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' CitY OF OREGON CITY

PLANNING COMMISSION
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045
TEL (503) 657-0891 FaX {503)657-7892

AGENDA

City Commission Chambers - City Hall
September 13, 2004 at 7:00 P.M.

The 2004 Planning Commission Agendas, including Staff Reports and Minutes. are
available on the Oregon City Web Page (www.orcity.org) under PLANNING.

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: None

4. HEARINGS:
Z.C 04-02 (Quasi-Judicial Hearingj, Applicant: Tom Gentry — Gentry Homes, LLC. Requesting approval of a
Zone Change from R-10 single-family dwelling district to R-8 single-family dwelling district. The sites are
identified as Clackamas County Map 3S-2E-7DB, Tax Lots 6300, 6400 and 6500 and 35-2E-7A, Tax Lot 2200.
The sites are located at 19431, 19411 and 19391 Leland Read and 19260 Pease Road.

TP 04-13 (Quasi-Judicial Hearing), Applicant: Tom Gentry - Gentry Homes, LLC. Requesting approval of a
31-lot R-8 single-family dwelling district subdivision. The sites are identified as Clackamas County Map 35-2E-
7DB, Tax Lots 6300, 6400 and 6500 and 35-2E-7A, Tax Lot 2200. The sites are located at 19431, 19411} and
19391 Leland Road and 19260 Pease Road.

WR 04-11 (Quasi-Judicial Hearing), Applicant: Tom Gentry — Gentry Homes, LLC. Requesting approval of a
Water Resource determination in association with Planning File TP 04-13, a 31-lot subdivision request. The sites
are identified as Clackamas County Map 3S-2E-7DB, Tax Lots 6300, 6400 and 6500 and 3S-2E-7A, Tax Lot
2200. The sites are located at 19431, 19411 and 19391 Leland Road and 19260 Pease Road.

5. ADJOURN

NOTE: HEARING TIMES AS NOTED ABOVE ARE TENTATIVE. FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE DUE TO DISABILITY, PLEASE
CALL CITY HALL, 637-0891, 48 1JOURS PRIOR TO MEETING DATE.




CiTY OF OREGON CITY

Planning Commission
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD OREGON CITY, OREGON 87045
Tr1 {503) 6570891 FAX(303) 722-3880

FILE NO 7C 04-02

APPLICATION TYPE: Quasi-Judicial/Type IV Complete: June 30, 2004
120-Day: November 26, 2004

HEARING DATE: September 13, 2004
7:00 p.m., City Hall
320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

APPLICANT: Gentry Homes, LLC
Thomas Gentry
P.O. Box 1009
Clackamas, Oregon 97015

OWNERS: Pat Henderson Harry & Ethel Montgomery

19431 Leland Road 19411 Leland Road

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 Oregon City, Oregon 97045

Stan & Kathleen Raney Leroy Manselle

19260 Pcase Road 19391 Leland Read

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 Oregon City, Oregon 97045
REQUEST: Zone Change from “R-10" Single-Family to “R-8” Single-Family.
LOCATION: The sites are identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07DB, Tax Lots 6300,

6400 & 6500 and Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07A, Tax Lot 2200. The sites
are located at 19391, 19411, & 1943 1Leland Road and 19260 Pease Road.

REVIEWER: Christina Robertson-Gardiner, Associate Planner
Jay Toll, Senior Engineer
DECISION: Recommended Approval
PROCESS:  Type IV decisions include only quasi-judicial plan amendments and zone changes. These applications

involve the greatest amount of diseretion and evaluation of subjective approval standards and must be heard by the city
commission for final action. The process for these land use decisions is controlled by ORS 197.763. Al the evidentiary hearing
held before the planning commission, al! issues are addressed. If the planning commission denies the application, any party with
standing (i.e., anyone who appeared before the planning commission cither in person or in writing) may appeal the planning
commission denial to the city commission. If the planning commission denies the application and no appeal has been received
within ten days of the issuance of the final decision then the action of the planning commission becomes the final decision of the
city. If the planning commission votes 1o approve the application, that decision is forwarded as a recommendation to the cily
commission for final consideration. In either case, any review by the city commission is on the record and only issues raised
before the planning commission may be raised before the city commission. The city commission decision 15 the city's final
decision and is appealable 1o the land use board of appeals (LUBA) within twenty-one days of when it becornes final.



I
The app
Dwellin

BACKGROUND:
ficant 1s requesting a zone change from R-10 Sigle-Family Dwelling to R-8 Smgle-Famly
g for a parcel of approximaiely 8.27-acres identified as Map 3-2E-07DB, Tax Lots 6500, 6400 &

0300 and Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07A, Tax Lot 2200. The sites are located at 19431, 19411, &
19391 Leland Road and 19260 Pease Road. (Exhibit ). The site 1s nearly {lat and is occupied by single
fanuly dweilings. Trees on the site are located along S. Pease Road frontage and in the vieimnity of the

existing

residences on the Leland Road frontage. The applicant has indicated that the current zoning

designation of parcels within several hundred feet of the subject site and within the Urban Growth
Boundary are zoned R-8 Single-Family Dwelling District and R 3.5 two-family dwelling

district.
Review

Il
I

(S

i

The applicant has submitted for a Subdivision (Planning File TP (4-13) with a Water Resource
{WR 04-11).

BASIC FACTS:

Zoning/Permitted Use: The property is currently zoned “R-10 Single-Family Dwelling District
and 15 designated as “ILR” Low Density Residenital in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The
applicant has appilied for a Zone Change to “R-8" Single-Family Dwelling District for the
property which 1s permitted under the “[LR” Land Use designation.

Project Description: The applicant has applied for a Zone Change from “R-10" Single-TFamly,
which permits 4.4 dwelling units per acre to “R-8” Single-Family, which permits 5.5 dwelling
units per acre for the site.

Surrounding Uses/Zoning:

North: Directly north of the site 1s the Gentry Highland I subdivision, which is zoned “R-8”
Single-Family Residential and Coho Court subdivision, currently being built, which
1s also R-8

South: South of the subject site is part outside the Oregon City City Limits and the Urban
Growth Boundary. A second parcel just recently brought inte the City limits is zoned
R3.5.

West: West of the site are the R-8 Subdivisions of Pease Road Estates and South Hampton
Estates and some under developed R-10 homes.

East:  East of the site 1s Leland Run, a Planned Unit Development (PUDY), and Wesley Lynn
Park.

Comments: Notice of this proposal was sent to property owners within three hundred feet of the
subject property and varwous City departments and other agencies regarding the proposed
development. David Evans and Associates, which performed the Traffic Analysis for the site,
indicated that the impacts associated with a change from R-10 to R-8 are not expected to
substantially affect the planned 20-year transportation system (Exhibit 3b). Comments were also
recerved {from the Oregon City Public Works Department (Exhibit 3¢). No Public comments were
recerved.

The comments received were imncorporated into the analysis and findings sections below.

DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA:

Chapter 17.68, “Changes and Amendments”

(a)

17.68.010 Initiation of the amendment.
A text amendment to this title or the comprehensive plan, or an amendment to the zoning map or
the comprehensive plan map, may be initiated by:

A. A resolution request by the commission;

B An official proposal by the planning commission;
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C. An application to the planning division presented on forms and accompanied by
information prescribed by the planning commission.
All requests for amendment or change in this title shall be referred to the planning commission.
(Ord. 91-1007 §I(part), 1991 prior code $17-12-1)

Finding: Initiated. The applicant, Gentry Homes LLC, submitted a complete application to the
planming division, thereby initiating the amendment in accordance with 17.68.010.C. The narrative
information and application form are attached as Exhibits 2 and 5. The application was deemed complete
on June 30, 2004

(b)  17.68.020 Criteria.
The criteria for a zone change are sel forth as follows:
A. The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan.

Finding: Complies. Consistency with comprehensive plan policies and goals 1s addressed in
Section 1I1.13 on page 6 of this staff report.

B. That public facilities and services (water, sewer, storm drainage, transportation, schools, police
and fire protection) are presently capable of supporting the uses allowed by the zone, or can he made
available prior to issuing a certificate of occupancy. Service shall be sufficient 1o support the range of
uses and development allowed by 1he zone.

Water

Finding: Complies. There are existing 12-inch Oregon City water mains in Leland Road and Pease
Road. There are existing fire hydrants at the north comer of the intersection of Pease Road at Crisp
Drive, at the north comer of the mtersection of Pease Road at Riverhead Parkway, approximately 135 feet
Northeast of the site on the southeastern side of Pease Road, and at the cast comer of the intersection of
I.eland Road at Carmelita Drive. Based on the information and comments from the City’s enginesding and
public works departments during the pre-application conference, there is sufficient capactty 1n the existing
system to provide water service to the site at the densities allowed under the R zone.

Sewer

Finding: Complies. There are existing 8-inch Oregon City gravity sanitary sewer mains in Leland
Road, Pease Road, and Kafton Terrace. There 1s an existing sanitary sewer force main in Pease Road.
The Pease Road pump station 1s located on the northwest side of Pease Road approximately 840 feet
Southwest of the project site. Based on the information and comments from the City’s engineering and
public works departments during the pre-application conference, there 1s sufficient capacity in the existing
systemn to provide sanitary service to the site at the densities allowed under the R3 zone.

Storm Drainage
Finding: Complies. The applicant has proposed to construct a storm facility on the subject site that
will detain and treat on-site storm water and release the treated water into the creek to the west of the site.

Transportation

Finding: Complies. The applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) dated July 2004 for the
proposed development (Exhibit 10). John Rephinger, Oregon City Consulting Engineer, found that the
TIS does not fully address the city’s requirements and needs to be supplemented for the city to finalize the
evaluation of the 1mpacts of the proposed development. However, based on the information provided,
Mr. Replinger considers it unlikely that the supplemental information 1dentified in his September 3, 2004
letter (Exhibit 7) would lead to the need for any mitigation measures, off-site improvernents, or an
alteration of the subdivision layout.

ZC 04-02 Staff Report
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The modest increase of a zone change from R-10 (o R-8 1s not expected to substantially affect the planned
20-year transportation system identified within the City’s TSP. Additional future analysis for the zone
change 1s not recommended and there 1s no reason to deny the requested zone change base on traffic
impacts. The incremental impact from additional units should be captured under SDC assessments.

Schools

Finding: Complies. A transmuttal requesting comments was sent to the Oregon Citv School
DPistrict conceming this application on June 30, 2004, No comments were received. The applicant had not
spoken with the superintendent of schools, but indicates that the increased students projected below are

expected to have minimal to no tmpact upon the school district,

Using a commeoenly accepted multiplier of 0.36 clementary students per singlefamily dwelling unit, the
proposed development at the R-8 zoning designation would be expected to generate approximately eleven
additional elementary students, two additional students than the R-10 zoning designation.

Using 0.10 middle school students and 0.08 high school students per singlefamily dwelling unit, the
proposed development at the R-8 zoning designation would be expected to generate approximately one
additional rmddle school and one additional high schoel student than the R-10 zoning designation.

Police and Fure
Finding: Complies. Transmuttals were sent to the Iire department and the Oregon City Police
department concerning this apphication. No comments were received.

C. The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or planned function,
capacity and level of service of the transportation system serving the proposed zoning district.

Finding: Complies. This critenion was addressed above.

D Sratewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does nor contain specific
policies or provisions which control the amendment (Ord. 91-1007 § 1 (part), 192!, prior code 511-12-

2

Finding: Complies. The apphicant turned in the request for zone change prior to the adoption of
the new Comprehensive Plan, therefore the 1982 Oregon City Comprehensive Plan 1s the gwmiding
document for the zone change application. The Comprehensive Plan implements the statewide planning
goals on a local level. The acknowledged Comprehensive Plan includes specific goals and policies that
apply to the proposed zone change. Therefore, it is not necessary to address the statewide planning goals
In response to this criterion. The Comprehensive Plan goals and policies are addressed in Section B on
page 6 of this staff report.

17.68.025 Zoning changes for land annexed into the city.
A Nonwithstanding any other section of this chapter, when property is annexed into the city from the
cityfcounty dual interest area . .
B Applications for these rezonmings .

Finding: The subject site 1s within the city hmats. This criterion 1s not applicable.

17.68.030 Public hearing.
A public hearing shall be held purswant to standards set forth in Chapter 17.50.

ZC 04-02 Staff Report
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A Quastjudicial reviews shall be subject 1o the requirements in Sections [7.50 210 through
(750250, (Note:  the section numbers cited in the Code are mcorrect and should be Sections
17.50.120 threugh . 160.)

B Legislative reviews shall be subject to the requirements in Section 17 50260, (Note: the section
number cited in the Code is incorrect; it should be 17.50.170.) (Ord. 91-1667 §l{pary), 1991 prior
code §11-12-3)

Finding: - Complies. According to Section 17.30.030 of the Code, zone changes and plan
amendments are reviewed through a Type IV process. According to Section 17.50.030.D, “Type IV
decisions include only quasi-judicial plan amendments and zone changes.” Therefore, the requirements
of Sections 17.50.120 through .160 apply.

The applicant attended a pre-application conference (PA 04-06) with City staff on May 15, 2002.
Transmittals regarding the proposed development plan were matled on March 16, 2004 to the CICC
Chatrperson, as this area 1 not inside a recognized Neighborhood Association.

The apphcant submutted the application for a subdivision on July 9, 2004. The applicant, submitted for a
zone change on June 2, 2004. The application was deemed complete on June 30, 2004, The Planning
Division scheduled the first evidentiary hearing, before the Oregon City Planning Commission, for
September 13, 2004. The sccond hearing, should the Planning Commission recommend approval, is
scheduled for October 6, 2004 before the Oregon City City Commission. Notice of the hearing was
1ssued on June 30, 2004 to preperties within 300 feet, the hearing was noticed in the Clackamas Review
on July 14, 2004, and the property was posted on August 17, 2004, more than 21 days prior to the
hearing, in accordance with Section 17.50.090(B).

This staff report has been prepared in accordance with 17.50.120.C.

The hearings shall be conducted 1n accordance with the requirements of Section 17.50.120, and the
review and deciston in accordance with Sections 17.50 130 through .160.

17.68.040 Approval by the commission
If the planning commission approves such request or application for an amendment, or change, it shall
Jorward it findings and recommendation to the city commission for action thereon by that body. (Ord. 9i-
1007 §lfpart), 1991, prior code $11-12-4)

Finding: Complies. If the Planning Commussion approves the applicant’s request, the City
Commussion shall review 1ts findings and recommendations at a public hearing. That City Commission
public hearing has been scheduled for October 6, 2004

17.68.050 Conditions.
In graning a change in zoning classification to any properry, the commission may attach such conditions
and requirements fo the zone charge as the commission deems necessary in the public interest, in the
nature of, but not limited to those listed in Section 17.56.010:
A Such conditions and restrictions shall thereafter apply to the zone change;
B Where such conditions ave attached, no zone change shall become effective until the written
acceptance of the terms of the zone change ordinance as per Section [7.56- 338, (Ord. 91-1007
Si{pare), 1991 prior code §11-12-3)

Finding: Stafl has not recommend any Conditions of Approval at this time. Conditions of
Approval would be attached to any proposed development of this site should it be found necessary. This
section is not apphcable.

ZC 04-02 Staff Report
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17.68.060 Filing of an application
Applications for amendment or change n this ritle shall be filed with the planning division on forms
avarlable ar City Hall. At the time of filing an application, the applicant shall pay the sum listed in the fee
schedule in Chapter 17 30 (Ord 91-1007 §l(part), 1991 prior code §11-12-6)

Finding: Complies. The applicant has submitied the appropniate application forms and fees.

B. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
The applicable goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan are addressed in this section.

The apphcant turned in the request for zone change prior to the adoption of the new Comprehensive Plan,
therefore the 1982 Oregon City Comprehensive Plan 1s the guiding document for this zone change
application.

(B) Citizen Participation
Goal: Provide an active and systematic process for citizen and public agency involvement in the land-use
decision-making for Oregon City.

Finding: Complies. The City’s process includes public notice, public hearings, and notifving
surrounding neighbors, the neighborhood association, and the CICC. Public notice was mailed on
June 30, 2004, advertused in the Clackamas Review on July 14, 2004, and the subjcct property was posted
on August 13, 2004,

On June 30, 2004 transmittals were sent to the Citizen Involvement Committee Council (CICC) apprising
them of the application.

Poliey #1
Encourage and promote a cuy-wide citizen participation program that helps neighborhoods 1o organize so
that they may develop and respond 1o land-use planning proposals.

Finding: Cumplies. As noted above, the CICC was notified. This staft report and the f{ile
containing project information were available for public review and posted on the City’s website seven
days prior to the first evidentiary hearing.

(€} Housing
Goal: Provide for the planning, development and preservation of a variety of housing types at a range of
price and rents.

Finding: Complies. The applicant estimates that, under the existing R-10 Single-Family zoning
designation; the subject site could be subdivided into approximately twenty-two single-tamily residential
lots. An R-8 designation would allow the property to be subdivided into approximately thirty-one lots.
The ncreased density will result in a corresponding decrease n individual lot costs and final per umt
costs. Such cost reductions lie at the heart of the city’s pohicy of providing the regional home building
industry with resources necessary to provide an adequate supply of flexible and affordable single-family
housing opportunities to Oregon City residents. Additionally, Metro’s 2040 Recommended Alternative
document, which considers the technical findings documented in Metro’s Concepts for Growth report,
recommends the region wide average lot size for new single-family homes be 6,550 square feet, or 6.5
units per acre.

Policy #3

The City shall encourage the private sector in maintaining an adequate supply of single and muinple family
housing units. This shafl be accomplished by relying primarily on the home building indusory and private
sector market solutions, supported by the elimination of unnecessary government regulations

Z 04-02 Staff Report
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Finding: Complies. The applicant subnuts that the requested R-8 zonmg map designation should
be approved because 1t will provide flexible and affordable housing opportunities that are consistent with
Metro’s Concept for Growth report, the Recommended Altematve for residential lot sizes, and the
Oregon City Comprehensive Plan concerming a variety of housinig types at a range of prices and rents.

(F) Natural Resources, Natural Hazards
Goal: Preserve and manage our scarce natural resources while building a livable urban environment.

Finding: Complies. The applicant indicates that there are no natural resources designated on the
site. Therefore, the goals and policies m this section are not applicable to this request since the
Comprehensive Plan does not identify any protected natural resources on the subject site.

The subject site 1s currently zoned R-10 and is developed with 4 homes. The proposal to re-zone the site
from R-10 to R-8 would not signiticantly alter the amount of coverage of development allowed on the
site. The subject sites do not appear on any of the following maps: Mineral and Aggregate Resources,
Fish and Wildhife 1labitat, Flood Plam, Steep Slopes, or Seismic Conditions.

The area 1s located n an arca indicating Wet Soris — High Water Table. Future development analysis will
include a Geotechnical Investigation to ident:fy sotl types and appropriate development techniques for the
site.

The site is jocated within the Oregen City Water Quality Overtay District. The applicant has submitted a
Water Resource Review for the site identifying the resource on the adjacent property. Future development
of the site will be required to comply with Oregon City Municipal Code Section 17.49 concerning Water
Resource Areas, which provides for the preservation and management of the city’s scarce natural
resources

Policy #1
Coordinate local activities with regional, state and federal agencies in controlling water and air pollution.

Finding: Complies. Future development applications will need to meet agency requirements that
protect water and air quality. No significant increases in air or water pollution are anticipated due 1o the
change in zoning from R-10 Single-Family to R-8 Single-Famiy.

Policy #7
Discourage activities that may have a detrimental effect on fish and wildlife.

Finding: Complies. The subject site 15 not located within an wdentified fish and wildlife habitat
area, as identified 1n the Comprehensive Plan. The R-10 and R-§ zoning designations allow the
development of single-family housing, thus the proposed change will not increase the likelihood of
having a detrimental effect on fish and wildlife, and when developed in conjunction with existing Water
Resource Overlay District requirements, should not have a detrimental effect on fish and wildhife.

Policy #8
Preserve historic and scenic areas within the City as viewed from points outside the Ciry.

Finding: The site 15 not wathin a historic or scenic area and 1s not situated so as to affect views of
such areas from outside the city. This policy 15 not applicable.

Policy #9
Preserve the environmental quality of major water resources by requiving site plan review, and/or other
appropriate procedures on new developments.
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Finding: The applicant has submitted a Subdivision and Water Resource Review application for

this site to run concurrently with the proposed Zone Change. Through the Water Resource and
subdivision review, the policies of this section will be implemented.

Policies adopted through Ordinance 90-1031
Chregon City . shall comply with all applicable DEQ air qualivy standards and regularions.

Finding: Complies. The proposed R-8 Single-Family allows the development of homes on 8,000
square foot lots, which usually does not represent a threat to awr quality. However, future development of
the site shall comply with al appheable DEQ air quality standards and regulations. :

All development within the City of Oregon Clity shall comply with applicable state and federal awr, water,
solid waste, hazardous waste and noise environmental rules, regulations and standards.  Development
ordinance regulations shall be consistent with federal and state environmental regulaiions.

Finding: The proposal will be processed under the appropriate procedures for new development in
order to comply with this pohcy.

(G) Growth and Urbanization
Gioal: Prescrve and enhance the natural and developed character of Oregon City and its urban growth area.

Finding: Complies. The proposal will affect approximately 837 acres of R-10 zoned property,
which allows 10,000 square foot lots. The subject site1s located adjacent to the Gentry Highlands I, Pease
Road Estates, South Hampton Listates subdivisions, which are zoned R-8 Singled"am:ly and Letand Run,
a PUD. Adequate public facilities have been provided to the property and additional housing types and
sizes will contribute to the developed character of Oregon City by providing 2 neighbahood with
multiple housing opportunities at multiple price ranges.

(H) Energy Conservation
(Goal:  Plan urban land development that encourages public and private efforts toward conservation of
energy.

Finding: Complies. The apphicant indicates that energy conservation will be addressed 1n the
construction of individual single-family dwellings. Indisidual single-tamily dwelling should include
proper insulation, heating, and window maternals required to ensure adequate energy-conservation.

(D Community Facilities
Goal:  Serve the health. safety, education, welfare and recreational needs of all Oregon City residents
threugh the planning and provision of adequate community facilities.

Finding: Complies. Community facilities include sewer, water, storm water drainage, solhid waste
disposal, electricity, gas, telephone, heaith services, education, and governmental services. The applicant
states that urban services are available or can be extended and made available to the site. The recreational
availability 1s addressed in Section J below,

Policy #5
The city will encourage development on vacant buildable land within the City where urban facilities and
services are available or can be provided.

Finding: Complies. The subject site, which contains 4 houses, has the necessary urban services for

low-density residential development stubbed to the site or can be extended to the site and it appears these
services are adequate for the subject site.

ZC 04702 Staif Report
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Policy #7

Maximum efficiency for existing wrban facilities and services will be reinforced by encouraging
development ar maximum levels permitted in the Comprehensive Plan and through infill of vacant City
land.

Finding: Complies. The existing urban facilities and services can be provided to the site and the
proposed change from R-10 10 R-8 will not impact the abihity to provide the necessary services to the site.
The applicant 1s requesting to develop 8.000 square-foot mimimum lots and would allow development that
will maximize the existing urban facilities while remaining compatible with the surrounding land uses and
development.

(N Parks and Recreation
(Goal: Maintain and enhance the existing park and recreation system wlile planning for future expansion to
meet residential growth.

Finding: Complies. The applicant states that the Comprehensive Plan does not wdentity the subject
site for future acquisition or development as a public park or other recreational facility.

The Oregon City Parks Master Plan indicates that there currently 1s a desire to discourage the
development and maintenance of mini-parks, thus no further parks of this type are needed except where
high-density residential development occurs or where private developers are willing to develop and
maintain them. The plan also indicates that open space should be acquired and mtegrated into the overall
park system. This can be done by preserving hillsides, creek corridors, and floodplain areas that could
also serve as conduits for trails.

The subject site 15 located within the Oregon City Water Quality Resource Area and will be protected per
the standards of OCMC Section 17.49.

The subject site is located less than 400 feet from the new Wesley Lynn Park.

(L) Transportation

Goal: Improve the systems for movement of peopie and products in accordance with land use planning,
energy conservation, neighborhood groups and appropriate pubiic and private agencies.

Finding: Transportation impact has been discussed 1n 17.68.020 Complies.
Policy #6
Sidewalks will be of sufficient width to accommadate pedestrian traffic.
Finding: Sidewalks will be included in future site redevelopment and will be constructed to City
standards.
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RECOMMENDED CONCLUSION AND DECISION
Staff would recommend that the Planning Commuission forward the proposed Zone Change, Planning File

ZC 04-02, with a recommendation of approval to the City Commission {or a public hearing on October 6,
2004

EXHIBITS
The following exhibits are attached to this staff report.

1 Vicinity Map
2. Oregon City Zoning Map
3. TP 04-13 Narrative
4. ZC (4-02 Narrative
5. Gentry Highland TF Subdivision Plans (PCo additionally receive large sized plans)
6. WR 04-13 Submittal by Environmental Consuitants, July 27, 2004
a. The City’s Water Quality and Water Management Map
b. The Oregon City Local Wetland Inventory
7. John Rephnger, David Evans and Associates, Comments, dated September 3, 2004
2. Oregon City Public Works Department, dated April 29, 2004
9. Oregon City Building Official
10, Traffic Analysis, Lancaster, dated July 13, 2004
11 Geotechnical Engineering Report dated June 1, 2004 by GeoPacific Engineerning
12 Preliminary Storm Runnoff & Detention Calculations

13 City of Oregon City Engineering Policy 00-01
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CiTY OF OREGON CITY

PLANNING DIVISION

320 WARNER MILNE ROAD QREGON CITY, OREGON 97045
TEL (503) 657-0891 FaX (503) 722-3%80

FILE NO.: TP 04-13

APPLICATION TYPE: Quasi-Judicial/Type IV Complete: August 11, 2004
120-Day: December 9, 2004

HEARING DATE: September 13, 2004
7:00 p.m., City Hall
320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

APPLICANT: Gentry Homes, 1.LC
Thomas Gentry
P.O. Box 1009
Clackamas, Oregon 97015

OWNERS: Pat Henderson Harry & Ethel Montgomery
19431 Leland Road 19411 Ieland Road
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Stan & Kathleen Raney [.eroy Manselle
19260 Pease Road 19391 Leland Road
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 Oregon City, Oregon 97045
REQUEST: The applicant is requesting the approval of a 31-lot subdivision.
LOCATION: The sites are identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07DB, Tax Lots 6300,

6400 & 6500 and Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07A, Tax Lot 2200. The sites are
located at 19391, 19411, & 19431 Leland Road and 19260 Pease Road.

REVIEWER: Christina Robertson-Gardiner, Associate Planner
Jay Toll, Senior Engineer

DECISION: Approval with conditions

CRITERIA: The standard for Subdivisions — Process and Standards is found in Chapter
16.08, Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions s
found in Chapter 16.12, “R-8” Single-Family Dwelling District is found in
Chapter 17.10, Water Resource Overlay District is found in Chapter 17.49, and
Administration and Procedures in Chapter 17.50 of the Oregon City Municipal
Code.

The decisien of the Ptanning Manzger is final unless appealed 10 the City Comumission within ten {18} days fullawirg the miuking of this notice. Type U decisions invoive 1he exercise of lumited
imerpretation and discretion 11 evatuaung appooval critera, similar 1o the lunited land use decision-making process under state iaw Apphications evaluated through this process are assumed 1o be
allgwable in the underlying 2one, and the tnguiry typically focuses on what form Lhe use will take or how i will look and include partitons, prelsminary subdivision plats, site plan and design review
Notice of application and an invitation (o comingnt 1s mailed to the applicant. recognized neighberhoud associanon and property owners within three hundred feet Planning manager accepls comments
far fourteen days and renders a deaision The planning managet's decision is appealable to the city commission with notice to the planning commission by any party with standing (1 ¢ . applicant and
any party who submitted comments during the fourteen-day period) The ity commissian decision 1s the ony's final gecision and is appealable Lo the land use hoard of appeals (LUBA] within twenty-
one days of when 1l becomes final

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS APPLICATION, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING DIVISION OFFICE AT {503) 657-0891



I. BACKGROUND-
The applicant requested approval of a 31-lot subdivision (Lxhubit 1). This application 1s concurrent with a

request for a R-10 to R-8 Zone Change (ZC 04-02) and a Water Resource Review (WR 004-11) for a parcel
of approximately 8.27-acres 1dentified as Map 3-2E-07DB, Tax Lots 6500, 6400 & 6300 and Clackamas
County Map 3-2E-07A, Tax Lot 2200. The sites are located at 19431, 19411, & 19391 Leland Road and
19260 Pease Road. (Exhibit 1). The site is nearly flat and 1s occupied by singlefamily dwellings. Trees on
the site are located along Pease Road frontage and 1n the vicimty of the existing residences on the Leland
Road frontage.

II. BASIC FACTS:
1. Zoning/Permitted Use: The properties are zoned “R-87 Single-Family Dwelling District and are
designated as “LR” Low Density Residential on the City’s Comprehensive Plan Map.

2. Project Description: The applicant 1s proposing a 31-lot subdivision on an approximately 8.27-acre site.
The proposed street system consists of the continuation of Kafton Terrace, continuation and termination
of Crisp Drive into a cul-de-sac and the creation of a connection street running parallel to Leland Road,
between the continuation of Crisp Drive (this new street will be referred to as A Street in this report} to
another new stub street running perpendicular to A Street, (which will be referred to as B Street n this
report) that connect to adjacent development and provide access for future development. The applicant
has proposcd right-of~way dedications and a pedestrian connection from the cul-de-sac to Letand Road.
The applicant has indicated that the proposal will provide adequate water, sanitary, stormwater, and
transportation systems, inciuding the half street improvement of B Street and full street improvements to
the cui-de-sac and A strect. The applicant will provide nightof-way dedication required for the project.
(Exhibits 3 and 3).

1 Dimensional Standards: The “R-8” Single-Family Dwelling District requires the following:

Minimum Lot Area Single-Family 8,000 Square feet

Minimum Average Lot Width: 60 feet

Minimum Average Lot Depth: 75 feet

Maximum Building Height: 2.5 stories (not to exceed 35 feet)
Front Yard Setback: 15 feet

Interior Side Yard: 9/7 feet

Comer Side Yard: 15 feet

Rear Yard Setback: 20 feet

4. Surrounding Uses/Zoning:

North: Directly north of the site 1s the Gentry Highland T subdivision, which 1s zoned “RE”
Single-Family Residential and Coho Court subdivision, currently being built which 13
also R-8.

South: South of the subject site is partly outside the Oregon City City Limits. A second parcel
just recently annexed into the City limits is zoned R3.5.

West: West of the site are the R-8 Subdivisions of Pease Road Estates and South Hampton
Estates and some under developed R-10 homes.

Fast: East of the site is Leland Run, a Planned Unit Development, and Wesley Lynn Park.

5. Comments: Notice of this proposal was sent to property owners within three hundred feet of the
subject property and varous City departments and other agencies regarding the proposed
development. David Evans and Associates, which performed the Traffic Analysis for the site,
indicated that the impacts associated with a change from R-10 to R-8 are not expected to
substantially affect the planned 20-year transportation system (Exhibit 3b). Comments were also
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rcecived from the Oregon City Public Works Department (Exhibit 3c¢). No Public comments were
recerved.

The comments received were mcorporated into the analysis and findings sections below.

III. DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA:
Municipal Code Standards and Requirements
Title 16, Subdivisions: Chapter 16.08, Subdivisions-Process and Standards
Chapter 16.12, Mimimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Division
Title 17, Zoning: Chapter 17.10, “R-8" Dwelling District
Chapter 17.44, Unstable Soils and Hillside Constraint Overlay District
Chapter 17.50, Administration and Procedures

OREGON CITY MUNICIPAL CODE

Chapter 16.08.010 - Purpose and General Provisions

Al subdivisions shall be in compliance with the policies and design standards established by this chaprer and with

applicable standards in the City's Public Facilities Master Plan and the City Design Standards and Specifications. The

evidence contamed in this record indicates that the proposed partition 15 in compliance with standards and design

spectfications listed in this document

Finding: The proposed project was reviewed by the appropriate agencies and the findings necessary 10 be
in complance with Chapter 16.08.010 have been included. This standard is not met. The
applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with the attached Conditions of Approval.

Chapter 16.08.020 — Pre-application Conference
Finding: The pre-application conference was held on March 16, 2004 (PA 04-06). Staff finds that the
applicant has met this standard.

Chapter 16.08.040 Preliminary subdivision plat--Required plans.

The prelimimary subdivision plat shall specifically and clearly show the following features and nformation
on the maps, drawings, application form or attachments. All maps and site drawings shall be at a munimum
scale of one inch to fifty feet.

A Site Plan.

B. Traffic/Transportation Plan.

¢ Natural Features Plan and Topography, Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan.
D. Eroston and Sediment Control Permt.

Finding: The applicant provided a detailed plan of the proposed development (Exhibits 2 and 3). Staff
finds that the applicant has met this standard

Chapter 16.08.050 — Preliminary Subdivision Plat - Narrative Statement

The applicant shall explain in detail how and when each of the following public services or facilities is, or will be,

adequate to serve the proposed development by the time construction begins:

A Subdivision Deseription.

Finding: The applicant provided a detailed description of the proposed development (Exhibits 2 and 3}.
Staff finds that the applicant has met this standard.

B Timely Provision of Public Services and Facilinies.

Water
Finding: There are existing 12-inch Oregon City water mains in Leland Road and Pease Road. There are
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existing fire hydrants at the north corner of the intersection of Pease Road at Crisp Drive, at the
north comer of the intersection of Pease Road at Riverhead Parkway, approximately 135 feet
northeast of the site on the southeastern side of Pease Road, and at the east comer of the
intersection of Leland Road at Carmelita Drive.

Applicant has proposed constructing a new &-inch water main in Crisp Drive connecting to the
water main m Pease Road and dead-ending in the cul-de-sac, a new 8-inch water main in Kafton
Terrace connecting the existing water main in Kafton Terrace to the new water man in Crisp
Drive, and a new 8-inch water main m the A Street to the southwest and running to the northwest
and southeast down B Street along the southwestern boundary of the site far enough to provide
water service to lots 5 and 13. Applicant has not proposed looping the water main to Leland
Road and has not proposed extending any water mains to provide for future extension.
Applicant has proposed three fire hydrants along Crisp Drive.

The new water sysiem will have to be designed with a loop to Leland Road, and al} water mains
in dead end streets will have to be extended to the ends of the roadways, and ended with 8-inch
gate valves and blow-offs for future extension with development of adjacent properties. New
fire hydrants will have to be located and installed per Clackamas County Fire District No. 1's
requirements.

Applicant has proposed a water system that does not appear to meet City code. This standard
has not been met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with conditions of
approval 1,3, and 4.

Sanitary Sewer

Finding:

There are existing 8-inch Oregon City gravity samtary sewer mains i Leland Road, Pease Raad,
and Kafton Terrace. There is an existing sanitary sewer force main in Pease Road. The Pease
Road pump station s located on the northwest side of Pease Road approximately 840 feet
southwest of the project site.

Applicant has proposed constructing a new 8-inch sanitary sewer main n Crisp Drive, which
drains to the sanitary sewer main in Leland Road, and deadending at lot 1 just southeast of
Pease Road. New sanitary sewer mains have also been proposed drammg to the proposed
sanmitary mam in Crisp Drive from Kafton Terrace, and A Street to the southwest, which extends
to the northwest and southeast along B Street far enough to provide sanitary service to lots 5 and
13. Applicant has not proposed sanitary sewer improvements aiong the entire site frontage of
Pease Road, and has not proposed extending all sanitary mams to provide for future extension.

The new sanitary sewer system will have to be designed to provide for future extension of
gravity sanitary sewer mains where nceded for development of adjacent properties. Sanitary
sewer improvements will have to be constructed along the site’s street frontages with Leland
Road and Pease Road.

Applicant has proposed a sanitary sewer system that does not appear to meet City code. This
standard has not been met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with
conditions of approval 1, 5, and 6.

Storm Sewer and Storm Water Drainage

Finding:

The site 1s located in the Mud Drainage Basin as designated in the City's Drainage Master Plan.
Dramnage impacts from this site are significant. The site drains to a tributary of Mud Creek.
Frosion and water quality controls are critical for the development of this site.
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Approximately the southern half of the site 15 located within the Water Quality Resource Area
Overlay District.  Under the requirements of Chapter 17.49, the applicant must 1dentify and
delinecate the water feature boundaries and determine the required vegetated comidor width
hetween the water features boundaries and the proposed development. The vegetated corridor
area is to remain undisturbed or be mitigated.

The applicant provided a copy of a Water Resources Investigation prepared by David Waterman
of Environmental Technology Consultants, and dated July 27, 2004, According to the report,
there are no intermittent streams or wetlands on the site.  The report does not recommend any
bufter area. The City feels significant flow exists through the swale to classify 1t as an
intermittent stream. An intermittent stream would require a 15-foot wide vegetated corridor tract
on each side. The drainage appears to be located on the adjacent property approximately 8 fect
from the property line. This would require a 7-foot wide vegetated comdor tract along the
southwestern property line of lot 22, The vegetated comidor areas are to be impraved by
removing non-native speces, and replanting with non-nuisance plants from the Oregon City
native plant list. There 1s currently a large mapped wetland on tax Jot 6900 to the south of the
site. The property is currently undergoing planning review for a 47-lot subdivision {(FP04-11).
The applicant of that subdivision js contending that the wetland has been filled in over time, and
will be submitting a request for exemption to the Water Resource Overlay District. If the
wetland exemption is given, the required vegetative tract for TP04-13 may be dropped.

The site has a high point just west of the center of the site, approximately where the existing
home off of Pease Road is located. The site currently drains to two swales crossing the western
and ecastern parts of the site. The swale to the west curves to the southwest across the properties
southwest of the site and then eastward to intersect the other swale just northwest of Leland
Road at the southern corner of the site. The swale then drains through a culvert under Leland
Road and into the wetland area of Leland Run Planned Unit Development (PUD). The applicant
has proposed draining the streets and houses of the entire site southeasterly down Crisp Drive to
the cul-de-sac, and into a combination detention pond/underground detention lank system, which
runs from the cul-de-sac to Leland Road, and discharging into the existing storm system n
Leland Road. Applicant has not proposed storm sewer improvements along the site frontages of
Leland Road or Pease Road. Preliminary hydrology/detention and water quality calculations
have been provided to the City for review.

The new storm sewer system will have to be designed per the City of Oregon City Public Works
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards. The underground part of the detention system must
be constructed in the right-of-way (ROW). A larger pond would be preferred in place of the
proposed underground detention. The City 15 aware of adjacent future development and desires
to minimize the number of tanks/ponds in the city. Therefore, the City desires the detention tank
and pond be located and designed so that it can be expanded in the future with development of
the properties to the southwest of the site. Storm scwer improvements will have to be
constructed along the site’s street frontages with Leland Road and Pease Road. The applicant 1s
remimded that the tank/pond must be completed and operational to mect City Erosion Control
turbidty regulations prior to recording of the plat.

Applicant has proposed a storm sewer system that does not appear to meet City code. This
standard has not been met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with

conditions of approval 1,7, 8, and 22.

Parks and Recreation
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Finding: The applicant states that there is a City park located east ot Leland Road. This park, Wesley
Lynn, will provide adeguate recreational opportunities for the area. Park System Development
Charges will be paid at the time building pernuits are 1ssued. This standard 1s met.

Traffic and Transportation _

Finding: A Traffic Study for this site, prepared by Thomas R. Lancaster, P.E. of Lancaster Engimeering
and dated July 13, 2004 was submutted to the City for review (Exhibit 10). John Replinger,
Oregon City Consultant Engineer found that the TIS does not fully address the city’s
requirements and needs to be supplemented for the city to finalize the cvaluation of the impacts
of the proposed development. However, based on the information provided, Mr. Repliner
considers 1t unlikely that the supplemental information tdentified in his September 3, 2004 letter
(Exhibit 7) would lead to the need for any mitigation measures, offsite improvements, or an
alteration of the subdivision layout. This standard has not been met. The applicant can
satisfy this standard by complying with condition of approval 23.

Schools
Finding: The Oregon City School District was notified of the development and has not indicated that there
1s madequate capacity 1o serve the proposed development. This standard 1s met.

Fire and Police Services
Finding: No comments were received from Clackamas County Fire District 1 concerning the design of the
subdivision.

. Approval Criteria and Justification for Variances.
Finding: The applicant has addressed Chapter 16.12 below and the application has not requesied a
variance. Staff finds that the applicant complies with this section.

D, Geologic Hazards.

Finding: The northwestern part of the site 1s located n a “Wet Soils-High Water Table” hazard arca
according to the DOGAMI map mn Bulletin 99-Geology and Geologic Hazards of North Western
Clackamas County.

The applicant provided a Geotechnical Engincering Report dated June 1, 2004 (Exhibit 11) by
Kirk L. Wamer, R.G., and James D. lmbrie, PE, both of GeoPacific Engineering, Inc. The report
concludes the proposed residential development is geotechnically feasible provided the
recommendations are incorporated n the design and construction phases of the project. The
applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with Condition of Approval 20.

E. Water Resources.

Finding: The site s located m the Water Quality Resource Area Overlay District and is subject to the
standards of Chapter 17.49. Staff finds that the applicant comipl:es with this section by applying
for a Water Resource Review (WR 04-11).

F Drafts of the proposed CC&R 's.

Finding: The applicant has not submitted a draft of the CC&R’s, mantenance agreements, dedications,
easements, and related documents for the subdivision (Exhibit 7). Prior to receiving Engineering
approvals, the applicant shall submit all CC&R’s, maintenance agreements, dedications,
easements, and related documents for the subdivision. The applicant can satisfy this standard
by complying with Condition of Approval 25,

. Phasing.

Finding: The proposed development will be completed in one phase.
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H Densiry

Analysis:  The proposed subdivision will include 31 detached single-family residential umits. The net
developable area is 6.04 acres (263,315 square feet). The maximum density for this subdivision
15 32.9 Jots. The 80% density threshold 1s 26 lots.

Finding: Staff finds that the applicant comphies with this section.

Chapter 16.12.020 - Street Design-Generally

The location, width and grade of the street shall be considered in relation 1o existing and planned streets, topographical

conditions, public convenience and safety for all modes of travel, existing and identified furure rransit routes,

pedestrian/bicycle access-ways, and the proposed use of the land 16 be served by the streets.

Finding: The location, widths, and grades of the proposed street network, as proposed in exhibit 3.
appears to provide connectivity for future development of adjacent properties, a conventent
street system, and for the safety of all modes of travel, including pedestrian and bicycle to, from,
and through the subject site. The proposed street system appears to mect the general street
designs of the City with a few modifications. Applicant has not incorporated traffic calming
measures mto the proposed site layout. Traffic calming measures wll be required as part of site
devclopment.  Applicant has proposed a streel system that appears o meet City code
requirements with a few modifications. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying
with condition of approval 9.

Chapter 16.12.030 Street Design-Minimum right-of-way

This standard addresses minimum right-of-way width for public streets and discusses a variety of mnrimum strect
design standards brought forward from the Oregon City Transportation Master Plan. OCMC 16.12.030 allows specific
right-of-way and pavement widths io be determined by the decision-maker based wupon the City Engineer’s
recommendation.

Analysis: Leland Road is classified as a Minor Arterial in the Oregon City Transportation System Plan,
which requires a right-of-way (ROW) width of 52 to 114 feet. Currently, Leland Road has a
ROW width of approximately 65 feet with 30 feet on the applicant’s side of the centerlme of
ROW. The applicant has not proposed ROW dedication along the project site’s frontage with
I eland Road. The City requires 2 ROW dedication to provide 38 feet of ROW on the applicant’s
side of the centerline of the ROW.

Pease Road 15 classified as a Neighborhood Collector in the Oregon City Transportation System
Plan, which requires a ROW width of 44 to 81 feet. Currently, Pease Road has a ROW width of
approximately 45 feet with 20 feet on the applicant’s side of the centerline of ROW. The
applicant has not proposed ROW dedication along the project site’s frontage with Pease Road.
The City requires a ROW dedication to provide 22 feet of ROW on the applicant’s side of the
centerline of the ROW as established by Record of Survey PS 29137 for Pease Road.

Lacal Streets require a ROW width of 42 to 54 feet per the Oregon City Transportation System
Plan. Currently, Kafion Terrace has a ROW width of 50 feet. The applicant has proposeda 50-
foot ROW width for the extension of Kafton Terrace and a 53-foot ROW width for all other
interior local streets with the exception of B Sireet along the southwestern boundary of the site,
which has a proposed varying ROW width ranging from 36.5 feet at the east end to 31.1 feet at
the west end before the curve. The ROW width proposals are acceptable except for B Street.
which will require a ROW width of 37 feet for a half-street improvement. Several alternatives
can be used to accomplish this requirement.

Ieland Road is classified as a Minor Arterial in the Oregon City Transportation System Plan,
which requires a pavement width of 36 to 88 feet. Currently, Leland Road has a pavement width
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of approxamately 26 feet. The apphcant has not proposed improvements along the project site’s
frontage with Leland Road. The City requires a halfstreet improvement to provide a 25-foot
width of pavement on the applicant’s side of the centerline of Leland Road along the project
site’s frontage with Leland Road. A half-street improvement 1s defined as to the centerline plus
10 feet. This provides the required improvement on the applicant’s portion of theroadway, and
allows the opposing travel way to have safe passage on the new gradient. The mmproved street
portion the applicant 1s required fo provide includes, but 1s not 1o be mited to, base rock, paved
half street width of 35 feet (10-foot opposing travel way, 7 feet of turn-lane, 11-foot travel lane,
and &-foot parking iane), curb and gutter, 5-foot planter strip including curb width, 7-foot
concrete sidewalk behind the planter strip, city utilities (water, sanitary and storm dramage
facilitics), curb return radn, curb (handicap} ramps, centerline monumentation In monument
hoxes, traffic control devices, street rees, and street lights. Leland Road 1s under Clackamas
County jurisdiction. Improvement to Leland Road must be approved by Oregon City and
Clackamas County.

Pease Road is classified as a Neighborhood Collector in the Oregon City Transportation System
Plan, which requires a pavement width of 30 to 59 feet. Currently, Pease Road has a pavement
width of approximately 27 feet. The applicant has proposed 1mprovements along the project
site’s frontage with Pease Road, but has not provided sufficient mformation to decipher what
improvements have been proposed. The City requires a half-street improvement to provide an
i 1-foot width of pavement on the applicant’s side of the centerline of Pease Road along the
project site’s frontage with Pease Road. A half:street improvement is defined as to the centerline
plus 10-feet. This provides the required improvement on the applicant’s portion of the roadway,
and allows the opposmg travel way to have safe passage on the new gradient. The improved
street portion the apphicant 1s requited to provide includes, but is not to be himited to, base rock,
paved half street width of 21 feet (10-foot opposing travel way, and 11-foot travel lane), curb
and gutter, 5-foot planter strip including curb width, 5-foot concrete sidewalk behind the planter
strip, city utilities (water, sanitary and storm drainage facihities), curb return radi, curb
(handicap) ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control devices, strect
trees, and street lights. These improvements must meet the requirements of the Oregon City
Transportation System Plan.

Local Streets require a pavement width of 20 to 32 feet per thé Oregon City Transportation
System Plan. Currently, Kafton Terrace has a pavement width of 32 feet. The applicant has
proposed a 32-foot wide street section for the extension of Kafton Terrace and all other mterior
local streets with the exception of B Street along the southwestern boundary of the site, which is
proposed to be a 20-foot wide half-street. The applicant has proposed curbs and gutters, 5-foot
planter strips including curb, and 5-foot sidewalks on each side of all interior local streets with
the exception of Kafton Terrace, which 1s proposed to have 4-foot planter strips including curb to
match the existing part of Kafton Terrace.

Full local street improvements will be required for all intcrior local streets except for Kafton
Terrace, which will be allowed to have a narrower planter strip to match the existing, and B
Street which requires a half-street improvement. The improved strect portion the applicant is
required to provide for a full-street includes, but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved futl-
street width of 32 feet, curbs and gutters, S-foot planter strip mneluding curb width (4-foot planter
strip including curb width for Kalton Terrace), S-foot concrete sidewalk behind the planter strip,
city utilities (water, sanitary and storm drainage facilities), curb return radii, curb (handicap)
ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control devices, street trees, and
street lights.
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The unproved street portion the applicant 1s required to provide for halfstreets includes, but 15
not to be hmited to, base rock, paved halfstreet width of 26 feet, curb and gutter, 5-foot planter
strip including curb width, 5-foot concrete sidewalk behind the planter strip, city utilities {water,
sanitary and storm dramage facilibes), curb return radi1, curb (handicap) ramps, centerline
monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control devices, street trees, and street lights.

The applicant 15 required to ensure the east end alignment of proposed B Street provides a
minimum of 70 feet lot depth for the adjacent property, Tax Map 32E-7DB, 0069900 or provide
Siaff with a writlen statement from the owners stating that they can accept alesser distance.
This would be as measured perpendicular o the future right-of-way of B Street. Right-of-way
dedication from the adjacent property to the south, Tax Map 32E-7B-003900, would also be an
acceptable alternative to allow the applicant to construct the required half street improvement.
Some other alternative may also be approved by the City Engmeer and the City Director of
Community Development.

Applicant has proposed a street system that appears to meet City code requirements with a few
modifications. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with conditions of
approval 9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16.

Chapter 16.12.040 Street Design—-Reserve Strips

Finding: The Applicant has not proposed a reserve strip for this development and the city has determined
that three reserve strips are necessary for the two stub street ends of B Street and along the
nartherly edge of Crisp Drive adjacent to Tax Map 3-2E-7A-002100. The applicant can
satisfy this standard by complymg with condition of approval 26.

Chapter 16.12.050 Street Design—Alignment
Finding: The applicant has met this standard as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.055 Minimum Strect Intersection Spacing Standards

All new development and redevelopment shall meet the following Mimmum Street Intersection Spacing
Standards.

Finding: The applicant has met this standard as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.060 Street Design-Constrained Local Streets and/or Right-of-Way
Finding: The applicant has not proposed a constrained local street and/or right-of-way. This standard 1s
nof apphicable.

Chapter 16.12.065 Intersection Level of Service Standards.

When approving land use actions, the City of Oregon City requires all relevant intersections to be
mamtained at the minimum acceptable Level Of Service (LOS) upon ful} build-out of the proposed land
Lise action.

Finding: The applicant has met this standard as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.070 Street Design-Intersection Angles
Finding:  All proposed streets in the subdivision have an intersection angle of 90-degrees. The applicant
satisfies this standard as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.080 Strect Design-Additional right-of-way

The decision-maker shall require dedication of additional right-of-way sufficient to achieve conformance with minimum
applicable design stondards.

Finding: This standard was addressed above in Section 16.12.030.
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Chapter 16.12.090 Street Design—Half Street

Finding: The applicant has proposed the development of halfstreets along the site frontage with Pease
Road, and for B Street along the scuthwestern boundary of the site.  Applicant will also be
required to construct a half-street improvement along the site frontage with Leland Road.

The proposed half street on B Street will not pose a safety hazard provided it 1s constructed to
the full 26 feet of pavement 1o provide two tanes of travei and provides parking for the frontage
lots. The half street will be in comphance with ail applicable requirements and is essential for
the reasonable development of the site. The apphcant is required to ensure the cast end
alignment of proposed B Strect provides a minimum of 70 fect lot depth for the adjacent
property, Tax Map 3-2E-7DB, 006900 or provide Staff with a written statement from the owners
stating that they can accept a lesser distance. This would be as measured perpendicuiar to the
future nght-of-way of B Street. Right-of-way dedication from the adjacent property to the south,
Tax Map 3-2E-7B-003900, would also be an acceptable alternative to allow the applicant to
construct the required half street improvement. Some other alternative may also be approved by
the City Engincer and the City Director of Community Development. The applicant can satisty
this standard provided they comply with Condition of Approval 15.

Chapter 16.12.100 Street Design-Cul-de-sac

Finding: The applicant has proposed a cul-de-sac due to the existing residential development pattern to
around the site The properties to the south of the site are also limited by existmg homes on them
that lends the properties more appropriate for partitions than a subdivision on the site that would
include the demolition of the existing housing stock. Thus standard 1s met as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.110 Street Design-Private Street
Finding: 1he applicant is not proposing the development of private sireets. This standard does not apply.

Chapter 16.12.120 Street Design—-Street Names

Finding: The applicant has not proposed a new street name for the two stub streets. Prior to platting, the
street names will be checked to verify that they are not duplicates and are not confused with the
name of an existing street.

Chapter 16.12.130 Street Design—Grades and Curves
Finding: The proposed street will be designed to conform to City standards. The applicant has satisfied
this standard as proposcd.

Chapter 16.12.140 Street Design-Access Control

Where a land division abuts or contains an existing or proposed arterial or collecior street, the decision-maker may

require: access control; screen planting or wall contained 1n a reserve sirip along the rear or side property line; or

such other treatment it deems necessary to adeguaiely protect residential properties or afford separation of through and

iocal traffic.

Finding: Lots 22-24 of the proposed subdivision have existing ¢.1970s ranch houses on them. These
homes’s driveways cannot be rerouted or combined. As such no access control will be required
on Lots 22-24,

Chapter 16.12.150 Street Design—Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety

Finding: The city has determined that additional traffic calming measures to prevent speeding and cut-
through traffic is necessary at this site. Traffic calming measures will be required as part of this
application at the intersection of A and B streets and A Street and Crisp Drive. This standard
has not been met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with condition of
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approval 9

Chapter 16.12.160 Street Design—Alleys
Finding:  No alleys are proposed, This standard does not apply.

Chapter 16.12.170 Street Design-Transit

Streets shall be designed and laid out in @ manner that promaotes pedestrian and bicycle circulation.

Finding: The zpplicant has provided sidewalls along the site’s frontages. The applicant has proposed a
pedestrian accessway from the cul-de-sac to Leland Road. This connection will allow direct
pedestrian access from the subdivision to Wesley Lynn Park. The applicant’s proposal has
satisfied this standard.

Chapter 16.12.180 Street Design-Planter Strips

Finding: The applicant has indicated that the design of all streets will incorporate planter strips per City
design standards. The applicant shall submit a street tree plan that meets the requirements of
Chapter 12,08 for all new street improvements. This standard has not been met. The
applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with conditions of approval 13-17.

Chapter 16.12.190 Biocks-Generally

Finding: Due to the existing development patterns and topography of the area, the apphcant has proposed
the development of a cul-de-sac. The applicant has proposed to extend Crisp Drive, which will
allow the development of the properties to the north of the site to be developed n a block
system. The applicant has satisfied this standard as propased.

Chapter 16.12.200 Blocks-Length
Finding: The applicant has not proposed the development of a block length in excess of 600 feet. The
applicant has satisfied this standard as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.210 Blocks-Width

Finding: The appiicant has provided two-tiers of lots on the western portion of the site. To the extent
possible, considering the surrounding development patierns, the proposed subdivision has
provided for the development of two tiers of lots. The applicant has satisfied this standard as
proposed.

Chapter 16.12.220 Blocks-Pedestrian and Bicycle Access

To facilitate the most practicable and direct pedestrian and bicycle connections to adjoining or nearby neighborhood

activity centers, public rights-of-way, and pedestrian/bicycle access ways.

Finding: The applicant has proposed a 15-foot wide pedestrian accessway easement and the construction
of a pedestrian pathway connecting Crisp Drive to Leland Road and Wesley Lynn Park. The
applicant has satisfied this standard as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.230 Building Sites

Finding: The applicant proposed buildings sites that are appropriate n size, width, shape, and orientation
for low-density residential development. The applicant has not requested a varniance to any
dimensional standard. The applicant has satisfied this standard as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.232 Building Sites — Minimum Density
All subdivision layouts shall achieve at least 80% of the maximum density of the base zone for the net

developable arca as defined in Section 17.04.

Finding: = This standard is met as proposed.
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Chapter 16.12.235 Calculations of Lot Area.

A subdivision in a Single Family Dwelling District may include lots that are up to 10% less than the
required minimum lot area of the applicable zoning designation provided the entire subdivision on
average meels the punimum sife ared requirement of the underlying zone The average lot ared is
determined by calculating the wotal site area devored to dwelling units and dividing that figure by the
proposed number of dwelling lois.

Finding: This standard 18 met as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.238 Flag Lots

Flag lots shall not be created through the Subdivision process except where an existing dwelling
it on the site is located so that it precludes o land dvision that meets the minimum lot width

and depth standards of the underlving zone

Finding: No flag lots are proposed. This standard 1s not applicable

Chapter 16.12.240 Building Sites Frontage Width Requirement
Finding:  Ail lots have 20 feet or more of frontage on a public street. This standard 1s met as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.250 Building Sites -Through Lots
Finding: The applicant has not proposed any through lots. Thus standard is not applicable.

Chapter 16.12.260 Building Sites—Lots and Parcel Side Lines
Finding: The applicant has proposed lot lines that are cither oriented at right angles to the street or radial
{0 the curve of the street upon which they face. This standard is mel as proposed.

Chapter 16.12.270 Building Sites-—Solar Access
Finding: The applicant has orientated lots to meet this standard to the extent practicable due to the site

constraints, This standard 15 mel.

Chapter 16.12.280 Building Sites—Grading

Grading of building sites shall corform 10 the state of Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Chapter 29, Appendix Chaprer

70 of the Uniform Building Code, any approved grading plan and any approved residennal lot grading plan in

accordance with the requirements of Chaprer 13.48 and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards,

and the erosion control requirements of Chapter 17.47.

Finding: The applicant has provided prelimnary rough grading and erosion control plans. The Building
Official has indicated that an additional seils report on ali lots will be necessary at the
completion of all grading and site preparation and prior to the issuance of any building permits
for the site. The submitted plan appears to meet City requirements with a few modifications.
The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with conditions of approval 1, and 20.

Chapter 16.12.290 Building Sites—Setback and Building Location

This standard ensures that lots are configured in a way that development can be oriented toward streets (o

provide a safe and better environment for pedestrians and bicychsts. Lots located on a neighborhood

collector, colicctor or minor arterial street shall locate the front yard setback on and orient the front of the

primary siructure to face the neighborhood collector, collector or minor arterial street. An alternative 10

the lot orientation, which incorporates landscaping and fencing into the lot and street design, may be

approved if 1t1s found to accomplish the abjective of this standard by the Community Development

Director.

Finding: Proposed lot 1 1s located on Pease Road, a Neighborhood Collector. The applicant has not
indicated if the front of the primary structure on Lot 1 will face Pease Road. The applicant shall
orientate the front of the home on Lot 1 to face Pease Road. An alternative to the lot orientation,
which incorporates landscaping and fencing into the lot and street design, may be approved if it
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s found 10 accomplish the objective of this standard by the community development direclor.
This standard has not been met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with

condition of approval 24.

Chapter 16.12.300 Building Sites—Division of Lots
Finding: o lots are capable of redivision in accordance with this chapter. This standard as met.

Chapter 16.12.310 Building Sites—Protection of Trees

Site planning, including ke siting of structures, roadways and unliny easements, shall provide for the proteciion of tree

resSourees

Finding:  The applicant has indicated that there are no trees in excess of &inches n diameter located out
of the building area that arc proposed to be removed. However, the applicant has not submitted a
plan demonstrating which trees will be removed and which trees will need to be replaced. If trees
are later proposed to be removed outside of the building arca, the applicant will follow the
prescriptive replanting schedule outhned in OCMC 16.12.310-1. This standard has not been
met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with condition of approval 21.

Chapter 16.12.320 Easements

This standard governs the location unprovemient and layout of easements. These inciude urilitics, unusual facilities,

WaLEFCOUFrSCY, (J;CCQ.S‘S, Q)’ld Fesource p?’C)IGCUOH.

Finding: The applicant has proposed an easement for extension of sanitary and storm sewers from the cul-
de-sac 1o Leland Road, and also for underground detention pipes. Ten-foot wide public utihity
easements (PUE’s) will be required along all street frontzges. The applicant can satisty this
standard by complying with condition of approval 19.

Chapter 16.12.330 Water Resources

Any land division which contains water gualify resowrce area shall comply with the requirements of the water qualiity

resouree area overlay district, Chapter 17.49, including the requirement, pursuant o Section 1749060, that new

subdivisions and partitions delineate and show the water quality resource area as either a separaie tract or part of a

larger tract that will not be developed

Finding: The subject sitc 1s located with the Water Quality Resource Arca Overlay District. This standard
is applicable. The findings of the findings and Conditions of Approval for the water resource

Overlay District can be found i WR04-11.

Chapter 16.12.340 Minimum Improvements—Procedures

In addition to other requiremcenls, Improvements installed by the applicant either as a requirement of these or other

regulations, or at the applicant’s option, shall conform to the requirements of this title and be designed to City

specifications and standards as sel outin the City's Facility Master Plan and Public Works Stormwater and Grading

Design Standards.

Finding: The applicant has indicated that construction plans for all required improvements will be
presented to the city for review and approval prior to the commencement of any construction
activities on the site. Inspection will be provided for as required by this standard and city policy.
Erosion control measures will be provided and are depicted in conceptual form on the attached
prelimnary grading plans. As-built plans will be provided as required. This standard has not
been met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with condition of approval

L.

Chapter 16.12.350 Minimum Improvements—Public Facilities and Services

The following minimum Improvements shall be required of all apphcants for a land division under Title 16, unless the

decision-maker determines that any such improvement is not proportional to the impact imposed on the City's public

systems and facilities.

Finding: This standard addresses minimum improvements, which are required for public transportation
systems, storm water dranage and sanitary sewer systems. Mimmimum improvements are
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required for all land divisions (partitions and subdivisions) under Title 16, The Oregon City
Engineering Division reviewed the need for the minimum mprovements required for this project
ander Title 16 above. This standard has not been met. The applicant can satisfy this
standard by complying with condition of approval 1.

16.12.360 Minimum Improvemenis—Road Standards and Requirements
Finding: This section addresses requirements for private sireets and public streets that do not meet
adopted standards. Neither of these situations is proposed. '

16.12.370 Minimum Improvements—Timing Requirements

Finding: The applicant has indicated that prior to applying for final plat approval construction of all
public Improvements required as part of the prelimnary plat approval will be completed per the
approved plans or a guarantee for the construction of those improvements will be provided.

Chapter 17.10 “R-8" Single-Family Dwelling District

Chapter 17.10.020 - Permitted Uses
Finding:  The proposed subdivision lots are intended for single-family dwellings, a permutted use.

Chapter 17.10.040 — Dimensional Standards

Finding: The applicant has proposed a 31-lot subdivision and has mdicated that all of the lots created
{hrough this application satisty the minimum square footage aea and the average lot width and
depth requirements of the “R-8” Smgle-Family Dwelling District.

IV. CONCLUSION AND DECISION:

1n conclusion, the proposed 31-lot subdivision, TP 04-13 can meet the requirements as outlined above by
complying with the attached Conditions of Approval. Therefore, the Planning Manager approves file

TP 04-13 on the properties identified as Clackamas County Map 32E-07DB, Tax Lots 6300, 06400 &

6500 and Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07A, Tax Lot 2200, subiect to the Conditions of Approval contained
in this report.

EXHIBITS
The following exhibits are attached to this staff report.

Vicinity Map

Oregon City Zoning Map

TP 04-13 Narrative

7ZC 04-02 Narrative

Gentry Highland IT Subdivision Plans (PCto additionally receive large sized plans)
6. WR 04-13 Subruttal by Environmental Consultants, July 27, 2004

a. The City's Water Quahty and Water Management Map

b. The Oregon City Local Wetland Inventory

b —

o

7. John Replinger, David Evans and Associates, Comments, dated September 3, 2004
¥ Oregon City Public Works Department, dated April 29, 2004

9. Oregon City Building Official

10. Traffic Analysis, Lancaster, dated July 13, 2004

11. Geotechnical Engineering Report dated June 1, 2004 by GeoPacific Engineering
12. Preliminary Storm Runnoff & Detention Calculations

13. City of Oregon City Engineermg Policy 00-01
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10.

1t

12.

13.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
SUBDIVISION File TP 04-13
Date: September 7, 2004

The applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance (o Engineering Policy 00-01. The policics
pertain to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide any public improvements.

The applicant shall sign a Non-remonsirance Agreement for the purpose of making samtary sewer,
storm sewer, water or street improvements in the future that benefit the Property and assessing the cost
to benefited properties pursuant to the City’s Capital Improvement regulations m effect at the time of
such improvement.

The water system shall be designed with loops to Leland Road, Pease Road, and Kafton Terrace. All
water mains in dead end streets will have to be extended 1o the ends of the roadways, and ended with &-
inch gate valves and blow-ofls for future extension with development of adjacent properties.

[ire hydrants shall be located and instailed per Clackamas County Tire District No. 1’s requirements.

The sanitary sewer system shall be designed to provide for future extension of gravity sanitary sewer
mains where needed for development of adjacent propertics.

Sanitary sewer improvements shall be constructed along the site’s street frontages with Leland Road
and Pease Road.

The underground part of the detention system shall be located in public right-ofway (ROW). A larger
pond would be preferred in place of the proposed underground detention.  The applicant shali present
Staff with altematives for locating and designing the detention tank‘pond so that it can be expanded 1n
she future with development of the properties 10 the southwest of the site.

Storm sewer improvements shail be constructed along the site’s street frontages with Leland Road and
Pease Road.

Traffic calming measures shall be incorporated into the design and construction of the site development.

The City requires a ROW dedication along the site frontage with Leland Road to provide 38 feet of
ROW on the applicant’s side of the centerline of the ROW, :

The City requires a ROW dedication along the site frontage with Pease Road to provide 22 feet of ROW
on the applicant’s side of the centerline of the ROW.

The City requires ROW dedications of 50 feet for the extension of Kafton Terrace, 37 feet for B Street,
and 53 feet for all other {ocal streets.

The City requires a half-street improvement for a minor arterial to provide a 25-foot width of pavement
on the applicant’s side of the centerline of Leland Road along the project site’s frontage with Leland
Road. A half-street improvement is defined as to the centerline plus 10 feet. This provides the required
improvement on the applicant’s portion of the roadway, and allows the opposing travel way to have safe
passage on the new gradient. The improved strect portion the applicant 1s required to provide includes,
but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved half street width of 35 feet (104oot opposing trave! way, 7
feet of tumn-lane, 11-foot travel lane, and 8-foot parking lane), curb and gutter, 5-foot planter strip
including curb width, 7-foot concrete sidewalk behind the planter strip, city utlities (water, sanilary and

TP 04-13 Gentry Highlands 2
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storm drainage facilities), curb retum radii, curb (handicap) ramps, centerline monumentation in
monument boxes, traffic control devices, street trees, and street lights. Leland Road 1s under Clackamas
County jurisdiction. [mprovement to Leland Road must be approved by Oregon City and Clackamas
County.

14. The City requires a half-street improvement for a neighborhood collector to provide an 1 1-foot width of
pavement on the applicant’s side of the centerline of Pease Road along the project site’s frontage with
Pease Road. A half-street improvement 1s defined as to the centerline plus 10-feet. This provides the
required improvement on the appheant’s portion of the roadway, and allows the opposing travel way (o
have safe passage on the new gradient. The smproved sireet portion the applicant 1s required 10 provide
includes, but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved half street width of 21 feet (10-foot opposing
travel way, and 11-foot travel lane), curb and gutter, S-foot planter strip including curb width, 3-foot
concrete sidewalk behind the planter strip, city utilities (water, sanitary and storm dramage facilities),
curb return radii, curb (handicap) ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control
devices, street trees, and street lights.

15 The City reguires a half-street improvement for B Street. The improved street portion the applicant is
required to provide for half-streets includes, but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved halfstrect
width of 26 feet, curb and gutter, 5-foot planter strip mcluding curb width, 3-foot concrete sidewalk
behind the planter strip, city utilities (water, sanitary and storm dramnage facthities), curb return radii,
curb (handicap) ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, tratfic control devices, street
trees, and street lights. The applicant is required to ensure the east end alignment of proposed B Street
provides a mmimum of 70 feet lot depth for the adjacent property, Tax Map 3-2E-7DR, 006900 or
provide Staff with a written statement from the owners stating that they can accept a lesser distance.
This would be as measured perpendicular to the future right-ofway of B Street.  Right-of-way
dedication from the adjacent property to the south, Tax Map 3-2E-7B-003900, would also be an
acceptable alternative to allow the applicant to censtruct the required half strect improvement. Some
other alternative may also be approved by the City Engineer and the City Director of Commumty
Development.

16. The City requires full-street improvements for loca) streets other than B Street. The improved street
portion the applicant s required to provide for a full-street includes, but is not to be limited to, base
rock, paved full-street width of 32 feet, curbs and gutters, 5-foot planter strip including curb width (4-
foot planter strip including curb width for Kafton Terrace), 5-foot concrete sidewalk behind the planter
strip, city utilities (water, sanitary and storm dramage facilities), curb return radn, curb (handicap)
ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control devices, street trees, and street
hghts.

17. The applhicant shall receive approval of the street tree plan prior to the issuance of a grading permit tor
the site. The sireet tree plan shall also include the planting of street trees on all new streets and along
Leland Road and Pease Road.

18. A tree removal and replanting plan is required pnor to receiving engineering approval. If trees are later
proposed to be removed outside of the building area, the appheant will fdlow the prescriptive
replanting schedule outlined 11 OCMC 16.12.310-1

19. Ten-foot public utihity casements along all street frontages and all easements required for the final
engineering plans shall be dedicated to the public on the final plat. Al existing and proposed utilities
and casements shall be indicated on the construction plans. All off-site utility easements required for
this project shall be obtamed and submitted to the City prior to approval of the construction plans.
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26.

_The apphcant shall foilow the concl

ustons and recommendations of the Geotechnical Fngmeering
Report dated June 1, 2004 (Exhibut 13) by Kurk L. Warner, R.G.. and James D. Imbrie, PE, both of
GeoPacific Engineering, Inc.

The applicant shall provide a revised Landscaping Plan identifying which trees wil) be removed from
{he site in relation to the setbacks, utility easements and ROW for the project. The landscaping plan
shall be approved by the Planning Department prior to the ssuance of a grading permit for the site.
Trees that are to be removed that are not located within the ROW, utility easemenis or setbacks shall be
replaced on site.

. The applicant must plan to construct and complete the entire stormwater system, including the pond and

its landscaping prior to recording of the plat. The City will not accept a surety for the pond landscaping
unless Staff determes that an adequate planting season is not available prior to submission of the final
plat.  Even if this 1s the case, Staff will stili require a minimum of an adequate applhication of
hydroseeding/erosion blanket or other means to ensure the pond performs adequately to meet turbidity
regulations within the City’s Erosion Control regulations.

The TIS does not meet City reguirements and must be supplemented before the city can finalize 1ts
assessment of the impact of the proposal. The applicant shall submit the required supplemental
information as spelled out in the September 3, 2004 {etter {from John Replinger.

The applicant shall orientate the front of the home on Lot } to face Pease Road or an alternative to the
lot orientation, which incorporates jandscaping and fencing into the lot and street design, may be
approved 1f 1t 1s found to accomplish the objective of this standard by the community development
director.

Prior to recerving Plat approvals, the applicant shall submit all CC&R’s, maintenance agreements,

dedications, casements, and related documents for the subdivision.

The applicant shall provide three rescrve strips — at each end of the two stub ends of B Street and along
the northerly edge ol Crisp Drive adjacent to Tax Map 3.2E-7A-002100. They shall be provided on the
final plat as plat restrictions.
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CiTY OF OREGON CITY

Planning Commission

320 WARNER MILNE ROAD OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045
TEL{303) 657-0893 Fax (503) 722-3880
-

FILE NO.: WR 04-11

APPLICATION TYPE: Quasi-Judicial/ Type IV Complete: August 1}, 2004
120-Day: December 9, 2004

HEARING DATE: September 13, 2004
7:00 p.m., City Hall
320 Warner Milne Road
Oregon City, OR 97045

APPLICANT: Gentry Homes, LLC
Thomas Gentry
P.O. Box 1009
Clackamas, Oregen 97015

OWNERS: Pat Hendersoen Harry & Ethel Montgomery
19431 Leland Road 19411 Lefand Road
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Stan & Kathleen Raney Leroy Manselle
19260 Peasc Road 19391 Leland Road
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 Oregon City, Oregon 97045
REQUEST: The applicant is requesting a Water Resource determination in association with a

Subdivision and Zone Change Application (TP 04-13 and Z2C 04-03)

LOCATION: The sites are identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07DB, Tax Lots 6300, 6400
& 6500 and Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07A, Tax Lot 2200. The sites are located
at19391, 19411, & 19431 Leland Road and 19260 Pease Road.

REVIEWER: Christina Robertson-Gardiner, Associate Planner
Jay Toll, Senior Engineer

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with conditions

DECISION Chapter 17.49 WR WATER RESOURCES OVERLAY DISTRICT
CRITERIA: Chapter 17.50 ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES

PI{OCESS Type 11 decisions involve Lhe greatest amount ol discrenaon and evaluation of subjective approval standards, vel ate not required (o be heard by the city
commission, excepl upon appeal Applications evaluated tirough tus process melnde conditional use permits, prehminary planned unit development plans, vanances, code
iterpretations, simitar use determinations and those rezamings upon annexation wnder Seetion 17 06 050 for which discreton is provided T the event that any decision 18
nat chassified, it shall be tieated as a Type 1§ decisian The process for these land use decisions 18 controlied by ORS 197 763 Notice of the application and Uhe planning
commssion of the Justonic review board hearing 1s published and mailed to the applicam, recogmazed neighbarhood association and propenty owners watlin three hundred
feel Notice must be sssucd at least twenty days pro-heanng, and the stafl report must be avarlable at least seven days pre-heanng At the evidenuary hearng held before the
planming commission or the lustone 1eview board, all issues are addressed. The decision of the planning commission or lsteric 1eview board is appealable o e ¢ty
comnussion, on the record The city commmssion decision on appeal from the historic review board or the planning commission 1S5 the cily’s final decision and 15 appealable
to LUBA within twenty-one days of when it becomes final

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS DECISION, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING DIVISION OFFICE AT (503) 657-0891



BASIC FACTS:

1.

_t\.)

()

Location. The subject site consist of four parcels in Oregon City totally approximately 8.37 acres
with the following legal descriptions Clackamas County Map 32E-07DB, Tax Lots 6300, 6400 &
6500 and Clackamas County Map 1.2FE-07A, Tax Lot 2200. The sites are located at19391, 19411, &
19431 Leland Road and 19260 Pease Road.

Project Description. The applicant, Tom Gentry, 1s proposing a 31-lot Subdivision on the subject
site (Exhibit 5). There 1s an intermittent stream located just south of the site on Tax Lot 6600 and
6700.

Existing Conditions. The §.17 acres 1s comprised of 4 properties with 4 existing homes. There 15 an
existing drainage crossing from west to cast in a northerly route across tax lot 6600 and 6700 just
south of Lot 22 of the proposed subdivision. There is currently a large mapped wetland on tax lot
6900 to the south of the site. The tax lot 6900 property 1s currently undergoing planning review for a
47-lot subdivision (TP04-11). The applicant of that subdivision 1s contending that the wetland has
been filled in over time, and wili be submitting a request for exemption to the Water Resource
Overlay District.

The site is identified within the Oregon City Water Resource Overlay Dastrict and the Wet Sols-
High Water Tabie area on the Geologic Hazards map of the Canby and Oregon City Quadrangles,
Oregon. The site is located t0 the south of Gentry Highland 1,

Surrounding Uses/Zoning:

4 North: Directly north of the site 1s the Gentry Highland I subdivision, which is zoned “R-8"
Single-Family Residential and Coho Court subdivision, currently bemg hutlt which 1s also
R-8

b South: South of the subject site 15 part outside the Oregon City City Limits and the Urban
Growth Boundary. A second parcel just recently brought into the City limits 1s zoned R3.5.

c. West: West of the site are the R-8 Subdivisions of Pease Road Estates and South Hampton
Estates and some under developed R-10 homes.

d. East: Fast of the site is Leland Run, a Planned Unit Development (PUD), and Wesley
Lynn Park.

Comments; Notice of ts proposal was sent 10 property owners within three hundred feet of the
subject property and vanous City departments and other agencies regarding the proposed
development.  David Fvans and Associates, which performed the Traffic Analysis for the site,
indicated that the impacts associated with 2 change from R-10 to R-8 are not expected to
substantially affect the planned 20-year transportation system (Exhibit 3b). Comments were also
received from the Oregon City Public Works Department (Exhibit 3¢). No Public comments were
received
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1. DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA

CONSISTENCY CRITERIA

Municipal Code
Chapter 17.49 WR WATER RESOURCES OVERLAY DISTRICT
Chapter 17.30 ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES

Chapter 17.49 WR WATER RESOURCES OVERLAY DISTRICY
17.49.030 Applicability.
Finding: This site has been identified as being within the Water Quality Resource Area Ovetlay

District and having a water quality feature (intermittent stream) south the subject site. The standards of this
section are applicable.

17.49.040 Administration.

Finding: The City’s Water Quality and Water Management Map identify the southeastern scction of
the subject site within the Water Quality Resource Area Overlay District (Exhibit Ga). This area drains into
Mud Creek and then Beaver Creek.

;. The Gregon City lecal wetland inventory, as amended, shall be a reference jor idenufying areas subjeci 1o the water
quality resource area overlay district.
Finding: The Oregen City Local Wetland Inventory was used as a source to the City Water Quality

Resource District Map, which identified the stream on the southwestern section of the site (Exhibit 6b)

2 Applicants are required to provide the cily with a field-verified delincation of the water quality resource areas ov the
subject property as part of theur application.

Finding: The apphicant provided a feld-verified delineation for the water quahty resource are. The
Wotland Delineation was prepared David Waterman of Environmental Technology Consultants and is dated
July 2004 (Exlibit 6}. This standard is met.

3 The standards for development contained in this chapter are applicable to areas located within a water quality
resource arca. Applications for development on a site located in the water guality resource area overlay district may
request a determination that the subject site iy not in & water qualify resource dred and this is not subject to the
standards of Section 17.49.050.

Finding: The applicant 1s requesting a determination that the site is not located within the Waler
Resource Overlay Distriet. This standard 1s applicable.

4 Complionce with Federal and State Requiremenis.

a. If the proposed development requires the approval of any other governmental agency, such as the Division of State
Lands or the UL.S. Army Corps of Engincers, the applicant shall make application for such approval prior o or
vimultaneously with the submittal of its development application 1o the city engineer. The planning division shall
coordinate city approvals with those of other agencies lo the extent necessary and feasible. Any permut issued by
the city pursuant to this chaprer shall not become valid until other agency approvals have becn obtained or those
agencies indicate that such approvals are not required.

b The requirements of this chapter apply only to water guality resource areas within the water quality resource ared
overlay district. If, in the course of a development review, evidence suggests that a property outside the District
may contain a Titde 3 wetland or other protected water resource, the provisions of this chapter shall not be apphied
to that development review. However, the omission shall not excuse the applicant from satisfying any State and
federal wetland requivements which are otherwise applicable. Those reguirements apply in addition to, and apart
from the requirements of the city's comprehensive plan and s code. Additionally, the standards of Sechon
174G 000 shall be applied to the resource and, if the standards of Section 17.49.090 are met, the disirict
boundaries shall be amended

Findings: The applicant has not proposed direct impacts within the waterway.

17.49.050 Water quality resource ared standards.

WR 04-09 Staff Report Page 3 of 10
July 19,2004



This section
district,

applies to water quality resource areas within the water qualify resource area overlay

A The purpose of this section is to protect and improve the beneficial water uses and functions and values of water

guality resource areas.
B The water gquality resource area is the vegetaied corridor and the protected water feature. The width of the

vegetated

more har

the stope
Table 17.49-1

corridor is specified i Table 17.49-1. At least three slope measurements along the water feature, at no
1 fifty-foot increments, shall be made for cach property for which development is proposed. Depending on
measurements, the width of the vegetated corridor may vary.

WIDTH OF VEGETATED CORRIDOR

Prorected Water Feature Type Slope Adjacent te Protected Starting Point for Width of Vegetated Corridor
(see definitions) Water Feature Measurements from {see Note 1)
Water Feature
Anadromous fish-bearing Any slope e Edyc of 200 feet
streams bankfull flow
Tntermittent streams with slopes < 25 percent * Edge of 15 jeet
fess than 25 percent and wiich hankfull flow
drain less than 100 acres
All other protected water < 23 percent « Edge of bankfull flow 30 feet
features » Delineated edge of Title
1 wetland
> 25 percent for 150 feet or 200 feet
more (see Note 2}
> 25 percent for less than Distance from starting point of
150 feet (see Note 2) measurement 1o top of ravine

fbreak in 225 percent siope) (Sce
Note 3) plus 50 feet.

Notes:

! Required width (measured horizontally) of vegetated corridor unless reduced pursuant to the provisions of Section

17 49.050(1)

2 Vegetared corridors in excess of fifty feet apply on steep slopes only in the upill direction Jrom the protected warer

feature
3 Where the
percent slope.

protected water feature 1s confined by a ravine or pully, the top of the ravine is the break in the = 23

Findings: This standard 1s conditionally met. According to the report, there are no ntermittent streams or

wetlands on the site. The report does not recommend any buffer area. The City feels sigmhcant
flow cxists through the swale to classify 1t as an intermittent stream. An intermitlent stream
would require a 15-foot wide vegetated corndor tract on each side. The drainage appears to be
Jocated on the adjacent property approximately 8 feet from the property line. This would require
a 7-foot wide vegetated corridor tract along the southwestern property line of lot 22. The
vegetated corridor areas are to be improved by removing non-native species, and replanting with
non-nuisance plants from the Oregon City native plant list. There 1s currently a large mapped
wetland on tax 1ot 6900 to the south of the site. The property 1s currently undergoing planning
review for a 47-1ot subdivision (TP04-11). The apphcant of that subdivision 15 contending that
the wetland has been filled in over time, and will be submitting a request for excrmption to the
Water Resource Overlay District, 1 the wetland exemption is given, the required vegetative
tract for TP04-13 may be dropped. The applicant can satisfy this criterion by complying with
Condition of Approval 3.

C. Uses Permitted Outright

f. Stream,
ORS 3093

wetland. viparian and upland enhancement or reswration projects; and farming practices as defined in
0 and farm uses, excluding bwildings and structures, as defined in ORS 215.203;

2 Placement of structures that do not require a grading or building permil,

WR 04-09 Staff
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3. Rowtine repair and maintenance of exising Suuciures, roadways, driveways, utifity facilivtes, accessory uses and
other development.
Findings: The applicant has not proposed any permitted uses. However if the applicant 1s required to
create a separate tract for the vegetative corridor, stream, riparian and upland enhancement projects will be

required, which 1s a permitted use.

D Uses Under Prescribed Conditions.
/. Repaiv, replaccment or tmprovement of utiliry facilities where the disturbed portion of the warer quality resource
area is restored and vegetation is replaced with vegeiation from the Oregon City native plant list.
2 Additions, alierations, rehabilitation, or replacement of existing struciures that do not ncrease existing structural
footprint in and will have no greater material adverse impact on the water quality resource ared where the disturbed
portion of the water quality resource area is restored using native vegelative cover.
3 Public capital improvement projecis that comply with the development standards of this chaprer. The city engineer
will determine compliance with water guality resource area standards

Findings: The applicant has not proposed any prescribed uses.

E Provisional Uses. The following uses are allowed in the water quality resource area subject (o compliance with the
application requirenents and development standards of subsections G and H of this section
i Any use allowed in the base zone, other than those fisted in subsectioin C and D) of this section,
9 Measures (o remove or abate nuisances, or any vther violation of state statute, administrative agency rule or city
ordinance;
3. Roady to provide access to protected water features or necessary ingress and egress across water quality resource
areqs.
4. New public or privaie utility faciity construction,
5 Wulkways and bike paths (vee subsection (Hi(3} of this section),
6. New stornmwater pre-treatment facilities (see subsection (H}(6),
7 Widening an existing road adjacent 10 or running parallel to a water quality resource area;
& Additions. alterations, rehabilitation or replucement of existing structures, roadways, Qccessory uses and
development that increase the structural footprint within the water quality resource area consisieni with subsection
(H}7) of thiy section
Findings: No Provisional Uses are proposed.

F. Prohibued Uscs
1. Any new development, other than that listed in subsections C, D and £,
2. Uncontained areas of hazardous materials as defined by the Department of Environmental Quality.

Findings: No prohibited uses are proposed.

G Application Requirements. Applications for provisional uses in the water qualify resource area must provide the

following information in a water resources report in addition 10 the information required for the base zone.

| A topographic map of the site af contour intervals of five feet or less showing a delinealion of the water quality
resource area, which includes areas shown on the city water quality and flood management areas map.

Findings: This criterion has been met (Exhibit 6)

2. Thelocarion of all existing
Findings: This criterion has been met

3 Location of Title 3 wetlandsWhere Title 3 wetlands are identified, the applicant shall follow the Division of State
Lands recommended wetlands delineation process. The delineation shall be prepared by a professional wetlands
specialist;

Findings: This criterion has been met

4. An inventory and location of existing debris and nuisance plants;

¥indings: This criterion has been met
W 04-09 Stalf Report Page 5of 10
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5. An assessment of the exising condition of the water quality resource ared in accordance with Table 17.49-2;
Findings: Thas criterion has been met in the applhication

6. An mventory of vegetation, including percentage ground and canopy coverage,

Findings: This criterion has been met in the apphcation

7 An analvsis of the impacts the proposed developmen! may have on the water quality resource area. This discussion
<hall take o account relevant natural features and characterisiics of the water quality resource area, inchiding
hvdrology, soils, bank stability, slopes of lands abuting the water resources, hazards of flooding, large mrees and
wooded feawures. The discussion shall identify fish and wildlife resources that utilize or inhabit the impact area in the
course of a year and the impacl of the proposed development on water resource values;

Findings: No development is propesed in the Vegetative Cormidor
7 An analysis of the impacts the proposed development will have on the water quality of affected water resources,
taking into account relevant natural features and characterisiics of the water quality resource arca;

Findings: No development is proposed 1m the Vegetative Corridor

8 An analysis of measures which feastbly can be tuken to reduce or mitigate the impact of the proposed development
on the water gualify resource ared and their vegetated corridors, mcluding proposed drainage and erosion control
measures, and an analysis of the effectivencss of these measures;

Findings: No development 1s proposed in the Vegetative Corridor

10 The water resources report shall be prepared by one or mare gualificd professionals including a wetlands biologist
or hydrologist whose credentials are presented in the report;

Findings: The report was prepared by David Waterman from Environmental Technology Consultants
and stamped by Richard Bublitz, a wetlands biologist. This criterion 1s met.

1. Alrernarives analvsis demonstrating that:

a  No prachcable alternaives 10 the requested development exist that will not disturb the water quality resource
areda,

b Development i the water quality resource area has been Iimited to the area necessary [0 allow for the proposed
use,

c.  The water quality resource area can he restored to an equal or better condition accordance with Table [7.49-
2,

[ will be consistent with a water quality resource area mitigation plan,

e An explanation of the rationale behind choosing the alternative selected including how adverse impacts 10

resource areas will be avoided or minimized and mitigated,

Findings: No development is proposed in the Vegetative Comidor

12 A water guality resource areq mitigation plan shall be prepared by a registered professional engineer, landscape
architect, hiolegisi, or other person trained or certified 1o determine that the vegetated corridor meels the requirements
of Table 17.49-2 and shall comain the following tformation:
a A description of adverse impacts that will be caused as a result of development,
b, An explanation of how adverse 1mpacts o resource arcas will be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated in
qecordance with, but not limited 1o, Table 17.49-2,
¢ A list of all responsible parties including, but not limited to, the owner, applicant. contractor or other persons
responsible for work on the development site,
A map showing where the spectfic mitigation activilles will occur,
e A maintenance program assuring plant survival for a minimum of three years,

[
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[ An implementanion schedule, including timeline for construction, mitigation, MILgation matnienance, monitorng,
reportmg amnd a contngency plan. Al in-stream work in anadromous fish-bearing streams shall be done in
accordance with the Oregon Department of Fush and Wildlife in-stream timing schedule.

Findings: The applicant has not provided a miugation plan for the enhancement of the area. 1f a tract
for the vegetative corridor 15 required, the vegetated corridor areas are to be improved by removing notr
native specics, and replanting with non-nuisance plants from the Oregon City native plant list, This enterion
15 met as conditioned.

H Development Standards Applications for provisional uses In the water quality resource area shall satisfy the
Jollowing standards:
| The water quality resource area shall be restored and maintained in accordance with the mitigation plan and the
specifications in Table 17 49-2
Findings: The project will include restoration and maintenance in accordance with the replanting plan
{1tem 12, above) and the specifications of Table 17.49-2 (see item 11 above).

2 Exisnng vegetation shall be protected and left in place Work arcas shall be carefully located and marked to
reduce potential damage to the water guality resource area. Trees in the water quality resource area shall not be
wsed as anchors for stabilizing construction equipment.

Findings: If the vegetative comdor 1s retained as a tract in TP 04-13, the appheant will remove the
existing non-native vegetation, and replace with native species. The applicant shali ensure that all trees will
be protected and not used to anchor or stabilize the work equipment.

This standard is not met. The applicant can satisty this criterion by complying with Condition of
Approval 3.

Where existing vegelation has been removed, or the original land contours disturbed, the site shall be revegerated
during the next planting season. Nuisance plants, as identified w the Oregon City nuisance plant list, may be remaved
at any time. Interim erosion control measures such as mulching shall be wsed to avoid erosion on bare arcas. Removed
nuisance plants shall be replaced with plants from Oregon Ciiy's native plant list by the next planting season.
Findings: The project will include restoration and maintenance in accordance with the replanting plan
{item 12, above) and the specifications of Table 17.49-2 (see item 11.c and 11.d above). This standard is met
as conditioned.

1 Prior to construction, ihe water gqualily resource area shall be flagged, fenced or otherwise marked and shall
remain undisturbed except as allowed in subsection £ of this section. Such markings shall be maintained uniil
construction is complete

Findings: This applicant shall clearly mark the work boundaries and clearing Linuts.

This standard is not met. The applicant can satisty this criterion by complying with Condition of
Approval 2

5. Walkways and hike paths:
Findings: The applicant has not proposed the construction of a walkway or bike path. This standard 1s

not applicable.

6 Stormwater quantity control and quality control facilities.
Findings: The applicant has not proposed a stormwater facility within the vegetated corridor. This

standard 1s not applicabie.

7 Additions, Alterations, Rehabilitation and Replacement of lawful structures
Findings: The applicant has not proposed additions, alterations, rehabilitation, or replacement of lawful
structures. This standard is not applicable.
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8. Off-Site Mitigation
Findings: The applicant has not proposed off site mitigation. This standard is not applicable.

| Vegetated Corridor Width Reduction. A reduction in the width of the vegetated corridor required by Table 17.49-1
may be allowed as part of a Type I proceeding
Findings: The applicant has not requested a vegetated comdor width reduction

17.49.090 Map Administration.

Findings: City staff handles modifications to water resource boundaries relying on the applicant’s
Water Resource Report findings and maps to establish minor modifications to the boundary. A significant
error would be processed under this Map Amendment process.

(E) Chapter 17.50 ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES

17.50.030 Preapplication conference and neighborhood meeling.

A4, Prior to submiting an application for any form of pernut, the applicant shall schedule and atiend a preapplication

conference with ciry staff to discuss the proposul. The applicant may also schedule and attend @ meeting with the city-

recognized neighborhood associanon in whose territory the application is proposed.

B. Preapplication Conference. To schedule a preapplication conference, the applicant shall contact the planning

manager, submit the required materials, and pay the appropriute conference Jee At a minimum, an applicant should

cuhmit a short narrative describing the proposal and a proposed site plan, drawn 10 a scale acceplable to the cuy,

which identifies the proposed lund uses, traffic circulation. and public rights-of-way. The purpose of the preapplication

conference is to provide staff from all affected city departments with u summary of the applicant's development proposal

and an opportunily for staff o provide the applicant with information on the Likely impacts, limitations, requirements,

approval standards, jees and other information that may affect the proposal. The planning manager shall provide the

applicant(s) with the idenlity and contact persons for all affected neighborhood associations. Following the conference,

the planning manager shall provide the applicant with a written summdry of the preapplication conference.

O Affecicd Neighborhood Association Meeting. The purpose of the meeting with the recoghized neighborhood

association is to nform the affected neighborhood association about the proposed development and to recetve the

preliminary responses and suggesiions from the neighborkood association and the member residents.

D Notwithstanding any representations by city staff at a preapplication conference, s taff is not authorized to waive any

reguirements of this code, and any omission or failure by staff 1o recite to an applicant all relevant applicable land use

yeguiremenis shall not constiute @ waver by the city of any standard or requirement.

£ A preapplication confercace shall be valid for a period of six months from the date it iy held. If no upplication is filed

within six months of the conference or meeting, the applicant must schedule and aitend another conference before the

city will aceept a permit application. The planning manager may waive the preapplication reguirement if, in the

manager's opinion, the development does not warrant this step. (Ord. 98-1008 §1(part), 1998)

Finding: The apphcant held a pre-application meeting with staff, 1dentified as PA 04-06 March 16, 2004
prior to submitting the application. This criterion 1s met.

(h 17 30.060 Application requirements.
Finding: The property owner has mitiated the permit application process.

{C) 17 50.070 Completenesy_review and one-hundred-twenty-day rule
Finding: The applicant submitted the application on May 26, 2004, the City deemed the application
incomplete on June 7, 2004 and complete on August 11, 2004,

(d) 17.50.090 Public notices.
Finding: Notice of this proposal was sent to property owners within three hundred feet of the subject
properiy on August 11, 2004 and various City departments and other agencies on August i1, 2004
The subject site was posted and the Planning Commission Hearing was advertised in the

Clackamas Review on August 25, 2004 requesting comments.

(c) 17.50. 100 Notice posting requirements.
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Finding: The City has provided the required notice. See (d) above.

f 17.50 130 Cenditions of approval and notice of decision.
Finding: The City will provide notice of this decision and has imposed reasonable conditions of approval.

{g) 17 .50 140 Performance guarantecs.
Finding: The applicant has not proposed to post any performance guarantees at this time.

Conclusion and Decision

Based on the analysis and finding as described above, staff recommends that the proposed application for the
Water Quality Resource Area delineation and replanting plan can be approved by the Planning Conimission
with the recommended Conditions of Approval.

EXHIBITS
The following exhibits are attached to this staff report.

1 Vicmty Map

2. Oregon City Zoning Map

3. TP 04-13 Narrative

4 7ZC 04-02 Narrative

3. Gentry Hightand IT Subdivision Plans (PCio additionally receive large sized pluns)
6. WR 04-13 Submitial by Environmental Consultants, July 27, 2004

a. The City's Water Quahty and Water Management Map

b, The Oregon City Local Wetland Inventory

John Replinger, David Evans and Associates, Comments. dated September 3, 2004
Oregon City Public Works Department, dated April 29, 2004

Oregon City Building Officiai

Traffic Analysis, Lancaster, dated July 13,2004

Geotechnical Engineering Report dated June 1, 2004 by GeoPacific Enginecering
Preliminary Storm Runnoff & Detention Calculations

City of Oregon City Engineermg Policy 00-01

W= o
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
September 3, 2004
WR 04-11

1. No work shall be done in the wetiand areas and along the existing drainage swales without a permit [rom
the Oregon Division of State Lands and the Army Corps of Engineers, if apphcable. The applicant shall
provide the Cily copies of the above permits prior (o the approval of a grading permit.

2. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall clearly mark the water quahty resource area
and the work areas shall be carefully located and marked to reduce potential damage to the resource.
Trees shall not be used as anchors for stabilizing construction equipment,

3. The applicant shall create a separate tract which represents the portions of the 15-foot vegetative corridor
of the identified intermittent stream that are located on lot 22 of the Subdivision (TP 04-13). This Tract
shall be separately deeded or conveyed to the City in the final plat for TP (4-13. The vegelated corndor
area is to be improved by removing non-native species, and replanting with non-nuisance plants from the
Oregen City native plant list. The property to the south is currently undergoing planning review for a
47-lot subdivision (TP04-11). The apphcant of that subdivision is contending that the wetland on thewr
property has been filled in over time, and will be submitting a request for exemption to the Water
Resource Overlay District. If the wetland exemption 1s given, the required vegetative tract for TP0O4-13
will not be regquired.
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Ciry of Oregon Cly
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Application for Land Division

Applicant Gentry Homes
P.O. Box 1009
Clackamas, OR 97015
(503) 655-7383
Contact: Tom Gentry

Representative Sisul Engineering.
375 Portland Avenue
Gladstone, OR 97027
(503) 657-0188
Contact; Tom Sisul

Location 19260 S. Pease Road, 19391, 19411, and 19431 S. Leland
Road
Legal Description Tax Lots 2200 3 2E 7A,; 6300, 6400, and 6500 3 2E 7DB
Zoning Current R-10
Proposed R-8
Comprehensive Plan Low Density Residential
Site Size 8.27 Acres
Proposal Subdivision to create 31 lots in the R-8 Zone
Page 1
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Site Description

The site is located in the southeastern part of Oregon City, southeast of S. Pease Road
across from Crisp Drive. The three lots on Leland Road were annexed in 2004 and the tax
Iot fronting Pease Road was in the City prior to that.

The site presently has frontage and access by way of a driveway to S. Pease Road and
three driveways to S. Leland Road, all serving exsting residences. Pease Road is classified
as a local residential street and Leland is classified as a munor arterial street.

The site is nearly flat, and is occupied by single-family dwellings. Trees on the site are
located along the S. Pease Road frontage and in the vicinity of the existing residences on
the Leland Road frontage.

Single-family residences on large lots occupy adjacent properties. Across S. Pease
Road, and between Pease and Leland, are single family residences in subdivisions zoned
R-8 and R-10, with developed properties generally designated R-8. Across Leland is
property zoned R-8 that is approved for development. Nearly all properties in the area that
have been approved for development have received approval for R-8 densities.

Proposal

The applicant requests a subdivision to create 31 lots, according to standards in the R-
8 Zone. A separate and concurrent application has been submitted for a change in zoning
designation from R-10 to R-8 to facilitate the development of the subdivision in a manner
similar to other developments in the vicinity.

A new street is proposed to extend southeast from Pease Road, terminating in a cul de
sac short of Leland Road. Exit to Leland Road is blocked by three existing residences.
Two street stubs will extend to the north and south of the new interior street. All new
streets will have a 54-foot right of way with 32 feet of pavement between curbs, a five
foot wide planter and five foot sidewalk. The cul de sac will be approximately 200 feet
long, terminating in a 54-foot radius cul de sac.

Public water and sanitary sewer are available from lines in adjacent streets and
developments. Public water will be extended to provide connections for each new lot.
Public sewer will be installed on the site to provide connections for each new lot and will
be connected to the existing sanitary sewer. Storm water will be collected in a system of
pipes and directed to the public sanitary sewer across Leland Road to the south and east.
Please refer to the preliminary "Utility Plan" (Sheet 3) for details and locations of
proposed facilities.

The subdivision is designed to satisfy all requirements of the City's Codes, as described
in the following narrative.
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Applicable Criteria and Standards

Applicable criteria and standards of the Oregon City Development Code include the
following:

Title 16 Land Divisions

Title 17 Zoning:
Chapter 17.10 R-8 Zone
Chapter 17.50 — Administration and Procedures

The following are not applicable to this proposal.

Chapter 17.44 US Unstable Soils and Hillside Constraint Overlay District
Chapter 17.49 ~ Water Resource Overlay District

Chapter 17.62 — Site Plan and Design Review

Requirements of Title 16 and 17 will be reviewed in this narrative. Generally, Code
provisions are indicated by i“alics, with the applicant’s response in plain text. Applicable
criteria and standards have been taken from the “new” code, which was effective on June
18, 2004.

Title 16 Land Divisions
Chapter 16 Subdivisions

The applicant proposes a subdivision to create 31 new lots suitable for single family
detached dwellings, with a new street terminating in a cul de sac and stub streets that
connect to an adjacent development or provide access for future development. Although
no longer required, a pre-application meeting with staff was held on February 26, 2004,
and the applicant has maintained contact with staff to assure that all requirements would
be satisfied as the project.

Chapter 16.08 Subdivisions — Process and Standards

16.08.040 Preliminary subdivision plat—Required plans. The Applicant has submitted
plans that show information required in this section. A traffic analysis report prepared by
Lancaster Engineering, Inc., was submitted for the zone change, and provides sufficient
information for review of the subdivision. Please refer to the set of plans for details.

Sheet 1 — Site Plan

Sheet 2 — Existing Conditions and Topography Plan
Sheet 3 — Preliminary Utility Plan

Sheet 4 — Preliminary Street Design
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Chapter 16.12 — Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Subdivisions

16.12.010 Purpose and general provisions.
Al land divisions shall be in conformance with the policies and design standards

established by this chapter and with applicable standards in the city 's public facility
master plan and city design standards and specifications....
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The subdivision was designed to conform to requirements of this Chapter and of the
R-8 Zoning District.

16.12.030 Street design--Minimum right-of-way.
All land divisions shall provide adequate right-of-way and pavement width. Adequate
right-of-way and pavement width shall be provided by:

1. Complying with the Street Design Standards contained in table 16.12.030 below.

Proposed streets have a 53 foot wide right of way with 32 feet of pavement, except for
the extension of Krafton Terrace, which will continue the 50 foot right of way to its
intersection with the new street. Streets as proposed are designed to the specified city
standards. Please refer to Sheet 1 Proposed Site Plan.

16.12.050 Street design--Alignment.

The centerline of Streets shall be:
1. Aligned with existing streets by continuation of the centerlines; or
2. Offset from the centerline by no more than 10 feet, provided appropriate
mitigation, in the judgment of the City Engineer, is provided to ensure that the offsel
intersection will not pose a safety hazard.

The new interior street will align with Crisp Drive where the new street is proposed to
intersect Pease Road. A new stub street proceeding generally to the east will connect to
Krafton Terrace, where that street is temporarily terminated in Gentry Highlands. Other
connections are enabled by the proposed street arrangement, which was coordinated with
the staff. The street arrangement, as proposed, ensures that suitable and sufficient access is
provided so that adjacent properties may develop as provided in the City’s Code.

16.12.055 Minimum Street Intersection Spacing Standards
All new development and redevelopment shall meet the following Minimum Street
Intersection Spacing Standards....

Intersection spacing standards are satisfied with the intersection aligned with Crisp
Drive on Pease Road, and with the separation of interior streets within the development.

16.12.065 Intersection Level of Service Standards.

When approving land use actions, the City of Oregon City requires all relevant
intersections to be maintained at the minimum acceptable Level Of Service (LOS} upon
full build-out of the proposed land use action....

A traffic analysis report was prepared for the zone change, which reviewed the

- potential impact of development of the site with 45 lots, the maximum number of
dwellings possible for the site. This would represent an increase of nine lots from the
maximum potential of 36 lots under R-10 zoning (zone change application pending). The
traffic report found no level of service problems that would be created by an addition of
nine lots over current zoning. In fact, as the subdivision fits on the site with 31 lots, less
than the maximum potential currently allowed (note that the “maximum potential” is often
a theoretical figure, without consideration of feasibility or practical reality on the ground).
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16.12.170 Street design--Transit.

Streets shall be designed and laid out in a manner that promotes pedestrian and bicycle
circulation. The applicant shall coordinate with Tri-Met where the application impacts
transit streets....

No transit street improvements have been identified as necessary for this subdivision.

16.12.180 Street design—Planter strips.
All development shall include vegetative planter strips that are five feet in width or larger
and located adjacent to the curb....

The proposed street section includes planter strips as required. Please refer to Sheet 1
of the proposed plans.

16.12.232 Building Sites — Minimum Density
All subdivision layouts shall achieve at least 80% of the maximum density of the base
zone for the net developable area as defined in Section 17.04.

The base density is not defined in Section 17.04, however there is a definition for “net
developable area” (17.04.390) that provides a calculation for density excluding
undevelopable areas, rights of way, etc. The net developable area is 6.04 Acres (263,315
square feet). The maximum density is 32.9 lots (263,315 divided by 8,000 square feet, the
R-8 minimum lot area). The minimum density is 80% of the maximum, or 26 lots. Thirty-
one lots are proposed, with an average lot area for this subdivision is 8,356 square feet.

Section 17.06.070 Requirements Table provides that the maximum density in an R-8
zone is 5.5 dwellings per acre, with a minimum lot area of 8,000 square feet. Using the
calculated net developable area of 6.04 acres, the maximum density is 33 22 lots. Thirty-
one lots are proposed.

16.12.235 Calculations of Lot Area.

A subdivision in a Single Family Dwelling District may include lots that are up to 10%
less than the required minimum lot area of the applicable zoning designation provided
the entire subdivision on average meets the minimum site area requirement of the
underlying zone....

The average lot area, calculated as specified in this section, is 8,356 square feet. Lots
range in area from 7,201 square feet (Lot 8) to over 12,000 square feet for each of the lots
for the existing residences fronting Leland Road.

16.12.238 Flag Lots

No flag lots are proposed.

16.12.290 Building site--Setbacks and building location.
This standard ensures that lots are configured in a way that development can be oriented
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toward streets to provide a safe and better environment for pedestrians and bicyclists.

All lots have frontage on an existing public street (Leland Road) or the new public
streets proposed within the development, Lots comply with dimensional requirements of
the R-8 zone, which provides a rectangular area suitable for placement of a dwelling that
is oriented to the fronting street. No buildings are proposed at this time and the four
existing dwellings that will be retained within the development (Lots 10, 22, 23, and 24)
are oriented to the fronting street.

16.12.310 Building site—Protection of trees.

Site planning, including the siting of structures, roadways and utility easements, shall
provide for the protection of tree resources. All trees with a diameter six inches or
greater measured four feet from the ground shall be preserved outside the building area,
which is defined as right-of-way, public utility easements, and within the building
setbacks of each lot. Where the Community Development Director determines it is
impracticable or unsafe to preserve these trees, the applicant may be allowed to remove
the trees so long as they are replaced in accordance with an approved landscape plan
that includes new plantings of at least two inches in caliper measured six inches above
the root crown and the plan must meet, at a minimum, the requirements of Table
16.12.310-1....

Tree locations are shown on Sheet 2 Existing Conditions. Thirty-two (32) trees are
located in the proposed right-of-way and utility easement. This is defined as “building
area” and is exempt from preservation requirements. At the development phase, no
additional tree removal is proposed. While it is obvious that some additional trees will be
removed (e.g. most of the trees on Lot 25 and the 24 inch apple tree on Lot 20, to be
determined when a house plan is chosen for each lot), the applicant will work to preserve
remaining trees that are outside of construction areas.

Title 17 Zoning
Chapter 17.10 R-8 Single Family Dwelling District

The proposed subdivision has been designéd to standards in the R-8 zone specified in
Chapter 17.10. Lots range in area from 7,201 square feet to 12,573 square feet, with an
average lot area of 8,356 square feet. Please refer to the Proposed Site Plan (Sheet 1) for
details.

Dimensional standards are listed in Section 17.10.040;

17.10.040 Dimensional standards.
Dimensional standards in the R-8 district are:
A. Minimum lot area, eight thousand square feet;
B. Minimum lot width, sixty feet;
C. Minimum lot depth, seventy-five feet,
D. Maximum building height, two and one-half stories, not to exceed thirty-five feet,
E. Minimum required setbacks:
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D. Maximum building height, two and one-half stories, not to exceed thirty-five feet;
E. Minimum required setbacks:
1. Front yard fifteen feet minimum depth,
2. Attached and detached garage, twenty feet minimum depth from the public
right-of-way where access is taken, except for alleys. Garages on an alley shall be
setback a minimum of five feet in residential areas.
3. Interior side yard, nine feet minimum for at least one side yard, seven feet
minimum for the other side yard,
4. Corner side yard, fifteen feet minimum width,
5. Rear yard, twenty feet minimum depth,
6. Solar balance point, setback and height standards may be modified subject to
the provisions of Section 17.54.070.
F. Garage Standards:
1. The length of the garage wall facing the street may be up to 40% of the length
of the street facing building fagade, or
2. The garage may be up to 50% of the length of the fagade if the garage is
recessed a minimum of 5 feet from the longest street facing fagade, and,
3. On corner lots, only one street-facing wall must meet the standards in (1) or (2)
above, and
4. A garage wall that faces the street may be no closer 10 the streef than the
longest street-facing wall of the house except as provided in subsections (5) and
(6) below.
5. A garage may extend up 10 5 feet in front of the longest front fagade if:
a. There is a covered front porch and the garage does not extend beyond the
front line of the porch, or
b. The garage is part of a two level fagade that has a window (minimum 12
square feet, with 4" trim or shutters) on the second level that faces the street.
6. Garages may be side-oriented to the front lot line if windows occupy a
minimum of 15% of the street-facing wall of the garage.
7. Exception. Where the street facing fagade of the building is less than 24 feet
long, the garage wall facing the street may be up to 12 feet long if there is one of
the following:
a. Interior living area above the garage. The living area must be set back no
more than 4 feet from the street facing garage wall; or
b. A covered balcony above the garage that is at least the same length as the
street facing garage wall, at least 6 feet deep, and accessible from the interior
living area of the dwelling unit.
G. Maximum Building Coverage: 33% of the lot area. Accessory buildings 200
square feet or less are exempt from the maximum building coverage calculation.

The rear lot line locations for the existing residences fronting Leland Road and all lot
boundaries for Lot 10 have been placed in a manner that complies with setback
requirements of this section. For the residences fronting Leland, front and side setbacks
will not be changed by this development proposal. Please refer to Sheet 1 Proposed Site
Plan for dimensions for each lot and building setback.

17.50.050 Preapplication conference and neighborhood meeting.
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A pre-application conference was held on February 26, 2004.

A neighborhood meeting is required for the subdivision, as the application is submitted
following the effective date of the new code. However, there is no organized
neighborhood association in the area so no meeting was possible.

Chapter 17.52 —~ Off-Street Parking and Loading

17.52.010 Number of spaces required.

At any time of erection of a new structure or at the time of enlargement or change in use
of an existing structure within any district in the city, off-street parking spaces shall be
provided in accordance with this section....

Each existing residence (Lots 10, 22, 23, and 24) has double (two) car garages that
provide the required parking spaces for a single family dwelling (minimum of one space,
maximum of two spaces). New buildings will be reviewed for compliance when building
permits are requested.

Conclusion

The foregoing narrative describes the proposed land division, which is intended to
create 31 lots suitable for single family dwelling structures. The four existing residences
will be accommodated on new lots within the proposed subdivision. The narrative and
plans demonstrate that the proposal is generally in conformance with the City’s applicable
criteria and standards Therefore, the application should be approved as submitted.
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[ocation

Legal Description

Zoning

Comprehensive Plan
Site Size

Proposal

Application for Zone Change

Gentry Homes

P.O. Box 1009
Clackamas, OR 97015
(503) 655-7383
Contact: Tom Gentry

Sisul Engineering.
375 Portland Avenue
Gladstone, OR 97027
(503) 657-0188
Contact: Tom Sisul

19260 S. Pease Road, 19391, 19411, and 19431 S. Leland
Road

Tax Lots 2200 3 2E 7A; 6300, 6400, and 6500 3 2E 7DB

Current R-10
Proposed R-8

Low Density Residential
8.27 Acres

Zone change to R-8.
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Site Description

The site is located in the southeastern part of Oregon City, southeast of S. Pease Road
across from Crisp Drive. The three lots on Leland Road were annexed in 2004 and the tax
lot fronting Pease Road was in the City prior to that.

The site presently has frontage and access by way of a dniveway to S. Pease Road and
three driveways 10 S. Leland Road, all serving existing residences. Pease Road is
classified as a local residential street and Leland is classified as a collector street.

The site is nearly flat, and is occupied by single-family dwellings. Trees on the site
are Jocated along the S. Pease Road frontage and in the vicinity of the existing residences
on the Leland Road frontage.

Single-family residences on large lots occupy adjacent properties. Across S. Pease
Road, and between Pease and Leland, are single family residences in subdivisions zoned
R-8 and R-10, with developed properties generally designated R-8. Across Leland is
property zoned R-8 that is approved for development. Nearly ail properties in the area
that have been approved for development have received approval for R-8 densitjes.

Proposal
The applicant requests a change in zoning designation from R-10 to R-8 to facilitate
the development of a subdivision on the site, in a manner similar to other developments
in the vicinity.

The applicable provisions and requirements of the City's Codes are described in the
following narrative.




Applicable Criteria and Standards

Applicable criteria and standards of the Oregon City Development Code include the
following:

Title 17 Zoning:
Chapter 17.68 Zoning changes and Amendments
Requirements of Chapter 17 will be reviewed in this narrative. Generally, Code

provisions are indicated by italics, with the applicant’s response in plain text.

Title 17 Zoning
Chapter 17.68 Zoning Changes and Amendments
17.68.010 Initiation of the Amendment

A change in zoning designation may be initiated by a property owner, upon
presentation of an application to the City, as provided in this section.

17.68.020 Criteria

This section provides the criteria for review of a proposed zone change:
The criteria for a zone change are set forth as follows:

A. The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the
comprehensive plan.

B. That public facilities and services (water, sewer, slorm drainage,
transportation, schools, police and fire protection) are presently capable of
supporting the uses allowed by the zone, or can be made available prior l0
issuing a certificate of occupancy. Service shall be sufficient to support the range
of uses and development allowed by the zone.

C The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or
planned function, capacity and level of service of the rransportation system
serving the proposed zoning district.

D. Statewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does
not contain specific policies or provisions which control the amendment




Criterion A: Goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan are satisfied by this
application.

The portions of the City of Oregon City's Comprehensive Plan Criteria that are
applicable to the proposed zone change include the following:

Section "C" Housing

Section "G" Growth and Urbanization

Section "I" Community Facilities

Section "J" Parks and Recreation

Section "L" Transportation

The proposed zone change is consistent to the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, as
demonstrated by the following discussion:

Housing: Provide for the planning, development, and preservation of a variety of
housing types at a range of prices and rents.

The site will accommodate single family detached dwellings on lots sizes of 8,000
square feet in area, and larger. This type of housing is similar to adjacent developments,
and will maintain the lower density neighborhood. This goal is satisfied, because the type
of housing allowed is anticipated as part of the community’s overall needed types and
vaneties.

Growth and Urbanization: To preserve and enhance the natural and developed
character of Oregon City and its urban growth area.

The proposed zone change will permit development consistent with adjacent
subdivisions and therefore, this goal is satisfied.

Community Facilities: Serve the health, safety, education, welfare and recreational
needs of all Oregon City residents through the planning and provision of adequate
community facilities.

Policy 5 of this Plan section states that "The City will encourage development on
vacant land within the City where urban facilities and services are available or can be
provided.” With development of the site, the applicant will be required to extend City of
Oregon City public facilities, including City of Oregon City water and sewer mains, and
construct appropriate improvements to fronting streets as well as internal streets.

The proposed zone change permits a slight increase in density, to a maximum of 45
lots, an increase of nine lots over the R-10 density, in an area where the terrain is
generally flat, there are no natural or physical constraints, and where public facilities and
services are available and generally have capacity.

Therefore, this goal is satistied.




Parks and Recreation: Maintain and enhance the existing park and recreation system
while planning for future expansion to meet residential growth.

Appropriate provisions for open space will be required as part of development review.
The site is almost directly across Leland from the proposed Wesley Lynn Park, which will
be improved by the City this summer.

This goal can be satisfied through development review.

Transportation: Improve the systems for movement of people and products in
accordance with land use planning, energy conservation, neighborhood groups and
appropriate public and private agencies.

Appropriate policies of this section include "provision for adequate off-street parking
will be mandatory”, "new developments will include sidewalks in their design”,
"sidewalks will be of sufficient width to accommaodate pedestrian traffic”, "use of
additional easement or underground utilities for utility poles will be encouraged”. All of

these policies will be satisfied as a part of this PUD development.

This goal will be satisfied through development review.
Criterion B: Public facilities and services, including waler, sewer, storm drainage,
transportation, schools police and fire protection, are available or can be made avail able
with adequate capacity for development of the site.

Public sewer is available, with capacity to serve development of a subdivision. New
sewer lines will be extended with development of the site, to provide connections for
each new lot.

Public water is also available. Design of the subdivision would incorporate a looping
of the water lines in new public roads to support area wide water facilities.

Storm water would be collected and piped to appropriate detention and treatment
facilities, for release into the public storm drain system across South Leland.

Open space is available as noted, in the proposed Wesley Lynn Park, across Leland
Road from the site. Other appropriate measures to ensure adequate recreational area wiil
be applied through the development review process.

Traffic and transportation : Maximum density for the site is 45 dwellings, which
would generate an estimated daily traffic volume of 430 weekday trips (note that these are
not all “new” trips, as there are several residences already on the site), according to the
Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Lancaster Engineering, Inc. The project density may
be lower, depending on how streets and lots actually fit on the site. In fact, the project
engineer has prepared a preliminary plan with 31 lots.




While this project will have an impact on the system as a whole, congestion 1S
increasingly a problem throughout the southeastern part of Oregon City. The Traffic
Impact Study prepared by Lancaster Engineering, Inc., submitted as part of the
application, does not identify the need for any system level improvements as a result of
the change in zoning and development of this property at R-8 density. However, the TIS
notes that eventually there will be a need for improvements nearby intersections that been
identified as systemn improvements in the City’s Transportation System Plan. For the
present, all intersections in the vicinity function at an acceptable level of service and the
proposed development will satisfy its obligation for future improvements through the
payment of a system development charge. The system development charge is in addition
to frontage improvements and dedications required for the project.

A representative of the school district provided information on schools. The following
schools will serve students from the site and no service deficiencies have been identified.
Although, school officials noted that elementary attendance boundaries may be adjusted.

Elementary — McLoughlin Elementary School
Middle - Gardiner Middle School
High — Oregon City High School.

The City provides fire and police services. No comments from emergency providers
have suggested that this development will cause problems.

A review of public facilities and services demonstrates that all necessary facilities are
available, or will be made available through the development review process. Therefore,
this criterion is satisfied.




Criterion C: Proposed land uses in the R-8 Zone are similar to those permitted in the R-
10 Zone, with the slightly higher density. The proposal is consistent with the planned
Jfunction, capacity, and level of service of adjacent streets.

The Traffic Impact Report, discussed above with relation to the availability of public
services, considers relevant issues in detail. No problems have been identifled that would
be affected by the proposed zone change.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan map identifies the site and vicinity as suitable for
Low Density Residential development. The R-8 designation is appropriate, because there
are no physical constraints to limit carrying capacity and because public facilities and
services are available with adequate capacity. Much of the southeast part of Oregon City
15 developing at R-8 densitics, owing to the relatively flat topography, without geologic
hazards.

Criterion D. No statewide planning goals apply to this proposal that have not been
addressed in the City's Comprehensive Plan.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan has been acknowledged by the State of Oregon. No
additional policies or goals beyond those identified and considered by the City apply to
this proposal.

Conclusion

The foregoing narrative describes the proposed zone change from R-10 to R-8 and
demnonstrates that the proposal satisfies the City’s applicable criteria. Further, the
proposal applies a zoning designation to the site already selected by the City. Therefore,
the request for zoning change should be approved.
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Water Resources Investigation for
Gentry Highlands 2

Introduction:

The subject property consists of four parcels in Oregon City, Oregon totaling approximately 8.3 acres with
the following legal description: Tax Lots 6300, 6400. and 6500; Section 7DB, T3S, R2E, WM. (these
parcels are located on S Leland Road); and Tax Lot 2200, Section 7A, T3S, R2E, WM. (on Pease Road).

We were informed that application for development was made to the City of Oregon City, and city staff
identified an offsite drainage feature that was potentially a water quality resource arca regulated under
OCMC 17.49 whose vegetated cornidor had the potential to encroach onto the subject properties. We
were informed by the applicant that city staft was only interested in an investigation of this drainage
feature to make a determinaticn of whether 1t 1s jurisdictional, and if so, then determine the jurisdictional
limits and the vegetated corridor width.

Environmental Technology Consultants (ETC) was contracted to perform this investigation. Qur
mvestigation was limited to the offsite parcels containing the drammage feature of concern. Field
investigations were performed on June 23, 2004.

Drainage Feature Assessment:

Background:

The Oregon City Flood Management and Water Quality Resource Areas Map identifies a stream whose
headwaters 15 a mapped wetland located on the offsite Tax Lot 6900. The mapped stream traverses
properties to the southeast toward Leland Road. As it approaches Leland Road it traverses Tax Lot 6600,
where 1t 15 closest to the subject property. The mapped stream 15 then shown crossing Leland Road and
flowing to the southeast before ulumately entering Mud Creek. A copy of the city map is included in the
Appendix of this report.

COCMC 17.49 defines the term stream as follows: “areas where surface water produces a defined
channel or bed, including bedrock channels, gravel beds, sand sit beds, and defined-channel swales.
The channel or bed does not have to contain water year-round. This definition is not meant to include
irrigation ditches, canals, storm or surface water runoff structures, or other artificial watercourses unless
they are used to convey streams naturaily occurring prior to construction of such watercourses.”

Historical Research:

During a preliminary reconnaissance performed in June 2004, we recognized clear human-induced
disturbance to the drainage feature of concern. As such we decided that a key feature in making a
determination on this feature was whether it was historically a stream or wetland prior to the disturbance
1n accordance with the definition of “stream” in OCMC 17.49. We obtained historical aerial photographs
for the area dating from 1936 through 1998, Copies of the aerial photographs are included in the
Appendix, with an arrow that points to that portion of the drainage feature of concern, which approaches
Leland Road.

The earliest aerial photographs (1936-1956) show a drainage feature evidenced by the darker vegetation.
There is clearly not a defined channel north of Leland Road. The channel begins south of Leland Road, as
15 most clearly shown 1n the 1956 aerial photograph. In the photographs trom 1964 through 1980, the
darker vegetation along the drainage feature is still evident, however it appears to be weaker than in the

Environmental Technology Consullants
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previcus photographs. By 1990 the condition is weaker still, and even the dewnstream area that was
historically channelized appears to have degraded to an ill-defined channel.

Based on the data analyzed from the aerial photographs, we have concluded that the drainage feature north
of Leland Road did not historically centain a channel. The darker vegetation along the drainage teature
made it possible thal the feature was historically a wetland prior to the disturbance. We designed our field
investigation to confirm or deny whether this was the case.

Field Investigations:

We performed a reconnaissance of the drainage feature of concern, and site photographs were taken which
are included in Appendix A. At the upper end of the feature, above the 8" HPDE pipe that crosses the
flagpole drive of Tax Lot 6700, the feature is a broad swale that had no evidence of wetland conditions.
Photo 1 was taken across the pasture along the alignment of the mapped “stream”. It is very clear that this
area does not meet the definition of a stream. The head of the feature that extended up into Tax Lot 6900
was identified as a wetland on the Flood Management and Water Quality Resource Area map. The
supposed wetland as mapped is 240 feet from the southwest corner of the Pease Road parcel. With slopes
obviously less than 25% in the vicinity, the maximum vegetated corridor for the wetland would be 507 1n
accordance with Table 1 of 17.49. As such. we determined that additional investigation of the upper end
of the offsite system was not warranted, as the 50" vegetated corridor around any wetland would have no
potential to encroach onto the subject property.

Moving downstream within the drainage teature, an 8" HPDE pipe 1s present that crosses the gravel drive
of the Tax Lol 6700 flagpole. At the outlet of the 8" pipe the drainage begins its highly altered
characteristic. Photos 2 and 3 show how the drainage feature has been modified as a landscape amenity
where it crosses Tax Lot 6600. It appears that the feature is maintained by tlling and/or herbicide
treatment to keep its unvegetated characteristic. Further downstream as the drainage feature approaches
the Leland Road right of way, it has been ditched as shown in Photos 4 and 5. After flowing through a
short reach of narrow ditch. the flow enters a concrele pipe, where it then traverses a series of pipes. This
pipe system connects with the primary Leland Road stormwater system at Manhole 1 idenufied on Figure
2, where the flow from the draimage course is augmented with stormwater from the road. The combined
water is discharged southeast of Leland Road. The character of the drainage course southeast of Leland
Road is clearly different, containing patches of hydrophytic vegetation and evidence of shallow pools that
contain sustained shallow inundation. The influence of the stormwater input 1s evident.

Data Plots 1 and 2 were sampled within the drainage feature and adjacent to the drainage feature. The key
findings from the data plots were that hydric soil indicaiors were not present. If this drainage feature had
been a historic wetland, relic hydnic soils would still be present. The soil within the current drainage
feature (Plot 1) and in the adjacent area where surface flows were clearly not present (Plot 2) had virtually
the same soil characteristics. The soil matched the general charactenstics of the mapped Cottrell series,
which is a non-hydric soil. This is strong evidence that the drainage feature is not currently a wetland and
aever was a wetland.

Conclusions:

We concluded from acrial photograph analysis that historically the drainage feature north of Leland Road
was not a channelized stream.  We concluded from onsite data collection that the location of the current
altered drainage course was not a wetland prior to the alteration. (Ditches constructed in former wetlands
may be regulated as jurisdictional wetlands by federal and state agencies under certain conditions: our
investigation proved that this was not the case.) It appears that where the drainage feature traverses Tax
Lot 6600, its current characteristic as shown on Photos 2 and 3 is due to maintenance of this feature as a
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landscape amenity. Where it is incised into the native ground surface, it 1s clear that this was a result of
human influence and not natural processes. As such, we have concluded that the feature does not meet
the definition of “stream” from OCMC 17.49. The definition clearly states that “this definition is not
meant to include irrigation ditches, canals, storm or surface water runoff structures, or other artificial
watercourses unless they are used to convey streams naturally occurring prior to construction of such
watercourses.” Our historical and onsite research has shown that the current channelized feature 1s an
artificial watercourse, and prior Lo the alteration, it was not a naturally occurring stream. Thercfore we
have concluded that the feature is not a junsdictional feature under OCMC 17.49 or under state and
federal regulaticns.

OCMC 17.49.040 (3) states that an applicant for development on a site located in the Water Qualily
Resource Area Overlay District may request a determination that the subject site is not a Water Quality
Resource Area and thus is not subject to the standards of 17.49.050. The intent of this document 1s 1o
show thal the subject property does not contain any water quality resource areas.

%

Report prepared by:

O

David Waterman . Richard Bublitz

Environmental Technology Consultants Page 3
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Appendix A

Flood Management and Water Quality Resource Areas Map
Site Overview Map
Investigation Detail Map
Site Photographs
Historical Aerial Photographs
Data Sheets
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Photo 1

A view upgradient into the “drainageway”’
from the inlet of the 8 HPDE pipe. No
wetlands were evident, and there definitely
was not a stream.

Photo 2

A view of the outlet of the HPDE pipe
where the drainage course exhibits
concentrated flow conditions. It is clear
that the character of the drainage course
below the culvert is dominated by human
alteration.

Photo 3

A view of the drainage feature further down-
stream from the 8" pipe. It is evident that the
feature is maintained (tilled and/or herbicide
treated) by the property owners as an acsthetic
feature for their landscape.




Photo 5

A view of the narrow
ditched characteristic where
the drainage feature begins
to approach the 127 con-
crete pipe associated with
the Leland Road stormwater
system.

Photo 4

A view of the lower end of the drainage
feature where it starts its character as a
narrow ditch. Plot 1 was sampled just nerth
of the bend seen 1n this photo.

Photo 6

Upon entering the 12” concrete culvert the ditch water 18
augmented by stormwater flows from the Leland Road
stormwater system. Where the combined water discharges
southeast of Leland Road, the drainage character is a
poorly defined ditch with some hydrophytic vegetation.



environmental technology consultants

1936 Aerial Photograph

Source: University of Oregon Library

Subject Property:
19431 Leland Road
Oreogon City, Oregon
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1948 Aerial Photograph

Source: University of Oregon Library

Subject Property:
19431 Leland Road
Oreogon City, Oregon
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1956B Aerial Photograph

Source: University of Oregon Library

Subject Property:
19431 Leland Road
Oreogon City, Oregon
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Subject Property:
1964B Aernal Photograph 19431 Leland Road

Source: University of Oregon Library Oreogon City, Oregon
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1973B Aerial Photograph

Source:; University of Oregon Library

Subject Property:
19431 Leland Road
Oreogon City, Oregon
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Subject Property:

1980B Aerial Photograph 19431 Leland Road
Source: University of Oregon Library Oreogon City Oregon
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1990 Aerial Photograph

Source: University of Oregon Library

Subject Property:
19431 Leland Road
Oreogon City, Oregon
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Subject Property:

1998 Aerial Photograph 19431 Leland Road
Source: University of Oregon Library Oreogon City Oregon
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PROJECT/SITL: 17421 S ! elar@g;gg__ﬁir___' QMT July 23,2004 TPLANT COMMUNITY Unwegetated Duch
[OWNER/APPLICANT. Tom Gentry ~'CITY ORLEGAL Oregon Gty TIRANSECT NUMBER
[FiELD STATF David Walerman . [COUNTY/STATE: Clackamas Co,, Cregon PLOT NUMBER 1 e
SURVEY METHOD | ROUTINE X COMPREMENSIVE PROCEDURE. PLANT COMMUNITY X TRANSECT
VEGETATION

DOMINANT PLANT SPECTES STRATUM TNDICATOR | DOMINANT PLANTSPECIES | STRATUM _[INDICATOR
|1 _Poa annaa Herb FAC b i
12 7, -
3 8
14 - _ 9,
s 1 i 1o i o
PERCLNT OF DOMINANTS THAT ARLE DBL, FACW FAC (NOT FAC-). 100 * 50720 CRITERIA

CBSERVATIONSNOTIS

HYDROPHYTIC VEGETATION? YES: X NO: IRA'HONAL.E Marginal FAC domnated cotnmuruly
SOILS
SCS SERIES/PHASLE .”\ND ']T,XITLRE CLASS Conrell slll)' clay loam ‘s compatiat: to SCS soil survey daia
CLASSIFICATION, Aguic Haplohumults [DRAINAGE CLASS.  moderately well HYDRIC SOILS LIST Mo
REDOXIMORPHIC FEATURLS. | Abundance
MATRIX | Concentration 2 Sue STRUCTURE
| DLEPTH COLOR OR Depletion TYPE LOCATION % SlZk(mm) COLOR 3 Conrad
[0-3 T5YR25/2 r [ hard silt lgam with $0me TS
3-8 7.5YR2 5/2 Concentrahion Concretion | Matris 0.1 1 7.5YR4/6 [FFD ssame a5 above, bul 0o roots
515 75YR3/2 | Concentration Concretion |Matnix 2 3 Mn Cr+ shightly sticky silt oum, wansitional
) Concentralion ‘Concreuon | Maunx 1 1 7 S5YR4Md |FITY zone
157 7.5Y R3+43 |Concenuration Concretion {Matnix 2 4 17 5YR4i4 |CFF sucky. plastic silty clay loam; color
| belween 3/3 and 4/3
L - | .
NOTES HYDRIC SOIL INDICATORS PRESENT i
Upper 8" very hard and dry; lower layer (1 HISTOSCL. i 6 REDOXIMORPHIC FEATURES (w/in 10"): o
cagicr 1o thg through, §-15 transitional 2. HISTIC EPIPEDON L7 GLEYED/J.OW CHROMA (<1}
sone contiums broad seums of the brighter 3 SULFIDIC ODOR, 8 HYDRIC SOILS LIST: _
7 SYRY3 al underlving layer A AQUIC MOISTURE REGIME. |9 CONCRETIONS (whn37): ) 1
’ ’ !5 FERROUS IRON TEST 1 OTHER
HY DRIC SOLLS? YES: NO: X ll(!\l JONALE.  No hydie sml indicators present
| ABUNITANCE GRS (2% 1 SIZE I - FINE {<5mm) 3 CONTRAST = IalNT (L v adent onby o close sranusabion)
O COMMON 12 20%) M. MEDIUM (5 L5mm) 0 -DISTINGT (Reudily sween)
M- MANY (>10%) C-COARSE  (>15mm) P PROMINCNT (Contrast sitonuhy)
HYDROLOGY
NOTES: Seasonal surface Now 15 cvident, but o evidence that mnundalion TRECORDLD DATA.  None 2 AERIAL PHOTO
of saturanon is maintained (or 4 durauon that constitules weiland 1. STREAM/M AKE/TDE GAUGE 3 OTHER: B
hvdrology . ) o HYDROLOL:Y [NDICATORS PRESENT. (PRIMARY, ONE RE QUIRED)
DEPTH OF SURFACL WATER ) IN 1 INUNDATION [4 DRIFT LINES: -
DEPTH 1O FREE WATER INPIT IN 2 SATURATION [s. SEDIMENT DEPOSITS:
DEPTH 1O SATURATED SO0, N 3 WATER MARKS [6 DRAINAGE PATERNS:
SECONDARY INDICATORS b OXIDIZED RHIZOSPHERLS 2 WATER STAINED LEAVES: 3 SOIL SURVLEY DATA
{TWO REQUIRED) I, FAC NEUTRAL TEST 5 OTHER
WETLAND HYDROLOGY? YES: NO: X II{A'E‘IONALE No hydrology indicaiors present
SUMMARY
ARE SITE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITICNS NORMAL IBASIS: Duch appears to have been present for some tune
| YLS X NO _ 1 _ ~
1S THE AREA A POTENTIAL PROBLEM AREA £ISASIS‘
YLS. NGO X }_ R
18 SIGNIFICANT SITE DISTURBANCE IN EVIDIINCL: MSTURBLED CHARACTERISTIC
YES NO: X l‘vH"] FATION. X SOILS: HYDROLOGY: |
EXPLANATION The muiorty af the low path appears w be mantained by llling andior hertgide
15 THE HYDROPHY TIC VEGETATION CRITERION MET? YES X NO
1S THE HYDRIC $OIL CRITERION MET? YES: NO: X
1S THE WEILAND HYDROLOGY CRITERION MET? YIS NO: X
WETLAND DETERMINATION: WETLAND: NON WETLAND: X

DETERMINATION JUSTIFICATION:  The soil and hydrology criteria were not met

@ 199R Fawironmental Techimolugy Camullints S 1gn awre _) M W




VEGETATION DATA SURVEY FORM

PROJECTSITE: 19421 § Leland Roud

DALE July 23, 2004

PLANT COMMUNITY Unvegetated Ditch J

OWNER/APPLICANT. Tom Gentry

CITY OR LEGAL: Oregon City

ITRANSECT NUMBER

TCOUNTY/STATE: Clackamas Co., Oregon

[PLOT NUMBER: 1

FIELD STAFF David Waterman ~
SURVEY METHOD  ROUTING X COMPREHENSIVE IPROCEDURE.  PLANT COMMUNITY X TRANSLECT
TREE SPECIES % AREAL COVER MIDPOINT OF RANK MNOTES
COVER CLASS COVER CLASS
TOTAL DOMINANCE MEASURE n DOM)le-\NTS {50%:):
CO-DOMINANTS (20%)
SAPLING / SHRUB SPECIES ) i % AREAL COVER MIDPOINT OF RANK
COVER CLASS | COVERCLASS
TAO'I'AJ_ DOMINANCE MEASURE. ;DOMINAN'!‘S (50%)
[CO-DOMINANTS (20%)
HERBACECQUS SPECIES % ARLAL COVER MIDPOINT Ol RANK
COVIER CLASS COVER CLASS
(Poa annua 2 l 30 sl | Species wennhied us Poa unnud 15 a dead
Tuncus lenuss . TA L annual grass, with minimal remaiming veg
 Epriohm walsomt 1 ! | parts, total vegetated cover m ditch only
~2%, only sampled wn apparent flow path,
not adjacent vegetated arca cven if wathin
- - radius
|
TOTAL DOMINANCE MEASURE 3000 DOMINANTS (50%) 1.500
CO-DOMINANTS (20%): 0.600
WOODY VINES NUMBLR OF STEMS RANK
i SIGNATURE
TOTAL DOMINANCLE MEASURE DOMINANTS (50%) ] ) M
CO-DOMINANTS (204%). B

COVER CLASS (MIDPOINTS) T<1%. 1= 1-5%

© 1998 Covironimentsl Technology Consullane

(30} 2 = 6:15% (10 5). 3= 16:25% (20 5], 4=26 50%(38 8). 5 = 51-75%(63 0). & = 76 G4%(85 5). 7 = 96-100%(36 0)



T EL X ALIRIVES LR N BLUEN.TRAI YRR EV ALY LA AR A LANLITE

PROJECTISIIE 15431 8 Leland Road o [PATE uly 23,2004 [PLANT COMMUNIIY. Marttained Lawn
OWNER/APPLICANT Tom Genry _ CITY DRLEGAL OregonCuy TTRANSECT NUMBER ]
FIEID STAIT: David Waterman TCOUNTY/STATE. Clackamas Co., Oregon T {PLOT NUMBER 2
SURVEY MUTHOD _ ROUTINE. X__ COMPREHENSIVE PROCEDURE.  PLANT COMMUNILY X FRANSECT. i
VEGETATION
DOMINANT PLANT SPECIES STRATUM _|_INDICATOR DOMINANT PLANT SPECIES | STRATUM _INDICATOR
] Pinus sp Tree ? 6 ! :
2 Poa sp ) Herb FAC 7
3 Lohum pereane Herb FACU 8
4 9 o
5 o . | 1 ]
PERCENT OF DOMINANTS THAT ARE OBL, FACW FAC (NGT FAC-): 50 5020 CRITERIA

OBSERVATIONSNOTES

DETERMINATION JUSTIFICATION:  The vegetation, soil, and hydrology criteria were not mel

HYDROPHYTIC VEGETATION? YES: NO: X lRATIONALE: No majonly of dominant hydraphynhe vegelation
SOILS
SCS SERILS/PHASLE AND TEXTURE CLASS Coturell silty CM)’ loum Ain companison 10 SCS sonl sutvey dua
ICLASSTFICATION Aguic Haplohurmults lDRMNAGE CLASS  moderatcly well [HYDRIC SOILS LiST No o
[ ) REDOXIMORPHIC FEATURLS. | Aburdance |
MATRIX | Concentration 2 Size STRUCTURE
DEPTH | COLOR 0OR Depletion TYPE LOCATION Do SIZE(mm)  COLOR _ 3 Caniast _
-8 75YR2 52 1\ 51l loam with root mass
§-13 7.5YR2 5/2.Concentrabion jConcreticn |Matrix 3 2 !Mn CF* shightly sucky silt loam, incecased
Concentaion Concrction jMatrix 1 1 75YR4/M4(FFD cluy %
1317 Y7 SYR3/Z Joose silt boam wathe searms of clayier
o - o material - N
NOTES. A L HYDRIC SOIL INDICA TORS PRESE NT ]
1 HISTOSOL 6 REDOXIMORPHIC FEATURE JRES {whn 10
2 HISTIC EPIPT:DON; 7 GLEYED/LOW CHROMA (<1).
3 SULFIDIC ODOR. % HYDRIC SOILS 1.1IST
4 AQUIC MOISTURE REGIME: 9 CONCRETIONS (whn 3"): ]
5 FERROUS IRON TLST 10 OTHER
HYDRIC SOILS? YLIS: NO: X IRAH()NA.I,E, Nu hydne sol indicators preset
1 ARLINDANCE. I- W (2% 2 SIZE I FINE {5l T CONTRAST COFAINT (Evident only on close craninanon)
C-COMMON  [2-20%) M. MEGIGM (51 Smm} D - DISTINCT (Readily seeny
M. MANY (>30%) € COARSE  (>130u) P PROMINENT (Conuast suongly)
HYDROLOGY
NOTES. Adjacent 1o ditch, clearty beyond (e ow path sampled at Plot 1; W:CORDED DATA:  None 2 AERIAL PHOTO
o evidence of welland hydrology 1 STREAMAAKE/TIDE GAUGE 3 OTHER: B
s HYDROLOGY INRICATORS PRESENT (PRIMARY. ONE REQUIRED) ]
DEPTH OF SURFACE WATER IN 1 INUNDATION: fa DRIFT LINES: o i
[DEPTH TO FREE WATER IN PiT IN. 2 SATURATION ’ $. SEDIMENT DEPOSITS |
[DLEPTHTO SATURANTD SOLL IN 3 WATER MARKS 6 DRAINAGE PATTERNS. |
SELCONDARY INDICATORS 1 OXIDIZED RHIZOSPHERES: 72 WATER STAINED LEAVES: 3. SOIL SURVEY DATA.
(TWO REQUIREIN |4 FAC NEUTRAL TEST: 5 OTHLR.
WETLAND HYDROLOGY? YLES: NGO X IRATION/\LE' No hydrology indicators preseat
SUMMARY
ARE SITE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS NORMAL } BASIS
i YES: X NO:
15 THE AREA A POTENTIAL PROBLEM AREA BASIS.
YES _NO. X
1S SIGNIFICANT SITE RIS [URBANCE IN EVIDENCE DISTURBED CHARACTERISTIC
o YLES: NO: X VEGETATION: SOILS HYDROLOGY
EXPLANATION, ]
IS THE HYDROPHY TIC VEGETATION CRITERION MIET? YES NO X B
15 THE HYDRIC SOIL CRITERION MLET? YIS NO: X o i
19 THE WETLAND HYDROLOGY CRITERIGN MET? YES. NO. X
WETLAND DETERMINATION: WETLAND: NON WETLAND: X

© 1998 Environmentai Technatogy Consullanty S 1 Un ature (/) ﬂ?




VEGETATION DATA SURVEY FORM

PROIECL/SITE. 19431 S Letand Ruad
OWNER/APPLICANT. Tom Genlry
FIELD STAFT Dawvid Waterman

DATL juh 212004

i LCITY OR LEGAL Oregon Cuy
'COUNTY/STATE: Clackarmas Co , Oregon

TTPLANT COMMUNITY Mamiained Lawn

"TRANSECT NUMBER

[PLOTNUMBER: 2

R

lawn;, Young Pseudotsugd menziesi
planiings adjacent © ditch on other side

e B E—
o iy I
u . ]
- _ -
TOTAL DOMINANCE MEASURE: 3.000 IDOMINANTS {30%) 1.500

[CO-DOMINANTS (20%:) 0 600

HERBACEQUS SPECIES %o ARIIAL COVER MIDPOINT OF ‘ RANK
COVER CLASS COVER CLASS
| Poa sp 3 a4 | 380 M Lawn mowed; grasses are very short and
Lolum pereane 56 4 38.0 -1 have e (lowering parts, very dibeult te 1D
Festuca nubra . 2 |3 | 20.5 2 and get accurate % coverage
Holcus lanatus 1 10 - 10.5 3
| Hypochaeris radicala 4 8 2 s 3
Tofphwm sp. - - 1 1 30 ] 4
Ceranium robertanium - T h i |
— -1

[ TOTAL DOMINANCE MEASURE: 129 500 DOMINANTS (50%), 60 250

{CO-DOMINANTS (20%). 24 100

WOODY VINES NUMBER OF STEMS RANK
e o SIGNATURE

[TOTAL DOMINANCE MEASURE DOMINANTS (50%). _ ) ﬂ/ (

CO-DOMINANTS (20%) : :

L URVEY METHOD  ROUTINE X COMPREHE NSIVE [PROCEDURE __PLANT COMMUNITY X TRANSECT |
TREE SPECIES DBERTALLY | TOTALBASAL AREA | RANK L NOTES 1
Pinus sp 12 i _ D7Bs ,,,l__ +1 Pine has shori-needies (~73") i bundles of 2,
L_# ——— | may be Purus contorta, but is more hkely a
]| - v )non-nabve omamental Pine
|
j_g___é.__i,l - ]
)
L — S 4_%_____
TGO TAL DOMINANCE MEASURE. 0785 DOMINANTS (50%) _ 0393
CO-DOMINANTS (20%). 0.157
SAPLING / SHRUB SPECIES \ % AREAL COVER | MIDPOINT OF RANK
COVER CLASS COVER CLASS
llex opacd ‘ 2 L 1 - _ 30 | 1 llex and Rubus only growing in proximuty (0
|Rubus discolor | . r_ the ez base, winch 15 relatively bare of
o i | berbaceous veg - the majonty of the plot1s

COVER CLASS {MIDPOINTS) Te1%, 1= 1.5%(30), 2 =6-15% (10 5}, 4= 16:25% (20 5). 4=26-50%

@ 1998 Tavianmenial Technology Consultants

138 C}. 5 = 51-75%{63 0} & = 76-95%(85 5} 7 = 96-100%{98 0)
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Exhibit

The data on this wap is the best

Evvors and amissions nuay evist.

Oregon City Water
Quality and Water
Management Map




- OREGON-CITY LOCALFWEATLANDS INVENT.RY
- Wetland. Summary Sheet -;_f. ‘

Date(s) of Field Verification: 7/21/98
nvestigator(s): KC/PO

Wetland Mapping Code: MU-8
Size (acres); 0.5

[Eocation

Legal: T3S R2E S7
Other: W of Leland Rd.
Basin: MudCreek

Sails

Mapped Series: 24B

Eydrology y ' ]
Hydrologic Source: Sheet flow
Wetland Ciassification{s): PEM

@minant Vegetation - : : L ]

Trees Shrubs Vines Herbs

mowed pasture qrasses
[Comments: o |

This seasonal wetland swale is dominated by mowed pasture grasses. All native vegetation has been
remeved, however, there is a noticeable vegelation break in the depression. This area is connected to a ditch

approximatety 25 feet to the northeast. The primary source of water is probably surface runcff from adjacent
single-family hemes. There were no indicators of wildiife use.

Exhibit (&J@

Wetland Classification Codes:

PFQ = palustrine forested P5S = palustrine scrub-shrub RSB = rivering streambed (inlermittent)
PEM = palustrine emergent  POW = paiustrine open waler  RUB = riverine unconsolidated bottom

SHARIRO Project Number. 7571165




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA SHEET - 1987 MANUAL

nuApplicant: City of Oregon City Site: MU-8 Plot: 54
g R2E S 7 City: Qregon City County: Clackamas State: OR

mowed field NE of intersection of Leland and McCord Rds.

t Location; Topography In

ject#. 7971165 Determined by: KC/PO -Date: 7/21/98
D TERMINATION: T THISEEOTRUARNET NG
T "'ﬁ“ﬁ?{g@iﬁ?@ﬁﬁéﬁé&?&@@? ~ Noj

Are Soils| | Vegetation v Hydrology ||

xplanation: Mowed field.

Ind.%Cover:

E_GEE’TEN Dominant Plant Species Ind, %Cover:
erb Stratum - % total cover 100 ShrubiSapling Stratum - % total cover 0
FAC- 100

osiuca arundinacea

joody Vine Stratum - % total cover: 0 Tree Stratum - % total cover, 0
ercent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW, or FAC {excluding FAC) 0 of 1 = 0 % (50/20 Rule)
emarks: Mowed pasture, all native veg. Removed. Noticeable veg. Break, depression connected to other drainage

o e T Y

™ Vegetation Criterion Met?

.OIIZS_J Mapped Unit Name: Cottrell silty clay foam
Drainage Class! Deep, moderately well drained
Clayey, mixed, mesic Aquic Haplohumutts

Taxonomy'
jorizon Depth Matrix Color Redox Abundance, Size, Color Texture, Structure, Other
0-18" 10 YR 2/ no mottles $ilt loam, friable

. Histosol . | Prob. Aquic moisture regime .- Redox features | Organic streaking
‘Histic epipedon i Reducing canditions . Concretions | © Organic pan

Sytfidic odor © i Gleyed _Highly organic surface layer [ On hydric soi

K '-;"’—i§6ﬁ"éﬁéﬁég’niéfﬁ{ SO o

1YDROLOGY

Jepth of inundation N/A Depth to water table: >18" Depth to saturation: >18"
gecondary Indicators (2 or more required):

- Oxidized rhizospheres Local seil survey data

. Water-stained ieaves FAG-Neutral test

| Recorded data {aerials, groundwater data)

srimary Indicators:
inundated

: Saturated in upper 12"
Water marks

: Drift ines Explain:
- Sediment deposits . | Other
v: Drainage patterns Explain:
—"7'_"*"_';_*”"_—7—""7"-"”‘—'7‘_' ~ - Yes

g"”‘“’ﬂ?&%@?c?ﬁ&iaﬁ Met? L

Shapiro and Associates, inc. 1650 N.W. Naito Parkway, Suite 302 portiand, OR 97209 (503) 274-9000

J———



Al 797 1 165

e i

: C : Q: B |Qf: A
Q2. C |Q2 Q2. Q2 A Q2 A 1Q2: B
Q3 Cc 1Q3 Q3 Q3 C |Q3 C | Q3: C
Q4 c |Q4 Q4: Q4 B | Q4: B |Q4: A
Qs: A | Q5 Q5: Q5 A LQS: C Q5 A
Q6&: A 1 Q6 Q6; Q6 C | Q6. A | Q6 C
Q7. A Q7 A
Q8: c .

Q9a:
Q6&b: C

he wetiand's water quality function is impacted or degraded.

iThe wetland’s hydrologic control function is impacted or degraded.

he wetland is potentially sensitive to future impacts.

fThe wetland has little enhancement potential.

i The wetiand has potential for educational use.

The wetland is not appropriate for or does not provide recreational opport

¥ The wetland is considered to be moderately pleasing.




OREGON FRESHWATER WETLAND ASSESSMENT METHODOLGY
Function and Condition Summary Sheet for the Oregon Method

3 . . .
it b e TV A PRI

The wetland provides One Cowardin wetland.class with 5 or fewer
habitat for some wildlife plant species. Emergent veg. of wet meadow.
species. { ow degree of Cowardin class interspersion.
Less than 0.5 acre of unvegetated open water
present. Wetland connected to another body
of water by surface water. Wetland connected
to otner wetlands within a 3 mile radius.
Upstream not listed as water quality limited.
Residential/industrial land use within 500 feet
of wetland edge.

Fish Habitat - Streams N/A
Fish Habitat - Lakes/Ponds N/A
Water Quality The wetland's water quality Precipitation or sheet flow is wetland's
. function is impacted or " primary source of water. Evidence of flooding
degraded. or ponding during part of the growing season.
' Low (<60%) degree of wetiand vegetation
cover, Between 0.5 and 5 acres of wetland
connected to other wetlands within a 3 mile
radius. Residential/industrial land use within
500 feet of wetland edge. Upstream not listed
as water quality limited in watershed or
adjacent to the wetland.
Hydrologic Controf The wettand's hydrologic No part of wetland locatec within 100-year
control function is impacted floodplain or enclosed basin. Evidence of
or degraded. flooding or ponding during the growing

season. Area is less than 0.5 acre. Minor
restrictions slow down waterflow out of the
wetland. Emergent veg. or wet meadow is
dominant cover type. Residential/industrial
jand use within 500 ft of wetland on
downstream or down-slope edge of wetland.
Urban or Urbanizing fand use in watershed
upstream from area.

Sensitivity to Impact The wetland is potentially Stream flow or bank has been modified by
sensitive to future impacts. human activities within 1 mile above wetland.

Water is not being taken out of streams
through active diking, drainage, or irrigation
districts upstream. Upstream not listed as -
water quality limited in watershed upstream of
the or adjacent to the wetland.
Residential/industrial (developed) land use
within 500 feet of wetland's edge. Dominant
Residential/industrial {(developed) land use
within 500 feet of wettand's edge. Emergent
veg. and ponding,or Open water only are the
dominant cover types.

Enhancement Potential The wetland has litlle Wetland has lost one or more functions or
enhancement potential, one or more functions is not present in
assessment results far wildlife habitat, fish




OREGON FRESHWATER WETLAND ASSESSMENT METHODOLGY
Function and Condition Summary Sheet for the Oregon Method

habitat, water quali ydrologic ¢
Wetland's primary source of water s
precipitation or sheet flow. Wetland's area is
less than 0.5 acre. Less than 10% of
wetland's edge is bordered by a vegetative
puffer 25 or more feet wide. Wetland is
potentially sensitive to future impacts.

Education The wetland has potential Wetland site is open to the public for direct
for educational use. access or observation. There are no visible

hazards to the public at the wetland site.
Provides wildlife habitat for some species, or
fish habitat is impacted or degraded. There is
no existing physical public access to other
features, and observation of other features
cannot be made. There is not an existing
access point within 250 feet of the wetland's
edge (if existing-hazardous}. Access is not
available for limited mobility.

Recreation The wetland is not There is not an existing access point within
appropriate for or does not 250 feet of the wetland's edge (if existing-
provide recreational hazardous). Wetland not accessible by boat-

opportunities. no boat launch within 1 mile/ cannct develop.

No existing trails and viewing areas to guide
user or if created, would disrupt wildlife or
plant habitat. Wetland provides habitat for
some species. Fishing is not allowed at
wetiand or adjacent water body {or not
applicable). Hunting is not allowed at the
wetland.

Aesthetic Quality The wetland is considered One Cowardin class is visible from primary

to be moderately pleasing. viewing area(s). More than 50% of wetland is
visible from viewing area(s). General
appearance of wetland has visual detractors
which cannot be removed easily. Visual
character with surrounding area is
landscaped or manipulated by people.
Natural, pleasant odors are present at primary
viewing location. Some traffic and other
similar sounds and natural sounds are audible
at primary viewing locations.




DAVID EVANS
anD ASSOCIATES inc.
September 3, 2004

Ms. Christina Robertson-Gardiner
Planming Department

City of Oregon City

PO Box 3040

320 Wamer-Milne Road

Oregon City, OR 97045

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY — GENTRY PROPERTY - GENTRY
HOMES — TP04-13 & ZC04-02

Dear Ms. Robertson-Gardiner:
In response to your request, David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) has reviewed the Traffic Impact Study

(TIS) for the Gentry Property between Pease Road and Leland Road. The TIS was prepared under the
direction of Tom Lancaster, PE of Lancaster Engineering. The TIS is dated July 13, 2004.

The TIS describes a proposal to construct 31 single-family homes on 8.27 acres between Pease¢ Road and
Leland Road. The proposal involves a proposal to rezone the property from R-10 to R-8 zening, giving
the site a theoretical maximum of 45 lots. The principal connections from the development would be (o
Leiand Road via Krafton and Carmelita Drive and directly to Pease Road.

Overall

I find the TIS does not fully address the city’s requirements and needs to be supplemented for the city to
finalize the evaluation of the impacts of the proposed development.

Comments

1. Study Area. The study addresses the appropriate intersections. The two principal intersections of
concern are the intersections where the subdivision’s traffic will access the city’s collector and arterial
street system: Pease Road/Crisp Drive and Leland Road/Carmelita Drive.

2. Traffic Counts. The traffic counts were obtained in June 2004 and appear reasonable.

3. Trip Generation. The TIS uses reasonable trip rates taken from ITE Trip Generation for the smgle-
family residences.

4. Trip Distribution. The trip distribution seems reasonable.

2100 SW River Parkway Portland Oregon 97201 Phone: 503.22

Exhibit 3’




Christina Robertson-Gardiner
September 3, 2004
Page 2

10.

11

12

13

Traffic Growth., The TIS provides for five percent annual traffic growth for the analysis of year 2020
conditions. This figure, derived from a comparison of TSP volume forecasts, appears reasonable.

Analysis. Traffic volumes were calculated for the intersection of Pease Road and Crisp Drive and for the
ntersection of Leland Road and Carmelita Drive. No intersection level of service or other calculations
were provided.

Turn Lanes. The nced for a left urn lane from Pease Road at Crisp Drive or Leland Road at Carmelita
Drive was not analyzed. For the Pease Road access, it is apparent from the volumes cited 1n the report
that a lane is not needed. The designation of Leland Road as a minor arterial would provide for a future
turn lane.

Crash Information. The crash information was provided for the intersection of or Leland Road at
Carmelita Drive. There were no reported crashes and no identified safety issues that need further analysis
or mitigation.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. The report provides limited mformation about facilities. The narrative
accompanying the application states the subdivision will comply with city standards related to streets,
which would include curb, gutter, and sidewalks.

Sight Distance. The TIS only partially addresses the sight distance needs. Measurements werce
conducied where a future street would intersect with Leland Road. Sight distance was found to be
adequate according to AASHTO standards. The sight distance was not analyzed for the intersection of
Pease Road and Crisp Drive where a new approach would be created by this subdivision.

Safe Routes 1o Schools. The TIS provides no information on access for pedestrians and bicyclists to
local schools.

Access Spacing. The TS addresses access spacing requirements.

Conclusions and Recommendations. The engincer does not provide either conclusions or
recommendations for mitigation measures.

Conclusion and Recommendations

I find the TIS does not meet City requirements and must be supplemented before the city can finalize 1ts
assessment of the impact of the proposal. The 1ssues that must be addressed are:

\) traffic operations at the key intersections including the LOS calculations,
2) safe routes to schools,

1) sight distance at Pease Road and Crisp Drive, and

4) a statement of the engineer’s conclusions and recommendations.
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Based on the information provided, I consider it unlikely that the supplemental information I have identified
above would lead to the need for any rmtigation measures, off-site improvements, or an alteration of the
subdivision layout.

If you need any further ‘nformation concerning this review, please call me at 503-223-6663.

Sincerely,

DAVID EVANS AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

John Replinger, PE

Senior Transportauon Engineer

JGRE:pao
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MEMORANDUM
City of Oregon City

DATE:__ August 4, 2004
TO: john Lewis, Public Works Operations Manager
SUBJECT: Comment Form for Planning Information Requests

File Number 7ZC 04-02 & TP 04-13 __

Name/Address:_ __ 19431,19411 & 19391 Leland Road and 19260 Pease Road
Proposed 31-lot subdivision aka Gentry Highlands 2

ater:
Existing Water Main Size =__ 127 on Pease and Leland Road __
Existing Location = __8” Krafton Terrace (See attached map)___
Upsizing required? Yes__ ___ No_ X Size Required __ See Water Master Plan___inch
Extension required? Yes_ X __ No_ ___
Looping required? Yes_ X ___ No_____ Per Fire Marshal
From:__Pease Road, thru subdivision
To:_ Leland Road
New linesize= ___8” DI
Backflow Preventor required? Yes______ No X ___

Pressure Reducing Valve required for 70 psi or higher,

Clackamas River Water fines inarea?  Yes__ X No__
Fasements Required? Yes__ > _  No
See Engineer’s comments
Recommended easement width 2> ft.
Water Divisions additional comments ~ No Yes_ X Initial _eli Date_8/4/04

Consult Water Master Plan. Comments are made on preliminary plan sheet # 3: For
improved fire flow, water quality and circulation connect proposed H2O main from Pease, thru
subdivision and connect to Leland Road. Realign proposed H20 main so service lines to lots #
26 & 27 are shorter. Confirm that lots # 22, 23 & 24 are copper services & on OC H20 main, if
not, switch to OC’s 12” main. Cut & cap old service line at existing H20 main & switch to new
main for lot # 10. Avoid the long dead-end mains for lots # 5 & 13; No service line shown for lot
# 14. See sheet # 3 for red-lined details. See attached OC water map.

Comment Sheet Page 1
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Real-World Geotechnical Solutions
_ Investigation » Design ¢ Construction Support

June 1, 2004
Project No. 04-8758

Tom Genby

P.O. Box 1009
Clackamas, OR 97015
Fax 503.655,6818

Subject: Geotechnical Engineering Report
Gentry Heights 2 Subdivision
Oregon City, Oregon

This report presents the results of a geotechnical engineering study conducted by GeoPacific
Engineering, Inc. {GeoPacific) for the above referenced project. The purpose of our investigation was to
evaluate subsurface conditions at the site and to provide geotechnical recommendations for site grading,
foundation design, and construction. This geotechnical study was performed in general accordance with
GeoPacific proposal No. P-2106, dated May 5, 2004.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Project Information
Location: Northwest side of Letand Road in Oregon City, Oregon (see Figure 1).
Developer: Gentry Homes
Engineer: Sisul Engineering

Jurisdictional ~ Oregon City, Oregon
Agency:

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The subject property consists of approximately 7 % acres, located northwest of Leland Road in Oregon
City, Oregon (Figure 1). The southeast portion of the site is currently developed with four single-family
homes and associated outbuildings, the remaining portions of the site are undeveloped and covered with
grass and scattered trees.  The topography of the site is nearly level with a gentle slope down to the
southeast, with elevations ranging between ahout 434 and 450 feet.

The proposed development includes 32 single-family home sites and associated improvements, including
new strects. No detailed plans are currently available, however, we assume that proposed grading will be
relatively minor, with cuts and fills assumed to be on the order of 2 to 5 feet maximum and fill up to about
2 feet high. Utilities are assumed at depths of less than 10 feet.

7312 SW Durham Road
Portland, Oregon 97224 : Exhibit (O
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GeoPacific Project No. 04-8758

REGIONAL AND LOCAL GEOLOGIC SETTING

The subject site lies within the Willamette Valley/Puget Sound fowland, a broad structural depression
situated between the Coast Range on the west and the Cascade Range on the east. A series of
discontinuous faults subdivide the Willamette Valley into a mosaic of fault-bounded, structural blocks
(Yeats et al., 1996). Uplifted structural blocks form bedrock highlands, while down-warped structural
blocks form sedimentary basins.

The subject site is located within an area of wide spread Boring Lava exposures south and east of Oregon
City. These Pliccene-Pleistocene lavas are typically grey and coarse-grained when fresh but weather
deeply to reddish-brown and mottied rust and black clayey silt. These residual soils often contain inclusions
of large boulders as a result of in-situ spheroidal weathering. Locally, the basal portion of the Boring Lava
may contain thick deposits of pyroclastic materials (ash). The Boring is mapped as being underlain
progressively by the Troutdale Formation, the Sandy River Mudstone, and the Columbia River Basalt.

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

Our site-specific exploration for this report was conducted on May 20, 2004. A total of 8 exploratory test
pits were excavated with a small trackhoe to depths of about 2 1o 7 feet, at the approximate locations
shown on Figure 2. A GeoPacific geologist evaluated and logged the test pits with regard to soil type,
moisture content, relative strength, and groundwater. Logs of the test pits are presented as an
attachment to this report. Soil samples were evaluated, described, and classified in general accordance
with the Unified Soil Classification System. The following report sections summarize subsurface
conditions anticipated at the site, based on our exploration program.

Soils
On-site native materials consist of soil units as described below.

Topsoil: The ground surface is directly underfain by topsoil consisting of dark brown SILT (ML) containing
frequent fine organics and fine rootlets. The total thickness of topsoil varies from 10 to 15 inches.
Generally, the upper 610 8 inches is considered moderately to highly organic.

Clayey Silt: Underlying the topsoil is orange brown clayey SILT (ML). In general, the SILT is hard tc;':;}v
hard. Pocket penetrometer measurements indicate an unconfined compressive strength of 4.5 to .
Total thickness of this layer varies from 3 to 4 feet across the site.

Residual Soil: Underlying the clayey silt unit is residual soil (decomposed bedrock) consisting of clayey
SILT (ML) with some cobbles and basalt fragments. The clayey SILT is generally very stiff to hard and may
effectively be classified as a very soft rock {R1) to soft rock (R2).

Weathered Basalt: Underlying the residual soil unit is basalt bedrock consisting of hard clayey SILT
(ML) and basalt fragments. Test pits TP-3, TP-7 and TP-8 were terminated due to practical refusal on
weathered basalt bedrock.

Soil Moisture and Groundwater

S0H MOISIUTE aliV =2 -

Groundwater seepage was not observed in test pits. ltis anticipated that groundwater conditions will vary
depending on the season, local subsurface conditions, changes in site utilization, and other factors.
Shaliow, perched, runoff often results in the upper few feetin fine-grained native deposits such as those
beneath the site, particularly during the wet season.

SEISMIC SETTING

04-8758-Gentry Heights Subdivision GR 2 GEOPACIFIC ENGINEERING, INC.
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At least three potential source zones capable of generating damaging earthquakes are thought to exist in
the region. These include the Portland Hills Fault Zone, Gales Creek-Newberg-Mt. Angel Structurai Zone,
and the Cascadia Subduction Zone, as discussed below.

Portland Hills Fault Zone

The Portland Hills Fault Zone is a series of NW-trending faults that vertically displace the Columbia River
Basalt by 1,130 feet and appear to controf thickness changes in late Pleistocene (approx. 780,000 years)
sediment (Madin, 1990). The fault zone extends along the eastern margin of the Portland Hills for a
distance of 25 miles, and lies about 2 miles northeast of the subject site. Geomorphic lineaments
suggestive of Pleistocene deformation have been identified within the fault zone, but none of the fault
segments have been shown to cut Holocene (last 10,000 years) deposits (Balsillie and Benson, 1971,
Comforth and Geomatrix Consultants, 1992). No historical seismicity is correlated with the mapped
portion of the Portland Hills Fault Zone, but in 1991 a M3.5 earthquake occurred on a NW-trending shear
plane located 1.3 miles east of the fault (Yelin, 1992). Although there is no definitive evidence of recent
activity, the Portland Hills Fault Zone is judged to be potentially active (Geomatrix Consultants, 1995).

Gales Creek-Newberg-Mt. Angel Structural Zone

The Gales Creek-Newberg-Mt. Anget Structural Zone is a 50-mile~ong zone of discontinuous, NW-
trending faults that lies about 17 miles southwest of the subject site. These faults are recognized in the
subsurface by vertical separation of the Columbia River Basalt and offset seismic reflectors in the
overlying basin sediment (Yeats et al., 1996; Wemer et al., 1992). A recent geologic reconnaissance and
photogeologic analysis study conducted for the Scoggins Dam site in the Tualatin Basin revealed no
evidence of deformed geomorphic surfaces along the structural zone (Unruh et al., 1994). No seismicity
has been recorded on the Gales Creek or Newberg Fauits (the faults closest to the subject site); however,
these faults are considered to be potentially active because they may connect with the seismically active
Mount Ange} Fault and the rupture plane of the 1993 M5.6 Scotts Mills earthquake (Wemer, et al. 1992;
Geomatrix Consultants, 1995).

Cascadia Subductidn Zone

The Cascadia Subduction Zone is a 680-mile-long zone of active tectonic convergence where oceanic
crust of the Juan de Fuca Plate is subducting beneath the North American continent at a rate of 4 cm per
year (Goldfinger et al., 1996). Very littie seismicity has occurred on the plate interface in historic time,
and as a result, the seismic potential of the Cascadia Subduction Zone is a subject of scientific
controversy. The lack of seismicity may be interpreted as a period of quiescent stress buildup between
large magnitude earthquakes or as being characteristic of the long-term behavior of the subduction zone.
A growing body of geologic evidence, however, strongly suggests that prehistoric subduction zone
earthquakes have occurred (Atwater, 1992: Carver, 1992; Peterson et al., 1993, Geomatrix Consultants,
1995). This evidence includes: (1) buried tidal marshes recording episodic, sudden subsidence along the
coast of northern California, Oregon, and Washington, (2) burial of subsided tidal marshes by tsunami
wave deposits, (3) paleoliquefaction features, and (4) geodetic uplift patterns on the Oregon coast.
Radiocarbon dates on buried tidal marshes indicate a recurence interval for major subduction zone
earthquakes of 250 to 650 years with the last event occurring 300 years ago (Atwater, 1992; Carver,
1992 Peterson et al., 1993; Geomatrix Consultants, 1995). The inferred siesmogenic portion of the plate
interface lies roughly 50 miles west of the Oregon coast and 20 to 40 miles below the ocean surface.

SLOPE STABILITY

The subject site and adjacent area has fiat to gently sloping topography, and grades are sufficiently low
that development of unstable natural slopes is negligible.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Results of this study indicate that the proposed residential development is geotechnically feasible
provided that the following recommendations are incorporated in the design and construction phases of
the project. Excavation at depths several feet below the ground surface is moderately-difficult and likely
to encounter hard to very hard weathered rock. Appendix B contains an itemized checklist of soil testing
and inspection procedures that are recommended to help guide the project to completion.

The recommendations of this report assume that the structures will have raised floors and crawispaces. If
structures are pianned with basements or concrete slab-on-grade fioors, GeoPacific should be contacted
for additional recommendations regarding basement retaining wall design and drainage, concrete floor
stabs and moisture protection, or other issues.

At the time of this report, the grading plan for the site had not been developed. GeoPacific should review
the grading plan once it is available, to verify conformance with the recommendations of this report, and
to provide additional recommendations if needed, based on the specifics of the planned grading.

Site Preparation

All proposed structure, parking and driveway areas to receive fill should first be cleared of vegetation and
any loose debris or undocumented fill encountered in the vicinity of the previous residence. All debris from
clearing should be removed from the site. Any existing subsurface structures (tile drains, old utility fines,
septic leach fields, etc.) beneath proposed structures and pavements should be removed and the
excavations backfilled with engineered fill.

Following site clearing, organicrich topsoil should then be stripped. We anticipate that the depth of highly
organic soil stripping will range from about 4 to 6 inches; an additional 4 to 6 inches should be stripped
and may be incorporated into the engineered fill. The final depth of stripping removal will be determined
on the basis of a site inspection after the initial stripping has been performed. Stripped highly organic
topsoil should preferably be hauled offsite or stockpiled only in designated areas and stripping operations
should be observed and documented by the geotechnical engineer or his representative.

In construction areas during dry weather operations, once stripping is approved. Exposed subgrade soils
should be evaluated by the geotechnical engineer prior to replacement. For large areas, this evaluation is
normally performed by proof-rolling the exposed subgrade with a fully oaded scraper or dump truck. For
smaller areas where access is resfricted, the subgrade should be evaluated by probing the soil with a
steel probe. Soft/loose soils identified during subgrade preparation should be compacted to a firm and
unyielding condition or over-excavated and replaced with engineered fill, as described below. Actual
depth of overexcavation depend upon the conditions exposed at the time, and should be reevaluated by
GeoPacific at the time of construction,

Rough Grading

All grading for the proposed development should be performed as engineered grading in accordance with
Appendix 33 of the 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC), as modified herein. Proper test frequency and
earthwork documentation usually requires daily observation and testing during stripping, rough grading, and
placement of engineered fill. Imported fill material must be approved by the geotechnical engineer prior to
its arrival on site. Oversize material greater than 6 inches in size should not be used within 3 feet of
foundation footings, and material greater than 12 inches in diameter should not be used in engineered fill.

Engineered fill should be compacted in horizontal lifts not exceeding 8 inches using standard compaction
equipment. We recommend that engineered fill be compacted to at least 95% of the maximum dry
density determined by ASTM D698 (Standard Proctor) or equivalent (Appendix A). On-site soils will most
likely be very wet of optimum; therefore, we anticipate that aeration of native soil will be necessary for
compaction operations performed during mid to late summer. This work should be performed before
extensive utility work begins so that the required overexcavation and recompaction is not limited by newly
placed utilities.
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Proper test frequency and earthwork documentation usually requires daily observation and testing during
stripping, rough grading, and placement of engineered fill. Field density testing should conform to ASTM
D2922 and D3017, or D1556. All engineered fill should be observed and tested by the project
geotechnical engineer or his representative. Typically, one density test is performed for at least every 2
vertical feet of fill placed or every 500 yd®, whichever requires more testing. Because testing is performed
on an on-call basis, we recommend that the earthwork contractor be held contractually responsible for
test scheduling and frequency.

Earthwork is usually performed in the summer months, generally mid-June to mid-October, when warm
dry weather facilitates proper moisture conditioning of soiis. Earthwork performed during the wet-weather
season will probably require expensive measures such as cement treatment or imported granuiar material
to compact fill to the recommended engineering specifications.

Erosion Control Considerations

During our field exploration program, we did not observe soil types that would be considered highly
susceptible to erosion. In our opinion, the primary concem regarding erosion potential will occur during
construction, in areas that have been stripped of vegetation. Erosion at the site during construction can
be minimized by implementing the project erosion contro! plan. If used, these erosion control devices
should be in place and remain in place throughout site preparation and construction.

Erosion and sedimentation of exposed soils can also be minimized by quickly covering or re-vegetating
exposed areas of soil, and by staging construction such that large areas of the project site are not
denuded and exposed at the same time. Areas of exposed soil requiring immediate andfor temporary
protection against exposure should be covered with either mulch or erosion control netting/blankets.
Areas of exposed soil requiring permanent stabilization should be seeded with an approved grass seed
mixture, or hydroseeded with an approved seed-mulch-fertilizer mixture.

Excavating Conditions and Trench Backfill

We anticipate that on-site soils can be excavated to depths anticipated for this project (up to 10 feet)
using conventional heavy equipment such as scrapers and trackhoes. Many large residual boulders and
tocalized zones of hard rock should be anticipated below several feet depth. Maintenance of safe
working conditions, including temporary excavation stability, is the responsibility of the contractor. Actual
slope inclinations at the time of construction should be determined based on safety requirements and
actual soil and groundwater conditions. All temporary cuts in excess of 4 feet in height should be sloped
in accordance with U.S. Occupational Safety and Heath Administration (OSHA) reguiations {29 CFR Part
1926), or be shored. The existing native soils classify as Type A Soil and temporary excavation side
slope inclinations as steep as 3/4H:1V may be assumed for planning purposes. This cut slope inclination
is applicable to excavations above the water table only.

Vibrations created by traffic and construction equipment may cause some caving and raveling of
excavation walls. In such an event, lateral support for the excavation walls should be provided by the
contractor to prevent loss of ground support and possible distress to existing or previously constructed
structural improvements.

PVC pipe should be installed in accordance with the procedures specified in ASTM D2321. We
recommend that structural trench backfill be compacted to at least 95% of the maximum dry density
obtained by Standard Proctor (AASHTO T-99), or equivalent. Initial backfill lift thicknesses for %4™-0
crushed aggregate backfill may need to be as great as 4 feet to reduce the risk of flattening underlying
flexible pipe. Subsequent lift thickness should not exceed 1 foot. if imported granular fill material is
used, then the lifts for large vibrating plate-compaction equipment (e.g. hoe compactor attachments) may
be up to 2 feet, provided that proper compaction is being achieved and each lift is tested. Use of large
vibrating compaction equipment should be carefuily monitored near existing structures and improvements
due to the potential for vibration-induced damage.
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Adequate density testing should be performed during construction to verify that the recommended relative
compaction is achieved. Typically, one density test is taken for every 4 vertical feet of backfill on each
200-lineal-foot section of trench.

Pavement Sections

Based on our experience with similar soils, we used a resilient modulus of 6,000 pci for design purposes.
Table 1 presents our recommended minimum pavement section for dry-weather construction. This
design was formulated using the Crushed Base Equivalent method, and a traffic index of 4.0. This Traffic
Index is typically used as representative of light-duty residential streets.

Table 1 - Recommended Minimum Dry-Weather Pavement Section

Material Layer Minimum Thickness Compaction Standard
(inches)
91% (botiom lifty 92% (top lift) of
Asphattic Concrete (AC}) 3 Rice Density AASHTO T-209

Crushed Aggregate Base 95% of Modified Proctor
(%4"-0 leveling coarse) 2 ASTM D1557

Crushed Aggregate Base 8 95% of Modified Proctor
140 ASTM D1557

Sufficient density testing should be performed to verify compaction of pavement section materials.
Generally, one subgrade, one base course, and one asphalt compaction test is performed for every 100
to 200 linear feet of paving.

Any localized areas of soft soil subgrade in pavement areas discovered during construction should be
ripped o tilled, moisture conditioned, and recompacted in-place to at least 95% of ASTM D698 or
equivalent. In order to verify subgrade strength, we recommend proof-roliing directly on subgrade with a
loaded dump truck during dry weather and on top of base course in wet weather. Soft areas that pump,
rut, or weave should be stabilized prior to paving. If pavement areas are to be constructed during wet
weather, GeoPacific should review the subgrade at the time of construction so that condition specific
recommendations can be provided. Wet-weather pavement construction is likely to require soil
amendment, or geotextile fabric and an increase in base rock thickness.

Anticipated Foundations

The subject site is suitable for shallow foundations bearing on stiff, native soil or engineered fill. Single-
family buildings foundation design, construction, and setback requirements should conform to Chapter 4
of the Council of American Building Officials (CABQO) One and Two Family Dwelling Code. For protection
against frost heave, spread footings should be embedded at a minimum depth of 18 inches below exterior
grade. Minimum footing widths should be determined by the project architect/engineer in accordance
with applicable codes.

The recommended allowable soil bearing pressure is 1,500 IbsHt? for footings on stiff native soil and
engineered fill. A maximum column load of 35 kips is recommended, subject to a geotechnical engineers
review. For heavier ioads or any masonry walls or chimneys, the geotechnical engineer should be
consulted. The coefficient of friction between on-site soil and poured-in-place concrete may be taken as
0.45 (no factor of safety included). For footings founded on engineered fill, the maximum anticipated total
and differential footing movements (generally from soil expansion and/or setiement) are 1 inch and %
inch over a span of 20 feet, respectively.

Footing excavations should penetrate through any loose, uncompacted soil to bear on engineered fill that

is suitable for bearing support. All footing excavations should be trimmed neat, and all loose or softened
soil should be removed from the excavation bottom prior to placing reinforcing steel bars.
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The above recommendations apply to foundations constructed under dry weather conditions. Due to the
moisture sensitivity of on-site native soils, foundations constructed during the wet weather season may
require placement of an estimated 6 to 18-inch thick layer of compacted crushed aggregate.

Excavations near structurai footings should not extend within a 1H:1V plane projected downward from the
bottom edge of footings.

Drainage

Due to Perched shallow storm runoff, perimeter footing drains should be placed necessary around
building foundations. Perimeter drains should consist of a minimum 3-inch diameter ADS Highway Grade
(or equivalent), perforated, plastic pipe enveloped in a minimum of 1 ft® per lineal foot of 2°- %", open,
graded gravel {drain rock) wrapped with geotextile (Mirafi 140N or equivalent). A minimum 0.5% fall
should be maintained throughout all subdrains and non-perforated pipe outlets. Footing drains are for
mitigating the detrimental effects of water on foundations only and will not eliminate all potential sources
of water entering the crawispace. :

Our recommendations regarding drainage are for house construction incorporating raised wood floors
and conventional spread footing foundations. If buildings will incorporate basements or slab-on-grade
fioors, GeoPacific should be consulted to make additional recommendations for retaining walls, water-
proofing, underslab drainage and wall subdrains. Surface water drainage should be directed away from
structures, and, if possible, roof-drain water should be carried to the street or discharged to the storm
drain system.

Seismic Design

The project site lies within Seismic Zone 3, as defined in Chapter 16, Division IV of the 1997 Uniform
Building Code (UBC). Seismic Zone 3 includes the westemn portion of Oregon, and represents an area of
relatively high seismic risk. For comparison, much of California and southem Alaska are defined as
Seismic Zone 4, which is an area of highest seismic risk. Consegquently, moderate levels of earthquake
shaking should be anticipated during the design life of the proposed improvements, and the structures
should be designed to resist earthquake loading in accordance with the methodology described in the
1997 UBC. Based on the subsurface conditions we observed during our exploration program, UBC Soil
Type S, may be assumed for the site. The corresponding seismic factors may be used in developing a
normalized response spectra for the assumed UBC Soil Type.

In our opinion, the potential for liquefaction or liquefactionrelated ground failure at the subject site is very
jow and no special mitigating measures are recommended.

UNCERTAINTIES AND LIMITATIONS

We have prepared this report for the client and their consultants for use in design of this project only.

This report should be provided in its entirety to prospective contractors for bidding and estimating
purposes; however, the conclusions and interpretations presented in this report should not be construed
as a warranty of the subsurface conditions. Experience has shown that soil and groundwater conditions
can vary significantly over smali distances. Inconsistent conditions can occur between explorations that
may not be detected by a geotechnical study. if, during future site operations, subsurface conditions are
encountered which vary appreciably from those described herein, GeoPacific should be notified for review
of the recommendations of this report, and revision of such if necessary.

Sufficient geotechnical monitoring, testing and consultation should be provided during construction to
confirm that the conditions encountered are consistent with those indicated by explorations. The checklist
attached to this report outlines recommended geotechnical observations and testing for the project.
Recommendations for design changes will be provided should conditions revealed during construction
differ from those anticipated, and to verify that the geotechnical aspects of construction comply with the
contract plans and specificalions.
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Within the limitations of scope, schedule and budget, GeoPacific attempted to execute these services in
accordance with generally accepted professional principles and practices in the fields of geotechnical
engineering and engineering geology at the time the report was prepared. No warranty, express or
implied, is made. The scope of our work did not include environmental assessments or evaluations
regarding the presence or absence of wetlands or hazardous or toxic substances in the soil, surface
water, or groundwater at this site.

Sincerely,

GEOPACIFIC ENGINEERING, INC.

Kirk L. warer, R.G. James D. Imbrie, P.E.
Senior Geologist Principal Engineer

Attachments: References
Checklist of Recommended Geotechnical Testing and Observations
Figure 1 — Site Location Map
Figure 2 — Site Plan
Logs of Test Pits TP-1— TP-8

04-8758-Gentry Heights Subdivision GR 8 GEOPACIFIC ENGINEERING, INC.



_9/{?( GeoPas%ﬁc Engér:)gering, inc.
= 17700 U F Road, Suite 100
Gﬂnp ] Itm Portland, Orepg%?: 9722n4es ey ros uie TEST P IT LOG

Tel: (503) 598-8445 Fax: (503) 508-87G5

Project: Gentry Heights
Oregon City, OR

Project No. 04-8758 Test Pit No. TP-1

Depth (R)
Pocket
Penetrometer
(tons/f?)

(/i)
Moisture

Content (%)

Material Description

Sample Type
in-Situ
Dry Density
Water
Bearing Jone

Medium stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp

Hard to very hard, orange brown and black, clayey SILT (ML), with some basalt
cobbles, damp (residual soil) |

15—

16—

17—

Test Pit Terminated at 6 feet due to practical refusal of trackhoe
on weathered basalt

Note: Groundwater was not encountered
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Test Pit No. TP-2

Depth (ft}
Pockel
Penetromeler
{tons/ft?)
Sample Type
in-Situ
Dry Denslty
(thft)
Maolsture
Content (%)

Water
Bearng Zone

Material Description

Medium stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp

Hard to very hard, orange brown and black, clayey SILT (ML), with some basalt
cobbles, damp (residual soil)

Test Pit Terminated at 5 feet due to practical refusal of trackhoe
on weathered basait

Note: Groundwater was not encountered
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S
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Bag Sample Bucket Sample Sheiby Tube Sample  Seepage Water Bearing Zone Waler Leved at Abandonment

Date Excavated: 5120/04
Logged By: KLW
Surface Elevation:
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Project: Gentry Heights
Oregon City, OR

Project No. 04-8758 Test PitNo. TP-4
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'E_éo’é o 55%%5 2o . e
2 |855| & (2csl82|2¢ Material Description
51 871 3 & |=8| 3 _
] Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp
1 ]
| Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML), damp
2
3 h Test Pit Terminated at 2 feet
] Note: Groundwater was not encountered.
4_
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-
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Logged By: KLW
Surface Elevation:
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Test Pit No. TP-5

Depth (ft)
Pocket
Penstrometer
{tons/f?)
Sample Type
In-Situ
Dry Density
{Ib/f?)
Moisture
Content (%)
Water
Bearing Zone

Material Description

Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp

Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML), damp

N ‘ Test Pit Terminated at 2 feet

- Note: Groundwater was not encountered.
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Bag Sample Bucket Sample Sheby Tube Sample  Seepage  Water Bearing Zone Water Level at Abandonment

Date Excavated: 5/20/04
Logged By: KLW
Surface Elevation:
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Test PitNo. TP-6

Deapth {ft)
Packet
Penetrometer
{tons/ft!)
Sample Type
In-Situ
Dry Density
{Ib/ft%)
Moisture
Content (%}
Water
Bearing Zone

Material Description

- Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp

] Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML), damp

- Test Pit Terminated at 5 feet due to practical refusal on weathered basalt

Note: Groundwater was not encountered.
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Bag Sample Bucket Sample Shelby Tube Sample  Seepage  Water Bearing Zone Water Level at Abandonment

Date Excavated: 5/20/04
Logged By: KLW
Surface Elevation:
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Test PitNo. TP-7

Oregon City, OR
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a |858 a |Cos|8g|S¢ Material Description
=1 g =~l=5 3
K 3 a ol &
] Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp
1
- Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML), damp
2
3
4*.1
— Hard to very hard, red brown and gray, clayey SILT (ML), damp (residual soil)
5_
6__
7
n Test Pit Terminated at 7 feet due to practical refusal on weathered basalt
8__
— Note: Groundwater was not encountered.
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%, v Logged By: KLW
0004 . Surface Elevation: 208 ft.
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TestPitNo. TP-8

Depth (ft}
Pocket
Panetrometer
(tons/ft?)
Sample Type
In-Sltu
Dry Density
{Ib/)
Molsture
Content (%)
Water
Bearing Zone

Material Description

] Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine roctlets, damp

] Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML)}, damp

— Hard to very hard, red brown and gray, clayey SILT (ML), damp (residual soil)

12—

13—
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15

16—

17

- Test Pit Terminated at 7 feet due to practical refusal on weathered basalt

Note: Groundwater was not encountered.
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Bag Sample Bucket Sampla Shelby Tube Sample  Seepage  Water Bearing Zone Waler Level at Abandonment

Date Excavated: 5/20/04
Logged By: KLW
Surface Elevation:
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Torm Gentry

P.O. Box 1009
Clackamas, OR 97015
Fax 503.655.6818

Subject: Geotechnical Engineering Report
' Gentry Heights 2 Subdivision
Oregon City, Oregon

This report presents the results of a geotechnical engineering study conducted by GeoPacific
Engineering, Inc. (GeoPacific) for the above referenced project. The purpose of our investigation was to
evaluate subsurface conditions at the site and to provide geotechnical recommendations for site grading,
foundation design, and construction. This geotechnical study was performed in general accordance with
GeoPacific proposal No. P-2106, dated May 5, 2004.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Project Information

Location; Northwest side of Leland Road in Oregon City, Oregon {see Figure 1).
Developer:; Gentry Homes
Engineer; Sisul Engineering

Jurisdictional  Oregon City, Oregon
Agency:

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The subject property consists of approximately 7 % acres, located northwest of Leland Road in Oregon
City, Oregon (Figure 1). The southeast portion of the site is currently developed with four single-family
homes and associated outbuildings, the remaining portions of the site are undeveloped and covered with
grass and scattered trees.  The topography of the site is nearly level with a gentle slope down to the
southeast, with elevations ranging between about 434 and 450 feet.

The proposed development includes 32 single-family home sites and associated improvements, including
new streets. No detailed plans are currently available, however, we assume that proposed grading will be
relatively minor, with cuts and fills assumed to be on the order of 2 to 5 feet maximum and filf up to about
2 feet high. Utilities are assumed at depths of less than 10 feet.

7312 SW Durham Road Exhibi ﬂ
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL GEOLOGIC SETTING

The subject site lies within the Willamette Valley/Puget Sound lowland, a broad structural depression
situated between the Coast Range on the west and the Cascade Range on the east. A series of
discontinuous faults subdivide the Willamette Valley into a mosaic of fault-bounded, structural biocks
(Yeats etal., 1996). Uplifted structural blocks form bedrock highlands, while down-warped structural
blocks form sedimentary basins.

The subject site is located within an area of wide spread Boring Lava exposures south and east of Oregon
City. These Pliocene-Pleistocene lavas are typically grey and coarse-grained when fresh but weather
deeply to reddish-brown and mottled rust and black clayey silt. These residual soils often contain inclusions
of large boulders as a resuit of in-situ spheroidal weathering. Locally, the basal portion of the Boring Lava
may contain thick deposits of pyroclastic materials (ash). The Boring is mapped as being underain
progressively by the Troutdale Formation, the Sandy River Mudstone, and the Columbia River Basalt.

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

Our site-specific exploration for this report was conducted on May 20, 2004. A total of 8 exploratory test
pits were excavated with a small trackhoe to depths of about 2 to 7 feet, at the approximate locations
shown on Figure 2. A GeoPacific geologist evaluated and logged the test pits with regard to soil type,
moisture content, relative strength, and groundwater. Logs of the test pits are presented as an
attachment to this report. Soil samples were evaluated, described, and classified in general accordance
with the Unified Soil Classification System. The following report sections summarize subsurface
conditions anticipated at the site, based on our exploration program.

Soils
On-site native materials consist of soil units as described below.

Topsoil: The ground surface is directly underiain by topsoil consisting of dark brown SILT (ML) containing
frequent fine organics and fine rootiets. The total thickness of topsoil varies from 10 to 15 inches.
Generally, the upper 6 to 8 inches is considered moderately to highly organic.

Clayey Silt: Underlying the topsoil is orange brown clayey SILT (ML). In general, the éILT ishardtov
hard. Pocket penetrometer measurements indicate an unconfined compressive strength of 4.5 tonsit”,
Total thickness of this layer varies from 3 to 4 feet across the site.

Residual Soil: Underlying the clayey silt unit is residual soil (decomposed bedrock) consisting of clayey
SILT (ML) with some cobbles and basalt fragments. The clayey SILT is generally very stiff to hard and may
effectively be classified as a very soft rock (R1) to soft rock (R2).

Weathered Basalt: Underlying the residual soil unit is basalt bedrock consisting of hard clayey SILT
(ML) and basalt fragments. Test pits TP-3, TP-7 and TP-8 were terminated due to practicat refusal on
weathered basait bedrock.

Soil Moisture and Groundwater

Groundwater seepage was not observed in test pits. It is anticipated that groundwater conditions will vary
depending on the season, jocal subsurface conditions, changes in site utilization, and other factors.
Shallow, perched, runoff often results in the upper few feet in fine-grained native deposits such as those
beneath the site, particularly during the wet season,

SEISMIC SETTING
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At least three potential source zones capable of generating damaging earthquakes are thought te exist in
the region. These include the Portland Hills Fault Zone, Gales Creek-Newberg-Mt Angel Structural Zone,
and the Cascadia Subduction Zone, as discussed below.

Portland Hills Fauit Zone

The Portland Hills Fault Zone is a series of NW-trending faults that vertically displace the Columbia River
Basalt by 1,130 feet and appear to control thickness changes in late Pleistocene (approx. 780,000 years)
sediment (Madin, 1990}). The fault zone extends along the eastern margin of the Portland Hills for a
distance of 25 miles, and lies about 2 miles northeast of the subject site. Geomorphic lineaments
suggestive of Pleistocene deformation have been identified within the fault zone, but none of the fault
segments have been shown to cut Holocene (last 10,000 years) deposits (Balsillie and Benson, 1971;
Cornforth and Geomatrix Consultants, 1992). No historical seismicity is correlated with the mapped
portion of the Portland Hifls Fauit Zone, but in 1991 a M3.5 earthquake occurred on a NW-trending shear
plane iocated 1.3 miles east of the fault (Yelin, 1992). Although there is no definitive evidence of recent
activity, the Portland Hills Fault Zone is judged to be potentially active (Geomatrix Consultants, 1995).

Gales Creek-Newberg-Mt. Angel Structural Zone

The Gales Creek-Newberg-Mt. Angel Structural Zone is a 50-miledong zone of discontinuous, NW-
trending faults that lies about 17 miles southwest of the subject site. These faults are recognized in the
subsurface by vertical separation of the Columbia River Basait and offset seismic reflectors in the
overlying basin sediment (Yeats et al., 1996, Werner et al., 1992). A recent geologic reconnaissance and
photogeoclogic analysis study conducted for the Scoggins Dam site in the Tualatin Basin revealed no
evidence of deformed geomorphic surfaces along the structural zone (Unruh et al., 1994). No seismicity
has been recorded on the Gales Creek or Newberg Faults (the faults closest to the subject site); however,
these faults are considered to be potentially active because they may connect with the seismically active
Mount Angel Fault and the rupture plane of the 1993 M5.6 Scotts Mills earthquake (Wemer, et al. 1992;
Geomatrix Consultants, 1995).

Cascadia Subduction Zone

The Cascadia Subduction Zone is a 680-mile-long zone of active tectonic convergence where oceanic
crust of the Juan de Fuca Plate is subducting beneath the North American continent at a rate of 4 cm per
year (Goldfinger et al., 1996). Very litfle seismicity has occurred on the plate interface in historic time,
and as a result, the seismic potential of the Cascadia Subduction Zone is a subject of scientific
controversy. The lack of seismicity may be interpreted as a period of quiescent stress buildup between
large magnitude earthquakes or as being characteristic of the long-term behavior of the subduction zone.
A growing body of geologic evidence, however, strongly suggests that prehistoric subduction zone
earthquakes have occurred (Atwater, 1892; Carver, 1992; Peterson et al., 1993; Geomatrix Consuitants,
1995). This evidence includes: (1) buried tidal marshes recording episodic, sudden subsidence along the
coast of northemn California, Oregon, and Washington, (2) burial of subsided tidai marshes by tsunami
wave deposits, (3) paleoliquefaction features, and (4) geodetic uplift patterns on the Oregon coast.
Radiocarbon dates on buried tidal marshes indicate a recurrence interval for major subduction zone
earthquakes of 250 to 650 years with the last event occurring 300 years ago (Atwater, 1992; Carver,
1992; Peterson et al., 1993; Geomatrix Consultants, 1995). The inferred siesmogenic portion of the plate
interface lies roughly 50 mites west of the Oregon coast and 20 to 40 miles below the ocean surface.

SLOPE STABILITY

The subject site and adjacent area has flat to gently sloping topography, and grades are sufficiently low
that development of unstable natural slopes is negligible.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Results of this study indicate that the proposed residential development is geotechnically feasible
provided that the following recommendations are incorporated in the design and construction phases of
the project. Excavation at depths several feet below the ground surface is moderately-difficult and likely
to encounter hard to very hard weathered rock. Appendix B contains an itemized checklist of soil testing
and inspection procedures that are recommended to help guide the project to completion.

The recommendations of this report assume that the structures will have raised floors and crawispaces. If
structures are planned with basements or concrete slab-on-grade floors, GeoPacific should be contacted
for additional recommendations regarding basement retaining wall design and drainage, concrete fioor
slabs and moisture protection, or other issues.

At the time of this report, the grading plan for the site had not been developed. GeoPacific should review
the grading plan once it is available, to verify conformance with the recommendations of this report, and
to provide additional recommendations if needed, based on the specifics of the planned grading.

Site Preparation

All proposed structure, parking and driveway areas to receive fill should first be cleared of vegetation and
any loose debris or undocumented fill encountered in the vicinity of the previous residence. All debris from
clearing should be removed from the site. Any existing subsurface structures (tile drains, old utility lines,
septic leach fields, etc.) beneath proposed structures and pavements should be removed and the
excavations backfilled with engineered fill.

Following site clearing, organic-rich topsoil should then be stripped. We anticipate that the depth of highly
organic soil stripping will range from about 4 to 6 inches; an additional 4 to 6 inches should be stripped
and may be incorporated into the engineered fill. The final depth of stripping removal will be determined
on the basis of a site inspection after the initial stripping has been performed. Stripped highly organic
topsoil should preferably be hauled offsite or stockpiled only in designated areas and stripping operations
should be observed and documenied by the geotechnical engineer or his representative.

In construction areas during dry weather operations, once stripping is approved. Exposed subgrade soils
should be evaluated by the geotechnical engineer prior to replacement. For large areas, this evaluation is
normally performed by proof-rolling the exposed subgrade with a fully loaded scraper or dump truck. For
smaller areas where access is restricted, the subgrade should be evaluated by probing the soil with a
steel probe. Softloose soils identified during subgrade preparation should be compacted to a firm and
unyielding condition or over-excavated and replaced with engineered fill, as described below. Actual
depth of overexcavation depend upon the conditions exposed at the time, and should be reevaluated by
GeoPacific at the time of construction.

Rough Grading

All grading for the proposed development should be performed as engineered grading in accordance with
Appendix 33 of the 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC), as modified herein. Proper test frequency and
earthwork documentation usually requires daily observation and testing during stripping, rough grading, and
placement of engineered fill. Imported fill material must be approved by the gectechnical engineer prior to
its arrival on site. Oversize material greater than 6 inches in size should not be used within 3 feet of
foundation footings, and material greater than 12 inches in diameter should not be used in engineered fill.

Engineered fill should be compacted in horizontal lifts not exceeding 8 inches using standard compaction
equipment. We recommend that engineered fill be compacted to at least 95% of the maximum dry
density determined by ASTM D698 (Standard Proctor) or equivalent (Appendix A). On-site soils will most
likely be very wet of optimum; therefore, we anticipate that aeration of native scil will be necessary for
compaction operations performed during mid to late summer. This work should be performed before
extensive utility work begins so that the required overexcavation and recompaction is not limited by newly
placed utilities.
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Proper test frequency and earthwork documentation usually requires daily observation and testing during
stripping, rough grading, and placement of engineered fill. Field density testing should conform to ASTM
D2922 and D3017, or D1556. All engineered fill should be observed and tested by the project
geotechnical engineer or his representatlve Typically, one density test is performed for at least every 2
vertical feet of fill placed or every 500 yd°, whichever requires more testing. Because testing is performed
on an on-call basis, we recommend that the earthwork contractor be held contractually responsible for
test scheduling and frequency.

Earthwork is usually performed in the summer months, generally mid-June to mid-October, when warm
dry weather facilitates proper moisture conditioning of soils. Earthwork performed during the wet-weather
season will probably require expensive measures such as cement treatment or imported granular material
to compact fill to the recommended engineering specifications.

Erosion Control Considerations

During our field exploration program, we did not observe soil types that would be considered highty
susceptible to erosion. In our opinion, the primary concem regarding erosion potential will occur during
construction, in areas that have been stripped of vegetation. Erosion at the site during construction can
be minimized by implementing the project erosion control plan. If used, these erosion control devices
should be in place and remain in place throughout site preparation and construction.

Erosion and sedimentation of exposed soils can also be minimized by quickly covering or re-vegetating
exposed areas of soil, and by staging construction such that large areas of the project site are not
denuded and exposed at the same time. Areas of exposed soil requiring immediate and/or temporary
protection against exposure should be covered with either mulch or erosion control netting/blankets.
Areas of exposed soil requiring permanent stabilization should be seeded with an approved grass seed
mixture, or hydroseeded with an approved seed-mulch-fertilizer mixture.

Excavating Conditions and Trench Backfill

We anticipate that on-site soils can be excavated to depths anticipated for this project (up to 10 feet)
using conventional heavy equipment such as scrapers and trackhoes. Many large residual boulders and
localized zones of hard rock shouid be anticipated below severat feet depth. Maintenance of safe
working conditions, including temporary excavation stability, is the responsibility of the contractor. Actual
slope inclinations at the time of construction should be determined based on safety requirements and
actual soil and groundwater conditions. All temporary cuts in excess of 4 feet in height should be sloped
in accordance with U.S. Occupational Safety and Heath Administration (OSHA) regulations (29 CFR Part
1926), or be shored. The existing native soils classify as Type A Soil and temporary excavation side
slope inclinations as steep as 3/4H:1V may be assumed for planning purposes. This cut slope inclination
is applicable to excavations above the water table only.

Vibrations created by traffic and construction equipment may cause some caving and raveling of
excavation walls. In such an event, lateral support for the excavation walls should be provided by the
contractor to prevent loss of ground support and possible distress to existing or previously constructed
structural improvements.

PVC pipe should be installed in accordance with the procedures specified in ASTM D2321. We
recommend that structural trench backfill be compacted to at least 95% of the maximum dry density
obtained by Standard Proctor (AASHTO T-99), or equivalent. Initial backfilt lift thicknesses for %4™-0
crushed aggregate backfill may need to be as great as 4 feet to reduce the risk of flattening underlying
flexible pipe. Subsequent lift thickness should not exceed 1 foot. If imported granular fill material is
used, then the lifts for large vibrating plate-compaction equipment (e.g. hoe compactor attachments) may
be up to 2 feet, provided that proper compaction is being achieved and each lift is tested. Use of large
vibrating compaction equipment should be carefully monitored near existing structures and improvements
due to the potential for vibration-induced damage.
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Adequate density testing should be performed during construction to verify that the recommended relative
compaction is achieved. Typically, one density test is taken for every 4 vertical feet of backfill on each
200-ineal-foot section of trench.

Pavement Sections

Based on our experience with similar soils, we used a resilient modulus of 6,000 pci for design purposes.
Table 1 presents our recommended minimum pavement section for dry-weather construction. This
design was formulated using the Crushed Base Equivaient method, and a fraffic index of 4.0. This Traffic
Index is typically used as representative of light-duty residential streets.

Table 1 - Recommended Minimum Dry-Weather Pavement Section

Material Layer Minimum Thickness Compaction Standard
(inches)
91% (bottom lift)f 92% (top lift) of
Asphaltic Concrete (AC) : 3 Rice Density AASHTO T-209

Crushed Aggregate Base 95% of Modified Proctor
(3%"-0 leveling coarse) 2 ASTM D1557

Crushed Aggregate Base 8 95% of Modified Proctor
1%4"0 ASTM D1557

Sufficient density testing should be performed to verify compaction of pavement section materials.
Generally, one subgrade, one base course, and one asphalt compaction test is performed for every 100
to 200 linear feet of paving.

Any localized areas of soft soil subgrade in pavement areas discovered during construction should be
ripped or tilled, moisture conditioned, and recompacted inplace to at least 95% of ASTM D698 or
equivalent. In order to verify subgrade strength, we recommend proof-rolling directly on subgrade with a
loaded dump truck during dry weather and on top of base course in wet weather. Soft areas that pump,
rut, or weave should be stabilized prior to paving. I pavement areas are fo be constructed during wet
weather, GeoPacific should review the subgrade at the time of construction so that condition specific
recommendations can be provided. Wet-weather pavement construction is likely to require soil
amendment, or geotextile fabric and an increase in base rock thickness.

Anticipated Foundations

The subject site is suitable for shallow foundations bearing on stiff, native soil or engineered fill. Single-
family buildings foundation design, construction, and setback requirements should conform to Chapter 4
of the Council of American Building Officials (CABO) One and Two Family Dwelling Code. For protection
against frost heave, spread footings should be embedded at a minimum depth of 18 inches below exterior
grade. Minimum footing widths should be determined by the project architect/engineer in accordance
with applicable codes.

The recommended allowable soil bearing pressure is 1,500 Ibs#t for footings on stiff native soil and
engineered fill. A maximum column load of 35 kips is recommended, subject to a geotechnical engineers
review. For heavier loads or any masonry walls or chimneys, the geotechnical engineer should be
consulted. The coefficient of friction between on-site soil and poured-in-place concrete may be taken as
0.45 (no factor of safety included). For footings founded on engineered fill, the maximum anticipated total
and differential footing movements (generally from soil expansion and/or settlement) are 1 inch and %
inch over a span of 20 feet, respectively.

Footing excavations shouid penetrate through any loose, uncompacted soil to bear on engineered fill that

is suitable for bearing support. All footing excavations should be trimmed neat, and all loose or softened
soil should be removed from the excavation bottom prior to placing reinforcing steel bars.
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The above recommendations apply to foundations constructed under dry weather conditions. Due to the
moisture sensitivity of on-site native soils, foundations constructed during the wet weather season may
require placement of an estimated 6 to 18-inch thick layer of compacted crushed aggregate.

Excavations near structural footings should not extend withint a 1H:1V plane projected downward from the
bottom edge of footings.

Drainage

Due to Perched shallow storm runoff, perimeter footing drains should be ptaced necessary around
building foundations. Perimeter drains should consist of a minimum 3-inch diameter ADS Highway Grade
(or equivalent), perforated, plastic pipe enveloped in a minimum of 1 ft* per lineal foot of 2"- %", open,
graded gravel (drain rock) wrapped with geotextile (Mirafi 140N or equivalent). A minimum 0.5% fall
should be maintained throughout all subdrains and non-perforated pipe outlets. Footing drains are for
mitigating the detrimental effects of water on foundations only and will not eliminate all potential sources
of water entering the crawlspace.

Our recommendations regarding drainage are for house construction incorporating raised wood floors
and conventional spread footing foundations. If buildings will incorporate basements or slab-on-grade
floors, GeoPacific should be consulted to make additional recommendations for retaining walls, water-
proofing, underslab drainage and wall subdrains. Surface water drainage should be directed away from
structures, and, if possible, roof-drain water should be carried to the street or discharged to the storm
drain system.

Seismic Design

The project site lies within Seismic Zone 3, as defined in Chapter 16, Division IV of the 1997 Uniform
Building Code (UBC). Seismic Zone 3 includes the westemn portion of Oregon, and represents an area of
relatively high seismic risk. For comparison, much of California and southem Alaska are defined as
Seismic Zone 4, which is an area of highest seismic risk. Consequently, moderate levels of earthquake
shaking should be anticipated during the design life of the proposed improvements, and the structures
should be designed 1o resist earthquake loading in accordance with the methodology described in the
1997 UBC. Based on the subsurface conditions we observed during our exploration program, UBC Soil
Type S, may be assumed for the site. The corresponding seismic factors may be used in developing a
normalized response spectra for the assumed UBC Sail Type.

In our opinion, the potential for liquefaction or liquefaction-related ground failure at the subject site is very
low and no special mitigating measures are recommended.

UNCERTAINTIES AND LIMITATIONS

We have prepared this report for the client and their consultants for use in design of this project only.

This report should be provided in its entirety to prospective contractors for bidding and estimating
purposes; however, the conclusions and interpretations presented in this report should not be construed
as a warranty of the subsurface conditions. Experience has shown that soil and groundwater conditions
can vary significantly over small distances. Inconsistent conditions can occur between explorations that
may not be detected by a geolechnical study. I, during future site operations, subsurface conditions are
encountered which vary appreciably from those described herein, GeoPacific should be notified for review
of the recommendations of this report, and revision of such if necessary.

Sufficient geotechnical monitoring, testing and consultation should be provided during construction to
confirm that the conditions encountered are consistent with those indicated by explorations. The checklist
attached to this report outlines recommended geotechnical observations and testing for the project.
Recommendations for design changes will be provided should conditions revealed during construction
differ from those anticipated, and to verify that the geotechnical aspects of construction comply with the
contract plans and specifications.
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Within the limitations of scope, schedule and budget, GeoPacific attempted to execute these services in
accordance with generally accepted professional principles and practices in the fields of geotechnical
engineering and engineering geology at the time the report was prepared. No warranty, express or
implied, is made. The scope of our work did not include environmental assessments or evaluations
regarding the presence or absence of wetlands or hazardous or toxic substances in the soil, surface
water, or groundwater at this site.

Sincerely,

GEOPACIFIC ENGINEERING, INC.

HrPe—"

Kirk L. Warner, R.G. James D. Imbrie, P.E.
Senior Geologist Principal Engineer

Attachments: References
Checklist of Recommended Geotechnical Testing and Observations
Figure 1 — Site Location Map
Figure 2 - Site Plan
Logs of Test Pits TP-1 - TP-8
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CHECKLIST OF RECOMMENDED GEOTECHNICAL TESTING AND OBSERVATION

item Procedure Timing By Whom Done
No.
, . . Contractor, Developer,
1 Preconstruction meeting Prior to bﬁg::mng site Civil and Geotechnical
Engineers
Stripping, aeration, and root- . _— Engineering Geologist
2 picking operations. During stripping Geotechnical engineer
3 i pact;c(;nﬁ::azsgigg (gf Du"ng 2523 e Soil Technici
engineer b . oi nician
Standard Proctor) 2 verhcaLf;et or 500
Verify subgrade strength in Prior to pouring . .
4 footing excavations concrete Geotechnical Engineer
. . During backfilling,
s Ctta)mpactlon ﬁ&stmg of french tested every 4 vertical . N
ackfill (95% of Standard feet for every 200 lineal Soil Technician
Proctor) fer:t
Subgrade Proofroll or
6 Compaction : Prior to base coarse Soil Technician
(95% of Standard Proctor)
Base course compaction Prior to paving, tested . "
7 (95% of Modified Proctor) |  every 200 fineal feet Soil Technician
AC Compaction . .
8 | (91% (ottom lift) / 92% (top 23“"92"(';‘3' ‘i:‘r?e;ffséz‘t’ Soil Technician
lift) of Rice Density) ey
9 Final Geotec;k;g:;:ﬂal Engineers Completion of project Geotechnical Engineer
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TEST PIT LOG

Project: Gentry Heights

Oregon City, OR Project No. 04-8758 Test PitNo. TP-1
2|l 8| =]|.s| 8
S et - |2Zg( S5
8 822 8 [20s(8s|2s Material Description
a1"s% & |8 178 2
. W m
] Medium stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp
1 -
] Hard to very hard, orange brown and black, clayey SILT (ML), with some basalt
” cobbles, damp (residual soil)
3
4~f
Si
6
] Test Pit Terminated at 6 feet due to practical refusal of trackhoe
7 on weathered basalt
] Note: Groundwater was not encountered
8.__
g‘ﬁ
10—
11
12—
137
14—
15—
16—
17
LEGEND Date Excavated: 5/20/04
L/
%, - Logged By: KLW
0009 s ' Surface Elevation:

Shebby Tube Sample  Seepape  Water Bearing Zone

Water Level at Abandonment
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TEST PIT LOG

Project: Gentry Heights
Oregon City, OR

Project No. 04-8758

Test Pit No. TP-2

Depth (it}
Pocket
(lons/ft?)
Sampie Type
In-Situ
Dry Density
{Ib/2)
Moisture
Content (%)

Penatromeler

Water
Bearing Zone

Material Description

Medium stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp

Hard to very hard, orange brown and black, clayey SILT (ML), with some basalt

cobbles, damp (residual soil)

17--

Test Pit Terminated at 5 feet due to practical refusal of trackhoe
on weathered basalt

Note: Groundwater was not encountered

ecenD

—r
100 to
,000 g

» 0«

Bag Sampie Bucket Sample Shelby Tube Sample  Seepage  Water Bearing Zone  Water Level al Abandonment

Date Excavated: 5/20/04
Logged By: KLW
Surface Elevation:
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Project: Gentry Heights
Oregon City, OR

Project No. 04-8758 Test PitNo. TP-4

{tonsM?)

Depth (1)
Pocket
Panatromater

Sample Type
Moisture
Content (%)
Water
Bearing Zone

Material Description

Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp

Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, ciayey SILT (ML), damp

Test Pit Terminated at 2 feet

Note: Groundwater was not encountered.

LEGEND

——
100 to
000 g

Bag Sample

Buckat Sample Shelby Tube Sample  Seepage  Water Bearing Zone ‘Water Level at Abandonment

Date Excavated: 5f20/04

- Logged By: KLW

Surface Elevation:
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Project: Gentry Heights
Oregon City, OR

Project No. 04-8758 Test PitNo. TP-5

Depth {ft)
Packet
Peanetrometer
{tons/f2)
Sample Type

Moisture
Content (%)
Water
Bearing Zone

Material Description

Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootiets, damp

Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML), damp

Test Pit Terminated at 2 feet

Note: Groundwater was not encountered.

LEGEND

—
100 to
000 g

Bag Sample Buckel Sample

&

Shelby Tube Sample  Seepage  Waler Boaring Zone Wa!arLeveHitAhandunmem

Date Excavated: 5/20/04

v ‘| Logged By: KLW

Surface Elevation:
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Project: Gentry Heights
Oregon City, OR

Project No. 04-8758 TestPitNo. TP-6

ype

Depth (1)
Pocket
Penetrometar
{tons/ft?)
In-Situ
Dry Density
{Ib/it%)
Molsture
Content {%)
Water
Bearing Zone

Sample T

Material Description

] Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp

] Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML), damp

] Test Pit Terminated at 5 feet due to practical refusal on weathered basalt

Note: Groundwater was not encountered.

%

Sheiby Tube Sample  Seepage  Water Bearing Zone Waler Level at Abandonment

Date Excavated: 5/20/04

' "
- Logged By: KLW

Surface Elevation:
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Project: Gentry Heights
Oregon City, OR

Project No. 04-8758 Test Pit No. TP-7

Depth (ft)
Pochket
{tons/ft?}

Penetromster

Sample Type
In-Situ
Dry Density
(IbHt®)
Molsture
Content (%)
Water
Bearing Zons

Material Description

Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootlets, damp

Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML), damp

Hard to very hard, red brown and gray, clayey SILT (ML), damp (residual soil)

Test Pit Terminated at 7 feet due to practical refusal on weathered basalt

Note: Groundwater was not encountered.

LEGEND

100 o
000 g

Bag Sample )

7\
s

Soa. %

Bucket Sample Shelby Tube Sample  Seepage  Water Bearing Zone Yvater Level at Abandonment

Date Excavated: 5/20/04

v l.ogged By: KLW
/A

Surface Elevation: 208 fi.
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Project: Gentry Heights

Oregon City, OR Project No. 04-8758 Test Pit No. TP-8
~| & | 8 z z| 2
51882 & |@85j28|8€ Material Description
2legel E |F2¥|28)7 8
g & o O| a
] Stiff, dark brown, SILT (ML), with frequent fine rootiets, damp
1 —
] Stiff to very stiff, orange brown, clayey SILT (ML), damp
2
3|
4H
— Hard to very hard, red brown and gray, clayey SILT (ML), damp (residual soil)
sg
6__
7 -
] Test Pit Terminated at 7 feet due to practical refusal on weathered basalt
8“
— Note: Groundwater was not encountered.
g__
10—
i1
12
13-
14—
15—
16—
17
LEGEND Date Excavated: 5/20/04
L/
%, % v Logged By: KLW
. /2 Surface Elevation:

Bag Sample Buckel Sample  Shelby Tube Sample  Seepaga Wator Bearing Zone  Water Level at Abandonment
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phone: (503) 657-0188
fax: (503) 657-5779

Site Conditions & Design Values - Pre Development:

Area:
Total Area = 8.2 acres

Pervious Area = 8.01 acres
Impervious Area = .19 acres

Existing Use: This site is currently developed with 4 existing houses and the
remaining area is considered meadow/pasture.

Soil Type: This site has (2) soil types as identified by (Soil Survey Clackamas
County Area, Oregon) (See Soil Survey Attachments)

Bornstedt 8B - Hydrologic Group “C"
Jory 46B - Hydrologic Group “C"

. Runoff Curve Numbers: (per Table 4-3 MODIFIED CURVE NUMBERS, City of
Oregon City Stormwater and Grading Design Standards)

Meadow/Pasture Hydrologic Group ‘C’ => 85
Impervious Surfaces, AC, Roofs etc.-Hydrologic Group ‘C’ => 98

Rainfall Distribution: (per Tabie 4-1 TOTAL DEPTH, City of Oregon City
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards)

2yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm => 2.6 inches
Syr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm => 3.1 inches
10yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm => 3.4 inches




Time of Concentration: (Design Values per Table 4-4 MANNING'S

COEFFICIENTS/'K” FACTORS, City of Oregon City Stormwater and Grading
Design Standards)

Sheet Flow: Ti=0.42 (nL)°®
(P2)*® « (50)™

L = 250 ft.

Pz =286in.

So = 0.016 ft.ft.
ns =0.15

Shallow Concentrated Fiow: T.= L
60 » k « (S,)%°

L =103t
S, = 0.039 ft /ft.
K=27

;- _ 0.42(0.15 % 250)" . 103
© (2.6)(0.016)°*  60x27x+0.039

=29 74 min.




Site Analysis - Pre Development:

The site analysis will be performed using the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph
(SBUH) Method. (KING COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS Surface
Water Management Division, HYDROGRAPH PROGRAMS Version 4.21B)

2 year Runoff — Pre Development

LRSS LIS E LS LR LT LS SCS TYPE-1A D]STRIBLITION fkkkhkdkkdkkFrkkkkkkk
*¥wtkeesrt ) YEAR 24-HOUR STORM *#** 2.60" TOTAL PRECIP, ***++x+++

ENTER: A(PERV), CN(PERV), A(IMPERV), CN(IMPERV), TC FOR BASIN NO. 1
8.01,85,.19,98,29.74

DATA PRINT-QUT:
AREA(ACRES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS  TC(MINUTES)
A CN A CN
8.2 30 850 2 980 287

PEAK-Q(CFS)  T-PEAK(HRS)  VOL(CU-FT)
1.72 7.83 38039

ENTER [d']{path}filename[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:
03125-2 UND

5 year Runoff — Pre Development

FRREFEF R ER KRR R kA ko SCS TYPE-1A DISTRIBUTION LES S LI IS 222222 ]
#EXE6E8E 5.YEAR 24-HOUR STORM *##*% 310" TOTAL PRECIP. ¥+¥* ¢+ s+

ENTER: A(PERV), CN(PERV), A(IMPERYV), CN(IMPERV), TC FOR BASIN NO. ]
8.01,85,.19,98,29.74

DATA PRINT-OUT:
AREA(ACRES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS TCMINUTES)
A CN A CN
8.2 80 B850 2 98.0 297

PEAK-Q(CFS)  T-PEAK(HRS)  VOL(CU-FT)
2.39 783 50274

ENTER [d:}{path]filcname[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:
03125-5.UND




10 year Runoff — Pre Development

PR RRRRER R RE § O TYPE-] A DISTRIBUTION ¥R %%k kttkbbt ke ka4
Frrxxedir 10-YEAR 24-HOUR STORM *%%% 3 40" TOTAL PRECIP, *#*# %+t

ENTER: A(PERV), CN(PERV), A(IMPERV), CN(IMPERV), TC FOR BASIN NO. 1
8.01,85,19,98,29.74

DATA PRINT-OUT:
AREA(ACRES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOQUS TC(MINUTES)
A CN A CN
§2 B0 850 2 980 297

PEAK-Q(CFS) T-PEAK(HRS) VOL(CU-FT)
2.82 7.83 57911

ENTER [d:]{path]filename{.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:
03125-10.UND




Site Conditions & Design Values - Post Development:

Area: (per Table 4-3 MODIFIED CURVE NUMBERS, City of Oregon City
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards)

Total Area = 8.2 acres

Pervious Area = 5.95 acres
Impervious Area = 2.25 acres

Runoff Curve Numbers: (per Table 4-3 MODIFIED CURVE NUMBERS, City of
Oregon City Stormwater and Grading Design Standards)

Lawns & Landscaping-Hydrologic Group ‘C' => 86
impervious Surfaces, AC, Roofs etc.-Hydrologic Group ‘C' => 98

Rainfall Distribution: (per Table 4-1 TOTAL DEPTH, City of Oregon City
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards)

2yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm => 2.6 inches
byr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm => 3.1 inches
25yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm => 4.0 inches




Time_of Concentration (Post Development): (Design Values per Table 4-4
MANNING’'S COEFFICIENTS/K” FACTORS, City of Oregon City Stormwater

and Grading Design Standards)

Sheet Flow: Ti= 0.42 (ngL)°®
(P2)0.5 R (30)0_4

L=100ft

P2 =2.6In.

S, =0.02 ft/.
ns =0.15

Gutter Concentrated Flow: T,= L
60 + k « (So)°°

L=133 1t
S, = 0.045 ft.ift.
k=27

Pipe Flow: T3= L
60 + k + (So)*°

L =1140 ft.
So = 0.020 ft./t.
k=67

Total Time of Concentration: T=Ty+ To+Ta+ ...

~0.42(0.15x100)" 133 1140

+ +
© (2.6)7(0.02)"  60x27x+/0.045 60x67 x+/0.020

= 13.26 min .



Site Analysis - Post Development:

The site analysis wili be performed using the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph
(SBUH) Method. (KING COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS Surface
Water Management Division, HYDROGRAPH PROGRAMS Version 4.21B)

2 year Runoff — Post Development

FRER AR R RRAR R S O S TYPE-1A DISTRIBUTION *F¥*¥ %k ks ks kaht ki
¥rterkier 2.YEAR 24-HOUR STORM *#** 3 60" TOTAL PRECIP, *¥**skrk*

ENTER: A(PERV), CN(PERV), A(IMPERV), CN(IMPERV), TC FOR BASIN NO. 1
5.95,86,2.25,98,13.26

DATA PRINT-OUT:
AREA(ACRES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS  TC(MINUTES)
A CN A CN
82 59 860 23 980 133

PEAK-Q(CFS)  T-PEAK(HRS)  VOL(CU-FT)
3.04 7.83 47916

ENTER [d][pathjfilename[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:
03125-2.DEV

5 year Runoff — Post Development

AEEEELRARRIFRERRF45F S (O G TYPE-1A DISTRIBUTION ***¥#5 ¥ kx4 brbxsnsn
Freekrerr S.YEAR 24-HOUR STORM **** 3 10" TOTAL PRECIP, *¥*k¥x%+%

ENTER: A(PERV), CN(PERV), A(IMPERV), CN(IMPERV), TC FOR BASIN NO. 1
5.95,86,2.25,98,13.26

DATA PRINT-OUT:
AREA(ACRES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS  TC(MINUTES)
A CN A CN
8.2 59 860 23 980 133

PEAK-Q(CFS)  T-PEAK(HRS) VOL(CU-F)
3.95 7.83 61097

ENTER {d:]|path]filename[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:
03125-5DEV




25 yvear Runoff — Post Development

FEREARRRERRFRLERRREE § O § TYPE-1A DISTRIBUTION *#%th% ks skt st*
FRRkkkkEx 75.YEAR 24-HOUR STORM **** 4 00" TOTAL PRECIP, *¥##*¥*%%x

ENTER: A(PERV), CN(PERV), A(IMPERV), CN(IMPER V), TC FOR BASIN NO. 1
5.95,86,2.25,98.13.26

DATA PRINT-OUT:
AREA(ACRES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS TCMINUTES)
A CN A CN
8.2 59 860 23 930 13.3

PEAK-Q(CFS) T-PEAK(HRS) VOL(CU-FT)
5.64 7.83 85627

ENTER [d:][path]filename[ ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:
03125-25.DEV

Detention Facility Routing:

Table 4-0 (City of Oregon City Stormwater and Grading Design Standards)
presents the storm water runoff control requirements. The following is a
summary of these requirements as they apply to the development of this site.

Minimum Peak Rate Stormwater Runoff Control Requirements.

2yr, 24-hour storm event must be controlled to 50% of the pre-developed runoff
rate of a 2yr 24 hour storm event.

Syr, 24-hour storm event must be controlled to the pre-developed runoff rate of a
Syr 24-hour storm event.

25yr, 24-hour storm event must be controlled to the pre-developed runoff rate of
a 10yr 24-hour storm event.




SPECIFY TYPE CF R/D FACILITY:

1 - POND 4 - INFILTRATION POND
2-TANK 5 - INFILTRATION TANK
3 - VAULT 6 - GRAVEL TRENCH/BED

1
ENTER: POND SIDE SLOPE (HORIZ. COMPONENT)
4

ENTER: EFFECTIVE STORAGE DEPTH(fl) BEFORE OVERFLOW
4

ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext] OF PRIMARY DESIGN INFLOW HYDROGRAPH:
03125-25.dev
PRIMARY DESIGN INFLOW PEAK = 5.64 CFS

ENTER PRIMARY DESIGN RELEASE RATE(cfs):
2.82

ENTER NUMBER OF INFLOW HYDROGRAPHS TO BE TESTED FOR PERFORMANCE (5
MAXIMUMY}:
2

ENTER {d:}[path]filename[.ext] OF HYDROGRAPH 1:
03125-5.dev

ENTER TARGET RELEASE RATE(cfs):

2.39

ENTER [d:][pathlfilename].ext] OF HYDROGRAPH 2:
03125-2.dev

ENTER TARGET RELEASE RATE(cfs):

86

ENTER: NUMBER OF ORIFICES, RISER-HEAD(ft), RISER-DIAMETER(in)
2412

RISER OVERFLOW DEPTH FOR PRIMARY PEAK INFLOW = 222 FT
INITIAL STORAGE VALUE FOR ITERATION PURPOSES: 25704 CU-FT

BOTTOM ORIFICE: ENTER Q-MAX(cfs)
.85

DlA.= 4 19 INCHES

TOP ORIFICE: ENTER HEIGHT(ft)

3

DIA.= 8.30 INCHES

PERFORMANCE:

INFLOW TARGET-OUTFLOW ACTUAL-OUTFLOW PK-STAGE STORAGE
DESIGN HYD 564 2.82 2.82 4.00 14405
TESTHYD 1: 3.85 2.39 1.77 325 10480

TESTHYD 2: 3.04 .86 .81 2.94 9000




To satisfy the detention requirements a detention pond as well as detention pipe
will be used. A detention pond with a volume of 8712 cu f. will be connected to
300 ft. of 60 in. detention pipe.

REQUIRED DETENTION 14405 cu. ft.
POND VOLUME 8712 cu. ft.
PIPE VOLUME 5889 cu. ft.

REMAINING STORAGE 196 cu. ft.

** Pipe: 300ft. x 19.63 sq. . = 5889 cu. fi.
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Applicability. Tlus policy applies to applicants for land use decisions and site plan reviews with
regard 1o providing public improvements and submittal of documentation. The following sections
outline some of the important requirements and helpful hints for these unfamihar with providing
public improvements as required by the Oregon City Municipal Code and Oregon City Public Waorks
Standards. This 1s not an all-inclusive list of City requirements and does not relieve the applicant
from meeting all applicable City Code and Public Works Standards.

Availability of Codes and Standards. Copies of these City Codes and Standards are available at
City Hall for a nominal price. Some engineering firms in the local metropolitan area already own
these Codes and Standards 10 enable them to properly plan, design, and construct City projects.

General

) Applicants shall design and construct all required public works improvements to City
Standards. These Standards include the latest version i effect at the time of application
of the following list of documents: Oregon City Municipal Code, Water Master Plan,
Transportation Master (System) Plan, Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, and the Drainage
Master Plan. It includes the Public Works Design Standards, which is comprised of
Sanitary Sewer, Water Distribution System, Stonmmwater and Grading, and Erosion
Control. This list also includes the Street Work Drawimgs, Appendix Chapter 33 of the
Uniform Building Code (by reference), and the Site Traffic Impact Study Procedures. it
may also mclude the City of Oregon City Review Checklist of Subdivision and Partition
Plats when the development is a Subdivision, Partitton, or Planned Unit Development.

Water (Water Distribution Systern Design Standards)

. The applicant shall provide water facilities for their development. This nciudes
water mains, valves, fire hydrants, blow-offs, service laterals, and meters.

. All required public water systemn improvements shall be designed and constructed o
City standards.

. The Fire Marshali shall determine the number of fire hydrants and their locations.
Fire hydrants shall be fitted with a Storz metal face adapter style S-37MFL and cap style
SCS5OMF to steamer port.  This adapier 1s for a S5-inch hose.  All hydrants to be
completed, mstalled, and operational before begimuing structural framing. Hydrants shall
be painted with Rodda All-Purpose Equipment Enamel (1625 Safety Orange Pamt} and
all chamns shall be removed from the fire hvdrants.

. Backflow prevention assemblies are required on all domestic lines for cormmercial
buildings, all fire service lines, and all nmigation hnes. Backflow prevention assemblies
are also required on residential domestic lines greater than or equal to 2-inch diameter.
These assemblies are also required wlhere internal plumbing 1s greater than 32 feet above
the water main. The type of backflow prevention device required is dependent on the
degree of hazard. City Water Department personnel, certified as cross connection
inspectors, shall determine the type of device to be installed 1n any specific instance. All
backflow prevention devices shall be located on the applicant’s property and are the
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property owner's responsibility to test and maintain in accordance with manu facturer’s
recommendations and Oregon statutes.

The applicant shall verify that there are no wells on site, or if any wells are on the site

prior to connecting te the public water system, the applicant shall:

#  Abandon the well per Oregon State requirements and provide copies of the final
approval of well abandonment to the City; or

#  Disconnect the well from the heme and only use the well for irrigation. In this case,
the applicant shall install a back flow preventor on the public service line. The
applicant shall also coordinate with the City water department to provide a cross

connection nspection before connecting to the public water system.

Sanitary Sewer (Sanitary Sewer Design Standards)

The applicant shall provide sanitary sewer facilities to their development. This
includes gravity mains, manholes, stub outs, and service laterals.

All required public sanitary sewer system improvements shall be designed and
constructed to City standards.

Applicant must process and oblain sanitary sewer system design approval from DEQ.

Any exisling seplic system on site shall be abandoned and certification
documentation provided from Clackamas County before recording the plat or obtaining a
certificate of occupancy.

Stormwater (Stormwater and Grading Design Standards)

The applicant shall provide stormwater and detention facilities for their development.
Thus includes the stormwater maius, inlets, manholes, service laterals for roof and
foundation drains, detention system if necessary, control structure if necessary, inflow
and outflow devices 1f necessary, and energy dissipaters if necessary.

The applicant shall design and construct required public stormwaler system
mmprovements io City standards. Each project is to coordinate with the City Drainage
Master Plan, the Public Worls Stonmwater and Grading Standards, and the ap propriate
mdividual Basin Master Plan (1f adopted) and incorporate recommencdations from them
as directed.

The applicant shall design the stommwater system to detain any increased runoff
created through the development of the site, as well as convey any existing off-site
surface water entering the site from other properties.

The applicant shall submit hydrology/detention calculations to the City En gineering
Division for review and approval before approval of construction plans. The applicant
shall provide documentation to verify the hydrology and detention calculations. The
apphicant shall show the 100-year overflow path and shall not design the flow to cross
any developed properties.
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Dedications and Easements

Streets

The applicant shall obtain and record all off-site easements required for the project
before City approval of construction plans.

The applicant shall provide street facililies to their site including within the site and
on the perimeter of the site where it borders on existing public streets. This includes
half- and full-street width pavement as directed, curbs, gutters, planter strips ot tree wells
as directed, street trees, sidewalks, and bicycle Janes (when required by the type of street
classification). This also includes city utilities (water, sanitary and stonn drainage
facilities), traffic controi devices, centerline menumentation in monument boxes, and
street lights in compliance with the City Code for Oregon City and its vanious Master
Plans. Half-street improvements include an additional 10-foot wide pavement past the
centerline subject to City review of existing conditions.

After installation of the first lift of asphalt, applicant shall provide asphalt berms or
another adequate solution, as approved by the City Engineering Division, at storm catch
basins or curb inlets on all streets. This ensures positive drainage until the applicant
mnstalls the second Lift of asphalt.

All street names shall be reviewed and approved by the City (GIS Division 657-0891,
ext.168) prior to approval of the final plat to ensure no duplicate names are proposed in
Oregon City or the 9-1-1 Service Area.

All street improvements shall be completed and temporary street name signs shall be
installed before issuance of building permits.

The applicant is responsible for all sidewalks in their development. The applicant
may transfer the responsibility for the sidewalks adjacent to the right-of-way as part of
the requirement for an individual building permit on local streets. However, fazlure to do
so does not waive the applicant's requirement to construct the sidewalks. Applicant shall
complete sidewalks on each residential lot withun one year of City acceptance of public
improvements for the project (e.g.; subdivision, partition, or Planned Unit Development)
unless a building permit has been issued for the lot.

Applicant shall install sicewalks aleng any tracts within their development, any
pedestrian/bicycle accessways within their development, along existing homes within the
development’s property boundaries, and all handicap access ramps required in their
development at the time of street construction.

Street lights shall typically be owned by the City of Oregon City under PGE plarn “B”
and installed at the expense of the applicant. The applicant shall submit a street fight
plan, subject to City and PGE approval, prepared by a qualified electrical contractor.
Streetlights shall be placed at stieet intersections and along streets at property lines. The
required lights shall be installed by a qualified electrical contractor. Streetlights areto be
spaced and installed per recommendations of the Illuminating Engineering Society of
North America as published n their current 1ssue of IES, RP-8 to provide adequate
lighting for safety of drivers, pedestrians, and other modes of transportation. Streetliglits
shall be 100-watt high-pressure sodium fixtures mounted on fiberglass peles with a
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25-foot mounting height unless otherwise specified. The applicant shall dedicate any
neccssary electrical easements on the final plat, Al streetlights and poles shall be
constructed of material approved by PGE for maintenance by PGE.

Grading And Erosion Control

. The applicant’s engineer shall submit rough grading plan with construction plans.
The engineer shall certify completed rough grading elevationsto +/- 0.1 feet. For single
family residential developments, 2 final residential lot-grading plan shall be based on
these certified grading elevations and approved by the City Engineer before issuance ofa
building permit. If significant grading is required for the residential lots due to its
Jocation or the nature of the site, rough grading shall be required of the developer before
the acceptance of the public improvements. (See Geotechnical section for cut and fill
certification issues on building lots or parcels) There shall not be more than a Imaximun
grade differential of two (2) feet at all site boundaries. Final grading shall in no way
creale any water traps, or create other pondmg situations. Submit one copy (pertinent
sheet) of any residential lot grading for each lot (e.g., 37 lots equals 37 copies).

. Applicants shall obtain a DEQ 1200c¢ permit when their site clearing effort is over
five (3) acres, as modified by DEQ. Applicant shall provide a copy of this permit 1o the
City before any clearing efforts are stared.

. An Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation Control Plan shali be submitied for City
approval. Applicant shall obtain an Erosion Control permit before any worlk on site.
» Dewatering excavations shall not be allowed unless the discharge water meets

turbidity standards (see next butlet) or is adequately clarified before it enters on-site

wetlands, drainage courses, and before it leaves the site. Discharge from iman-made,
natural, temporary, or permanent ponds shall meet the same standard.

Construction activities shall not result in greater than 10 percent turbidity increase

between points located upstream and downstream of construction activities.,

»  Effective erosion control shall be maintained after subdivision site worlk i complete

and throughout building permit issuance.

Plens shail document crosion prevention and control measures that wili remain

cffective and be maintained until al! construction is compiete and p ermanent

vegetation has been established on the site.

Responsible party (site steward) for erosion control maintenance throughout

construction process shall be shown on the Erosion Control Plan.

Staff encourages applicant to select high performance erosion control alternatives to

minimize the potential for water quality and fish habitat degradation in receiving

waters.

\%
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Geotechnical

. Any structural fill to accommodate public improvements shall be overseen and
directed by a geotechnical engineer. The geotechnical engineer shall provide test reports
and certification that all structural fill has been placed as specified and provide a final

TVe a2
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sumimary report to the City certifying all structural £ill on the site before Ciry approval
and acceptance of public improvements.

) Any cutor illin buildi'ng lots or parcels beyvond the rough grading shall be subject (o
the Building Division’s requirements for cerification under the building permmit.

Engineering Requirements

. Design engineer shall schedule a pre-design meeting with the City of Oregon City
Engineering Division before submitting engineering plans for review.

. Street Name/Traffic Control Signs. Approved street name signs are required at all
street intersections with any traffic control signs/signals/striping.

. Applicant shall pay City invoice for the manufacture and nstallation of permanent
signs for street names and any traffic control signs/signals/striping.

. Bench Marks. At least one benchimark based on the City's datum shall be located
within the subdivision.

. Other Public Utilities. The applicant shall male necessary arrangements with utility
companies for the mstallation of underground lines and facihities. The City Engineer
may require the applicant to pay these utility companies (o use trenchless niethods to
statl their utilities in order to save designated and marked trees when the utility crosses
within a dripline of a tree marked, or 1dentified, to be saved. Applicant to bear any
additional costs that thas may incur.

. Technical Plan Check and Inspection Fees, The current Technical Plan Check and
Inspecticn Fee shall be paid before approval of the final engineering plans for the
required site improvements. The fee 1s the established percentage of a City-approved
engineer’s cost estimate or actual construction bids as submitted by the apphicant. Halfof
the fee 1s due upon submitting plans for final approval; the other half 1s due upon
approval of the final plans.

. It 15 the City's policy that the City will enly provide spot check inspection for non
public-funded improvements, and the applicant's engineer shall provide inspection and
surveying services necessary to stake and consiruct the project and prepare the record
(as-built) drawings when the project is complete.

. Applicant shall submit two (2) sets of final engineering plans for imtial review by the
City Engmeermng Diviston to include the drainage report (wet signed by the responsible
engineer), and the cost estimate with half of the Technical Plan Check fee. The
engineering plans shall be blackimme coples, 24”7 x 36”7, Bluelne copies are not
acceptable.

° For projects such as subdivisions, partitions, and Planned Unit Developments, the
applicant shall submit a completed copy of the City’s latest final subdivision and
partition plat checklist, and a paper copy of the preliminary plat.

. Two (2) copies of any revised documents (ir: responise to redlined comuments) will be
required for subsequent reviews, 1f necessary.
. The applicant shall submit, for the final City approval, six (6) copies of the plans with

one full set wet signed over the engineer’s Professional Engineer Oregon staimp.
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Minmum Improvement Requirements. Applicant shall provide a surety on land
division developments for uncompleted work before a plat 15 recorded as required by a
Land Division Compliance Agreement (available in hard copy or electronic version from
City Engineer office). This occurs if the appl:cant wishes to record the final plat before
completion of all required improvements. Surety shall be an escrow accownt orina form
that 15 acceptable to the City Attomey,
Upon conditional acceptance of the public improvements by the City, the applicant
shall provide a two-year maintenance guarantee as described in the Land Division
Compliance Agreement. This Maintenance Guarantee shall be for fi fisen (15) percentof
the engineer’s cost estimate or actual bids for the complete public improvements.
The applicant shall submit a paper copy of the record (as-built) drawings, of fleld
measured facilitics, 1o the City Engineer for review before building permits are issued
bevond the legal limit. Upon approval of the paper copy by the City Engineer, applicant
shall submit a bond copy set and two 4-mil mylar record drawings sets.
The applicant shall submit one full set of the record {as-built) drawings, of field
measured facilities, on AutoCAD files on CD-ROM or 3.5-inch diskette, in 2 format
acceptable to the City Engineer, and include all field changes.
One AutcCAD file of the preliminary plat, if applicable, shall be furnished by the
applicant o the City for addressing purposes. A sample of this format may be obtained
rom the City Geographical Information System Division. This mformation, and
documents, shall be prepared at the apnlicant’s cost,
The applicant’s surveyor shall also submit, at the time ofrecordation, a copy of the
plat on a CD-ROM or 3.5-inch diskette to the City in a format that is acceptable to the
City’s Geographic Information System Division.
The City reserves the right to accept, or reject, record drawings that the City Engineer
deems incomplete or unreadable that are submitted to meet this requirement. The
appiicant shall be responsible for ali costs associated with meeling this condition. The
applicant shail ensure their engineer submits the record drawings before the City will
release final surety funds or residential building permits beyond the legal limit.
Final Plat Requirements, if applicable. The final plat shall comply with ORS 62.010
through 92.190, and City Code. In addition the following requirements shall be required:
#  The apphcant, and their survevor. shall conform to the City's subnntial and review
procedures for the review and approval of plats, easements, agreements, and other
legal documents associated with the division of this parcel.

#  Show the City Planning File Number on the final plat, preferably justbelow the title

block.

A blackline copy of the final plat illustrating maximum building envelopes shall be

subimitted to the Planning Division concurrently with submittal of the plat {o ensure

setbacks and easements do not conflict.

»  Userecorded City control swveys for street centerline control, 1f applicable.

>  Tieto City GPS Geodetic Control Network, County Survey reference PS 24280, and
use as basis of bearings. Inclede ties to at least two monuments, show reasured
versus record, and the scale factor. Monuments may be either GPS stations or other

v
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monuments from prior City control surveys shown on PS 24286, Ifties are to prior
City control surveys, monument ties shall be from the same orginal control survey.
The tie to the GPS control can be part of a reference boundary control survey filed
for the land division.

% Show state plane coordinates on the Point of Beginning.

The civil construction drawings, once approved by the City Engineering Division,
shall have an approval period of one vear in which to commence with construction. The
plans and drawings shall be valid, once the City Enginser holds the reconstruction
conference and construction activity proceeds, for as long as the construction takes. if
the construction drawings expire before construction commences, the applicant shall
ensure the civil constuction documents and plans conform to the latest Standards,
Specifications, and City Codes that are in place at the time of the update. The applicant
<hall bear the cost associated with bringing them mto conformance, including additional
technical plen check and review costs.

The applicant shall include a statement in proposed Conditions, Covenants, and
Restrictions (CC & R's), plat restrictions, or s0me other means acceptable to the City
Attorney for:

% Maintaining surface runoff patterns established for each lot,

$  Maintaining any proposed private storm lines or detention, and

% Conformance by individual lot owner to the City's erosion control standards when
establishing or renovating landscaping, ‘

5  The applicant shall submt the preposed method ard statement 1o the Planning staff

for review and approval, before final plat approval.

Construction vehicles and other vehicies associated with the development shall only
use the entrance as approved by the City Engineering Division to enter their site and
these vehicles shall park or wait onthe consiruction site. The applicant should previde a
specified area of off street parking for the site’s construction workers which meets the
crosion/sedimentation control measures. Suppler vehicles and trailers (hauling vehicles)
and actual construction vehicles shall not park, or wait, in such a manner that would
block or hinder access for emergency vehicles. This includes private vehicles belonging
(o construction workers, supplier vehicles and trailers, and actual construction vehicles.

Site construction activity is to only occur between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM on Monday
through Friday; between 9.00 AM and 6:00 PM on Saturday. No site mmprovement
construction activity is allowed on Sunday. Construction activity includes all field
maintenance of equipment, refueling, and pick up and delivery of equipment as well as
actual construction activity,

The applicant shall ensure that all applicable cutside agencies are contacted and any
appropriate approvals obtained for the construction of the project. The applicant shall
supply copies of approvals to the City. Failure to do so shall be a justification for the
City to prevent the issuance of 2 construction or building penut or to revoke an issued
permit for this project.

The applicant shall be respensible for paying all fees associated with the recording of
documents such as non-remonstrance agreements, easements, and dedications.




Cily of Oregon City Engineering Policy 00-01v3 April 10, 20600

. Should the applicant, or any assigns or heirs, faii lo comply with any of the
conditions set forth here, the City may take the appropriate legal action to ensure
comphance. The applicant shall be responsible for any City legal fees and staff time
associated with enforcing these conditions of approval.
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CHECKLIST OF RECOMMENDED GEQTECHNICAL TESTING AND OBSERVATICN

item Procedure Timing By Whom Done
No.
. .. . Contractor, Developer,
1 Preconstruction meeting Prior to bv;eg;;:nlng site Civil and Geotechnical
Engineers
Stripping, aeration, and root- . A Engineering Geologist
2 picking operations. During stripping Geolechnical engineer
Compaction testing of During filling, tested
3 engineered fill (95% of | every Soil Technician
Standard Proctor) 2 verﬂcaLf;-'r:et or 500
Verify subgrade strength in Prior to pouring . .
4 footing excavations concrete Geotechnical Engineer
. . During backfilling,
5 C{;r:ckﬁll f’é’sfgfngéﬁngf " octed every Soorical Soil Technician
Proctor) feth inea
Subgrade Proofroll or
6 Compaction Prior to base coarse Soil Technician
(95% of Standard Proctor)
Base course compaction Prior to paving, tested . -
7 {95% of Modified Proctor) every 200 lineal feet Soil Technician
8 {91% ﬁbﬁﬂ?)?nn}%a;ﬁbgg% (top [;l:ﬁngzpc?af ilpg. tﬁne? Soil Technician
li) of Rice Density) ery c/0ineal lee
g | Final G“tefg;'o";' Engineers | completion of project | Geotechnical Engineer
04-8758-Gentry Heights Subdivision GR 10 GEOPACIFIC ENGINEERING, INC.




GeoP4tifie
| tngineening.inc. |

GEOPACIFIC ENGINEERING, INC.
7312 SW Durham Road
Portland, Oregon 97224

Tel: (503) 598-8445 Fax: (503) 598-8705

VICINITY MAP

i

] suBJ

CNETE

T T

T DV
\Ul,ﬂ{(‘-ll"l'

{«a o
5 mo
. g
e AT SR Tt
NN

N
/

Legend

Base map: U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute Topographic Map Series, Oregon City OR Quadrangle
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