SILVERTON PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
SILVERTON COMMUNITY CENTER
421 S. WATER STREET
July 14, 2015 - 7:00 PM

AGENDA
I.

ROLL CALL
Chairman – Clay Flowers
Vice Chairman – Gus Frederick
Commissioner – Joe Pelletier
Commissioner – Rich Piaskowski
Commissioner – Jeff DeSantis
Commissioner – Stacy Posegate
Commissioner – Phillip Appleton

II.

MINUTES
Approve Minutes from the Regular Meetings held April 14, 2015 and May 12, 2015 and the
Work Session held May 26, 2015.

III.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR
Items not on the Agenda.

IV.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
4.1
Public Hearing Of Design Review Application DR-15-03, Silverplace
Apartments, Mark Grenz
Design review application to construct 93 apartment units within ten buildings on 4.66
acres located at 329 Fossholm Street.

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: 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 Clerk
at 503-874-2216 at 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.

April 14, 2015

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met at the Silverton Community Center on
April 14, 2015 at 7:00 PM with Chairman Flowers presiding.
I.

ROLL CALL:
Present

Absent
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Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Gus Frederick
Stacy Posegate
Jeff DeSantis
Joseph Pelletier
Rich Piaskowski
Phillip Appleton

STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu; Public Works Director, Paul Eckley; and
Administrative Assistant/City Clerk, Lisa Figueroa
II.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE WORK SESSION HELD
FEBRUARY 24, 2015 AND THE MEETING HELD ON MARCH 10, 2015:

COMMISSIONER DESANTIS MOVED TO APPROVE THE WORK SESSION HELD
FEBRUARY 24, 2015 AND THE MEETING HELD ON MARCH 10, 2015 AS
PRESENTED. VICE CHAIRMAN FREDERICK SECONDED THE MOTION AND IT
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
III.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR:

There were no comments.
IV.

AGENDA ITEMS:

1. Case: Subdivision Application
Filed by: Mark Grenz
Planning Department File No.: SU-15-02
Chairman Flowers reviewed the Public Hearing process for the Meeting.
Chairman Flowers opened the Public Hearing at 7:05 p.m. and asked the Commissioners if they
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had any ex-parte contact. No Commissioners raised any concerns or declared ex-parte contacts.
Community Development Director Jason Gottgetreu presented the Staff Report and reviewed the
criteria. He said the request is to divide five lots along Steelhammer Road into 40 lots with eight
lots designated for duplexes. He said that the Fire Department requires a second access if there
are thirty or more lots, unless a sprinkler system is in place. He said that the applicant is
proposing to install sprinkler systems in the homes. He said the pedestrian connection is
important and Staff is recommending as a condition to add a pedestrian/utility easement towards
the South to connect to the future Kent Street/Park Street area in addition to the pedestrian access
to the Sweden Circle area.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu indicated that the applicant conducted a Traffic
Impact Analysis (TIA) and presented the information gathered during the AM and PM peak hour
trips. Commissioner DeSantis clarified that the TIA indicated that stop sign at the corner of Oak
Street is adequate for the additional traffic load. Community Development Director Gottgetreu
stated that Marion County has jurisdiction over Steelhammer road and have reviewed the
application. He noted the applicant would have to obtain a Marion County Public Works permit
for access onto Steelhammer.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu said that testimony received argued that
Steelhammer Road is too narrow, there are no sidewalks, it would increase traffic and the
duplexes would make it too dense.
Commissioner Posegate asked how the City can ensure that some of the conditions such as
setbacks and maintenance on Steelhammer would be addressed by the builder. She indicated she
is more concerned with the maintenance of Steelhammer. Community Development Director
Gottgetreu said that frontage improvements must be done along the site’s frontage, and included
that Marion County is responsible for any maintenance on Steelhammer Road because it is a
county road. He clarified if the developer damages the road, then they must repair those
damages. He explained the review process in regards to when building plans get submitted and
approved. Commissioner DeSantis asked what the overall width of Steelhammer will be when
the project is completed. Community Development Director Gottgetreu said it is currently 20feet and it will be 26-feet upon completion, but said it would not be along the entire length of the
road.
Commissioner Posegate asked what the City’s final plan is for Steelhammer Road. Community
Development Director Gottgetreu said that the City plans to develop it as an infill collector with
60-feet of right-of-way (ROW), travel lanes, two bike lanes, and sidewalks on each side. He said
the City has been collecting funds for improvements to Steelhammer and there is approximately
$250,000. He said this development would add $48,000 in System Development Charges (SDC)
and another $3,900 per lot.
The Commission reviewed the TIA information and asked clarification questions, which were
answered by Staff. Commissioner Appleton questioned what will trigger the City to move
forward to build Steelhammer Road to capacity. Public Works Director Paul Eckley stated that
the total cost to improve Steelhammer Road is $1,000,000 and the City has collected about one
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quarter of the total cost. Commissioner Posegate asked if it is unusual for the Commission to
review a Subdivision Application without the additional plans such as the sewer, design, etc.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu said there are general design standards that are
required of the applicant before any permits are issued.
Commissioner Pelletier expressed concern with the language of item number 11 in regards to the
maintenance of the trees. Chairman Flowers said that the condition is a requirement from the
Development Code. Commissioner Pelletier asked if there would be any street lighting on the
new roadway and intersection. Commissioner DeSantis asked about off street parking for the
duplexes in the cul-de-sacs. Community Development Director Gottgetreu indicated that the
builder would have to show that the requirement is met. Chairman Flowers asked Public Works
Director Eckley if the TIA methodology was appropriate for the analysis. Public Works Director
Eckley said yes.
Applicant Testimony:
Gene Oster, 6182 Cascade Hwy; and Mark Grenz of MultiTech Engineering, Salem, OR
addressed the Commission. Mr. Grenz said that detailed construction plans would be submitted
later and not at this stage. He said the area has a natural slope, and they would direct drainage to
Norway Street. He stated they will have to account for the amount of run-off that is there
currently and how much would be generated once the development is completed.
Commissioner Pelletier asked if they have done any assessments on the Stormwater system
downstream from the development. Mr. Grenz said they have not at this time. Commissioner
Piaskowski asked if the density is consistent with nearby subdivisions. Mr. Grenz said the area
does not have a lot of subdivisions or duplexes. Mr. Oster said that currently there are no Code
Covenants and Restrictions (CC&Rs), but he intends to have them in place when it is developed.
The Commission adjourned for a short break at 8:50 p.m. and reconvened at 8:55 p.m.
Public Testimony:
Proponent Testimony:
Connie Hinsdale, Northwest Oregon Realty Group, 119 N. Water St.; addressed the
Commission. She said that she handled the sale of the property for Mr. Oster. She discussed the
marketing availability of the area and said regardless of the issues with Steelhammer Road, there
is desire to be in that area because of the people commuting to Oregon City or Molalla. She said
there is a shortage of single-family home lots.
Wilma Riggs, 1203 E. Main St.; said she is pleased to see that the land is going to be developed.
She expressed slight concern regarding the TIA and the number of residences that would be
developed. She recommended adding another entrance in lieu of a connective path.
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Opponent Testimony:
Tom Steers, 124 E. Park Street; addressed the Commission. He said he is not opposed to the
Subdivision, but he is not in favor of a pedestrian walkway near or on his property.
Lily Driskall, 227 Penni Lane,; said the character of Silverton is what makes it attractive to new
residents. She said her concern is related to the infrastructure and an increase in traffic and
density.
Jon Lamoreaux, 182 Steelhammer Road,; asked if there has been any consideration for a school
drop-off for children within the development. He said that Steelhammer Road is designated for
large trucks and farm equipment and noted that it may be problematic with school buses
traveling at the same time. Chairman Flowers indicated that the TIA must be conducted during
the school year to take into account the school traffic.
Rob Hateburg, 835 Shelokum Dr.; said he is most concerned with safety because Steelhammer is
a very narrow road. The Commission clarified that Steelhammer Road is owned by Marion
County and they are responsible for the maintenance. They discussed the funding set aside for
the improvements to Steelhammer Road.
Ken Bauer, 32 Denmark Loop,; said he is concerned with the run-off from the area. He said his
house flooded following a major storm in 1996. Public Works Director Eckley explained the
process of the analysis, which would include 25 and 50-year historical storms such as the storm
that occurred in 1996. Mr. Bauer asked if there will be any consideration for the back of the
properties if the run-off is directed to Norway Street. Community Development Director
Gottgetreu said they typically have to go to the curb unless there is a pipe that directs it to a
specific location.
David Geortner, 218 Sweden Circle; commented on the emergency access allowed within the
development. Community Development Director Gottgetreu indicated that the additional access
is pedestrian only.
Pat Bauer, 32 Denmark Loop; said she is concerned that there are no green spaces or areas for
children to play. She said she feels it is unattractive and should include a park to fit into the
Silverton scheme. Community Development Director Gottgetreu said the Parks and Recreation
Master Plan recommends not developing any more pocket parks in the City.
Neutral Testimony:
Lennie Martin, 218 Sweden Circle; questioned whether there are any laws in place relating to the
noise, time of day, and construction of a development. Chairman Flowers stated that the City
has ordinances to address and enforce those issues.
Dean Oster, 239 Rock St.; said duplexes are allowed within the current Code and included that
the City added that language to the Code. He suggested doing a partial improvement on
Steelhammer Road to provide sidewalks and a bike path on one side of the street.

May 14, 2015 Silverton Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

Page 4 of 8

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Written Testimony:
Community Development Director Gottgetreu summarized written testimony received during the
Staff Report.
Rebuttal:
Mr. Grenz said the TIA determined that the intersection is adequate and can service the
additional traffic.
Mr. Oster said this is his fourth development in Silverton, he lives in Silverton, and he said he
believes this is needed. Commissioner Piaskowski asked when the CC&Rs would be completed.
Mr. Oster said they should be completed before the final plat is recorded.
VICE CHAIRMAN FREDERICK MOVED TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING.
COMMISSIONER POSEGATE SECONDED THE MOTION AND IT CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
Chairman Flowers closed the Public Hearing at 10:10 p.m.
The Commission discussed the application. Commissioner Pelletier said he thinks it is needed in
the community; however, he said he felt that the TIA did not take into account pedestrian safety
issues.
Commissioner Piaskowski said he thinks it is important to connect various
neighborhoods, and said he felt the density complies with the Code. Commissioner Posegate
said she is concerned with the TIA, but said it is not an issue for the developer. She said she
liked Mr. Oster’s suggestion to complete a partial improvement.
The Commission asked Staff if they thought that the information presented in regards to the
drainage was adequate. Public Works Director Eckley said there should be a reasonable path to
solve any drainage issues. Chairman Flowers stated that the TIA only measures the flow of
vehicles and would have had the same information if Steelhammer were a fully developed
collector road. He said the TIA is not required to analyze pedestrian safety. He indicated that he
feels the development meets the criteria of the Code and supports it.
VICE CHAIRMAN FREDERICK MOVED TO APPROVE THE SUBDIVISION
APPLICATION TO DIVIDE FIVE LOTS ALONG STEELHAMMER ROAD INTO 40
LOTS WITH EIGHT LOTS DESIGNATED FOR DUPLEXES AS PRESENTED.
COMMISSIONER APPLETON SECONDED THE MOTION.
Commissioner Pelletier asked if the Commission is satisfied with the conditions of approval.
The Commission reviewed the conditions and considered the walkway near Mr. Steers’ property.
VICE CHAIRMAN FREDERICK AMENDED HIS MOTION TO REMOVE THE
CONDITION OF THE PROPOSED WALKWAY NEAR MR. STEERS’ PROPERTY.
COMMISSIONER APPLETON SECONDED THE MOTION.
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Commissioner Posegate said she thinks in the future that property will be developed where the
pedestrian access is. Community Development Director Gottgetreu indicated that the City would
have several options in the future to include the pedestrian access.
FOLLOWING DISCUSSION, THE MOTION
COMMISSIONER POSEGATE OPPOSED.

CARRIED

SIX

TO

ONE.

The Commission adjourned for a short break at 10:38 p.m. and reconvened at 10:44 p.m.
2. Case: Conditional Use Application
Filed by: Shannon Williams
Planning Department File No.: CU-15-04
Chairman Flowers reviewed the Public Hearing process for the Meeting.
Chairman Flowers opened the Public Hearing at 10:45 p.m. and asked the Commissioners if they
had any declarations or ex-parte contact. No Commissioners raised any concerns or declared exparte contacts.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu presented the Staff Report and reviewed the
criteria. He said the project would be located in the vacant pad of the Silverton Plaza off of
McClaine Street. He said the site is zoned General Commercial and is compatible with the
surrounding areas. He said cars would queue into the parking lot and if eight or more are
queued, it could block the driveway into Safeway. He said the applicant is proposing to add “do
not block” signage. He said a TIA was conducted and provided information to the Commission.
He indicated that the gym is the only business that is open in the morning and there would be
little impact of traffic into the parking lot in the morning.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu suggested an alternative, which included
directional signs to steer traffic to the right as they enter the parking lot. The Commission
reviewed the application and discussed how the traffic flow would impact the parking lot and the
rest of the businesses. Commissioner Posegate said she does not think it is feasible. The
Commission voiced concern about the impact that the queue would have on the surrounding
businesses.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu continued with the Staff Report. He indicated that
testimony was received in regards to having the applicant provide a four-foot extension to the
building rather than just an awning.
Applicants Testimony:
Shannon Williams, Salem, OR; addressed the Commission. The Commission asked about the
color scheme. Ms. Williams indicated that Dutch Brothers has a specific color scheme, and
stated she is willing to work with the City so that the blue is an accent color and not the primary
color. She said she has a stand in Woodburn that allows up to four cars and she has been able to
maximize the customer service there so that there is not a long wait. She said there are at least
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four employees during the peak hours.
Public Testimony:
Proponent Testimony:
Jennifer Nevis, employee of Dutch Brothers; said she understands the concerns of the
Commission. She said that she monitors the operations of the business, its impact on
surrounding businesses and assess if additional employees are needed during their peak hours.
Scott Dalke, Project Manager of Dalke Construction; said the site plan was designed by AKS
Engineering, which included information from the TIA.
Opponent Testimony:
There were no comments.
Neutral Testimony:
There were no comments.
Written Testimony:
There were no comments.
COMMISSIONER POSEGATE MOVED TO THE CONTINUE THE PUBLIC
HEARING TO MAY 12, 2015 AT 7:00 PM. VICE CHAIRMAN FREDERICK
SECONDED THE MOTION.
Chairman Flowers clarified continuing the Public Hearing allows the applicant to work with
Staff to propose changes based on comments they heard this evening.
AFTER FURTHER DISCUSSION THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
V.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Community Development Director Gottgetreu said there is a Planning Commission Work
Session in the City Hall Conference Room starting at 6:00 p.m. He said the Joint Work Session
with the City Council is scheduled on May 18.
Commissioner DeSantis asked about the status on 1st Street. Public Works Director Eckley said
the City submitted an application to the Oregon Department of Transportation to reduce the
speed limit from 45 to 35, and it is being reviewed. He said Staff said it could take two months.
The Commission briefly discussed presenting the ideas and concerns in regards to Steelhammer
Road to the Council.
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VI.

ADJOURNMENT

The Meeting adjourned at 11:39 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/Lisa Figueroa,
Administrative Assistant/City Clerk
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CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Drafted for approval; subject to change and/or correction
7:00 P.M.

May 12, 2015

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met at the Silverton Community Center on
May 12, 2015 at 7:00 PM with Vice Chairman Frederick presiding.
I.

ROLL CALL:
Present

Absent
Excused

X
X
X
X
X
X
11
12
13
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Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Gus Frederick
Stacy Posegate
Jeff DeSantis
Joseph Pelletier
Rich Piaskowski
Phillip Appleton

STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu; Public Works Director, Paul Eckley; and
City Clerk, Lisa Figueroa
II.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

There were no minutes to approve.
III.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR:

There were no comments.
IV.

AGENDA ITEMS:

1. Case: Silverton Dutch Brothers
Filed by: Shannon Williams
Planning Department File No.: CU-15-01
Vice Chairman Frederick continued the Public Hearing at 7:02 p.m. Vice Chairman Frederick
reviewed the Public Hearing process for the Meeting.
Vice Chairman Frederick asked the members of the Planning Commission for any ex-parte
contacts or conflicts of interest.
Community Development Director Jason Gottgetreu introduced Scott Mansur of DKS
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Associates, the City’s on-call Traffic engineer. He said the Public Hearing was continued to
allow the applicant time to address site layout issues. He presented an illustration of the revised
site layout. He compared the proposed site location to other Dutch Brothers locations. Mr.
Mansur stated that DKS Associates conducted a comparative analysis with other Dutch Brothers
locations. He said an employee will go to various site locations during the maximum morning
and afternoon peak to queue orders as cars approach the drive-thru window. He compared
several illustrations detailing morning and afternoon hours, describing how each illustration
would impact the plaza parking lot.
Commissioner Appleton asked if there is a second option available in case an issue arose due to
traffic/hazard issues. Mr. Mansur said it is a challenge to implement option B if option A does
not work. Commissioner Pelletier asked about the additional parking spaces. Community
Development Director Gottgetreu clarified that two of the parking spaces would be designated
for the Dutch Brothers employees. Commissioner Piaskowski asked if they considered installing
signage at the entryway of the parking lot to not block the area. Mr. Mansur said it is something
that the applicant could consider.
Commissioner Posegate referenced the Dallas location and questioned how the survey was
conducted. The Commission reviewed the various illustrations and discussed the impact of each
option. Commissioner DeSantis recommended including a directional arrow on the pavement to
mitigate the flow of traffic. The Commission inquired who would be responsible for the signage.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu indicated that the conditions of the signage would
fall with Dutch Brothers. The Commission asked clarification questions regarding the Traffic
Impact Analysis. Commissioner Pelletier asked if the Commission could implement a traffic
management plan. Community Development Director Gottgetreu noted that the Code indicates
that the Commission could implement a condition for a periodic review, which would allow
them time to determine if the option would work.
APPLICANTS TESTIMONY:
Shannon Williams, addressed the Commission. She said she is willing to comply with the
Commission’s wishes. Commissioner Appleton commented on the design of the building. Ms.
Williams said that the color scheme would be similar to the location in Woodburn with earth
tones and brick. The Commission expressed concern that a color palette was not submitted by
the applicant. Commissioner DeSantis asked if the Commission could impose a condition on the
color scheme. The Commission expressed concern regarding the color scheme. After further
discussion, the Commission and the applicant agreed that the roof would be gray with the Dutch
blue accent/trim. Ms. Williams commented on the Commission’s concern regarding signage and
stated that as part of the franchise agreement, she is required to maintain signage and the
aesthetics of the building.
PUBLIC TESTIMONY:
Proponent Testimony:
There were no comments.
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Opponent Testimony:
There were no comments.
Neutral Testimony:
There were no comments.
Written Testimony:
There were no comments.
COMMISSIONER APPLETON MOVED TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING.
COMMISSIONER POSEGATE SECONDED THE MOTION AND IT CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
Vice Chairman Frederick closed the Public Hearing at 8:20 p.m.
Commissioner Appleton recommended that the Commission impose a condition to review the
traffic impact in six to nine months, which could be conducted by the Community Development
Director. Commissioner Posegate expressed concern about the color scheme and recommended
that a condition be included to address the colors. She agreed with Commissioner Appleton’s
suggestion, and recommended there be a caveat that the Commission may decide not to review it
if there are no issues. Commissioner DeSantis expressed the same concerns. Commissioner
Pelletier said he felt the application lacked some information such as a landscaping plan and
color palette, but concurred with the recommended conditions. Vice Chairman Frederick said he
understood the company’s need for branding and said he feels additional conditions for the color
scheme are not needed. The Commission discussed with the applicant making the primary color
of the façade gray with the blue color used as an accent. The Commission deliberated on the
Staff recommended options.
COMMISSIONER POSEGATE MOVED TO APPROVE CU-15-01 TO CONTRUCT A
390 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING WITH A DRIVE-THROUGH AT 705 MCCLAINE
STREET, WITH THE TRAFFIC PATTERN AS RECOMMENDED (OPTION 2) WITH
A CONDITION THAT THE PRIMARY COLOR OF THE FAÇADE WILL BE GRAY
WITH BLUE USED AS AN ACCENT AND A SECOND CONDITION THAT REQUIRES
A REVIEW IN ONE YEAR, PENDING COMPLAINTS ABOUT THE TRAFFIC FLOW.
COMMISSIONER DESANTIS SECONDED THE MOTION AND IT CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
V.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Community Development Director Gottgetreu noted that the Budget Committee finished early
and noted the Council Chambers will be available for a Work Session on Tuesday, May 26.
He noted that the City Council asked Staff to develop a Development Code amendment to
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include provisions that allow the Council to call up a Planning Commission decision should they
disagree with a Commission decision. He said they are common in Development Codes in
Oregon and explained one of the Councilors felt that the Commission should not have decided to
remove the pedestrian connection from a subdivision in a recent meeting.
Several
Commissioners expressed concern regarding the Council’s directive. The Commission
questioned whether the provision existed in the Code previously. Community Development
Director Gottgetreu stated he recalled it was a provision of the 2006 Code, but said he would
confirm that and let the Commission know.
The Commission discussed their responsibility in regards to the various hearings. Community
Development Director Gottgetreu said he could check to verify if specific hearings will need to
be recommended to Council by state law. Commissioner DeSantis asked Community
Development Director Gottgetreu to provide that information to the Commission as soon as he
finds out. Commissioner DeSantis requested Staff screen applicants further so that they submit
more detailed applications.
Public Works Director Eckley indicated the Council approved a full improvement to
Steelhammer Road with bike lanes. He said it would take a couple of years to complete.
VI.

ADJOURNMENT

The Meeting adjourned at 8:52 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

/s/Lisa Figueroa,
City Clerk
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CITY OF SILVERTON
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Drafted for approval; subject to change and/or correction
6:00 P.M.

May 26, 2015

The Planning Commission of the City of Silverton met at the Silverton Community Center on
May 26, 2015 at 6:00 PM with Chairman Clay Flowers presiding.
I.

ROLL CALL:
Present

Absent

X
X
X
Excused
X
X
Excused
11
12
13
14
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Chairman Clay Flowers
Vice-Chairman Gus Frederick
Stacy Posegate
Jeff DeSantis
Joseph Pelletier
Rich Piaskowski
Phillip Appleton

STAFF PRESENT:
Community Development Director, Jason Gottgetreu
II.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR:

There were no public comments.
III.

AGENDA ITEMS:

3.1

Continue Review of General Commercial District Design Standards

Community Development Director Jason Gottgetreu said the Commission is still reviewing
General Commercial Design Standards and were considering towards a theme or architectural
character that is unique to Silverton. He said in order the theme concept to work, there has to be
a recognizable architectural style. He listed several styles:
a.
b.
c.

Craftsman, which is residential
Art Deco, which is recognizable but may not fit Silverton’s style
Lumber style town, but there are not many buildings that reflect this style

Commissioner Frederick suggested including a category that embraces the small town character,
with vertical storefronts. Community Development Director Gottgetreu stated one option would
be to list design elements and characteristics rather than select an architectural style. He used an
example; plant features can be incorporated into designs for a “Garden City” theme.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu presented several examples of design elements
May 26, 2015 City of Silverton Planning Commission Work Session Minutes
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through a PowerPoint presentation. He explained the process the City of Sandy went through,
which included the business community. The Commission discussed having design elements
versus an architectural theme.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu referenced the style in Happy Valley, where they
directed commercial use buildings to look more residential in nature. He presented examples to
the Commission. The Commission discussed elements that could be incorporated into the
Development Code. Community Development Director Gottgetreu said the Department of Land
Use and Conservation Department (DLCD) offers technical assistance grants, and noted the next
cycle should be available soon. Commissioner Frederick noted the Architectural Heritage Center
is a good resource.
Community Development Director Gottgetreu stated he could take pictures of existing buildings
to reference elements that are or are not preferred. The Commission reviewed more examples of
design elements. There was a consensus of the Commission to direct Staff to compile some
information based on the Commission’s discussion.
The Commission discussed the process to amend the Development Code. Community
Development Director Gottgetreu explained the process, which includes notices to the DLCD
and the property owners.
IV.

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS:

Community Development Director Gottgetreu said Rite Aid intends to begin work on June 1 if
all the permits are issued. He said O’Reilly’s Auto Parts is still working on the engineering
plans.
The Commission will have their next Work Session on Tuesday, June 23, 2015.
V.

ADJOURNMENT:

The meeting was adjourned at 7:09 p.m.
City of Silverton Planning Commission
Respectfully submitted,

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

APPLICANT:
SILVER PLACE APARTMENTS, LLC

APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE

PC STAFF REPORT

MARK GRENZ, P.E.
1155 13TH ST SE
SALEM, OR 97302

PROCEDURE TYPE III

OWNER:
MARION COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
2645 PORTLAND ROAD NE STE. 200
SALEM, OR 97309

FILE NO. DR-15-03_
LAND USE DISTRICT:
RM-10, MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

LOCATION: LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF
FOSSHOLM ST NORTH OF MCCLAINE STREET.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
ASSESSOR MAP#: 061W34AC & 34BD
LOTS#: 05900 & 02300
SITE SIZE: 202,989 SQ FT
ADDRESS: 329 FOSSHOLM STREET
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ACTION: DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION TO CONSTRUCT 93 APARTMENT UNITS
WITHIN 10 BUILDINGS ON 4.66 ACRES LOCATED AT 329 FOSSHOLM STREET.

DATE: ____7-7-2015______
Attachments

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

Vicinity Map and Site Plan
Conditions of Approval
Applicant’s Findings
Staff Report
Testimony
General Design Requirements and Policies

ATTACHMENT A: VICINITY MAP & SITE PLAN
Case File: DR-15-03
Vicinity Map and Surrounding Land Use Districts

North – R1, Single Family Residential
East – R1, Single Family Residential
South – LI, Light Industrial
West – IH, Heavy Industrial
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Site Plan
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ATTACHMENT B: CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. All improvements on the site shall be in substantial conformance to the submitted plans

taking all conditions of approval into account.
2. All applicable building permits shall be obtained prior to any work that requires a building
permit.
3. Turning radii shall be designed to accommodate Silverton Fire District vehicles and School
Busses.
4. A fire turnaround shall be provided at the terminus of the parking lot near Building 10.
5. A walkway shall be provided that connects the sidewalks fronting Building 7 with the trash
and recycle area.
6. Marked pedestrian crosswalks shall be provided between Buildings 5 & 7 and between
Buildings 8 & 9.
7. There are two 15” fir trees near Fossholm Street on the southern property line that are
outside the required yard setback that shall be retained and one 16” ash tree in the northeast
corner that is outside the required yard setback that shall be retained a part of development.
8. The front yard shall be landscaped with one tree at least six feet in height (two-inch
minimum caliper) and five 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 cover.
9. The applicant shall plant an addition 20 understory trees, evenly spaced along the north
property line adjacent to R-1 land.
10. The applicant shall submit construction plans meeting applicable Silverton Public Works
Design Standards.
11. In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this design review does increase the impacts to the
public improvement facility and is therefore not exempt from sanitary SDC charges.
12. All improvements to the public water system shall be in accordance with City of Silverton
requirements.
13. 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.
14. A Knox Box may be required prior to occupancy to each building space.
15. Buildings shall be located within 30’ of a fire apparatus access road as applicable.
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16. A fire hydrant map shall be provided to the Silverton Fire District meeting applicable
standards.
17. The developer shall coordinate with Silverton Fire District to ensure all applicable Code
standards are met.
18. Additional storm sewer improvements shall meet all applicable City of Silverton
requirements. 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 engineer
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.
19. 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 stormwater
SDC charges.
20. The Applicant shall coordinate with Marion County and provide sealed drawings for
submittal of a Proposed Order to extend the sidewalk south of the project frontage to
connect to the sidewalk on McClaine Street. The applicant shall be responsible for the
design and construction of the sidewalk improvement should the Proposed Order be
approved.
21. All utilities to the project shall be served underground services. No overhead crossings of
public right of way shall be approved by the city.
22. No public improvements, including sanitary sewers, storm sewers, streets, sidewalks,
curbs, lighting, parks, or other requirements shall be undertaken except after the plans have
been approved by the City, permit fee paid, and permit issued. The City may require the
developer or subdivider to provide assurance, bonding or other performance guarantees to
ensure completion of required public improvements.
23. 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.
Improvements shall be constructed under the inspection and to the satisfaction of the City.
The City may require minor changes in typical sections and details if unusual conditions
arising during construction warrant such changes in the public interest.
24 In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this multifamily design review permit is not exempt
from parks SDC charges.
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ATTACHMENT C: APPLICANT’S FINDINGS
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Fossholm Apartments: DR Performance Option
The subject property is zoned RM-10. Therefore under, Section 2.2.190 buildings in the
RM-10 shall not exceed 88 feet in building length.
Therefore, the applicant is requesting a design adjustment to the building length
requirement.
D. Review Criteria. The city shall consider the following review criteria and
may approve, approve with conditions, or deny a design review adjustment
based on the following; the applicant shall bear the burden of proof.
1. Adjusting the subject code standard(s), i.e., decreasing, increasing,
waiving, or making a material substitution, will result in a design that is as
good or better than what would likely result under the base standard;
Several buildings within the development exceed the building length requirement.
However, without the longer buildings, the applicant would have to place several more
buildings on the site to accommodate the proposed 93 units. The longer buildings allow
the applicant to provide fewer buildings on the site and therefore, more landscaped open
space.
Therefore, creating a development that is better for the area.
2. The adjustment is consistent with the code’s stated intent and is in the
public interest; and
The intent of the building length requirement is to break up the buildings architectural
features and not provide long box like buildings. The longer buildings allow for more
offsets and design features.
The building design does not have long flat walls or roof lines. The buildings will have an
offset that breaks up the front of the buildings and the roof lines. Balconies (decks) and
dormers are incorporated in the building design to add some visual element to the
buildings.
All buildings have entrances physically and visually connected to the internal public
sidewalk system and the parking lots. All external stairways are recessed into the
buildings. Therefore, physically and visually incorporating them into the buildings
architecture design.
All buildings will have a minimum of 2-foot offsets, balconies, patios, eves, and windows
incorporated into the design of each of the buildings. See building elevations.
Therefore, meeting the intent of the code.
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3. In interpreting the public interest, consideration shall be given to
intended public benefits or protections such as compatibility with
surrounding uses; pedestrian safety and comfort; complementary
development scale, materials, and detailing; street visibility; and/or
aesthetic concerns.
The primary entrances for each individual unit is provided through a covered entry way.
All building entries are clearly defined and easily accessible. The design of the building
with the use of roofline offsets and covered entry ways, promote a positive sense of
neighborhood.
The code standards are intended to promote building and site design that contributes
positively to a sense of neighborhood and to the overall streetscape by carefully relating
building mass, entries and yards to public streets.
The primary entrances for each individual unit is provided through a covered entry way.
All building entries are clearly defined and easily accessible. The design of the building
with the use of roofline offsets and covered entry ways, promote a positive sense of
neighborhood. All building entrances face the internal street/parking system.
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ATTACHMENT D: STAFF REPORT, DR-15-03
REVIEW CRITERIA:
Design Review: The City shall consider the following review criteria and may approve,
approve with conditions or deny a design review based on the following:
A. Complete. The application is complete, as determined in accordance with Chapter 4.1 Types of Applications and Section 4.2.500, above.
B. Zoning District. The application complies with all of the applicable provisions of the
underlying Zoning District (Article 2), including: building and yard setbacks, lot area
and dimensions, density and floor area, lot coverage, building height, building
orientation, architecture, and other special standards as may be required for certain land
uses;
C. Conformance. The applicant shall be required to upgrade any existing development
that does not comply with the applicable zoning district standards, in conformance with
Chapter 5.2, Non-Conforming Uses and Development;
D. Design Standards. The application complies with all of the Design Standards in
Article 3:
1. Article 2 – Design standards and special use standards of the applicable district;
2. Chapter 3.1 - Access and Circulation;
3. Chapter 3.2 - Landscaping, Street Trees, Fences and Walls;
4. Chapter 3.3 - Parking and Loading;
5. Chapter 3.4 - Public Facilities;
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II. FINDINGS
A. Background Information:
1. The applicant submitted an application on March 30, 2015 requesting a Design Review
to construct 93 apartment units within 10 buildings on 4.66 acres located at 329
Fossholm Street. The application was deemed complete on May 19, 2015.
2. Public Notice was mailed to all property owners and residents within 700’ of the site on
May 20th, 2015. The Notice was published in the Silverton Appeal in the May 27 th
edition, and the site was posted on May 29th. The meeting was postponed from June 9th
to July 14th, 2015. Notice of the postponement was mailed to all property owners and
residents within 700’ of the site June 2nd, the posted notice was updated on June 2nd.
The Notice was published in the July 1 st edition of the Silverton Appeal.
3. The site consists of 4.66 acres and is zoned RM-10, Multiple Family Residential. The
site is currently vacant.
4. The site was previously approved as a 64 unit condominium development. A
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change application was approved in 2005
that rezoned the majority of the site from Single Family Residential to Multiple Family
Residential-10.
B. Silverton Development Code:
1. Article 4 – Administration of Land Use Development
Section 4.2.600

Review Criteria – Design Review

The City shall consider the following review criteria and may approve, approve
with conditions or deny a design review based on the following:
A. Complete. The application is complete, as determined in accordance with Chapter 4.1 Types of Applications and Section 4.2.500, above.
Findings: The applicant submitted an application on March 30, 2015 requesting a Design
Review to construct 93 apartment units within 10 buildings on 4.66 acres located at 329
Fossholm Street. The application was deemed complete on May 19, 2015. All
improvements on the site shall be in substantial conformance to the submitted plans taking
all conditions of approval into account (Condition 1). All applicable building permits shall
be obtained prior to any work that requires a building permit (Condition 2).
B. Zoning District. The application complies with all of the applicable provisions of the
underlying Zoning District (Article 2), including: building and yard setbacks, lot area and
dimensions, density and floor area, lot coverage, building height, building orientation,
architecture, and other special standards as may be required for certain land uses;
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2. Article 2 – Land Use Districts
Section 2.2.110

Residential District – Allowed Uses

Findings: The property is currently zoned RM-10 – Multiple-Family Residential. The
applicant is requesting a Design Review to 93 apartment units which is classified as a
Multifamily Use which is allowed through the Design Review process. The criterion is
met.
Section 2.2.120

Development Standards for Residential Districts

Findings: The site is 4.66 acres in size (202,989 square feet). The site is zoned for 10 – 20
units per acre, which allows up to 93 units. The applicant is proposing 93 units on the site,
within the allowable density range. The minimum lot area for Multiple-family
development in the RM-10 zone is 2,000 sq. ft. per dwelling unit. The proposal is
providing 2,182 sq. ft. per dwelling unit. The site is irregular in shape and has a lot width
ranging from 76 feet to 308 feet, where the minimum width is 40 feet. The lot depth is
approximately 1,085 feet where 60 feet in the minimum. Maximum building height is 35
feet which is measured by vertical distance from the grade plane to the average height of a
pitched (gable or hip) roof, or the top of a mansard or flat roof including the parapet walls.
The buildings measure 34’ 7” or less from the average height of the roof. The applicant is
proposing a 6’ tall sight obscuring fence around the side and rear property lines. Lot
coverage by buildings and structures exceeding 30” above grade is limited to 65% of the
site. The footprint of the proposed structures that exceed 30” above grade is approximately
40,525 square feet, or 20% of the site. The area not covered by structures or pavement is
proposed to be landscaped with a combination of trees and shrubs with the remaining area
to be lawn, accounting for 39% of the site, above the 10% minimum. The setback for the
west property line is 15’, 7’ for the north and south property lines and 20’ for the east
property line. The site does require additional buffering and screening that will be
addressed later in the report. All proposed buildings are within the building envelope of
the site. The residential district standards are met.

Section 2.2.150

Residential District – Housing Density

Findings: Minimum and maximum housing densities are calculated by multiplying the
total parcel or lot area by the applicable density range. Properties must be developed
within the minimum and maximum range. The site is 4.66 acres in size and has a density
range of 10-20 units per acre. The allowable density range for the site is 47 – 93 units.
The applicant is proposing 93 units on the site. The standard is met.
Section 2.2.160

Residential District – Lot Coverage and Impervious
Surfaces

Impervious surface shall not exceed 50 percent of the required setback yards.
Findings: Lot coverage, the footprint of the proposed structures that exceed 30” above
grade, is approximately 40,525 square feet, or 20% of the site, below the 65% maximum.
The setback yards are primarily to be landscaped with Spring Bouquet shrubs. The entry
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driveway is the only impervious surface located in the required yard setback and only
accounts for 17% of the required front yard setback. The standard is met.
Section 2.2.170

Residential District – Building Height, Measurement and
Exceptions

Findings: Maximum building height is 35 feet which is measured by vertical distance
from the grade plane to the average height of a pitched (gable or hip) roof, or the top of a
mansard or flat roof including the parapet walls. The buildings measure 34’ 7” or less from
the average height of the roof. The standard is met.
Section 2.2.180

Residential District – Building Orientation

Findings: The site is irregular in shape and has 140 feet of frontage on a public street.
Building 1 is the only building near Fossholm Street. The building is not facing Fossholm
Street but provides the primary entrance 28’ from the sidewalk, below the 30’ maximum.
There are no parking areas between Building 1 and the street. The standard is met.
Section 2.2.190

Residential District – Architectural Design Standards

Findings: The continuous horizontal distances, as measured form end-wall to end-wall, of
individual buildings shall not exceed 88 feet in the RM-10 district. Buildings 2 (95 feet), 3
(107 feet), 4 (105 feet), 7 (105 feet), 8 (95 feet), and 10 (100 feet) exceed the maximum
building length.
The buildings incorporate varying roof lines, balconies, recessed or covered entries and
changes in materials every 20 feet. There are material changes between each story that
break up large expanses of uninterrupted building surfaces. Each upper story unit has a
balcony. Roofs contain breaks that are 2 feet in height. Gable ends have varying material
that is not the predominant elevation material. Building 1 has the only street –facing wall
which contains six windows. The wall contains a gable, eaves, window trim, an off-set in
the roof and a pitched rood.
The standard is not met. The applicant has requested the standard be adjusted through the
Performance Option that will be addressed later in the report.
Section 2.2.200

Residential District – Special Use Standards

Findings: Each building is arranged end to end and has the required 10 feet of separation.
The site is providing 31,845 square feet of common usable open space comprising a pool,
sports court, recreational building, play area and open space areas that have an average
width that is not less than 20 feet and an average length that is not less than 20 feet. The
area accounts for 15.7% of the site, meeting the 15% minimum standard. Private open
space is provided to all units in excess of the 48 square foot minimum. An enclosed trash
area is provided that is to be screened and will be located at least 10 feet from any
residence. The standards are met.
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D. Design Standards. The application complies with all of the Design Standards in Article 3:
3. Article 3 – Community Design Standards
Section 3.1.200

Vehicle Access and Circulation

Findings: The site will be accessed off Fossholm Street through the existing driveway
access. The site will be served by an internal parking area and drive aisle that is capable of
accommodating the use. The driveway is 26 feet in width, below the 32 foot maximum.
The drive aisles throughout the site are either 24 or 26 feet, above the 23 foot minimum for
two way traffic. Turning radii shall be designed to accommodate Silverton Fire District
vehicles and School Busses (Condition 3). A fire turnaround shall be provided at the
terminus of the parking lot near Building 10 (Condition 4).
Section 3.1.300

Pedestrian Access and Circulation

Findings: A walkway system is provided through most of the site. A walkway shall be
provided that connects the sidewalks fronting Building 7 with the trash and recycle area
(Condition 5). Marked pedestrian crosswalks shall be provided between Buildings 5 & 7
and between Buildings 8 & 9 (Condition 6). The parking area is broken up by being
spread throughout the site with no bays doubled up without landscaping.
Section 3.2.200

Landscape Conservation

Findings: Significant vegetation shall be retained to the extent practicable to protect
environmental values and to minimize the risk of erosion, landslide, and stormwater runoff.
Where protection is impracticable because it would prevent reasonable development of
public streets, utilities, or land uses permitted by the applicable land use district, the city
may allow removal of significant vegetation from the building envelope as defined by
required yard setbacks. There are three oak, one conifer, one maple and two ash trees that
are within the required yard setback located in the central portion of the site where the
permitted use is proposed and are allowed to be removed. There are two 15” fir trees near
Fossholm Street on the southern property line that are outside the required yard setback that
shall be retained and one 16” ash tree in the northeast corner that is outside the required
yard setback that shall be retained a part of development (Condition 7).
Section 3.2.300

Landscaping

All required yards adjacent to a street (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 five 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 cover (e.g., lawn, bark, rock, ivy,
evergreen shrubs) prior to issuance of an occupancy permit..
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Findings: The site has a required front yard landscape area 1,050 square feet. The front
yard shall be landscaped with one tree at least six feet in height (two-inch minimum
caliper) and five 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 cover (Condition 8).
Parking lot landscaping accounts for 12.8% of the parking area, meeting the 10% minimum
requirement. Landscape areas and a 6’ walkway separate the parking area from buildings.
The site is zoned RM-10 and is adjacent to R-1 property to the north and east and Railroad
Right-of-Way to the south. Type 2 Buffering and Screening is required on the north and
east property line. A 6’ sight obscuring fence is provided around the perimeter of the site
meeting the screening structure requirement. The setbacks for the buildings adjacent to the
north property line range from 16’ to 30’. The additional setback option is 7.5’ which
makes the plant unit multiplier 0.8. This requires 1.6 canopy trees and 3.2 understory trees
per 100 linear feet. The north property line adjacent to R-1 is 740’ in length. This requires
12 canopy trees and 24 understory trees. 12 Autumn Blaze Maples and 4 Western Redbuds
are proposed along the north property line along with 161 Spring Bouquets. The SDC does
not have a definition for understory tree. Understory is defined as “an underlying layer of
vegetation; specifically: the vegetative layer and especially the trees and shrubs between
the forest canopy and the ground cover.” A Spring Bouquet is defined as a shrub. The
Western Redbud, and other trees, such as Dogwoods, Serviceberries, and Persimmons are
considered understory trees. The applicant shall plant an addition 20 understory trees,
evenly spaced along the north property line adjacent to R-1 land (Condition 9). Two street
trees are proposed. As Condition, the standard is met.

Section 3.4.100

Transportation Standards

Improvements required as a condition of development approval, when not
voluntarily accepted by the applicant, must be roughly proportional to the
impact of the development on public facilities. Findings in the development
approval must indicate how the required improvements are directly related
and roughly proportional to the impact of development.
Findings: The site is adjacent to Fossholm Street. Key roadways in the study area are
listed in Table 4 along with their existing roadway characteristics.
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Constraints in the roadway network and pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the proposed
project are shown in Figure 2. Roadways north of the site are either gravel or narrow (20
feet paved, including parking on one side of the street) without sidewalks, significantly
restricting pedestrian accessibility in and out of the study area.
Limited sidewalks currently exist along Fossholm Road. Existing sidewalks are located on
the east side of the road along the proposed project frontage and approximately 120 feet to
the south, but they do not connect to Silverton Road (there is a 200-foot gap). There are
sidewalks on both sides of McClaine Road east of Fossholm Road, but none on Silverton
Road west of Fossholm Road. Most pedestrian traffic would be oriented toward Silverton,
so the McClaine Road sidewalks are more important than pedestrian facilities on Silverton
Road.
North of the site, there are no sidewalks on Short Street, Wilson Street, both gravel roads,
or Brooks Street. All of these are relatively low volume roads; however, they are narrow
(approximately 20 feet wide, either gravel or paved), with parking allowed on one side
(Brooks Street). Although pedestrians may feel comfortable because of the low volume of
traffic, the widths of these roads are not ideal for pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic.
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There are several railroad crossings that are significant to the site. The Union Pacific
Railroad line crosses Silverton Road at a skew, with a signalized crossing gate,
immediately adjacent to the Fossholm Road/Silverton Road/McClaine Road intersection.
The railroad is considered “active rail”, although the track was damaged in the 2012
flooding and improvements are required before trains will be able to travel on the line. The
railroad also crosses Fossholm Road, at a passive crossing, just north of its intersection
with Silverton Road and McClaine Road. There is approximately 25 feet between
Silverton Road/McClaine Street and the railroad crossing on Fossholm Road, which has a
yield sign posted for northbound traffic. This allows enough room for only one standard
vehicle to slow down and look to see if a train is coming.
There is also a private crossing of the railroad near the east end of the proposed project site.
The private crossing connects the site with commercial properties to the south. South of
the crossing, there is a City easement between the rail line and McClaine Street. The
crossing is posted “Private Railroad Crossing - No Trespassing”; however, some vehicles,
as well as pedestrian and bicycle traffic, may use this route to access commercial areas near
McClaine Street and C Street.
The Fossholm Road railroad crossing is not ideally located and potential improvements at
this location would be costly, especially considering the relatively low volume of traffic
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that is or will cross at that location. The “West Side Land Use and Transportation Plan”
has identified several future roadway connections to the west of Fossholm Road, including
both east-west and north-south connections. A connection west (likely via Industrial Way
to Monson Road) would provide alternate access to Silverton Road. If such a connection
were developed, and the rail line continues to be active, closure of the Fossholm
Road/Silverton Road/McClaine Street intersection could be considered.
As part of a “City of Silverton Pre-Diagnostic for Proposed 93 Unit Apartment Complex,”
a number of issues were discussed. Notable issues include the following:
•

UP and RPTD (ODOT Rail and Public Transit) support the closure of the Fossholm
crossing if and when access could be provided to Silverton Road/McClaine Street
via Monson Road, or another connection to the west. They further indicated that
they would potentially support making the private crossing a public pedestrian
crossing, ONLY with the closure of Fossholm (with alternate motor vehicle access
provided to the west).

•

UP stated that it is very unlikely that any improvements or alterations could be
made at the Fossholm crossing without addressing the existing signalized railroad
crossing on Silverton Road, due to their close proximity.

•

Marion County Public Works (MCPW) suggested that additional asphalt be
provided to widen the Fossholm crossing for pedestrian use; however, UP and
RPTD did not support this concept.

•

Abandonment of the rail line has been discussed, but the future operating status is
unclear.

Considering this discussion, it is unlikely that improvements can be made to the Fossholm
Road crossing in the near term and alternate access is not likely in the near future.
Therefore, a designated pedestrian crossing at the east end of the site may not be likely in
the near future.
The future status of the Rail Line is uncertain. Willamette Valley Rail has indicated they
will discontinue service. Union Pacific would then have to find a new operator,
presumably after fixing the damage to the line. There is the possibility UP will abandon
the line, in which case a pedestrian crossing to McClaine Street would be easily achievable
either in the Fossholm St ROW or to the City alley between TnT and Wilco.
Existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic operations were analyzed at the following study
intersections:
• Fossholm Road/Project Access
• Silverton Road/McClaine Street/Fossholm Road
• James Street/Brooks Street
To perform the intersection analysis, a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic counts were collected
during the peak periods (7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) on Tuesday, May 5, 2015.
The peak hour traffic volumes analyzed under existing conditions are shown in Figure 3.
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The purpose of intersection analysis is to ensure that the transportation network remains
within desired performance levels as required by City of Silverton and Marion County.
Intersections are the focus of the analysis because they are the controlling bottlenecks of
traffic flow and the ability of a roadway system to carry traffic efficiently is nearly always
diminished in their vicinity.
Marion County and the City of Silverton have jurisdiction on different study area
roadways. The Fossholm Road/Project Access and Fossholm Road/Silverton
Road/McClaine Street intersections must operate within the Marion County operating
standard of LOS E and v/c of 0.90 for unsignalized intersections and the James
Street/Brooks Street intersection must operate within the City’s operating standards of LOS
D and v/c of 0.90 for unsignalized intersections.
The existing traffic operations at the study intersections were determined for the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours based on the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual methodology for
unsignalized intersections. Table 5 shows the estimated average delay, level of service
(LOS), and volume to capacity (v/c) ratio of each study intersection. As shown, both study
intersections currently meet the applicable Marion County or City of Silverton operating
standards.
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The project area was observed during a.m. peak conditions on May 12, 2015, to identify
unique intersection characteristics and to verify intersection operations are consistent with
model outputs. It was observed that both existing intersections operate with little delay and
many vehicles were able to proceed through the intersection without waiting. Queue
lengths rarely exceeded 2-3 vehicles, and were able to clear quickly. The observed levels of
delay are consistent with existing intersection operations reported previously in Table 5.
Another observation was that sight distance at the Fossholm Road/McClaine Street
intersection appears to be somewhat restricted for vehicles on the southbound approach.
This is due to vegetation, a utility pole, signage, and a fence on the northeast corner of the
intersection.
Five years of collision records (2009-2013) for the study area were obtained from ODOT’s
online database (the full year of 2014 data is not currently available). The data identified
one collision at the intersection of Fossholm Road/McClaine Street and one at the
intersection of James Street/Brooks Street. Table 6 shows a breakdown of the collisions by
intersection with collision severity provided. No collisions resulted in fatalities, and the
injuries were minor during the five year period. Both intersections were below the general
threshold of 1.0 collisions per million entering vehicles (MEV) used to indicate potential
safety concerns.

The following reviews the impacts that the proposed development would have on the study
area transportation system. This analysis includes trip generation, trip distribution, future
year traffic volumes and operating conditions, a site plan review, and school connectivity
analysis. The focus of the impact analysis is on the following study intersections:
• Fossholm Road/Project Access
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• Silverton Road/McClaine Street/Fossholm Road
• James Street/Brooks Street
Trip generation and distribution were performed for the proposed project site to analyze the
impacts the additional traffic to the transportation network.
Trip generation is the method used to estimate the number of vehicles a development is
expected to add to site driveways and the adjacent roadway network during a specified
period (i.e., such as the a.m. or p.m. peak hour). Trip generation estimates are performed
using trip rates surveyed at similar land uses, as provided by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE). The analysis was based on assuming all units were standard Apartments
(ITE Land Use Code 220).
Table 8 lists the a.m. and p.m. peak hour vehicle trip generation estimates for the proposed
Fossholm Apartments residential development. The project site is estimated to generate
620 average daily trips including 47 (9 in, 38 out) a.m. peak hour trips and 58 (38 in, 20
out) p.m. peak hour trips. These trips were added to the roadway network for the future
operations analysis to determine whether traffic from the proposed site would impact the
study intersections.

Trip distribution provides an estimation of where project trips would be coming from and
going to. It is given as percentages at key gateways to the study area and is used to route
project trips through the study intersections. The trip distribution for the proposed
residential development was estimated based on existing traffic patterns in the study area
along with the geographical area of Silverton, Oregon. The trip distribution percentages
and resulting project volumes are shown in Figure 5.
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The estimated trips associated with the proposed residential development were added to the
2016 Background “no-build” volumes to estimate the 2016 “with project” scenario traffic
volumes. Figure 6 shows the 2016 traffic volumes used for analysis after accounting for
background growth and project trips.
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To determine project impacts at the study intersections, traffic operating conditions were
analyzed for the future weekday p.m. peak hour scenario. Table 9 lists the analysis results
for the future scenario for the two study intersections. As previously indicated in Chapter 2,
all study intersections currently meet the applicable City of Silverton or Marion County
operating standards under existing conditions. As shown, the study intersections are
expected to continue to meet operating standards or operating standards during the p.m.
peak hour for the future build conditions.
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Daily 24-hour tube counts were collected on Brooks Street between Alder Street and James
Street to understand the impacts that the proposed subdivision would have on the daily
traffic volumes on Brooks Street, which is a local street. Brooks Street was found to
experience 307 total vehicles (160 eastbound, 147 westbound) during the 24-hour period
collected. As shown previously in Table 8, the Fossholm Apartments are estimated to
generate a total of 620 trips, although only approximately 10% are expected to use Brooks
Street to access the development. With the project trips, the daily traffic volumes are
estimated to be less than 500 trips along Brooks Street. This daily volume is less than the
City of Silverton’s threshold for local residential streets (<1,200), suggesting that there
would be no unexpected impacts because traffic volumes are consistent with the roadway’s
intended use.
There was numerous citizen testimony received regarding the increase in traffic generation
of the proposed project. The concern was for the increase in traffic in the Brook Street
neighborhood as well as at the Fossholm Street and McClaine Street intersection. The
project is estimated to add 62 daily trips to Brooks Street; which is a 20% increase over the
existing 307 ADT as observed on May 5 th. The average speed observed was 12 miles per
hour. This is likely due to the 20’ curb to curb width with parking allowed on one side.
The collision rate at the Brooks Street/James Street intersection was 0.21 per million
entering vehicles that accounted for 1 minor injury crash in the past 5 years. The general
threshold used to indicate potential safety concerns is 1 collision per million entering
vehicles. The proposed project is estimated to add 1 million entering vehicles to the
intersection every 44 years. The additional AM and PM peak hour trips estimated for
Brook Street are 5 and 6, respectively. This is about an additional car every 10 minutes.
Testimony was received regarding blocking Brook Street at Alder Street with an
emergency access gate. Staff does not recommend the installation of gates on Public
streets. If the City were to utilize gates as a way of directing new trips away from existing
neighborhoods, the City would be difficult to navigate due to the gates being installed
where people do not like traffic. This would push traffic to other areas which would likely
upset those area residents. The long term implications of having a City full of gated public
streets is a difficult City to navigate where most of the traffic is concentrated on arterials
and collectors and where future improvements and traffic modeling are difficult to predict
due to the changing nature of the transportation system.
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Transportation SDC’s – In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this existing use does increase
the impacts to the public improvement facility and is therefore not exempt from
transportation SDC’s. Transportation SDC’s will be calculated by the Public Works
Director.
Section 3.3.300
A.

Automobile Parking Standards

The number of required off-street vehicle parking spaces is determined in
accordance with the standards in Table 3.3.300A.

Findings: The SDC requires 1 space per studio or 1-bedroom unit, 1.5 spaces per 2bedroom unit, 2.25 spaces per 3-bedroom or larger unit plus 1 visitor space for each 4 units.
The development is proposing 29 studio or 1 bedroom, 58 two bedroom and 8 three
bedroom apartments. The minimum required parking is 153 spaces. The applicant is
proposing 182, exceeding minimum standards. Lighting is proposed throughout the site. 7
ADA spaces are proposed with one in the covered parking area, meeting standards. The
entire site is screened with vegetation and a sight obscuring fence. The standard is met.
G.

All off-street parking spaces shall be improved to conform to City standards
for surfacing, stormwater management, and striping.

Findings: The proposed parking area is to be constructed with a durable dust-free surface
and the parking spaces meet minimum area dimensions.
Section 3.3.400

Bicycle Parking Standards

All uses that are subject to Land Use Review or Site Design Review, as applicable,
shall provide bicycle parking, in conformance with the standards in Table 3.3.400
Findings: 96 bicycle parking spaces are provided with racks near the entrance of each
building. The standard is met.
Section 3.4.200

Public use (park) areas.

Findings: In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this multifamily design review permit is not
exempt from parks SDC charges (Condition 24).
Section 3.4.300

Sanitary Sewers, Water, Street Lights and Fire Protection

Sanitary sewer system and water system improvements shall be installed
with new development in accordance with the City’s Sanitary Sewer
Master Plan, Water System Master Plan, and Public Works Design
Standards.
Findings: The site was previously approved as multi-family development and significant
site improvements were completed as part of the project. The project was not finished, but
the improvements remain onsite. These improvements include sanitary sewer, water and
storm sewer improvements. The applicant is proposing the replace the existing sewer line
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onsite with an 8” sanitary sewer line. The applicant shall submit construction plans
meeting applicable Silverton Public Works Design Standards (Condition 10).
Sanitary SDC’s – In accordance with SMC 13.70.110 this design review does increase the
impacts to the public improvement facility and is therefore not exempt from sanitary SDC
charges (Condition 11).
The site has a looped water system that was installed as part of the previous development.
All improvements to the public water system shall be in accordance with City of Silverton
requirements (Condition 12).
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 (Condition 13).
A Knox Box may be required prior to occupancy to each building space (Condition 14). A
fire turnaround shall be provided at the terminus of the parking lot near Building 10
(Condition 4). Buildings shall be located within 30’ of a fire apparatus access road as
applicable (Condition 15). Turning radii shall be designed to accommodate Silverton Fire
District vehicles and School Busses (Condition 3). A fire hydrant map shall be provided
to the Silverton Fire District meeting applicable standards (Condition 16). One access is
allowed provided there are less than 100 units onsite. The developer shall coordinate with
Silverton Fire District to ensure all applicable Code standards are met (Condition 17).
Section 3.4.400

Storm Drainage and Erosion Control

The City shall issue a development permit only where adequate provisions
for storm water runoff and erosion control have been made in
conformance with the City of Silverton Storm Drainage Master Plan and
Public Works Design Standards.
Findings: There is an existing storm sewer and detention system onsite. Additional storm
sewer improvements shall meet all applicable City of Silverton requirements. 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 engineer 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 (Condition 18).
Stormwater 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 stormwater SDC charges (Condition 19).
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Section 3.4.500

Sidewalks

Sidewalks shall be constructed on all public streets in the City by the
owners of property next adjacent thereto. As such, sidewalks shall be
constructed in accordance with the specification hereinafter provided. All
development for which land use applications are required must include
sidewalks adjacent to public streets.
Findings: Sidewalks exist along the sites frontage of Fossholm Street. Any sidewalk
constructed within the safe stopping distance of a railway requires approval from ODOT
Rail and the Railroad owner. ODOT Rail and the Railroad only accept applications from
the roadway jurisdiction. City and County staff have meet with ODOT Rail and the
Railroad numerous time about the 93 unit apartments in order to find a way to create a
pedestrian connection to the existing sidewalk system on McClaine Street.
ODOT Rail staff reviewed the proposed sidewalk connection on the east side of Fossholm
with consideration given to the latest developments pertaining to the WVR. With rail
service unlikely to continue in the foreseeable future, ODOT RPTD can support the
proposed sidewalk connection at the existing public crossing at Fossholm.
The next step would be for the road authority (Marion County) to submit an application to
alter the existing crossing. Upon receipt of a complete application with a sealed drawing, a
Proposed Order (PO) would be sent out to all parties, including the railroad (WVR &
UPRR), per the crossing Order process. The Applicant shall coordinate with Marion
County and provide sealed drawings for submittal of a Proposed Order to extend the
sidewalk south of the project frontage to connect to the sidewalk on McClaine Street. The
applicant shall be responsible for the design and construction of the sidewalk improvement
should the Proposed Order be approved (Condition 20). It should be noted that this
condition is a place holder and will likely be replaced by a more detail Condition from
Marion County. The ODOT Rail statement of support was received on July 7 th, the
publication date of the Staff Report.
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,
Findings: All utilities to the project shall be served underground services. No overhead
crossings of public right of way shall be approved by the city (Condition 21).
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.
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Findings: No public improvements, including sanitary sewers, storm sewers, streets,
sidewalks, curbs, lighting, parks, or other requirements shall be undertaken except after the
plans have been approved by the City, permit fee paid, and permit issued. The City may
require the developer or subdivider to provide assurance, bonding or other performance
guarantees to ensure completion of required public improvements (Condition 22).
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: 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. Improvements shall be constructed under the inspection and to the satisfaction of
the City. The City may require minor changes in typical sections and details if unusual
conditions arising during construction warrant such changes in the public interest
(Condition 23).
Section 4.2.510

Design review – Adjustments (performance option)

The city shall consider the following review criteria and may approve, approve with
conditions, or deny a design review adjustment based on the following; the
applicant shall bear the burden of proof.
1. Adjusting the subject code standard(s), i.e., decreasing, increasing, waiving, or
making a material substitution, will result in a design that is as good or better than
what would likely result under the base standard;
Findings: A number of the proposed buildings exceed the 88’ length requirement of the
RM-10 zoning district. Buildings 2 (95 feet), 3 (107 feet), 4 (105 feet), 7 (105 feet), 8 (95
feet), and 10 (100 feet) exceed the 88’ building length standard. The applicant is
requesting a performance option adjustment to allow the longer buildings. The following
are the applicant’s submitted findings in support of the performance option.
Several buildings within the development exceed the building length requirement.
However, without the longer buildings, the applicant would have to place several more
buildings on the site to accommodate the proposed 93 units. The longer buildings allow
the applicant to provide fewer buildings on the site and therefore, more landscaped open
space.
Therefore, creating a development that is better for the area.
2. The adjustment is consistent with the code’s stated intent and is in the public
interest; and
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Findings: The intent of the building length requirement is to break up the buildings
architectural features and not provide long box like buildings. The longer buildings allow
for more offsets and design features.
The building design does not have long flat walls or roof lines. The buildings will have an
offset that breaks up the front of the buildings and the roof lines. Balconies (decks) and
dormers are incorporated in the building design to add some visual element to the
buildings.
All buildings have entrances physically and visually connected to the internal public
sidewalk system and the parking lots. All external stairways are recessed into the
buildings. Therefore, physically and visually incorporating them into the buildings
architecture design.
All buildings will have a minimum of 2-foot offsets, balconies, patios, eves, and windows
incorporated into the design of each of the buildings. See building elevations.
Therefore, meeting the intent of the code.
3.

In interpreting the public interest, consideration shall be given to intended public
benefits or protections such as compatibility with surrounding uses; pedestrian
safety and comfort; complementary development scale, materials, and detailing;
street visibility; and/or aesthetic concerns.

Findings: The primary entrances for each individual unit is provided through a covered
entry way. All building entries are clearly defined and easily accessible. The design of the
building with the use of roofline offsets and covered entry ways, promote a positive sense
of neighborhood.
The code standards are intended to promote building and site design that contributes
positively to a sense of neighborhood and to the overall streetscape by carefully relating
building mass, entries and yards to public streets.
The primary entrances for each individual unit is provided through a covered entry way.
All building entries are clearly defined and easily accessible. The design of the building
with the use of roofline offsets and covered entry ways, promote a positive sense of
neighborhood. All building entrances face the internal street/parking system.
III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The required findings have been made for all of the applicable Code sections. The
proposal as conditioned meets all applicable Silverton Development Code Review Criteria
and Standards. Therefore, Staff recommends the Planning Commission grant approval for
a Design Review (DR-15-03) application, subject to the Conditions of Approval.

33 of 48

ATTACHMENT E: TESTIMONY
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To the Silverton Oregon City Planner,
This letter is in regards to the design review application for the proposed development of 93
apartment units located at 329 Fossholm Street.
Though the public is being given the opportunity to be heard regarding the application, the site
plan and building specs included in the mailing were illegible. Additionally the site plan and
specks on the city Internet site were not of sufficient resolution be legible. The site plan and specs
were not made available for review at city hall prior to the deadline for written comment on
5/29/2015.
Because the public is unable to provide informed comment related to the design review. we request
that any decision to move forward with this proposal be postponed until the public has had an
opportunity to review and comment on the project.
According to Chapter 2.2 of the city code, the purpose of residential zoning includes:
“Promote the orderly development of neighborhoods.”
The design as proposed has the maximum allowable housing density (19.9 housing
units/acre). It does not take into account the impact of increased traffic on Brook, Alder,
Silver and James Streets.
“Allow for convenient neighborhood access to parks, schools, places of worship, and other
supportive services, compatible with planned residential densities. “
There does not appear to be any open space, or play areas to accommodate the children
who would live there. There is no park in the immediate area. Nor are there recreational
areas near by.
“Provide for compatible building and site design at an appropriate neighborhood scale; provide
standards that are in character with the landforms and desired architectural character of Silverton.”
The density of 19.9 units per acre is not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood of
older craftsman style architecture. The site location is at the entrance to the city. It will be
the first thing visitors will see. As designed, these three story box style apartment buildings
are reminiscent of the neighborhoods off Lancaster in Salem.
“Reduce reliance on the automobile for neighborhood travel and provide options for walking,
bicycling and transit use.”
As proposed the development does not reduce reliance on the automobile in any
way. There appears to be nearly 150 parking spaces. It does not address bicycle or transit
use.
“Provide direct and convenient access to schools, parks and neighborhood services.”
There is no access to schools, parks and services.
Please consider these issues in your design review,
Caroline Lindstedt and Tom Tullis
320 Brook Street,
Silverton, Oregon 97381
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ATTACHMENT F: GENERAL DESIGN REQUIREMENTS & POLICIES
a. 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, insurance certificates, 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 24”x36” or 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 12-ft. wide public easement and shall be conveyed to the City on its
dedication forms.
4. Design of any public/private utility improvement shall be approved at the time of the issuance
of a Public Works Permit.
5. All proposed on and off-site public/private utility improvements shall comply with the State of
Oregon and the City of Silverton requirements and any other applicable codes.
6. 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.
7. All new gas, telephone, cable, fiber-optic and electric improvements etc. shall be installed
underground.
8. All existing wells or abandoned wells of record shall be identified on improvement plans.
9. Any final site landscaping and signing shall not impede any proposed or existing driveway or
interior maneuvering site distance.
10. 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.
11. Erosion Control Plan that conforms to City of Silverton Public Works standards.
12. Existing/proposed right-of-way, easements and adjacent driveways shall be identified.
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13. 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 photomylar (3 mils. minimum) and an electronic copy in AutoCAD version 2013 or older.
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. 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.
2. The project shall provide pedestrian linkages from the front doors of each building to the
public sidewalks.
3. The applicant shall provide adequate sight distance at all project driveways by driveway
placement or vegetation control. Specific designs to be submitted and approved by the City
Engineer.
4. 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 25-year storm.
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 engineer 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
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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 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 vegetation is established.
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