
 

C i t y  o f  Ta l en t  
Planning Commission 

Public Meeting 
Thursday, December 27, 2018 – 6:30 PM  

Talent Town Hall, 206 East Main Street 

A G E N D A  

Note: This agenda and the entire agenda packet, including staff reports, referenced documents, resolutions 
and ordinances are posted on the City of Talent website (www.cityoftalent.org) in advance of each meeting. 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 
meeting, please contact TTY phone number 1-800-735-2900 for English and for Spanish please contact TTY  
phone number 1-800-735-3896.  
 

The City of Talent is an Equal Opportunity Provider 
 

 
The Planning Commission of the City of Talent will meet on Thursday, December 27, 2018 at 6:30 P.M. in 
the Talent Town Hall, 206 E. Main Street.  
The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an interpreter for the hearing 
impaired, or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities, should be made at least 48 hours in 
advance of the meeting to the City Recorder at 541-535-1566, ext. 1012. 
The Planning Commission reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the 
agenda, and discuss any other business deemed necessary at the time of the study session and/or meeting. 
 
I. Call to Order/Roll Call 

II. Brief Announcements by Staff 

III. Approval of minutes;  

November 29, 2018 Regular Meeting Minutes; November 29, 2018 Study Session Minutes; 
December 6, Regular Meeting Minutes; December 6, 2018 Study Session Minutes 

IV. Public Comments on Non-Agenda Items 

V. Public Hearings: 

None 

VI. Discussion Items 

a.   Planning Commissioner Application  
b. Efficiency Measures/Comprehensive Plan Implementation Recommendation 
c. Bylaw Discussion (no agenda report)  
    

VIII. Subcommittee Reports 

IX. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission 

X. Adjournment 
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TALENT PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

TALENT TOWN HALL 
November 29, 2018 

 
Study Session and Regular Commission meetings are digitally recorded and are available by request 

www.cityoftalent.org 
 
The Planning Commission of the City of Talent will meet on Thursday, November 29, 2018 at 6:30 P.M. at Talent 
Town Hall, 206 E. Main Street. The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an 
interpreter for the hearing impaired, or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities, should be made at 
least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to the City Recorder at 541-535-1566, ext. 1012.  The Planning 
Commission reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the agenda, and discuss 
any other business deemed necessary at the time of the study session and/or meeting.  
 
REGULAR MEETING – 6:30 PM 
Anyone wishing to speak on an agenda item should complete a Public Comment Form and give it to the Minute 
Taker. Public Comment Forms are located at the entrance to the meeting place. Anyone commenting on a subject 
not on the agenda will be called upon during the “Citizens Heard on Non-agenda Items” section of the agenda. 
Comments pertaining to specific agenda items will be taken at the time the matter is discussed by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
I. Call to Order/Roll Call at 6:37 p.m. 

Members Present: Members Absent: 

Commissioner Giesen 
Commissioner Hastings 
Commissioner Milan 
Commissioner Pastizzo 
Commissioner Riley 
Commissioner Volkart 

Commissioner Hazel 
 

Also Present: 

Darby Ayers-Flood, Mayor 
Zac Moody, Community Development Director  

 
II. Brief Announcements by Staff 

Time allowing, staff will show a brief GIS project demo. 
  

http://www.cityoftalent.org/
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III. Consideration of Minutes 

Regular Session Minutes from November 15, 2018 
Regarding page 2, item 6, Riley requested staff replace the word opine with said regarding her 
architectural review committee comment. Ayers-Flood requested staff add context to page 4, item 6. 
 
Motion: Riley moved to approve minutes for Planning Commission Regular Session November 15, 2018 
with two adjustments. Milan Seconded. Discussion: None. Motion passed with Hastings, Giesen and 
Volkart abstaining. 
 
Study Session Minutes from November 15, 2018 
Motion: Milan moved to approve. Riley Seconded. Discussion: None. Motion passed with Hastings, 
Giesen and Volkart abstaining. 

 
IV. Public Comments on Non-Agenda Items 

None 
 
V. Public Hearings 

a. (Quasi-Judicial) Consideration of a Site Development Plan and Conditional Use Permit for the 
construction of a 40-unit apartment complex located on Talent Avenue and described as Township 
38 South, Range 1 West, Section 26AA, Tax Lot 3700. File: SPR 2018-005. Decisions are based 
on the approval criteria found in Zoning Ordinance 8-3C.4, 8-3L.1 and 8-3L.2. Applicant: Magnolia 
Investments, LLC. 

 
Chair read the Opening Statement. 
 
Ex Parte Communication 
Giesen explained that she had spoken with residents on Everett Way to discuss the current parking 
situation. Volkart conversed with Riley to discuss the project. Riley added, they had discussed Conditional 
Use. 
 
Staff Report 

• TID mailing was not received until recently and was therefore not included in Staff Report 
o Staff took the TID conditions and applied them to the Proposed Final Order 
o Applicant shall provide proof that all TID conditions have been met 

• Main issue: building height 
o Largest building is 32.5ft tall 
o Only criteria besides Conditional Use is that the applicant must meet building height 

transition. Staff believes the applicant has done this, there is a fair amount of distance 
between the building and the property line. Moody explained that buildings will go up in 
height as we pursue higher densities. 

o Not a standard Apartment Complex, taken open space farther than required, there is a play 
area for children, club house, pool, and grassy open space. 

o Proposed parking is centralized and provides pedestrian access. 
o Buffering and screening, there is a six-foot-tall fence as proposed, buffering will be required 

when adjacent Commercial Use is developed 
o Benefit: there is a looped water system as proposed, the water line needs to be extended 

through the development back to Rogue River Parkway 
 
Questions for Staff 
None 
 
Public Hearing Opened 
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Applicants:  
Amy Gunter (Rogue Planning and Development Services, 33 N Central Ave, Ste 213, Medford OR 97501) 
David Evans, GWE Architects (14 N. Central Ave. #106, Medford, OR 97501) 
Eric Bonetti (Royce Real Estate, 145 E Main St., Ashland OR 97520) 
 
Gunter gave a project overview: Subject parcel is 2.49 acres, abuts Talent Ave., the location was formerly 
known as Jim’s Better Buys. Adjacent properties NW and SE are residentially zoned. Proposed complex is 
a mixture of 2-3 bedroom units, family oriented. Proposed building design and materials are similar to 
adjacent developments. Orientation is towards Talent Ave. Gunter described the proposed layout of the 
site in detail including access, circulation and open space. In order to achieve desired densities and prevent 
a commercial appearance, the roof height on tallest structure was raised.  
 
Commissioners briefly discussed storage for bicycles, potential for a community garden, open space, 
firewise landscaping, and waste infrastructure locations. 
 
Volkart asked if there needs to be an application for Conditional Use Permit. Moody explained that the Site 
Development Plan and supplemental documents provided by the applicant sufficiently cover the submittal 
requirements. 
 
Volkart and Riley asked about the height of proposed buildings. Evans explained the tallest is 34ft at 
midpoint of roof pitch on the highest roof. Gunter explains the State of Oregon defines building height as 
the average height. Evans explained that to accommodate the height transition, the required setback of 8ft 
has been nearly doubled, to 15ft. 
 
Volkart explained he was confused that landscaping and parking is partially on another, adjacent taxlot (a 
commercially zoned parcel owned by the same property owner). Gunter responded that was not particularly 
uncommon in site development plans. 
 
Soil and Archaeological Testing 
Riley asked if soil tests would be conducted since the site used to be a junk yard. Gunter responded that a 
1200C permit would be filed with Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) which requires soil 
testing. Gunter explained that environmental testing was performed, but archaeological testing was not. 
 
Public Hearing Closed 
 
Access and Parking 
Riley explained she thought a lot line adjustment was necessary, since some required parking is on a 
different, adjacent commercial lot. Moody explained he wouldn’t recommend LLA, PC does not have ability 
to require another land use application as a requirement of this land use application. Staff believes that 
parking concerns can be addressed via a shared access agreement, since as proposed, it is within 500ft 
of the development. Secondly, access can be assured via access agreement/deed restriction from a title 
company. 
 
The following conditions of approval were added to the proposed Final Order: 

7. The applicant shall provide Community Development with a revised Landscape Plan that identifies 
the location of the proposed trees in relation to the TID easement. 

8. The applicant shall provide evidence that all TID conditions have been met. 
9. The applicant shall provide Community Development with a copy of a recorded access 

agreement/easement granting access to the subject property from Rogue River Parkway and 
provide a recorded shared parking agreement. 

 
Motion: Giesen moved to approve application SPR 2018-005 with conditions as amended. Hastings 
seconded. Discussion: None. Motion passed with Volkart voting in opposition. 
 

VI. Discussion Items 
Efficiency Measures Recommendation 
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Ron Laupheimer (146 Hilltop Rd., Talent OR 97540) 
Laupheimer requested that before any action is taken that there be an open hearing for residents 
of Talent. He added he thinks there is a communication issue and wants the public to be able to 
provide testimony to City Council.  
 
Ayers-Flood added, as part of the Commission’s recommendation on Efficiency Measures, ask 
Council to have a public forum prior to their adoption of Efficiency Measures for the record, since 
it’s already scheduled that way. 
 
Motion: Hastings moved to extend the meeting to 9:30. Volkart seconded. Discussion: Riley said 
she was tired and didn’t think commissioners could finish in 30 minutes. Motion passed with Riley 
voting in opposition. 
 
Lots 1-9 
Commissioners informally agreed that these lots should include language about Affordable 
Housing with the understanding that there may not be any available affordable housing concession 
(such as a Construction Excise Tax). Volkart asked if it would hurt to include this language for lots 
1-9 to Council. Moody stated that he thinks the proposed affordable housing language would be 
acceptable. 
 
Flex Zoning/Mixed Use/Central Business District 
Commissioners discussed potential for flex zoning in Central Business District. For occupation of 
commercial structures for residential uses until demand for commercial increases. Moody explained 
that commercial structures are expensive by nature and may not work as affordable housing. 
Typically, mixed use does not provide a large number of housing units. 
 
Pastizzo reminded commissioners they want to provide basic goals to Council for recommendation; 
the consultant can help with the finer details. Moody added that the public will have plenty of 
opportunity to comment when the amendments begin and the proposed Efficiency Measures were 
simply a roadmap for the consultant. 
 
Riley explained that it was her understanding a Citizen Advisory Committee will be required to work 
with the Consultant. Moody responded, stating the City Manager will pursue this issue, Ayers-Flood 
added that it would be brought to Council. 
 
Lot 12 
Commissioners asked why Lot 12 was not considered for residential rezone. Moody said he has 
spoken with the property owner at length and explained that they have no interest in rezoning. 
Rezoning without their permission/partnership opens up possibility for legal battle between the 
property owner and the City. 

 
VII. Subcommittee Reports 

None 
 

VIII. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission 
Volkart expressed interest in discussing the variance process in a future meeting. 
 
Motion: Volkart moved that the commission discuss consolidation and partitions at the next 
scheduled Planning Commission meeting. Riley seconded. Discussion: None. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
Motion: Volkart moved that the commission consider and discuss the topic of interpretation of 
Variance at the next Planning Commission meeting. Riley seconded. Discussion: None. Motion 
passed unanimously. 
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Moody asked for clarification. Volkart explained that he wants to understand the method of 
consolidation and confirmation that the partition issue was handled correctly. Volkart explained that 
the variance code is a little unclear. Moody asked for questions to be submitted individually to him 
with questions regarding these topics, and recommended using the Study Session for these 
discussions. 
 
Moody explained that based on commissioner feedback, December 6th will be the ideal date for a 
follow-up meeting. 6:00PM for the Study Session, 6:30PM for the Regular Session. 
 
Motion: Riley moved to take up a discussion in review of Bylaws in the next Regular Session 
following December 6th. Volkart seconded. Discussion: Giesen explained she wants to prioritize 
land use actions due to timeline requirements. Motion failed with Giesen, Milan, Pastizzo and 
Hastings voting in opposition. 
 

IX. Adjournment at 9:29 PM 
 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted by: 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Zac Moody, Community Development Director                     
 
 
Attest:  
 
 
_____________________________________  
Dave Pastizzo, Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: These Minutes and the entire agenda packet, including staff reports, referenced documents, resolutions and ordinances are posted 
on the City of Talent website (www.cityoftalent.org) in advance of each meeting. The Minutes are not a verbatim record: the narrative has 
been condensed and paraphrased to reflect the discussions and decisions made.   
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact TTY 
phone number 1-800-735-2900 for English and for Spanish please contact TTY phone number 1-800-735-3896. 
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TALENT PLANNING COMMISSION 
STUDY SESSION MEETING MINUTES 

TALENT TOWN HALL 
November 29, 2018 

 
Study Session and Regular Commission meetings are digitally recorded and are available by request 

www.cityoftalent.org 
 
The Planning Commission of the City of Talent will meet on Thursday, November 29, 2018 at 6:00 P.M. at Talent 
Town Hall, 206 E. Main Street. The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an 
interpreter for the hearing impaired, or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities, should be made at 
least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to the City Recorder at 541-535-1566, ext. 1012. The Planning 
Commission reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the agenda, and discuss 
any other business deemed necessary at the time of the study session and/or meeting.  
 
STUDY SESSION MEETING – 6:00 PM  
Anyone wishing to speak on an agenda item should complete a Public Comment Form and give it to the Minute 
Taker. Public Comment Forms are located at the entrance to the meeting place. Anyone commenting on a subject 
not on the agenda will be called upon during the “Citizens Heard on Non-agenda Items” section of the agenda. 
Comments pertaining to specific agenda items will be taken at the time the matter is discussed by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
I. Call to Order/Roll Call at 6:00 p.m. 

Members Present: Members Absent: 

Commissioner Giesen  
Commissioner Hastings 
Commissioner Milan 
Commissioner Pastizzo 
Commissioner Riley 
Commissioner Volkart 

Commissioner Hazel 
 
 

Also Present: 

Zac Moody, Community Development Director  

 
II. Efficiency Measures Discussion 

Volkart provided commissioners with additional written questions and comments (EXHIBIT A). 
 
MFR Housing 
Moody explained MFR is the Single Family Manufactured Housing Zone. Riley asked why the zoning 
code says 2 or 3 max manufactured houses. Moody explained that more would probably be allowed on 
larger lots but require a Site Plan Review. Manufactured home parks would fall into that category. 
 
Talent Irrigation District (TID) Parcel near Plaza 

http://www.cityoftalent.org/
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Why didn’t staff include all TID parcels for rezoning to RM-22? Clarification: Staff recommends the portion 
of TID near the plaza remain commercially zoned to preserve the commercial aspect of the area. Mixed 
use is an option in the current Central Business District zoning designation. 
 
RS-5, Other parcels sizes considered 
Moody explained that the ECONorthwest consultant proposed 6000-7000 square foot minimums. He 
added that making corner lots 1000 square foot bigger helps with traffic clear vision issues. Moody 
recommended keeping minimum lot size reductions proportional because having 6000 square foot interior 
lots and 9000 corner lots doesn’t make much sense. Any new additions to the City, such as TA-4 or -5 
would need to adhere to the lot size minimum/maximum. 
 
New Consultant’s Role 
Moody said the new consultant will not work on refining efficiency numbers; They’ll work on code 
changes, not necessarily the analysis. They will reference other jurisdictions for zoning densities and 
make recommendations to planning commission accordingly.  
 
Urban Growth Boundary Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Volkart asked how the CAC will be working to inform the new consultant, commission and council moving 
forward. Moody explained that remains to be determined, City Council will be the decision maker. Moody 
added that at this point it is important for the commission to consider if the CAC recommendations are 
consistent with Implementation Strategies found in Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Affordable Housing, Lots 1-9 
Moody explained that the Affordable Housing topic didn’t come up until later discussions, but similar 
language could be attached to lots 1-9 as well. He asked planning commission what Affordable Housing 
actually means. Density bonuses won’t work because RM-22 is about to have maximum density removed, 
the only limitations to density will be that required for infrastructure, parking and open space. Inclusionary 
zoning might be worth looking into. Moody added that Spelliscy is currently working on City policy to 
address Affordable Housing, including considering a Construction Excise Tax.  
 
Mixed Use Zone 
Hastings asked if the City has a mixed-use zone. Not currently, explained Moody, but the City could 
pursue that. Hastings explained that having a distinct designation may encourage mixed use projects, this 
could be especially important for the downtown area. 
 

III. Adjournment at 6:30 PM 
 

Respectfully submitted by: 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Zac Moody, Community Development Director                     
 
 
Attest:  
 
 
_____________________________________  
Dave Pastizzo, Planning Commission Chair 
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Note: These Minutes and the entire agenda packet, including staff reports, referenced documents, resolutions and ordinances are posted 
on the City of Talent website (www.cityoftalent.org) in advance of each meeting. The Minutes are not a verbatim record: the narrative has 
been condensed and paraphrased to reflect the discussions and decisions made.   
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact TTY 
phone number 1-800-735-2900 for English and for Spanish please contact TTY phone number 1-800-735-3896. 
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TALENT PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

TALENT TOWN HALL 
December 6, 2018 

 
Study Session and Regular Commission meetings are digitally recorded and are available by request 

www.cityoftalent.org 
 
The Planning Commission of the City of Talent will meet on Thursday, December 6, 2018 at 6:30 P.M. at Talent 
Town Hall, 206 E. Main Street. The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an 
interpreter for the hearing impaired, or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities, should be made at 
least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to the City Recorder at 541-535-1566, ext. 1012.  The Planning 
Commission reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the agenda, and discuss 
any other business deemed necessary at the time of the study session and/or meeting. 
 
REGULAR MEETING – 6:30 PM 
Anyone wishing to speak on an agenda item should complete a Public Comment Form and give it to the Minute 
Taker. Public Comment Forms are located at the entrance to the meeting place. Anyone commenting on a subject 
not on the agenda will be called upon during the “Citizens Heard on Non-agenda Items” section of the agenda. 
Comments pertaining to specific agenda items will be taken at the time the matter is discussed by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
I. Call to Order/Roll Call at 6:42 p.m. 

Members Present: Members Absent: 

Commissioner Hastings 
Commissioner Hazel 
Commissioner Milan 
Commissioner Pastizzo 
Commissioner Riley 
Commissioner Volkart 

Commissioner Giesen 
 

Also Present: 

Darby Ayers-Flood, Mayor 
Zac Moody, Community Development Director  

 
II. Brief Announcements by Staff 

Moody provided an infrastructure update: A circuit breaker was blown at Town Hall and will be repaired 
soon. The dais will be replaced before the next Planning Commission meeting. Audio recording software 
has been purchased and will be used to provide greater fidelity than previous arrangements. 
 
Chair Pastizzo presented Commissioner Milan with an appreciation award for his outstanding service to 
the Planning Commission. 

  

http://www.cityoftalent.org/
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III. Consideration of Minutes 
None 

 
IV. Public Comments on Non-Agenda Items 

None 
 
V. Public Hearings 

None 
 
VI. Discussion Items 

Efficiency Measures Recommendation 
Mary Tsui, South Talent Neighborhood Association (1918 Talent Ave., Talent OR 97540) 
Tsui provided an email to Planning Commissioners (EXHIBIT A) and said she was pleased the 
public will be able to speak on Efficiency Measure recommendations prior to City Council making 
a decision. She explained that her interest area is south Talent, which is unique because it has few 
parks and amenities but contains farm/ranchlands and open space. She added that the needs of 
south Talent are quite different from those closer to the urban core. Tsui does not want to see 
increased density in south Talent, especially at 201 Belmont. 
 
Affordable Housing & ODOT Transportation & Growth Management (TGM) Report 
Riley explained that everything changed when Talent received a new population forecast and that 
there is a lot of important information in the ODOT TGM. She added, the Urban Growth Boundary 
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) also really emphasized Affordable Housing. Riley asked the 
commission to consider including the Affordable Housing information (EXHIBIT B & C) in what is 
sent forward to City Council. Riley expressed interest in identifying creative options for Affordable 
Housing moving forward. Moody asked for a copy of this information, so it can be included in the 
minutes. 
 
Moving Forward 
Chair Pastizzo explained it was his understanding that the commission doesn’t need to get very 
specific with regard to Efficiency Measure recommendations, rather, they need to recommend 
concise ideas to City Council. The Commission can go through what the CAC provided and make 
a decision to: agree as written, modify/reject, or add other important things. Pastizzo reminded the 
Commission that the consultant will be starting in approximately 30 days. Moody added, the 
Planning Commission will provide the parameters for the consultant to work within. 
 
Spot Rezoning 
Moody asked commissioners to verify his understanding that they did not wish to see residential 
zoning extended all the way to Valley View plaza; however, they wish to see mixed use 
opportunities in this area. Commissioners informally agreed. They added, lots 11, 12 and 13 should 
allow Mixed Use. Volkart stated he doesn’t see harm in rezoning. Moody explained that the 
commission could expand site 12 to include Suntym Pools and Organic Grind and consult property 
owners to see if they’d be open to re-zoning as high density residential or mixed use. 
 
Lots 1-9 
Riley wants the lots to remain Central Business District (CBD) and does not believe they should be 
High Density Residential. Volkart agreed. Riley added that using this CBD area as flex space may 
be the solution. Hastings asked for an explanation of flex space. Moody: lots remain commercially 
zoned, but are built to commercial standards, once there is a greater demand for commercial, it 
would be used for commercial purposes. 
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Changes to Zones vs Spot Rezone 
Moody recommended not applying specific zoning to sites at this point, but having commissioners 
consider the option of a Mixed-Use zone to have the consultant explore. Pastizzo summarized the 
first two Efficiency Measures, stating that they address changes to existing zones, he then 
informally asked the commission if they were okay with that idea, and leaving exact density 
numbers up to the consultant. The commission informally agreed. It was also agreed that spot 
rezones are going to put to the side for now. Riley reminded the commission that she supports 
higher densities downtown, but increasing density in south Talent should be earned through density 
bonuses. 
 
Medium Density Zone (Efficiency Measure 7) 
Pastizzo said a Medium Density Zone is something the commission wants to explore. He asked 
the commission if they want to consider 1 or 2 medium density zones? The informal consensus 
was, they wanted to explore this and get the consultant to see what seems to work in cities similar 
to Talent. Moody recommends striking the minimum lot size and leaning on consultant experience 
for that. Pastizzo agreed.  
 
Manufactured House Zoning 
Volkark reminded the commission to tie manufactured housing to a medium density 
recommendation as well, per Giesen’s earlier suggestion. Ayers-Flood asked what the “MFR” zone 
allows. Moody: MFR allows Manufactured Home Parks in the zone, but also Single-Family 
Residences. Moody explained that Talent could have a specific MFR zone, or a medium density 
zone with that as an allowed use. Ayers-Flood explained that the benefit of those parks is that 
they’re extremely dense. Moody recommended changing the MFR zone to a medium density 
residential zone and allowing parks within that zone. 
 
Tiny Houses 
Moody explained that the Consultant has probably had some interaction with Tiny Housing since 
they’ve worked in the Portland metro area. Pastizzo suggested combining this with the cottage 
housing idea. He asked how the commission could set this up to be viable and appealing. Moody 
recommended leaving the Efficiency Measures the same, except for striking the medium/high 
density zone restrictions and leaving that up to the consultant. Hastings asked if Tiny Houses can 
be Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU). Moody explained that as long as they meet state building code 
and ADU standards, he doesn’t see why not. He added, Tiny Houses are very new in the realm of 
Oregon state building code and a lot of questions remain unanswered. 
 
Flag Lots 
Moody suggested letting the consultant and fire department weigh in when determining maximum 
flag lots and removing the arbitrary maximum of 4. Pastizzo said the commission wants to maximize 
the use of Flag Lots and asked for the consultant to come up with a way to do that. 
 
Multi-Family housing in the Central Business District (CBD) zone 
Commissioners discussed allowing multifamily structures in the zone, either as a primary or 
secondary use. Moody said that currently, CBD allows building above or behind, and ratios have 
to be met for that to be allowed. In CBH, commercial can be in front with High Density Residential 
in back as long as it doesn’t exceed 50% of lot size. Moody asked if the commission feels the 
inclusion of a Mixed-Use zone or Flex Space meet that intent? Or does commission want to allow 
Multi-Family housing in commercial space? Moody added that if Multi-Family was an allowed use 
in commercial zones, he is very confident that it would be developed almost immediately. Ayers-
Flood explained this might be worth pursuing as long as commercial was developed as the primary 
use and in conjunction with residential development. 
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Height Restrictions in the CBD zone 
Riley asked if they should explore removing the max height from the CBD zone. Moody agreed, 
adding it could incentivize developers. Moody asked the commission if they want to have the 
consultant look into max building heights and transition language in the CBD zone? Commission 
unanimously and informally agreed. 
 
High Density 
Volkart asked for clarification on high density zoning, specifically why it is 13.7 units per acre for 
high density. Moody explained that it’s 18 units per acre, which is 4 less than the max right now, 
adding that it’s the net figure, accounting for supporting infrastructure. Moody added that William 
Way is approximately 11.6 units per acre. 
 
CAC Involvement 
Volkart, asked if the CAC will be involved with the consultant. Moody responded that the Mayor 
believes it’s a City Council decision to make. 
 
Parking 
Hastings asked if parking should be addressed as part of these Efficiency Measures. Moody said 
that the City Manager suggested the commission implement Zoning Amendments first, then 
address parking separately to allow time for parking impacts (if any) be assessed. 
 
Motion: Riley moved to direct Staff to take everything discussed and compose a draft to 
Recommend to City Council. Hastings seconded. Discussion: Volkart said he thinks the process 
has been efficient and had a question about the wording of the motion. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Next Meeting 
The Commission informally agreed to meet on the 27th of December with a Study Session at 6PM 
and Regular Session at 6:30PM. 
 
The Commission informally agreed to pick up Volkart’s question at the following Study Session; the 
Regular Session will be used to address the Draft Efficiency Measures and Commissioner Riley’s 
Bylaw concerns. 

 
VII. Subcommittee Reports 

None 
 

VIII. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission 
Volkart asked staff about the status of a manufactured house on South 2nd St. Moody explained 
that permits were still active, the project is being actively worked on and the owner does not have 
a Certificate of Occupancy yet. 
 

IX. Adjournment at 8:58 PM 
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Respectfully submitted by: 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Zac Moody, Community Development Director                     
 
 
Attest:  
 
 
_____________________________________  
Dave Pastizzo, Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: These Minutes and the entire agenda packet, including staff reports, referenced documents, resolutions and ordinances are posted 
on the City of Talent website (www.cityoftalent.org) in advance of each meeting. The Minutes are not a verbatim record: the narrative has 
been condensed and paraphrased to reflect the discussions and decisions made.   
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact TTY 
phone number 1-800-735-2900 for English and for Spanish please contact TTY phone number 1-800-735-3896. 













Chapter 19.250
COTTAGE AND COMPACT SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING

19.250.010 Purpose.
The purpose of this chapter is to: 

(1) provide housing types that are responsive to changing household demographics (e.g., retirees, small 
families, single parent households, single person households, dual-owner households);

(2)  provide opportunities for more-affordable housing within single-family neighborhoods; 

(3)  encourage creation of functional usable open space in residential communities; 

(4)  promote neighborhood interaction and safety through design; 

(5) ensure compatibility with neighboring uses; and 

(6) provide opportunities for infill development consistent with goals of the Growth Management Act.

Other chapters of this title shall be applicable to cottage and compact single-family (CSF) housing 
developments, which collectively are referred to as cottage housing developments (CHDs). 

19.250.030 Development standards – Cottage housing development size.

(1) Cottage housing development size.

(a) CHDs are not permitted on sites less than .75 acres in size (a site may be composed of more than one 
contiguous lot).

(b) CHDs shall contain clusters consisting of a minimum of four dwelling units and a maximum of 16 units.
In RS 5.0 and 7.2 zones, no more than 12 dwelling units are permitted in a CHD, A CHD may be integrated 
into a larger conventional subdivision. Maximum number of dwelling units is not limited in the RM zoning 
classifications.

19.250.040 Locational criteria.

A CHD in an RS zone shall be separated from another CHD by a minimum of 660 feet measured between 
the closest points of the subject properties.

19.250.050 Calculation of cottage and compact single-family units.

The following steps shall be utilized to determine the number of cottage and CSF units permitted on a given
site:

(1) In the RS zones the applicant shall submit a pro forma site plan showing the number of conventional 
dwelling units that would be permitted by the underlying zoning classification.

(2) The number calculated in subsection (1) of this section shall be multiplied by two. Fractional numbers 
of .5 or greater shall be rounded up. Fractional numbers less than .5 shall be rounded down. The resulting 
number is the number of dwelling units permitted on the site, 

(3) In the RM zones one dwelling unit is permitted for each 2,500 square feet of lot area based on gross lot 
size.

(4) CSF units shall not exceed 35 percent of total dwelling units regardless of the zone. Fractional numbers 
of .5 or greater shall be rounded up. Fractional numbers less than .5 shall be rounded down.



19.250.060 Cottage and compact single-family unit size.

(1) Cottage floor area shall be between 800 and 1,100 square feet.

(2) CSF unit floor area shall be between 1,100 and 1,300 square feet. 

(3) Floor area is the area within the surrounding exterior walls, but excluding space where the floor to 
ceiling height is less than six feet. Floor area does not include covered porches. The director of community 
development shall use appropriate discretion, consistent with the intent of this chapter, in determining area 
to be counted in the calculation of maximum square footage.

19.250.070 Common open space.

(1) A minimum of 500 square feet of common open space shall be provided per dwelling unit.

(2) Common open space within a CHD shall be a minimum of 3,000 square feet in size, regardless of 
number of dwelling units.

(3) No dimension of a common open space area used to satisfy the minimum square footage requirement 
shall be less than 10 feet, unless part of a pathway or trail.

(4) In subdivisions and short subdivisions, common open space shall be located in a separate tract or tracts.

(5) Required common open space shall be divided into no more than two separate areas per cluster of 
dwelling units.

(6) Common open space shall be improved for passive or active recreational use. Examples may include but
are not limited to courtyards, orchards, landscaped picnic areas or gardens. Common open space shall 
include amenities such as seating, landscaping, trails, gazebos, barbecue facilities, covered shelters or water
features. Surface water management facilities shall not be located in a common open space area.

19.250.080 Private open space.

Each dwelling unit shall provide a minimum of 400 square feet of private front yard space.

(1) Examples include lawn area, courtyards and patios.

(2) No dimension of a private open space area used to satisfy the minimum square footage requirement 
shall be less than nine feet.

19.250.090 Site design.

(1) A minimum of 75 percent of dwelling units shall abut the common open space.

(2) Common open spaces shall have dwelling units abutting at least two sides.

(3) Lots in CHDs are not required to abut a public street right-of-way.

(4) Siting of dwelling units or common open space in areas with slopes exceeding 15 percent is not 
encouraged. Dwelling units shall not be placed in such areas if extensive use of retaining walls is necessary 
to create building pads, or open space areas.

19.250.100 Design standards.

(1) Dwelling units shall have a minimum 6:12 roof pitch. Up to 35 percent of roof area may have a slope 
not less than 4:12. Portions of a roof with a pitch less than 6:12 shall be limited to architectural features 
such as dormers, porch roofs and shed roofs.

(2) Each dwelling unit abutting a public right-of-way (not including alleys) shall have a primary entry and 
covered porch a minimum of 80 square feet in size, oriented towards the public right-of-way. If abutting 



more than one public right-of-way, the applicant, with city input, shall determine which right-of-way the 
entrance and covered porch shall be oriented towards.

(3) Each dwelling unit shall have an entry and covered porch oriented towards the common open space. If 
subject to subsection (2) of this section, this may be a secondary entrance with covered porch, a minimum 
of 50 square feet in size. If not subject to subsection (2) of this section, this shall be a primary entrance with
covered porch, a minimum of 80 square feet in size.

(4) Covered porches shall be a minimum of six feet deep.

(5) Dwelling units shall not have the appearance of “tall, skinny houses.” As a guideline, dwelling units 
should not appear to exceed a ratio of one to one (ridge height to width) as viewed from off-site.

(6) Dwelling units shall not include attached garages unless the garage abuts an alley or shared parking lot. 
The first 200 square feet of attached garage space shall not be counted towards maximum dwelling unit size
allowance. 

(7) Detached garages and carports associated with individual dwelling units shall not exceed 500 square 
feet in size (detached garages or carports shall not count towards maximum cottage or CSF unit size 
allowance).

19.250.110 Parking.

(1) A minimum of 1.8 parking spaces per cottage and two parking spaces per CSF unit shall be provided for
the entire development. Fifteen percent of total required spaces shall be designated for guests.

(2) All or a portion of new on-street parking provided as a component of the development may be counted 
towards minimum parking requirements if the director of community development finds that such parking 
configuration will result in adequate parking for the CHD.

(3) Garages and carports shall have a minimum 6:12 roof pitch.

(4) No more than 50 percent of covered parking spaces may be carports.

(5) Garage doors shall not be oriented towards a public right-of-way with the exception of an alley.

(6) No shared garage or carport may exceed 800 square feet in size.

(7) Garages and carports shall not be located between the common open space and the dwelling units.

(8) Surface parking lots shall be broken into sub-lots of no more than eight parking spaces. Sub-lots shall be
separated by landscaped bulb-outs a minimum of 12 feet in width.

(9) Parking in the form of garages, carports or surface lots may occupy no more than 40 percent of site 
frontage on a public right-of-way, except in the case of an alley, in which case no restriction applies. On-
street parking is permitted along the entire frontage.

(10) Surface parking lots shall be set back 15 feet from front property lines and 10 feet from external side 
and rear property lines.

(11) Surface parking lots of more than two spaces, visible from a public right-of-way (not including alleys) 
or adjacent single-family uses or zones shall be screened by landscaping and/or architectural features 

19.250.120 Height.

Dwelling units shall not exceed 18 feet in height, and in no case shall the ridge of the roof exceed 24 feet 
from average building elevation.

19.250.130 Setbacks and building separation.

Dwelling units shall have 15-foot front and five-foot side and rear yard setback requirements. Dwelling 



units shall be separated by a minimum of 10 feet, not including projections. Dwelling units and accessory 
buildings shall be separated by six feet. Dwelling units not abutting or oriented towards a right-of-way shall
have a front yard oriented towards the common open space. The director of community development may 
use appropriate discretion, consistent with the intent of this chapter, in determining orientation of yards in 
CHDs.

19.250.140 Lot coverage.

Lot coverage in CHDs shall not exceed 60 percent of gross site area. Lot coverage shall be calculated for 
the overall CHD, not for individual lots. Paved components of common open space areas and walkways 
shall not be counted in lot coverage calculations.

19.250.150 Affordable housing bonus in RS zoning classifications.

In the RS zones, CHDs that include affordable units may exceed the base level of 12 dwelling units up to a 
total of 16 dwelling units (assuming adequate overall lot size). One-half of all dwelling units over the base 
level of 12 must be affordable (for example, a total of four additional dwelling units may be permitted if 
two of these are affordable). 

(1) Affordable cottages shall be sold at a price which is affordable for a two-person household with an 
annual income equal to or less than 80 percent of median income. Affordable CSF units shall be sold at a 
price which is affordable to a three-person household with an annual income equal to or less than 80 percent
of median income. The director of community development shall prepare administrative guidelines for 
calculation of sale price and determination of income eligibility. 

(2) Affordable dwelling units shall have the same appearance and utilize the same exterior materials as 
market rate dwelling units and shall be dispersed throughout the CHD.

(3) A deed, covenant or title restriction shall be recorded on the deed/title of affordable dwelling units. The 
restriction shall effectively maintain the units as affordable for a period of not less than 15 years from initial
occupancy. The restriction shall be in a form acceptable to the director of community development.

19.250.160 Common area maintenance.

CHDs shall be required to implement a mechanism, acceptable to the director of community development, 
to ensure the continued care and maintenance of CHD common areas. A typical example would be creation 
of a home owner’s association or condominium association with authority and funding necessary to 
maintain the common areas.

19.250.170 General provisions.

(1) CHDs in the RS zones are permitted as subdivisions, short subdivisions or condominium developments. 
CHDs in the RM zones are permitted as subdivisions, short subdivisions, condominium developments or 
multifamily developments.

(2) A community building, not exceeding 2,000 square feet, may be provided for the residents of the CHD. 
Roof pitch, architecture, materials and colors shall be similar to that of the dwelling units within the CHD.

(3) An existing single-family home incorporated into a CHD that does not meet the requirements of this 
chapter is permitted to remain on a site developed for cottage and CSF housing. Modifications or additions 
to the structure not consistent with the provisions of this chapter shall not be permitted.

(4) Accessory dwelling units are not permitted in CHDs.

(5) CHDs may not utilize the cluster subdivision provisions of FWRC Title 18.

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/FederalWay/html/FederalWay18/FederalWay18.html#18


(6) For those CHDs processed as formal or short subdivisions, all development standards of this chapter 
shall be reviewed by the director of community development as a component of the preliminary plat or 
short plat review process. For all other CHDs the development standards of this chapter shall be reviewed 
as a component of process III or IV review (see use zone charts for required review process). In either case, 
this shall include review of conceptual building elevations.

19.250.180 Modifications.

Applicants may request modifications to the open space, site design, design standards, setbacks and parking
provisions of this chapter. The director of community development may modify the above referenced 
provisions of this chapter if all of the following apply:

(1) The site is constrained due to unusual shape, topography, easements or critical areas.

(2) The modification is consistent with the purpose of the chapter as stated in FWRC 19.250.010.

(3) The modification will not result in a project that is less compatible with neighboring land uses.

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/FederalWay/html/FederalWay19/FederalWay19250.html#19.250.010
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1. Executive Summary
The housing types described in this report support higher population densities in single-
family neighborhoods in ways that maintain neighborhood character and increase 
housing options. 
The housing types studied include:
Cottage clusters
Internal division of larger homes
Corner duplexes
Accessory dwelling units In Oregon, urban populations are growing, household sizes 
are shrinking, and housing prices are rising.
1Pressures to expand urban growth boundaries in some areas are balanced by efforts 
to reduce carbon impacts from the housing and transportation sectors. Single-family 
zoning is still a dominant land use in most Oregon cities. In fact, within the Portland 
Metro urban growth boundary, single-dwelling residential zones make up 48% of all 
land area and 77% of all land area currently zoned for housing.
2As Oregon cities grow, it is anticipated that smaller housing options, such as those 
outlined in this report, will grow in importance for single-dwelling residential zones.
These traditional housing types have been selected specifically for their small size and 
ability to nestle discreetly and compatibly within existing neighborhoods of detached, 
single-unit homes. 
Many Oregon communities have already experimented with legalizing one or more of 
these housing types, or re-legalizing where once allowed. This report provides case 
studies, analyzes codes, and recommends best practices.

General recommendations across all four housing types
Allow by-right or through a simple land use process;
Allow in all single-dwelling zones;
Minimize off-street parking requirements;
Customize use restrictions and design compatibility requirements (if any) based on 
local priorities and concerns;
Balance regulatory restrictions against desired housing production levels; and
Periodically review and update regulations based on actual production levels and 
community feedback (positive and negative) from completed projects.

Cottage Clusters
Couple density bonuses (up to 2x) with home size caps;
Avoid minimum lot size requirements for the entire cluster and for individual lots within
Support community-oriented site plans (e.g., homes fronting on 
shared central courtyard; vehicle access and parking at periphery) with flexible 
subdivision regulations or by allowing multiple homes on a single lot through a 
discretionary review (e.g., planned development) process; and 
Balance strictness of layout and design requirements with the demands of neighborhood
compatibility and the flexibility required by the market to see cottage cluster provisions 
get used in practice.



Internal Division of Larger Homes
Expand application of provisions currently applied to historically-designated homes 
to any older home exhibiting key characteristics (quality materials, neighborhood 
character); and
Expand or drop zoning code deβinitions of “household.”
Corner Duplexes
Allow attached housing and increased density (up to 2x) on corner lots;
Consider individual or combined size limits on new corner duplex homes so their 
collective massing is similar to that of a single large house; and
Provide the option of subdividing corner lots with duplexes into two fee-simple lots. 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
Avoid owner-occupancy and special use requirements (e.g., restrictions on home-based 
businesses, affordable housing deed restrictions, short term housing*);
Ensure that resulting property tax increases, if any, are not so large as to serve as a 
deterrent to building;
Consider allowing both a detached and an attached ADU on the same lot; and
Provide more flexibility in size, allowing for both very small and larger ADU types. 
* A 2013 study by sponsored by Oregon Department of Environmental Quality found that just 5% of ADUs 
were used as short-term rentals.
3Both the short-term rental market and ADU market have evolved since then, however, and more recent data are
not yet available. Such data could be helpful for cities to determine the appropriateness of regulating this use.
3 Martin Brown, “Accessory Dwelling Units in Portland, OR: Evaluation and interpretation of a survey of ADU 
owners” (Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, June 2014) 

2. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE
Intended or not, many zoning codes in Oregon tend to encourage the development of 
large, detached homes in residential neighborhoods to the exclusion of anything else. 
Research by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) found that 
building smaller homes was among the best practices to reduce the lifetime carbon and 
energy impacts of single-dwelling housing.
4When combined with an appropriate mix of uses, denser housing configurations also 
support more walkable and less auto-oriented communities.
5Demographers expect the trend towards smaller households to continue, and many parts 
of Oregon are experiencing a critical lack of affordable housing. Collectively, these 
observations motivate research into space-efficient housing models, and methods of 
supporting their production. 
This report showcases local development codes that expand housing choices in single-
dwelling neighborhoods. Specifically, it examines zoning codes that support these four 
housing types: 
Cottage clusters
Internal division of larger houses
Corner duplexes
Accessory dwelling units (also known as secondary dwelling units)



There can be cross-over in how zoning codes define and regulate these housing types. 
For instance, corner duplexes can be created through internal divisions of older homes or 
by adding ADUs to existing homes at corner locations. Rules requiring corner duplex 
units to visually match and to have front doors facing different streets are also commonly 
found in ADU regulations. And similar trade-offs between density bonus and home size 
cap can be found both in cottage cluster and corner duplex regulations. 
Although historic examples of each of these housing types can be found in communities 
throughout Oregon, they are sometimes challenging or illegal to build under current 
municipal zoning codes. This report interweaves case studies from across Oregon, 
examples of supportive or limiting code language, feedback from developers and 
residents, and best practice recommendations.

Transportation and Land Use Planning The State of Oregon’s Transportation and Growth 
Management Program (TGM), a partnership between the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Transportation 
(ODOT), supports communities across the state in their planning efforts to expand 
transportation options for people and promote efficient use of urban land in order to 
create vibrant urban areas and protect Oregon’s farm and forest lands.
TGM assists communities by publishing the Model Development Code for Small Cities 
and providing technical assistance to local jurisdictions. The Model Development Code is
primarily used by cities of fewer than 25,000 people, but also serves as a menu of options
for larger ones. 
This report bridges DEQ research with case studies and municipal code examples to 
support TGM’s future Model Development Code updates and thereby expand the palette 
of housing options available in residential zones.
4 Jordan Palmeri, “A Life Cycle Approach to Prioritizing Methodsof Preventing Waste from the Residential 
Construction Sector in the State of Oregon” (Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, September 2010). 
5 Smart Development Code Handbook(Transportation and Growth Management Program, Oregon Departme
nt of Land Conservation & Development and Oregon Department of Transportation), August 1997.

 Single-Dwelling vs. Multi-Dwelling Zones
Each of the four housing types featured in this report can be built today by-right in most 
multi-dwelling zones. In fact, many of them were common practice before single-
dwelling zoning was widely introduced to Oregon municipalities and counties in the late 
1950s or, in some communities, before zoning codes were first adopted.
6However, multi-dwelling zones make up a much smaller portion of zoned acres in most 
Oregon cityties. For example, for the 25 cities in the Portland Metro Urban Growth 
Boundary, single-dwelling residential zones occupy 48% of all land area and 77% of all 
land area currently zoned for housing.
Therefore, Oregon municipalities have two primary strategies available forsupporting the
development of smaller, less expensive homes. They can:

1. Designate more land area for multi-dwelling development, and/or
2. Create additional flexibility within single-dwelling zones.

Both approaches are important. This report focuses on the second strategy, in recognition 



of the enduring popularity of single-dwelling zoning and the associated political 
challenge of the first approach. The other reason for focusing on options for single-
dwelling zones is that it takes particularly careful and creative code writing, as well as 
regard for neighborhood concerns, to successfully (re)introduce these housing types into 
existing neighborhoods while maintaining neighborhood character. If cities want to boost 
density within neighborhoods, it is wise to study and learn from past efforts.
This report attempts this for these four housing types.
6 Interview with Steve Dotterer, November 12, 2015; and Lloyd T.Keefe, “History of Zoning in Portland, 1918 
to 1959” (City of Portland, Bureau of Planning, 1975). 
7 Metro Data Resource Center, Regional Land Information System (RLIS).

3. COTTAGE CLUSTERS
Cottage clusters are groups of relatively small homes, typically oriented around a shared 
common space, such as a courtyard, garden, quiet street, or alleyway. They can be found 
in urban, suburban, or rural areas, and range in site area and number of dwellings. As 
architect Ross Chapin, architect and developer of many clustered residential 
developments, puts it, cottage clusters are designed around peoples’ natural “scale of
sociability.”
As home sizes decrease, the importance of site and building design arguably increase. To 
support community interactions, provide essential buffer areas between private and 
public spaces, and ensure they fit in well with the surrounding neighborhood, successful 
cottage cluster developments rely on design and density strategies that are quite different 
from patterns found in typical single-dwelling developments. 

Cottage Cluster Characteristics
• 4-14 detached homes situated around shared open space
• Home sizes under 1,000-1,200 square feet 
• Recently built cottage clusters often feature deep porches, kitchens facing courtyards, and bedrooms 
tucked in the back or upstairs. Older examples of the form may have some or none of these design 
elements.
• Similar configurations with attached homes may be also called courtyard apartments
• Parking is either not required on-site or located along the site perimeter 
• Ownership Fee simple lots (Case Study: Wyers End)
• Single-lot Planned Development with condominium ownership (Case Study: Cully Grove) 
 • Density Varies; up to 225% of single-dwelling densities 

History & Regulatory Context
Precedents for small homes clustered around common spaces go back as long as people 
have been building homes. Early examples of recognizable cottage clusters in the 
United States find roots in Methodist and other camp meetings from the early 1800s that 
grew over time into permanent housing developments. 
One such community that still exists is Washington Grove in Montgomery County, MD, a
mostly car-free neighborhood of small, ornate homes, anchored by a cluster of “Cottages 
in a Circle” around a common green. A more recent form of cottage cluster housing is the



Bungalow Court, which was introduced in Pasadena, CA, in 1909 as a collection of 
small, inexpensive, detached single family homes around a central garden courtyard.
8These are quite similar to the courtyard clusters found in Salem (see the Catterlin 
Cottages case study) and other Oregon cities, mostly built before single-dwelling zoning 
was widely introduced in the 1950s. 
Minimum lot sizes and one-house-per-lot requirements, which figured prominently into 
this new approach to residential zoning, were (and still are) largely incompatible with 
cottage cluster housing. Couple in the growth of average home sizes and increase in 
home ownership rates
9following World War II, and it’s easy to see why construction of new cottage clusters 
ceased - even as pre-existing examples of this housing form continued to provide small, 
affordable housing options amidst larger and more expensive homes built in the latter 
half of the century.
8 James Curtis and Larry Ford, “Bungalow Courts in San Diego: Monitoring a Sense of Place,” Journal of San 
Diego History, Spring 1988.
9 James Pollock, “Long-term home ownership trends: The US, England, and Canada,” Housing Finance 
International, March 2014.Washington Grove, Montgomery County, MD.(Images courtesy of the Maryland 
Historical Trust.)
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TALENT PLANNING COMMISSION 
STUDY SESSION MEETING MINUTES 

TALENT TOWN HALL 
December 6, 2018 

 
Study Session and Regular Commission meetings are digitally recorded and are available by request 

www.cityoftalent.org 
 
The Planning Commission of the City of Talent will meet on Thursday, December 6, 2018 at 6:00 P.M. at Talent 
Town Hall, 206 E. Main Street. The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an 
interpreter for the hearing impaired, or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities, should be made at 
least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to the City Recorder at 541-535-1566, ext. 1012. The Planning 
Commission reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the agenda, and discuss 
any other business deemed necessary at the time of the study session and/or meeting.  
 
STUDY SESSION MEETING – 6:00 PM  
Anyone wishing to speak on an agenda item should complete a Public Comment Form and give it to the Minute 
Taker. Public Comment Forms are located at the entrance to the meeting place. Anyone commenting on a subject 
not on the agenda will be called upon during the “Citizens Heard on Non-agenda Items” section of the agenda. 
Comments pertaining to specific agenda items will be taken at the time the matter is discussed by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
I. Call to Order/Roll Call at 6:00 p.m. 

Members Present: Members Absent: 

Commissioner Hastings 
Commissioner Milan 
Commissioner Pastizzo 
Commissioner Riley 
Commissioner Volkart 

Commissioner Giesen  
Commissioner Hazel 
 
 

Also Present: 

Zac Moody, Community Development Director  

 
II. Variance Process Discussion 

Volkart provided copies of Talent Zoning Code: 8-3L.440 – Requirements for Granting a Variance and 
elaborated on his email submitted to Moody, Pastizzo and Ayers-Flood, sent Friday, November 30th 
(EXHIBIT A). He asked for help interpreting variance requirements from the Commission and Staff. 
Moody explained that the reason certain applications go to Commission is because they require the use 
of discretion. For instance, Conditional Use Permits and Variances are all very subjective. Variances 
shouldn’t happen a lot. If they do, the zoning code needs to be changed. For the Planning Commission to 
deny a variance request, findings would have to be written to address why a variance was not appropriate 
using zoning code as reference. This would help to make a legal defense of the decision stronger. Moody 
offered to bring up a sample variance to the commission. 

  

http://www.cityoftalent.org/
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Preapplication Conference 
Volkart asked for details on Preapplication Conferences. Moody explained that ideally, the applicant 
would submit their entire application upfront. Then the City Engineer and other departments / local 
agencies would be introduced to the project. Moody said he uses these meetings to point out which 
criteria has to be addressed as well. A follow-up Pre-Application letter is sent to applicants, summarizing 
what was discussed and, broadly, what criteria needs to be addressed. 
 
Hardships 
Riley asked if the commission could discuss hardships, because she is only familiar with this term being 
used in a financial context. Moody said he could look into hardship scenarios on the Oregon Planning 
Network forums and bring some examples back as an information item or Staff Report. 
 
Variance Approval 
Ayers-Flood asked if staff commonly recommends approving variances. Moody explains that he has 
recommended approval of three variances because he felt they met the intent of the code, and each was 
for a variance to different standards regarding: setbacks and transportation standards. 

 
III. Adjournment at 6:39 PM 
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Respectfully submitted by: 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Zac Moody, Community Development Director                     
 
 
Attest:  
 
 
_____________________________________  
Dave Pastizzo, Planning Commission Chair 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: These Minutes and the entire agenda packet, including staff reports, referenced documents, resolutions and ordinances are posted 
on the City of Talent website (www.cityoftalent.org) in advance of each meeting. The Minutes are not a verbatim record: the narrative has 
been condensed and paraphrased to reflect the discussions and decisions made.   
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact TTY 
phone number 1-800-735-2900 for English and for Spanish please contact TTY phone number 1-800-735-3896. 
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City of Talent 

110 East Main Street  •  P.O. Box 445  •  Talent, OR 97540 
Phone: (541) 535-1566  •  Fax: (541) 535-7423 

 
Application for Commission or Committee 

 
 

Position Applied For: ____________________________________ Date: __________________  

Name: ______________________________________________________________________  

Address: _____________________________________________________________________  

City: _________________ State: ___ Zip:  __________________________________________  

Mailing Address (if different): _____________________________________________________  

Contact Phone:  ________________________ E-mail:  ________________________________  

Current Occupation:  ___________________________________________________________  
(If retired or unemployed, state your general or past profession) 

How long have you lived in Talent? ________________________________________________  
(If you do not know if you live inside the city limits or urban growth boundary, please view the official zoning map at 
City Hall.) 

How long have you lived in Jackson County?  ________________________________________  

Are you an employee of the City of Talent, an occasional or potential contract employee, or do 
you have any other real or potential conflict of interest in working or serving in this capacity? 

☐ Yes ☐ No 

If yes, please describe:  _________________________________________________________  

I believe that I am qualified for and should be considered for the above position(s) for the 
following reasons (attach additional sheet if necessary): 
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Signature: _______________________________________ Date: _______________________  

 

How to Submit: 

 By email to ezelinka@cityoftalent.org. (If you choose this option, be sure to insert your 
digital signature before saving and sending.) 

 In person at Talent City Hall, 110 East Main Street, Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m. 

 By mail to Talent City Hall, P.O. Box 445, Talent, OR 97540 

 By fax to the City Recorder at (541) 535-7423  

 
Questions? 
Call City Hall at (541) 535-1566 or send email to Erin Zelinka, City Recorder, at 
ezelinka@cityoftalent.org.  

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 

 
   
 

Planning Commission Agenda Report 
  

 
Meeting Date: December 27, 2018 Primary Staff Contact: Zac Moody 
Department: Community Development E-Mail: zmoody@cityoftalent.org 
Staff Recommendation: Approval Estimated Time: 15 Minutes 

 
ISSUE BEFORE THE COMMISSION  
Land Use Efficiency Measures/Comprehensive Plan Implementation  
 
BACKGROUND 
During the Planning Commission meeting on December 6, 2018, the Commission finished its review of 
the CAC recommended efficiency measures and Comprehensive Plan implementation strategies.  The 
Commission requested Staff provide a clean copy of the proposed changes at the next meeting to ensure 
that all changes were appropriately captured.  Changes to the previous language are shown in track changes.   
 
Proposed Efficiency Measure 
Decrease the minimum lot size in RS-5 from 8,000ft² to 6,000ft² to ensure more opportunities for missing 
middle housing and diverse neighborhoods.  Decreases in lot size should be allowed outright for 
partitions, but density bonus guidelines should be established for subdivisions.   
 
Implementation Strategy 3.1a: Evaluate opportunities for allowing smaller lots in Talent’s Low Density 
Residential zoning designations. RS-7 has a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet and RS-5 has a minimum 
lot size of 7,000 square feet. 

Implementation Steps: (1) Develop regulations allowing smaller lot sizes and (2) develop and adopt 
changes to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance to implement these changes through a public 
process. 

Proposed Efficiency Measure 
Decrease minimum lot size on RS-7 from 6000ft² to 5000ft² to ensure more opportunities for missing 
middle housing and diverse neighborhoods.  Decreases in lot size should be allowed outright for 
partitions, but density bonus guidelines should be established for subdivisions.   
 
Implementation Strategy 3.1a: Evaluate opportunities for allowing smaller lots in Talent’s Low Density 
Residential zoning designations. RS-7 has a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet and RS-5 has a minimum 
lot size of 7,000 square feet. 

Implementation Steps: (1) Develop regulations allowing smaller lot sizes and (2) develop and adopt 
changes to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance to implement these changes through a public 
process. 

Proposed Efficiency Measure 
Support amendments to the zoning code that would allow properties to be developed at a density high 
enough to encourage affordable housing development and future rezoning of sites 1-13 to either a High 
Density Residential/Mixed Use or Mixed-Use zone with the allowance for temporary ground floor 
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residential.  Development of the Mixed-Use zone should consider requirements for building a specified 
ratio of residential to commercial where the ratio of residential floor area could not exceed that of the 
commercial and the allowance of mixed-use buildings that would allow temporary ground floor residential. 
 
Implementation Strategy 1.1c: Identify commercial and industrial land to be redesignated for low-, 
medium-, or high-density residential uses. 

Implementation Steps: (1) Identify land that should be redesignated for these uses and (2) adopt 
changes to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance to implement these changes through a 
public process.  

Implementation Strategy 1.1c: Identify commercial and industrial land to be redesignated for low-, 
medium-, or high-density residential uses. 

Implementation Steps: (1) Identify land that should be redesignated for these uses and (2) adopt 
changes to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance to implement these changes through a 
public process.  

Implementation Strategy 3.3b: Evaluate opportunities to rezone commercial land on streets not 
adjacent to Talent Avenue to meet identified residential land needs. (Consistent with Economic Strategy 
2.2a.) 

Implementation Steps: (1) Identify undeveloped commercial land in areas compatible for 
development of needed housing types.  

Implementation Strategy 1.1c: Identify commercial and industrial land to be redesignated for low-, 
medium-, or high-density residential uses. 

Implementation Steps: (1) Identify land that should be redesignated for these uses and (2) adopt 
changes to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance to implement these changes through a 
public process.  

Proposed Efficiency Measure 
Establish a medium density zone.  This zone should allow for the establishment of manufactured home 
parks.   
 
Implementation Strategy 1.1a: Develop a Medium Density Plan Designation and Zone that allows 8.5 to 
10.75 dwelling units per gross acre (i.e., lots of 5,000 square feet or 4,000 square feet, respectively) and 
single-family detached and townhouses.  

Implementation Steps: (1) Work with Planning Commission to develop this Plan Designation and 
develop a zone to correspond to this Plan Designation, (2) work with Planning Commission to identify 
land to include in this Designation and zone, and (3) adopt changes to the Comprehensive Plan and 
zoning ordinance to implement these changes through a public process. 
 
 
Proposed Efficiency Measure 
Establish minimum densities in medium and high-density zones 
 
Implementation Strategy 3.1d: Evaluate adoption of minimum and maximum densities in the Medium 
Density and High Density residential designations and zones.  



 
 
 

 
   
 

Implementation Steps: (1) Develop minimum and maximum density standards in each of the zones 
in the Medium and High Density residential designations, and (2) changes to the Comprehensive Plan 
and zoning ordinance to implement these changes through a public process. 

Proposed Efficiency Measure 
Develop standards for tiny houses and cottage style developments.  Consider allowing tiny houses as an 
option for accessory dwelling units. 
 
Implementation Strategy 3.1c: Evaluate development of a tiny house ordinance to allow for 
development of tiny houses clustered on a lot, possibly with the inclusion of park or open space.  

Implementation Steps: (1) Evaluate the development of a tiny house ordinance and (2) develop and 
adopt changes to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance to implement these changes through 
a public process. 

Implementation Strategy 3.1b: Evaluate the development of a cottage housing ordinance to allow for 
development of small single-family detached housing clustered on a lot, possibly with the inclusion of park 
or open space.  

Implementation Steps: (1) Develop a cottage housing ordinance and (2) develop and adopt changes 
to the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance to implement these changes through a public 
process. 

Proposed Efficiency Measure 
Amend the zoning code to allow more than two lots per flag lot. 
 
Implementation Strategy 4.1a: Revise the City’s flag lot ordinance to provide consistency with other 
residential zones for lot setback requirements and to provide opportunities for increased density.  

Implementation Steps: (1) Evaluate flag lot standards, reviewing lot size, dimensions and access and 
(2) Revise ordinance to more clearly define flag lots, identify the purpose of a flag lot, when and how 
many flag-lots can be created and specify standards.   

Proposed Efficiency Measure 
Consider reducing or removing the building height restrictions and transition requirements in the CBD 
zone to encourage the development of multi-family housing over commercial.   
 
Implementation Strategy 3.2a: Provide additional opportunities, beyond what the City currently 
provides, for development of housing within the Central Business District zone in a way that also 
promotes business through mixed-use development. 

Implementation Steps: Identify opportunities for development of housing in the downtown area.  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward the revised Efficiency Measures/Comprehensive 
Plan Implementation Steps to the Council for consideration as a refinement of the Year 1 and Year 2 
implementation steps outlined in the Housing Element as well as the City Council goals.   
 
 



 
 
 

 
   
 

RELATED COMMISSION POLICIES 
None 
 
POTENTIAL MOTIONS 
“I move to recommend the City Council adopt the Efficiency Measures/Comprehensive Plan 
Implementation Steps as presented by Staff as a refinement of the Year 1 and Year 2 implementation steps 
outlined in the Housing Element and City Council goals.” 
 
ATTACHMENT 
None 
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	Position Applied For: Planning Commision
	Date: 11.20.2018
	Name: Amy Bull
	Address: (Information Redacted)
	City: Talent
	State: OR
	Zip: 97540
	Mailing Address if different: 
	Contact Phone: (Information Redacted)
	Email: (Information Redacted)
	Current Occupation: Graphic Designer / Domestic Engineer
	How long have you lived in Talent: 12 years
	How long have you lived in Jackson County: 30+
	you have any other real or potential conflict of interest in working or serving in this capacity: No
	If yes please describe: 
	Text1: I love our little town of Talent. I am so proud to live in and be part of Talents community. I am interested in serving on the Planning Commission because I want to be an active part in the direction Talent goes as it grows. I was on the Citizen Advisory Committee for Urban Growth Boundary and found the whole experience intriguing and informative. This last position with the CAC was my first introduction into city government and it showed me how important citizen involvement is for the success of a city. Continued on following page...
	Date_2: 11/23/2018
	Text2: I believe I will be a great asset to the committee because I work hard in seeing all the sides to a story. I approach things calmly and thoughtfully. I am outgoing and great at networking. I love learning, I love diving into a new subject and figuring out how it works and how it relates to my own and others lives. And, most importantly I am passionate about our great town and in the direction it takes while growing and reaching it maximum potential. I have shown my commitment by serving as secretary on the CAC UGB and would love to be able to continue serving the City of Talent by joining the Planning Commission. 


