
































































EXHIBIT A











































































































































25



26



27



28



29



34



35



3
6



37



38



39



40



41



42



43



44



45



46



47



48















  
PRE APP 2024-05: Planning Summary                              

Page 1  

 
 

PRE APPLICATION 2024-05 PLANNING SUMMARY 
 

Date:   September 26, 2024 

Applicant:  Amy Perenchio 
   1223 SW Washington St #200 
   Portland, OR 97205 

Project  
Location:  Corner of 3rd Street and Ferry Street, Dayton OR, 97114. 

Block bound by 3rd, Ferry, 2nd Street, and a public alley to the north 
 
Zoning:  Commercial (C) 
   Central Business Areas Overlay Zone (CBO)  

Applicable  
Criteria:   Dayton Land Use and Development Code (DLUDC): 

Section 7.2.105 General Commercial Zone (CG) 
Section 7.2.111 Central Business Overlay Zone (CBO) 
Section 7.2.3  General Development Standards 
Section 7.3.106 Site Development Review 
Section 7.3.202.02 Procedures For Type II Actions 

REQUEST 

A pre-application meeting to discuss a potential hotel project described by the applicant as follows: 

The Dayton Hotel is a proposed 118 key destination hotel.  The building will be programmed with guest 
amenities including a restaurant and bar, full-service spa, event space and additional roof top bar and 
pool. 

The request did not include any specific questions or issues for City Staff to address. 

APPROVAL PROCESS 

The project requires Site Development Review.  Site Development Review applications are reviewed and approved 
following a Type II quasi-judicial process in which the Planning Commission applies a mix of objective and 
subjective standards. Public notice is provided as described in DLUDC Section 7.3.202.02. Planning commission 
will make a decision on the application following a public hearing. The appeal of a Type II decision is to the City 
Council.  

Site Development Review application packet can be found at the following link: 

https://www.daytonoregon.gov/upload/page/0279/Site%20Development%20%20Review%20Packet%202023.pdf 

The submittal requirements are described on the application form. Building elevations are also required to 
demonstrate that the design standards in the CBO are met. 

APPROVAL CRITERIA 

The following criteria, standards, and procedures in the DLUDC apply to the project: 
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Section 7.2.105 General Commercial Zone (CG)
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.106_Commer
cial_(c) 

Section 7.2.111 Central Business Overlay Zone (CBO) 
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.111_Central_
Business_Area_Overlay_Zone_(CBO) 

Section 7.2.3  General Development Standards 
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.3_General_D
evelopment_Standards 

Section 7.3.106 Site Development Review 
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106_Site_Dev
elopment_Review 

Section 7.3.202.02 Procedures For Type II Actions 
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.202_Procedur
es 

The Site Development Review application requires a narrative that includes responses to all the applicable standards 
and criteria described above that demonstrate how each standard is met.  
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These comments are for informational purposes and are based on the plans provided for consideration at the 
meeting and are not to be interpreted as a determination of compliance with any applicable approval standard 
or criterion. Comments are not intended as an exhaustive review of all applicable standards identified in the 
DLUDC, the Public Works Design Manual, other relevant codes and documents, or permitting requirements of 
other jurisdictions.   
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NOTICE OF INCOMPLETENESS  

SDR 2025-01 

Date:    May 8, 2025 

File Numbers:  SDR 2025-01 

Applicant:  Consultant - Amy Perenchio, AIA, NCARB  

ZGF Architects, LLP 

1223 SW Washington Street, Suite 200 

Portland, OR 97205  

Owner:   Twin Towers, LLC  

7401 SW Washco Ct. Suite 200  

Tualatin, OR 97062  

Request: Site Development Review of a 5-story hotel with 105,000 gross square feet, 118 

rooms, and associated amenities such as a restaurant and cocktail bar.  

Property: Taxlot                    Size   

4 3 17 DA 3001     36,057 Square Feet 

Zoning:  Commercial (C) 

   Central Business Area Overlay Zone (CBO) 

Surrounding Zoning:  North: Commercial Residential (CR)  

   South:  Public ROW, Commercial, Commercial Residential 

   East:  Public ROW, Residential (R-2) 

  West: Public 

Criteria:  Dayton Land Use and Development Code (DLUDC) 

Section 7.3.106:  Site Development Review 

Section 7.3.103  Minor Variance 

Section 7.3.108:  Major Variance 

Section 7.2.106:   Commercial (C) 

Section 7.2.111:  Central Business Area Overlay Zone (CBO) 

 

On April 23rd, 2025, the City of Dayton received your application for Site Development Review (City File 

SDR 2025-01) of a 118-room, full-service hotel building proposed to provide 105,000 gross square feet of 

floor area, five stories, and a comprehensive array of amenities, including a restaurant, cocktail bar, wine 

library, spa, rooftop pool, and street-facing arcade along 3rd and Ferry Streets.  

As described in ORS 227.178, the city has 30 days to review the application for completeness and notify 

the applicant in writing of what information is missing. The application has been deemed incomplete as of 

the date of this letter. The primary purpose of this letter is to identify the items necessary for the city to 

deem the application complete and thereby begin review as described under ORS 227.178(2). The letter 

also identifies elements of the application that inadequately respond to applicable approval criteria and 

standards that could be the basis for denial if they are not corrected in the applicant’s response.  

 

EXHIBIT C
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ORS 227.178(2) also describes the actions the applicant can take to make the application complete, and 

allow the City to begin review of the application. The application shall be deemed complete upon receipt 

of the following: 

 1. All of the missing information; 

 2. Some of the missing information and written notice from the applicant that no other 

information will be provided; or 

 3. Written notice from the applicant that none of the missing information will be provided. 

Failure to provide any required item may result in an application that does not include information 

necessary to support approval. 

The following information is required to complete the above-referenced application:  

Site Development Review Submittal Requirements  

1. A parking plan is required to meet the submittal requirement described in DLUDC 7.3.106.05.C. 

and to meet the approval criteria for Site Development Review described in DLUDC 7.3.106.06. 

A, B, C, and E. The application states that the project will use temporary parking until a solution 

for permanent parking is found. The temporary parking plan needs to be included in the 

application and needs to meet all the same criteria and standards as permanent parking. Further, 

the response to DLUDC 7.3106.06.E needs to analyze the adverse impacts of the parking plan 

and identify measures to minimize those impacts 

2. If the temporary parking plan involves public or private off-site facilities, those facilities and all 

proposed structures, roadway access, adjacent roads, bikeways, pedestrian facilities, public or 

private, that serve those facilities need to be included in the application as described in DLUDC 

7.3.106.05.B. 

3. The written narrative needs to include responses to the approval criteria for Site Development 

Review listed in DLUDC 7.3.106.06. The parking plan has high potential for generating adverse 

off-site impacts. Those impacts will either need to be avoided or minimized to meet criterion 

7.3.106.06.E. 

4. All narrative responses to parking standards and related approval criteria need to be revised to 

demonstrate how the temporary parking plan complies with those standards and criteria. 

Conclusionary responses are insufficient to demonstrate that these standards are met. The 

responses show that a number of other criteria are not met and will require some combination of 

Minor Variances, Major Variances, modification of design standards, or interpretations from the 

Planning Commission to support approval. In all these instances, the narrative needs to be 

updated to include support for each one of these requests.  

Variances 

There are a number of responses that describe how various standards and criteria are not being met 

and variances are requested. The DLUDC describes three options for requesting variances to 

applicable standards for this application. Those options include the Minor Variance application as 

described in DLUDC 7.3.103, the Major Variance application as described in DLUDC 7.3.108, and 

the Modification of Site Design Standards described in DLUDC 7.2.111.10. Minor Variance can be 

approved administratively without a public hearing. Major Variances and modifications to the design 

standards under Section 7.2.111.10 will require a public hearing before planning commission. 

5. A Minor Variance application is required for requests that involve no more than a 10% change in 

a quantifiable standard. If this applies to any of the requests, submit the required application form, 

fee, and responses to the approval criteria described in DLUDC 7.3.103.05 to document that the 

approval criteria are met by the request. 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.05_Submittal_Requirements
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.06_Site_Development_Plan_Approval_Criteria
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.06_Site_Development_Plan_Approval_Criteria
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.06_Site_Development_Plan_Approval_Criteria
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.05_Submittal_Requirements
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.05_Submittal_Requirements
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.06_Site_Development_Plan_Approval_Criteria
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.06_Site_Development_Plan_Approval_Criteria
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.103_Minor_Variances
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.108_Major_Variances
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.111.10_Modification_Of_Site_Design_Standards
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.111.10_Modification_Of_Site_Design_Standards
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.103.05_Criteria_And_Procedure
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6. A Major Variance application is required for requests that involve more than a 10% change in a 

quantifiable standard. If this situation applies to any of the requests, submit the required 

application form, fee, and responses to the approval criteria described in DLUDC 7.3.108.05 to 

document that the approval criteria are met by the request. Please be aware that major variances 

can only be approved in situations where there are extraordinary circumstances that apply to the 

land where minimum relief is needed to allow the property owner reasonable use of the property 

that wouldn’t otherwise be allowed without the variance. Criterion 7.3.108.05.A specifically 

states that adverse economic impact shall not be considered an unreasonable hardship or practical 

difficulty for justifying a major variance. Criterion 7.3.108.05.G describes how the variance 

cannot be the result of a deliberate action or knowing violation on the part of an applicant. Most 

variances are requested because applicants are either trying to develop a site a greater intensity 

than the site can support or they just have made certain design choices that don’t comply with the 

code. Major Variances don’t apply to these situations.  

7. If modifications are requested under Section 7.2.111.10, the application needs to include 

responses to those criteria that demonstrate that the approval criteria are met and Planning 

Commission can approve the request. It doesn’t appear that 7.2.111.10.A.2 or 3 apply to the 

project. The application will need to include sufficient evidence to demonstrate that that are 

unique conditions to the site that require modification of any standards. The standards that are not 

being met appear to be the result of design choices unrelated to any unique conditions of the site.   

There are other examples in the application where compliance with various requirements depend on 

favorable interpretation of terms that are not otherwise defined in the development code. These cases will 

require the interpretation of Planning Commission. 

More detailed input on specific standards are provided below. 

APPLICABLE APPROVAL CRITERIA 

The applicant has the burden to demonstrate compliance with approval criteria and applicable standards. 

Approval criteria for Site Development Review are described in Section 7.3.106 of the Dayton Land Use 

and Development Code. Section 7.3.106 explains the applicant's responsibility to submit a complete 

application which addresses the approva criteria. This section includes preliminary staff input on 

applicable approval criteria and standards that may not be met in the application as submitted, and could 

be the basis for denial of the application. This input is provide for the benefit of the applicant, and in no 

way should be interpreted as a finding that any applicable approval criterion is met or not met. The 

substantive review of the application will not begin until the application is complete. Applicable criteria 

and standards are included in italics followed by staff input on various issues with the applicant’s 

responses to those criteria and standards and how they could affect the approvability of the application.  

7.3.106.06 Site Development Plan Approval Criteria 

An application for Site Development Review shall be approved if the proposal meets all of the following 

criteria. The City Planning Official, in approving the application, may impose reasonable conditions of 

approval, consistent with the applicable criteria. 

A. The application is complete, in accordance with Section 7.3.106.05, above . 

Planning Input:  As discussed under the completeness evaluation above, the application does not 

include all the required submittal requirements for the application to be deemed 

complete as submitted.  

 ORS 227.178(2) describes the actions the applicant can take to make the application 

complete, and allow the City to begin review of the application. The application shall 

be deemed complete upon receipt of the following: 

  1. All of the missing information; 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.108.05_Criteria_And_Procedure
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.108.05_Criteria_And_Procedure
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.108.05_Criteria_And_Procedure
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.111.10_Modification_Of_Site_Design_Standards
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106_Site_Development_Review
https://oregon.public.law/statutes/ors_227.178
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 2. Some of the missing information and written notice from the applicant that no 

other information will be provided; or 

 3. Written notice from the applicant that none of the missing information will be 

provided. 

B. The application complies with all of the applicable provisions of the underlying zone, including, 

but not limited to, building and yard setbacks, lot area and dimensions, density and floor area, lot 

coverage, building height, building orientation, architecture, and other applicable standards; 

C.  The application complies with the applicable General Development Provisions of Section 7.2.2 and 

the General Development Standards in Section 7.2.3; 

Planning Input:  The project is within the Commercial Zone and the CBO districts. With a few 

exceptions, the CBO design standards generally supersede the standards in the 

Commercial Zone. The some of the applicable standards are discussed in detail below.  

7.2.111 Central Business Area Overlay Zone(CBO) 

7.2.111.04 Dimensional Standards 

 

Planning Input:  The application describes the setback requirements are met as follows:

 

 

Exhibit 3.12 and drawing A2.01 do not show any evidence that the welcome plaza 

provides a pedestrian plaza, courtyard, or dining space. Planning commission will 

need to find that the welcome plaza satisfies the “similar purpose” element of the 

standard to allow the larger setback. Staff also observe that Section 7.2.111.05 

prohibits off-street parking and loading areas placed between building entrances and 

the street to which they are oriented. The standard is not met as submitted and will 

require an interpretation of the Planning Commission to find the standard is met. 
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Planning encourages the applicant to provide substantive support to the interpretation 

they would like the Planning Commission to consider.  

7.2.111.05 Building Orientation 

New buildings shall comply with the following standards: 

A. The building shall comply with the dimensional standards in subsection 7.2.111.04. 

Planning Input:  Comments in response to subsection 7.2.111.04 above discuss how the maximum 

setback requirement does not meet the standards as submitted and relies on a favorable 

interpretation of Planning Commission to allow the maximum setback requirement to 

be enlarged to accommodate the loading area within the welcome plaza. Dimensional 

requirements related to the height exception are discussed under Section 7.2.111.06 - 

Building Height Bonus. 

(…) 

D. Off-street parking and loading areas shall not be required within the Central Business Area. Off-

street parking, loading areas, trash pick-up, and above ground utilities, including but not limited 

to utility vaults and propane tanks, shall not be placed between building entrances and the 

street(s) to which they are oriented, but shall be oriented internally to the block, screened, and 

accessed by alleys to the extent practicable.  

Planning Input:  The applicant provided the following response: 

 

The applicant did not respond to the element of the standard prohibiting the 

placement of off-street parking and loading areas between building entrances and the 

street or how the loading area proposed between the building entrance and the street 

meets the standard. 

The application illustrates how the guest loading and unloading area is placed 

between a building entrance and the street… 

 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.111.05_Building_Orientation
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The standard can be met by moving the main entry to a location that does not result 

in the loading area between the entrance and the street.  

C. Where off-street parking is provided, it shall conform to the dimensional standards and 

landscape standards of Section 7.2.303.  

Planning Input:  The response states that off-street parking is not provided on site. Elsewhere in the 

application, planning observes the applicant presents the following facts related to 

parking: 

1. Parking will be provided 

2. Parking will not be provided on site 

3. “Temporary” parking will be provided off-site 

4. Parking will meet the requirements in 7.2.303 

5. No parking plan was submitted showing where parking will be provided or that it 

meets the requirement under Section 7.2.303 

DLUDC 7.2.303.04 explains that in a non-residential zone, the parking area may be 

located off the site of the main building, structure or use if it is within 500 feet of such 

site. To meet the standard the applicant needs to include information showing that the 

parking plan conforms to the dimensional standards and landscape standards of 

Section 7.2.303. – including any plan for “temporary parking”. 

(…) 

G. Buildings on corner lots shall have a corner entrance not more than 20 feet from the corner of the 

building and contain architectural features that emphasize the corner (e.g., chamfered/rounded 

edge, windows, molding, art).  

Planning Input:  The applicant provided the following response: 

 

Minor Variances may be approved for requests resulting in no more than a 10% 

change in a quantifiable standard. The request involves a change to a quantifiable 

standard of more than 60%. The request is not eligible for a Minor Variance. 

Planning is skeptical that the request can meet the approval criteria for a Major 

Variance including 7.3.108.05.G, which requires the applicant to provide evidence 

that the variance is not the result of a deliberate action on the part of the applicant. 

The placement of the entrance appears to be a design choice by the applicant. 

Planning Commission will make the final decision. 

Planning is also skeptical that the placement of the arched trellis is an acceptable 

architectural feature that emphasizes the corner of the building. The arched trellis is a 

feature that is included along the majority of both street frontages with no particular 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.303.04_Location_And_Use_Provisions
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attention given the corner of the building. Further, the artistic rendering provided by 

the applicant shows that the corner of the of the building is substantially obscured by 

the planted trellis and deemphasizes the corner. Compliance will be subject to 

Planning Commission interpretation.  

 

7.2.111.06 Building Height Bonus 

The following standards are intended to support the urban design objectives for downtown and facilitate 

mixed-use development through increased building height, while protecting the historic integrity of 

downtown buildings. All the standards in this section must be met for approval of a building height 

bonus: 

The maximum allowable height may be increased from 45 feet to 55 feet when the standards under this 

section are met. 

The portion of the building exceeding 45 feet shall cover not more than 50 percent of the building floor 

plate, as defined by the building foundation perimeter. Except the portion of the building subject to the 

height bonus may exceed 50 percent of the building floor plate for a mixed-use building that includes 

multifamily dwelling units or overnight accommodations above the ground floor. 

The portion of the building exceeding 45 feet shall step-back from (recess behind) the building plane of 

the ground floor by one foot for each foot of building height above 45 feet. 

Special Design Requirements. Due to the unique location of the properties at the corner of Ferry Street 

(OR 155) and Third Street (OR 221), the following height standards shall apply to the properties fronting 

the north side of Ferry Street, between Second and Third Streets: 

Building Height. 55 feet maximum building height. The maximum building height may be increased to 65 

feet when the standards in subsection 2 and 3 are met. 

The portion of the building exceeding 55 feet shall cover not more than 50 percent of the building floor 

plate, as defined by the building foundation perimeter. Except the portion of the building subject to the 

height bonus may exceed 50 percent of the building floor plate for a mixed-use building that includes 

multifamily dwelling units or overnight accommodations above the ground floor. 
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The portion of the building exceeding 55 feet shall step-back from (recess behind) the building plane of 

the ground floor by one foot for each foot of building height above 55 feet. 

Planning Input:  The applicant provided the following response: 

 

Exhibit 3.16 illustrates the step back as follows 

 

Adjusting the step back requirement to accommodate the roof eave requires a Minor 

Variance application if the request adjusts the standard by no more than 10%. 

Planning staff observe that Criterion 7.3.103.05.A requires that the development 

satisfy the intent and purpose of the provision being varied. The intent and purpose of 

the statndard is to migigate the negative impact of the height of building. The step 

back provision is to ensure the portion of the building exceeding 55 feet shall step-

back from (recess behind) the building plane of the ground floor by one foot for each 

foot of building height above 55 feet to mitigate the impacts of building built above 

55 feet on this particular property. The provision was created by stakeholders, 

residents, Planning Commission, and City Council with the specific goal of 

mitigating the impacts of the height, mass and bulk of the particular building that was 

anticipated in this application.  

Regarding the mechanical screening, DLUDC Section 7.2.202.01 reads as follows: 

7.2.202.01 Building Height Limitations 

Projections above the maximum building height. The following structures 

may project above the maximum building height: 

A. Architectural features such as chimneys, spires, domes, towers, antenna, 

flagpoles, and other similar features not used for human occupancy.  

B. Rooftop mechanical equipment such as heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 

(HVAC) equipment, solar energy systems, mini wireless communication facilities, 

and elevator shaft housing 

DLUDC does not exempt mechanical equipment screening from building height 

limitations.  

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.202.01_Building_Height_Limitations
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Further, the mechanical screening exhibit shows that the screening is not needed to 

meet Section 7.2.111.07.G. because it is not visible to a person standing within an 

adjacent, at-grade public right of way, park, or open space. 

  

7.2.111.07 Building Design 

A. Horizontal Articulation. Buildings more than 60 feet wide facing a street or plaza shall be 

visually divided into proportional bays similar in scale to historic building patterns and the 

historic lot widths of the Dayton Town Plat. Front elevations should be articulated (e.g., offset, 

recess, projection, or similar "break" in the wall plane) not less than once every 30 feet. 

Acceptable methods to satisfy the standard include offsets in a building elevation, roofline and/or 

the placement of windows, pilasters, awnings/canopies, trim, art/medallions, or other detailing 

and ornamentation. Changes in paint color do not satisfy this standard.  

Planning Input: The applicant states that the standard is met with vertical control joints in the masonry 

structure. 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.2.111.07_Building_Design
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Vertical control joints are a structural engineering component typically used in 

poured concrete and masonry walls to control cracking associated with expanding 

and shrinking due to temperature changes. Vertical control joints are not listed as an 

acceptable architectural feature that can be used to meet the standard. The question of 

whether or not a vertical control joint is an acceptable method for providing the 

required break in the horizontal wall plane will be subject to Planning Commission 

interpretation.  

There are dozens of readily accessible examples of buildings throughout the state and 

the region that use approvable offsets, recesses, and projections to provide horizontal 

articulation to meet similar design requirements.  

(…) 

C. Storefronts (that portion of the building that faces a public street) shall include the following 

basic features of a historic storefront:  

1. A belt course separating the upper stories from the first floor; 

Planning Input: The applicant’s response references the following drawing claiming to show showing 

a belt course…  

 

The area of the façade labeled as a belt course appears to use the same finish as the rest of the upper 

stories and does not provide any particular separation between the ground floor and and upper stories of 

the building. Planning Commission will need to provide an interpretation of “belt course” to find the 

standard is met.   

2. A bulkhead or kickplate at the street level;  
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Planning Input: The applicant labels and illustrates a kickplate as follows… 

 

The applicant's plans appear to label the bottom panel of glass as a kickplate without 

any further explanation. Bulkheads and kickplates are specified in the standard to 

define the base of the building's first floor. Planning commission will need to provide 

an interpretation of “kickplate” to find the standard can be met with glass window 

panes within a divided lite window system.  

3. A recessed entry and transom with transparent door; and  

Planning Input: The applicant labels and illustrates a recessed entry and transom as follows… 

The illustration does not clearly depict a recessed entry or transom. Compliance with 

the standard will depend on Planning Commission’s interpretation of these terms. 

Planning staff encourage the applicant to provide definitions for these terms that the 

Planning Commision can concur with to facilitate approval.  

4. Decorative cornice or cap at the roofline. 

Planning Input: The applicant labels and illustrates a decorative cornice at the roofline as follows… 

 

The illustration does not show a decorative cornice. A decorative cornice needs to be 

added to plans meet the standard. 

D. Pedestrian Shelters. Awnings, canopies, recesses or similar pedestrian shelters shall be provided 

along at least 60 percent of a building's ground floor elevation(s) where the building abuts a 

sidewalk or civic space (e.g., plaza).  

5. Pedestrian shelters used to meet the above standard shall extend at least 5 feet over the 

pedestrian area, be proportionate to the building in its dimensions, and not obscure the 

building's architectural details.  
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Planning Input: Planning Staff have noted that required architectural elements are either not clearly 

provided, or require some degree of interpretation by Planning Commission to find 

they are provided. Nevertheless, Planning observes that the arcade appears to obscure 

the area of the building where these architectural details are required… 

 

Staff also observes that the entrance does not appear to be recessed as claimed in previous responses. 

 

(…) 

E. For non-residential uses, all adverse impacts to adjacent properties, such as light, glare, noise, 

odor, vibration,  dust, or visual impact, are avoided; or where impacts cannot be avoided, they 

are minimized; and  

Planning Input: The parking plan – or lack of a parking plan as the case may be – has the potential to 

create significant adverse impacts to adjacent properties that will need to be avoided 

and minimized as required under this criterion. The application currently describes 

parking demand of 139 vehicles under relevant development standards. The CBO does 

not impose a minimum parking requirement. Nevertheless, if the hotel is as successful 

as the proponents of the project claim it will be, there will be substantial demand for 

parking, and the adverse impact resulting from that demand need to be avoided and 

minimized. Potential adverse impacts include, but may not be limited to noise, dust, 

drainage issues on sites should they be underdeveloped to serve the anticipated 

parking demand. Impacts on traffic circulation and pedestrian connectivity between 

the parking areas and the hotel site area also need to be addressed under this criterion. 

If the project does not include clean, safe convenient parking for employees and 

guests, the most likely scenario is the guests and employees will use on street parking 

in the adjacent residential neighborhood and in the CBO which creates substantial 

adverse impacts to the livability of the residential neighborhood, the availability of on 

street parking for patrons of existing downtown business, and the availability of street 

parking for visitors to major community attractions such as Courthouse Square Park.  
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 The application should include thorough and robust responses to these issues and 

include the relevant supporting exhibits for the application to be approvable by 

Planning Commission, withstand public scrutiny, and to stand up to appeal.  

Finally, please remove the interior property lines from sheets C1.00, C2.00, and EC1.10 that were vacated 

by PLA 2023-07 and remove all the Zone Change materials from the application.  

PROCESS 

Site Development Review is a Type I administrative review involving clear and objective standards that 

allow little to no discretion. Type I applications follow a limited land use process where notice is provided 

to property owners within 200 feet of the subject property and can be appealed to Planning Commission.   

When applications are combined, the entire application will follow the highest order procedure required 

by the applications submitted. For example, a Major Variance is a Type II application that follows a 

quasi-judicial procedure decided by Planning Commission at a noticed public hearing. 

Modification to any design standards in the CBO also require Planning Commission to determine such 

modifications meet the criteria described in Section 7.2.111.10. The submitted application includes a 

number of other instances that rely on favorable interpretation of various terms to find compliance with 

applicable criteria. These interpretations will also require a hearing before Planning Commission.  

OPTIONS FOR APPLICANT 

ORS 227.178(2) describes the actions the applicant can take to make the application complete, and allow 

the City to begin review of the application. The application shall be deemed complete upon receipt of the 

following: 

 1. All of the missing information; 

 2. Some of the missing information and written notice from the applicant that no other 

information will be provided; or 

 3. Written notice from the applicant that none of the missing information will be provided. 

Failure to provide any required item may result in an application that does not include information 

necessary to support approval. 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.202.01_Procedures_For_Type_I_Review
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.202.02_Procedures_For_Type_II_And_Type_III_Actions
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on Thursday, August 14, 2025 at 6:30 pm, the Dayton Planning 

Commission will conduct a public hearing to consider the following request. The meeting will be held at the City 

Hall Annex, 408 Ferry Street, Dayton, OR 97114. 

Date: July 8, 2025 

File Number: SDR 2025-01/VAR 2025-01 

Applicant:  Consultant - Amy Perenchio, AIA, NCARB  

ZGF Architects, LLP 

1223 SW Washington Street, Suite 200 

Portland, OR 97205  

Owner:   Twin Towers, LLC  

7401 SW Washco Ct. Suite 200  

Tualatin, OR 97062  

Subject Site: Address   Taxlot   Zoning 

201 Ferry Street  (Hotel)  4 3 17 DA 3001  C/CBO 

204 Ferry Street  (parking lot) 4 3 17 DA 5900  C/CBO 

145 Ferry Street (parking lot) 4 3 17 DA 5800  C/CBO 

316 Ferry Street (parking lot) 4 3 17 DA 7100  C/CBO 

508 4th Street (parking lot) 4 3 17 DD 0800  CR/CBO 

400 4th Street  (parking lot) 4 3 17 DA 1500  C/CBO 

Size:  Hotel Site - ±36,057 square feet 

  Surface parking lots - ±46,934 square feet total 

Current Use:  Residential triplex 

Zoning:  Commercial (C) 

   Central Business Area Overlay Zone (CBO) 

Request: Site Development Review of a 5-story hotel with 118 rooms, 105,000 gross square feet, 

restaurant, cocktail bar, spa, and related amenities. No on-site parking is provided. 107 

off-site parking spaces are provided in four off-site parking areas distributed throughout 

the CBO. 

 A minor variance to DLUDC 7.2.111.04 (65-foot height limit) to allow mechanical 

screening structures to be constructed up to 71.5 feet. 

 A minor variance to DLUDC 7.2.111.06.D.3. (step back requirement to qualify for the 

65-foot height bonus) to allow for mechanical screening structures to be placed within the 

required step back area on the 5th floor. 

 Discretionary code interpretation of DLUDC 7.2.111.04 (exception to the zero streetside 

setback requirement) to approve a welcome plaza with a vehicular use area as a similar 

purpose to a pedestrian plaza.  

Discretionary code interpretation of DLUDC 7.2.111.05.D to allow an off-street 

passenger loading area between the building entrance and the street.  
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 Discretionary code interpretation of DLUDC 7.2.111.06.D.3. (step back requirement to 

qualify for the 65-foot height bonus) to allow eaves to encroach into the required step 

back area on the 5th floor. 

 Discretionary code interpretation of DLUDC 7.2.111.07.A requiring buildings more than 

60 feet wide to be divided into proportional bays similar in scale to historic building 

patterns and historic lot widths of the Dayton Town Plat. 

 Discretionary code interpretation of DLUDC 7.2.111.07.C to waive or modify the 

required historic storefront elements for buildings facing public streets. 

 Discretionary code interpretation of DLUDC 7.2.111.07.G to waive, modify, or reduce 

the required architectural features to emphasize buildings on corner lots.  

Criteria:  Dayton Land Use and Development Code (DLUDC):  

Section 7.2.106:  Commercial (C) 

Section 7.2.111:   Central Business Overlay Zone (CBO) 

Section 7.3.103:   Minor Variances 

Section 7.3.106:   Site Development Review 

The DLUDC can be accessed on the City website: 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7_DAYTON_LAND_USE_AND_DEVE

LOPMENT_CODE 

Persons wishing to speak for or against this proposal may appear in person or by representative at the date and 

time listed above. Written testimony can be submitted at any time but should be received one week prior to the 

hearing to be included in the staff report to planning commission. Written testimony can be submitted to City of 

Dayton 416 Ferry Street, Dayton, OR 97114 or submitted by email to Curt Fisher, contract planner, 

cfisher@mwvcog.org. or Rocio Vargas, City Recorder, rvargas@daytonoregon.gov. All testimony should be 

directed to the applicable criteria. 

Failure to raise an issue at the hearing, in person or by letter, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford 

the applicant and decision-makers an opportunity to respond to an issue precludes appeal of the Planning 

Commission’s decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals. It is the applicant’s responsibility to raise 

constitutional or other issues relating to any proposed condition of approval. The failure of the applicant to raise 

such issues with sufficient specificity to afford the decision maker an opportunity to respond to the issue 

precludes an action for damages in circuit court.  

A copy of the application documents and evidence submitted by or on behalf of the applicant and applicable 

standards are available for inspection. A staff report related to this application will be available seven (7) days 

prior to the hearing. Electronic copies can be provided at no cost and physical copies can be provided at cost. 

For additional information, please contact Curt Fisher at 503-540-1616. 

 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7_DAYTON_LAND_USE_AND_DEVELOPMENT_CODE
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7_DAYTON_LAND_USE_AND_DEVELOPMENT_CODE
mailto:cfisher@mwvcog.org
mailto:rvargas@daytonoregon.gov


 

 

 

Figure 1:Vicinity Map 

 

Figure 2: Applicant's Site Plan Diagram 

 



 

 

 

Figure 3: Ferry Street Elevation 

 

 

Figure 4: 3rd Street Elevation 

 









 

 

 

 

NOTICE OF LAND USE APPLICATION  

AND 

PENDING ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION 

SITE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SDR 2025-01 

Notice is hereby given that the City of Dayton has received the following application for a land use action in 

your neighborhood.  

Request: Site Development Review of a 5-story hotel with 96 rooms, 105,000 gross square feet, 

restaurant, cocktail bar, spa, and related amenities. No on-site parking is provided. 107 

off-site parking spaces are provided in four off-site parking areas distributed throughout 

the central business area. 

File Number: SDR 2025-01 

Applicant:  Consultant - Amy Perenchio, AIA, NCARB  

ZGF Architects, LLP 

1223 SW Washington Street, Suite 200 

Portland, OR 97205  

Owner:   Twin Towers, LLC  

7401 SW Washco Ct. Suite 200  

Tualatin, OR 97062  

Subject Site: Address   Taxlot   Zoning 

201 Ferry Street  (hotel)  4 3 17 DA 3001  C/CBO 

204 Ferry Street  (parking lot) 4 3 17 DA 5900  C/CBO 

145 Ferry Street (parking lot) 4 3 17 DA 5800  C/CBO 

316 Ferry Street (parking lot) 4 3 17 DA 7100  C/CBO 

508 4th Street (parking lot) 4 3 17 DD 0800  CR/CBO 

400 4th Street  (parking lot) 4 3 17 DA 1500  C/CBO 

Size:  Hotel site:  ±36,057 square feet 

  Surface parking lots: ±46,934 square feet total 

Current Use:  Residential triplex 

Zoning:  Commercial (C) 

   Central Business Area Overlay Zone (CBO) 

Criteria:  Dayton Land Use and Development Code (DLUDC):  

Section 7.2.106:  Commercial (C) 

Section 7.2.111:  Central Business Overlay Zone (CBO) 

Section 7.3.106:  Site Development Review 

The project was previously noticed as a Type II application that required a public hearing before Planning 

Commission because the applicant had requested a number of code interpretations to support approval. The 

applicant has since revised the site plan, and those interpretations are no longer necessary. Therefore, the revised 

plan is being reviewed as a Type I application. But no decision has been issued on the application to find that it 

complies with the approval criteria. 

The Type I process is an administrative process that applies to limited land use decisions. The initial decision is 
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decided by staff following a 14-day comment period where the public can submit comments in writing to be 

included in the staff report. Anyone submitting written comments on the application will receive a copy of the 

decision and will have the opportunity to appeal. An appeal will be decided by Planning Commission following a 

public hearing.  

The applicant is required to meet all the approval criteria for Site Development Review which can be viewed on 

the City website here:  

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.06_Site_Development_Plan_Appr

oval_Criteria 

Anyone wishing to submit comments on the application can provide those comments in writing. Written 

comments will be received up to Tuesday, November 4, 2025 (14 days following the mailing of this notice) and 

can be submitted to City of Dayton 416 Ferry Street, Dayton, OR 97114 or submitted by email to Curt Fisher, 

contract planner, cfisher@mwvcog.org. or Rocio Vargas, City Recorder, rvargas@daytonoregon.gov. All 

comments should be directed to the applicable criteria. 

Issues which may provide the basis for an appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) must be raised in 

writing prior to the expiration of the comment period. All written comments need to be directed to applicable 

approval criteria. A copy of the application documents and evidence submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are 

available for inspection at no cost and will be provided at a reasonable cost.  

Failure to raise an issue in writing or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford the applicant an opportunity 

to respond to an issue precludes appeal of the decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals. It is the applicant’s 

responsibility to raise constitutional or other issues relating to any proposed condition of approval.  

A copy of the application documents and evidence submitted by or on behalf of the applicant and applicable 

standards are available for inspection. Electronic copies can be provided at no cost and physical copies can be 

provided at cost. 

For additional information, please contact Curt Fisher at 503-540-1616. 

 

https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.06_Site_Development_Plan_Approval_Criteria
https://dayton.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=7.3.106.06_Site_Development_Plan_Approval_Criteria
mailto:cfisher@mwvcog.org
mailto:rvargas@daytonoregon.gov
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TO: Rocia Vargas, Dayton City Recorder
From: Judy Gerrard, Resident 305 Main St

October 30,2025

RE: Proposed Hotel at201Feruy St.

The early design concepts for this hotel concemed me and I met with Steve Scott of Twin Towers

to provide feedback. My concems were the look and feel, atthattime, being of a big black
rectangular box, with liule differentiation on the front elevation, little connection with our "living
room" aka Courthouse Square Park, and a general feeling of disregard for our Central Business
Overlay design requirements.

I shared some possible changes; such as, use of the brick to create design elements to help break
up the long faqade on Ferry. I shared examples of how Willamina Brick was used on some
Portland buildings (e.g. Wells Fargo bank - the original; Paramount Theater (Keller now) and so
forth. In terms of sizelmass of building compared to surrounding area, with local landmarks, I
shared information about infill from Restore Oregon's guidelines on same. Steve carried my
feedback to the team working on the hotel design.

I feel that the current rendition has a much better look and feel that is closer to what we imagined
when putting the City's Central Business Overlay Design Guidelines together (I was on
committee). The talk by the committee was what size a hotel would be economically viable in
our CBO area; andthe result of that musing was the height allowances for that corner at20l
Ferry. We discussed look and feel and fitting in with our historic downtown, yet not mimicking
what was there, but fitting in in terms of design elements on the front of buildings, building
materials, and wrote code to support that. They are proposing brick, and a color that is within the
color palette in the CBO design guidelines.

From what I have seen, I feel that the changes made to the design and most recently, are in much
more alignment with the Central Business Overlay Design Guidelines. I am pleased that all of
the exceptions or interpretations originally requested have been redrawn and moot point nou,.

I am a cautious about bringing change to our downtown, our cofilmunity, that may harm the
small town, quaint sense of place that so many say they value as seen in the answers to the
community surveys that have been done the last 2 years.

Having said that, I think we have no better partner in this than TWin Towers. This business has
proven itself three times over in our downtown (the former Baptist Church; Francis Court and
the 2 story business/residential next to it; and The Inn at Dalton). They have developed quality
buildings, these buildings have added to our sense of place and they work with businesses in
these buildings that have enhanced our downtown. All three of these projects have won state-
wide awards for the architecture, design, historic preservation, and compatible new design.

I'd like to see us take a chance on this TWin Towers hotel. It will be a big change for our
downtown, and community. I am hopeful that because it is Twin Towers at the helm, the end
result will be one of quality, something we cao all take pride in, that it enhances our sense of
place, and adds to our community.

Respectfully,

/ PO BOX 159 / Dayton OR iqdle:,?i,ma*;:et. cor:r cc: Steve Scott

(-"\--
l-.t \- \
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1ORS 227.178(5) The 120-day period set in subsection (1) of this section or the 100-day period set in ORS 197.311 (Final action 
on application for certain residential developments required within 100 days) may be extended for a specified period of time at 
the written request of the applicant. The total of all extensions, except as provided in subsection (11) of this section for 
mediation, may not exceed 245 days. 

ORS 227.178(11) (11) The periods set forth in subsections (1) and (5) of this section and ORS 197.311 may be extended by up 
to 90 additional days, if the applicant and the city agree that a dispute concerning the application will be mediated. 

WAIVER OF FINAL ACTION 

PARTIES: The CITY OF DAYTON, hereinafter referred to as the City, and the 
following person(s), or corporation, hereinafter referred to as 
Owner: 

NAME: _____________________________________________ 

ADDRESS: __________________________________________ 

NAME:  _____________________________________________ 

ADDRESS: __________________________________________ 

REAL PROPERTY: A parcel of land belonging to Owner, hereinafter referred to as 
Property, described as follows: 

MAP/TAX LOT:  ______________________________________ 

________________________ADDRESS: _ _________________ 

IN CONSIDERATION of the Owner’s desire for a favorable land use decision by the 
City on the above listed property for the pending decision identified as City File SDR 
2025-01_VAR involving a request for Site Development Review with Minor Variances to 
permit a 118 room hotel. The Owner’s agent previously invoked ORS 227.178(2), 
forcing the application to be deemed complete on July 1st, 2025. The current 120-day 
deadline in October 29th, 2025.  

The Owner agrees as follows: 

WAIVER.  Owner hereby waives rights under ORS 227.178(5) which requires the City 
to take final action on an application requesting a land use decision within 120 days of 
filing a complete application. The Owner’s agent previously invoked ORS 227.178(2), 
forcing the application to be deemed complete on July 1st, , 2025 and thereby set the 
current 120-day deadline as October 29th, 2025. Owner’s consent and waiver are 
continuing and binding for the time that the application is deemed active by the City or 
until the Owner withdraws the application1. 

WE THE UNDERSIGNED have read and agree to the terms contained in this Waiver. 

OWNER(S):          Wayne Marschall, Manager, Twin Towers, LLC
  ________________________________ 

(PRINT) 

__________________________________ 

(PRINT) 

__________________________________   ________________________________ 

(Signature) (Signature) 

3000, 3101, 3200, 3300, 3400, 3500

403 3rd St, Dayton, OR 97114

Twin Towers, LLC

7401 SW Washo Ct. Suite 200, Tualatin, OR 97062
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https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/197.311
https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/197.311
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