
 

 

 

City of Sutherlin 

Planning Commission Meeting 

Tuesday, June 16, 2015 

7:00 p.m. – Sutherlin Civic Auditorium 
 

 

  Agenda 
 

 Pledge of Allegiance 

 

 Welcome and Introductions 

 Introduction of Media 
 

 Approval of Minutes: 

May 19, 2015 

 

 Public Hearings: 

2015-06  VAR  -  Mock 

 

 Monthly Activity reports 
 

 Public Comment 

 Commission Comments 

 Adjournment 

 

 

 

  

                                                                                                  
                                   

 

 



 

Planning Commission Meeting of May 19, 2015 Page 1 

 

CITY OF SUTHERLIN 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING  

CIVIC AUDITORIUM – 7PM 
TUESDAY, MAY 19, 2015 

 

COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT:  John Lusby, Adam Sarnoski, Floyd Van Sickle and Michelle 
Sumner 
 
COMMISSION MEMBERS EXCUSED:  Mike Flick and Patricia Klassen 
 
COMMISSION MEMBERS ABSENT:  None 
 
CITY STAFF:  Kristi Gilbert, Community Development Specialist  
 
AUDIENCE:  
 
Meeting called to order at 7:00 pm by Chair Lusby. 
 
FLAG SALUTE 
 
INTRODUCTION OF MEDIA:  None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
A motion made by Commissioner Sarnoski to approve the minutes of the April 21, 2015 Planning 
Commission meeting; second made by Commissioner Sumner.  
In favor:  Commissioners Sarnoski, Van Sickle, Sumner and Chair Lusby 
Opposed:  None 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS   
 
Chair Lusby opened the hearings with the disclosure statement; all persons testifying shall be deemed 
parties to the appeal application and must provide full name and mailing address if they wish to be 
notified of the decision, continuances, appeals, or procedural actions required by the Code.  The City 
Zoning Code specifies applicable materials to be relied upon in making a decision. 

 
Lusby asked the Commission if there were any conflicts of interest or personal bias, hearing none, he 
asked the audience if there were any challenges of impartiality of any person(s) on the Commission.  
Commissioner Sarnoski declared conflict to his proposed Variance and will step down for the hearing. 
 
SARNOSKI – 2015-05-VAR 
 
Chair Lusby called for the Staff Report.  Gilbert identified the materials in the packet, including the Staff 
Report.  She then stipulated to the Record.   
 
APPLICANT’S TESTIMONY 
 
Adam Sarnoski, gave clarification of his request. 
 
TESTIMONY IN FAVOR 
 
There was no testimony in favor. 
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TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION 
 
There was no testimony in opposition. 
 
With no further testimony, Chair Lusby closed the public portion of the hearing at 7:07 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Van Sickle confirmed that the proposed structure would not be blocking any adjacent 
property views.  It was verified that it would not.  
 
A motion made by Commissioner Van Sickle to approve the Variance request; subject to compliance with 
the Geo Hazard Report recommendations for the structure; seconded by Commissioner Sumner. 
In favor: Commissioners Van Sickle, Sumner and Chair Lusby 
Opposed: None 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
STAFF REPORTS 
 
Gilbert provided a report on behalf of Director Luther in an effort to keep the Planning Commission 
apprised of recent land use and other relevant activities.  (See Attached). 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT –  None. 
 
 
COMMISSION COMMENTS – Commissioner Van Sickle asked what the Red Rock Trail Phase II bid 
was awarded for.  Gilbert informed him, she would send him that information.   
 
Commissioner Van Sickle then asked when and if Sixth Street would have a center lane striped.  Gilbert 
informed him that she would follow up with Public Works and send him that information. 
 
Commissioner Van Sickle indicated that Kim’s Court was removing Mobile Homes and inquired whether 
they obtained permits for asbestos removal or if it was an issue.  Chair Lusby indicated that they did not 
go through the Sanitary Service; however, someone can haul two cubic yards of asbestos a day 
themselves to the dump, so whether they obtained permits for asbestos was unknown.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
With no further business the meeting was adjourned at 7:15 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
____________________________                      
Kristi Gilbert 
                   
             APPROVED BY COMMISSION ON THE __      _____ DAY OF ___                  ________, 2015 
         
              
         ____________________________ 
         John Lusby, Commission Chair 
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CITY STAFF REPORT 

VARIANCE TO RELOCATE A MANUFACTURED HOME 

 

 

June 10, 2015 

 

APPLICATION: Request for Planning Commission approval to allow a 

previously occupied manufactured home to be relocated on 

another parcel in the City, and that is 12 square feet less 

than the required minimum unit size.  

 

City File: 2015-16-VAR 

 

OWNER:    Greg & Della Mock 

     951 Valley View Road 

     Sutherlin, OR 97479 

 

APPLICANT:    Same as above 

 

LOCATION: East side of N. Mardonna Way; 25N05W Section 16 BC, 

Tax Lot 901  

            

PROJECT PLANNER:  Carole Connell, City Planner (541) 459-2856 

     connellpc@comcast.net 

 

 

I. APPLICABLE CRITERIA 
 

1.  City of Sutherlin Development Code (SDC) 

  

 (a)  2.2.100 Residential Districts  

 (b)  2.2.110 Permitted Uses and Structures 

 (c)  2.2.120    Residential District Development Standards 

 (d)  2.6.160     Manufactured Home on Individual Lots 

 (e)  4.2.140 Type III Procedure 

 (f)  5.2.130 Variances – Type C 

 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. LOCATION:  The subject property is located at 636 N. Mardonna Way near the Sixth 

Avenue intersection.  The property is further identified by the Douglas County Assessor’s 

Map as 25-05-16BC TL 901; further described as property ID# R41459.    

 

2. ZONING:  The subject property is zoned Single-Family Residential R-1 by the Sutherlin 

Comprehensive Plan and Zone Map. 

 

3. ACCESS:  The subject parcel is a flag lot that has 50 feet of frontage on Mardonna Way.  
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4. Services and Structures:  The subject site is in the city limits and can be served by city 

sewer and water service. There are existing public and private utility lines serving the 

subject home sites. 

  

5. Public Notice and Comments:   On May 27, 2015 the City of Sutherlin Community                                                     

Development Department sent notice of the request of a public hearing by the Planning 

Commission to be held on June 16, 2015.  The notice was sent to property owners within 

100 feet of the subject property as shown on the most recent property tax assessment roll. 

Public notice was published on June 2, 2015.  The City Public Works Department, Public 

Utilities Department, City Police Department, City Fire Department and the Douglas 

County Fire District No. 2 were notified of the request. No comments regarding the 

proposal were received when this report was published.  

                                             

      6. Application:  The application was submitted to the City on May 5, 2015. The City 

deemed the application complete on May 27, 2015 after receiving additional information 

from the applicant requested by the City. 

 

7. Procedure:  The application is processed as a Type III procedure including public notice, 

consideration and a decision by the Planning Commission, and appeal to City Council. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS 

 

III. CONFORMANCE WITH THE SUTHERLIN DEVELOPMENT CODE 

1. SECTION 2.2.100   Residential Zone District – Single-family Residential R-1 Zone 

 

FINDING:  The subject property is zoned R-1.  The R-1 zone is meant to be a low density area 

with a preference for single-family and duplex housing.  The R-1 zone permits manufactured 

homes on individual lots subject to conditions in Section 2.6.160 discussed below. The request 

includes a Variance to the manufactured home relocation limitation and a 10% reduction in the 

minimum dwelling size standard. 

 

2. TABLE 2.2.120 Residential Uses and Development Standards - Summary  

 

The R-1 zone is a low-density area that protects established single family neighborhoods and 

preserves the residential quality, value, identity, environmental privacy, light and air and outdoor 

space that is meant to conform to systems and facilities which support the residential quality of 

the area. 

 

The zone permits single family and single family non-attached zero lot line dwellings.  The R-1 

development standards include a minimum 7,500 SF lot size for a single family home.  

Minimum lot width must be 50’; lot depth 90’; lot coverage 50%.  The minimum building 

setbacks are a 15’ – 20’ (garage) in the front yard; a 5’ – 10’ side yard and 10’ rear yard.  

Maximum building height is 35’.  Maximum site density is 6 dwelling units per acre.    
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FINDINGS:  The existing parcel exceeds the lot dimensional requirements.  The placement of 

the home and detached carport is planned to be sited 10’ from the rear; 10’ to 25’ from the sides 

and over 100 feet from the street or front yard, in compliance with the R-1 setback minimums.  

The one story dwelling meets the 35’ height limit. 

 

3. SECTION 2.6.160 Manufactured Homes on Individual Lots 

Manufactured homes are subject to all of the following design standards, consistent with ORS 

197.307(5).  Exception: The following standards do not apply to units that were placed on their 

current site prior to the effective date of this code. 

 

A. Relocation.  Once occupied for residential use, a manufactured home shall not be 

relocated to a different residentially zoned lot in the City. 

 

FINDINGS:  There is an existing dilapidated dwelling on the subject parcel.  The 

applicant proposes to replace it with a 2014 unit previously occupied about 4 miles away 

at 949 Valley View Road owned by their mother.  A detached carport is also planned.  

See applicant’s photos and site plan.  The applicant requests a Variance from this 

relocation standard. 

 

B. Floor Plan.  The manufactured home shall be multi-sectional and have an enclosed 

floor area of not less than one thousand (1,000) square feet in R-2 and R-3 zones, or 

one thousand two hundred (1,200) square feet in R-1 and RH zones; 

 

FINDINGS:  The proposed unit is 1,188 square feet, 12 feet less than the required 1,200 

square feet in an R-1 zone.  The applicant is requesting a Variance to reduce the 

minimum unit size by 12 square feet or 10% of the standard. 

 

C. Roof.  The manufactured home shall have a pitched roof with a slope not less than 

three (3) feet in height for each twelve (12) feet in width (fourteen (14) degrees); 

 

FINDINGS:  The City believes the roof pitch is no less than 3/12, based on the choice of 

roof slopes noted on the house plan specifications provided by the applicant. 

 

D. Residential Building Materials. The manufactured home shall have non-reflective 

exterior siding and roofing which in color, material and appearance are similar or 

superior to the exterior siding and roof material used on nearby residences (e.g., 

horizontal wood or wood-appearance siding is considered “superior” to metal or vinyl 

siding, and composite roofing is superior to metal roofing); 

 

FINDINGS:  The siding on the 2014 replacement home is lap siding, LP Smart Siding 

according to the specifications provided. The siding does not appear to be reflective from 

the photo, and the applicant said in an email it is not reflective. 

 

E. Garages and Carports.  The manufactured home shall have a garage or carport 

constructed with like materials when nearby residences have carports or garages.  The 

city may require an attached or detached garage where that would be consistent with 
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the predominant construction of immediately surrounding residences; 

 

FINDINGS:  The applicant proposes a carport but materials have not been described.  

This requirement should be a condition of approval. 

 

F. Thermal Envelope.  The manufactured home shall be certified by the manufacturer 

to meet the thermal envelope requirements equivalent to those for a single-family 

dwelling constructed under the state building code.  Evidence demonstrating that the 

manufactured home meets “super good cents” energy efficiency standards is deemed 

to satisfy the exterior thermal envelope certification requirement; additional 

manufacturer’s certification shall not be required; 

 

FINDINGS:  According to the specifications, the home appears to be certified.  This 

should be a condition of approval. 

 

G. Placement.  The manufactured home shall be placed on an excavated and back-filled 

permanent full perimeter concrete or block foundation with footings below the frost 

line.  The manufactured home shall not be located more than sixteen (16) inches 

above grade, and shall comply with the minimum set-up standards of the adopted 

state administrative rules for manufactured dwellings, chapter 918.  Where the 

building site has a sloped grade, the manufactured home shall not be more than 

sixteen (16) inches above grade on the uphill side of the home; and 

 

 FINDINGS:  The siting and foundation specifications should be a condition of approval. 

 

H. Prohibited.  A manufactured home shall not be located in a designated historic 

district. 

FINDINGS:  The subject neighborhood where the dwelling is proposed to be located is 

not a designated historic district. 

  

4. SECTION 4.2.140 TYPE III PROCEDURE 

The code requires public notice, a public hearing and deliberation by the Planning Commission 

for this request because it is a Class C Variance. 

FINDINGS:  The City has mailed and published notice of the public hearing in accordance with 

the Type III notice requirements. 

 

5. SECTION 5.2.130 VARIANCES – Class C 

Sutherlin Development Code Section 5.2 establishes three types of variances with different 

review procedures. The Class C Variance and is reviewed in accordance with the Type III 

procedure.   
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FINDINGS:  The nature of the request to vary from the relocation restriction is not measurable 

so that a Class C Variance is required.  The substandard size of the unit is exactly 10% less than 

required and will be considered with the relocation variance. 

 

The purpose of the Class C Variance procedure is to provide standards for variances which 

exceed the Class A and Class B variance criteria.  Class C variances may be granted if the 

applicant shows that, owing to special and unusual circumstances related to a specific property, 

the literal application of the standards of the applicable land use district would create a hardship 

to development which is peculiar to the lot size or shape, topography, wetland and floodplain, or 

other similar circumstances related to the property over which the applicant has no control, and 

which are not applicable to other properties in the vicinity, except that no variances to “permitted 

uses” shall be granted.  

 

CLASS C APPROVAL CRITERIA 

 

1. The city shall approve, approve with conditions or deny an application for a variance 

based on finding that all of the following criteria are satisfied: 

 

a. The proposed variance will not be materially detrimental to the purposes of this code, to 

any other applicable policies and standards, and to other properties in the same land use 

district or vicinity; 

 

FINDINGS:  The relocation variance will not be materially detrimental to the purpose of the 

R-1 zone because the zone is intended for single family dwellings and permits manufactured 

homes.  The 10% reduction in dwelling square footage is minimal.  Replacement of the 

existing dilapidated dwelling is consistent with city policy to eliminate dilapidated buildings.  

Other properties in the vicinity are all occupied by stick-built dwellings.  The proposed 2014 

manufactured dwelling will upgrade site improvements and be more commensurate with the 

value of existing homes in the vicinity.    

 

b. A hardship to development exists which is peculiar to the lot size or shape, topography, 

wetland and floodplain, or other similar circumstances related to the property over which 

the applicant has no control, and which are not applicable to other properties in the zone 

and vicinity; 

 

FINDINGS:  The subject parcel is similar in size, shape and topography to several other 

parcels in the vicinity.  So there are no known hardships associated with this request which 

are not applicable to other properties in the zone and vicinity.     

 

c. The use proposed will be the same as permitted under this title and city standards will be 

maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible while permitting reasonable 

economic use of the land; 

 

FINDINGS:  A manufactured dwelling is a permitted use in the zone, and will be sited in 

accordance with zone and manufactured home requirements.  The minor size deficiency is 

not significant to the outcome.  It is reasonable to allow an existing dilapidated structure to 

be replaced with a 2014 manufactured home in good condition. 



  2015-06-VAR Staff Report 
 

6 
 

 

d. Existing physical and natural systems, such as but not limited to traffic, drainage, natural 

resources and parks will not be adversely affected any more than would occur if the 

development occurred as specified by the subject code standard; 

 

FINDINGS:  The traffic, natural resources and parks in the vicinity will not be adversely 

affected by the replacement dwelling because the parcel will still be occupied by just one 

dwelling with the same impact on street and park capacity.   Relocating an existing 2014 

manufactured home that is in good condition is not materially different then placing a new 

unit on the parcel. 

 

e. The hardship is not self-imposed; and 

 

FINDINGS:  The hardship is caused by the unusual circumstance of having a dilapidated 

unit on one parcel and wanting to replace it with a nearly new unit in good condition 

currently located on another parcel owned by the applicant’s mother.  

  
f. The variance requested is the minimum variance, which would alleviate the hardship. 

 

FINDINGS:  The variance is minimal in that the dwelling is only one year old and the 

square footage is only deficient by 10% of the minimum size.  

 

IV. CONCLUSION and CONDITIONS 

Although there is no known hardship, the request is reasonable and does not materially affect the 

purposes of the R-1 zone while having the benefit of replacing a dilapidated structure in the 

neighborhood.  The unit to be relocated has been lived in but it is only one year old.   Staff 

recommends approval subject to the following conditions: 

1. The manufactured home shall be placed on an excavated and back-filled permanent full 

perimeter concrete or block foundation with footings below the frost line.  The 

manufactured home shall not be located more than sixteen (16) inches above grade, and 

shall comply with the minimum set-up standards of the adopted state administrative rules 

for manufactured dwellings, chapter 918.  Where the building site has a sloped grade, the 

manufactured home shall not be more than sixteen (16) inches above grade on the uphill 

side of the home. 

 

2. The manufactured home shall have a garage or carport constructed with like materials.    

 

3. The manufactured home shall be certified by the manufacturer to meet the thermal 

envelope requirements equivalent to those for a single-family dwelling constructed under 

the state building code.  Evidence demonstrating that the manufactured home meets 

“super good cents” energy efficiency standards is deemed to satisfy the exterior thermal 

envelope certification requirement; additional manufacturer’s certification shall not be 

required. 
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V.  RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends approval of manufactured home relocation and size variances subject to the 

recommended conditions of approval.  

 Motion Options (after public hearing closure) 

1. Based on the application and staff findings I move to APPROVE the Variance request subject 

to the recommended conditions of approval; 

2. Based on the need for additional information I move to CONTINUE the public hearing until 

(indicate date certain); 

3. Based on revised findings I move to DENY the front yard Variance request. 

         

 













May 27, 2015 

 

 

 

 

Greg & Della Mock    

951 Valley View Road 

Sutherlin, OR 97479 

 

Re:  Request for a Variance to relocate a Manufactured Home – File # 2015-16-VAR 

 

 

Applicant, 

 

Please be informed that your request for a Variance has been received by the City of 

Sutherlin and is complete. 

 

The City will proceed with providing agency review, and a Type III land use review 

procedure which includes a public hearing and deliberation by the Sutherlin Planning 

Commission, tentatively scheduled for Tuesday June 16, 2015.  

 

We will send you a copy of the city staff report and agenda before the hearing. If you 

have any questions please feel free to contact Kristi Gilbert at City Hall (542-459-2856) 

or me at connellpc@comcast.net. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Carole Connell, AICP 

City of Sutherlin 

Consulting City Planner 
 

 

mailto:connellpc@comcsat.net




































FOR YOUR INFORMATION 
 

LAND USE ACTIVITY 

WORKSHEETS 

 

 

2015-30 – 726 SLAZENGER CT 

2015-34 - 1025 FOREST HEIGHTS 

2015-35 – 1015 FOREST HEIGHTS   

2015-36 – 271 HEAVENLY CT 

2015-37 – 382 PLAT M RD 

2015-38 – 530 TANGLEWOOD 

2015-39 – 1482 E CENTRAL 
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