise, glare, litter,
hours of operation, privacy and safety.
The review criteria are subjective in nature which gives the Planning Commission fairly wide
latitude in applying conditions of approval or denying an application. The State does not
substitute its judgment regarding conflicting evidence in the record for that of the local
government. If a reasonable person could reach the decision made by the local government,
the State will defer to the local government's choice between conflicting evidence. To
successfully challenge an evidentiary basis for denial, it is not sufficient for someone to show
there is evidence in the record to support their position; they must show the evidence is such
that a reasonable trier of fact could only decide in his/her favor. Where the record contains
credible, conflicting evidence, he or she has not sustained their burden to show, as a matter of
law, that the trier of fact should only have believed petitioner’s evidence. If there is evidence
in the record that could support approval and evidence that could support denial, and where the
review criteria are subjective, the Planning Commission gets to decide which evidence they
find more persuasive. As long as a reasonable trier of fact could believe the evidence relied on
for a decision, the approval or denial will stand.
As part of the operation of the use, the applicant would have to provide all the neighbors with a
local contact that includes their name and phone number who would have to be available on a
24 hour basis to respond to telephone calls. The tenants of the use would have to review the
Noise Disturbance standards and the Chronic Nuisance Property standards to ensure they are
aware that such standards exist and would be enforced. They would also be made aware of the
proposed periodic review and renewal and would be subject to a code of conduct.
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The proposed standards create a periodic review and renewal for the proposed use. If the
transitional shelter obtains an initial approval by the Planning Commission, the use would have
to go before the Planning Commission again after the first six months of occupancy to have a
renewal hearing. This would follow the same Conditional Use procedure and review. In this
review, there would be actual operational evidence for the Planning Commission to review,
and if they do not find the use has been meeting the criteria, it could be denied which would
require the use to vacate the premises. The standards also require the applicant to submit a
security that would cover the costs of removal if the use is not renewed. This could take the
form of a cash deposit sufficient enough for the applicant’s to use to remove the sleeping pods.
The Planning Commission can also consider creating a standard that would define the average
length of stay for the tenants. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) rules allow
Transitional Housing (TH) programs to offer stays of up to 24 months. Based on a report
conducted by Martha Burt of the Urban Institute dated September 7, 2006, the average
maximum length of stay is 21 months (bottom row). Two-thirds of family Transitional
Housing programs allow the HUD maximum of 24 months, 11 percent allow between 19 and
23 months, and 21 percent have maximums of 12 or fewer months. No program has an official
maximum between 13 and 18 months.

When programs were asked how long their families actually stay. Relatively few families take
advantage of TH programs’ potential lengths of stay, as table 2.4 shows. The mean length of
stay across programs is 12 months (bottom row of table 2.4). On average across programs, 15
percent of families leave within 1 to 3 months, 17 percent leave within 4 to 6 months, 11
percent leave within 7 to 9 months, and 19 percent leave within 10 to 12 months, totaling 62
percent of all families who leave TH programs within one year. Twenty-three percent leave
after 13 to 18 months, 14 percent stay 19 to 23 months, and, on average across the TH
programs in our sample, only 2 percent stay the full 24 months that HUD allows.
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The staff recommendation of a length of stay of 18 months would account for 84% of the
actual stays according to the report, which seems reasonable.
The amendment is being reviewed as a Type IV procedure with a Public Hearing in front of the
Planning Commission and a Public Hearing in front of the City Council where any citizen may
comment on the application. The City is reviewing the code amendment with conformance
with the acknowledged Silverton Comprehensive Plan and the established land use planning
process and policy framework. The City does not have any agricultural land designations or
any designated forest lands. The City of Silverton has an adopted Parks and Recreation Master
Plan that address open space and recreational needs.
The City does not have any Estuarine Resources, Coastal Shorelands, Beaches and Dunes,
Ocean Resources, and is not located on the Willamette River.
Based on the above findings, the criterion can be met.
B. The amendment conforms to the transportation planning rule provisions as
implemented through SDC 4.7.600; and
Findings: The code amendment does not significantly affect a transportation facility thereby
making the transportation planning rule not applicable. The amendments will allow the 20
year planning period and population growth to occur as assumed in the Transportation System
Plan. The criterion is met.
C. The amendment is in the public interest; for example, it is needed to meet
changing conditions or new laws.
Findings: This update is in the public interest to provide a framework for transitional housing
which is an emerging trend in how the address the homelessness issue. The Oregon
Transitional Housing Standard was created in 2017 and allows the City to consider adopting
the standards to facilitate a transitional shelter community, which is a new law to address
changing conditions. The criterion can be met.
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III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Findings have been made for all of the applicable Code sections. The proposed development
code amendment can meet all applicable Silverton Development Code Review Criteria and
Standards.
The Planning Commission shall prepare a recommendation to the City Council to approve,
approve with modifications, approve with conditions, deny the proposed change, or adopt an
alternative
Planning Commission Options:
1. Recommend to the City Council the APPROVAL of the proposed development code
amendment as it meets the review criteria.
2. Recommend to the City Council the DENIAL of the proposed development code
amendment as it does not meet the review criteria.
3. Recommend to the City Council a MODIFICATION of the proposed development code
amendment so that it meets the review criteria.
Any member of the Planning Commission who votes in opposition to the Planning Commission’s
majority recommendation may file a written statement of opposition with the community
development director or designee before the council public hearing on the proposal. The
community development director or designee shall send a copy to each council member and place
a copy in the record;
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ATTACHMENT D: TESTIMONY
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Dear City of Silverton Planning Commission,
I am writing to you again about the proposed transitional housing project that has been a heated
topic in town. I hope all of you take the time to read this letter and listen to my concerns as well as
possible alternatives for the project.
My wife and I volunteered to be part of a small group (for and against the project) to meet with
Shauna McCauley to come to a middle ground about the project. Unfortunately, Shauna
McCauley declined to be part of the mediation and no middle ground was able to be met. This is
unfortunate because it is the neighborhood around the church and residents of the community the
project will affect, yet she is not willing to discuss it with us directly.
My family and I have concerns about the project. We believe it will directly affect us in ways it
will not affect those who are involved in the project, as we live right across the street from St.
Edwards.
When I first posted on social media about being against the project, I got “not in my backyard” or
“NIMBY” in response. It is in my backyard. What happens “in my backyard” affects me. Why
don’t I have the right to not want the project there? I was told I didn’t have any sense of
community or commitment to the community by people who have no idea that I have served our
country and the communities in Marion County.
My wife and I have years of experience in serving the population in Marion County which
includes helping the homeless and mentally ill. Little information has been shared about the
services that will be provided. Many stated the women who would be residing there would not
have mental illnesses and little has been done to correct this misinformation. Come to find out, the
women would not be screened out if they have mental illnesses.
We have been told the women will have background checks done by the Oregon State Police,
leading members of the community to believe they would not be convicted of any crimes. Again,
come to find out the criminal background check is to screen out violent and sex offenders. Little
has been done to correct this misinformation. This does not rule out property crimes, drug
offenses or disorderly type crimes. Once again, it’s our property and family that is across the street
from the church and will be affected by any misbehavior.
We have been told there will be rules for the women who live in the pods and if they don’t obey
the rules they will have to leave. No one has addressed what happens if they give a urine sample
positive for controlled substances, just that they will be required to submit a sample upon request.
What are they going to do if the women refuse to leave once asked to do so? There isn’t a crime.
They live there now. They will have to be legally evicted from the housing. That will cost money
and time. Time they will be able to continue to engage in activities we do not wish to have in our
backyard. If the church changes the lock to the pod the resident will have the legal right to break it
to gain entry.
The only plan for security is a 24 hour video security system. This does not address concerns of
misbehavior of the women or those who may show up in the parking lot wanting to see their
friends who live there. It does not address potential drug use or disruptive behavior from mental
illness or crisis. It does not provide for immediate consequences to rules being broken, nor does it
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keep others from making themselves at home in a pod with the women, or randomly in the parking
lot.
What is going to happen after the four women find housing and a way to support themselves?
Those who presented the project referred to the four women as if it is four and only four. Our
homeless population is small. Once these four women have been helped, is the project done? Or
are the doors going to be open to anyone in need? Will they have to have ties to the Silverton area
or are they going to be helped because they are in need? More homeless from other areas will
come for assistance also. Then what? Will there be more pods put up throughout the town to
accommodate the increase of others coming for services? Those who are in support of the project
have talked about only helping those with Silverton ties, but have also said they wouldn’t turn
anyone away.
There are alternatives that can be explored and several ideas have been posted on social media.
Here are a few of the ideas:
Instead of passing the ordinance to allow the pods to be in any religious institution in town, put the
pods in the Silverton Police Department parking lot. If there isn’t enough room put two pods in
the Silverton Police Department parking lot and the other two in the community center parking lot.
(Or just start with two pods until the new facility is built.) Honey buckets or the public restroom by
the library could be used for the restrooms during afterhours and the facilities at the community
center and swimming pool can be used during the daytime hours.
The modifications the church wanted to make to accommodate the use of facilities could be used
to modify the community center for the same purposes. This would provide more security and
closer access to programs offered through S.A.C.A. When the new city hall and police department
is built the pods can be moved to the new location. This would continue to provide the women and
the community 24hr security, access to proposed resources and have a lower impact on residential
housing and neighborhoods.
Fundraise or apply for grants for an established residence. This could work like an Oxford House
where there is more support in the residence with a house manager and the ability for the women
to hold each other accountable, socialize in the same living areas, and come together for support.
Create a foster system with the supportive community members who want to help these women be
successful. Background/criminal history checks could be done on the foster families to assure they
would be a good fit and are not likely to take advantage of the women. They could potentially be
matched with someone who has been what they’ve been through and offer greater support in that
area.
These are just a few of the ideas that would avoid having pods (that are basically insulated sheds)
in a parking lot for these women to reside in. All of the services the church and supporters are
planning to put into these women would still need to be used and no one who wants to support
these women would be without a “job.” It will also help keep Silverton a creative and supportive
place to live, coming up with our own creative solutions to issues in our community, not just
following what another community has tried.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
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Tom Courson
251 Fairview Street
Silverton, OR 97381

As we discuss temporary shelter for 4 homeless single women on church property in Silverton, lots of
anecdotes and myths are propagated. That homeless people are more prone to crime. That they have
decided not to work and chosen the homeless life. That homeless migrate to and congregate around
homeless services. That homeless women were largely prostitutes. I thought it might be helpful to gather
some actual research and study results to add to our Silverton discussion about providing temporary, basic
shelter for 4 screened women.
Property values affected by homeless shelter:
1999 - https://www.huduser.gov/publications/pdf/support_1.pdf
2003 - https://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/homelessness.htm
2008 - http://furmancenter.org/files/FurmanCenterPolicyBriefonSupportiveHousing_LowRes.pdf
2013 - http://philadelphiafreepress.com/study-finds-homeless-shelters-improve-property-values-p444-1.htm
2016 - https://www.co.pierce.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/44599/Impacts-of-Homelessness-in-Olympia
Recent - http://vancouver.ca/people-programs/supportive-housing-in-your-neighbourhood.aspx
On risk for women homeless:
1994 - http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.2466/pr0.1994.75.3f.1671
2000 - https://www.jhsph.edu/research/centers-and-institutes/womens-and-childrens-health-policycenter/publications/homeless.PDF
2016 - https://www.acog.org/-/media/Committee-Opinions/Committee-on-Health-Care-for-UnderservedWomen/co576.pdf?dmc=1&ts=20170812T1108043268
2017 - https://www.albany.edu/honorscollege/files/RachelLevit.pdf
2017 - http://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-08-07/older-women-become-hidden-face-ofhomelessness/8782816
Facts about homeless:
https://www.google.com/search?q=what+percentage+of+homeless+have+jobs%2C+research&safe=off&rlz
=1C1CHFX_enUS739US739&biw=1680&bih=919&source=lnt&tbs=cdr%3A1%2Ccd_min%3A5%2F10
%2F2018%2Ccd_max%3A1%2F1%2F2016&tbm=
https://journalistsresource.org/studies/society/housing/chronic-homeless-housing-first-research
https://www.thestranger.com/slog/2017/03/03/24967599/new-survey-finds-most-people-experiencinghomelessness-in-seattle-were-already-here-when-they-became-homeless
https://www.zillow.com/research/rents-larger-homeless-population-16124/
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/toolkit/article/562207
Mike Ashland
816 Liberty Street
Silverton 503 880-1742
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These are my comment points to be made to the planning commissioners tonight 5/8/
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Leigh <leigh.harrod@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 8, 2018 at 6:11 PM
Subject: Poll as evidence.
To: Leigh Harrod <leigh.harrod@gmail.com>

Poll as evidence.
City is petitioning or applying to itself. No I have a small matter. Big, very controversial move by
city.
Planning commission can recommend putting on the ballot and let citizens decide. Trump.
One more externality not mentioned in the staff report is the devaluation of existing properties
surrounding the church. Sellers have to disclose homeless encampment nearby. One sale already
lost.
CUP which they have to have is supposed to explain how they could mitigate that externality of
property value loss.
Non-resident, noncitizen who cannot vote was appointed to homeless task force. Outsiders telling
Silverton what to do I’m getting it this far.
CUP: Better to get conditional use permit now and put the women inside; forgo the boxes. Have to
anyway.
Pilot project. See if they can even meet that CUP criteria before modifying code.
Diocese as property owner must sign and agree to any CUP but Diocese did not know about this
until the day before community when I called The diocese to ask. They were dumbfounded.
Recommend denial or Modification to send it to the ballot for Silverton citizens only.
In the meantime, require a CUP now to see if they can do it with the congregation of 10 people,
and keep the women inside. No buildings no boxes nothing in the parking lot. Neighbors would
live with that until CUP is tested.

DC-18-01

73 of 128

Page 180

I'm unable to attend the planning commission meeting tonight, however, I would like it reflected to
the committee that I support this endeavor put out by St. Edward's Episcopal church to provide 4
housing cottages.
Thank you,
Sarah Weitzman
140 Cambridge Ave
Silverton, OR 97381

Please forward this to the city council and planning commission to be submitted
for the record.
Dear Planning Commission and City Council,
I am a resident of Silverton and have two young children who attend schools in
the community. I am writing to express my support for the St Edwards housing
pods for women experiencing houselessness in our community.
My core guiding value is to love God and love my neighbor. These women are
already my neighbor and I believe this plan to provide safe, transitional
housing support will improve the safety these women, and ultimately our whole
community, will experience.
I am also willing to support the St Edwards Church project financially and with
volunteer support to ensure the plan is implemented well and in a way that
mitigates the fears others have expressed.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Thanks,
Kate Pattison
1222 E Main St

Dear Planning Commission,
We have looked at the Amended Code Language proposed, and have some suggestions
regarding those codes, not only for our own project, but in anticipation that
there may be others who follow our lead. We hope to be a pilot project, and to
open the way for others who may be able to take on similar projects at other
churches in town. With this in mind, we offer the following reflections and
questions:
D. If we are trying to increase affordable housing options, it would be better
to try to increase density rather than decrease. One unit per 10,000 Square
Feet is lower than single family home density.
E. Requiring a permanent 24 hour accessible bathroom and common space would
make a similar project prohibitive for others. We suggest that a common area
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doesn't need to be accessible 24 hours a day, and a temporary restroom that is
accessible 24 hours a day (like a Port-a-potty) or small in-unit composting
toilets might be an acceptable alternative.
H. Requiring 6 feet of sight-obscuring fencing on abutting properties is cost
prohibitive and may be less attractive than the actual units or plants. Also,
we suggestion clarification of how far from the property line the structures
would need to be to require fencing - if, for instance, a church had 3 acres,
would the units which might be more than an acre from the nearest neighbor,
still be required to be fenced?
I. The setbacks seem very large, especially considering that the units would be
much closer to the size of a shed than a single family home. On the backside of
our church, our plans in the 1990s were to build out to a 20' setback.
L. Who would oversee the periodic review? What will the renewal be based on?
What would the appeal process look like?
M. How much would the security bond be for removal of the pods? Would in-kind
donations count toward this?
N. While we anticipate being in regular conversation with the neighbors, it
seems excessive to require a number for 24 hour communications. Like any
neighbor, if there is an emergency, authorities should be called. Nonemergencies can be handled during business hours.
O. It seems excessive to require our guests to sign acknowledgment forms
regarding noise ordinances when other residents don't have to, and when,
regardless of knowledge, the law still has to be abided by.

I am writing to express my concerns about the Saint Edwards sleeping pods proposal and to urge
council members NOT to amend the Code.
First, Saint Edwards' proposal lacks ample supervision and man power to screen, maintain & help
these women. Additionally, their proposal further segregates these women from the rest of our
community by housing them in a church parking lot with little to no community interaction and
enabling a sub-society that we commonly see in tent camps.
Second, changing the code City-wide is both drastic and unwise. It opens up our small town with
limited resources to a huge influx of homeless encampments filled with transients from all over the
Country. The proposed code requires no supervision, screening or criteria nor does it specify the
maximum duration in which a person may reside. This will burden our police force & code
enforcement agents from being fully able to keep this town safe & clean as well as burden the
neighbors of the encampment to monitor and call the contact person provided.
Last, I'd like to propose an alternative.
Silverton clearly has many individuals passionate about ending the local homeless issue.
Lets use this public outcry as an opportunity to create a sponsorship program. I propose we form a
network of community members to bring in and personally house an individual in need, at a one to
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one ratio, starting with four volunteers to house these four women referred to in the Saint Edwards
proposal. This housing would be on a temporary basis similar to what Saint Edwards is proposing.
But rather than segregate these individuals as the encampments do, this method would reintroduce
them back into society. Much like the Big Brothers Big Sisters of America program does for the
youth, these community members will be able to engage with the homeless and provide
mentorship & fellowship as well as guidance to additional resources and services. And similar to
the halfway houses offered in addiction rehab programs, these community members will be
providing a clean & stable environment for those aiming to reenter the job market. Local
employers could also get involved by offering employment specifically to aid these individuals in
reentering the workforce.
I vehemently oppose an amendment to the code to allow "sleeping pods" and call on the
Councilors to please require Saint Edwards church and any future proposals to adhere to the
current code.
Sincerely,
Leah Orloff

Joy Flowers <joyflowersiam@gmail.com>
Just so you know, I am 100% in favor of this program. In reading through the suggested set back
from neighbors, I do question why such a distance? If I am building a full fledged home I belive
am only required to be 10 ft from property line. It would seem that at most a 20 foot setback would
be effective, and honestly in St. Edwards case at least, allow the units to possibly be further away
from public view and have the tenants to have easier facilty access. Hoping for equitable resolve
for all. Joy Flowers

Marilyn Brenden mdb123@frontier.com
I was the first director of a homeless program in Salem using housing in
churches, formerly SIHN and now called Family Promise of the Willamette Valley.
I am in support of the code modification to allow St. Edward’s Church to build
four cottages to house single homeless women, and potentially other churches to
allow similar structures for homeless people too. There are less beds in
shelters for single women than for other categories of people in the Willamette
Valley. Thus, it is a gap in provision that adversely affects single women.
This project offers a way to increase safety for our vulnerable single women in
Silverton who have lost a place to live.
I know a former Silverton single woman who has lost housing through no fault of
her own. She was renting a house in Salem. The owner used the rent money to
support his drug habit instead of paying the mortgage. When the house was
foreclosed, she ended up homeless because she doesn’t have the money to pay
first and last month’s rent, security deposit, application fee, and deposits
for utilities. She has now been homeless and living in her vehicle for a year.
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She is one of the lucky ones who has a vehicle with a locking door. I know
another homeless single woman who lives in a tent in CA. She has been beaten up
multiple times because a tent provides little protection.
Currently, there are some Silverton citizens who are letting their fears run
wild because of their stereotypes about homeless people. By far most newly
homeless people are just like you and me with the only difference being that
they are poor. Shelter and services to help them can restore them to stability
so that they don’t end up among the perpetually homeless who are so engrained
in mere survival that they become more difficult to help.

to Planning Commission:
We are not able to attend the May 8 meeting but wished to provide input into the proposed code
change that would allow transitional shelters to be built on church properties. I (Craig) have many
years experience working with persons experiencing homelessness. Often seen as a "problem"
only for larger communities, persons in smaller communities like ours also find themselves facing
the possible or actual loss of housing. The proposed code change will allow exploration of one
way to start to address this issue. There are other things needed, of course, but this is a start. By
the way, we are 38 year residents of Silverton, so obviously have a stake in the matter. Thank you
for your consideration.

Craig and Gail Bazzi
615 Lone Oaks Loop
Silverton, OR 97381
Hi Lisa,
FYI - for our files when this matter comes before us.
Thanks,
Kyle

From: Becky <rebozoh@gmail.com>
Date: April 22, 2018 at 8:58:42 PM PDT
To: kpalmer@silverton.or.us, jfreilinger@silverton.or.us, dsmith@silverton.or.us,
jsears@silverton.or.us, alacrte@gmail.com
Subject: I am opposed to the homeless shelter at St. Edwards.
Reply-To: rebozoh@gmail.com
Hello,
I am opposed to this plan! The church is not offering any supervision for these needy folks. Why
don't they organize a shelter like SON (Sheltering Our Neighbors) in Clackamas County?
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This one is run by volunteers who cook, stay, and sleepover with the families in need.

Sheltering Our Neighbors
The SON (Sheltering Our Neighbors) Network is a joint ministry of churches in Clackamas
County, called by God to provide emergency shelter for homeless families in our county. The SON
Network provides evening shelter and three meals for families with children.
Families will be referred by several social service agencies and connected immediately, if they are
not already in contact, with Northwest Housing Alternatives for case management Annie Ross
House.
Host churches provide drug and alcohol free overnight lodging, meals, and hospitality for two
weeks at a time from October through April. Families rotate to the next church on the rotation
schedule until space is available at the Annie Ross House. The evening lodging begins at 5:30 p.m.
and lasts until 8:00 a.m. the following morning. Guests are asked to leave church facilities by 8:00
a.m., and return after 5:30 p.m. School age children attend school, with transportation provided by
their home district, and some of the adults go to work. Once a week, the families will receive nextstep support from the staff of the Annie Ross House.
If not, why not have St. Edwards begin a Kairos Community lunch here in Silverton?
Here is Salem's Kairos Community:
Volunteers from more than a dozen area churches have been taking turns serving a hot meal
to the hungry on Sunday afternoons, 52 weeks a year, for 32 years.
They served a record 4,528 meals in 2013, the third consecutive year the need has
increased.
“Sometimes it gets challenging,” program director Kate Bayne said. “But we’ve never run out
of food.”
The program, which operates at St. Mark Lutheran Church in downtown Salem, is run
entirely by volunteers and relies solely on cash and food donations. Franz Bakery donates
20 loaves of bread every week. Fred Meyer South and the Starbucks inside its store donate
leftover baked goods and desserts that volunteers pick up four days a week.

I DO NOT want a homeless shelter in any residential neighborhood. It increases vandalism,
burglaries and drug activities. Maybe the women and children are innocent of these
behaviors, but the men will follow them into our homes and yards.
Rebecca Harrison
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From: ï»¿Tom Courson <thcoursonjr@frontier.com>
Date: May 7, 2018 at 9:06:10 PM PDT
To: "kpalmer@silverton.or.us" <kpalmer@silverton.or.us>, "jfreilinger@silverton.or.us"
<jfreilinger@silverton.or.us>, "dsmith@silverton.or.us" <dsmith@silverton.or.us>,
"jsears@silverton.or.us" <jsears@silverton.or.us>, "alacrte@gmail.com" <alacrte@gmail.com>,
"mplummer@silverton.or.us" <mplummer@silverton.or.us>, "rmartin@silverton.or.us"
<rmartin@silverton.or.us>
Subject: St. Edward's Church transitional housing
Reply-To: ï»¿Tom Courson <thcoursonjr@frontier.com>
Dear Mayor and council members for the City of Silverton,
I am writing this letter in concern about the current issue of the transitional housing St. Edward’s
Church is proposing, and the divide it has caused in the community. But first, I wish to explain to
you a little about myself.
I have been a resident of Silverton for over 16 years. I initially moved to the Willamette Valley
(Salem) after serving our country in the United States Marine Corps. When I lived in Salem, I
didn’t have much money and could only afford to live in the less desirable part of town.
I then met my wife who has lived here her whole life in Silverton. I briefly looked around the
town before I bought our first house here sight unseen. I enjoyed the small community and how
close everyone seemed to be. I didn’t hear emergency sirens every night and I felt safe living and
raising our family in the town.
Our family soon grew and we needed a bigger place to live. We sold our first home and found
another in town because we wanted to continue to live in Silverton. Money was tight at first but
we made it work. All of our five children were born in Silverton and have been educated in the
Silverton School District.
I first heard about the transitional housing St. Edward’s Church is proposing a week before they
held the meeting at the church in April. A neighbor contacted me about the proposal and we
discussed our thoughts about it. Members who were involved with the project came by our
house the weekend before the meeting. My wife and I were not home to speak to them due to
our work schedules. A pamphlet was left for us about the meeting. I have never been involved in
any discussions about the city until then. I felt I needed to express my opinion and insight about
possible issues concerning the project.
At the meeting we were given a power point presentation about the transitional housing. The
meeting felt more like what was going to be done anyway, and it didn’t seem to matter what the
neighborhood or community thought of the project.
Emotions quickly rose on both sides and the meeting rapidly got out of hand. People were
shouting at each other and lines were drawn in the sand. There were several elected or
appointed town leaders in the meeting. None of them stepped up to help get the meeting under
control or shed some light on the subject. I felt the only thing the meeting accomplished, was to
cause a further dived in the surrounding neighborhood and the town.
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Since then, both sides have been bantering on the social media (some of which was personal and
not about the subject at hand), yelling at each other while driving by another’s residence, filing
complaints, trespassing, damaging property, and stealing property. Neighbors who used to take
care of each other are no longer speaking to each other. None of which are ways Christians or
adults should behave. Neither side is setting an example for our children to follow and learn
from.
The people for or against the project have also started online polls or have gathered signatures.
Both sides are saying the other side is adding to the numbers to benefit their view. There have
been accusations about people involved in the project getting financial gain from the transitional
housing. No one trusts the other. Is this the town we all want to live in?
I am asking you all as elected leaders of the community to slow down this proposal and look at
what it is already doing to the community. I am asking you to instead of conducting business as
usual to have the proposal put on a ballot. This is a time for you all to show your leadership and
involve the community you are representing.
The ballot would need to be transparent in what the change to the city ordinance would involve.
Will other churches be able to have transitional housing? Will the ordinance include how the
housing is run, or will it just be up to each individual church? Will it include a description of the
standard for the structures? These are just a few questions to think of.
Taking the time and putting the issue on a ballot will give all of the residents in the City of
Silverton time to look over the project and make their individual decision. It will show what the
majority in the city want and what direction the community wishes to go. It will show that the
decision included everyone and the result was not tampered with.
Thank you for taking your time to read my letter and I hope to hear from each of you soon.
Sincerely,
Tom Courson
Silverton Resident
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From: Sidney Allison <sidney8660@gmail.com>
Date: May 7, 2018 at 5:01:26 PM PDT
To: kpalmer@silverton.or.us
Subject: zoning/development changes
May 7, 2018
Dear Mayor Palmer,
I am writing in regards to the proposed changes in building and development codes which would
allow for homeless pods within the St. Edwards Church parking lot.
I think it's very easy to jump on the bandwagon and support this, if it will not directly affect you or
your neighborhood. I am hearing that there are those living in Silverton who do support this, but
how many actually live in this neighborhood? How many of those will be impacted by this? Unless
you live in the immediate vicinity/area/neighborhood, it likely won't.
I cannot help but wonder how many individuals would truly support this if were being proposed in
their neighborhood, say across the street, or several houses down perhaps. I suspect many would
likely have a change of opinion/view.
That being said, I do live in the neighborhood of the proposed change and I am not in support of
this. This may be forced upon us.
I am hopeful that elected officials take into consideration those that do live in the neighborhood
(and have for many years) and not move forward with this proposed plan.
Thank you.
Sidney Allison Jensen

Summit Cleaning & Restoration <ap@summitclean.com>
I be fair with everyone I believe that all of the churches should work together and maybe help
build the transitional housing together and make it be for men, women and families. Lets all work
together!
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Dear Jason Gottgetreu and Planning Commissioners,
Regarding The City of Silverton being the applicant for DC-18-01 amendment/change in the
code city-wide to allow 8 x 8 wood shacks/pods/boxes for housing the Homeless (Men and
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women according to Shana McCauley. People from Silverton, Portland or Salem, according to
Sarah White), it is my opinion that this should be put on the ballot and voted on by all
Residents in Silverton IF it is to be considered.
Why the City has taken the position to be the Applicant and to change the code for the whole
city when State Code ORS 446.265
states that a City can only have two locations for the proposed pods, is conflicting and overreaching (2017 ORS 446.265 Transitional housing accommodations 2. shall be limited to
persons who lack permanent shelter and cannot be placed in other low income housing.
and 5.
shall not be allowed on more than two parcels in a municipality.)
Note: Placement was found in early April for all 4 women. It was refused by St.
Edwards.
If St. Edwards needs Grant Money reimbursement to keep the small congregation financially
viable, by putting four pods on the property and calling it transitional housing, they can apply
for a Conditional Use Permit. This would leave one more Use Permit for one other Church to
apply for to do the same and that would be all that ORS 446.265 allows.
What the City of Silverton is allowing, is for people who do not live, vote or pay taxes
here, to decide what Silverton should do. Sarah White and Shana McCauley are pushing the
pods project at St. Edwards. Neither lives in Silverton.
That this whole project idea was born in a living room in Abiqua Heights of a Planning
Commissioner (Chris Mayou) and that she owns a development company, Black's
Construction and that Mayou has shown interest in getting into the "Tiny House" Business,
means she should recuse herself from voting on this issue. Mayou even visited a "Tiny House"
factory to tour the manufacture process and costs involved. There is no way to separate out
her business interests, City position as Planning Commissioner and personal interests in this
as she is a Developer/Builder.
There are too many issues to discuss here about the risks involved in housing people in what
amounts to human storage boxes. It is dangerous, inhumane and completely ignores the risks
to the pods residents and the massive impact on the R1 neighborhood. It is a recipe for
abuse, neglect, litigation and in the worst case, death. There is no way that the project can
accommodate the findings that state: "proposal will not have significant adverse impacts on
the livability of nearby residentially zoned lands due to noise, glare, litter,hours of
operation, privacy and safety." By the very nature of the project, it will be in violation.
Kimberlee McDermott
Silverton

>
>> On Apr 28, 2018, at 7:29 AM, Sheldon Lesire <sheldonlesire@gmail.com> wrote:
>>
>> I live in the neighborhood next to St Edwards, and have for nine years. I
admire their courage and conviction as they attempt to live forward with plans
for helping homeless women by housing them temporarily in pods on their
property. I want to make it clear that, as a neighbor of theirs, I fully
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support their plans and I appreciate the thoughtfulness with which they are
planning this. Honestly, I think the peace of the neighborhood is presently
more disturbed by the kid with a drum set in his garage than it will be by St
Edwards' homeless ministry.
>>
>> Thank you for your time.
>>
>> Sheldon Lesire
>

> On Apr 27, 2018, at 12:41 PM, Sarah Kaser Weitzman <sarahjkw@gmail.com>
wrote:
>
> I fully support St. Edward’s Episcopal Church’s endeavor to provide temporary
shelter for women experiencing homelessness in Silverton.
>
> Thank you,
> Sarah Weitzman

> On Apr 27, 2018, at 12:24 PM, Christopher Wicks <christophermw@wavecable.com>
wrote:
>
> Dear Silverton Mayor and Council Members,
>
> I support the intention of St. Edward's Episcopal Church to build temporary
housing for homeless women in our community.
>
> Silverton's problems with hunger, poverty, and homelessness deserve serious
attention. Many persons and organizations are involved in helping with these
problems, but more work is needed. I commend the people of St. Edward's and
their priest, Rev. Shana McCauley, for this ambitious project.
>
> Sincerely, Christopher Wicks

On Apr 30, 2018, at 8:01 AM, Kris Dahl <kris_m_dahl@yahoo.com> wrote:
I fully support St. Edward’s Episcopal Church’s endeavor to provide temporary shelter for women
experiencing homelessness in Silverton.
Kris Dahl Mitchell
4982 Eastview Ln NE
Silverton, OR 97381 (Residence)
615 S Water St (residential property owner)
503.910.3861
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On Apr 27, 2018, at 12:02 PM, "char@jeffnet.org" <char@jeffnet.org> wrote:
I fully support St. Edward’s Episcopal Church’s endeavor to provide temporary shelter for women
experiencing homelessness in Silverton.
Charlene McCreight

To Whom It May Concern,
I am a long time resident of Silverton, having been raised here myself and also moving back to
Silverton to raise my three young children, and I am THRILLED (I will say it again, THRILLED)
at the proposed chance to help a few of our more needy citizens have a chance at success.
When taking on a project like this it is important to fully take stock of one's own resources before
offering to help others. I look around Silverton and see good people teeming with generous hearts
and gifts and I feel VERY confident that we can EASILY meet the needs of four single homeless
women. We are not taking on the south side of Chicago or inner city Vancouver, we are offering
four women a warm dry place to sleep and some social services. And we have what feels like
busloads of people willing to help them. This is a gift both to the women and to the community.
As a recipient of the services of SACA I know how easily it is to fall quickly through the cracks in
society. My husband is a teacher and so we have teetered on that line of homelessness many times.
He holds a Masters and I have a Bachelors and yet we were forced out of our home when our rent
increased by $200. We lived with family for nine months, because we are fortunate enough to have
middle class family that could help us, before we were able to purchase a small foreclosure with
the help of government grants. Literally, if it weren't for the grace of God, there go I. I feel so very
fortunate to be able to be in a position to offer blessings back into a community that has blessed
me. Supporting St. Edward's in their endeavour to love thy neighbor is one small way I can do that.
Please share this letter of support with all other city council members and the public at large.
Thank you very much,
Summer Sheldon
www.SummerSheldon.com
503-516-0326
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Kaesi Cook
Concerned Silverton Resident
I am expressing my opinion on the proposal brought by St. Edwards. The first I heard about this
proposal was April 1st. There was absolutely no information given to anybody in this
neighborhood until I found out and started informing my neighbors.
Allowing what by definition is definitely a "transient homeless encampment" will seriously,
negatively and adversely affect my family, my children and all of my neighbors. It will also
negatively affect mine and my neighbors property values.
The true results of modifying the code to allow 4 unheated, unplumbed, stick-built, 8'x8' housing
boxes in St. Edwards' parking lot leaves many unknowns about what the overall impact will truly
be on our City and its residents.
We can look at any City that has set up services for the homeless and see that it hasn’t made their
homeless population decline; rather, the opposite has occurred.
Changing the zoning, development, and building codes for our City to allow St. Edwards to place
any sort of unsupervised housing box (pods, cottages, tiny homes) in their parking lot for
unsupervised use by the homeless, in the middle of an R-1 neighborhood will bring in drugs,
prostitution, theft, trash and excrement.
The Church will not be able to control this especially during the night when nobody is there to
supervise. This will shift the burden to the City Police who will no doubt be called regularly and
we all pay for that.
Shana McCauley, the Vicar at St. Edwards promotes this idea for Silverton, however, she lives in
Albany not Silverton! The tiny congregation of twelve persons at St.Edwards will have trouble
managing this proposed pilot project with their volunteers.
The R-1 zoning for residential neighborhoods was intended to provide peace, safety, stability,
space, peace and quiet from conflicting land use activity. The R-1 zoning designation is supposed
to assure homeowners who buy homes in R-1 areas that other conflicting land uses cannot occur.
While a church and religious institutions may exist in the R-1 zone, homeless encampments are not
permitted. Please do not modify the code, and do not allow St. Edwards to put structures for use by
homeless persons in their parking lot.
I could have purchased a bigger house on a much larger lot in any of the surrounding cities for
what I paid for my Silverton home. Having been born and raised here, I chose Silverton. I did NOT
choose to live next to a homeless encampment, shelter or a tiny homes village designed for
transients to occupy.
An idea like this would never even be considered in the Abiqua Heights development. Although
they have a 5-acre park that would be perfect, no city zoning or code changes required. Dana
Smith and Chris Mayou could personally supervise the project since they are pushing and
advocating this.
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Sarah White, a spokesperson for the proposal, lives outside the City limits, is a non-voter and is
telling Silverton what we should do. At the April 19 Community meeting she suggested that these
homeless women will be hanging out at Safeway, Roth’s and the Hospital during the day! Last
time I checked those are for profit businesses and its doubtful they would appreciate Sarah White's
suggestion.
The City has recently passed ordinances made specifically for the homeless. The police refer to
them as criminal transients. The ordinances make it an offence to urinate or defacate on public
property. Most homeless vagrants are not people just down on their luck. It seems outrageous that
a law is even needed, especially in Silverton, to ban their behaviors.
There are social services and shelters available in Salem, Mt Angel and Albany for the homeless
people who want help. Yet many choose to remain living on the streets.
Statistically a very high number of homeless persons engage in drug use, alcoholism and suffer
from mental illness. They also engage in prostitution and theft. Many are registered sex offenders.
They wander at night stealing things. Enabling them doesn’t solve the problem.
Silverton had two homeless persons in 2015. They were known to the community. Now we have
11 (official HUD PIT count) and it is growing and it is NOT people from Silverton, it is people
from out of the area. Sarah White set up a warming shelter in 2016. I don’t believe the rise in
number is a coincidence but rather a clear view of what happens when services are set up in a tiny
town like Silverton. The number of homeless will continue to grow if St. Edwards is allowed to put
sleeping boxes in their parking lot, which would be to the detriment of my entire neighborhood and
the City as well. The activity would become a magnet for more homeless to come here, and start
drawing in more.
St. Edwards is located within two blocks of two elementary schools and within one block of a
Daycare/Preschool. I live two houses away from the Church. The City needs to assure safety of the
residents first, including the school children and the Hospital employees who walk this area. Many
children walk to and from school and will inevitably come into direct contact with these homeless
people. Just saying everything will be fine and that the homeless population is not a danger doesn’t
make it so.
Housing women in 8’x8’ boxes with no plumbing, lighting, heat or electricity, and totally
unsupervised, in a parking lot does not keep them or anyone safe.
What happens on hot evenings when they need to open the windows or the door to get some air
flow? This sets them up as easy targets for rape, abuse and violence. Who then would be
responsible for that? St. Edwards or the City who allowed it?
A far better idea would be to require St. Edwards to apply for a Conditional Use Permit that allows
the Church to house up to four women inside their building , with supervision, where they can
insure their safety and where they will be supervised. This is a less threatening idea than sleeping
boxes and would be better than turning them loose to wander in our neighborhood.
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The Church neighbors do not want to see any sort of code changes to allow multiple outdoor
Accessory Dwelling Units for homeless person to use so close to our homes, schools and children.
I believe there is a conflict of interest in that Dana Smith (City Council) and Chris Mayou
(Planning Commission Committee) both have husbands who are builders and both women have
stated that they are interested in pursuing “Tiny Homes Villages."
The reason this idea is rising for St. Edwards is because the aforementioned lacked the land. It
makes this proposal feel more like an inside job when they fully support the idea and stand to
possibly gain from it financially. Plus, all planning was done in secret and without any
transparency whatsoever.
Is the City Council ready to say that four homeless women are more important than our own senior
citizens, or our existing R-1 homeowners, families and children who live here and pay taxes and
support local businesses? I think there are better ways to address this issue without harming our
neighborhood and emotionally dividing the entire city with this volatile issue.
Kaesi Cook, Concerned Silverton Resident

Dear Mr. Gottgetreau:
Please forward my email to the entire City Council and enter it into the public record. And
THANK YOU for all you do!
I am writing to give my support for the Transitional Housing units proposed by St. Edwards
Episcopal Church. I live in Silverton, my children attend Community Roots school, and we attend
Silverton Friends Church. As neighbors both in the literal and figurative sense of St. Edwards, we
see this plan as a well-thought out way to address the needs of the homeless population in a
Silverton.
In a perfect world, homelessness would be illegal in Silverton. Our police officers would be
instructed to tell any homeless persons encamped in city limits, “Sorry, but being homeless is
criminal in Silverton.”
“So here is a home for you.” And then folks would be escorted to an apartment or tiny home and
provided with full services to get them off the street.
In the absence of such magnanimity, what St. Edwards is proposing is an adequate solution.
Silverton is a unique and special place. Some might think that is because only a “certain type” of
person lives here. My family chose it because it seemed like a place where ANY type of person
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was welcome. I would hope that our unique and special community can come up with a unique and
special way to help the least of our neighbors here.
Thank you,
Hilary Dumitrescu
1111 Madison St.
Silverton, OR 97381
(503) 884-4019
--

Hi Jason,
Please forward this email to the Planning Commission. I have highlight in red the
particular text I have comments about. Suggested additional text is in blue.
1. Two hundred SF seems large for a shelter with no kitchen or bathroom.
2. The density of 1/10,000 SF seems too restrictive to be effective. Maybe consider
1/7,000 SF. That is 6 units per acre.
3. I think storage should stop after the first sentence. Otherwise, the code will
require shelters to have the additional burden of providing enclosed storage.
4. Adjacent properties should be clarified. I think the intent is to mean properties
directly abutting the subject property, and not those across the street, right?
5. Fencing section might best read opaque, instead of sight obscuring. Otherwise, the
chalin-link inserts might be proposed. A solid hedge should be considered, too.
6. I think that the setbacks should be the same as R-1: 5 feet sides, 20 feet rear.
SDC.2.2.200 N - Transitional Shelter Communities. Transitional shelter communities shall
comply with the following standards
A. The transitional shelter community shall be located on land that is currently in use as a
Religious institution or place of worship per SDC 1.6.490.
B. Shelter Unit Type: Shelter units shall be stick-built structures or prefabricated
structures but may not have fabric walls or roofs (e.g., tents, yurts, and membrane
structures). Shelter units may not be vehicles, residential trailers, or manufactured
dwellings. Each shelter unit shall be detached from any other shelter unit. Design of the
units shall be compatible with the surrounding area.
C. Maximum Building Floor Space: The maximum building floor space for each shelter
unit is 200 square feet.
D. Maximum number of units: The maximum number of units per parcel is one for every
10,000 square feet of area of the parcel the units are to be located on, rounded to the
nearest whole number.
E. Bathrooms and Kitchens: Bathrooms and kitchens are prohibited in the shelter units.
Instead, common permanent bathroom facilities available all hours of all days shall be
provided for the residents and kitchen facilities may be provided to residents.
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F. Utilities: Water service, sanitary sewer service, natural gas service, and generators are
prohibited in the shelter units but are permitted in common facilities.
G. Storage: No outdoor storage is permitted. Residents shall be provided with enclosed,
secure storage facilities for their belongings.
H. Fencing: The transitional shelter community shall be fenced from abutting properties
(does not include adjacent properties) with sight-obscuring fencing or opaque hedge a
minimum of six feet in height.
I. Minimum Rear and Side Yard Depth: The minimum rear and side yard depth is five
feet, except that if the rear or side yard abuts a Residential District, the minimum shall be
35 feet from the abutting lot line.
Thanks, Jason, for your service to our community.
Respectfully,
Victor Madge

We are sending you our position on Siverton modifying the development code to accomodate St. Edwards
church and other religious institutions. Our opinion is a NO vote.
Thanks,
Dale and Gracie Davis
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ATTACHMENT E: CASE STUDIES
Transitional Micro-Housing At Opportunity Village Eugene
Case Study by Andrew Heben, Square One Villages and Chris van Daalen
Abstract
Opportunity Village is a transitional micro-housing village that serves 30 otherwise unhoused
individuals and couples at a time. The homes range from 60 - 80 square feet in size, and utilize
common cooking, restroom, and gathering facilities on site. The project is located on city-owned
land, operating on short-term leases for a nominal fee. It was permitted as a “homeless shelter” in
an industrial zone. The individual homes were permitted as “temporary structures” and “sleeping
units,” rather than as permanent dwellings, which relaxed several code requirements.
Permitting Process
Following the eviction of a tent encampment during the 2011 “Occupy” Movement, the City of
Eugene created the “Opportunity Eugene Community Task Force on Homeless Solutions” tasked
with identifying “new and innovative solutions” for responding to the issue of homelessness.
Based on the committee’s recommendation, City Council directed staff to establish a process and
identify potential sites for a “pilot project for a low-cost, micro-housing project for homeless
individuals.” An underutilized city-owned site was selected, located in an industrial area but close
to a bus line and services. A conditional use permit for a “homeless shelter” was approved at a
public hearing with no opposition, and building commenced in August 2013. Initially approved as
a 1-year pilot project, the lease has since been renewed twice with unanimous support from the
City Council, and is currently approved through June 2018.
Clearly meant to be “temporary structures” (and able to be moved), the bungalows were still
required to meet code requirements for structural strength, fire safety, means of egress, and
ventilation, as defined in ORSC Section 107. Once they complied with those requirements, the
City allowed a great deal of flexibility to help keep costs to a minimum.
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Opportunity Village Eugene was approved as a “homeless shelter” land use, which required a
conditional use permit for the light industrial zoning of the site (Eugene land use code only permits
homeless shelters in industrial or mixed use employment zones).
The City of Eugene decided to take a hands-on creative approach and actively help the project
designers realize their vision while meeting all applicable building codes. They interpreted the
tiny homes to be “temporary structures” regulated under ORSC Section 107, and as “sleeping
units” rather than “dwelling units” recognizing they would be served by a central cooking,
restroom, and gathering facilities. If they had looked at each unit as a permanent dwelling,
construction would have had to meet much higher standard. For example, Sec. 107 does not
require temporary structures to meet standards of durability i.e. secure anchorage.
As a result, they were not required to hook each unit up to water and electricity. With no available
electricity, each bungalow was allowed to be built without heating or indoor light (residents use
solar lighting kits and common facilities have heat).
Furthermore, traditional foundation requirements were relaxed since the risk associated with a
structure not connected to utilities was negligible. So the temporary structures were built on pier
pads rather than permanent foundations. Engineering calculations were produced which showed an
earthquake or wind event might move the house slightly but would not hazard its structural
collapse.
The common facilities on the other hand, did meet all structural, fire and sanitation codes, and
included plumbing and electrical utilities. They were similarly placed on pier pad foundations,
however helical anchors were used to secure them to the ground.
Sec. 107 also does not require temporary structures to meet energy efficiency codes, so the
buildings were not required to meet typical insulation requirements. The structures are still
insulated, but do not meet code standards, which are set with much larger homes in mind.
Building officials referenced a state statute that allows for transitional housing campgrounds (ORS
446.265), as a guideline for requiring setbacks between the structures. They required 10 feet
between buildings, similar to the spacing required between camp sites in a campground.
Each structure is composed of a kit of modular, pre-manufactured panels, constructed in an off-site
workshop. The panels utilize standard dimensions of lumber and plywood, which reduces waste,
simplifies the construction, and makes donation of materials easier. Once a few panel kits were
complete, they were transported to the site to be assembled by teams of volunteers, skilled
builders, and the residents themselves, rather than having to use a licensed contractor. The village
was built incrementally over the course of nine months. Utilizing volunteer labor and donated
supplies kept the cost for the whole project under $100,000, funded by private cash donations.
The City of Eugene also has a unique provision that allows for the construction of “conestoga
huts,” which are interpreted as “hard-sided tents” under a Permitted Overnight Sleeping ordinance
(EC 4.816). These 6 by 10 foot shelters can be built by teams of volunteers and a few hundred
dollars in materials. They include an insulated floor, insulated walls in the front and back, and a
wire frame arched roof covered with insulation and outdoor vinyl that is attached to the base of the
structure. The above mentioned municipal ordinance exempts the huts from code requirements.
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Project Background
Opportunity Village was conceived following the recommendations of a mayor-appointed task
force consisting of homeless advocates, neighborhood associations, schools, non-profits, business
owners and local police, as well as several homeless residents. In April 2012, the task force put
forth a list of recommendations, with the first being to direct City staff to work with community
members to identify a site and process for opening a “safe and secure place to be” with oversight
provided by a non-profit organization.
A group of advocates, known then as the Homeless Solutions Committee, continued to meet after
the task force to develop a vision for a self-governed transitional micro-housing village. Then, in
January 2013, the Eugene City Council passed a motion that directed the City manager to locate a
low-cost micro-housing project for homeless individuals at a public works parking and storage lot.
The motion also directed the city to select and enter into a lease agreement with a non-profit
organization to operate the pilot project, and help the group apply for a conditional use permit. The
lease required insurance to protect the city against liability, and a $20,000 bond to ensure the site
would be returned to its original condition at the end of the lease. The lease required a nominal fee
of $1/year. Opportunity Village Eugene (OVE) which formed out of the above mentioned
committee, was established as a 501(c)3 non-profit organization and was selected to operate the
project (note: the non-profit has since renamed itself SquareOne Villages).
Motivations
The Occupy camp and the Opportunity Eugene Task Force catalyzed significant public concern
around finding more productive solutions than simply relocating people without shelter. A recent
“point in time count” found 1,473 homeless people in Lane County, of which 716 men, women,
and children were without any shelter. The Task Force’s recommendation prompted a communitydrive response that underscored the need to build bridges of understanding, compassion and
support between the housed and unhoused in the community.
Design / Build Process
The initial temporary nature of the site created a unique design challenge—to build a village of
structures that could be relocated if necessary, while making them substantial and attractive
enough that the project would have community support to endure. Due to the limited duration of
the pilot project, electrical and plumbing infrastructure was limited to the common facilities rather
than each individual unit, similar to Portland’s Dignity Village. Consolidating utility hook-ups
helped to significantly reduce permitting complexities and expenses.
Rather than following a traditional development process OVE partnered with residents, volunteers,
and skilled builders who worked together to develop the village incrementally. After receiving a
key to the site in mid-August 2013, the first five structures were built in the first day, and the rest
of the village was built over the course of nine months on a shoestring budget. During the first
“big build” event, volunteers and residents also built ten raised garden beds, and dug a 200 foot
long, two foot deep trench to run water and electricity to the site where the kitchen and bathroom
facility would eventually stand. About a dozen of the first residents moved in within the first few
days, some staying in tents while they helped build their own shelters. This core group, selected by
a committee of the nonprofit, had already been meeting bi-weekly in the months leading up to the
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opening. From there, new residents were brought in as the micro-housing was built, and integrated
into various committees that operate and maintain the village. It took a couple more months to
complete all of the common facilities, and by May 2014, the village was built —including microhousing, a gathering yurt, common kitchen, front office, tool shed, and bathhouse with flush
toilets, a shower, and laundry room.
Cost / Benefit
Low-income housing developments often cost $150,000 or more per unit, not including the cost of
land. Because of extraordinary flexibility in building codes, all 30 of the little houses here costs
less than one of those units, and it didn’t cost the taxpayers a dime. While housing conditions are
not ideal, Opportunity Village ensures residents’ basic needs— stability, security, privacy, and the
ability to stay warm and dry—are met; a vast improvement from being without any shelter.
Updates
Following the success of their first project, SquareOne Villages has since been able to pursue a
second village. While Opportunity Village focuses on temporary, transitional housing in an effort
to serve a larger population, Emerald Village will provide more attainable and sustainable places to
transition to.
Each of the 22 homes are designed to meet the building codes definition of a “permanent
dwelling”—including sleeping and living areas, a kitchenette, and bathroom—all in 160 - 288
square feet. The individual houses will be supported by common facilities that include a
community gathering area, kitchen, laundry, restroom, tool storage, and office.
Unlike most affordable housing projects, residents of EVE will not simply be renters, but instead
members of a housing cooperative with a share in ownership of the village—enabling them to
create a modest asset that can be cashed out if and when they choose to leave. As part of this
innovative model, SquareOne Villages will hold the property in trust to assure continued
affordability to members of the cooperative into the future.
SquareOne Villages has purchased property for the project and plans to break ground in Fall 2016.
Opportunity Village is a transitional micro-housing village that serves 30 otherwise unhoused
individuals and couples at a time. The homes range from 60 - 80 square feet in size, and utilize
common cooking, restroom, and gathering facilities on site. The project is located on city-owned
land, operating on short-term leases for a nominal fee. It was permitted as a “homeless shelter” in
an industrial zone. The individual homes were permitted as “temporary structures” and “sleeping
units,” rather than as permanent dwellings, which relaxed several code requirements.
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OREGON LI VE. CO M

Want neighborhood crime to come down? A
sanctioned homeless camp could be the secret
By Abby Lynes | Posted May 25, 2018 at 05:00 AM | Updated May 29, 2018 at 10:16 AM

Above: Benson High School students built these tiny homes and donated them to Right
2 DreamToo. Right 2 Dream Too, a rest stop for homeless people, left its downtown
location at West Burnside and Northwest Fourth Avenue last year and moved across
the river to be a neighbor of the Moda Center.
A new investigation by the British newspaper The Guardian suggests what many
believe about homeless camps -- that they make neighborhoods unsafe and disorderly
-- is not true in city-sanctioned villages.
The study looked at 11 authorized homeless camps in Portland and Seattle, accounting
for crime in a broad range of areas. It found that crime decreased in the neighborhoods
around five camps, change was within the single digits in four cases, and in two cases,
crime increased.
The data is "consistent with the position that homeless villages are not generators of
crime," Kenneth Leon, a criminologist at George Washington University, told The
Guardian. And the villages could be part of a "crime prevention ecosystem."
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In fact, crime decreased near all three of the Portland villages that The Guardian
looked at -- Kenton Women's Village, Right 2 Dream Too, and Hazelnut Grove.
Villages are seen as a short-term alternative for people who don't want to be packed
into shelters with other people and haven't found permanent housing. They provide an
address and some measure of security, The Oregonian's Molly Harbarger reported last
October.
The camps generally house anywhere from 20 to 80 people and are largely selfgoverned. In Right 2 Dream Too. Residents often patrol the camp by foot, carrying no
weapons, according to the Guardian.
When the camp moved into the Lloyd district in mid-2017, crime in the Lloyd District
went down 10 percent, while crime increased city-wide by 7 percent.
Both Seattle and Portland spokespeople declined to comment on The Guardian's
study, but Portland police Sgt. Chris Burley said the city didn't track crime around
sanctioned villages. He also said that crime rates for an entire neighborhood didn't
necessarily reflect crime rates for a specific part of a neighborhood, The Guardian
reported.
Marcus Felson, a Texas State University professor, told The Guardian that the villages
could be used to "contain" crime by moving it from outdoor and public places to more
private locations. It doesn't get rid of the problem, but it reduces conflict and
escalations.
While some advocates would say there should be homeless villages in every
community, Harbarger pointed out that it would take 20 Hazelnut Groves, a village that
houses about 20 people, to house the estimated 200 homeless people camped out
along the I-205 bike path alone. Homeless camps enforce strict rules, Harbarger noted,
which would turn off many people dealing with substance abuse.
While homeless camps may be an unideal, short-term solution to a greater problem,
"they can actually play a productive role," Eric Tars, senior attorney at the National Law
Center on Homelessness and Poverty, told The Guardian.
-- Abby Lynes
alynes@oregonian.com
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Portland Tribune
Problems arise at Kenton Women's Village
Lyndsey Hewitt
Monday, November 13, 2017
11 Comments

Neighbors worry there's not enough oversight of tiny-home village for formerly homeless. Also,
residents there say homes aren't effective for winter.

Six months in to its year-long pilot project, the Kenton Women's Village meant to transition formerly
homeless women into permanent housing is facing trouble.
In a statement posted to its website on Sunday, the Kenton Neighborhood Association stated that
allegations of "illegal activity" had occurred at the village, located across the street from Kenton Park in
North Portland.
The first steering committee meeting for all members involved is on Monday evening, Nov. 13, where
Kenton Neighborhood Association chair Tyler Roppe expects much of the meeting will discuss the
issues.
Catholic Charities, the nonprofit taksed with overseeing the village, including having two site managers
who work there, issued a statement blaming the fact that residents of the village are protected under
landlord-tenant law, meaning they don't have to participate in case management and can't be easily
evicted for violating rules.
"While there is a zero-tolerance policy for illegal activity at Kenton Women's Village, the Portland City
Attorney's Office informed Catholic Charities that all clients of the village are protected by landlordtenant law, including eviction procedures. As such, clients violating rules of the village or choosing not
to participate in case management may do so, with impunity. Catholic Charities took responsibility for
the village under the assumption that landlord-tenant law would not be applicable to this transitional
program model," Catholic Charities' statement reads.

DC-18-01

124 of 128

Page 231

It continues: "Because Catholic Charities is committed to assuring the wellbeing of villagers and
maintaining a healthy environment for those participating in the program, we find the City Attorney's
interpretation of landlord-tenant law to be problematic."

The village, comprised of 14 tiny homes, has 12 women there now after one was transitioned into
permanent housing and another left the village because of issues with another resident.
Two women who are married entered the village together, but when things became problematic, one
filed a restraining order against the other.
One left voluntarily, according to site manager Bernadette Stetz, while the other stayed. However at
least one resident on the site said the woman was forced out rather than left voluntarily.
Several other women were on track to leave the village in the next few weeks as well, according to
Stetz.
On Friday evening, an email was sent to groups involved with the installation of the village, including
Catholic Charities, the Joint Office of Homeless Services, Village Coalition, Kenton Business
Association and others — detailing problems at the village, including a video allegedly showing drug
dealing, and reports of other problems.
The video and email was put together by a recently-resigned board member of the Village Coalition,
the group that helped champion the village's formation.
Now the neighborhood is questioning Catholic Charities' ability to oversee the village.
They're concerned that the organization may have dismissed or ignored the reports of criminal
behavior.
"I feel like there's been a lack of oversight and accountability and the neighborhood had to step into
that role," said Tyler Roppe, president of the neighborhood association.
The email was also sent to Commander Robert King at the Portland Police Bureau. Catholic Charities'
Executive Director Dean Richard Birkel responded, which the neighborhood association published in
its online statement:
"Catholic Charities is committed to assuring the wellbeing of villagers and to maintaining a healthy
environment for those who reside there," Birkel wrote. "We have gone above and beyond in many
areas of management and security, including securing and paying for overnight security that is not
reimbursed by our current limited contract."
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The organization plans to investigate.
"Catholic Charities will have a full report of the investigation by the end of the week and will implement
necessary changes to respond accordingly. We will continue to collaborate with the community to
achieve our shared goals of getting villagers into permanent housing with access to the services they
need to succeed," their statement continues.
Including the neighborhood association's concerns about activity at the village, at one point the
association sent a letter to the city because a tent encampment had formed near the village.
It was then cleared out by the city.
Catholic Charities gets a total of $150,000 of government funds to run the Kenton village, including
$75,000 for one full-time case manager and $75,000 for one full-time village manager.
Tiny homes too cold
Village residents, neighbors as well as Stetz have said the tiny homes aren't at all adequate for winter.
"We had neighbors going down there, like, why are they telling us they're cold?" Roppe said.
Neighbor Terrance Moses has been spending around 30 hours a week at the village helping with
various needs, but lately trying to weatherize the homes. He was awarded a Spirit of Portland Award
by the city of Portland recently for his efforts.
"They're starting to look pretty good. We're struggling to figure out how to keep them completely warm.
So that's one of our toughest challenges right now," he said. "So far the community has donated
sleeping bags and blankets. We're trying to figure out if anybody has any ideas on how to heat a small
pod like that."
They also are looking for volunteers to help with caulking the homes.
"It's worse than tents," said resident Lynette Ingalls, 52. "The cold stays in the wood (of the tiny
home)."
Resident Rachel Flores said once the temperatures have hit below 40, it's especially bad.
"The tin ones, within are like ice boxes," she said.
Students built the homes as part of a design contest. In Ingles' tiny home, the back wall was made of
small windows as an aesthetic touch. Moses worked to cover the windows and better insulate the
structure for her. They're not allowed to have any heaters due to fire hazards.
Additionally, as the days have been more cloudy and rainy, solar panels aren't holding charge to plug
in even an electric blanket.
"I get about 15 minutes (of electricity) at night," Ingalls said.
Of course it's not all bad. Flores, a recovering heroin addict, is happy to have a roof over her head.
"There's safety in numbers. Just having a roof over my head gives me a sense of stability and safety,"
she said.
She stays with her partner in one of the tiny homes while they use another of the homes for storage.
Update: By the Monday night meeting, the city and nonprofit had reconciled program ambiguities or
misunderstandings, and they're proceeding as they had originally intended, meaning there's a high bar
for "exclusion," not eviction, since the site operates like an emergency shelter — not permanent
housing.
Additionally, Catholic Charities officials said that there's no evidence of drug dealing on the video and
they're assuming no illegal activity happened, although they're still investigating.
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"One of the issues here is people are making a lot of assumptions. There's a stigma. That's too bad,"
said Trell Anderson, of Catholic Charities, referring to those who are or were homeless. "We want to
make sure we're running a good village."
The project is scheduled to end in June after one year, and it's unclear if it will move to another
location or cease operation.
This article originally misspelled Ingalls' last name, and Catholic Charities receives $150,000 from
local government, according to the nonprofit.

KGW8
'We do belong': Future of Kenton Women's Village up
to neighborhood
Up to 14 women at a time live in the tiny house compound.
It's a one-year pilot project that was set to end next month.
But that deadline may change.
Author: Maggie Vespa
Published: 4:10 PM PDT May 12, 2018
Updated: 11:28 PM PDT May 12, 2018

PORTLAND, Ore. – The 56th annual St. Johns Parade went off without a hitch in North
Portland on Saturday.
People lined the streets to watch their favorite repeat floats, and catch some new ones. In
fact, one first-time float in particular has a lot of people talking.
Residents of the Kenton Women’s Village built a float and joined in on the fun.
“We just wanted to make a statement,” said Ruth Lockwood, who lives in the women’s
village.
A statement of gratitude to North Portland’s Kenton neighborhood for making the women
feel so at home.
“It feels really good,” said Lockwood. “It feels like we do belong. We’ve come a long way.”
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Up to 14 women at a time live in the tiny house compound. It’s a one-year pilot project
that was set to end next month. But that deadline may change as the neighborhood
prepares to vote on whether to extend the village’s stay.
The village sits on a piece of city-owned land and is part of a city-sanctioned experiment
with a 12-month deadline. But there’s been a twist.
That land is slated for affordable housing. But construction has been delayed. So now this
one-year pilot project, which has helped place 14 women into permanent housing, has the
chance to stay for year two.
“There are so many women on the street that don’t need to be on the street,” said Karen
Zirkle, who lives in the Kenton Women’s Village.
The women are leaving it up to the Kenton neighborhood association. And if they have to
move, they will. Taking with them the feeling of what it’s like to belong.
“It’s just been awesome,” said Zirkle. “They’re beautiful people and I hope other
communities do the same.”
A representative for the neighborhood association was not available on Saturday. But
they’ve started asking for input on their website. A vote on the fate of the Kenton
Women’s Village is set for June 13.
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