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The location of the meeting is accessible to the disabled. If you have a disability that requires accommodation, 
advanced notice is requested by notifying the City Manager’s Office at 541-367-8969. 

 

 
CITY OF SWEET HOME 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES 
March 05, 2026, 6:30 PM 
Sweet Home City Hall, 3225 Main Street  
Sweet Home, OR 97386 
 
WIFI Passcode: guestwifi 

PLEASE silence all cell phones – Anyone who wishes to speak, please sign in. 
 

Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance 
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 PM. 
 
Roll Call of Commissioners 
 
PRESENT 
Commissioner Brandy Wysong-Frick 
Commissioner Henry Wolthuis 
Commissioner Nancy White 
Chairperson Laura Wood 
Commissioner Joe Graybill (6:31 PM) 
 
ABSENT 
Vice Chair Jamie Melcher 
 
STAFF: 
Angela Clegg, Planning and Building Manager (online) 
Ray Grundy, Planning & Building Permit Technician (absent) 
Adam Leisinger, Special Projects Manager 
 
GUESTS: 

 Andrei Snegirev, A-Team Services LLC, 1415 Poplar St, Sweet Home, OR, 97386 (Applicant) 

 Marilyn Nicholson 1197 43rd Avenue, Sweet Home, OR, 97386 (Applicant) 

 Tia Hall, 1097 42nd Avenue, Sweet Home, OR, 97386 

 Gregory R. Jones, 1185 42nd Avenue, Sweet Home, OR, 97386 

 Jay Lyon, 1097 42nd Avenue, Sweet Home, OR, 97386 
 
Public Comment.  
No comments were made.  
 
Meeting Minutes: 
 

a) 2026-01-15 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
Commissioner Wolthuis made a motion to approve the January 15, 2026, meeting minutes, 
and Commissioner White seconded the motion. The motion carried by the following vote: 
 



 
Voting Yea: Commissioner Wysong-Frick, Commissioner Wolthuis, Commissioner White, 

Commissioner Graybill 
Voting Nay: None 
Absent:  Vice Chair Melcher 
Abstain:  Chairperson Wood 
 

Public Hearings 
 

a) VR26-01 Planning Commission Staff Report 
 

Variance Application VR26-01 Staff Report 
 
The Public Hearing was opened at 6:32 PM 
 
Chairperson Wood asked the commissioners if they had any personal biases, conflicts of 
interest, or ex parte information. All commissioners answered no.  
 
Manager Clegg presented the staff report to the Commission: The applicant is seeking a 
variance to allow a four (4)-lot partition. Due to the limited width of the existing access road, 
the applicant is unable to meet the required local street and subdivision standards. The 
maximum existing curb-to-curb width of the access road is 28 feet.  
 
The required minimum width is approximately 42 feet, which includes two (2) 7-foot travel 
lanes, two (2) 3-foot planter strips, two (2) 5-foot sidewalks, and two (2) 6-inch curbs. While 
City-approved alternatives may be used in place of curbs, a minimum right-of-way width of 
30 feet is still required based on [SHMC 17.42.040]. 
 
The subject property is zoned Residential Low Density (R-1).  
 
Application VR26-01 is being filed simultaneously with Partition Application P26-02. 
Application P26-02 is reliant on the approval of Application VR26-01. The commissioners 
were provided with a draft copy of the partition application for reference. 
 
The subject property is not the special flood hazard area. The subject property does not 
show wetlands/waterways on the properties that are depicted on the Statewide Wetlands 
Inventory Map or the National Wetlands Inventory Map. 
 
The subject property contains an existing residential dwelling located near the front of the 
lot, which is proposed to remain and occupy one of the four parcels. Due to the placement of 
the structure and the required setbacks, there is limited width available on either side of the 
dwelling to construct a local street that meets current subdivision and local street standards. 
 
The Development Code’s local street standards do not account for the site’s unique physical 
circumstances, specifically the constrained buildable width created by the existing dwelling 
and setback requirements, combined with the depth and overall size of the property. These 
conditions limit the applicant’s ability to extend a compliant local street to serve the rear 
portion of the lot. 
 
The applicant proposes to partition the remaining area into three additional parcels. 
Because the site cannot accommodate a roadway built to full local street standards due to 
these physical constraints, the requested variance is necessary to allow reasonable 
development consistent with other similarly sized properties in the vicinity. 
 
Given the site’s inability to accommodate full local street standards, staff recommends a 
condition of approval prohibiting any further division of the proposed parcels in order to 
avoid additional intensification of access beyond what the constrained roadway width can 



 
safely support. This restriction would not apply to duplex lot divisions permitted under 
Senate Bill 458, as codified in SHMC 17.72.040. 
 
Section 17.106.060(B) requires that a variance be necessary to preserve a substantial 
property right that is enjoyed by other properties in the same vicinity or zoning district and 
may not be granted solely on the basis of economic hardship. The subject property is zoned 
Residential Low Density (R-1), which permits up to 5.4 dwelling units per acre, with no more 
than one dwelling unit per lot. At approximately 2.42 acres in size, the property could 
potentially accommodate up to 13 dwelling units under the R-1 zoning standards. 
 
The applicant is proposing a four (4)-lot partition, with lot sizes generally consistent with 
surrounding properties. Granting the variance would allow the applicant to exercise a 
development right comparable to that of other similarly zoned properties in the area. The 
request is based on site constraints related to access and layout, rather than economic 
hardship. 
 
Staff find that the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious 
to the property in the vicinity or district in which the property is located. The variance does 
not conflict with the objectives of any City plan or policy. 
 
The variance is not self-imposed by the applicant. The Development Code’s local street 
standards do not account for the site’s unique physical circumstances, specifically the 
constrained buildable width created by the existing dwelling and setback requirements, 
combined with the depth and overall size of the property. These conditions limit the 
applicant’s ability to extend a compliant local street to serve the rear portion of the lot. The 
variance is not the result of a property line adjustment or land division approval previously 
granted to the applicant. 
 

Email March 4th @ 9:08 PM: My name is Angela Kragness @ 1189 42nd ave. And it’s 
the night before the meeting, I just want it known that I am not in anyway ok with what 
A-Team Services and Andy Snegirev is proposing ! My property has been in my family 
since 1941 even further back if I take into consideration that my grandfathers brother 
owned this property and the one just past mine, selling my piece to my grandfather in 
1941, i also like to mention that I have privacy from the back of my property that I’m 
sure would be destroyed and opened up to easy access into my yard by undesirables 
such as thieves! Right now there is brush and a not so great fence across the back, I 
have dogs that would find there way out, I would not appreciate the traffic coming and 
going that would happen once 4 dwellings would cause to our otherwise quite 
neighborhood! I relish the privacy I have to enjoy my dogs and family reunions and 
birthday party’s and all the holidays that my family has always enjoyed with out the 
annoyance of traffic and people all around me! It’s a lot to ask of someone to change 
everything!  
Thank you 
 

Staff find that the applicant has requested the minimum variance necessary to alleviate the 
hardships presented by the applicant. Staff have recommended Conditions of Approval 
listed below. 
The application shall be subject to compliance with the conditions of approval, as required 
by the findings of fact presented in the Review Criteria (Section III), above. Any 
modifications to the conditions listed below would require approval in accordance with 
provisions of law. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 1. Further division of the proposed parcels shall be prohibited to 
prevent additional intensification of access that the constrained roadway width cannot 
support. This restriction would not apply to duplex lot divisions permitted under Senate Bill 



 
458, as codified in SHMC 17.72.040. 2. All building code requirements and engineering 
design standards be met prior to the final inspection. 
 
The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing at which it may either approve or deny 
the application. If the application is denied, the action must be based on the applicable 
review and decision criteria. 
Staff recommend that the Planning Commission’s decision on this matter be subject to a 12-
day appeal period from the date that the decision is mailed. 
 
After the Planning Commission makes a decision, staff recommend that the Planning 
Commission direct staff to prepare an Order that is signed by the Chairperson of the 
Planning Commission.  The Order shall memorialize the decision and provide the official list 
of conditions (if any) that apply to the approval, if the application is approved. 
After opening of the public hearing and receiving testimony, the Planning Commission’s 
options include the following:  

1. Move to approve application VR26-01 and thereby permit the variance for the subject lot 
located at 1188 43rd Avenue. Sweet Home, OR 97386; Identified on the Linn County 
Assessor’s Map as 13S01E33AC Tax Lot 03300; adopting the Findings of Fact listed in 
Section III of the staff report, the setting of a 12-day appeal period from the date of the 
mailing of the decision, and hereby direct Staff to prepare an order to be signed by the 
Chair to memorialize this decision. 

2. Move to deny application VR26-01 for the subject lot located at 1188 43rd Avenue. 
Sweet Home, OR 97386; identified on the Linn County Assessor’s Map as 13S01E33AC 
Tax Lot 03300; adopting the following Finding of Fact (specify), the setting of a 12-day 
appeal period from the date of the mailing of the decision, and hereby direct Staff to 
prepare an Order to be signed by the Chair to memorialize this decision. 

3. Move to continue the public hearing to a date and time certain (specify); or 
4. Other 

 
Manager Clegg closed the staff report presentation and asked if the planning commissioners 
had any questions. 
 
Commissioner’s questions of staff: 
None 
 
Applicant testimony: 
Andy Snegirev provided testimony regarding the necessity of the variance, citing significant 
infrastructure cost constraints. He stated that absorbing these additional costs would 
negatively impact the feasibility of developing affordable housing. Andy Snegirev further 
detailed the proposed lot configurations and access roadway, asserting that the project 
would enhance the neighborhood by providing oversized lots with substantial backyard 
space. 
 
Commissioner questions of the applicant:  
Chairperson Wood requested that Andy Snegirev provide additional details regarding the 
proposed roadway access for the new properties. Manager Clegg interjected to recommend 
that the Commission review the draft partition, noting it contains a site plan and diagram 
illustrating the roadway’s entry into the property. 
 
Commissioner Wysong-Frick inquired whether the applicant intended to develop the lots 
immediately or simply perform a land division. Andy Snegirev stated his intent is to develop 
the parcels; however, he noted that the specific nature of the development remains 
uncertain due to recent volatility in the housing market. 
 



 
Commissioner Wolthuis raised several inquiries regarding the sewer infrastructure, 
specifically addressing the location of the sewer line, whether the elevation allows for 
sufficient fall to meet city standards, and the long-term ownership and maintenance of the 
pumps. Andy Snegirev clarified that the sewer is located along the ditch line on the east side 
of the street. He acknowledged that there is insufficient fall to meet city requirements and 
proposed the installation of on-site pump systems to transport sewage to city infrastructure. 
He added that each property would include an easement and that individual owners would 
be responsible for pump maintenance. He confirmed he is coordinating with Public Works 
and the City Building Official to ensure full compliance. 
 
Commissioner White outlined the conditions of approval, emphasizing that further property 
division would not be permitted. Manager Clegg clarified that while SB 458 allows for the 
partitioning of duplexes under state law, any land division or development outside the scope 
of SB 458 remains prohibited. 
 
Commissioner Graybill asked if the applicant intended to construct duplexes, noting that the 
site plan indicates multiple service laterals. Andy Snegirev confirmed this was the original 
intent but cautioned that high permitting costs and city/state fees might result in a shift 
toward single-family dwellings. 
 
Chairperson Wood requested further clarification of the proposal. Manager Clegg explained 
that the application focuses on road width, as the current roadway is unable to 
accommodate the volume of homes it serves. 
 
Commissioner Graybill asked if the process involved two consecutive partitions, one to 
separate the existing house and another to divide the remaining land into three units. 
Manager Clegg clarified that under SB 458, duplexes must be completed and issued a 
Certificate of Occupancy before they can be partitioned. She noted that the applicant is 
familiar with these procedural requirements. 
 
Commissioner Graybill further inquired if the partition and driveway access would 
necessitate infrastructure improvements along 43rd Avenue. Manager Clegg replied that 
requirements depend on the specific units constructed, noting that the partition application 
outlines the necessary infrastructure for various development scenarios. 
 
Commissioner Wolthuis asked about the adequacy of the site for surface water 
management. Andy Snegirev stated that water will be contained on-site, consistent with his 
previous developments. He commented that a lack of maintenance and upgrades to the 
city’s storm infrastructure has necessitated on-site retention for most of his projects. 
 
Commissioner White asked if the property runoff flows from 43rd toward 42nd. Andy 
Snegirev confirmed the direction of the flow but noted the slope is minimal, at approximately 
1%. 
 
Chairperson Wood requested clarification on the "hammerhead" turnaround design and the 
orientation of the proposed dwellings. Andy Snegirev expressed a willingness to adjust the 
design and noted he has been conferring with Manager Clegg. Manager Clegg explained 
that the roadway was designed to ensure the fire apparatus turnaround requirement does 
not fall solely on individual properties, effectively creating a shared access road. 
 
Commissioner White sought confirmation that the primary area of focus was the property’s 
entrance at the hammerhead turnaround. Manager Clegg confirmed that was correct. 
 
Testimony in Favor: None. 

 
 



 
Testimony in Opposition: 
 
Gregory Jones provided testimony in opposition to the development, stating that Andy 
Snegirev had previously approached surrounding neighbors seeking an easement. 
According to Gregory Jones, neighbors expressed unanimous opposition to the inclusion of 
duplexes on the site. He further stated he had received information suggesting the 
properties could potentially be partitioned to accommodate up to 13 residences. 
 
Gregory Jones expressed concern that duplexes are inconsistent with the character of 
Sweet Home, asserting that such developments often lead to issues with open storage, 
abandoned vehicles, and unsupervised children. Additionally, he raised concerns regarding 
the security of existing fencing for pet containment and the potential for increased 
trespassing on neighboring properties. 
 
Regarding regulatory compliance, Gregory Jones argued that the creation of more than 
three lots should fall under the scope of a subdivision, and he contended that the applicant 
cannot meet the necessary requirements for such a designation. Furthermore, he disputed 
previous claims regarding the absence of water on the site, noting the existence of a creek 
flowing from the 43rd Avenue subdivision through the proposed development and adjacent 
properties. He stated his belief that the area constitutes a wetland. In closing, Gregory 
Jones reiterated his and the neighborhood’s collective opposition to the requested variance. 
 
Tia Hall testified in opposition to the proposal. She stated that Andy Snegirev had previously 
contacted her regarding an easement through her property to address standing water issues 
on the proposed parcels. Tia Hall further expressed concerns regarding increased 
population density in the area, noting that residents purchased their properties for the 
privacy and space afforded by the current neighborhood character. 
 
Jay Lion expressed concerns regarding the proposed installation of sewer holding tanks, 
noting that the property’s slope toward his parcel could result in runoff onto his land in the 
event of a leak. He further contended that the proposed density provided insufficient space, 
resulting in an overcrowded development. In closing, Jay Lion stated his opposition to the 
proposed use of the property and raised additional concerns regarding existing standing 
water on the site. 
 
Neutral Testimony: None 
 
Applicant Rebuttal:  
Andy Snegirev clarified that his outreach to the neighbors was conducted in good faith and 
asserted that the proposed infrastructure improvements would benefit their properties for 
any future development. He noted that while he appreciates the neighbors' concerns 
regarding animals and space, city residency necessitates the development of vacant 
parcels. He further stated that existing city infrastructure and ditches are currently managing 
the property's surface water. Finally, he reiterated that the primary intent of the development 
is to provide affordable housing for the community. 
 
Following the rebuttal, Commissioner Graybill inquired whether the applicant had consulted 
with the Fire Chief regarding fire access requirements. Andy Snegirev responded that he 
had made several unsuccessful attempts to establish contact with the Fire Chief. 
 
Manager Clegg stated that, following the conclusion of the applicant's rebuttal, she would 
provide additional details to address the Commissioners' remaining questions.  
 
The public hearing was closed at 7:17 PM 
 
Discussion of the Commissioners: 



 
Manager Clegg clarified that while previous examples suggested a capacity for 13 homes, 
the specific conditions of approval for this application permanently prohibit further lot division 
or additional density. She emphasized that these restrictive covenants are binding for both 
the applicant and all future property owners. Regarding public safety, Manager Clegg 
confirmed she had consulted with the Fire Chief, who verified that the proposed 20-foot 
roadway width is sufficient for emergency apparatus access. She further noted that while 
Sweet Home has significant groundwater, the proposed infrastructure improvements are 
designed to mitigate and disperse existing surface water on the parcels. 
 
In response to inquiries from Commissioner Wysong-Frick regarding development limits, 
Manager Clegg explained that the applicant is restricted to one single-family dwelling or one 
duplex per lot. Commissioner Wolthuis observed that this would result in four families 
residing on the two rear lots. When asked about the City's oversight, Manager Clegg 
clarified that the city does not exercise discretionary control over the specific build, as the 
proposal constitutes an outright permitted use within the zone. Manager Clegg and 
Chairperson Wood further confirmed that because the City’s population exceeds 10,000, the 
provisions of SB 458 are applicable. 
 
Commissioner Graybill inquired whether an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) could be 
constructed alongside a duplex. Manager Clegg clarified that ADUs are only permitted in 
conjunction with single-family dwellings. 
 
The Commission discussed the substantial size of the proposed and neighboring lots, with 
Chairperson Wood acknowledging the inherent access challenges to the property. While 
expressing a general dislike for "hammerhead" turnaround designs, Chairperson Wood 
conceded its feasibility given the lot topography, noting that any future development of the 
site would face identical access constraints. She further noted that the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan prioritizes the development of large internal lots to maximize land use 
before expanding the Urban Growth Boundary. 
 
Commissioner White acknowledged the neighbors' preference for open space but 
emphasized the critical community need for additional housing. Commissioner Wysong-
Frick, a resident of the area, expressed empathy for both the neighbors' concerns regarding 
water and the applicant's intentions, though she voiced lingering concerns regarding the 
impact on adjacent properties. 
 
Manager Clegg and Chairperson Wood reminded the Commission that the variance under 
consideration applies strictly to the roadway width, not the concurrent partition or the general 
condition of the parcels. Chairperson Wood emphasized that the Commission's role is to 
determine if the roadway meets the legal criteria for a variance according to code, 
regardless of personal sentiment. 
 
Following a discussion on standard road construction and street types, Manager Clegg 
explained that the variance request is necessitated by the proximity of the existing home to 
the road and the division of the property into four lots. Commissioner White observed that 
the proposed width is sufficient for emergency vehicles and large pickups, stating she saw 
no grounds for denial. Commissioner Graybill concurred. 
 
Chairperson Wood noted that the property’s constraints did not appear to be self-imposed, 
and Commissioner Graybill added that the existing structure and minimum setbacks 
significantly limit access options. The Commission reached a consensus on these points. 
Commissioner Wolthuis concluded by stating that while the emotional weight of the 
application made the decision challenging, the narrow issue at hand was the driveway width. 
He expressed that leaving the land undeveloped would be a missed opportunity and voiced 
his support for approval.  
 



 
A motion to approve Application VR26-01 was made by Commissioner Graybill and was 
seconded by Commissioner White. The motion was carried by the following vote: 
 
Voting Yea: Commissioner Wysong-Frick, Commissioner Wolthuis, Commissioner White, 

Commissioner Graybill, Chairperson Wood 
Voting Nay: None. 
Absent: Vice Chair Melcher 
 

b) VR26-02 Planning Commission Staff Report 
 
Variance Application VR26-02 Staff Report 
 
The Public Hearing was opened at 7:34 PM 
 
Chairperson Wood asked the commissioners if they had any personal biases, conflicts of 
interest, or ex parte information. All commissioners answered no.  
 
Manager Clegg presented the staff report to the Commission.  
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Variance to allow a 5-foot interior north side yard 
setback for a proposed residential accessory structure. 
 
The applicant poured a concrete slab in compliance with R-1 development standards prior to 
purchasing the structure and was unaware that the structure’s height would require an 
increased setback. The proposed accessory structure is approximately 17.75 feet in height. 
 
Pursuant to Sweet Home Municipal Code (SHMC) 17.70.010(B)(2), the required side yard 
setback for a structure of this height is 15 feet. The applicant originally applied for an 
adjustment based on a staff calculation error. Upon discovery of the staff error, it was 
determined the request exceeds the 10 percent adjustment threshold and requires approval 
of a Variance pursuant to SHMC 17.106.010:A Variance may be approved for those 
requests resulting in greater than a 10% change in a quantifiable standard. 
 
The applicant is therefore requesting a Variance to reduce the required side yard setback 
from 15 feet to 5 feet. 
 
The subject property is zoned Residential Low Density (R-1) and is designated Low Density 
Residential (R-1) under the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The subject property is not the special flood hazard area. The subject property does not 
show wetlands/waterways on the properties that are depicted on the Statewide Wetlands 
Inventory Map or the National Wetlands Inventory Map. 
 
The applicant initially poured a concrete slab in compliance with R-1 development standards 
prior to purchasing the accessory structure. At the time the slab was installed, the applicant 
understood the development to meet the applicable setback requirements. It was not until 
the building permit review process that the applicant became aware that the height of the 
proposed structure would trigger an increased side yard setback requirement. 
 
When this was identified, the concrete slab had already been completed, and the structure 
had been purchased. Relocating the slab to meet the 15-foot setback would require 
demolition and/or reconstruction, resulting in significant costs to the applicant. 
 
Pursuant to Section 17.106.060(A), a variance may be granted when the Development 
Code provision does not account for special or unique physical circumstances of the subject 
site, existing development patterns, or adjacent land uses. In this case, the strict application 



 
of the increased setback requirement is directly related to the structure’s height rather than 
to site-specific impacts. The location of the existing slab, installed in good faith under the 
applicant’s understanding of the R-1 standards, creates a practical hardship unique to this 
property. 
 
Staff find that the circumstances surrounding the completed slab and purchased structure, 
combined with the development pattern in the area, support consideration of the requested 
variance under Section 17.106.060(A), as the code provision does not fully account for the 
site-specific conditions present in this case. 
 
Section 17.106.060(B) requires that the variance be necessary to preserve a substantial 
property right enjoyed by other properties in the same vicinity or district and may not be 
based solely on economic hardship. 
 
Accessory structures are a permitted use within the R-1 zone. The subject property is 
approximately 40,075 square feet. Based on the square footage of the lot, the applicant is 
allowed to construct an accessory structure up to approximately 4,207 square feet and can 
cover up to 40% of the lot. The applicant is proposing a 1,200 square foot accessory 
structure and has 33% of lot coverage to utilize.  
 
The property owners in the vicinity are afforded the right to construct accessory structures 
consistent with zoning standards. The requested variance would allow the applicant to utilize 
the existing foundation to develop an accessory structure comparable in function and scale 
to those commonly permitted in the area. 
 
Although relocation of the slab would result in significant costs, staff’s findings are not based 
solely on economic hardship. Rather, the variance is necessary to allow reasonable 
enjoyment of a property right consistent with other similarly situated properties. 
 
Staff find that the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious 
to the property in the vicinity or district in which the property is located. The variance does 
not conflict with the objectives of any City plan or policy. 
 
The variance is not the result of a property line adjustment or land division approval 
previously granted to the applicant. 
 
Staff find that the requested variance is the minimum allowed for what the applicant is 
requesting. 
 
Building Permit 827-25-000292-STR is reliant on the approval of Variance application VR26-
02. Staff Recommends a Condition of Approval that all building code requirements and 
engineering design standards be met prior to the final inspection. 
 
Staff find that the applicant has requested the minimum variance necessary to alleviate the 
hardships presented by the applicant. Staff have recommended a Condition of Approval 
 
The application shall be subject to compliance with this condition, as required by the findings 
of fact presented in the Review Criteria (Section III). Any modifications to the condition 
would require approval in accordance with provisions of law. 
 
Condition of Approval: All building code requirements and engineering design standards be 
met prior to the final inspection. 
 
Public Comment: The Planning and Building Manager received a voicemail from a 
neighboring property owner expressing opposition to the application and proposed setback. 
The caller stated that the height of the structure and its proximity to the property line would 



 
shade his garden area. A return voicemail was left requesting that the concerns be 
submitted in writing (via letter or email) so they could be included in the record. As of the 
date of this staff report, no written correspondence has been received. 
 
The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing at which it may either approve or deny 
the application. If the application is denied, the action must be based on the applicable 
review and decision criteria. 
 
Staff recommend that the Planning Commission’s decision on this matter be subject to a 12-
day appeal period from the date that the decision is mailed. 
 
After the Planning Commission makes a decision, staff recommend that the Planning 
Commission direct staff to prepare an Order that is signed by the Chairperson of the 
Planning Commission.  The Order shall memorialize the decision and provide the official list 
of conditions (if any) that apply to the approval, if the application is approved. 
 
After opening the public hearing and receiving testimony, the Planning Commission’s 
options include the following:  

1. Move to approve application VR26-02 and thereby permit the variance for the subject 
lot located at 1197 43rd Avenue. Sweet Home, OR 97386; Identified on the Linn 
County Assessor’s Map as 13S01E33AC Tax Lot 01702; adopting the Findings of 
Fact listed in Section III of the staff report, the setting of a 12-day appeal period from 
the date of the mailing of the decision, and hereby direct Staff to prepare an order to 
be signed by the Chair to memorialize this decision.  

2. Move to deny application VR26-02 for the subject lot located at 1197 43rd Avenue. 
Sweet Home, OR 97386; Identified on the Linn County Assessor’s Map as 
13S01E33AC Tax Lot 01702; adopting the following Finding of Fact (specify), the 
setting of a 12-day appeal period from the date of the mailing of the decision, and 
hereby direct Staff to prepare an Order to be signed by the Chair to memorialize this 
decision.  

3. Move to continue the public hearing to a date and time certain (specify); or  
4. Other 

 
Manager Clegg closed the staff report presentation and asked if the planning commissioners 
had any questions. 
 
Commissioner’s questions of staff: 
Chairperson Wood addressed a discrepancy in the staff report regarding a previously 
identified mathematical error, inquiring whether the applicant initially believed a variance 
was unnecessary during the building permit application process. Manager Clegg confirmed 
the error, noting the correction was made to ensure accuracy in the current review. 
 
Commissioner Graybill raised concerns regarding shifting sunset patterns and the potential 
for the development to cast shadows on adjacent properties, asking if staff had conducted a 
shadow study. Manager Clegg clarified that shadow patterns are not a criterion within the 
city’s development code and, therefore, were not factored into the formal review. 
 
Commissioner White requested clarification on the required setbacks relative to the 
proposed structure’s height. Manager Clegg subsequently detailed the specific setback 
requirements applicable to the project. 
 
Applicant testimony: 
Marilyn Nicholson submitted documentation to the Commission, including a letter detailing 
her professional background and her commitment to City Code compliance. She cited 



 
specific code sections pertaining to setback requirements and stated that the City had prior 
knowledge of her plans, noting she had received no previous indication that her proposal 
required adjustments. Marilyn Nicholson informed the Commission that her setbacks were 
verified by a professional land surveyor and confirmed she is currently in possession of an 
active building permit for the structure. 
 
Furthermore, Marilyn Nicholson disputed previous testimony, clarifying that the concrete pad 
for the structure was not poured prior to her purchase of the structure. She provided 
additional documentation to clarify the intent of her variance request and to resolve any 
conflicting information in the record. In closing, she affirmed her ongoing efforts to adhere to 
municipal standards and respectfully requested that the Commission approve the variance. 
 
Commissioner questions of the applicant: None 
 
Testimony in Favor: None. 
Testimony in Opposition: None. 
Neutral Testimony: None. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 7:49 PM 

 
Discussion of the Commissioners: 
Chairperson Wood inquired about the maximum height allowed within the required setback 
and the specific degree of the variance being requested. She noted that while she had 
considered the overall lot size and the feasibility of relocating the structure, her deliberation 
was informed by the applicant’s testimony and the acknowledgment of a municipal error that 
allowed the project to proceed to its current stage. 
 
Commissioner Wysong-Frick observed that the proposed location appeared appropriate for 
an accessory structure, noting its height would be comparable to that of the primary 
residence. While expressing empathy for the neighbors' concerns regarding potential 
shading of their gardens, she noted that solar patterns shift and suggested that gardening 
locations may need to be adapted accordingly. 
 
Commissioner Wolthius stated that the variance appeared necessary to rectify a procedural 
error not caused by the applicant. Commissioner White added that she had no objection to 
the request, noting that the existing concrete pad should be utilized for the structure. 
 
Following this discussion, the Commission reached a consensus in support of the variance. 
 
A motion to approve Application VR26-02 was made by Commissioner Wolthius and 
seconded by Commissioner Wysong-Frick. The motion carried by the following vote: 
 
Voting Yea: Commissioner Wysong-Frick, Commissioner Wolthuis, Commissioner White, 

Commissioner Graybill, Chairperson Wood 
Voting Nay: None 
Absent: Vice Chair Melcher 
 

 
Staff Updates: 
Manager Clegg reported a steady influx of property line adjustment and partition applications, noting that 
one adjustment application is currently pending. She informed the Commission that she is currently 
drafting code updates and anticipates presenting them for formal review in the coming months. 
 
Commissioner Graybill requested a status update on the subdivision located at 43rd Avenue and Long 
Street. Manager Clegg replied that infrastructure work is nearing completion and noted that the applicant 
has filed an extension for the final plat of the property. 



 
 
Planning Commission Business: 
Manager Clegg informed the Commission that a new member has been selected for the board and is 
currently awaiting formal approval from the City Council. She further noted that the election of the 
Chairperson and Vice Chairperson is scheduled to take place during the meeting on April 16th. 
 
Adjournment: 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:59 PM. 

 

 
 
                                                                                         ________________________________ 
        Laura Wood, Chairperson 
        Sweet Home Planning Commission 
 
Respectfully submitted by Ray Grundy, Planning & Building Permit Technician. 

 

 


