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ONA ZAPR Community Comments 
(as of 3/29/25 8:00 am) 

 
 
3/21/25 
“Can't be there, sorry. But my opinion is for them to leave everything exactly as it is today. Don't change anything.” 
Len Chaitin (ljayinv@gmail.com) permanent oceanside resident 
 
3/24/25 
“Most townhomes are 900-1700 sq ft. I feel a 1500 sq ft restriction is warranted. 
Also I agree that garage’s should be restricted to being garages(not living spaces) and the space ommitted from the 
total ratio of the lot to encourage folks to use them for parking.  
I love the options of cluster homes or cottages in Oceanside. Bigger is not always better. Again ADU’s are typically 
restricted to 800 sq ft or less in most jurisdctions in Oregon.  
Many senior houses are attached wall as cluster homes. I would agree that attached walls should be considered in 
cluster homes only on garage common walls.  
The large cubes have impacted me and my view. The calculation height restriction needs to stay under 30’. Note 
some lots (Hillsdale) also have Deed restrictions that only allow 16’ height. 
There should be a story restriction as well as a height restriction so we don’t have the Cube homes heights.” 
Leann Bennett (leannrbennett@gmail.com) 
 
3/24/25 
“1) According to the Squ Ft limitations ONA would like to impose, if we are limited in our single family homes to 50% 
lot size in total area (Including or not including our built in garages), at least six homes (All the occupies homes) on 
our street, Breezee Way, will be thrust into the Nonconforming Category. Three other people behind me at today's 
meeting (as well as my neighbors), were in the same boat. 
Is this considered acceptable to the ONA? If not, how do we address this? 
2) What percentage of single family homes in our community will be affected in this way? Have you done a study on 
this and shouldn't you target those families directly and specifically for input? 
3) Exactly how will ORS 215.130 change these restrictions (If at all) in the case of homes like ours and others? 
4) If a home becomes Nonconforming, it will absolutely affect its marketability and thus its value. That in turn will 
affect the 100% of value over 5 years to put it into the Major Review category under Article VII. 
Has this been considered with regard to the overall effect it will have on Oceanside residents?” 
Shaun DesJardins (shaundesjardins1967@gmail.com) 
 
3/24/25 
“Our home & all 6 on our street Breezee (not including the 3 new builds) are of similar lot size, square footage, & 
concerns will likely be similar. Our lot is 3000sq ft, house is 3 stories, 2257sqft, on a grade so the basement level is 
half underground, half daylight. Our concern is for our home value, resale ability/value loss due to potentially being 
called nonconforming, & potential value loss in the event of a rebuild due to damage/fire etc. our home value is our 
security & our ability to provide & help our children with their education, we cannot risk losing that.  
1. Our lot being exactly 3000sqft, is it covered by a small lot exception? I heard “under 3000” & “over 3000” so I need 
verification on whether that small lot exception applies to us. If so, where can I find 4.100 to review that info for 
verification & clarification? 
2. Would we be adversely affected by these new codes in any way? Would our home be labeled nonconforming? 
Would a label of nonconforming affect our home value? Our resale value? Or our ability to rebuild in the event of 
damage? Would it cause any of these issues for a buyer if we were to sell our home in the future? Could a label of 
nonconforming cause our home to sit on market or not be easily financed if we need to sell?”  
Seth & Angela Wiek 
 
3/26/25 
“Shouldn't there be adjustments to FAR for small lots?  Higher FAR ratio? Exclude garage? 
Also adding: Let Article 4 Section 4.100 & 4.110 remain in place? “ 
Added 3/27/25 
“#1:  How many ZAPR committee members are lot owners with no house built vs. homeowners?  
#2:  If these height restrictions, grade calculations, and ROS changes are passed, what are the financial 
ramifications?  To reasonably consider these changes, we need real case studies and financial analysis. How are we 
justifying potentially tipping the financial scales in our community one way vs. the other without thorough concrete 
evidence of the impacts?  
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#3:  Oregon House Bill 406 was passed to greatly expand allowances for multi-property units amidst the current 
housing crisis. The restrictions to single family dwelling under these proposals seem to fly in the face of what 
Oregon Legislators are trying to accomplish.  How exactly is placing further restrictions on single family dwellings 
achieve the directives of Oregon Legislators are working to solve? What is the exact justification for REDUCING the 
footprint, height, and livable square footage of future home builds (and rebuilds) while Oregon Legislators are 
advising cities to seek solutions to accommodate MORE housing density? How are these proposals aligned with that 
mission?” 
Brenton Danieli (bpd22@caa.columbia.edu) 
 
3/26/25 

1. “ Does Senat (sic) Bill 406 forces any properties in Oceanside into non-conforming status? 
2.  Our property is at 5378 Woodlawn St. If the ZARP proposed restrictions are enacted, does our property 

become designated by the County as "non - conforming"? 
3. Our property lot is narrow - only 38ft wide on the street facing side, and 42 ft on the back side. What are the 

implications of having non-conforming plot? 
4. What are the benefits of having a non-conforming property? 
5. What are the costs of having a non-conforming property? 
6. Is obtaining permits for any work to be done on one's property for non-conforming properties is more 

expensive as compared to a property with conforming status? 
7. Are the improvement exceptions allowed for a non-conforming property? For example, a request for reduced 

setback due to a desired deck improvement?  
8. How much, in your estimation, having a non-conforming property designation decreases market value of a 

property? 
9. How many properties in Oceanside are currently non-conforming? 
10. In your estimation, how many existing properties in Oceanside become non-conforming per proposed 

restrictions? 
11. Judging by Oceanside map of undeveloped land, the majority of the undeveloped lots in Oceanside are on 

the East side, behind existing houses. If built on, new structures won't affect prized views to the West for 
absolute majority of existing homeowners. Why do you then feel the costs of non-conformity to Oceansiders 
is worth the perceived benefits? 

12. Can you disclose whose committee members' properties become non-conforming per proposed restrictions? 
13. Can you disclose which committee members have undeveloped lots adjacent to/in front of their properties? “ 

Yuriy Chanba (ychanba@gmail.com) 
 
3/26/25 
“How many houses in Oceanside are already non-conforming?” 
Terri Warren (twestover@mac.com) 
 
3/26/25 
“There is a lot of misinformation about the ONA and it’s role and the history of the building height proposed changes 
as well as the current Zoning and Plan Review project dealing with the middle income housing initiative. I hope that 
Sarah Absher will address the comments about already built structures being violation of changed regulations and 
requiring tearing down which sounds absurd.  I hope my recollection of events can be included with public comments. 
 Thank you, Mary Flock, former ONA Treasurer, served about 20 years 
 The Oceanside Neighborhood Association (ONA) is a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC). ONA is quasi-
governmental organization, and its purpose is to receive official updates from the County and provide input to the 
County and other agencies on issues that impact Oceanside. Its membership is open to all who live, own property, or 
operate a business in Oceanside. The ONA holds regular meetings (zoom + in person), has hundreds of addresses 
on their email list, and sends out regular email notices of meetings and committee meetings as well as other 
important announcements. 
 The ONA does not charge dues and is dependent on donations and small grants to cover expenses. The county 
charges a fee for address lists and does not provide updates to ownership changes. In the past, several former 
presidents used their own money to pay for mailings which are very expensive. I would hope that those new to the 
community would be made aware of ONA by their realtor or neighbors, but many people choose not to get involved 
especially if this is a 2nd home. Luckily there have been lots of people who have stepped up to serve as officers and 
on committees. Officers are elected at annual ONA meetings and committees are appointed and voted on in ONA 
meetings. ONA officers and committee members put in a ton of work to analyze information and come up with 
recommendations that are voted on in ONA meetings. The ONA website www.oceansidefriends.org  has links to 
meeting minutes, zoning and other resources and a wealth of other information. 
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The ONA is one of the oldest and most active CACs in Tillamook County and that is why years ago Tillamook County 
requested ONA’s help in revising the building height ordinance. The current building height ordinance is flawed and 
by adding extra walls on the uphill side, has resulted building heights far in excess of the 35 foot limit. The Building 
Height committee and the Lighting committee recommendations including triggering a variance request at 30 feet 
instead of 35 feet were discussed in several special ONA meetings and were voted on and approved at the regular 
ONA meeting on October 2, 2021 (see ONA web site) and have been waiting for Tillamook County to start their 
process. More recently Tillamook County requested ONA make recommendations in some limited aspects of the 
middle housing initiative which will affect Oceanside.  The County committed to including the building height and 
lighting approved recommendations at the same time. The Zoning and Plan Review committee was appointed and 
voted on in an ONA meeting and have been working for months with multiple meetings open to the public that were 
announced in ONA emails.  The committee is operating on a deadline set by the County. And now here we are.” 
Mary Flock (mbflock@msn.com) 
 
3/27/25 
“I would like to express my concerns regarding the proposed restrictions on garage space and the overall floor area 
ratio (FAR). The existing maximum height and building footprint restrictions already limit development to 50% of the 
lot size. Therefore, I believe the .5 FAR allowance is overly restrictive and unnecessary.  For example, on a 5,000 sq 
ft lot, the total FAR allowed is only 2,500 sq ft. If a single-story home includes a 500 sq ft two-car garage to 
accommodate a growing family, this leaves just 2,000 sq ft for living space. This setup essentially encourages 
homeowners to convert their garages into living areas and park on the street instead of opting for a more reasonable 
solution, such as building a second story. Moreover, consider a single-story building with 15-foot ceilings versus a 
two-story home with 8-foot ceilings. Both may present a similar exterior shell, yet one would be prohibited under the 
current proposed FAR restrictions despite occupying the same amount of space. I urge the committee to reconsider 
the .5 FAR limit, as it is far too restrictive and does not effectively address the needs of our community.” 
Melanie Siegel (platinumselectrealty@gmail.com) 
 
3/27/25 
“I’m writing as a resident of Oceanside to express my sincere appreciation for the thoughtful work being done to 
preserve the beauty and integrity of our community through the proposed Residential Oceanside (ROS) zoning 
updates. As someone who cares deeply about the character of Oceanside, I support efforts to manage growth 
responsibly and encourage thoughtful design. That said, I would like to raise a concern regarding the proposed 
changes to the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculation of the draft zoning revisions dated March 21, 2025. 
The current proposal would limit total floor area—including attached garages and workshops—to no more than 50% 
of the total lot area, even for vertical additions. In my case, I own a modest 1,254 square foot home on a 6,000+ 
square foot lot. I also have approximately 500 square feet of attached garage and workshop space (gravel floor), 
which serves functional, non-livable purposes. Under the proposed FAR guidelines, I would be unable to add a 
second story to my home without exceeding the .5 FAR threshold, despite not expanding the physical footprint. This 
is concerning because: 

1. It discourages vertical expansion – Adding a second floor is a sustainable way to accommodate growing 
family or personal needs without consuming more land or altering the neighborhood's footprint. 

2. It penalizes existing structures – Counting attached garages and workshops as livable space in the FAR 
calculation may unintentionally penalize homeowners for having basic utility structures. 

3. It affects livability and generational housing – Many of us are trying to future-proof our homes for aging 
in place, multigenerational living, or even creating space for remote work—none of which require 
overbuilding, but do require flexibility. 

In my case, the plan is to make the bottom ADA compliant for my aging parents in nearby Netarts, so that they can 
stay in a community they love, and then use a second floor across the expanse of the home (including the garage) for 
my living space when I retire. This situation meets multiple goals expressed by the committee, but would be 
impossible with the proposed restrictions.  
If the committee is committed to changing the rules currently in place, I would respectfully ask the committee to 
consider one or more of the following alternatives: 

• Exclude attached garages and workshops from the FAR calculation, or count them at a reduced rate 
since they are not livable space. 

• Allow a higher FAR for vertical additions when no increase to building footprint is involved, especially for 
lots with existing homes. 

• Provide FAR variances for existing structures or for homeowners seeking to modernize in place, as a 
way to preserve both the community feel and homeowner continuity. 

I understand and respect the intention behind the proposed guidelines. I only ask that we strike a balance between 
maintaining Oceanside’s unique character and supporting homeowners who are trying to responsibly adapt their 
properties for the future. 
Jade Waterman (jadewaterman@gmail.com)  
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